
RCS Operational LEAKAGE 
B 3.4.13 

B 3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

B 3.4.13 RCS Operational LEAKAGE 

BASES 

BACKGROUND Components that contain or transport the coolant to or from 
the reactor core make up the RCS. Component joints are made 
by welding, bolting, rolling, or pressure loading, and 
valves isolate connecting systems from the RCS.  

During plant life, the joint and valve interfaces can 
produce varying amounts of reactor coolant LEAKAGE, through 
either normal operational wear or mechanical deterioration.  
The purpose of the RCS Operational LEAKAGE LCO is to limit 
system operation in the presence of LEAKAGE from these 
sources to amounts that do not compromise safety. This LCO 
specifies the types and amounts of LEAKAGE.  

FSAR Section 1.3.3 (Ref. 1). requires means for detecting 
and, to the extent practical, identifying the source of 
reactor coolant LEAKAGE.  

The safety significance of RCS LEAKAGE varies widely 
depending on its source, rate, and duration. Therefore, 
detecting and monitoring reactor coolant LEAKAGE into the 
containment area is necessary. Quickly separating the 
identified LEAKAGE from the unidentified LEAKAGE is 
necessary to provide quantitative information to the 
operators, allowing them to take corrective action should a 
leak occur that is detrimental to the safety of the facility 
and the public.  

A limited amount of leakage inside containment is expected 
from auxiliary systems that cannot be made 100% leaktight.  
Leakage from these systems should be detected, located, and 
isolated from the containment atmosphere, if possible, to 
not interfere with RCS leakage detection.  

This LCO deals with protection of the reactor coolant 
pressure boundary (RCPB) from degradation and the core from 
inadequate cooling, in addition to preventing the accident 
analyses radiation release assumptions from being exceeded.  
The consequences of violating this LCO include the 
possibility of a loss of coolant accident (LOCA).
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APPLICABLE Except for primary to secondary LEAKAGE, the safety analyses 
SAFETY ANALYSES do not address operational LEAKAGE. However, other 

operational LEAKAGE is related to the safety analyses for 
LOCA; the amount of leakage can affect the probability of 
such an event. The safety analysis for an event resulting 
in steam discharge to the atmosphere assumes 500 gpd primary 
to secondary LEAKAGE as the initial condition.  

Primary to secondary LEAKAGE is a factor in the dose 
releases outside containment resulting from a steam line 
break (SLB) accident. To a lesser extent, other accidents 
or transients involve secondary steam release to the 
atmosphere, such as a steam generator tube rupture (SGTR).  
The leakage contaminates the secondary fluid.  

The FSAR (Ref. 2) analysis for SGTR assumes the contaminated 
secondary fluid is only briefly released via safety valves.  
The 500 gpd primary to secondary LEAKAGE is relatively 
inconsequential.  

The SLB is more limiting for site radiation releases. The 
safety analysis for the SLB accident assumes 500 gpd primary 
to secondary LEAKAGE in one generator as an initial 
condition. The dose consequences resulting from the SLB 
accident are well within the limits defined in 10 CFR 100 or 
the staff approved licensing basis (i.e., a small fraction 
of these limits).  

The RCS operational LEAKAGE satisfies Criterion 2 of the NRC 
Policy Statement.  

LCO RCS operational LEAKAGE shall be limited to: 

a. Pressure Boundary LEAKAGE 

No pressure boundary LEAKAGE is allowed, being 
indicative of material deterioration. LEAKAGE of this 
type is unacceptable as the leak itself could cause 
further deterioration, resulting in higher LEAKAGE.  
Violation of this LCO could result in continued 
degradation of the RCPB. LEAKAGE past seals and 
gaskets is not pressure boundary LEAKAGE.
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LCO (continued) 

b. Unidentified LEAKAGE 

One gallon per minute (gpm) of unidentified LEAKAGE is 
allowed as a reasonable minimum detectable amount that 
the containment air monitoring and containment sump 
level monitoring equipment can detect within a 
reasonable time period. Violation of this LCO could 
result in continued degradation of the RCPB, if the 
LEAKAGE is from the pressure boundary.  

c. Identified LEAKAGE 

Up to 10 gpm of identified LEAKAGE is considered 
allowable because LEAKAGE is from known sources that 
do not interfere with detection of unidentified 
LEAKAGE and is well within the capability of the RCS 
Makeup System. Identified LEAKAGE includes LEAKAGE to 
the containment from specifically known and located 
sources, but does not include pressure boundary 
LEAKAGE or controlled reactor coolant pump (RCP) seal 
leakoff (a normal function not considered LEAKAGE).  
Violation of this LCO could result in continued 
degradation of a component or system.  

d. Primary to Secondary LEAKAGE through Any One SG 

The 500 gallons per day limit on one SG is based on 
the assumption that a single crack leaking this amount 
would not propagate to a SGTR under the stress 
conditions of a LOCA or a main steam line rupture. If 
leaked through many cracks, the cracks are very small, 
and the above assumption is conservative.  

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2. 3. and 4, the potential for RCPB LEAKAGE is 
greatest when the RCS is pressurized, 

In MODES 5 and 6, LEAKAGE limits are not required because 
the reactor coolant pressure is far lower, resulting in 
lower stresses and reduced potentials for LEAKAGE.  

LCO 3.4.14, "RCS Pressure Isolation Valve (PIV) Leakage," 
measures leakage through each individual PIV and can impact 
this LCO. Of the two PIVs in series in each isolated line, 
leakage measured through one PIV does not result in RCS 
LEAKAGE when the other is leak tight. If both valves leak
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APPLICABILITY (continued) 

and result in a loss of mass from the RCS, the loss must be 
included in the allowable identified LEAKAGE.  

ACTIONS A.1 

Unidentified LEAKAGE, identified LEAKAGE, or primary to 
secondary LEAKAGE in excess of the LCO limits must be 
reduced to within limits within 24 hours. This Completion 
Time allows time to verify leakage rates and either identify 
unidentified LEAKAGE or reduce LEAKAGE to within limits 
before the reactor must be shut down. This action is 
necessary to prevent further deterioration of the RCPB.  

B.1 and B.2 

If any pressure boundary LEAKAGE exists, or if unidentified 
LEAKAGE, identified LEAKAGE, or primary to secondary LEAKAGE 
cannot be reduced to within limits within 24 hours, the 
reactor must be brought to lower pressure conditions to 
reduce the severity of the LEAKAGE and its potential 
consequences. It should be noted that LEAKAGE past seals 
and gaskets is not pressure boundary LEAKAGE. The reactor 
must be brought to MODE 3 within 6 hours and MODE 5 within 
36 hours. This action reduces the LEAKAGE and als o reduces 
the factors that tend to degrade the pressure boundary.  

The allowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on 
operating experience, to reach the required plant conditions 
from full power conditions in an orderly manner and without 
challenging plant systems. In MODE 5, the pressure stresses 
acting on the RCPB are much lower, and further deterioration 
is much less likely.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.4.13.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Verifying RCS LEAKAGE to be within the LCO limits ensures 
the integrity of the RCPB is maintained. Pressure boundary 
LEAKAGE would at first appear as unidentified LEAKAGE and 
can only be positively identified by inspection. It should 
be noted that LEAKAGE past seals and gaskets is not pressure 
boundary LEAKAGE. Unidentified LEAKAGE and identified 
LEAKAGE are determined by performance of an RCS water
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SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

inventory balance, Primary to secondary LEAKAGE is also 
measured by performance of an RCS water inventory balance in 
conjunction with effluent monitoring within the secondary 
steam and feedwater systems.  

The RCS water inventory balance must be met with the reactor 
at steady state operating conditions (i.e.. stable 
temperature. power level, pressurizer and makeup tank 
levels, makeup and letdown, and RCP seal injection and 
return flows). Therefore. a note is added allowing that 
this SR is not required to be performed until 12 hours after 
establishing steady state operation, 

The 12 hour allowance provides sufficient time to collect 
and process all necessary data after stable plant conditions 
are established.  

Steady state operation is required to perform a proper 
inventory balance since calculations during maneuvering are 
not useful. For RCS operational LEAKAGE determination by 
water inventory balance, steady state is defined as stable 
RCS pressure. temperature, power level, pressurizer and 
makeup tank levels, makeup and letdown, and RCP seal 
injection and return flows.  

An early warning of pressure boundary LEAKAGE or 
unidentified LEAKAGE is provided by the automatic systems 
that monitor the containment atmosphere radioactivity and 
the containment sump level. It should be noted that LEAKAGE 
past seals and gaskets is not pressure boundary LEAKAGE.  
These leakage detection systems are specified in LCO 3.4.15.  
"RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation." 

The 72 hour Frequency is a reasonable interval to trend 
LEAKAGE and recognizes the importance of early leakage 
detection in the prevention of accidents.  

SR 3.4.13.2 

This SR provides the means necessary to determine SG 
OPERABILITY in an operational MODE. The requirement to 
demonstrate SG tube integrity in accordance with the Steam 
Generator Tube Surveillance Program emphasizes the 
importance of SG tube integrity, even though this 
Surveillance cannot be performed at normal operating 
conditions,
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REFERENCES 1. FSAR Section 1.3.3.  

2. FSAR, Section 14.
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DOC Number DOC Text 

A.01 In the conversion of Point Beach current Technical Specifications (CTS) to the proposed plant 
specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain wording preferences or conventions are 
adopted which do not result in technical changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial 
changes, reformatting, and revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the 
Standard Technical Specifications, Westinghouse Plants, NUREG-1431, Revision 1 (i.e., 
Improved Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.16A LCO 3.04.14 

15.03.16. B LCO 3.04.14 COND A 

15.03.16C LCO 3.04.14 COND B 

15.04.16 N/A 

15.04.16.A SR 3104,14.01 

A.02 Consistent with existing plant design and operations, a change to the Applicability of CTS 
15.3.16 has been proposed which limits applicability of the specification to exclude the valves in 
the RHR flow path when in or during transition to or from the RHR mode of operation. This is an 
administrative change because the existing specification has never been applied to these valves 
when the flow path described above is in use. This is acceptable practice because when the 
plant is in the transition to or from RHR operation, the RCS pressure is low and the RHR PIVs 
are no longer required to protect the RHR piping. Therefore, proposed ITS LCO 3.4.14 clarifies 
the existing application and practice associated with these valves.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.16 LCO 3,04.14 

A.03 The Bases of the current Technical Specifications for this section have been completely 
replaced by revised Bases that reflect the format and applicable content of PBNP ITS Chapter 
3.4, consistent with the Standard Technical Specifications for Westinghouse Plants, NUREG
1431. The revised Bases are as shown in the PBNP ITS Bases.  

CTS: ITS: 

BASES B 3.04.14 
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A.04 CTS 15.4.16.A is revised by adopting NUREG 1431, SR 3.4.14.1 Notes 1, 2, and 3. These 
Notes are added to clarify specific testing issues involved in the performance of PIV leakage 
testing. Note 1 establishes that the SR is not required to be performed in MODES 3 and 4. This 
note addresses the fact that normally the tests are performed in MODES 1 and 2 during periods 
when differential pressure are high and conditions are stable, but also allows the tests to be 
performed in MODES 3 and 4. As a result, it is complementary and supports the Frequency of 
"Prior to entry into MODE 2 whenever the unit has been in MODE 5 for 7 days or more, if 
leakage testing has not been performed in the previous 9 months." Note 2 establishes that the 
SR is not required to be performed on the RCS PIVs located in the RHR flow path when in the 
shutdown cooling mode of operation. This is because PIVs contained in the RHR shutdown 
cooling flow path must be leakage rate tested after RHR is secured and stable unit conditions 
and the necessary differential pressures are established. Note 3 addresses the issue that 
testing must be performed once after the valve has been opened by flow or exercised to ensure 
tight reseating. PIVs disturbed in the performance of this Surveillance should also be tested 
unless it has been established that an infinite testing loop cannot practically be avoided. These 
notes provide information not specifically addressed in the CTS but do not change any technical 
intent and are, therefore, considered administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.04.16.A SR 3.04.14.01 

NEW SR 3.04.14.01 NOTE 1 

SR 3.04.14.01 NOTE 2 

SR 3.04.14.01 NOTE 3 

A.05 CTS 15.3.16, Table 15.3.16-1, Footnotes (a) and (b), and CTS 15.4.16, Table 15.4.16-1, 
Footnotes (a) and (b), describe the PIV leakage rate acceptance criteria and minimum 
differential test pressure. This information is being retained and described in section 5.0 of the 
ITS. Because this information will be retained in the ITS, this change is considered an 
administrative relocation.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.16 T 15.03.16-01 FOOTNOTE (a) 5.0 

15.03.16 T 15.03.16-01 FOOTNOTE (b) 5.0 

15.04.16 T 15.04.16-01 FOOTNOTE (a) 5.0 

15.04.16 T 15.04.16-01 FOOTNOTE (b) 5.0 

L.01 CTS 15.3.16.B is revised by adopting NUREG 1431, Action Note 1. This Note modifies the LCO 
3.4.14 Actions by providing clarification that each flow path allows separate entry into a 
Condition. This results in a relaxation of the requirements and is less restrictive. However, this 
is allowed based upon the functional independence of the flow paths involved.  

CTS: ITS: 

NEW LCO 3.04.14 COND NOTE 1 
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L.02 CTS 15.3.16.B requires that, with leakage from any pressure isolation valve (PIV) not within 
limits, operation may continue provided that at least two valves are in, and remain in, the mode 
corresponding to the isolated condition. Proposed ITS LCO 3.4.14 requires initial isolation of the 
high pressure line by a single valve within 4 hours, and by a second valve within 72 hours This 
is a relaxation of requirements and is less restrictive. This change is acceptable, because the 
CTS has no completion time associated with the required actions. The extended interval is also 
acceptable because it is based on the time usually required to perform this action and considers 
the low probability of another valve failing during this period.  

CTS: ITS: 

15,03.16.B LCO 3.04.14 COND A RA A.1 

LCO 3.04.14 COND A RA A.2 

15.03.16.B Note (a) N/A 

L.03 CTS 15.3.16.C requires that if leakage from any PIV is in excess of the limits, and at least two 
valves in that high pressure line cannot be placed in, and remain in, the mode corresponding to 
the isolated condition, then an orderly shutdown shall be initiated and the reactor shall be in the 
cold shutdown condition within 24 hours. Proposed ITS 3.4.14, Required Actions B.1 and B.2 
require the unit be placed in MODE 3 in 6 hours and in MODE 5 in 36 hours. This is a relaxation 
of requirements and is less restrictive; however, it is acceptable. The proposed time 
requirement has been shown to be a reasonable time, based on industry experience, to reach 
MODE 5 from full power conditions in an orderly manner, without challenging plant systems.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.16.C LCO 3.04.14 COND B RA B.1 
LCO 3.04.14 COND B RA B.2 

L.04 CTS 15.4.16.A, requires that PIV leakage be verified each time the plant is placed in the cold 
shutdown condition for 72 hours, if testing has not been accomplished in the preceding 9 
months. Proposed ITS SR 3.4.14.1 requires PIV leakage be verified prior to entering MODE 2 
whenever the unit has been in MODE 5 for 7 days or more, if leakage testing has not been 
performed in the previous 9 months. The changes in the frequency are being made to avoid 
extending a brief shutdown for PIV testing. Since the result of this change is a net reduction in 
the number of times that PIV leakage verification would be expected to be required over the 
remaining life of the plant, it is a relaxation of requirements, and is less restrictive. This change 
is acceptable, however, since PIV leakage verification is performed routinely at an 18 month 
frequency. In addition, the plant conditions and test results associated with performing the PIV 
leakage testing are not affected whether the tests are conducted after 72 hours or after 7 days.  
Consequently, the Frequency is concluded to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.04.16.A SR 3.04.14.01 
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L.05 CTS 15.4.16.8 requires, whenever the integrity of a pressure isolation valve cannot be 
demonstrated, the integrity of the remaining valve to be determined and recorded daily. In this 
condition, CTS 15.4.16.B also requires that the position of the other closed valve located in the 
high pressure piping to be recorded daily. Under this same condition, proposed ITS 3.4.14, 
Required Actions A. 1 and A.2 require isolation of the high pressure portion of the piping from the 
low pressure portion of the piping by the use of two valves. In addition, ITS 3.4.14 Required 
Actions A. 1 and A.2 are modified by a Note that requires the valves used to meet the 
requirements of Required Actions A.1 and A.2 to satisfy the leakage criteria of SR 3.4.14.1 (i.e., 
integrity determined to be acceptable) and that the valves be in the reactor coolant pressure 
boundary or high pressure portion of the piping.  

The normal periodic surveillance frequency (ITS SR 3.4.14.1) for RCS PIV leakage testing 
provides adequate assurance of PIV OPERABILITY. Therefore, the CTS requirement to perform 
the surveillance (in order to record the continued integrity of the associated valves used to 
comply with Required Actions A. 1 and A.2) once per day is deleted. If the Surveillance is not 
performed within the normal surveillance interval, compliance with the requirements of the Note 
to Required Actions A.1 and A.2 would not be satisfied for these valves and a shutdown per 
Required Actions B.1 and B.2 would be required (i.e., action taken to exit the Applicability of the 
LCO). If at any time it is discovered that the valves used to comply with Required Actions A. 1 
and A.2 did not satisfy the requirements of SR 3.4.14.1, Condition B must be immediately 
entered and Required Actions B.1 and B.2 taken.  

ITS 3.4.14 Required Actions A.1 and A.2 require isolation of the high pressure portion of the 
piping from the low pressure portion of the piping by the use of two valves. These requirements 
provide adequate assurance that the high pressure portion of the piping will remain isolated from 
the low pressure portion of the piping. Therefore, in the event of an inoperable RCS PIV, the 
CTS requirement to record the position of the other closed valve located in the high pressure 
piping daily (i.e., verification of compliance with Technical Specifications Actions) is deleted.  

This change is acceptable based on the administrative controls governing valve operation and 
the low probability of misalignment of these valves. The CTS verification is an implicit part of 
using Technical Specifications and determining the appropriate Conditions to enter and Actions 
to take in the event of inoperability of Technical Specification equipment, and the failure to 
comply with Technical Specification Actions. In addition, plant and equipment status is 
continuously monitored by control room personnel. The results of this monitoring process are 
documented in records/logs maintained by control room personnel. The continuous monitoring 
process includes re-evaluating the status of compliance with Technical Specification 
requirements, when Technical Specification equipment status changes, using the control room 
records/logs as aids. Therefore, the explicit requirement to periodically record/verify the position 
of another closed valve located in the high pressure piping, in the event of an inoperable RCS 
PIV, is unnecessary for ensuring compliance with the applicable Technical Specification Actions.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.16.B N/A 
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NEW LCO 3.04.14 COND A RA A,1 NOTE 

LA.01 CTS 15.3.16.A and 15.3.16.B specify the PIVs listed in Table 15.3.16-1. CTS 15.4.16.A and 
CTS 15.4.16.B similarly specify the PIVs listed in Table 15.4.16-1. These tables list the same 
Point Beach PIVs and are not being retained in ITS and are moved to the FSAR. The tables 
provide details which are not directly pertinent to the actual requirement, i.e., Limiting Condition 
for Operation or Surveillance Requirement, but rather provide a listing of PIVs for valve number 
identification. Since these details are not necessary to adequately describe the actual regulatory 
requirement, they can be moved to other documents without an adverse impact on safety.  
Changes to the FSAR will be controlled in accordance with the 10 CFR 50.59 process.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.16 T 15.03.16-01 FSAR 

15.03.16.A N/A 

15 .03 .16.B N/A 

15.04.16 T 15.04.16-01 FSAR 

15.04.16.A SR 3.04.14.01 

15.04A16.B N/A 

LA.02 CTS 15.4.16.A, Note (a) modifies the periodic testing requirement for each valve listed in Table 
15.4.6-1, by allowing the leakage to be measured indirectly (as from the performance of 
pressure indicators) to satisfy ALARA requirements. Furthermore, the Note requires the 
verification to be performed in accordance with approved procedures and be supported by 
computations showing the method is capable of demonstrating valve compliance with the 
leakage criteria. The testing details of the CTS are not required to be in ITS to provide adequate 
protection of the public health and safety. Changes to plant procedures and other controlled 
documents are subject to controls imposed by plant administrative procedures, which endorse 
applicable regulations and standards.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.04.16.A SR 3.04.14.01 

15.04.16.A Note (a) N/A 
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LA.03 CTS 15.4.1 6.A requires that PIV leakage be verified prior to returning the valve to service after 
maintenance, repair or replacement work is performed. Proposed ITS SR 3.4.14.1 requires PIV 
leakage be verified in accordance with the Inservice Testing Program. The testing details of the 
CTS are not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection of the public health and 
safety, as the regulatory requirement (IST Program) is being maintained in Technical 
Specifications. Changes to plant procedures and other plant controlled documents are subject 
to controls imposed by plant administrative procedures, which endorse applicable regulations 
and standards. Inservice Testing of the PIVs will continue to be performed in accordance with 
the IST program.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.04.16.A SIR 3.04.14.01 

M.01 CTS 15.3.16,B is revised by adopting NUREG 1431, Action Note 2. This Note modifies the 
LCO 3.4.14 Actions by requiring a evaluation of affected systems, if a PIV is inoperable.  
Adopting this Note results in imposing additional requirements on plant operation. Although this 
change is more restrictive, it is necessary since the leakage may have affected system 
operability, or isolation of a leaking flow path with an alternate valve may have degraded the 
ability of the interconnected system to perform its safety function.  

CTS: ITS: 

NEW LCO 3.04.14 COND NOTE 2 

M.02 CTS 15.4.16.A requires that PIV leakage be verified every time the plant is placed in cold 
shutdown for refueling. Proposed ITS SR 3.4.14.1 requires PIV leakage be verified at a 
frequency of 18 months. The CTS requirement is the same as the proposed ITS with the 
exception of the specified frequency. The CTS does not define a specific frequency of 
performance for this surveillance, but rather an evolution, which can vary significantly from 
outage to outage with no bounding limit. Accordingly, the adoption of a bounding limit (18 
months) is a more restrictive change.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.04.16.A SR 3.04.14.01 

Page 6 of 7



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.14 

13-Nov-99 

DOC Number DOC Text 

M.03 CTS 15.4.16.A is revised to adopt ITS SR 3.4.14.1 requirement to verify PIV leakage within 24 
hours following valve actuation due to automatic or manual action or flow through the valve. A 
corresponding Note (Note 3 to SR 3.4.14.1) was also added to avoid repetitive testing loops on 
PIVs actuated as a result of leakage testing. Therefore, PIVs disturbed in the performance of 
this surveillance are only required to be tested once, if documentation shows an infinite testing 
loop cannot be practically avoided, although testing must be performed within 24 hours after the 
valve has been reseated. The frequency of 24 hours is reasonable and a practical time limit for 
performing this test after opening or reseating a valve. Because this change imposes new 
requirements, it is more restrictive.  

CTS: ITS: 

NEW SR 3.04.14.01

Page 7 of 7



Spec 3.4.14 

.71 1 Page 1 of 5 

15.3.16 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM PRESSURE ISOLATION VALVES 

"Applicability 

Applies to the operational status of the reactor coolant system pressure isolation valves during

power operation, startup and shutdown where reactor coolant temperature is greater than 200'F and / 
shutdown margin is less than 1% AK/K. IMODES 1,2, and 3.

Objective MODE 4, except valves in the Residual Heat Removal (RHR) flow path Objecive • when in, or during the transition to or from, the RHR mode of operation..  

To increase the reliability of reactor coolant system pressure isolation valves thereby reducing the 

potential for an intersystem loss of coolant accident.  

Specification _ _ _ 

A. Each pressure isolation valvel listed in Table 15.3.16-11 shall be functional as a pressure 

isolation device, except as specified in B. Valve leakage shall not exceed the amounts L 

indicated.  

B. In the event that the integrity of any pressure isolation valvel specified in Table 15.3.16-I 
cannot be demonstrated, reactor operation may continue, provided that at least two valvs n each high pressure line having a non-funictional valve are in, and remain in, the mode .  

corresponding to the isolated condition."' I 

C . If specifications A and B cannot be met an orderly shutdown shall be initiated and the reactor] 

shall be in the cold shutdown condition within 24 hours.L.

Tb a -r.,t n,� �1 ron� 1 ;raln ante far raartnr ran
1

ant crctnrn

nor,,rannn nfl rflIxt¶ �ntaryrt�y tbara1�r roA.it'4nn tba nrnboI'.r1�t�r n4 �
nrnec 17011r0 fn;lnra 0 � A

rnflQ0,,afld

,ntae,,cTan IC)P A -xbr1,;A, oe~crnttnin

(a) Manual valves shall be locked in the closed position; motor operated valves shall be placed in 
the closed position and power supplies deenergized.

jAdd ACTION NOTE 1. See Insert 3.4.14-1.  

SAdd ACTION NOTE 2. See Insert 3.4.14-1. M

Unit I - Amendment No. 91 

Unit 2 - Amendment No. 95

15.3.16-1 April 28, 1985

]

I

't 1 t , t

S.. .. .. . . . .2 = :: : - l +1'2 11 " .. . 21 " 1 . .. . . .. . . . . . . ...A +11 A2 : . . . . . . . . . .
r ......... j v- •.

;N012&;QA Uaj;198 Q;QJ,1



Unit 1

STABLE 15.3.16-I11 Pa 

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM PRESSURE ISOLATION VALVES 'a)(b) 

System Check Valve No.  

Residual Heat Removal 

Line I 853C 
853A 

Line 2 853D 
853B 

Safety Injection 

Loop A Cold Leg 867A 
845A 
845E 

Loop B Cold Leg 867B 
845B 
845F 

R.V. Hot Leg Line A 845C 

R.V. Hot Leg Line B 845D

Footrnotes:

(a) 1. Leakage rates less than or equal to 1.0 gpm are considered acceptable.  

2. Leakage rates greater than 1.0 gpm but less than or equal to 5.0 gpm are 
considered acceptable if the latest measured rate has not exceeded the rate 
determined by the previous test by an amount that reduces the margin between 
measured leakage rate and the maximum permissible rate of 5.0 gpm by 50% 
or greater.  

3. Leakage rates greater than 1.0 gpm but less than or equal to 5.0 gpm are 
considered unacceptable if the latest measured rate exceeded the rate 
determined by the previous test by an amount that reduces the margin between 
measured leakage rate and the maximum permissible rate of 5.0 gpm by 50% 
or greater.  

4. Leakage rates greater than 5.0 gpm are considered unacceptable.  

(b) Minimum differential test pressure shall not be less than 150 psid.

Order dated April 20, 1981

Unit 2

15.3.16-2

)ec 3.4.14 
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Spec 3.4.14 
L I Page 3 of 5 

15.4.16 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM PRESSURE ISOLATION VALVE LEAKAGE TESTS 

Applicability 

Applies to inspection criteria for the reactor coolant system pressure isolation valves.  

Objective 

To provide assurance of the continuing integrity of the reactor coolant system pressure isolation 

valves. [Add SR 3.4.14.1 Notes 1, 2, 3. See Insert 3.4.14-2. j- ] 

Specification LA.2 LA.1 

A. Periodic leakage testing n each valve listed in Table 15.4.16-1 •hall be accomplished every 
M2 time the plant is placed in the cold shutdown condition for refueling, eachljime the plant is 

placed in a cold shutdown condition for 72 hours if testing has not been accomplished in the 

E5--opreceding 9 months d prior to returning the valve to service after maintenance, repair orl,± 3 
replacement work is performed. I 

Add "within 24 hours following valve actuation due to automatic or manual action or flow through the valve." 

B. Whenever integrity of a pressure isolation valve listed in Table 15.4.16-1 cannot be 

demonstrated, the integrity of the remaining valve in each high pressure line having a leaking 

5• valve shall be determined and recorded daily. In addition, the position of one other valve 

located in the high pressure piping shall be recorded daily.1

..h. u......... .. rg r t for r62ct4r c.o. .n. ryrtem P.....r... is. olt.... ... a...... Pr...de. added 

Rc...r.n.. Of .a4. .integ;' .ther..by .d...i.. the . r.J bability of gro .... .. fa.ilur..... "an.d.n.

,nt• re, ,c. tr, (I " Q A t,144--.•r -. ,np ,cp, t,.-'rti;, - Fn

[(a) To satisfy, ALARA requirements, leakage may be measured indirectly (as from the[ 
performance of pressure indicators) if accomplished in accordance with approved procedures 

and supported by computations showing that the method is capable of demonstrating valve 
compliance with the leakage criterija.  

Unit 1 15.4.16-1 Order dated April 20, 1981 

Unit 2



�J-H

RTABLE P5ESSU6- S A a 
REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM PRESSURE ISOLATION VALVES'ax"

Footnotes:

15.4.16-2Unit 1 

Unit 2

Order dated April 20, 1981

System Check Valve No.  

Residual Heat Removal 
Line 1 853C 

853A 

Line 2 853D 
853B 

Safety Injection 

Loop A Cold Leg 867A 
845A 
845E 

Loop B Cold Leg 867B 
845B 
845F 

R.V. Hot Leg Line A 845C 

R.V. Hot Leg Line B 845D

(a) 1. Leakage rates less than or equal to 1.0 gpm are considered acceptable.  

2. Leakage rates greater than 1.0 gpm but less than or equal to 5.0 gpm are 
considered acceptable if the latest measured rate has not exceeded the rate 
determined by the previous test by an amount that reduces the margin between 
measured leakage rate and the maximum permissible rate of 5.0 gpm by 50% 
or greater.  

3. Leakage rates greater than 1.0 gpm but less than or equal to 5.0 gpm are 
considered unacceptable if the latest measured rate exceeded the rate 
determined by the previous test by an amount that reduces the margin between 
measured leakage rate and the maximum permissible rate of 5.0 gpm by 50% 
or greater.  

4. Leakage rates greater than 5.0 gpm are considered unacceptable.  

(b) Minimum differential test pressure shall not be less than 150 psid.

•ec 3.4.14 
ige 4 of 5



Section 3.4.14 CTS Markup Inserts Spec 3.4.14 
5 of 5

Insert 3.4.14-1: 1..  

:1. Separate Condition entry is allowed for each flow path.  

,2. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions for systems made inoperable 
by an inoperable PIV.

-------------------- NOTES---------------
1. Not required to be performed in 

MODES 3 and 4.  

2. Not required to be performed on the 
RCS PIVs located in the RHR flow path 

when in the shutdown cooling mode of 
operation.  

3. RCS PIVs actuated during the 
performance of this Surveillance are 
not required to be tested more than 
once if a repetitive testing loop 
cannot be avoided.  

-----------------------------------

Insert 3.4.14-2:

ýA. 4



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.14 

13-Nov-99 

JFD Number JFD Text 

01 The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information has been provided.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.04.14 B 3.04.14 

LCO 3.04.14 COND A RA A.1 NOTE LCO 3.04.14 COND A RA A.1 NOTE 

LCO 3.04.14 COND A RA A.2 LCO 3.04.14 COND A RA A.2 

N/A LCO 3.04.14 COND C 

LCO 3.04.14 COND C RA C.1 

SR 3,04.14.02 

SR 3.04.14.02 NOTE 

SR 3.04.14.03 

SR 304.14.03 NOTE 

SR 3.04.14.01 SR 3.04.14.01 

02 NUREG-1431 specifies PIV leakage rate limitations. These limits are not being retained in 
proposed ITS LCO 34.14. ITS SR 3.4.14.1 will rather state to verify leakage from each RCS 
PIV is within the limits contained in the RCS PIV Leakage Program, which will be located in ITS, 
Section 5. This change is necessary due to the complex nature of the PIV leakage rates 
contained in CTS 15.4.16, Table 15.4.16-1, and retained in the ITS.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.04.14 B 3.04.14 

SR 3.04.14.01 SR 3.04.14.01 

03 Reference to the General Design Criteria (GDC) of 10 CFR 50 Appendix A has been deleted 
from the Bases of the Technical Specifications, substituting reference to the Event V Order, 
issued April 20, 1981. Point Beach was constructed and licensed prior to the GDC being 
issued. The Point Beach construction permit was issued prior to the GDCs being issued in 
1971. Accordingly, reference has been provided to the appropriate criteria with which Point 
Beach maintains compliance.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3,04.14 B 304,14 

Page 1 of 2



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.14 

13-Nov-99 

JFD Number JFD Text

Reference to the Chemical and Volume Control System, as a typical system the RCS is isolated 
from by PIVs, is deleted from NUREG 1431. Point Beach's CVCS is a high pressure system 
that does not require isolation from the RCS.

ITS: 

B 3.04.14

NUREG: 

B 3.04.14

Page 2 of 2
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RCS PIV Leakage 
3.4.14

3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

3.4.14 RCS Pressure Isolation Valve (PIV) Leakage

LCO 3.4.14 Leakage from each RCS PIV shall be within limit.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3, 
MODE 4, except valves in the 
flow path when in. or during 
RHR mode of operation.

residual heat removal (RHR) 
the transition to or from, the

ACTIONS

----------------------------- -------- NOTES OTES..................... ---------
1. Separate Condition entry is allowed for each flow path.  

2. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions for systems made 
inoperable by an inoperable PIV.  

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. One or more flow paths ------------ NOTE 
with leakage from one Each valve used to satisfy 
or more RCS PIVs not Required Action A.1 and 
within limit. Required Action A.2 must have 

been verified to meet 
SR 3.4.14.1 and be in the 
reactor c olant pressure 
boundary I[hr the high 
pressure ortion of the 
systemo_ 

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95WOG STS 3.4-35



RCS PIV Leakage 
3.4.14

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. (continued) A. 1

AND 
[----1

Isolate the high 
pressure portion of 
the affected system 
from the low pressure 
portion by use of one 
closed manual, 
deactivated 
automatic, or check 
valve.  

Isolate the high 
pressure portion of 
the affected system 
from the low 
pressure portion by 
use of a second 
closed manual, 
deactivated 
automatic, or check 
valve.

4 hours

72 hours

A:.2 Restoreljj ý 72 rhours 
in l imits .

B. Required Action and B,1 Be in MODE 3. 6 hours 
associated Completion 
Time for Condition A AND 
not met.  

B.2 Be in MODE 5. 36 hours 

C. Clnctio°Sure C.1aIsolate the affectedl

--w

Rev 1, 04/07/95

_______________ _________________ j

WOG STS 3.4-36

-91



RCS PIV Leakage 
3.4.14

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

SR 3.4.14.1 ------------------NOTES---------------
1. Not required to be performed in 

MODES 3 and 4.  

2. Not required to be performed on the 
RCS PIVs located in the RHR flow path 
when in the shutdown cooling mode of 
operation.  

3. RCS PIVs actuated during the 
performance of this Surveillance are 
not required to be tested more than 
once if a repetitive testing loop 
cannot be avoided.  

Verify leakage from each RCS PIV s- In accordance 
equivalent to 5 0.5 gpm per nominal inch of with the 
valve size up to a maximum of 5 m at an Inservice 
RCS pressure Ž [2215] psi and Testing <• r22551 psig. Proq~gram, and 

t 18 18months 

within the limitsAN 
contained in the RCS _oND 

PIV Leakage Program Prior 

entering MODE 2 
whenever the 
unit has been 
in MODE 5 for 
7 days or more, 
if leakage 
testing has not 
been performed 
in the previous 
9 months 

AND 

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95WOG STS 3.4-37



RCS PIV Leakage 
3.4.14

SURVEILLANCE

SR 3.4.14.1 (continued)

FREQUENCY

Within 24 hours 
following valve 
actuation due 
to automatic or 
manual action 
or flow through 
the valve

SR .2 - -- - -- - -- - - NOTE--- - - - - - - -
o reuired to be met when the RHR System 

au sre interlock is disabled in ac o d n .... R . 4. 12... 7... . . . . . . ..  

Verify RHR m autoclosure lock 
prey he valves from being opene 

a simulated or actual RCS pressure 
signal >_ [425] psig.  

SR .3 - -- - -- - -- - - NOTE - - - - - - - - -

No euired to be met when the RHR System 
au sre interlock is disabled i .n 
a~cco~rd~a~nc I......1.7 

Verify RHR m autoclosure rlock [18] months 
caus e valves to close 

omatically with a simulated or actual 
RCS pressure signal > [600] psig.

Rev 1. 04/07/95WOG STS 3.4-38

-4-M



Insert 5.0-02: (For Information Only)

5.5.17 Reactor Coolant System (RCS) Pressure Isolation Valve (PIV) 
Leakage Program 

A program shall be established to verify the leakage from each RCS PIV 
is within the limits specified below, as ordered by Event V, issued 
April 20, 1981.  

Minimum differential test pressure shall not be less than 150 psid.  

Leakage rate acceptance criteria are: 

1. Leakage rates less than or equal to 1.0 gpm are considered 
acceptable.  

2. Leakage rates greater than 1.0 gpm but less than or equal to 5.0 
gpm are considered acceptable if the latest measured rate has not 
exceeded the rate determined by the previous test by an amount 
that reduces the margin between measured leakage rate and the 
maximum permissible rate of 5.0 gpm by 50% or greater.  

3. Leakage rates greater than 1.0 gpm but less than or equal to 5.0 
gpm are considered unacceptable if the latest measured rate 
exceeded the rate determined by the previous test by an amount 
that reduces the margin between measured leakage rate and the 
maximum permissible rate of 5.0 gpm by 50% or greater.

4. Leakage rates greater than 5.0 gpm are considered unacceptable.



RCS PIV Leakage 
B 3.4.14 

B 3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

B 3.4.14 RCS Pressure Isolation Valve (PIV) Leakage 

BASES 

BACKGROUND 10 CFR 50.2, 10 CFR 50.55a(c), and GDC 55 of 10 CFR 50.  
Appendix A (Refs. 1, 2. and 3), define RCS PIVs as any two 

EventVorder,Tissued normally closed valves in series within the reactor coolant 
Apri120,1981, specifies pressure boundary (RCPB), which separate the hi gh pressure 
ertainPlVswhichare RCS from an attached low pressure system. During their 

requiredtobeleaktested lives, these valves can produce varying amounts of reactor 
periodically. coolant leakage through either normal operational wear or 

mechanical deterioration. The RCS PIV Leakage LCO allows 
RCS high pressure operation when leakage through these 
valves exists in amounts that do not compromise safety.  

The PIV leakage limit applies to each individual valve.  
Leakage through both series PIVs in a line must be included 
as part of the identified LEAKAGE, governed by LCO 3.4.13, 
"RCS Operational LEAKAGE." This is true during operation 
only when the loss of RCS mass through two series valves is 
determined by a water inventory balance (SR 3.4.13.1). A 
known component of the identified LEAKAGE before operation 
begins is the least of the two individual leak rates 
determined for leaking series PIVs during the required 
surveillance testing, leakage measured through one PIV in a 
line is not RCS operational LEAKAGE if the other is 
leaktight.  

Although this specification provides a limit on allowable 
PIV leakage rate, its main purpose is to prevent 
overpressure failure of the low pressure portions of 
connecting systems. The leakage limit is an indication that 
the PIVs between the RCS and the connecting systems are 
degraded or degrading. PIV leakage could lead to 
overpressure of the low pressure piping or components.  
Failure consequences could be a loss of coolant accident 
(LOCA) outside of containment, an unanalyzed accident, that 
could degrade the ability for low pressure injection.  

The b~riE for thie LCO it the 19• rP "Poato Safety[ 

S,,tudy" (Rf. 4) that idntifi-d potont@Ia intcr...tom LOCAc 
a; a GiniiAn cnribuWt;r. to the ricýk Afcrc l .A

Rev 1, 04/07/95WOG STS B 3.4.14- 1



RCS PIV Leakage 
B 3.4.14

BACKGROUND (Continued) 

PIVs are provided to isolate the RCS f rom the following 
typically connected systems: 

a. Residual Heat Removal (RHR) System: 

b. Safety Injection System; and 
ppendix T 

The PIVs are listed in the FSAR, ýSection [ I (Ref. 6).  

Violation of this LCO coul d result in continued degradation 
of a PIV, which could lead to overpressurization of a low 
pressure system and the loss of the integrity of a fission 
product barrier.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

1D1-

Reference 4 identified potential intersystem LOCAs as a 
significant contributor to the risk of core melt. The 
dominant accident sequence in the in tersystem LOCA category 
is the failure of the low pressure portion of the RHR System 
outside of containment. The accident is the result of a 
postulated failure of the PIVs, which are part of the RCPB, 
and the subsequent pressurization of the RHR System 
downstream of the PIVs from the RCS. Because the low 
pressure portion of the RHR System is typically designed for 
600 psig, overpressurization failure of the RHR low pressure 
line would result in a LOCA outside containment and 
subsequent risk of core melt.

C .. 1..ca .... c.... nT,, r2....&2...... '

ctudy concluded@ that perodi l ak g tesin off thA'I

RCS PIV leakage satisfies Criterion 2 of the NRC Policy 
Statement.

RCS PIV leakage is identified LEAKAGE into closed systems 
connected to the RCS. Isolation valve leakage is usually on 
the order of drops per minute. Leakage that increases

Rev 1. 04/07/95

LCO

KW_@1;WAG@ IQ Q11A.111R.6pu 111rjQllý W.6" ný nnn
r i
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RCS PIV Leakage 
B 3.4.14

LCO (continued)

APPLICABILITY

Leakage rates _< 1.0 gpm are 
acceptable. Leakage rates> 1.0 
gpm, but < 5.0 gpm are acceptable 
if the latest measured rate has not 
-xceeded the rate determined by 
the previous test by an amount that 
reduces the margin between 

measured leakage rate and the 
maximum permissible rate of 5.0 
gpm by 50 % or greater. Leakage 
rates > 1.0 gpm _• 5.0 gpm are 
considered unacceptable if the 
latest measured rate exceeded the 
rate determined by the previous 
test by an amount that reduces the 
margin between measured leakage 
rate and the maximum permissible 
rate of 5.0 gpm by 50% or greater.  
Leakage rates > 5.0 gpm are 
considered unacceptable.

In MODES 1. 2, 3. and 4. this LCO applies because the PIV 
leakage potential is greatest when the RCS is pressurized.  
In MODE 4, valves in the RHR flow path are not required to 
meet the requirements of this LCO when in, or during the 
transition to or from, the RHR mode of operation.  

In MODES 5 and 6, leakage limits are not provided because 
the lower reactor coolant pressure results in a reduced 
potential for leakage and for a LOCA outside the 
containment.

ACTIONS The Actions are modified by two Notes. Note 1 provides 
clarification that each flow path allows separate entry into 
a Condition. This is allowed based upon the functional 
independence of the flow path. Note 2 requires an 
evaluation of affected systems if a PIV is inoperable. The 
leakage may have affected system operability, or isolation 
of a leaking flow path with an alternate valve may have

Rev 1, 04/07/95

significantly suggests that something is operationally wrong 
and corrective action must be taken.  

The LCO PIV leakage limit is 0.5 gpm per nominal inch of 
valve size with a maximum limit of 5 gpm. The previous 
criterion of 1 gpm for all valve sizes imposed an 
unjustified penalty on the larger valves without providing 
"information on potential valve degradation and resulted in 
higher personnel radiation exposures. A study concluded a 
leakage rate limit based on valve size was s 
Isingle allowable value.I 

Reference 7 permits leakage testing at a lower pressure 
differential than between the specified maximum RCS pressure 
and the normal pressure of the connected system during RCS 
operation (the maximum pressure differential) in those types 
of valves in which the higher service pressure will tend to 
diminish the overall leakage channel opening. In such 
cases, the observed rate may be adjusted to the maximum 
pressure differential by assuming leakage is directly 
proportional to the pressure differential to the one half 
power.

WOG STS B 3-.414-3



RCS PIV Leakage 
B 3.4.14

ACTIONS (continued)

IDI-4

degraded the ability of the interconnected system to perform 
its safety function.  

A.1 and A.2

The flow path must be isolated by two valves. Required 
Actions A.1 and A.2 are modified by a Note that the valves 
used for isolation must meet the same leakage requirements 
as the PIVs and must be within the RCPB r the high 
pressure portion of the system 

[ . 1 
Required Action A.1 requires that t e isolation with one 
valve must be performed within 4 hours. Four hours provides 
time to reduce leakage in excess of the allowable limit and 
to isolate the affected system if leakage cannot be reduced.  
The 4 hour Completion Time allows the actions and restricts 
the operation with leaking isolation valves.  

Required Action A.2 specifies that the double isolation 
barrier of two valves be restored by closing some other 
valve qualified for isolation or restoring one leaking PIV.  
The 72 hour Completion Time after exceeding the limit 
considers the time required to complete the Action and the 
low probability of a second valve failing during this time 
period.  

o 7r 
-'Py ý hou Co-{ff av fiimpletion Time after exceed'ing the limit all 
frte- rainof the leaking PIV to OPERABLE E.-fus.  
Thi timefrm r1ý12sý~ym equired mplete this 

during this period. (Reviewe e: Two options are 
provided for Required n A.2. econd option 
(72 hour restor is appropriate if iso-. n of a 
second v would place the unit in an unanalyze

B._I and B._2 

If leakage cannot be reduced. the system isoiated.] or the 
other Required Actions accomplished, the plant mus Rte 
brought to a MODE in which the requirement does not apply.  
To achieve this status, the plant must be brought to MODE 3

Rev 1. 04/07/95WOG STS B 3.4.14-4



RCS PIV Leakage 
B 3.4.14 

ACTIONS (continued) 

within 6 hours and MODE 5 within 36 hours. This Action may 
reduce the leakage and also reduces the potential for a LOCA 
outside the containment. The allowed Completion Times are 
reasonable based on operating experience, to reach the 
required plant conditions from full power conditions in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.

tho DUD... cu-tion icoli-tior v•].... inc... pab of igc!jtin in 

l........ to, 3 high pros ... condit RCS .n preventing 

tadffcted RnR ko thene tr'jlv atd@, iC pclseb ain OXC4ct 

inteloc ic inpcrablc. operation may cotnea oga; 
the Affectod RUPccWo cntain tcoo b- at ;icac

' hour- AT .6-Ato 4 A p the GGnuppocn of the
. A_ ILZ'_ I ;;_ L; _ T U .'' .t _' ?;

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.4.14.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Performance of leakage testing on each RCS PIV or isolation limit contained inI valve used to satisfy Required Action A.1 and Required 
the PIV Leakage l Action A.2 is requi .red to verify that leakage is below the 
Program 3soecified limitland to identify each leaking valve.  

" 2"i•.2] u t 6 5 p m , A;i.PWM pl c te @;Ghý '• ''o Leakage testing 
requires a stable pressure condition.  

For the two PIVs in series, the leakage requirement applies 
to each valve individually and not to the combined leakage 
across both valves. If the PIVs are not individually 
leakage tested, one valve may have failed completely and not 
be detected if the other valve in series meets the leakage 
requirement. In this situation, the protection provided by 
redundant valves would be lost.  

Testing is to be performed every F18] months, a typical 
refueling cycle, if the plant does not go into MODE 5 for at 
least 7 days. The 1[18 month] Frequency is consistent with 

18 month I

Rev 1. 04/07/95WOG STS B 3.4.14-5



RCS PIV Leakage 
B 3.4.14 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

10 CFR 50.55a(g) (Ref. 8) as contained in the Inservice 
Testing Program, is within frequency allowed by the American 
Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Code, Section XI 
(Ref. 7), and is based on the need to perform such 
surveillances under the conditions that apply during an 
outage and the potential for an unplanned transient if the 
Surveillance were performed with the reactor at power.  

In addition, testing must be performed once a fter the valve 
has been opened by flow or exercised to ensure tight 
reseating. PIVs disturbed in the performance of this 
Surveillance should also be tested unless documentation 
shows that an infinite testing loop cannot practically be 
avoided. Testing must be performed within 24 hours after 
the valve has been reseated. Within 24 hours is a 
reasonable and practical time limit for performing this test 
after opening or reseating a valve.  

The leakage limit is to be met at the RCS pressure 
associated with MODES 1 and 2. This permits leakage testing 
at high differential pressures with stable conditions not 
possible in the MODES with lower pressures.  

Entry into MODES 3 and 4 is allowed to establish the 
necessary differential pressures and stable conditions to 
allow for performance of this Surveillance. The Note that 
allows this provision is complementary to the Frequency of 
prior to entry into MODE 2 whenever the unit has been in 
MODE 5 for 7 days or more, if leakage testing has not been 
performed in the previous 9 months. In addition, this 
Surveillance is not required to be performed on the RHR 
System when the RHR System is aligned to the RCS in the 
shutdown cooling mode of operation. PIVs contained in the 
RHR shutdown cooling flow path must be leakage rate tested 
after RHR is secured and stable unit conditions and the 
necessary differential pressures are established.

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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RCS PIV Leakage 
B 3.4.14

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50.2.

2. 10 CFR 50.55a(c).

4. WASH-1400 (NUREG-75/014), Appendix V, October 1975.

5. NUREG-0677, May 1980.  

6. I[ Document containing list of PIVs. ]I

7 ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code. Section XI.

8. 10 CFR 50.55a(g).

Rev 1. 04/07/95

`ened is set so the actual RCS pressure must be 
< 4ý psig to open the valves. This setpoint ensures 
RHR desi ressure will not be exceeded and the R elief 
valves will lift. The [18] month Frequen s based on 
the need to perfo the Surveillance unde nditions that 
apply during a plant oa e. The [1 month Frequency is 
also acceptable based on c de ion of the design 
reliability (and confirminie in g experience) of the 
equipment.  

These SRs are ified by Notes allowing the autoclosure 
function e disabled when using the RHR System tion 
reli valves for cold overpressure protection in accor ce

.FSAR, Appendix T -
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.14 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

A In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change involves reformatting and rewording of the current Technical 
Specifications. The reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to 
existing requirements. As such, this change is administrative in nature and does not impact 
initiators of analyzed events or assumed mitigation of accident or transient events.  
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. The proposed change will not impose any new or eliminate any old requirements.  
Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from 
any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change will not significantly reduce the margin of safety because it has no 
impact on any safety analysis assumptions. This change is administrative. As such, there is 
no technical change to the requirements and, therefore, there is no reduction in the margin of 
safety.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.14 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.01 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, changes in parameters governing normal plant operation, or methods of 
operation. This change allows separate entry into the Conditions for each flow path with 
leakage from one or more PIVs not within limit. This is acceptable because of the functional 
independence of the flow path. Therefore, this change does not involve an increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, nor does it alter parameters governing normal plant operation. The proposed 
change does not introduce a new mode of operation or alter the method of normal plant 
operation. Therefore, the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated is not created.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

There are no margins of safety related to safety analyses that are dependent upon the 
proposed change. The requirements will continue to assure high pressure systems are 
isolated in the event of excessive PIV leakage. Therefore, this change does not involve a 
reduction in a margin of safety.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.14 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.02 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, changes in parameters governing normal plant operation, or methods of 
operation. This change results in specifying a Completion Time of 4 hours to isolate a high 
pressure line containing a PIV with excessive leakage with one valve, and a Completion Time 
of 72 hours for isolating the affected high pressure line with a second valve. The Current 
Technical Specification has no completion time associated with the required actions, and the 
extended interval is based on the time usually required to perform these actions.  
Furthermore, the probability of another valve failure during this period is low. Therefore, this 
change does not involve an increase in the probability or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, nor does it alter parameters governing normal plant operation. The proposed 
change does not introduce a new mode of operation or alter the method of normal plant 
operation. Therefore, the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated is not created.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

There are no margins of safety related to safety analyses that are dependent upon the 
proposed change. The requirements will continue to assure high pressure systems are 
isolated in the event of excessive PIV leakage. Therefore, this change does not involve a 
reduction in a margin of safety.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.14 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.03 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, changes in parameters governing normal plant operation, or methods of 
operation. This change results in extending the time allowed to place the unit in a cold 
shutdown condition from 24 hours to 36 hours, in the event at least two valves in a high 
pressure line with leakage past a PIV in excess of the limits, cannot be isolated. The 
proposed time requirement has been shown to be a reasonable time, based on industry 
experience, to reach the cold shutdown condition from full power in an orderly manner 
without challenging plant systems. Therefore, this change does not involve an increase in 
the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, nor does it alter parameters governing normal plant operation. The proposed 
change does not introduce a new mode of operation or alter the method of normal plant 
operation. Therefore, the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated is not created.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

There are no margins of safety related to safety analyses that are dependent upon the 
proposed change. The requirements will continue to assure high pressure systems are 
isolated in the event of excessive PIV leakage. Therefore, this change does not involve a 
reduction in a margin of safety.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.14 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.04 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, changes in parameters governing normal plant operation, or methods of 
operation. This change results in modifying the frequency of performing the PIV leakage test 
from "each time the plant is placed in a cold shutdown condition for 72 hours. " to "Prior to 
entering MODE 2 whenever the unit has been in MODE 5 for 7 days or more. . This 
change is being made to avoid extending a brief shutdown for PIV testing. This change is 
acceptable because PIV leakage verification is performed routinely, and the plant conditions 
and test results associated with performing the PIV leakage testing are not affected whether 
the tests are conducted after 72 hours or after 7 days. Therefore, this change does not 
involve an increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, nor does it alter parameters governing normal plant operation. The proposed 
change does not introduce a new mode of operation or alter the method of normal plant 
operation. Therefore, the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated is not created.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change involves a net reduction in the frequency of performance of PIV 
leakage verification. Leakage verification is still required at a minimum frequency of 18 
months, which is consistent with the frequency allowed by Section XI of the ASME Boiler and 
Pressure Vessel Code. Therefore, this change does not involve a reduction in a margin of 
safety.
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13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.05 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, changes in parameters governing normal plant operation, or methods of 
operation. The proposed change removes an unnecessary additional performance of a 
Surveillance which has been performed within its normally required Frequency. Not 
performing the Surveillance will not affect any equipment which is assumed as an initiator of 
any analyzed event. Furthermore, since the Surveillance continues to be performed on its 
normal Frequency, there is no impact on the capability of the component to perform its 
required safety function. This change also deletes the requirement to record/verify the 
position of a valve closed to provide isolation in accordance with Technical Specification 
Actions. This verification is not an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, 
this change does not significantly increase the frequency of such accidents. This verification 
is an implicit part of using Technical Specifications and determining the appropriate 
Conditions to enter and Actions to take in the event of inoperability of Technical Specification 
equipment and failure to comply with Technical Specification Actions. In addition, plant and 
equipment status is continuously monitored by control room personnel. The results of this 
monitoring process are documented in records/logs maintained by control room personnel.  
The continuous monitoring process includes re-evaluating the status of compliance with 
Technical Specification requirements, when Technical Specification equipment status 
changes, using the control room records/logs as aids. Therefore, the explicit requirement to 
periodically record/verify, in the event of an inoperable RCS PIV, the position of the other 
closed valve located in the high pressure piping is unnecessary for ensuring compliance with 
the applicable Technical Specification Actions. The status of the plant and equipment will 
continue to be monitored to assure the potential consequences are not significantly 
increased. Therefore, this change does not involve an increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, nor does it alter parameters governing normal plant operation. The normal 
periodic surveillance frequency (ITS SR 3.4.14.1) for RCS PIV leakage testing provides 
adequate assurance of PIV OPERABILITY. In addition, the status of the plant and equipment 
will continue to be monitored to assure the possibility for a new or different kind of accident is 
not created. The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of operation or alter the 
method of normal plant operation. Therefore, the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any accident previously evaluated is not created.  
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13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety since the 
normal periodic Frequency is adequate for assuring the requirements of the Actions are 
maintained. If the Surveillance is not performed within the normal surveillance interval, 
compliance with the requirements of the Note to ITS 3.4.14 Required Actions A.1 and A.2 
would not be satisfied for these valves and a shutdown per ITS 3.4.14 Required Actions C.1 
and C.2 would be required (i.e., action taken to exit the Applicability of the LCO). If at any 
time it is discovered that the valves used to comply with ITS 3.4.14 Required Actions A. 1 and 
A.2 did not satisfy the requirements of SR 3.4.14.1, ITS 3.4.14 Condition C must be 
immediately entered and ITS 3.14.4 Required Actions C.1 and C.2 taken. The change 
associated with deletion of the explicit requirement to periodically verify the position of the 
valve used to isolate the affected high pressure line is acceptable based on 1) the 
administrative controls governing valve operation, 2) the low probability of misalignment of 
these valves, and 3) the fact that ITS 3.4.14 Required Actions A.1 and A.2 require isolation of 
the high pressure portion of the piping from the low pressure portion of the piping by the use 
of two valves versus the CTS requirement to isolate the high pressure portion of the piping by 
the use of one valve. In addition, the verification of the equipment status is an implicit part of 
using Technical Specifications and determining the appropriate Conditions to enter and 
Actions to take in the event of inoperability of Technical Specification equipment and failure 
to comply with Technical Specification Actions. Plant and equipment status is continuously 
monitored by control room personnel. The results of this monitoring process are documented 
in records/logs maintained by control room personnel. The continuous monitoring process 
includes re-evaluating the status of compliance with Technical Specification requirements, 
when Technical Specification equipment status changes, using the control room records/logs 
as aids. Therefore, the explicit requirement to periodically record/verify, in the event of an 
inoperable RCS PIV, the position of the other closed valve located in the high pressure piping 
is unnecessary for ensuring compliance with the applicable Technical Specification Actions.  
The status of the plant and equipment will continue to be monitored to assure appropriate 
previously approved actions are taken in the event of failure to comply with Technical 
Specification Actions. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety.
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LA In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change relocates requirements from the Technical Specifications to the Bases, 
FSAR, or other plant controlled documents. The Bases and FSAR will be maintained using 
the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59. In addition to 10 CFR 50.59 provisions, the Technical 
Specifications Bases are subject to the change process in the Administrative Controls 
Chapter of the ITS. Plant procedures and other plant controlled documents are subject to 
controls imposed by plant administrative procedures, which endorse applicable regulations 
and standards. Changes to the Bases, FSAR, or other plant controlled documents will be 
evaluated in accordance with the requirements of the Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 
of the ITS, 10 CFR 50.59, or plant administrative processes. Therefore, no increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated will be allowed.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. The proposed change will not impose any different requirements and adequate 
control of the information will be maintained. Thus, this change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on any 
safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the requirements to be moved from the Technical 
Specifications to the Bases, FSAR, or other plant controlled documents are as they currently 
exist. Future changes to the requirements in the Bases, FSAR, or other plant controlled 
documents will be evaluated in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59, the 
Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 of the ITS, or the applicable plant process and no 
reduction in a margin of safety will be allowed.
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M In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change provides more restrictive requirements for operation of the facility.  
These more stringent requirements do not result in operation that will increase the probability 
of initiating an analyzed event and do not alter the assumptions relative to the mitigation of an 
accident or transient event. These more restrictive requirements continue to ensure process 
variables, structures, systems and components are maintained consistent with the safety 
analyses. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated 

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. The proposed change does impose different requirements. However, these 
changes are consistent with assumptions made in the safety analysis. Thus, this change 
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The imposition of more restrictive requirements either has no affect on or increases the 
margin of safety. Each change is providing additional restrictions to enhance plant safety.  
These changes are consistent with the safety analysis. Therefore, this change does not 
involve a reduction in a margin of safety.
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RCS PIV Leakage 
3.4.14

3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

3.4.14 RCS Pressure Isolation Valve (PIV) Leakage

LCO 3.4.14 

APPLICABILITY:

Leakage from each RCS PIV shall be within limit.  

MODES 1, 2. and 3.  
MODE 4, except valves in the residual heat removal (RHR) 
flow path when in. or during the transition to or from. the 
RHR mode of operation.

ACTIONS

- - - - - - --- - NOTES - -----
1. Separate Condition entry is allowed for each flow path.  

2. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions for systems made 
inoperable by an inoperable PIV.  

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. One or more flow paths - ----- NOTE----------
with leakage from one Each valve used to satisfy 
or more RCS PIVs not Required Action A.1 and 
within limit. Required Action A.2 must have 

been verified to meet 
SR 3.4.14.1 and be in the 
reactor coolant pressure 
boundary or the high pressure 
portion of the system.  

(continued)

DRAFT REV. APOINT BEACH 3.4.14-1



RCS PIV Leakage 
3.4.14

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. (continued) A.1 Isolate tfle high 4 hours 
pressure portion of 
the affected system 
from the low pressure 
portion by use of one 
closed manual 
deactivated 
automatic, or check 
valve.  

AND 

A.2 Isolate the high 72 hours 
pressure portion of 
the affected system 
from the low 
pressure portion by 
use of a second 
closed manual, 
deactivated 
automatic, or check 
valve.  

B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 6 hours 
associated Completion 
Time for Condition A AND 
not met.  

B.2 Be in MODE 5. 36 hours

DRAFT REV. APOINT BEACH 3.4 ,14-2



RCS PIV Leakage 
3.4.14

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

SR 3.4.14.1 ---- - - - -- NOTES -----
1. Not required to be performed in 

MODES 3 and 4.  

2. Not required to be performed on the 
RCS PIVs located in the RHR flow path 
when in the shutdown cooling mode of 
operation.  

3. RCS PIVs actuated during the 
performance of this Surveillance are 
not required to be tested more than 
once if a repetitive testing loop 
cannot be avoided.  

Verify leakage from each RCS PIV is within 
the limits contained in the RCS PIV Leakage 
Program.

FREQUENCY

In accordance 
with the 
Inservice 
Testing 
Program, and 
18 months 

AND 

Prior to 
entering MODE 2 
whenever the 
unit has been 
in MODE 5 for 
7 days or more, 
if leakage 
testing has not 
been performed 
in the previous 
9 months 

AND

(continued)
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RCS PIV Leakage 
3.4.14

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.4.14.1 (continued) Within 24 hours 
following valve 
actuation due 
to automatic or 
manual action 
or flow through 
the valve

DRAFT REV. A3.4.14-4POINT BEACH



RCS PIV Leakage 
B 3.4.14 

B 3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

B 3.4.14 RCS Pressure Isolation Valve (PIV) Leakage 

BASES 

BACKGROUND Event V order, issued April 20, 1981, specifies certain PIVs 
which are required to be leak tested periodically. During 
their lives, these valves can produce varying amounts of 
reactor coolant leakage through either normal operational 
wear or mechanical deterioration. The RCS PIV Leakage LCO 
allows RCS high pressure operation when leakage through 
these valves exists in amounts that do not compromise 
safety.  

The PIV leakage limit applies to each individual valve.  
Leakage through both series PIVs in a line must be included 
as part of the identified LEAKAGE, governed by LCO 3.4.13, 
"RCS Operational LEAKAGE." This is true during operation 
only when the loss of RCS mass through two series valves is 
determined by a water inventory balance (SR 3.4.13.1). A 
known component of the identified LEAKAGE before operation 
begins is the least of the two individual leak rates 
determined for leaking series PIVs during the required 
surveillance testing: leakage measured through one PIV in a 
line is not RCS operational LEAKAGE if the other is 
leaktight.  

Although this specification provi des a limit on allowable 
PIV leakage rate, its main purpose is to prevent 
overpressure failure of the low pressure portions of 
connecting systems. The leakage limit is an indication that 
the PIVs between the RCS and the connecting systems are 
degraded or degrading. PIV leakage could lead to 
overpressure of the low pressure piping or components.  
Failure consequences could be a loss of coolant accident 
(LOCA) outside of containment, an unanalyzed accident, that 
could degrade the ability for low pressure injection.  

PIVs are provided to isolate the RCS from the following 
typically connected systems: 

a. Residual Heat Removal (RHR) System: 

b. Safety Injection System: and 

The PIVs are listed in the FSAR, Appendix T (Ref. 6).
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RCS PIV Leakage 
B 3.4.14

BASES 

BACKGROUND (continued)

Violation of this LCO could result in continued degradation 
of a PIV, which could lead to overpressurization of a low 
pressure system and the loss of the integrity of a fission 
product barrier.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

LCO

Reference 4 identified potential intersystem LOCAs as a 
significant contributor to the risk of core melt. The 
dominant accident sequence in the intersystem LOCA category 
is the failure of the low pressure portion of the RHR System 
outside of containment. The accident is the result of a 
postulated failure of the PIVs, which are part of the RCPB, 
and the subsequent pressurization of the RHR System 
downstream of the PIVs from the RCS. Because the low 
pressure portion of the RHR System is typically designed for 
600 psig, overpressurization failure of the RHR low pressure 
line would result in a LOCA outside containment and 
subsequent risk of core melt.  

RCS PIV leakage satisfies Criterion 2 of the NRC Policy 
Statement.

RCS PIV leakage is identified LEAKAGE into closed systems 
connected to the RCS. Isolation valve leakage is usually on 
the order of drops per minute. Leakage that increases 
significantly suggests that something is operationally wrong 
and corrective action must be taken.  

Leakage rates < 1 0 gpm are acceptable. Leakage rates 
> 1.0 gpm, but • 5.0 gpm are acceptable if the latest 
measured rate has not exceeded the rate determined by the 
previous test by an amount that reduces the margin between 
measured leakage rate and the maximum permissible rate of 
5.0 gpm by 50 % or greater. Leakage rates > 1.0 gpm • 5.0 
gpm are considered unacceptable if the latest measured rate 
exceeded the rate determined by the previous test by an 
amount that reduces the margin between measured leakage rate 
and the maximum permissible rate of 5.0 gpm by 50% or 
greater. Leakage rates > 5.0 gpm are considered 
unacceptable.  

Reference 7 permits leakage testing at a lower pressure 
differential than between the specified maximum RCS pressure
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RCS PIV Leakage 
B 3.4.14 

BASES 

LCO (continued) 

and the normal pressure of the connected system during RCS 
operation (the maximum pressure differential) in those types 
of valves in which the higher service pressure will tend to 
diminish the overall leakage channel opening. In such 
cases, the observed rate may be adjusted to the maximum 
pressure differential by assuming leakage is directly 
proportional to the pressure differential to the one half 
power.  

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2. 3, and 4, this LCO applies because the PIV 
leakage potential is greatest when the RCS is pressurized.  
In MODE 4, valves in the RHR flow path are not required to 
meet the requirements of this LCO when in, or during the 
transition to or from. the RHR mode of operation.  

In MODES 5 and 6, leakage limits are not provided because 
the lower reactor coolant pressure results in a reduced 
potential for leakage and for a LOCA outside the 
containment.  

ACTIONS The Actions are modified by two Notes. Note 1 provides 
clarification that each flow path allows separate entry into 
a Condition. This is allowed based upon the functional 
independence of the flow path. Note 2 requires an 
evaluation of affected systems if a PIV is inoperable. The 
leakage may have affected system operability, or isolation 
of a leaking flow path with an alternate valve may have 
degraded the ability of the interconnected system to perform 
its safety function.  

A.1 and A.2 

The flow path must be isolated by two valves. Required 
Actions A.1 and A.2 are modified by a Note that the valves 
used for isolation must meet the same leakage requirements 
as the PIVs and must be within the RCPB or the high pressure 
portion of the system, 

Required Action A.1 requires that the isolation with one 
valve must be performed within 4 hours. Four hours provides 
time to reduce leakage in excess of the allowable limit and 
to isolate the affected system if leakage cannot be reduced.
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RCS PIV Leakage 
B 3,4-14 

BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) 

The 4 hour Completion Time allows the actions and restricts 
the operation with leaking isolation valves.  

Required Action A.2 specifies that the double isolation 
barrier of two valves be restored by closing some other 
valve qualified for isolation or restoring one leaking PIV.  
The 72 hour Completion Time after exceeding the limit 
considers the time required to complete the Action and the 
low probability of a second valve failing during this time 
period.  

B.1 and B.2 

If leakage cannot be reduced, the system isolated, or the 
other Required Actions accomplished, the plant must be 
brought to a MODE in which the requirement does not apply.  
To achieve this status, the plant must be brought to MODE 3 
within 6 hours and MODE 5 within 36 hours. This Action may 
reduce the leakage and also reduces the potential for a LOCA 
outside the containment. The allowed Completion Times are 
reasonable based on operating experience, to reach the 
required plant conditions from full power conditions in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.4.14.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Performance of leakage testing on each RCS PIV or isolation 
valve used to satisfy Required Action A.1 and Required 
Action A.2 is required to verify that leakage is below the 
limit contained in the PIV Leakage Program and to identify 
each leaking valve. Leakage testing requires a stable 
pressure condition.  

For the two PIVs in series, the leakage requirement applies 
to each valve individually and not to the combined leakage 
across both valves. If the PIVs are not individually 
leakage tested, one valve may have failed completely and not 
be detected if the other valve in series meets the leakage 
requirement. In this situation, the protection provided by 
redundant valves would be lost.  

Testing is to be performed every 18 months, a typical 
refueling cycle, if the plant does not go into MODE 5 for at
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RCS PIV Leakage 
B 3.4.14 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

least 7 days. The 18 month Frequency is consistent with 
10 CFR 50.55a(g) (Ref. 8) as contained in the Inservice 
Testing Program, is within frequency allowed by the American 
Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Code, Section XI 
(Ref. 7), and is based on the need to perform such 
surveillances under the conditions that apply during an 
outage and the potential for an unplanned transient if the 
Surveillance were performed with the reactor at power.  

In addition, testing must be performed once after the valve 
has been opened by flow or exercised to ensure tight 
reseating. PIVs disturbed in the performance of this 
Surveillance should also be tested unless documentation 
shows that an infinite testing loop cannot practically be 
avoided. Testing must be performed within 24 hours after 
the valve has been reseated. Within 24 hours is a 
reasonable and practical time limit for performing this test 
after opening or reseating a valve.  

The leakage limit is to be met at the RCS pressure 
associated with MODES 1 and 2. This permits leakage testing 
at high differential pressures with stable conditions not 
possible in the MODES with lower pressures.  

Entry into MODES 3 and 4 is allowed to establish the 
necessary differential pressures and stable conditions to 
allow for performance of this Surveillance. The Note that 
allows this provision is complementary to the Frequency of 
prior to entry into MODE 2 whenever the unit has been in 
MODE 5 for 7 days or more, if leakage testing has not been 
performed in the previous 9 months. In addition, this 
Surveillance is not required to be performed on the RHR 
System when the RHR System is aligned to the RCS in the 
shutdown cooling mode of operation. PIVs contained in the 
RHR shutdown cooling flow path must be leakage rate tested 
after RHR is secured and stable unit conditions and the 
necessary differential pressures are established.  

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50.2.  

2. 10 CFR 50.55a(c).  

3. Event V Order, April 20, 1981

4. WASH-1400 (NUREG-75/014), Appendix V, October 1975.
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RCS PIV Leakage 
B 3.4.14

BASES 

REFERENCES (continued) 

5. NUREG-0677, May 1980.  

6. FSAR, Appendix T 

7. ASME. Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section XI.  

8. 10 CFR 50.55a(g).
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.15 

13-Nov-99 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.01 In the conversion of Point Beach current Technical Specifications (CTS) to the proposed plant 
specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain wording preferences or conventions are 
adopted which do not result in technical changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial 
changes, reformatting, and revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the 
Standard Technical Specifications, Westinghouse Plants, NUREG-1431, Revision 1 (i.e., 
Improved Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.01.1D.07 LCO 3.04.15 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-01 28 SR 3.04.15.02 
SR 3.04.15.02 

A.02 CTS 15.3.1.D.7, is revised by adopting a Note that modifies proposed ITS LCO 3.4.15, Condition 
B. The Note states LCO 3.0.4 is not applicable. As a result, a MODE change is allowed when 
the required containment atmosphere radioactivity monitor is inoperable. Current requirements 
do not contain a provision that disallows changes in plant operating conditions when the 
requirements of an LCO are not met. Therefore, adding a Note that states LCO 3.0.4 is not 
applicable, is an administrative change and does not result in a reduction in the margin of safety.  

CTS: ITS: 

NEW LCO 3.04.15 COND BRA B.1.1 NOTE 

A.03 CTS 15.3.1.D.7 is revised to adopt ITS LCO 3.4.15, Condition D and Required Action D.1. In the 
event all required monitors are inoperable, Action D.1 requires immediate entry into LCO 3,0.3.  
LCO 3.0.3 requires the unit be placed in a MODE in which the LCO is not applicable.  

CTS 15.3.1.D.7 does not provide required actions in the event all required monitors are 
inoperable; therefore, the requirements of 15.3.0.B apply. 15.3.0.B requires action be initiated 
within 1 hour to place the unit in hot shutdown within 7 hours and cold shutdown within 37 
hours. However, 15.3.0.C specifies that if during the performance of required actions, the 
requirements of the LCO are met or are no longer applicable, completion of the specified actions 
is not required. Therefore, once the unit is placed in hot shutdown, the requirements of CTS 
15.3.1.D.7 no longer apply, and the actions of 15.3.0.B can be discontinued. These actions are 
consistent with proposed ITS LCO 3.4.15, Required Action D.1. This change does not impose 
any additional requirements, nor does it relax the current requirements, and is, therefore, 
administrative in nature.  

CTS: ITS: 

NEW LCO 3.04.15 COND D 
LCO 3.04.15 COND D RA D.1 

Page 1 of 6



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.15 

13-Nov-99 

DOC Number DOC Text 

L.01 CTS 15.3.1. D. 7 states the RCS leakage detection systems sensitive to radioactivity may be out 
of service for 48 hours provided two other means are available to detect leakage. Proposed ITS 
LCO 3.4.15, Condition B, allows continued plant operation with the required containment 
atmosphere radioactivity monitor inoperable, for 30 days, provided grab samples of the 
containment atmosphere are analyzed once per 24 hours, or a reactor coolant inventory balance 
is performed once per 24 hours. Allowing continued reactor operation for 30 days without an 
operable containment atmosphere radioactivity monitor is a relaxation of the current 
requirements. This is an acceptable period of time to allow the restoration of the required 
monitors, because the analysis of the containment atmosphere grab samples, or the 
performance of the water inventory balance provide alternative periodic information, and 
because at least one other form of leakage detection is available.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.01.D.07 LCO 3.04.15 COND B RA B.2.1 

L.02 CTS 15.4.1, Table 15,4.1-1, item 28, requires that a monthly CHECK be performed on the 
containment water level instrumentation. This requirement is not being retained in ITS, resulting 
in a relaxation of the requirements and is therefore less restrictive. This change is acceptable 
because the containment water level instrumentation does not provide a trip or actuation that 
mitigates an event or accident. CTS 15.4.1, Table 15.4.1-1, item 28, requires a CALIBRATION 
of the containment water level instrumentation, which is being retained in ITS. This verification 
is adequate for instrumentation which only provides indication to the operators in the control 
room.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-01 28 N/A 

LA.01 CTS 15.4. 1, Table 15.4.1-1, items 36-07 and 43 require surveillances to be performed on the Air 
Ejector Monitor and Volume Control Tank Level instruments. These surveillance requirements 
are being deleted from Technical Specifications and are moved to licensee control. There are 
no safety related automatic functions assumed in accident analyses that are performed by the 
Air Ejector Monitor and Volume Control Tank Level instrumentation, and the indicators are not 
used to mitigate a design basis accident or transient. As such, the requirements and associated 
required actions are not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection to the public 
health and safety.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-01 36-07 N/A 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-01-43 N/A 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.15 

13-Nov-99 

DOC Number DOC Text 

M.01 CTS 15.3. 1. D.7 states that when the reactor is in power operation, two reactor coolant leak 
detection systems of different operating principles shall be in operation. Proposed ITS LCO 
3.4.15, RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation, specifies an applicability of Modes 1, 2, 3 and 
4. Because of the elevated RCS temperatures and pressure in MODES 1, 2, 3 and 4, RCS 
leakage detection instrumentation is required to be operable. In MODES 5 or 6, the temperature 
is less than or equal to 200 F and the pressure is maintained low or at atmospheric pressure.  
The requirements of this LCO are not applicable in MODES 5 and 6, because the likelihood of 
leakage and crack propagation are much smaller with the reduce temperatures and pressures in 
these MODES. This change imposes additional requirements on plant operation and is, 
therefore, more restrictive.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.01.D.07 LCO 3.04.15 

M.02 CTS 15.3.1.D.7 states that when the reactor is in power operation, two reactor coolant leak 
detection systems of different operating principles shall be in operation, with one of the two 
systems sensitive to radioactivity. Proposed ITS LCO 3.4.15 requires the following RCS 
leakage detection instrumentation be operable: one containment sump level monitor; and one 
containment atmosphere radioactivity monitor (gaseous or particulate). This LCO requires 
instruments of diverse monitoring principles to be operable to provide a high degree of 
confidence that extremely small leaks are detected in time to allow actions to place the plant in a 
safe condition, when RCS leakage indicates possible RCPB degradation. The LCO is satisfied 
when, monitors of diverse measurement means are available. Thus, the containment sump 
monitor, in combination with a gaseous or particulate radioactivity monitor, provides an 
acceptable minimum. Specifying the monitors to be used to met the RCS leakage monitoring 
requirements is more restrictive.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.01.D.07 LCO 3-04.15 B 

NEW LCO 3,04.15 A 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.15 

13-Nov-99 

DOC Number DOC Text 

M.03 The requirements of CTS 15.3.1 .D.7 that allow continued plant operation with the RCS leakage 
detection systems sensitive to radioactivity out of service, are revised by adopting ITS LCO 
3.4.15, Condition B, Required Actions B.1.1 and B.1.2. By adopting these required actions the 
allowed outage time of the required containment atmosphere radioactivity monitor can be 
extended from 48 hours to 30 days (See LCO 3.4.15, DOC L.01). These required Actions 
provide an option to either collect and analyze grab samples of the containment atmosphere or 
perform water inventory balances, in accordance with SR 3.4.13.1, once per 24 hours. The 24 
hour interval provides periodic information that is adequate to detect leakage and allow the 
reactor to continue to be operated for up to 30 days while restoration of the required containment 
atmosphere radioactivity monitor proceeds. Therefore, adopting these actions imposes 
additional requirements on plant operation and is more restrictive.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.01.D.07 LCO 3.04.15 COND B 
NEW LCO 3.04.15 C--D- BRA B1.1 

LCO 3.04.15 COND B RA B.1.2 

M.04 The CTS 15.3.1.D.7 is revised by adopting ITS LCO 3.4.15, Condition A. In the event the 
required containment sump monitor is inoperable, Required Actions A. 1 and A.2 specify the 
performance of a water inventory balance, in accordance with SR 3.4.13.1, once per 24 hours, 
and restoration of the monitor to an operable status within 30 days, respectively. With the 
required containment sump monitor inoperable, no other form of sampling can provide the 
equivalent information; however, the containment atmosphere radioactivity monitor will provide 
indications of changes in leakage. Together with the atmosphere monitor, the periodic 
surveillance for RCS water inventory balance must be performed at an increased frequency of 
24 hours to provide information that is adequate to detect leakage. Restoration of the required 
sump monitor to operable status within 30 days is required to regain the function after the 
monitor's failure. This time is acceptable, considering the frequency and adequacy of the RCS 
water inventory balance required by Required Action A. 1. Condition A is modified by a Note 
stating LCO 3.0.4 is not applicable. As a result, a MODE change is allowed when the required 
containment sump monitor is inoperable. Condition A is also modified by a Note which allows 
the performance of the inventory balance surveillance to be deferred for up to 12 hours after 
establishing steady state conditions. This is necessary, because the surveillance cannot be 
meaningfully performed unless the unit is operating at near full pressure steady state conditions.  
This change imposes additional requirements on plant operation and is more restrictive.  

CTS: ITS: 

NEW LCO 3.04.15 COND A 

LCO 3.04.15 COND A RA A.1 

LCO 3.04.15 COND A RA A.2 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.15 

13-Nov-99 

DOC Number DOC Text 

M.05 The CTS 15.3.1.D.7 is revised by adopting ITS LCO, Condition C. CTS 15.3.1.D.7 does not 
specify actions to take in the event the containment sump monitor cannot be restored to an 
operable status or the containment atmosphere radioactivity monitor cannot be restored in 48 
hours. Therefore, the actions of CTS 15.3.0.B apply and actions are initiated within 1 hour to 
place the unit in hot shutdown within 7 hours, and cold shutdown within 37 hours. However, 
15.3.0,C specifies that, if during the performance of required actions, the requirements of the 
LCO are met or are no longer applicable, completion of the specified actions is not required.  
Therefore, once the unit is placed in hot shutdown, the requirements of CTS 15.3.1D.7 no 
longer apply, and the actions of 15.3.0.B can be discontinued.  

Proposed ITS LCO 3.4.15, Condition C requires that if the required actions and associated 
completion times are not met, be in MODE 3 in 6 hours and MODE 5 in 36 hours. Condition C 
refers to the required actions and associated completion times of Condition A, inoperable 
containment sump monitor, and Condition B, inoperable containment atmosphere radioactivity 
monitor, not being met. These actions are necessary in order to bring the unit to a MODE in 
which the requirement does not apply. The allowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on 
operating experience, to reach the required conditions from full power conditions in an orderly 
manner and without challenging plant systems. However, requiring the unit to be placed in 
MODE 3 in 6 hours and MODE 5 in 36 hours imposes additional requirements on plant operation 
and is more restrictive.  

CTS: ITS: 

NEW LCO 3.04.15 COND C 
LCO 3.04.15 COND C RA C.1 

LCO 3.04.15 COND C RA C.2 

M.06 CTS 15.3.1 .D.7 is revised to adopt SR 3.4.15.3. This surveillance requirement requires the 
performance of a CHANNEL CALIBRATION of the required containment atmosphere radiation 
monitor. The calibration verifies the accuracy of the instrument string. The frequency of 18 
months is a typical refueling outage and considers channel reliability. Operating experience has 
proven this frequency is acceptable. Adopting this surveillance imposes additional requirements 
on plant operation and is more restrictive.  

CTS: ITS: 

NEW SR 3.04.15.03 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.15 

13-Nov-99 

DOC Number DOC Text 

M.07 CTS 15.3.1.D.7 is revised to adopt SR 3.4.15.1. This surveillance requirement requires the 
performance of a CHANNEL CHECK of the required containment atmosphere radioactivity 
monitor to provide reasonable confidence that the channel is operating properly. The frequency 
of 12 hours is based on instrument reliability and is reasonable for detecting off normal 
conditions. Adopting this surveillance requirement imposes additional requirements on plant 
operation and is more restrictive.  

CTS: ITS: 
NEW SR 3.04.15.01

CTS 15.3.1 .D.7 states that when the reactor is in power operation, two reactor coolant leak 
detection systems of different operating principles shall be in operation. Proposed ITS LCO 
3.4.15, RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation, specifies an applicability of Modes 1, 2, 3 and 4.  

Line item 28 of table 15.4.1-1, requires a channel check and channel calibration be performed on 
the containment water level instrumentation in "ALL" plant conditions. Table 15.4.1-1 defines 
"ALL" plant conditions through reference to Specification 15.1.g, h, and m, which are; 1] 
Shutdown ( Hot, Cold, Refueling, and Shutdown Margin), 2] Power Operations (greater than 2% 
power), and 3] Low Power Operation (less than or equal to 2% power). Additionally, 
specification 15.4.0.1 states that surveillance requirements shall be met during all times that the 
system or component is required to be operable. Through applying Specification 15.4.0.1, the 
applicability of CTS 15.4.1, Table 15.4.1-1, item 28, would be when the reactor is in power 
operation.  

Proposed ITS SR 3.4.15.2 requires a channel calibration be performed on the required 
containment sump level alarm. Proposed ITS SR 3.0.1 states that SRs shall be met during 
MODES or other specified conditions in the Applicability for individual LCOs. As such, proposed 
SR 3.4.15.2 is required to be met in MODES 1, 2, 3 and 4. Therefore, this change imposes 
additional requirements on plant operation, and is more restrictive.

CTS: 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-01 28

ITS: 

SR 3.04.15.02
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See LCO 3.4.13 > 

4. If the leakage is determined to be primary to secondary steam generator leakage in 

excess of 500 GPD in either steam generator, the reactor shall be shutdown and the 
plant placed in the cold shutdown condition within 30 hours after detection.  

5. If any reactor coolant leakage exists through a non-isolable fault in a reactor coolant 

system component (exterior wall of the reactor vessel, piping, valve body, 

pressurizer or steam generator head), the reactor shall be shutdown, and cooldown to 

the cold shutdown condition shall be initiated within 24 hours of detection.  

6. The reactor shall not be restarted until the leak is repaired or until the problem is 

7. When the reactor is in power operationtwo reactor coolant leak detection systems 

of different operating principles shall be in operation, with one of the two systems 
sensitive to radioactivity.[lThe systems sensitive to''radioactivity may be out of IL 

SserviceD foA 48 hourt 5-s prov .-ide two other means are available."akage M 

8.__ Secondary coolant gross radioactivity shall be monitored continuously by an air 

ejector gas monitor, 
4 -< See 3.7.18 > 

Secondary coolant gross radioactivity shall be measured weekly. If the air ejector 

monitor is not operating, the secondary coolant gross radioactivity shall be measured 

daily to evaluate steam generator leak tightness.  

Water inventory, balances, monitoring equipment, radioactive tracing, boric acid 
crystalline deposits, and physical inspections can disclose reactorl 

ASee LCO 3.4.1331 

Add SR 3.4.15.3. See Insert 3.4.15-2.4 

lAdd SR 3.4.15. 1. See Insert 3.4.15-2. M.7 

Unit 1 -Amendment No. 10 15.3.1-12 July 12, 1976 
Unit 2 - Amendment No. 12



(

CHANNEL DESCRIPTION

TABLF,

CHECK

K.J-1 (continued) 

CALIBRATE
PLAT 
WHETEST

120. Auxiliary Feedwater Flowrate (13) R AL 

21. Boric Acid Control System - R ALL 

22. Boric Acid Tank Level D R ALL 

23. Charging Flow R ALL

('/ 1 \ n ArT
24. _ondensate Storage Iank Level 3k 1) MX - 1AI 

25. Containment High Range Radiation M(I) R(14) - ALL 

26. Containment Hydrogen Monitor D - ALL 
-Gas Calibration Q(15) - ALL 
-Electronic Calibration R - ALL 

127. Containment Pressure S R Q(1,3,9) AL 

28. Containment Water Level R -f-i3R A 

29. Emergency Plan Radiation 
Survey Instruments Q A Q ALL 

30. DELETED 

131. In-Core Thermocouples M R(14) ALLI

32. Low Temperature Overpressure 
Protection System

Unit 1 - Amendment No. 187 
Unit 2 - Amendment No. 192

S(12) R (10) ALLj

Page 3 of 6

NO.

.4 < See 

S. < See

LCO 3.3.3 > 

LCO 3.3.1 >

4 <See LCO 3.3.3 > 

< See LCO 3.4.12 > 

4 < See LCO 3.4.11 > 

March 2, 1999

Spec 4.15 
Page, of 5 

4T CONDITIONS 
N REQUIRED 

- < See LCO 3.3.3 > 

9- See LCO 3.5.2 > 

-< See Sections 3.3 
and 3.7 > 

S< See LCO 3.3.3 >

33. PORV Block Valve 

Position Indicator Q R ALL 

34. PORV Operability R Q(11) ALL 

35. PORV Position Indicator S(21) R R ALL



NO. CHANNE

< See Section 3.3 > 

"L DESCRIPTION

TABLE 15.4.1-1 (continued)

CHECK CALIBRATE TEST
PLAt 
WHE

36. Radiation Monitoring System 
-RE-218 WDS Liquid Monitor (7) R(14) Q ALL 
-RE-223 Waste Distillate Overboard Monitor (7) R(14) Q ALL 
-RE-231 A Steam Line Release Monitor M(l) R(14) - ALL 
-RE-232 B Steam Line Release Monitor M(I) R(14) - ALL 
-RE- 10 1 Control Room Monitor S R(14) Q ALL 
-RE-235 Control Room Noble Gas Monitor S R(14) ALL 
-RE-215 Air Ejector Monitor D(l) R(14) - ALL 

37. Reactor Vessel Fluid 
Level System M R ALL 

38. Refueling Water Storage Tank Level R ALL 

39. Residual Heat Removal Pump Flow R ALL 

40. Safety Valve Position Indicator M R ALL 

41. Subcooling Margin Monitor M R ALL 

42. Deleted " See Section 3.3 > 

143. Volume Control Tank Level A ALL 

44. Reactor Protection System and M(1,23) ALL 
Emergency Safety Feature 
Actuation System Logic 

45. Reactor Trip System Interlocks 
-Intermediate Range Neutron Flux, P-6 - R(24) R ALL 
-Power Range Neutron Flux, P-8 R(24) R ALL 
-Power Range Neutron Flux, P-9 R(24) R ALL 
-Power Range Neutron Flux, P- 10 R(24) R ALL 
-1 st Stage Turbine Impulse Pressure R(24) R ALL 

\< See Section 3.3 >

Unit 1 - Amendment No. 186 
Unit 2 - Amendment No. 191
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'T CONDITIONS 
N REQUIRED



Section 3.4.15 CTS Markup Inserts Spec 3.4.15i Page 4 of 5

Insert 3.4.15-1:

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. Required containment 
sump monitor 
1 inoperable.

C. Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time not met.

D. All required monitors 
* inoperable.  
i - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

------- -- -N O T E - - - - - -

LCO 3.0.4 is not applicable.  

------NOTE-------

A. 1

AND 

A.2

Not required until 12 
hours after 
establishment of 
steady state 
operation.  

Perform SR 3.4.13.1.

Restore required 
containment sump 
monitor to OPERABLE
status.

Once per 

24 hours 

30 days

-I 4

C.1 Be in MODE 3.  

AND

6 hours 
i.

C.2 Be in MODE 5. 136 hours 
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -I- - - - ----

+

D.1 Enter LCO 3.0.3. Immediately

--- - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - -j- ------------ 1



Section 3.4.15 CTS Markup Inserts (continued)
Page 5 of 5

Insert 3.4.15-2:

SURVEILLANCE I FREQUENCY

SR 3.4.15.1 Perform CHANNEL CHECK of the required 
containment atmosphere radioactivity 
monitor.  

-........................................................................

SR 3.4.15.3 Perform CHANNEL CALIBRATION of the required 
containment atmosphere radioactivity 
monitor.  

- - - --.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

12 hours 

L-

----------

18 months 

- - - -- - - - - - - -



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.15 

13-Nov-99 

JFD Number JFD Text

One of the diverse RCS leakage detection methodologies identified in NUREG-1431, LCO 
3.4.15, is a containment sump (level or discharge flow) monitor. Point Beach utilizes a 
containment sump level alarm to monitor changes in RCS leakage. The containment sump high 
level alarm alerts operators to significant increases in condensate flow from the containment air 
cooler units. Point Beach does not use a containment sump discharge flow monitor; therefore, 
this information is not retained in ITS.

ITS: 

B 3.04.15

NUREG: 

B 3.04.15

LCO 3.04.15 A 

SR 3.04.15.02

LCO 3.04.15 A 

SR 3.04.15.03

Page 1 of 3
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Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.15 

13-Nov-99 

JFD Number JFD Text

The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information has been provided.  
In some instances, even though the information was designated as plant specific information in 
the LCO (bracketed), the corresponding Bases information was not bracketed. These cases are 
self evident, corresponding to the bracketed information in the LCO, and have had the 
appropriate site specific information provided. Additionally, LCO 3.4.15, Conditions C and D 
(and the associated Required Actions) were not used for Point Beach, leading to the 
renumbering of subsequent Conditions and Required Actions. TSTF- 60, Rev.0 moved the note 
"LCO 3.0.4 is not applicable" from the required actions A and B to the LCO. Since PBNP did 
not adopt NUREG-1431 Required actions C and D, incorporating this TSTF was not necessary 
for the Point Beach ITS.

ITS: 

B 3.04.15

NUREG: 

B 3.04.15

LCO 3.04.15 A 

LCO 3.04.15 COND B RA B.1.1 NOTE 

LCO 3.04.15 COND C 

LCO 3.04.15 COND C RA C.1 

LCO 3.04.15 COND C RA C.2 

LCO 3.04.15 COND D 

LCO 3.04.15 COND D RA D.1 

N/A

SR 3.04.15.02 

SR 3.04.15.03

LCO 3.04.15 A 

LCO 3.04.15 COND B RA B.1.1 NOTE 

LCO 3.04.15 COND E 

LCO 3.04.15 COND E RA E.1 

LCO 3.04.15 COND E RA E.2 

LCO 3.04.15 COND F 

LCO 3.04.15 COND F RA F.1 

LCO 3.04.15 C 

LCO 3.04.15 COND B RA B.2.2 

LCO 3.04.15 COND C 

LCO 3.04.15 COND C RA C.1 

LCO 3.04.15 COND C RA C.2 

LCO 3.04.15 COND D 

LCO 3.04.15 COND D RA D.1 

LCO 3.04.15 COND D RA D.2 

SR 3.04.15.02 

SR 3.04.15.05

SR 3.04.15.03 

SR 3.04.15.04

Page 2 of 3
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Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.15 

13-Nov-99 

JFD Number JFD Text 

03 Point Beach does not have containment pressure and temperature alarms that can be used in 
recognizing rapid and sizable leakage to the containment. Therefore, the information related to 
these alarms that appear in the NUREG-1431 Bases are not retained in the ITS.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.04.15 B 3.04.15 

04 NUREG-1431, SR 3.4.15.2 requires the performance of a COT on the required containment 
atmosphere radioactivity monitor every 92 days. This surveillance is not currently required at 
Point Beach and is not retained in ITS. Additionally, approved TSTF-205, which modifies SR 
3.4.15.2, was not incorporated.  

The containment atmosphere radioactivity monitor does not provide a trip or actuation that 
results in the mitigation of an event or accident, but rather provides indication of containment 
radioactivity. Therefore, this instrumentation does not require the performance of a COT to 
ensure it can perform its function in the desired manner.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.04.15 B 3.04.15 

SR 3.04.15.02 SR 3.04.15.03 

SR 3.04.15.03 SR 3.04.15.04 

05 Reference to the General Design Criteria (GDC) of 10 CFR 50 Appendix A has been deleted 
from the Bases of the Technical Specifications, substituting reference to the appropriate section 
of the FSAR which specifies the Point Beach design criteria. Point Beach was constructed and 
licensed prior to the GDC being issued. The Point Beach construction permit was issued prior 
to the GDCs being issued in 1971. Point Beach was designed and constructed utilizing the 
1967 proposed GDCs. Accordingly, reference has been provided to the appropriate criteria and 
section of the Point Beach FSAR which provides explanation of Point Beach's design basis.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.04.15 B 3.04.15 

06 The containment particulate and noble gas monitoring instrumentation sensitivities stated in the 
Bases of NUREG-1431 are modified to reflect the sensitivities of the monitoring instrumentation 
used at Point Beach.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.04.15 B 3.04.15 

Page 3 of 3



RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation 
3.4.15

3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

3.4.15 RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation

LCO 3.4.15

APPLICABILITY:

ACTIONS

The following RCS leakage detection instrumentation shall be 
OPERABLE: level alam 

a. One containment sump ýlevel or discharge flow) monitor 

b. One containment atmosphere radioactivity monitor and 

(gaseous or particulate): 

c. One containment air coolcr conden2ate fl 
-- monitor] 1.

MODES 1, 2. 3. and 4.

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Required containment ------------NOTE----------
sump monitor LCO 3.0.4 is not applicable.  
inoperable.  

A.1 Perform SR 3.4.13.1, Once per 
24 hours 

AND 

A.2 Restore required 30 days 
containment sump 
monitor to OPERABLE 
status.

(continued)

Approved TSTF
116 R.2I

Rev 1. 04/07/95

------ -- NOTE----------
Not required until 12 hours 
after establishment of steady 
state operation.

WOG STS 3.4-1



RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation 
3.4.15

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

B. Required containment 
atmosphere 
radioactivity monitor 
inoperable.

- NOTE----------
Not required until 12 hours 
after establishment of steady 
state operation.  

Approved TSTF
116 R.2

2

-----------NOTE---------
LCO 3.0.4 is not 
applicable.  

B.1.1 Analyze grab samples

OR 

B.1.2

of the containment 
atmosphere.  

Perform SR 3.4.13.1.

--I 
AND 

B.2.1 Restore required 
containment 
atmosphere 
radioactivity 
monitor to OPERABLE 
status.

.4 F liii .4-

A;r. le lr •• Qr.
Q QAd QA-e Rt 9 QI.. flo rt W

Once per 
24 hours 

Once per 
24 hours 

30 days

99 days

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

I

C eur -• nent C.1 Perform SR 3.4.15.1. -jý peýr ý 
arcoe odný 8 hours 

flow rate monitor :OR 
inoperable. Once per

S

WOG STS 3.4-2



RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation 
3.4.15

CONDITION j REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

Required containment 

air coeree c ond enste 

t re ontr 

radioacte monitor 
inoperable.  

AN___DD 

Required containment 
air cooler condensate 
flow rate monitor

D.1 Restore required 
containment 
atmosphere 
radioactivity moni a 
to OPERABLE t .  

>D esoeuired 

cooler condens~a 
itrý 

flow rate monitor to 
OPERABLE status.

Be in MODE 3.  

Be in MODE 5.

Enter LCO 3.0.3.

30 days

30 days

6 hours 

36 hours

Immediately

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.4.15.1 Perform CHANNEL CHECK of the required 12 hours 
containment atmosphere radioactivity 
monitor.  

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

I

WOG STS 3.4-3



RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation 
3.4.15

Rev 1. 04/07/95WOG STS 3.4-4



RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation 
B 3.4.15 

B 3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

B 3.4.15 RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation

FSAR,ction1.3.3BASES

BACKGROUND
,Jp

IGDC 30 of Appendix A to 10 CFR 50 tRef. 1) requires means 
for detecting and, to the extent practical, identif ing the 
location of the source of RCS LEAKAGE. keq4-a-t6• 

Leakage detection systems must have the capability to detect 
significant reactor coolant pressure boundary (RCPB) 
degradation as soon after occurrence as practical to 
minimize the potential for propagation to a gross failure.  
Thus. an early indication or warning signal is necessary to 
permit proper evaluation of all unidentified LEAKAGE.

Industry practice has shown that water flow changes of 0.5 
to 1.0 gpm can be readily detected in contained volumes by 
monitoring changes in water level, in flow rate, or in the 
operating frequency of a pump. The containment sump used t 
collect unidentified LEAKAGE i-is L [(or) and aýir coolor I-

This sensitivity is acceptable for detecting 
unidentified LEAKAGE.

: 6ý, -

,nted to alarm 
1 flow rates.1 
increases in

The reactor coolant contains radioactivity that, when 
released to the containment, can be detected by radiation 
monitoring instrumentation. Reactor coolant radioactivity 
levels will be low during initial reactor startup and for a 
few weeks thereafter, until activated corrosion products 
have been formed and fission products appear from fuel 
element cladding contamination.ra] cladding defects.  
Instrument sensitivities of i0uLJi/cc radioactivity for 
particulate monitoring and of 10 L- _Ci/cc radioactivity for 
gaseous monitoring are practical for these leakage detection 
systems. Radioactivity detection systems are included for 
monitoring both particulate and gaseous activities because 
of their sensitivities and rapid responses to RCS LEAKAGE.  

An increase in humidity of the containment atmosphere would 
indicate release of water vapor to the containment. Dew 
point temperature measurements can thus be used to monitor 
humidity levels of the containment atmosphere as an

Rev 1. 04/07/95WOG STS B 314.15-1



RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation 
B 3.4.15 

BACKGROUND (Continued) 

indicator of potential RCS LEAKAGE. A 1 OF increase in dew 
point is well within the sensitivity range of available 
instruments.  

Since the humidity level is influenced by several factors, a 
quantitative evaluation of an indicated leakage rate by this 

S means ma be ea compared to observed leve 
t•he containment sump 

Humidity level 
monitoring is considered most useful as an indirect alarm or 
indication to alert the operator to a potential problem.  
Humidity monitors are not required by this LCO.  

Air temperature and pressure monitoring methods may also be 
used to infer unidentified LEAKAGE to the containment.  
Containment temperature and pressure fluctuate slightly 
during plant operation, but a rise above the normally 
indicated range of values may indicate RCS leakage into the 
containment. The relevance of temperature and pressure 
measurements are affected by containment free volume and, for temperature, detector location. 4,;11 14i.. 41: 

~ ~~~~ý ý eIie~ mekq ete etimn Teper a t ure a ndAA 

__ pressure monitors are not required by this LCO.  

APPLICABLE The need to evaluate the severity of an alarm or an 
SAFETY ANALYSES indication is important to the operators. and the ability to 

compare and verify with indicat ions from other systems is 
necessary. The system response times and sensitivities are 
described in the FSAR (Ref. 3). Multiple inc..umont 
!ocatin erc utilized. if neoded. to encure that tho 

inr-t-irmnnl lnt-'t~n •,Anl~ric~ m cr nt -mhl n~,nz1 1 •rncnnnr 

The safety significance of RCS LEAKAGE varies widely 
depending on its source, rate, and duration. Therefore.  
detecting and monitoring RCS LEAKAGE into the containment 
area is necessary. Quickly separating the identified 
LEAKAGE from the unidentified LEAKAGE provides quantitative 
information to the operators, allowing them to take 
corrective action should a leakage occur detrimental to the 
safety of the unit and the public.

Rev 1, 04/07/95WOG STS B 3.4.15-2



RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation 
B 3.4.15

APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES (continued) 

RCS leakage detection instrumentation satisfies Criterion 
of the NRC Policy Statement.  

LCO One method of protecting against large RCS leakage derives 
from the ability of instruments to rapidly detect extremely 
small leaks. This LCO requires instruments of diverse 
monitoring principles to be OPERABLE to provide a high 
degree of confidence that extremely small leaks are detected 
in time to allow actions to place the plant in a safe 
condition, when RCS LEAKAGE indicates possible RCPB 
degradation.  

The LCO is satisfied when monitors of diverse measurement 
means are available. Thus, the containment sump monitor, in 
combination with a gaseous or particulate radioactivity 

~provides an acceptable minimum.  

APPLICABILITY Because of elevated RCS temperature and pressure in MODES 1, 
2. 3, and 4, RCS leakage detection instrumentation is 
required to be OPERABLE.  

In MODE 5 or 6, the temperature is to be • 20 0 OF and 
pressure is maintained low or at atmospheric pressure.  
Since the temperatures and pressures are far lower than 
those for MODES 1, 2. 3. and 4, the likelihood of leakage 
and crack propagation are much smaller. Therefore, the 
requirements of this LCO are not applicable in MODES 5 
and 6.  

ACTIONS A.1 and A.2 levelalan 

With the required containment sump Uonitor noperable, no 
other form of sampling can provide the equivalent 
information; however, the containment atmosphere 
radioactivity monitor will provide indications of changes in 
leakage. Together with the atmosphere monitor, the periodic 
surveillance for RCS water inventory balance, SR 3.4.13.1,

Rev 1. 04/07/95WOG STS B 3.4.15-3



RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation 
B 3.4.15

t ACTIONS (continued)

A Note is added allowing 
that SR 3.4.13.1 is not 
required to be performed 
until 12 hours after 
establishing steady state 
operation (i.e., stable 
temperature, power level, 
pressurizer and VCT 
levels, makeup and 
letdown, and RCP seal 
injection and return 
flows). The 12 hour 
allowance provides 
sufficient time to collect 
and process all necessary 
data after stable plant 
conditions are established.

must be performed at an increased frequency of 24 hours to 
provide information that is adequate to de tect leakage.  0 l.--• evel alarm I..J

Restoration of the required sump honitor o OPERABLE status 
within a Completion Time of a30 das is required to regain am arm' 
the function after thelmonitor's iailure. This time is 
acceptable, considering the Frequency and adequacy of the 
RCS water inventory balance required by Required Action A.1, 

Required Action A.1 is modified by a Note that indicates 
that the provisions of LCO 3.0.4 are not applicable. As a 
result. a MODE chanqe is allowed when the containment sump

Imonitor is inoperable. This allowance is provided because 
other instrumentation is available to monitor RCS leakage.  

ad Blevel alarm 
B.1.1, 8.12B.2 1 ;d-

With both gaseous and particulate containment atmosphere 
radioactivity monitoring instrumentation channels 
inoperable, alternative action is required. Either grab 
samples of the containment atmosphere must be taken and 
analyzed or water inventory balances, in accordance with 
SR 3.4.13.1. must be performed to provide alternate peri 
information.  

With a sample obtained and analyzed or water inventory 
balance performed every 24 hours, the reactor may be 
operated for up to 30 days to allow restoration of the 
reauired containment atmosphere radioactivity monitors.

odic

I A I +- -+ i - I,, - +nti -. irt -rn, - -, In I - -l if., + k- , ii ,

2I 
A Note is added allowing7ro'.....d -b ... p... -rc t..en....... .... ,,r... .  
that SR 3.4.13.1 isnot The 24 hour interval provides periodic information that is 
required to be performed adequate to detect leakage. The 30 day Completion Time until 12 hours after 
until12hrshn ateady strecognizes at least one other form of leakage detection is 
establishing steady state available.  
operation (i.e., stable 
temperature, power level, Required Action B.1 and Required Action B.2 are modified by 
pressurizeruandYCT a Note that indicates that the provisions of LCo 3.0.4 are 
levdelnmakeupsaad not applicable. As a result, a MODE change is allowed when 
letdown, and RCPseal the gaseous and particulate containment atmosphere 
injection and return radioactivity monitor channel is inoperable. This allowance ;flows). The 12 hour 

allowance provides 
sufficient time to collect 
and process all necessary 
data after stable plant 
"-onditions are established.

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation 
B 3.4.15 

ACTIONS (continued) 

is provided because other instrumentation is available to 
monitor for RCS LEAKAGE.  

.1 and C.2 

Wit the required containment air cooler condensate flow 
rate nitor inoperable, alternative action is again 
require Either SR 3.4.15.1 must be performed or w er 
inventory lances, in accordance with SR 3.4.13.1, must be 
performed to rovide alternate periodic informati n.  
Provided a CHA EL CHECK is performed every 8 ours or a 
water inventory lance is performed every 2 hours, reactor 
operation may cont ue while awaiting rest ation of the 
containment air cool condensate flow r e monitor to 
OPERABLE statu s.  

The 24 hour interval provi s per'di c information that is 
adequate to detect RCS LEAKA 

0.1 and D.2 

With the required con inment atmospher radioactivity 
monitor and the re red containment air c ler condensate Sonly means qf detecting 

flow rate monitor inoperable, the only m~ansfdectn 
leakage is the/ontainment sump monitor. This ondition 
does not proy fde the required diverse means of 1 kage 
detection. he Required Action is to restore eith of the 
inoperab required monitors to OPERABLE status with 
30 day to regain the intended leakage detection diver ity.  

If a Required Action of Condition A n cannot 

be met . the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the 
requirement does not apply. To achieve this status, the 
plant must be brought to at least MODE 3 within 6 hours and 
to MODE 5 within 36 hours. The allowed Completion Times are 
reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach the

Rev 1. 04/07/95WOG STS B 3.4.15- 5



RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation 
B 3.4.15 

ACTIONS (continued) 

required plant conditions from full power conditions in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.  

D1 

With all required monitors inoperable, no automatic means of 
monitoring leakage are available, and immediate plant 
shutdown in accordance with LCO 3.0.3 is required.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.4.15.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

SR 3.4.15.1 requires the performance of a CHANNEL CHECK of 
the required containment atmosphere radioactivity monitor.  
The check gives reasonable confidence that the channel is 
operating properly. The Frequency of 12 hours is based on 
instrument reliability and is reasonable for detecting off 
normal conditions.  

Ej-*S R 3..!5.21 

SR. 31.b. rqur the•n~n porformhncc o=4•f a COT onnn tho

thc dccircd mannc'r. Th-, tet- day;rfi th rm 4-+t- + I nt4y 
md' re-lati'.o acc..r.... f the "inetrmet-... c"tni-ng. Thc." 

Thequoncy -o f ... .. day c n..... n.. .. t.....m . ..... relabiit

These SRs require the performance of a CHANNEL CALIBRATION 
for each of the RCS leakage detection instrumentation 
channels. The calibration verifies the accuracy of the 
instrument string, including the instruments located inside 

8 containment. The Frequency of18]months is a typical 
refueling cycle and considers channel reliability. Again.  
operating experience has proven that this Frequency is 
acceptable.

I

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation 
B 3.4.15

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix A. Section IV, GDC 30.•-1 FSARSection1.3.3 

2.i Rcultor-3 G4id-@ 11T. 4 5

FSAR, Section 6.5 2I~~I

Rev 1, 04/07/95WOG STS B 3.4.15- 7



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.15 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

A In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change involves reformatting and rewording of the current Technical 
Specifications. The reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to 
existing requirements. As such, this change is administrative in nature and does not impact 
initiators of analyzed events or assumed mitigation of accident or transient events.  
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated, 

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. The proposed change will not impose any new or eliminate any old requirements.  
Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from 
any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change will not significantly reduce the margin of safety because it has no 
impact on any safety analysis assumptions. This change is administrative. As such, there is 
no technical change to the requirements; and, therefore, there is no reduction in the margin of 
safety.

Page I of 5



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.15 

"13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.01 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, changes in parameters governing normal plant operation, or methods of 
operation. This change extends the allowed outage time of the containment atmosphere 
radioactivity monitor from 48 hours to 30 days, provided grab samples of the containment 
atmosphere are analyzed once per 24 hours, or a reactor coolant inventory balance is 
performed once per 24 hours. This is acceptable, because the analysis of the containment 
atmosphere grab samples, or the performance of the water inventory balance provide 
alternative periodic information, and because at least one other form of leakage detection is 
available. Therefore, this change does not involve an increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, nor does it alter parameters governing normal plant operation. The proposed 
change does not introduce a new mode of operation or alter the method of normal plant 
operation. Therefore, the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated is not created.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

There are no margins of safety related to safety analyses that are dependent upon the 
proposed change. This change extends the allowed outage time of the containment 
atmosphere radioactivity monitor from 48 hours to 30 days, provided grab samples of the 
containment atmosphere are analyzed once per 24 hours, or a reactor coolant inventory 
balance is performed once per 24 hours. This is acceptable, because the analysis of the 
containment atmosphere grab samples, or the performance of the water inventory balance 
provide alternative periodic information, and because at least one other form of leakage 
detection is available. Therefore, this change does not involve a reduction in a margin of 
safety.

Page 2 of 5



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.15 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.02 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50-92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, changes in parameters governing normal plant operation, or methods of 
operation. This change results in the deletion of the monthly CHECK on the containment 
water level instrumentation. Surveillance tests are intended to provide assurance of 
continued component operability. The containment water level instrumentation does not 
provide a trip or actuation that mitigates an event or accident, but only provides an indication 
to the operators. Therefore, this change does not involve an increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, nor does it alter parameters governing normal plant operation. The proposed 
change does not introduce a new mode of operation or alter the method of normal plant 
operation. Therefore, the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated is not created.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

There are no margins of safety related to safety analyses that are dependent upon the 
proposed change. This change results in the deletion of the monthly CHECK on the 
containment water level instrumentation. The containment water level instrumentation does 
not provide a trip or actuation that mitigates an event or accident, but only provides an 
indication to the operators- Therefore, this change does not involve a reduction in a margin 
of safety.

Page 3 of 5



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.15 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

LA In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change relocates requirements from the Technical Specifications to the Bases, 
FSAR, or other plant controlled documents. The Bases and FSAR will be maintained using 
the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59. In addition to 10 CFR 50.59 provisions, the Technical 
Specifications Bases are subject to the change process in the Administrative Controls 
Chapter of the ITS. Plant procedures and other plant controlled documents are subject to 
controls imposed by plant administrative procedures, which endorse applicable regulations 
and standards. Changes to the Bases, FSAR, or other plant controlled documents will be 
evaluated in accordance with the requirements of the Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 
of the ITS, 10 CFR 50.59, or plant administrative processes. Therefore, no increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated will be allowed.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. The proposed change will not impose any different requirements and adequate 
control of the information will be maintained. Thus, this change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on any 
safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the requirements to be moved from the Technical 
Specifications to the Bases, FSAR, or other plant controlled documents are as they currently 
exist. Future changes to the requirements in the Bases, FSAR, or other plant controlled 
documents will be evaluated in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59, the 
Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 of the ITS, or the applicable plant process and no 
reduction in a margin of safety will be allowed.
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13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

M In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change provides more restrictive requirements for operation of the facility.  
These more stringent requirements do not result in operation that will increase the probability 
of initiating an analyzed event and do not alter the assumptions relative to the mitigation of an 
accident or transient event. These more restrictive requirements continue to ensure process 
variables, structures, systems and components are maintained consistent with the safety 
analyses. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. The proposed change does impose different requirements. However, these 
changes are consistent with assumptions made in the safety analysis. Thus, this change 
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The imposition of more restrictive requirements either has no affect on or increases the 
margin of safety. Each change is providing additional restrictions to enhance plant safety.  
These changes are consistent with the safety analysis. Therefore, this change does not 
involve a reduction in a margin of safety.
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3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

3.4.15 RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation

LCO 3.4.15

APPLICABILITY:

The following RCS leakage detection instrumentation shall be 
OPERABLE: 

a. One containment sump level alarm, and 

b. One containment atmosphere radioactivity monitor 
(gaseous or particulate).

MODES 1. 2. 3, and 4

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Required containment ------------ NOTE----------
sump monitor LCO 3.0.4 is not applicable.  
inoperable.  

---------- --------NOTE
Not required until 12 
hours after 
establishment of 
steady state 
operation.  

A.I Perform SR 3.4.13,1. Once per 
24 hours 

AND 

A.2 Restore required 30 days 
containment sump 
monitor to OPERABLE 
status.  

(continued)
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3.4.15

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

B. Required containment NOTE
atmosphere LCO 3.0.4 is not applicable.  
radioactivity monitor -

inoperable.  
B.1.1 Analyze grab samples Once per 

of the containment 24 hours 
atmosphere.  

OR 

......--NOTE------
Not required until 12 
hours after 
establishment of 
steady state 
operation.  

B.1.2 Perform SR 3.4.13.1. Once per 
24 hours 

AND 

B.2.1 Restore required 30 days 
containment 
atmosphere 
radioactivity 
monitor to OPERABLE 
status.  

C. Required Action and C.1 Be in MODE 3. 6 hours 
associated Completion 
Time not met. AND 

C.2 Be in MODE 5, 36 hours 

D. All required monitors D.1 Enter LCO 3.0.3. Immediately 
inoperable.
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SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.4.15.1 Perform CHANNEL CHECK of the required 12 hours 
containment atmosphere radioactivity 
monitor.  

SR 3.4 15.2 Perform CHANNEL CALIBRATION of the required 18 months 
containment sump level alarm

SR 3.4.15.3 Perform CHANNEL CALIBRATION of the required 18 months 
containment atmosphere radioactivity 
monitor.

DRAFT REV. A3.4.15-3POINT BEACH



RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation 
B 3.4 15 

B 3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

- B 3.4.15 RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation 

BASES 

BACKGROUND FSAR, Section 1.3,3 (Ref 1) requires means for detecting 
and, to the extent practical, identifying the location of 
the source of RCS LEAKAGE.  

Leakage detection systems must have the capability to detect 
significant reactor coolant pressure boundary (RCPB) 
degradation as soon after occurrence as practical to 
minimize the potential for propagation to a gross failure.  
Thus, an early indication or warning signal is necessary to 
permit proper evaluation of all unidentified LEAKAGE.  

Industry practice has shown that water flow changes of 0.5 
to 1.0 gpm can be readily detected in contained volumes by 
monitoring changes in water level, in flow rate. or in the 
operating frequency of a pump. The containment sump used to 
collect unidentified LEAKAGE is instrumented to alarm when 
water in the sump reaches a pre-determined level. This 
sensitivity is acceptable for detecting increases in 
unidentified LEAKAGE.  

- The reactor coolant contains radioactivity that, when 
released to the containment, can be detected by radiation 
monitoring instrumentation. Reactor coolant radioactivity 
levels will be low during initial reactor startup and for a 
few weeks thereafter, until activated corrosion products 
have been formed and fission products appear from fuel 
element cladding contamination or cladding defects.  
Instrument sensitivities of 10-" LCi/cc radioactivity for 
particulate monitoring and of 10-7 iCi/cc radioactivity for 
gaseous monitoring are practical for these leakage detection 
systems. Radioactivity detection systems are included for 
monitoring both particulate and gaseous activities because 
of their sensitivities and rapid responses to RCS LEAKAGE.  

An increase in humidity of the conta inment atmosphere would 
indicate release of water vapor to the containment. Dew 
point temperature measurements can thus be used to monitor 
humidity levels of the containment atmosphere as an 
indicator of potential RCS LEAKAGE. A 1 OF increase in dew 
point is well within the sensitivity range of available 
instruments.
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BACKGROUND (Continued) 

Since the humidity level is influenced by several factors, a 
quantitative evaluation of an indicated leakage rate by this 
means may be questionable and should be compared to observed 
increases in the containment sump level. Humidity level 
monitoring is considered most useful as an indirect alarm or 
indication to alert the operator to a potential problem.  
Humidity monitors are not required by this LCO, 

Air temperature and pressure monitoring methods may also be 
used to infer unidentified LEAKAGE to the containment.  
Containment temperature and pressure fluctuate slightly 
during plant operation, but a rise above the normally 
indicated range of values may indicate RCS leakage into the 
containment. The relevance of temperature and pressure 
measurements are affected by containment free volume and, 
for temperature. detector location. Temperature and 
pressure monitors are not required by this LCO.  

APPLICABLE The need to evaluate the severity of an alarm or an 
SAFETY ANALYSES indication is important to the operators, and the ability to 

compare and verify with indications from other systems is 
necessary. The system response times and sensitivities are 
described in the FSAR (Ref, 3)

The safety significance of RCS LEAKAGE varies widely 
depending on its source, rate, and duration. Therefore.  
detecting and monitoring RCS LEAKAGE into the containment 
area is necessary. Quickly separating the identified 
LEAKAGE from the unidentified LEAKAGE provides quantitative 
information to the operators, allowing them to take 
corrective action should a leakage occur detrimental to the 
safety of the unit and the public.  

RCS leakage detection instrumentation satisfies Criterion 1 
of the NRC Policy Statement.  

LCO One method of protecting against large RCS leakage derives 
from the ability of instruments to rapidly detect extremely 
small leaks. This LCO requires instruments of diverse 
monitoring principles to be OPERABLE to provide a high 
degree of confidence that extremely small leaks are detected 
in time to allow actions to place the plant in a safe 
condition, when RCS LEAKAGE indicates possible RCPB 
degradation.
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LCO (Continued) 

The LCO is satisfied when monitors of diverse measurement 
means are available. Thus, the containment sump monitor, in 
combination with a gaseous or particulate radioactivity 
monitor provides an acceptable minimum.  

APPLICABILITY Because of elevated RCS temperature and pressure in MODES 1, 
2, 3, and 4, RCS leakage detection instrumentation is 
required to be OPERABLE.  

In MODE 5 or 6, the temperature is to be • 200OF and 
pressure is maintained low or at atmospheric pressure, 
Since the temperatures and pressures are far lower than 
those for MODES 1, 2, 3. and 4. the likelihood of leakage 
and crack propagation are much smaller. Therefore. the 
requirements of this LCO are not applicable in MODES 5 
and 6.  

ACTIONS A.1 and A.2 

With the required containment sump level alarm inoperable, 
no other form of sampling can provide the equivalent 
information: however, the containment atmosphere 
radioactivity monitor will provide indications of changes in 
leakage. Together with the atmosphere monitor, the periodic 
surveillance for RCS water inventory balance, SR 3.4.13.1, 
must be performed at an increased frequency of 24 hours to 
provide information that is adequate to detect leakage.  

A Note is added allowing that SR 3.4.13.1 is not required to 
be performed until 12 hours after establishing steady state 
operation (i.e., stable temperature, power level, 
pressurizer and VCT levels, makeup and letdown, and RCP seal 
injection and return flows). The 12 hour allowance provides 
sufficient time to collect and process all necessary data 
after stable plant conditions are established.  

Restoration of the required sump level alarm to 0 PERABLE 
status within a Completion Time of 30 days is required to 
regain the function after the alarm's failure. This time is 
acceptable. considering the Frequency and adequacy of the 
RCS water inventory balance required by Required Action A.1.
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ACTIONS (Continued) 

Required Action A.1 is modified by a Note that indicates 
that the provisions of LCO 3.0.4 are not applicable. As a 
result, a MODE change is allowed when the containment sump 
level alarm is inoperable. This allowance is provided 
because other instrumentation is available to monitor RCS 
leakage.  

B.1.1. B.1.2, and B.2.1 

With both gaseous and particulate containment atmosphere 
radioactivity monitoring instrumentation channels 
inoperable, alternative action is required. Either grab 
samples of the containment atmosphere must be taken and 
analyzed or water inventory balances, in accordance with 
SR 3.4.13.1. must be performed to provide alternate periodic 
information.  

With a sample obtained and analyzed or water inventory 
balance performed every 24 hours, the reactor may be 
operated for up to 30 days to allow restoration of the 
required containment atmosphere radioactivity monitors. The 
24 hour interval provides periodic informat ion that is 
adequate to detect leakage. A Note is added allowing that SR 
3.4.13.1 is not required to be performed until 12 hours 
after establishing steady state operation (i.e.. stable 
temperature, power level, pressurizer and VCT levels, makeup 
and letdown, and RCP seal injection and return flows). The 
12 hour allowance provides sufficient time to collect and 
process all necessary data after stable plant conditions are 
established. The 30 day Completion Time recognizes at least 
one other form of leakage detection is available.  

Required Action B.1 and Required Action B.2 are modified by 
a Note that indicates that the provisions of LCO 3.0.4 are 
not applicable. As a result, a MODE change is allowed when 
the gaseous and particulate containment atmosphere 
radioactivity monitor channel is inoperable. This allowance 
is provided because other instrumentation is available to 
monitor for RCS LEAKAGE, 

C.1 and C.2 

If a Required Action of Condition A or B cannot be met. the 
plant must be brought to a MODE in which the requirement 
does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be 
brought to at least MODE 3 within 6 hours and to MODE 5

DRAFT REV. APOINT BEACH B 3.4.15-4



RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation 
B 3.4.15 

ACTIONS (Continued) 

within 36 hours. The allowed Completion Times are 
reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach the 
required plant conditions from full power conditions in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.  

D.1 

With all required monitors inoperable, no automatic means of 
monitoring leakage are available, and immediate plant 
shutdown in accordance with LCO 3.0.3 is required.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.4.15.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

SR 3.4.15.1 requires the performance of a CHANNEL CHECK of 
the required containment atmosphere radioactivity monitor, 
The check gives reasonable confidence that the channel is 
operating properly. The Frequency of 12 hours is based on 
instrument reliability and is reasonable for detecting off 
normal conditions.  

SR 3.4.15.2 and SR 3.4.15.3 

These SRs require the performance of a CHANNEL CALIBRATION 
for each of the RCS leakage detection instrumentation 
channels. The calibration verifies the accuracy of the 
instrument string, including the instruments located inside 
containment. The Frequency of 18 months is a typical 
refueling cycle and considers channel reliability. Again, 
operating experience has proven that this Frequency is 
acceptable.  

REFERENCES 1. FSAR Section 1.3,3.  

2. FSAR, Section 6.5.
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.16 

13-Nov-99 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.01 In the conversion of Point Beach current Technical Specifications (CTS) to the proposed plant 
specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain wording preferences or conventions are 
adopted which do not result in technical changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial 
changes, reformatting, and revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the 
Standard Technical Specifications, Westinghouse Plants, NUREG-1431, Revision 1 (i.e., 
Improved Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.01 F 15.03.01-05 LCO 3.04.16 F 3.04.16-01 

15.03.01.C.01 LCO 3.04.16 

15.03.01.C.01.A LCO 3.04.16 COND A 

LCO 3.04.16 COND A RA A.2 

15.03.01.C.01.B . LCO 3.04.16 COND C 

LCO 3.04.16 COND C RA C.1 

15.03.01.C.02 LCO 3.04.16 

15.03.0"1C.02,A LCO 3.04.16 COND B 
LCO 3.04.16 COND B RA B.1 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.C SR 3.04.16.03 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.D SR 3.04.16.02 

A.02 The Bases of the current Technical Specifications for this section have been completely 
replaced by revised Bases that reflect the format and applicable content of PBNP ITS Chapter 
3.4, consistent with the Standard Technical Specifications for Westinghouse Plants, NUREG
1431. The revised Bases are as shown in the PBNP ITS Bases.  

CTS: ITS: 
BASES B 3.04.16 

A.03 CTS 15.3.1.C.1.a is revised by adopting a Note that modifies proposed ITS LCO 3.4.16, 
Condition A. The Note states LCO 3.0.4 is not applicable. As a result, MODE changes are 
allowed when DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 exceeds the LCO limit. Current requirements do not 
contain a provision that disallows changes in plant operating conditions when the requirements 
of an LCO are not met. Therefore, adding a Note that states LCO 3.0.4 is not applicable, is an 
administrative change and does not result in a reduction in the margin of safety.  

CTS: ITS: 

NEW LCO 3.04.16 COND A RA A. 1 NOTE 
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DOC Number DOC Text 

L-01 CTS 15.3.1.C.2.a requires an isotopic analysis for Iodine be performed once per 4 hours when 
reactor coolant activity exceeds 1 00/E microcuries/gram. This requirement is not being retained 
in ITS. This change results in a relaxation of the requirements on plant operation and is less 
restrictive. This change is acceptable because if reactor coolant exceeds 1 00/E 
microcuries/gram, the reactor is required to be shutdown and cooled down to < 500 F in 6 
hours, This results in placing the unit in a condition where the reactor coolant activity limits no 
longer apply. Therefore, it would be unnecessary to perform Dose Equivalent 1-131 analyses on 
the reactor coolant once the average reactor coolant temperature is < 500 F.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.E (A)(6) N/A 

L.02 CTS 15.4.1, Table 15.4.1-2, Item 1, requires reactor coolant samples be analyzed for gross 
activity at a frequency of 5/week. Proposed ITS SR 3.4.16.1 requires verification that reactor 
coolant gross specific activity is less than or equal to 100/E microcuries/gram, once per 7 days.  
This results in a relaxation of the requirements and is, therefore, less restrictive. This 
surveillance provides an indication of any increase in gross specific activity and trending the 
results of these analyses allows for proper remedial action to be taken before reaching the LCO 
limit under normal operating conditions. Relaxation of the frequency from 5/week to 7 days 
considers the unlikelihood of a gross fuel failure during the extended interval.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.A SR 3.04.16.01 

L.03 CTS 15.4.1, Table 15.4.1-2, Item 1, requires an isotopic analysis for Dose Equivalent 1-131 be 
performed on the reactor coolant every two weeks during periods of power operation. CTS 
defines power operation as a condition where the reactor is critical and the average neutron flux 
of the power range instrumentation indicates greater than 2 percent of rated power. Proposed 
ITS SR 3.4.16.2 requires verification of reactor coolant DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 at a 
frequency of 14 days. This surveillance is modified by a Note that states, "Only required to be 
performed in MODE 1." ITS defines MODE 1 as power operation with keff greater than or equal 
to 0.99 and > 5% Rated Thermal Power, excluding decay heat. This change relaxes the 
requirements for performance of this surveillance, and is, therefore, less restrictive. This is 
acceptable because of the production rate of Iodine below 5% RTP is bounded by the safety 
margin of the analysis for postulated release rates following a SGTR accident.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.D (1) SR 3.04.16.02 NOTE 
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LA.01 CTS 15.4.1, Table 15.4.1-2, Item 1, requires reactor coolant samples be analyzed for gross 
activity at a frequency of 5/week. This surveillance requirement is modified by Note (7), which 
states "At least once per week during periods of refueling shutdown." This requirement is not 
being retained in ITS, but is being moved to licensee controlled documents. This is a relaxation 
of requirements and is less restrictive. This change is acceptable, because the LCO limit for 
gross specific activity when operating in MODES 1 and 2, and in MODE 3 with RCS average 
temperature greater than or equal to 500 F, is necessary to contain the potential consequences 
of a steam generator tube rupture (SGTR) to within acceptable site boundary dose values
When the unit is operating in MODE 3 with RCS average temperature less than 500 F, and in 
MODES 4 and 5, the release of radioactivity in the event of a SGTR is unlikely, because the 
saturation pressure of the reactor coolant is below the lift pressure settings of the main steam 
safety valves. Therefore, maintaining RCS gross specific activity within the limit is not required 
during refueling shutdowns, and this surveillance is not required to be performed during refueling 
shutdowns.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.A (7) N/A 

LA.02 CTS 15.4.1, Table 15.4.1-2, Item 1, requires the reactor coolant sample be analyzed for tritium 
activity monthly. This requirement is not being retained in ITS, but is being moved to licensee 
controlled documents. This specification is not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate 
protection to the public health and safety, because ITS still retains the RCS specific activity 
limitations. This approach provides for an effective level of regulatory control and provides for a 
more appropriate change control process. The level of safety of facility operation is unaffected 
by the change, because there is no change in the overall operational requirements.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.B N/A 

LA.03 CTS 15.4.1, Table 15.4.1-2, Item 1, requires the determination of radiochemical E-bar (E) 
semiannually. This requirement is modified by Note (2) which states E determination will be 
started when the gross activity analysis of a filtered sample indicates greater than or equal to 10 
microcuries/cc and will be redetermined if the primary coolant gross radioactivity of a filtered 
sample increases by more than 10 microcuries/cc. This note is not being retained in ITS, but is 
being moved to licensee controlled documents, This specification is not required to be in the ITS 
to provide adequate protection to the public health and safety, because ITS still retains the RCS 
specific activity limitations. This approach provides for an effective level of regulatory control 
and provides for a more appropriate change control process. The level of safety of facility 
operation is unaffected by the change, because there is no change in the overall operational 
requirements.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.C (2) N/A 
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M.01 CTS 15.4.1, Table 15.4.1-2, Item 1, requires radiochemical E-bar (E) determination be 
performed on reactor coolant samples taken after a minimum of 2 EFPD and 20 days power 
operation since the reactor was last subcritical for 48 hours or longer. Proposed ITS SR 
3.4.16.3 is modified by a Note stating the surveillance is not required to be performed until 31 
days after a minimum of 2 EFPD and 20 days of MODE 1 operation have elapsed since the 
reactor was subcritical for greater than or equal to 48 hours. The CTS does not impose any time 
requirement for the sampling to be performed. The 31 day period proposed by the ITS allows 
adequate time to ensure that the radioactive materials are at equilibrium so the analysis for E is 
representative and not skewed by a crud burst or other similar abnormal event.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.C (10) SR 3.04.16.03 NOTE 

M.02 CTS 15.4.1, Table 15.4.1-2, Item 1, requires an isotopic analysis for Iodine, including 1-131, 1
133, and 1-135, be performed on the reactor coolant once per 4 hours whenever the specific 
activity exceeds 0.8 microcuries/gram Dose Equivalent 1-131. Proposed ITS LCO 3.4.16, 
Required Action A.1, requires the reactor coolant DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 specific activity be 
verified within the acceptable region of Figure 3.4,16-1 once per 4 hours when DOSE 
EQUIVALENT 1-131 exceeds 0.8 microcuries/gram In order to verify the DOSE EQUIVALENT I
131 specific activity is within the acceptable region of Figure 3.4.16-1, it is necessary to perform 
an isotopic analysis for Iodine, including 1-131, 1-133, and 1-135. Therefore, requiring the DOSE 
EQUIVALENT 1-131 specific activity be determined from the results of the analysis imposes 
additional requirements on plant operation and is more restrictive.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.E (A) LCO 3.04.16 COND A RA A. 1 

M.03 CTS 15.4.1, Table 15.4.1-2, Item 1, requires an isotopic analysis for Iodine, including 1-131, 1
133, and 1-135, be performed on the reactor coolant between 2 and 6 hours following a thermal 
power change exceeding 15% of rated power in a one-hour period. Proposed ITS SR 3.4.16.2 
requires the reactor coolant DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 specific activity be verified less than or 
equal to 0.8 microcuries/gram, between 2 and 6 hours after a THERMAL POWER change of 
greater than or equal to 15% RTP within a 1 hour period. In order to verify the DOSE 
EQUIVALENT 1-131 specific activity is within the limit, it is necessary to perform an isotopic 
analysis for Iodine, including 1-131, 1-133, and 1-135. Therefore, requiring the DOSE 
EQUIVALENT 1-131 specific activity be determined from the results of the analysis imposes 
additional requirements on plant operation and is more restrictive. Additionally, requiring the 
verification after power changes greater than or equal to 15% RTP is more restrictive than 
requiring the analysis following power changes exceeding 15% of rated power, because it 
includes power changes equal to 15% RTP.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.E LCO 3.04.16 COND A 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.E (B) SR 3.04.16.02 

Page 4 of 6



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.16 

13-Nov-99 

DOC Number DOC Text 

R.01 Wisconsin Electric Power Company has utilized the selection criteria provided in the 10 CFR 
50.36.ii, and has concluded that portions of the RCS Water Chemistry LCO and Surveillances 
can be relocated to licensee control. The basis for this conclusion is as follows: 

Poor coolant water chemistry contributes to the long term degradation of system materials of 
construction and thus is not of immediate importance to the plant operator. Reactor coolant 
water chemistry is monitored for a variety of reasons. One reason is to reduce the possibility of 
failures in the reactor coolant system pressure boundary caused by corrosion. However, the 
chemistry monitoring activity is of a long term preventative purpose rather than mitigative.  

Comparison to Screening Criteria: 

1. Reactor coolant water chemistry is not used for, nor capable of, detecting a significant 
abnormal degradation of the reactor coolant pressure boundary prior to a design basis accident 
(DBA).  

2. Reactor coolant water chemistry is not a process variable, design feature, or operating 
restriction that is an initial condition of a DBA or transient.  

3. Reactor coolant water chemistry is not part of a primary success path in the mitigation of a 
DBA or transient.  

4. As discussed in Section 4.0 (Appendix A, page A-40) and summarized in Table 1 of WCAP
11618, the reactor coolant water chemistry was found to be a non-significant risk contributor to 
core damage frequency and offsite releases. Wisconsin Electric Power Company has reviewed 
this evaluation and considers it applicable to Point Beach Station. Effects of reactor coolant 
system chemistry are beyond the scope of the Point Beach IPE; therefore, the plant-specific 
PSA provides no information to supplement the conclusions from the generic analysis.  

Conclusion: 

Since the screening criteria have not been satisfied, the Reactor Coolant System Chemistry 
LCO and Surveillances may be relocated to other plant controlled documents outside the 
Technical Specifications.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.0301 .E N/A 

15.03.01.E.01 N/A 

15.03.01E02 N/A 

15.03.01.E.03 N/A 

15.03.01.E.04 N/A 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-0201.F N/A 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.F (8) N/A 

Page 5 of 6



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.16 

13-Nov-99 

DOC Number DOC Text

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.G 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.G (6) 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 01.H

N/A 

N/A 

N/A

Page 6 of 6
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C. MAXIMUM COOLANT ACTIVITY 

Specification: 

The specific activity of the reactor coolant shall be limited to: 

LCO 3.4.1i6] 1. Less than or equal to 0.8 microcurie per gram Dose Equivalent 1-131.  

iOND A a. If the specific activity of the reactor coolant is greater than 0.8 microcuries per gram 

Dose Equivalent 1- 131 but within the allowable limit (below and to the left of the 

line) shown on Figure 15.3.1-5, operation may continue for up to 48 hours. Reactor 

coolant sampling shall be in accordance with Table 15.4.1-2.  

2OND C b. If the specific activity of the reactor coolant is greater than 0.8 microcuries per gram 

Dose Equivalent I- 131 for more than 48 hours during one continuous time interval or 

exceeds the allowable limit (above and to the right of the line) shown on Figure 

15.3.1-5, the reactor will be shut down and the average reactor coolant temperature 

will be less than 500'F within 6 hours.  

ILCO 3.4-.i6 2. Less than or equal to I 00/E microcuries per gram.  

I "IND B [a. If the specific activity of the reactor coolant is greater than 1 00/ microcuries per 

gram, the reactor will be shut down and the average reactor coolant temperature will 
be less than 500'F within 6 hours, ]Reactor coolant__sampling shall be in accordance 

with Table 15.4.1-2.  

The limitations on the specific activity of the reactor coolant ensure that the resulting 2-hour doses at 

the site boundary will not exceed an appropriately small fraction of Part 100 limits following a steam 

generator tube rupture accident in conjunction with an assumed steady state primary-to-secondary 

steam generator leakage rate of 500 gpd in either steam generator. The values for the limits on 
specific activity represent limits based upon a parametric evaluation by the NRC of typical site| 

locaions These values are conservative for Point Beach Nuclear Plant.  

dd " LCO 3.0.4 is not applicable." A.3 

Unit I - Amendment No. 173 15.3.1- July 1, 1997 
Unit 2 - Amendment No. 177



Continued power operation for limited time periods with the reactor coolant's specific activity greater 

than 0.8 microcurie/gram Dose Equivalent 1-131, but within the allowable limit shown on Figure 

15.3.1-5, accommodates possible iodine spiking phenomenon which may occur following changes in 

thermal power. Operation with specific activity levels exceeding 0.8 microcurie/gram Dose 

Equivalent 1-131 but within the limits shown on Figure 15.3.1-5 increase the 2-hour thyroid dose at 

the site boundary by a factor of up to 20 following a postulated steam generator tube rupture.  

Reducing Tayg to less than 500°F normally prevents the release of activity should a steam generator 

tube rupture since the saturation pressure of the reactor coolant is below the lift pressure of the 

atmospheric steam relief valves. The surveillance requirements provide adequate assurance that 

excessive specific activity levels in the primary coolant will be detected in sufficient time to take 

corrective action. A reduction in frequency of isotopic analyses following power changes may be 

permissible ifjustified by the data obtained.t t

Unit I - Amendment No. 173 
Unit 2 - Amendment No. 177

15.3.1-10 July 1, 1997

Spec 3.4.16 Page 2 of 71
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E. Maximum Reactor Coolant Oxygen and Chloride and Fluoride Concentration 

-- For Power Operation 

Specification: 

1. The concentration of oxygen in the reactor coolant shall not exceed 0.1 ppm.  

2. The concentration of chloride in the reactor coolant shall not exceed 0.15 ppm.  

3. The concentration of fluoride in the reactor coolant shall not exceed 0.15 ppm.  

4. If oxygen, chloride or fluoride concentrations in the reactor coolant exceed the limits given in 

1), 2) or 3), corrective action is to be taken immediately to return the system to within normal 

operation specifications. If the normal operational limits are not achieved within 24 hours of 

discovery of the out-of-specification condition, the reactor is to be brought to a hot shutdown 

condition within an additional 8 hours. If the system is not brought to within specifications 

within 48 hours of discovery, the system is to be brought to a cold shutdown condition within 

an additional 12 hours, and the cause of the out-of-specification operation ascertained and 

corrected.  

Basis: 

By maintaining the oxygen, chloride and fluoride concentration in the reactor coolant within the 

limits as specified by E 1), 2) and 3), the functional integrity of the materials of the Reactor Coolant 

System is assured under all operating conditions.0) 

If these limits are exceeded, measures can be taken to correct the condition, e.g., replacement of ion 
exchange resin or adjustment of the hydrogen I 

Unit 1 - Amendment No. 145 15.3.1-15 
Unit 2 - Amendment No. 149 January 27, 1994



Spec 3.4.16 
Page 4 of 7

concentration in the volume control tank"), and further because of the time-dependent nature of any 

adverse effects arising from oxygen, chloride and fluoride concentration in excess of the limits, it is 
unnecessary to shut down immediately since the condition can be corrected. Thus the period of 
24 hours for corrective action to restore the concentrations within the limits has been established. If 
the corrective action has not been effective at the end of the 24-hour period, then the reactor will be 

brought to the hot shutdown condition in a normal controlled manner and the corrective action will 

continue. If at the end of the 48 hour period the corrective action has not been effective, long term 

corrective action could be required. The reactor will be brought to the cold shutdown condition in a 
normal, controlled manner and action continued to correct the out-of-specification condition.

References 
() FSAR Section 4.2 
(2) FSAR Section 9.2

Unit I - Amendment No. 145 
Unit 2 - Amendment No. 149

15.3.1-16
January 27, 1994
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FIGURE 15.3.1-5
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TABLE 15.4.1-2 

MINIMUM FREQUENCIES FOR EQUIPMENT AND SAMPLING TESTS

Test

1. Reactor Coolant Samples Gross Beta-gamma 
activity 
(excluding tritium)

L..2 Frequency 

5/wee 7) LA.1

Tritium activity Monthly

LA.2

Radiochemical E 
DeterminationS-R3.-4.16.3jj 

[SR 3..16.2 ] 

FSR _3"416.2]

Isotopic Analysis for 
Dose Equivalent 1-131 
Concentration

Every two weeka-*Yý

12. Reactor Coolant Boron

13. Refueling Water Storage 
I Tank Water SampleI

Boron Concentration

Boron Concentration

Twice/week]----< See LCO 3.9.1 >

Weekly 6 --< See LCO 3.5.4 >

14. Boric Acid Tanks Boron Concentration Twice/week and after 
each BAST concentration 

< See LCO 3.5.2 > change when they are 
being relied upon as a 
source of borated 
water.1

15 ,Snrav Additive Tank

1 6. Accumulator

N at"H Concentration

Boron Concentration

Monthlvyl---< See LCO 3.6 >

Monthlv I4--< See LCO 3.5.1 >

Unit I - Amendment No. 173 
Unit 2 - Amendment No. 177 July 1, 1997

Chloride Concentration 5/week(8 ) 

Diss. Oxygen Conc. 5/week(6 ) 

Fluoride Conc. Weekly

15 S Additive Tank NaOH Concentration

1 6 . . . . . .. . . .. .. .. . .. ..
r

Page I of 5
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130. Pressurizer Heaters Verify that 100 KW of Quarterly 
heaters are available.I See LCO 3.4.9 > 

131. CVCS Charging Pumps Verify operability. Quarerlyl 

C See LCO 3.5.2 > 

132. Potential Dilution in Verify operability of Prior to placing plant in] 
I Progress Alarm alarm. I cold shutdown. 1 

SSee LCO 3.3.9 > 
133. Core Power Distribution Perform power distribu- Mlontýhl ' 

tion maps using movable S LCOs 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 > 
Associate Specification removed incore detector system See . . .  

with Amendment 176/180. to confirm hot channel 
factors.] 

134. Shutdown Margin Perform shutdown margin Daily (21 

-calculation F See Section 3. 1 > 

J(l) Reqiuired only, during periods of power operationý*_L.  

I(2) E determination will be started when the gross activity analysis of a filtered sample indicates _>10 •gCi/c 
•and will be redetermined if the primary coolant gross radioactivity of a filtered sample increases by[ 

tmore than I 0tpCiic-c. F 

(3) Drop test shall be conducted at rated reactor coolant flow. Rods shall be dropped under both cold and hot 
condition, but cold drop tests need not be timed. 1.4 < See LCO 3.1.5 > 

(4) Drop tests will be conducted in the hot condition for rods on which maintenance was pertormed.i 
•" • (3) As accessible Wi~O~ ou sassem ly ot rotor.[ 

1(6) Not required during perios ot retueimg shtudown. .',- M [() t east once per week during periods ot retuelmng shutdown LA. I 
[() At least three times per weeK (Wltli maximum time ot /2 z ours between samples) dluring periods ot 

]refueling shutdown.j• t__ 

Not required during periods of cold or refueling shutdown, but must be performed prior to exceeding 2007 if it has 
not been performed during the previous surveillance periodF.---< See LCOs 3. 3. 1, 3. 6. 3 > 

(10) Sample to be taken after a minimum of 2 EFPD and 20 days power operation since the reactor was last subcritical 
Sfor 48 hours or Ion er.  

-. •11) An approximately equal number of valves shall be tested each refueling outage such that all valves will be tested 
- within a five year period. If any valve fails its tests, an additional number of valves equal to the number originally 

[tested shall be tested. If any of the additional tested valves fail, all remaining valves shall be tested.1 

1(12) The specified buses shall be determined energized in the required manner at least once per shift by verifying correct 
Istatic transfer switch alignment and indicated voltage on the buses.1---< See Section 3. 8 > 

1(13) Not required if the block valve is shut to isolate a PORV that is ino erable or reasons other than excessive seat 
-lleakage.I "W< See LCO 3.4.11 > 

(14) Only applicable when the overpressure mitigation system is in service.1 
(1) Required to be performed only if conditions will be established, as defined in Specification 15.3.15, where the 

SPORVs are used for low temperature overpressure protection. The test must be performed prior to establishing] 
[ th e s e c o n d it io n s. F ` ý S e C . . 1 

-< See LCO 3.4.10 and 3.7.1 > 

Unit 1 - Amendment No. 171 
Unit 2 - Amendment No. 175 Page 4 of 5 January 16, 1997



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.16 

13-Nov-99 

JFD Number JFD Text 

01 NUREG-1431 DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 limit has been replaced with a plant specific value to 
reflect Point Beach's current licensing basis.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.04.16 B 3.04.16 

LCO 3.04.16 COND A LCO 3.04.16 COND A 

SR 3104.16.02 SR 3.04.16.02 

02 NUREG-1431, Figure 3.4.16-1 and related analysis assumptions contained in the Bases have 

been replaced with a plant specific data to reflect Point Beach's current licensing basis.  

ITS: NUREG: 

LCO 3.04.16 F 3.04.16-01 LCO 3.04.16 F 3.04.16-01 

03 The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information has been provided.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.04.16 B 3,04.16 

04 ITS LCO 3.4.16 Bases discussion of "SG power operated relief valves" has been changed to 

"atmospheric steam dump valves" to reflect Point Beach nomenclature for this equipment.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.04.16 B 3.04.16 

Page 1 of 1



RCS Specific Activity 
3.4.16

3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

3.4.16 RCS Specific Activity

LCO 3.4.16 

APPLICABILITY:

ACTIONS

The specific activity of the reactor coolant shall be within 
limits.  

MODES 1 and 2, 
MODE 3 with RCS average temperature (T v,) : 5000 F.

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 
>1.0 Ci/gm.  

0.8

-----Note---------
LCO 3.0.4 is not applicable.

A. 1

AND 

A.2

Verify DOSE 
EQUIVALENT 1-131 
within the acceptable 
region of 
Figure 3.4.16-1.

Restore DOSE 
EQUIVALENT 1-131 to 
within limit.

Once per 
4 hours 

48 hours

B. Gross specific 2.1 PWrform SR 3 1.16.2. h 
activity of the 
reactor coolant not ___ 
within limit.  

B. Be in MODE 3 with 6 hours 
Approved Tavg < 500OF.  
TSTF-28 I

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95WOG STS 3.4-43
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3.4.16

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

C. Required Action and C.1 Be in MODE 3 with 6 hours 
associated Completion Tavg < 500 0F
Time of Condition A 
not met, 

OR 

DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 
in the unacceptable 
region of 
Figure 3.4.16-1.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.4.16.1 Verify reactor coolant gross specific 7 days 
activity • 100/E pCi/gm.  

SR 3.4.16.2 ------------------NOTE----------------
Only required to be performed in MODE 1.  

Verify reactor coolant DS._QUIVALENT I- 14 days 
131 specific activity < _Ci/gmA 

AND 

. Between 2 and 
6 hours after a 
THERMAL 
POWER change of 
Ž 15% RTP 
within a 1 hour 
period 

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95WOG STS 3.4-44
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3.4.16 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.4.16.3 ----------- NOTE-------------
Not required to be performed until 31 days 
after a minimum of 2 effective full power 
days and 20 days of MODE 1 operation have 
elapsed since the reactor was last 
subcritical for Ž 48 hours.  

Determine E from a sample taken in MODE 1 184 days 
after a minimum of 2 effective full power 
days and 20 days of MODE 1 operation have 
elapsed since the reactor was last 
subcritical for > 48 hours.

Rev 1, 04/07/95WOG STS 3.4-45
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RCS Specific Activity 
B 3.4.16

"B 3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

B 3.4.16 RCS Specific Activity 

BASES

BACKGROUND

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The maximum dose to the whole body and the thyroid that an 
individual at the site boundary can receive for 2 hours 
during an accident is specified in 10 CFR 100 (Ref. 1). The 
limits on specific activity ensure that the doses are held 
to a small fraction of the 10 CFR 100 limits during analyzed 
transients and accidents.  

The RCS specific activity LCO limits the allowable 
concentration level of radionuclides in the reactor coolant.  
The LCO limits are established to minimize the offsite 
radioactivity dose consequences in the event of a steam 
generator tube rupture (SGTR) accident.  

The LCO contains specific activity limits for both DOSE 
EQUIVALENT 1-131 and gross specific activity. The allowable 
levels are intended to limit the 2 hour dose at the site 
boundary to a small fraction of the 10 CFR 100 dose 
guideline limits. The limits in the LCO are standardized, 
based on parametric evaluations of offsite radioactivity 
dose consequences for typical site locations.  

The parametric evaluations showed the potential offsite dose 
levels for a SGTR accident were an appropriately small 
fraction of the 10 CFR 100 dose guideline limits. Each 
evaluation assumes a broad range of site applicable 
atmospheric dispersion factors in a parametric evaluation.

The LCO limits on the specific activity of the reactor 
coolant ensures that the resulting 2 hour doses at the site 
boundary will not exceed a small fraction of the 10 CFR 100 
dose guideline limits following a SGTR accident. The SGTR 
safety analysis (Ref. 2) assumes the specific activity of 
the reactor coolant at the LCO limit and an existing reactor 
coolant steam generator (SG) tube leakage rate of 1 gpm.  
The safety analysis assumes the specific activity of the 
secondary coolant at its limit of 0.1 PCi/gm DOSE 
EQUIVALENT 1-131 from LCO 3.7.6, "Secondary Specific 
Activity."

Rev 1, 04/07/95WOG STS B 3.4.16- 1
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APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES (continued) 

The analysis for the SGTR accident establishes the 
acceptance limits for RCS specific activity. Reference to 
this analysis is used to assess changes to the unit that 
could affect RCS specific activity, as they relate to the 
acceptance limits.  

The analysis is for two cases of reactor coolant s e ific 
activity. One case assumes specific activity at . p.Ci/gmII 
DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 with a concurrent large iodine spike 
that increases the 1-131 activity in the reactor coolant by 
a factor of about 50 immediately after the accident. The 

2 50 sen• case~assumes the initial reactor coolant iodine 
activity ta . ICi/gm DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 due to a pre
accident iodine spike caused by an RCS transient. In both 
cases, the noble gas activity in the reactor coolant assumes 
1% failed fuel, which closely equals the LCO limit of 
100/E ýiCi/gm for gross specific activity.  

The analysis also assumes a loss of offsite power at the 
same time as the SGTR event. The SGTR causes a reduction in 
reactor coolant inventory. The reduction initiates a 
reactor trip from a low pressurizer pressure signal or an 
RCS overtemperature AT signal.  

The coincident loss of offsite power causes the steam dump 
valves to close to protect the condenser. The rise in 
pressure in the ruptured SG discharges radioactivel 
contaminated steam to the atmosphere through the 

atmospheric steam operated relief valves and the main steam safety valves.  
dumpvalves IThe unaffected SGs remove core decay heat by venting steam 

to the atmosphere until the cooldown ends. 4 

The safety analysis shows the radiological consequences of 
an SGTR accident are within a small fraction of the 
Reference 1 dose guideline limits. Operation with iodin e 
specific activity levels greater than the LCO limit is 
permissible, if the activity levels do not exceed the limits 
shown in Figure 3.4.16-1, in the applicable specification, 
for more than 48 hours. The safety analysis has concurrent 
and pre-accident iodine spiking levels up to ]j Ciigm 
DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131.  

The remainder of the above limit permissible iodine levels 
shown in Figure 3.4.16-1 are acceptable because of the low 
probability of a SGTR accident occurring during the 
established 48 hour time limit. The occurrence of an SGTR

WOG STS B 3.4.16-2 Rev 1. 04/07/95
WOG STS B 3.4.16- 2 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES (continued) 

accident at these permissible levels could increase the site 
boundary dose levels, but still be within 10 CFR 100 dose 
guideline limits.  

The limits on RCS specific activity are also used for 
establishing standardization in radiation shielding and 
plant personnel radiation protection practices.  

RCS specific activity satisfies Criterion 2 of the NRC 
Policy Statement.  

LCO The specific iodine activity is limited to giigm DOSE 

EQUIVALENT 1-131, and the gross specific ac vity in the 
reactor coolant is limited to the number of pCi/gm equal to 
100 divided by F (average disintegration energy of the sum 
of the average beta and gamma energies of the coolant 
nuclides). The limit on DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 ensures the 
2 hour thyroid dose to an individual at the site boundary 
during the Design Basis Accident (DBA) will be a small 
fraction of the allowed thyroid dose, The limit on gross 
specific activity ensures the 2 hour whole body dose to an 
individual at the site boundary during the DBA will be a 
small fraction of the allowed whole body dose.  

The SGTR accident analysis (Ref. 2) shows that the 2 hour 
site boundary dose levels are within acceptable limits.  
Violation of the LCO may result in reactor coolant 
radioactivity levels that could, in the event of an SGTR, 
lead to site boundary doses that exceed the 10 CFR 100 dose 
guideline limits.  

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1 and 2, and in MODE 3 with RCS average temperature 
> 500 0 F, operation within the LCO limits for DOSE EQUIVALENT 
1-131 and gross specific activity are necessary to contain 
the potential consequences of an SGTR to within the 
acceptable site boundary dose values.  

For operation in MODE 3 with RCS average temperature 
< 5000 F, and in MODES 4 and 5, the release of radioactivity 
in the event of a SGTR is unlikely since the saturation 
pressure of the reactor coolant is below the lift pressure 
settings of the main steam safety valves.

WOG STS B 3.4.16 3 Rev 1, 04/07/95
WOG STS B 3.4.16-3 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Approved TSTF- 137

ACTIONS

'1*

A.1 and A.2 

With the DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 greater than the LCO limit, 
samples at intervals of 4 hours must be taken to demonstrate 
that the limits of Figure 3.4.16-1 are not exceeded. The 
Completion Time of 4 hours is required to obtain and analyze 
a sample. Sampling is done to continue to provide a trend.  

The DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 must be restored to within limits 
within 48 hours. The Completion Time of 48 hours is 
required, if the limit violation resulted from normal iodine 
spiking.  

B.1 and B.2 

With the ross specific activity in excess of the allowed 
the nit ustlimit, jan analysis must be performed within 4 hours to 

the uit mut be determine DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131. The Completion Time of 

placed in a -14 hours is required to obtain and analyze a sample. [j 
MODE in which 
th erequirement The change within 6 hours to MODE 3 and RCS average 

does not apply. temperature < 500OF lowers the saturation pressure of the 
reactor coolant below the setpoints of the main steam safety 
valves and prevents venting the SG to the environment in an 

Approved SGTR event. The allowed Completion Time of 6 hours is 
TSTF-28 reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach MODE 3 

hn F% I ~nnor fr m f,, 11 rArý.tn rrni ,rn n~ y r u'I~u~ I. 4 An iu IIII~

and without challenging plant systems.

WOG STS B 3.4.16-4 Rev 1, 04/07/95

SRequired Actions of Condition A 
A Note to the ACTIONS excludes the MODE change restriction 
of LCO 3.0.4. This exception allows entry into the 
applicable MODE(S) while relying on the ACTIONS even though 
the ACTIONS may eventually require plant shutdown. This 
exception is acceptable due to the significant conservatism 
incorporated into the specific activity limit, the low 
probability of an event which is limiting due to exceeding 
this limit, and the ability to restore transient specific 
activity excursions while the plant remains at, or proceeds 
to power operation.

WOG STS B 3.4.16-4 Rev 1, 04/07/95



RCS Specific Activity 
B 3.4.16 

ACTIONS (continued) 

C.1 

If a Required Action and the associated Completion Time of 
Condition A is not met or if the DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 is in 
the unacceptable region of Figure 3.4.16-1, the reactor must 
be brought to MODE 3 with RCS average temperature < 500OF 
within 6 hours. The Completion Time of 6 hours is 
reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach MODE 3 
below 5001F from full power conditions in an orderly manner 
and without challenging plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.4.16.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

SR 3.4.16.1 requires performing a gamma isotopic analysis as 
a measure of the gross specific activity of the reactor 
coolant at least once every 7 days. While basically a 
quantitative measure of radionuclides with half lives longer 
than 15 minutes, excluding iodines, this measurement is the 
sum of the degassed gamma activities and the gaseous gamma 
activities in the sample taken. This Surveillance provides 
an indication of any increase in gross specific activity.  

Trending the results of this Surveillance allows proper 
remedial action to be taken before reaching the LCO limit 
under normal operating conditions, The Surveillance is 
applicable in MODES 1 and 2, and in MODE 3 with Tav9 at least 
500 0 F. The 7 day Frequency considers the unlikelihood of a 
gross fuel failure during the time.  

SR 3.4.16.2 

This Surveillance is performed in MODE 1 only to ensure 
iodine remains within limit during normal operation and 
following fast power changes when fuel failure is more apt 
to occur. The 14 day Frequency is adequate to trend changes 
in the iodine activity level, considering gross activity is 
monitored every 7 days. The Frequency, between 2 and 
6 hours after a power change 2 15% RTP within a 1 hour 
period, is established because the iodine levels peak during 
this time following fuel failure: samples at other times 
would provide inaccurate results.

WOO STS B 3.4.16-5 Rev 1. 04/07/95
WOG STS B 3.4.16-5 Rev 1. 04/07/95



RCS Specific Activity 
B 3.4.16 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

SR 3.4.16 3 

A radiochemical analysis for E determination is required 
every 184 days (6 months) with the plant operating in MODE I 
equilibrium conditions. The T determination directly 
relates to the LCO and is required to verify plant operation 
within the specified gross activity LCO limit. The analysis 
for E is a measurement of the average energies per 
disintegration for isotopes with half lives longer than 
15 minutes, excluding iodines. The Frequency of 184 days 
recognizes E does not change rapidly.  

This SR has been modified by a Note that indicates sampling 
is required to be performed within 31 days after a minimum 
of 2 effective full power days and 20 days of MODE 1 
operation have elapsed since the reactor was last 
subcritical for at least 48 hours. This ensures that the 
radioactive materials are at equilibrium so the analysis for 
E is representative and not skewed by a crud burst or other 
similar abnormal event.  

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 100,11, 1973.  

2. FSAR, Section F[15.6,311,

Rev 1, 04/07/95WOG STS B 3.4.16-6



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.16 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

A In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change involves reformatting and rewording of the current Technical 
Specifications. The reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to 
existing requirements. As such, this change is administrative in nature and does not impact 
initiators of analyzed events or assumed mitigation of accident or transient events.  
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. The proposed change will not impose any new or eliminate any old requirements.  
Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from 
any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change will not significantly reduce the margin of safety because it has no 
impact on any safety analysis assumptions. This change is administrative. As such, there is 
no technical change to the requirements and, therefore, there is no reduction in the margin of 
safety.

Page 1 of 7



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.16 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.01 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, changes in parameters governing normal plant operation, or methods of 
operation. This change deletes the requirement to perform an isotopic analysis for Iodine 
once per 4 hours when reactor coolant activity exceeds 100/E microcurieslgram. If reactor 
coolant exceeds 100/E micocuries/gram, the reactor is required to be shutdown and cooled 
down to < 500 F in 6 hours, thereby placing the unit in a condition where the limits do not 
apply, and the analysis would not be required to be performed. Therefore, this change does 
not involve an increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, nor does it alter parameters governing normal plant operation. The proposed 
change does not introduce a new mode of operation or alter the method of normal plant 
operation. Therefore, the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated is not created.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

There are no margins of safety related to safety analyses that are dependent upon the 
proposed change. The requirements will continue to assure the 2 hour site boundary dose 
levels during the DBA are within acceptable limits. Therefore, this change does not involve a 
reduction in a margin of safety.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.16 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.02 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, changes in parameters governing normal plant operation, or methods of 
operation. This change reduces the frequency of performing gross activity analyses on the 
reactor coolant from 5/week to once per 7 days. This surveillance provides an indication of 
any increase in gross specific activity and trending the results of these analyses allows for 
proper remedial action to be taken before reaching the LCO limit under normal operating 
conditions. Relaxation of the frequency considers the unlikelihood of a gross fuel failure 
during the extended interval. Therefore, this change does not involve an increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, nor does it alter parameters governing normal plant operation. The proposed 
change does not introduce a new mode of operation or alter the method of normal plant 
operation. Therefore, the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated is not created.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

There are no margins of safety related to safety analyses that are dependent upon the 
proposed change. The requirements will continue to assure the 2 hour site boundary dose 
levels during the DBA are within acceptable limits. Therefore, this change does not involve a 
reduction in a margin of safety.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.16 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.03 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, changes in parameters governing normal plant operation, or methods of 
operation. This change results in a reduction in the plant conditions under which verification 
of reactor coolant Dose Equivalent 1-131 activity is required. The production of iodine activity 
in the reactor coolant is reduced between 2% and 5% of rated power, and is bounded by the 
assumptions made in the analysis of the SGTR accident. Therefore, this change does not 
involve an increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, nor does it alter parameters governing normal plant operation. The proposed 
change does not introduce a new mode of operation or alter the method of normal plant 
operation. Therefore, the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated is not created.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

There are no margins of safety related to safety analyses that are dependent upon the 
proposed change. The requirements will continue to assure the 2 hour site boundary dose 
levels during the DBA are within acceptable limits- Therefore, this change does not involve a 
reduction in a margin of safety.

Page 4 of 7



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.16 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

LA In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change relocates requirements from the Technical Specifications to the Bases, 
FSAR, or other plant controlled documents. The Bases and FSAR will be maintained using 
the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59. In addition to 10 CFR 50.59 provisions, the Technical 
Specifications Bases are subject to the change process in the Administrative Controls 
Chapter of the ITS. Plant procedures and other plant controlled documents are subject to 
controls imposed by plant administrative procedures, which endorse applicable regulations 
and standards. Changes to the Bases, FSAR, or other plant controlled documents will be 
evaluated in accordance with the requirements of the Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 
of the ITS, 10 CFR 50.59, or plant administrative processes. Therefore, no increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated will be allowed.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. The proposed change will not impose any different requirements and adequate 
control of the information will be maintained. Thus, this change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on any 
safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the requirements to be moved from the Technical 
Specifications to the Bases, FSAR, or other plant controlled documents are as they currently 
exist. Future changes to the requirements in the Bases, FSAR, or other plant controlled 
documents will be evaluated in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59, the 
Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 of the ITS, or the applicable plant process and no 
reduction in a margin of safety will be allowed.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.16 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

M In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change provides more restrictive requirements for operation of the facility.  
These more stringent requirements do not result in operation that will increase the probability 
of initiating an analyzed event and do not alter the assumptions relative to the mitigation of an 
accident or transient event. These more restrictive requirements continue to ensure process 
variables, structures, systems and components are maintained consistent with the safety 
analyses. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. The proposed change does impose different requirements. However, these 
changes are consistent with assumptions made in the safety analysis. Thus, this change 
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The imposition of more restrictive requirements either has no affect on or increases the 
margin of safety. Each change is providing additional restrictions to enhance plant safety.  
These changes are consistent with the safety analysis. Therefore, this change does not 
involve a reduction in a margin of safety.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.16 

13-Nov-99 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

R In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change relocates requirements and surveillances for structures, systems, 
components or variables which did not meet the criteria for inclusion in Technical 
Specifications as identified in the 1 OCFR 50.36 Technical Specification Selection Criteria.  
The affected structures, systems, components or variables are not assumed to be initiators of 
analyzed events and are not assumed to mitigate accident or transient events. The 
requirements and surveillances for these affected structures, systems, components or 
variables will be relocated from the Technical Specifications to an appropriate 
administratively controlled document and maintained pursuant to 10CFR 50.59. Therefore, 
this change does not increase the probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or change in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. The proposed change will not impose any different requirements and adequate 
control of information will be maintained. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of 
a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on any 
safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the affected requirement will be relocated to an 
owner controlled document for which future changes will be evaluated pursuant to the 
requirements of 1OCFR 50.59. Therefore, this change does not involve a reduction in a 
margin of safety.
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RCS Specific Activity 
3.4.16

3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

3.4.16 RCS Specific Activity

LCO 3.4.16

APPLICABILITY:

The specific activity of the reactor coolant shall be 
limits.

MODES 1 and 2, 
MODE 3 with RCS average temperature (T ,g) Ž 5000 F.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 -------------Note---------
> 0.8 pCi/gm. LCO 3.0.4 is not applicable, 

A.1 Verify DOSE Once per 
EQUIVALENT 1-131 4 hours 
within the acceptable 
region of 
Figure 3.4.16-1.  

AND 

A.2 Restore DOSE 48 hours 
EQUIVALENT 1-131 to 
within limit.  

B. Gross specific B.1 Be in MODE 3 with 6 hours 
activity of the T,,q < 500 0 F.  
reactor .coolant not 
within limit.  

(continued)

DRAFT REV. A
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RCS Specific Activity 
3.4.16

ACTIONS (continued) 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

C- Required Action and C.1 Be in MODE 3 with 6 hours 
associated Completion Tavg < 500°F.  
Time of Condition A 
not met.  

OR 

DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 
in the unacceptable 
region of 
Figure 3.4.16-1.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.4.16.1 Verify reactor coolant gross specific 7 days 
activity • IOlE p'Ci/gm.  

SR 3.4.16.2 ------------ NOTE-----------------
Only required to be performed in MODE 1.  

Verify reactor coolant DOSE EQUIVALENT 14 days 
1-131 specific activity • 0.8 pCi/gm.  

AND 

Between 2 and 
6 hours after a 
THERMAL 
POWER change of 
> 15% RTP 
within a 1 hour 
period 

(continued)

DRAFT REV. APOINT BEACH 3,4.16-2



RCS Specific Activity 
3.4 16

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.4.16 3 ------------------ NOTE-----------------
Not required to be performed until 31 days 
after a minimum of 2 effective full power 
days and 20 days of MODE 1 operation have 
elapsed since the reactor was last 
subcritical for Ž 48 hours.  

Determine E from a sample taken in MODE 1 184 days 
after a minimum of 2 effective full power 
days and 20 days of MODE 1 operation have 
elapsed since the reactor was last 
subcritical for - 48 hours,

DRAFT REV. APOINT BEACH 3.4.16-3
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RCS Specific

B 3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

B 3.4.16 RCS Specific Activity 

BASES

BACKGROUND

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The maximum dose to the whole body and the thyroid that an 
individual at the site boundary can receive for 2 hours 
during an accident is specified in 10 CFR 100 (Ref. 1). The 
limits on specific activity ensure that the doses are held 
to a small fraction of the 10 CFR 100 limits during analyzed 
transients and accidents.  

The RCS specific activity LCO limits the allowable 
concentration level of radionuclides in the reactor coolant.  
The LCO limits are established to minimize the offsite 
radioactivity dose consequences in the event of a steam 
generator tube rupture (SGTR) accident.  

The LCO contains specific activity limits for both DOSE 
EQUIVALENT 1-131 and gross specific activity. The allowable 
levels are intended to limit the 2 hour dose at the site 
boundary to a small fraction of the 10 CFR 100 dose 
guideline limits, The limits in the LCO are standardized, 
based on parametric evaluations of offsite radioactivity 
dose consequences for typical site locations.  

The parametric evaluations showed the potential offsite dose 
levels for a SGTR accident were an appropriately small 
fraction of the 10 CFR 100 dose guideline limits. Each 
evaluation assumes a broad range of site applicable 
atmospheric dispersion factors in a parametric evaluation.

The LCO limits on the specific activity of the reactor 
coolant ensures that the resulting 2 hour doses at the site 
boundary will not exceed a small fraction of the 10 CFR 100 
dose guideline limits following a SGTR accident. The SGTR 
safety analysis (Ref. 2) assumes the specific activity of 
the reactor coolant at the LCO limit and an existing reactor 
coolant steam generator (SG) tube leakage rate of 1 gpm.  
The safety analysis assumes the specific activity of the 
secondary coolant at its limit of 0.1 tCi/gm DOSE 
EQUIVALENT 1-131 from LCO 3.7.6, "Secondary Specific 
Activity."

DRAFT REV. A

Activity 
B 3.4.16
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RCS Specific Activity 
B 3.4.16 

BASES 

-• APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES (continued) 

The analysis for the SGTR accident establishes the 
acceptance limits for RCS specific activity. Reference to 
this analysis is used to assess changes to the unit that 
could affect RCS specific activity, as they relate to the 
acceptance limits.  

The analysis is for two cases of reactor coolant specific 
activity. One case assumes specific activity at 0.8 ýiCi/gm 
DOSE EQUIVALENT 1-131 with a concurrent large iodine spike 
that increases the I -131 activity in the reactor coolant by 
a factor of about 50 immediately after the accident. The 
second case assumes the initial reactor coolant iodine 
activity at 50 jtCi/gm DOSE EQUIVALENT I -131 due to a 
pre-accident iodine spike caused by an RCS transient. In 
both cases, the noble gas activity in the reactor coolant 
assumes 1% failed fuel, which closely equals the LCO limit 
of 100/Q ýiCi/gm for gross specific activity.  

The analysis also assumes a loss of offsite power at the 
same time as the SGTR event. The SGTR causes a reduction in 
reactor coolant inventory- The reduction initiates a 
reactor trip from a low pressurizer pressure signal or an 
RCS overtemperature AT signal.  

The coincident loss of offsite power causes the steam dump 
valves to close to protect the condenser. The rise in 
pressure in the ruptured SG discharges radioactively 
contaminated steam to the atmosphere through the atmospheric 
steam dump valves and the main steam safety valves. The 
unaffected SGs remove core decay heat by venting steam to 
the atmosphere until the cooldown ends, 

The safety analysis shows the radiological consequences of 
an SGTR accident are within a small fraction of the 
Reference 1 dose guideline limits. Operation with iodine 
specific activity levels greater than the LCO limit is 
permissible, if the activity levels do not exceed the limits 
shown in Figure 3.4.16-1, in the applicable specification, 
for more than 48 hours. The safety analysis has concurrent 
and pre-accident iodine spiking levels up to 50 jiCi/gm DOSE 
EQUIVALENT 1-131.  

The remainder of the above 1 imit permissible iodine levels 
shown in Figure 3.4.16-1 are acceptable because of the low 
probability of a SGTR accident occurring during the 
established 48 hour time limit. The occurrence of an SGTR

DRAFT REV. APOINT BEACH B 3.4.16-2



RCS Specific Activity 
B 3-4.16 

BASES 

APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES (continued) 

accident at these permissible levels could increase the site 
boundary dose levels, but still be within 10 CFR 100 dose 
guideline limits.  

The limits on RCS specific activity are also used for 
establishing standardization in radiation shielding and 
plant personnel radiation protection practices.  

RCS specific activity satisfies Criterion 2 of the NRC 
Policy Statement.  

LCO The specific iodine activity is limited to 0.8 ACi/gm DOSE 
EQUIVALENT 1-131. and the gross specific activity in the 
reactor coolant is limited to the number of 4Ci/gm equal to 
100 divided by E (average disintegration energy of the sum 
of the average beta and gamma energies of the coolant 
nuclides). The limit on DOSE EQUIVALENT I -131 ensures the 
2 hour thyroid dose to an individual at the site boundary 
during the Design Basis Accident (DBA) will be a small 
fraction of the allowed thyroid dose. The limit on gross 
specific activity ensures the 2 hour whole body dose to an 
individual at the site boundary during the DBA will be a 
small fraction of the allowed whole body dose, 

The SGTR accident analysis (Ref. 2) shows that the 2 hour 
site boundary dose levels are within acceptable limits.  
Violation of the LCO may result in reactor coolant 
radioactivity levels that could, in the event of an SGTR, 
lead to site boundary doses that exceed the 10 CFR 100 dose 
guideline limits.  

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1 and 2. and in MODE 3 with RCS average temperature 
> 5000 F. operation within the LCO limits for DOSE EQUIVALENT 
1-131 and gross specific activity are necessary to contain 
the potential consequences of an SGTR to within the 
acceptable site boundary dose values, 

For operation in MODE 3 with RCS average temperature 
< 500 0 F. and in MODES 4 and 5. the release of radioactivity 
in the event of a SGTR is unlikely since the saturation 
pressure of the reactor coolant is below the lift pressure 
settings of the main steam safety valves-

DRAFT REV. AB 34.416- 3POINT BEACH



RCS Specific Activity 
B 3.4.16 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.I and A.2 

With the DOSE EQUIVALENT I -131 greater than the LCO limit, 
samples at intervals of 4 hours must be taken to demonstrate 
that the limits of Figure 3.4.16-1 are not exceeded. The 
Completion Time of 4 hours is required to obtain and analyze 
a sample. Sampling is done to continue to provide a trend.  

The DOSE EQUIVALENT I -131 must be restored to within limits 
within 48 hours. The Completion Time of 48 hours is 
required, if the limit violation resulted from normal iodine 
spiking.  

A Note to the Required Actions of Condition A excludes the 
MODE change restriction of LCO 3.0.4. This exception allows 
entry into the applicable MODE(S) while relying on the 
ACTIONS even though the ACTIONS may eventually require plant 
shutdown. This exception is acceptable due to the 
significant conservatism incorporated into the specific 
activity limit, the low probability of an event which is 
limiting due to exceeding this limit, and the ability to 
restore transient specific activity excursions while the 
plant remains at, or proceeds to power operation.  

B.1 and B.2 

With the gross specific activity in excess of the allowed 
limit, the unit must be placed in a MODE in which the 
requirement does not apply.  

The change within 6 hours to MODE 3 and RCS average 
temperature < 500 0 F lowers the saturation pressure of the 
reactor coolant below the setpoints of the main steam safety 
valves and prevents venting the SG to the environment in an 
SGTR event. The allowed Completion Time of 6 hours is 
reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach MODE 3 
below 500OF from full power conditions in an orderly manner 
and without challenging plant systems.  

C.1 

If a Required Action and the associated Completion Time of 
Condition A is not met or if the DOSE EQUIVALENT I -131 is in 
the unacceptable region of Figure 3.4,16-1, the reactor must 
be brought to MODE 3 with RCS average temperature < 500OF
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RCS Specific Activity 
B 3.4.16 

BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) 

within 6 hours. The Completion Time of 6 hours is 
reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach MODE 3 
below 500 0 F from full power conditions in an orderly manner 
and without challenging plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.4.16.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

SR 3.4.16.1 requires performing a gamma isotopic analysis as 
a measure of the gross specific activity of the reactor 
coolant at least once every 7 days. While basically a 
quantitative measure of radionuclides with half lives longer 
than 15 minutes. excluding iodines, this measurement is the 
sum of the degassed gamma activities and the gaseous gamma 
activities in the sample taken. This Surveillance provides 
an indication of any increase in gross specific activity, 

Trending the results of this Surveillance allows proper 
remedial action to be taken before reaching the LCO limit 
under normal operating conditions. The Surveillance is 
applicable in MODES 1 and 2, and in MODE 3 with T, at least 
500 0 F. The 7 day Frequency considers the unlikelihood o f a 

___• gross fuel failure during the time.  

SR 3.4.16.2 

This Surveillance is performed in MODE 1 only to ensure 
iodine remains within limit during normal operation and 
following fast power changes when fuel failure is more apt 
to occur. The 14 day Frequency is adequate to trend changes 
in the iodine activity level, considering gross activity is 
monitored every 7 days. The Frequency, between 2 and 
6 hours after a power change > 15% RTP within a 1 hour 
period, is established because the iodine levels peak during 
this time following fuel failure, samples at other times 
would provide inaccurate results.  

SR 3.4.16.3 

A radiochemical analysis for E determination is required 
every 184 days (6 months) with the plant operating in MODE I 
equilibrium conditions. The C determination directly 
relates to the LCO and is required to verify plant operation

B 3.4.16-5 DRAFT REV. APOINT BEACH



RCS Specific Activity 
B 3.4.16 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

within the specified gross activity LCO limit. The analysis 
for ( is a measurement of the average energies per 
disintegration for isotopes with half lives longer than 
15 minutes, excluding iodines. The Frequency of 184 days 
recognizes § does not change rapidly.  

This SR has been modified by a Note that indicates sampling 
is required to be performed within 31 days after a minimum 
of 2 effective full power days and 20 days of MODE I 
operation have elapsed since the reactor was last 
subcritical for at least 48 hours. This ensures that the 
radioactive materials are at equilibrium so the analysis for 
Q is representative and not skewed by a crud burst or other 
similar abnormal event.  

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 100.11, 1973.  

2, FSAR, Section 14.2.4.

DRAFT REV. APOINT BEACH B 3.4,16- 6



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.17 

13-Nov-99 

JFD Number JFD Text 

01 NUREG 1431 LCO 3.4.17 has not been adopted as part of Point Beach's conversion to the 
Improved Technical Specifications. This LCO addresses system, features and components 
which are not part of Point Beach's design (e.g. RCS Loop Isolation Valves), 

ITS: NUREG: 

N/A B 3.04.17 

LCO 3.04.17 

LCO 3.04.17 COND NOTE 

LCO 3.04.17 COND A 

LCO 3.04.17 COND A RA A,1 

LCO 3.04,17 COND B 

LCO 3.04.17 COND B NOTE 

LCO 3.04,17 COND B RA BA1 

LCO 3.04.17 COND B RA B.2 

LCO 3.04.17 COND B RA B.3 

SR 3.04.17.01

Page 1 of 1



RCS Loop Isolation Valves 
3.4.17

"I REACTOR COOL.  

3.4. RCS Loop

APPLICABILITY:

ANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

Isolation Valves 

Each RCS hot and cold leg loop isolation valve shal open 
with power removed from each isolation valve opera r.

1, 2. 3, and 4.

ACTIONS 

----------------------------- ------- NOTE---------- ----
Separate Condition entry ils \ alwed for each RCS op isolation valve.

CONDITION QUXED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Power available to one A.l Remov power from 30 minutes 
or more loop isolation loop is ation valve 
valve operators. operators.  

B.--------- NOTE ------ -- B.1 Maintain valve(s) Immediately 
All Required Actis closed.  
shall be comple d 
whenever this AND 

Condition i entered.  
---- ---- ....... _B.2 Be in MODE 3. 6 urs 

One or / ore RCS loop AND 
isol ion valves 
cl ed. B,3 Be in MODE 5. 6\ or

Rev 1. 04/07/95WOG STS 3.4-47



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.18 

13-Nov-99 

JFD Number JFD Text 

01 NUREG 1431 LCO 3A4.18 has not been adopted as part of Point Beach's conversion to the 
Improved Technical Specifications. This LCO addresses system, features and components 
which are not part of Point Beach's design (e.g. RCS Loop Isolation Valves).  

ITS: NUREG: 

N/A B 3,04.18 

LCO 3.04 18 

LCO 3.04.18 A 

LCO 3.04.18 B 

LCO 3.04.18 COND A 

LCO 3.04.18 COND A RA A.1 

LCO 3.04.18 COND ARAA.1 NOTE 

LCO 3.04.18 COND A RA A.2 

LCO 3.04.18 COND A RA A.2 NOTE 

SR 3.04.18.01 

SR 3,04.18.02

Page 1 of I



T RCS Isolated Loop Startup 
3.4.18

4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) 

3.4. 8 RCS Isolated Loop Startup 

LCO 3.4• 8 Each RCS isolated loop shall remain isolated with: 

a. The hot and cold leg isolation valves closed if boron 
concentration of the isolated loop is less an boron 
concentration of the operating loops; and 

b. The cold leg isolation valve closed if the cold leg 
temperature of the isolated loop is [20]°F below the *ghest cold leg temperature of th operating loops.  

APPLICABILITY: MODES 5 and 

ACTIONS

CONDITION QU1ED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Isolated loop hot or A.1 -------- NOTE --------
cold leg isolation Only re ired if 
valve open with LCO boron con entration 
requirements not met, requiremen not met.  

Close hot and co d immediately 

leg isolation val s.  

OR 

A.2 --------- NOTE------
Only required if 
temperature 
requirement not met.  

Close cold leg Immediatel 
isolation valve,

Rev 1, 04/07/95WOG STS 3.4-49



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.04.19 

13-Nov-99 

JFD Number JFD Text

NUREG 1431 LCO 3.4.19, RCS Loops - Test Exceptions, has not been adopted as part of Point 
Beach's conversion to the Improved Technical Specifications. The Physics Testing addressed 
in this LCO is not performed at Point Beach, and therefore the exceptions to the requirements of 
LCO 3.4.4 are not required. Accordingly, TSTF-1 54, Rev. 2 has not been adopted.  

ITS: NUREG: 

N/A B 3.04,19 

LCO 3.04.19 

LCO 3.04.19 COND A 

LCO 3.04.19 COND A RAA.1 

SR 3.04.19.01 

SR 3.04.19.02

Page 1 of I
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RCS Loops-Test Exceptions 
3.4.19

4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS) C 4 COLA 

0 

R 0T 

ops 

R 

S L 3.4. RCS Loops -Test Exceptions R 3 4 

L C T E 

N 

T 

S T E x /Loops nd 2," T e s m ay b e s u 
< P_ý.MODES 1 tYS 

'S 

LCO 3.4. The requi rements of LCO 3. 4. 4, " RCS Loops - MODES 1 nd 2," 0 3 
may be suspended, with THERMAL POWER < P-7.  

4 

he 
r eq 

u I A\PPLICABILITY: M S I and 2 during startup and PHYSICS STS.  

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACT COMPLETION TIME 

A. THERMAL POWER ŽP-7. A.1 Open / ractor trip Immediately 
brea ers.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

S U LLANCE FREQUENCY // 

SR 3.4.19.1 VerifTHERMAL POWER is < P-7. 1 hour 

SR 3.4.19.2 Perform a COT for each power range neutron Wi in 12 hours 
flux-low and intermediate range neutron prio to 
flux channel and P-7. initia *on of 

startup d 
PHYSICS TE S

Rev 1. 04/07/95WOG STS 3.4-51
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Cross-Reference Report - NUREG-1431 Section 3.05.01 

ITS to CTS 13-Nov-99

ITS 

B 3.05.01 

LCO 3.05.01

LCO 3.05.01 COND A 

LCO 3.05.01 COND A RA A.1 

LCO 3.05.01 COND B 

LCO 3.05.01 COND B RA B.1 

LCO 3.05.01 COND C 

LCO 3.05.01 COND C RA C.1 

LCO 3.05.01 COND D 

LCO 3.05.01 COND D RA D.1 

LCO 3.05.01 COND D RA D.2 

LCO 3.05.01 COND E 

LCO 3.05.01 COND E RA E.1 

SR 3.05.01.01 

SR 3.05.01.02 

SR 3.05.01.03

SR 3.05.01.04

CTS 

BASES 

15.03.03 APPL 

15.03.03 APPL 

15.03.03.A.01 

15.03.03.A.01.H 

NEW 

NEW 

15.03.03.A.01 .1
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15.03.03.A.02.A 
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15.04.01 T 15.04.01-01 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-01

18 

18 

18 

18 
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Cross-Reference Report - NUREG-1431 Section 3.05.01 

CTS to ITS 13-Nov-99 

CTS ITS DOC 

15.03.03 APPL LCO 30501 A.07

15.03.03 OBJ 

15.03.03.A.01 

15.03.03.A.01 .B 

15.03.03,A.01.B NOTE 

15.03.03.A.01.H 

15.03.03.A.01.1 

15.03.03.A.02 

15.03.03.A.02.A 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-01 18 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 06 

BASES

LCO 3,05 01 

DELETED 

DELETED 

LCO 3.05.01 

SR 3.05.01.01 

SR 3.05.01.02 

SR 3.05.01.03 

SR 3.05.01.03 

SR 3.05.01.04 

DELETED

LCO 3.05.01 

SR 3.05.01.01 

SR 3.05.01.05 

LCO 3.05.01 COND B 

LCO 3,05.01 COND B RA BA1 

LCO 3.05.01 COND D 

LCO 3.05.01 COND D RA D.1 

LCO 3.05.01 COND D RA D.2 

LCO 3.05.01 COND E 

LCO 3.05.01 COND E RA E.1 

LCO 3.05.01 COND C 

LCO 3.05.01 COND C RA C.1 

DELETED 

SR 3.05.01.02 

SR 3.05.01.02 

SR 3.05.01.02 

SR 3.05.01.03 

SR 3.05.01.03 

SR 3.05.01.04 

B 3.05.01
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.05.01 

13-Nov-99 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.01 In the conversion of Point Beach current Technical Specifications (CTS) to the proposed plant 
specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain wording preferences or conventions are 
adopted which do not result in technical changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial 
changes, reformatting, and revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the 
Standard Technical Specifications, Westinghouse Plants, NUREG-1431, Revision 1 (i.e., 
Improved Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.03 APPL LCO 3.05.01 

15.03.03.A01.H-1 LCO 3.05.01 

A.02 The CTS specifies the operational limits for the accumulators (level, pressure, and boron 
concentration) in addition to requiring the accumulators to be unisolated in the form of an LCO 
requirement.  

NUREG 1431 specifies these limitations as Surveillance Requirements 3.5.1.1 through 3.5.1.4.  
The accumulator pressure limitations have been moved to proposed ITS Specification SR 
3.5.1.2. Proposed SR 3.5.1.3 addresses accumulator volume in units of percent of indicated 
level. This change has been made for consistency with the control room indicator. The 
requirement that neither accumulator be isolated has been incorporated into SR 3.5.1.1 which 
requires the isolation valves to be open whenever the accumulator is required operable, and 
Accumulator boron concentration has been moved to proposed SR 3.5.1.4.  

CTS: ITS: 

115.03.03.A.01 .B SR 3.05.01.01 

SR 3.05.01.02 

SR 3.05.01,03 

SR 3.05.01.04 

A.03 The CTS for 3.15.3.3.A.1.b contains footnotes which dictate required Accumulator boron 
concentration based on whether the unit is operating pre or post refueling outage UI R25 and 
U2R23. The value proposed for inclusion into the Point Beach proposed ITS is the post UIR25 
and U2R23 values. This change is administrative as both units will be operating under the limits 
proposed for inclusion into the ITS (post UI R251U2R23) prior to issuance of the ITS.  
Accordingly, deletion of the pre UI R25 and U2R23 limitations is acceptable and administrative, 
as these values no longer impose any operational limitations.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.03.A.01.B NOTE** DELETED 

Page I of 7



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.05.01 

13-Nov-99 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.04 CTS 15.3.3.A.2 allows only a single Safety Injection Accumulator to be inoperable, without 
requiring entry into LCO 15.3.0.B (ITS LCO 3.0.3). NUREG 1431 includes a condition (LCO 
3.5.1 Condition D) for two or more Accumulators inoperable which requires entry into LCO 
3.0.3. As such, inclusion of Condition E in the Point Beach ITS is an administrative change.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.03.A.02 LCO 3.05.01 COND E 

LCO 3.05.01 COND E RA E.1 

A.05 The CTS allows one accumulator to be inoperable (isolated) to perform check valve tests, or 
otherwise be inoperable for a period of one hour provided that the other accumulators isolation 
valve is checked open. The proposed ITS will allow one accumulator to be inoperable for up to 
one hour for any reason (other than boron concentration out of limits or power not removed from 
the accumulator isolation valves for maintenance or testing). As such, this change is an 
administrative reformatting to be consistent with NUREG 1431.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.03.A.02.A LCO 3.05.01 COND C 
LCO 3.05.01 COND C RA C.1 

A.06 The Bases of the current Technical Specifications for this LCO have been completely replaced 
by the revised Bases reflecting the format and applicable content of the Improved Technical 
Specifications for Point Beach. The proposed Bases are based on NUREG 1431 Rev. 1. The 
proposed Bases for this LCO are consistent and supportive of the proposed LCO, and 
accordingly is administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 

BASES B 3.05.01 

A.07 The CTS provides an introductory statement (Applicability) which simply states which 
systems/components are addressed within a given section. This same information while worded 
differently is contained within the title of each ITS LCO. Accordingly, this change is a change in 
format with no change in technical requirement.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.03 APPL LCO 3105.01 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.05.01 

13-Nov-99 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.08 The CTS provides an introductory statement (Objective) at the beginning of this Section of the 
Technical Specifications which provide a brief summary of the purpose for this Section, This 
information is contained in the Bases Section of the ITS. This information does not establish any 
regulatory requirements for the systems and components addressed within this Section.  
Accordingly, deletion of this information does not alter any requirement set forth in the Technical 
Specifications. This change is administrative and consistent with the format and presentation for 
the ITS as provided in NUREG 1431.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.03 OBJ DELETED 

A.09 The CTS requires a channel check of the Accumulator pressure and level instruments on a 
shiftly basis, which has been concluded to be equivalent to ITS SR 3.5.1.2 and SR 3.5.1.3 which 
verifies that accumulator level and pressure are within limits. The accumulator pressure and 
level instruments do not provide any protective functions. These channels are used solely for 
the purpose of verifying Accumulator level and pressure. A channel check as discussed in CTS 
Section 15.4.1 is intended to be a simple observation of instrument function, however the CTS 
Bases states that Accumulator level and pressure are periodically verified in accordance with 
Specification 15.4.1. Performance of a channel check is an inherent step in the verification of 
operational parameters therefore, performance of the proposed ITS surveillances still 
encompasses an observation of channel function while including verification of Accumulator 
pressure and level limits. This change is administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.04 01 T 15.04.01-01 18 SR 3.05.01.02 

SR 3.05.01.03 

SR 3.05.01.03 

A. 10 The CTS allows restoration of the accumulator isolation valves for testing or maintenance for up 
to four hours. The proposed ITS will also allow these valves to be energized for a maximum of 
four hours. The four hour time limit for the restoration of power to these valves provides 
reasonable period of time to perform maintenance and testing. Additionally, the accumulator 
remains capable of performing its design function while the valves are open with power 
restored. The accumulator is incapable of performing its design function during the period of 
time that the valves are not open during this testing and maintenance. The time limit for either 
valve to be closed is limited to 1 hour in accordance current Technical Specification 
15.3.3.A.2.a, which remains the time limit for accumulator inoperability (for all circumstances 
other than boron concentration outside of limits which is limited to 72 hours) in the proposed 
Technical Specifications.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.03.A.01 .1 LCO 3.05.01 COND B 

LCO 3.05.01 COND B RA B.1 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.05.01 

13-Nov-99 

DOC Number DOC Text 

L.01 CTS 15.3.3.A. 1 requires the Safety Injection Accumulators to be operable prior to the reactor 
being made critical. CTS requirement 15.3.3.A 1 .h requires the Accumulator isolation valves to 
be open and deenergized above 1000 psig. These statements imply a Technical Specification 
applicability of reactor critical with the Accumulator isolation valve open above 1000 psig, 
however the Actions contained in CTS 15.3.3.A.2 and 3 require the unit to be placed into Hot 
shutdown within 6 hours and Cold Shutdown within 36 hours if the Accumulator is not restored to 
operable status within the time allotted in the Tech Specs. In addition, CTS 15.4.1 Table 15.4.1
1 Item 18, requires periodic surveillance testing of the safety injection accumulator level and 
pressure channels in all Modes. However Specification 15.4.0.1 requires surveillance to be met 
only when the system or component is required to be operable.  

NUREG 1431 LCO 3.5.1 provides an applicability for the Accumulators of Mode 1, 2, and 3 with 
pressurizer pressure > 1000 psig, and requires the unit to be placed into Mode 3 in 6 hours and 
RCS pressure reduced to less than or equal to 1000 psig in 12 hours if the Accumulator is not 
restored to operable status within its specified completion time. NUREG 1431 Specification 
4.0.1 requires Surveillance Requirements to be met whenever the plant is in the Mode of 
Applicability for the respective LCO. The proposed Point Beach ITS LCO 3.5.1 provides an 
applicability for the Accumulators of Mode 1, 2, and 3 with pressurizer pressure > 1000 psig, and 
require the unit to be placed into Mode 3 in 6 hours and RCS pressure reduced to less than or 
equal to 1000 psig in 12 hours if the Accumulator is not restored to operable status within its 
specified completion time. Similarly, the Mode of Applicability associated with CTS Surveillance 
Requirement 15.4. 1.01 Table 15.4.1-1 Item 18 will be changed to Modes 1, 2, and 3 with RCS 
pressure in excess of 1000 psig 

These proposed changes clarify an ambiguous LCO, Action, and associated surveillance 
applicability, however this change constitutes a relaxation in the current Mode of Applicability.  
At temperature less than 350' F (MODE 3) and pressures less than or equal to 1000 psig, the 
ECCS pumps addressed in proposed LCO 3.5.2 and LCO 3.5.3 can provide adequate injection 
to ensure the limits specified in 10 CFR 50.46 are not violated without the contribution from the 
accumulators. Accordingly, this relaxation is bounded by and consistent with analysis 
assumptions for Point Beach.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.03.A.01 LCO 3.05.01 

15.03.03.A.02 LCO 3.05.01 COND D 

LCO 3.05.01 COND D RA D.1 

LCO 3.05.01 COND D RA D.2 

15.04.01 T 15.04.01-01 18 SR 3.05.01.02 
SR 3.05.01.03
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