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*rae® AUG 21 1983

Docket No. 50-461

Mr. D. P, Hall

Senior Vice President
I111inois Power Company
P. 0. Box 678

Clinton, 11linois €1727

Dear Mr. Hall:
SUBJECT: TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

This is in response to your concerns regarding the NRC staff's position on
the application of the Clinton Technical Speciiications (7S) for inoperable
support systems. These concerns were expressed in your letters dated
September 20 and December 9, 1988, and were discussed with me during my
visit to the Clinton Station.

I am enclosing an analysis prepared by the NRR staff which responds to the
questions you raised.

1 share your desire for improved TS and hope this letter and its enclosure
adequately address your specific concerns. There is still & great de2)

more that can be done by the NRC and industry to improve TS. | believe that
the concerns raised by I11inois Power Company will contribute to the success
of those efforts and 1 encoureye your continued support of our 7S improvement

efforts.
Sincerely,
xf f
[/
udahL M{f //\-
mas E. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Enclosure:

NRR Staff Analysis

cc w/enclosure:
See next page
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NRR Staff Analysis
Technical Specification Requirements
Clinton Power Station

Staff Position

The Clinton Technical Specificetions (7S) include the standard definition of
OPERABLE-OPERABILITY that exists in the TS for most plants. This definition
establishes the principle that a system* is operable when it is capable of
performing its specified function and when 211 necessary support systems are
also capeble of performing their related support functions. The corollary
is that a system is inoperable when it is not capable of performing its
specified function or when & necessary support system is not capable of
performing its releted support function.

The definition of operability affects the manner in which the reguirements for
a Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) end its associated remedial actions
are applied when a support system is inoperable. If the licensee determines
that a TS system is capable of performing its intended function with an
inoperable support system, then no additional action is needed. If the
licensee determines that & TS system could not perform its intended safety
function with an inoperable support system, then the 7S LCO must be entered
and appropriate remedial ections taken. This action shall occur regardiess of
whether or not the support system is covered by TS.

Moreover, other TS systems similarly affected by the inoperable suppori system
must be treated likewise. Though the most 1imiting or restrictive action
would influence the licensee's action, a1l other TS system LCO's must be
reviewed for applicability and entered, if anpropriete, and necessary

remedial actions taken for those systems aifected. This may include entering
T8 3.0.3 as deemed necessary.

Licensee Concerns

The licensee's concerns with the remedial actions that apply when support
systems ére inoperable were summerized as follows:

1. Plant shutZowns would be required in circumstances which do not
Justify such action in order to maintain plant safety.

2. The time to perform preventative meintenance on support system is
reduced or eliminated.

3. Some support system TS requirements will be meaningless because
supported system LCO's will require more restrictive remedial actions,

4. Unnecessary test starts of diesel generators are required.

¥Tystem as used herein includes & system, subsystem, train, component, or
device.
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Two examples were cited to support the licensees concerns and sre summarized
as follows:

Example 1

If the essential switchgear heet removal system is removed from service
for planned maintenance, the associated DC battery charger, which occupies
the same cooled spece, must be declared inuperable. The battery charger
hes & 2-hour &1lowed outage time (AOT) after which the unit must shutdown.
Shutdown on such @ schedule is unnecessary because neither AC or DC power

has been lost and cooling of this equipment is provided by other equipment.

The AOT with AC power de-energized is 8 hours, which s moot because it
supports the battery charger that has & 2-hour AOT. Concerns 1, 2, and 3
ebove were identified as being applicable for this example.

Example 2

A diesel generator may be teken out of service to perform planned
preventive maintenance or testing without requirements for test starts of
the other diesc¢)] generators, However, if @ supqort system for a diesel is
removed from service for maintenance, the diesel generator would have to
be declared inoperable and other diesel generators tested within 24 hours.
Concern & above was identified as being applicable for this example.

Staff Response to Licensee Concerns

Some support systems play en indirect role in ensuring that a system is
capable of performing its specified function. The Clinton switchgear hest
removal systen, noted in example 1, is & case in point where & support system
maintains an acceptable environment for that equipment which is directly
invoived in performing functions thet ensure plant safety. The question of
whether @ HVAC system performs ¢ necessary support function, in any perticular
applicetion, is & matter which licensees must consider in & manner that is
consistent with the plant design besis. For the (linton example, the FSAR
stetes thet the switchgear cooling (VX) system performs & necessary support
function under conditions that norme] cooling for the switchgear aress would
not be aveilable. Thus, this system 1s encompassed by the TS definition of
operability and the remedial actions for the supported equipment, including

the battery charger, apply when this system is not capable of performing its
specified function. It should be noted that credit cennot be taken for the
cooling of support systems by the non-essential switchgear cooling that is
normally in operatfon. In & design basis sccident under loss-of-offsite-power
conditions, this cooling source would be unavailable.

There mey be some cases where & support system could be removed from service
for preventive maintenance or testing, end it would not be necessary to treat
811 systems that zre dependent upon that supqort function &s being inoperable.
Such cases coule involve the closure of & valve that would preciude a support
system from performing its support function, yet there could be sufficient

time for an operator to respond and restore thet support system to service

such that it wouid be capable of fulfilling its specified function., This
approach, which could be identified and evaluated as part of an operability
determination of the supported system is not appliceble in situations where the




plent design and licensing bases rely uvporn the support function being performed
autonatically or where there is insufficient assurance that the support systenm
could be returned to service at the required time to perform its specified
function consistent with the assumptions of the safety analysis.

With regard to the concerns thet were identified based on the TS requirements
that apply when the switchgear cooling system is inoperable, there are two
potentiz] solutions to these concerns. The first would be a proposec TS
amendment to modify the TS such thaet @ longer AOT would be available when
equipment is inoperable solely due to the inoperability of the switchgear area
coeling system, The second would be the potential for an snalysis urger 10 CFF
Part 50.5% or through a license amendment to provide a techn’cal justificatior
for revising the design basis, through an FSAR revision, that demonstrates the
switchgear area cooling system is not 2 necessary support function; 1i.e.,
there may be alternatives to assure an acceptable environment for the affected
equipment in the absence of the operebility of this system under design basis
éccident conditions.

cern regerding excessive diesel generator start tests, 1t 1is
that when 2 support system for & diesel generator is
lanneo preventive meintenance or testing, the associatec
é1s0 inopereble for the very same reason, i.e., for planned
ence or testing. Hence, consistent with the requirements of
the current 13, is is not & case where start testing of the remaining diesel
generators 1$ mandatory.

0 the gereric aspects of the concerns thet were identified, the
staff rec zes that the need for understanding the design besis and conserve-
tively applying the remedia) actions of LCO's for the supported systems places
a burden upon the iicensee management and pient operators. However, &s notec
above, an inoperable support system mey lead to either muitiple or redundart
supported systems being inoperable and the need to implement forced shutdowr
reouirements. This could occur when & condition exiysts thet one supportiec
system is inoperable end its redundent counterpart system becomes inoperable
due to an inoperable support system. Therefore, y guidance that a licersee
develop to aid operator decisions related tc end incperable
systems will help to ensure tt 1€ appr » actions are taken,

reduce the burgen on operator

-

With respect t
C .

_ of the industry’s and the NRC' S improvement program is tc
remove inconsistencies in TS reguirements. TS which include remedial actions
for systems t are more restrictive th those that exist for their

systems are an examplie of such inconsistencies and are
&s undesirable. ese will be addressed to the extent
STS beinc loped by industry. If licensees encounter
Unnecessar) an tdowns would occur due to the
remedial actions t apply when support systems are
should disc ) tter with the Resident Inspector or the
' cjects at the NRC Regiong] Office for
granted for situations
vided thet the appropr
chnical jJustificaticr
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Summa ry

The definition of OPERABLE-OPERABILITY embodies @ principle that a system can
perform its function(s) only if necessary support systems are capable of
performing their related support functions. Wher @ support system is
inoperable, licensees must evaluate the impact that this has upon systems whose
operability is dependent upon that support function. This clarification of
required actions does not constitute a new or ifferent staff position on the
proper application of TS requirements for support systems.

support systems and the systems they support will be re-examined to arrive &t
AOT's for support sysiems. The established AOT's will be consistent, assuring
that the cepability of the system they support would nct be degraded below an

|
\
|
|
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Furthermore, 3s part of the TS improvement program, the dependency between ‘
unacceptable level when the support system is out of service,
|
|
|
|




Mr. D. P, Hall

Docks:t, No. 50-461 1

Vice President

111inois Power Company
P. 0. Box 678

Clinton, 111inois 61727

Dear Mr. Hall:
SUBJECT: TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

application of the Clinton Techrical Specifications (TS) for inoperable
support systems. These concerns were expressed in your letters dated
September 20 and December 9, 1988, and were discussed with me during my

|
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This in in respons: to your concerns on the NRC staff's position on the 1
I
visit to the Clinton Station.

questions you raised.

I share your desire for improved TS gnd hope this letter and its enclosure
adequately address your specific copcerns. There is stil]l a great deal

wore that can be done by the NRC and industry to improve 7S. 1 believe that
the concerns raised by 111inois Power Company will contribute to the success
o:fthose efforts and encourage your continued support of ocur TS improvement
efforts,

I am enclosing an analysis prepared by the NPR staff which responds to the

Sincerely,
Thomas E. Mur ey, Director
Office of Nuclea: Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
KPR Staff Analysis

¢o w/enclosure:
vee next page
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Docket No. 50-461
Mr. D. P, Hall
Vice President
I11inois Power Company
P. 0. Box 678
Clinton, 11linois 61727
Dear Mr. Hall:
SUBJECT: TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
This in in response to your concerns on the NRC staff'x‘position on the
application of the Clinton Technical Specifications (TS) for inoperable

support systems. These concerns were expressed in your letters dated
September 20 and December 9, 1988, and were giscusted with &2 duiing &
visit to the Clinton Station.

I eam enclosing an analysis prepared by the NRR staff which responds to the
questions you raised.

J
1 share your desire for improved TS and b6be this letter and its enclosure
adequately address your specific concerms. There is still a great deal
more that can be done by the NRC and industry to improve TS. 1 believe that
the concerns raised by 11linois Power Company will contribute to the success
o:fthose efforts anc encourage your continued support of our TS improvement
efforts.

Sincerely,
“homas E. Murley, Director

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
NRR Staff Analysis

cc w/enclosure:
See next page
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Docket No.

50-461

Mr. D. P. Hal

Yice President
I1linois Power Company
P. 0. Box 678
Clinton, 11linois 61727

Dear Mr. Hall:
SUBJECT: TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

This is in response to your concerns on the NRC staff's position on the
application of the Clinton Technical Specifications (7S) for inoperable
support systems. These concerns were expressed in your letters dated
September 20 and December 9, 1988, and were discussed with me during my
visit to the Clinton Station.

I am enclusing éan analysis prepared by the NRR staff which responds to the
questions you raised.

1 share your desire for improved TS and hope this letter and its enclosure
adequately address your specific concerns. There is still a great deal

moe that can be done by the NRC and industry to improve TS. 1 believe that
the concerns raised by I11inois Power Company will contribute to the success
o:fthose efforts and enco.rage your continued support of our TS improvement
efforts.

Sincerely,

Thomas E. Murley, Director
0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
NRR 5taff Analysis

cc w/enclosure:
See next page
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Mr. D. P. Hall

Vice President

IMinois Power Company
P.0. Box 678

Clinton, 11linois 61727

Dear Mr. Hall:
SUBJECT: TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

This 1s in response to your concerns on the NRC staff's pgSition on the
application of the Clinton Technical Specifications (TS5)/for inoperable
support systems. These concerns were expressed in youy letters Jdated
September 20 and December 9, 1988, and were discusseg/with me curing my
visit to the Clinton Station.

1 am enclosing an analysis prepared by the WNRR syaff which responds to the
yuestions you raised.

I share your desire for improved TS and hope/this letter and its enclosure

edequately address your specific concerns. /There is still a great ceal

more that can be done by the NRC and induvtry to improve T7S. I believe that

the concerns raised by J1linois Power Cofipany will contribute to the success
of those efforts and encourage your coptinued support of our TS improvement

efforts.
Sincerely,
Thomas E. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

NRR Staff fnalysis

¢c w/enclosure:

Enclosure:
See next page
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Mr. D. P. Hall

Vice President
111inois Power Company
P.0. Rox 678

Clinton, I1linois 61727 /

Dear Mr. Hall: /
SUBJECT: TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REQUIPEMENTS

This 1s in response to your concerns on the NRC staff's pOSI 10on on the
epplication of the Clinton Technical Specifications (TS) fof inoperable
support systems. Thases concerns were expressed in your fetters dated
September 20 and December 9, 1988, and were discussed wjth me during my
visit to the Clinton Station.

I am enclosing an analysis prepared by the KRR staff/which responds to the
questior. you raised.

I share your desire for improved TS and hope thi£ letter and its enclosure
adequately addresses your specific concerns. erc is still a great deel
more that can be done by the NRC and industry improve TS 1 believe that
the concerns raised by 111incis Power Company will contribute to the success
o;fthose efforts and encourage your continugd support of our TS Improvement
efforts.

incerely,

Thomas E. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure: ///

As stated /

cc w/enclosure:
See next page
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Mr. D. P. Hal
Vice President

I1114inois Power Company
P.0. Box 678
Clinton, I1)ino1s 61727

Dear Mr. Hall:
SUBJECT: TECHRICAL SPECIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

This is tn resconse to your conrcervs on the NRC staff's position on/the
gpplicaticn of the Clinton Technical Specifications (T7S) for inopefable
support sy<tems. Theses concerns were expressed in your letters/dated
September 0 and Deceaber 9, 1985, and were discussed with me glring my recent
visit to the Clinten Station,

i am enclosing an analysis prepared by the NRR staff which/responds to the
questions you reised.

/
I thered your desive fur *‘mproved 7S anc hHope this letfer and its enclosure
adecuately addrezses your specifiz concerns. There is still a great deal
mire that can be done by the NRC end industry to improve TS. 1 believe that
the concerns va'sed by !1lincis Power Cumpany will contribute to the success
of those efforts and eucourage your continued support of our TS Improvement

efforts.
Sincerely,
,T‘;mas . Murley, Director
/0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
J
Enclosure: /
As stated /
cc w/enclosure:
See next page /
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Mr. D. P. Hall

Vice President

I1linois Power Company
P.0. Box 678

Clinton, I1linois 61727

Dear Mr. Hall:
SUBJECT: TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

This is in response tu your concerns on the NRC staff's pocifion on the
application of the Clinton Technical Specifications (TS) fof inoperable support
systems. These concerns were expressed in vour letters dated September 20 and
December 9, 1988, and were discussed with me during my récent visit to the
Clinten Station.

I am enclosing an analysis prepared by the NRR staff/which responds the
questions you raised,

1 share your desire for improved TS and hope thif letter and its enclosure
adequately addresses your specific concerns. ere is still a great deal more
that can be done by the NRC and industry to igfpro.e TS. I believe that the
concerns raised by 111inois Power Company will contribute to the success of
thgse efforts and encourage your continued Aupport of our TS improvement
efforts.

Sincerely,

Thomas E. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
As stated

cc w/enclosure: See ne)ft page
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Docket No. 50-461

Mr. D. P, Hall

Senior Vice President
I11inois Power Compuny
P. 0. Box 678

Clinton, Illinois 61727

Dear Mr, Hall:
SUBJECT: TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

This is in response to your concerns regarding the NRC staff's position on
the application of the Clinton Technical Specificaiions (TS) for inoperable
support systems. These concerns were expressed in your letters dated
Septe~icr 20 and December 9, 1988, and weie discussed with me during my
visit to toe Clinton Station.

I am enclosing an analysis prepared by the NRR staff which responds to the
questions you raised.

] share your desire for improved TS and hope this letter and its enclosure
adequately address your specific concerns. There is still a great deal

more that can be done by the NEC and industry to improve TS. 1 believe that
the concerns raised by I11inois Power Company will contribute to the success
o; those efforts and I encourage your continued support of our TS improvement
efforts.

incerely,
riginal signed by
. James H. Sniezek
Thomas E. Murley, Director
v/w Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
NRR Staff Analysis

cc w/enclosure:
See next page
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