
February 15, 2001

Mr. Mike Reandeau
Director - Licensing
Clinton Power Station
P.O. Box 678
Mail Code V920
Clinton, IL 61727

SUBJECT: CLINTON POWER STATION, UNIT 1 - REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION (TAC NO. MB0861)

Dear Mr. Reandeau:

By letter dated December 29, 2000, you submitted a license amendment request to extend the
Technical Specification allowed outage time from 72 hours to 14 days for the Division 1 and 2
emergency diesel generators. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff has performed
an initial review of your request and finds that it needs additional information to complete its
review.

Therefore, I request that you respond to the enclosed request for additional information by
February 20, 2001, in order for the staff to complete its review in a timely manner. The
questions were discussed and the response date agreed upon with a member of your staff.
The questions are unchanged from those sent by facsimile to a member of your staff on
January 31, 2001.

Sincerely,

/RA/

Jon B. Hopkins, Senior Project Manager, Section 2
Project Directorate III
Division of Licensing Project Management
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket No. 50-461

Enclosure: As stated

cc w/encl: See next page
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Mike Reandeau Clinton Power Station, Unit 1
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC

cc:

J. Michael Heffley
Vice President
Clinton Power Station
P.O. Box 678
Clinton, IL 61727

Patrick Walsh
Manager Nuclear Station

Engineering Department
Clinton Power Station
P.O. Box 678
Clinton, IL 61727

Resident Inspector
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
RR#3, Box 229 A
Clinton, IL 61727

R. T. Hill
Licensing Services Manager
General Electric Company
175 Curtner Avenue, M/C 481
San Jose, CA 95125

Regional Administrator, Region III
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
801 Warrenville Road
Lisle, IL 60532-4351

Chairman of DeWitt County
c/o County Clerk's Office
DeWitt County Courthouse
Clinton, IL 61727

J. W. Blattner
Project Manager
Sargent & Lundy Engineers
55 East Monroe Street
Chicago, IL 60603

Illinois Department of Nuclear Safety
Office of Nuclear Facility Safety
ATTN: Mr. Frank Niziolek
1035 Outer Park Drive
Springfield, IL 62704

Kevin P. Gallen
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
1800 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036



REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
CLINTON POWER STATION

Quality of PRA

1. The submittal indicated that Clinton participated in the Boiling Water Reactor Owners
Group (BWROG) probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) Peer Review Certification program.
A PRA Certification Team completed an inspection and review of the Clinton PRA. The
team found that the Clinton PRA was fully capable of addressing issues associated with
the proposed emergency diesel generator (EDG) allowed outage time (AOT) extension
with a few enhancements.

a. Did the peer review group specifically address application of the PRA to the EDG
AOT extension changes, or was it a general assessment for application to AOT
changes?

b. A peer review is one element in a PRA’s quality program. Explain what other
elements are used to assure quality of the Clinton PRA?

c. What were the few enhancements identified, and how were they addressed in the
analysis performed to support the proposed changes?

d. Were the enhancements peer reviewed, and if so, by whom?

e. Who participated in the Clinton PRA peer review, and what were their qualifications?

2. The staff safety evaluation report (SER) for the Clinton individual plant examination (IPE)
found a few weaknesses for applications other than addressing the intent of generic letter
(GL) 88-20. They included the use of generic sources for most test and maintenance
unavailability and component reliability data, the credit taken for equipment repairs or
restorations, and the issues of hydrogen combustion and ex-vessel steam explosion for
the back-end analysis. Explain how these potential weaknesses were addressed in your
subsequent PRA updates.

3. The submittal indicated that the current PRA has been updated three times since the
development of the IPE. How does Clinton assure that the current PRA used for this
application represents the as-built and as-operated plant? Have all significant plant
operational changes, both hardware and procedural, been appropriately incorporated into
the current PRA? List significant plant operational changes and how such changes were
incorporated during the updates.

4. Your submittal indicated that you had updated the Clinton PRA to include plant and
procedure changes. Please discuss the process for assuring important changes are
included in PRA updates in a timely manner.

Enclosure
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Risk impact due to ext e5.

Your submittal indicated thatbecause the number of scenarioscollectively are small in comparisonthe internal events PRA. However, ceoffsite power initiator but also fail systempart of a train of emergency core cooling sysuch scenarios to assess the potential risk impthe fire ignition frequencies used for the related fcondition core damage probability (with an EDG outdemonstrate the fire risk significance. Clinton should jimpact would clearly meet the acceptable guidelines in re1.177. Further, explain how your programs or analyses emaspects of RG 1.177 would address these potentially risk sign

6.

What is the seismic initiating event frequency for causing a loss oplant?

Risk impact due to internal initiating events7.

What is the percentage and absolute core damage frequency (CDF) contributithe LOOP/station blackout (SBO) initiator?

8.

What are the top five dominant LOOP/SBO sequences? Describe the sequences.

9.

Given an EDG out of service, what are the top five cutsets with respect to CDF and largeearly release frequency ( LERF)? What are the sources and values for basic events usedin those cutsets? How do the values compare with the plant experience?

10.

What is the LOOP initiating event frequency used? What is the basis for the value?

11.

What are the common cause failure rates used for EDGs? What is the basis for thevalues?

12.

The proposed changes would allow, if approved, Clinton to perform a correctivemaintenance for a failed EDG using the 14-day AOT. For corrective maintenance, atypical PRA assumes that the remaining EDG would be subject to a potential commoncause failure. The corresponding incremental conditional core damage probability(ICCDP)/ICLERP can be significantly higher than that calculated for a preventive,planned, maintenance. Provide the ICCDP/ICLERP for a corrective maintenance anddemonstrate that it meets the acceptable guidelines set forth in RG 1.177.
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Tier 213.

With an EDG out of service, wbased on your PRA? Have you perWhat are the restrictions currently placany additional restrictions, in terms of enprocedures, needed to avoid risk-significant


