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31
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3. w g g [g ,g -60Washington, D.C. 20555
Attn: Docketing and Service Branch

Cfl FR 133b9
--

,

Dear Sir:

This letter is in ' response to the Federal Register Notice of 'Ibesday, March 30,
1982 concerning reduction in the volume of Technical Specifications for. Nuclear
Power Reactors. We offer the following omments to the proposed changes to 10
CFR 50.36. We at ANI/MAELU were pleased to see the efforts being made at the
ccmnission to simplify and reduce the volume of technical specifications. We
also feel that a set of cnncise technical specifications addressing the key ,

parameters which assure power reactors are operated in a manner consistent with
the assumptions of the safety analysis will help to assure safer operation and
r- W risk. The proposed rule goes a long way toward supporting this objec-
tive. The purpose of this letter is to offer sane recxamendations for inproving
that proposal. These reccmnendations are as follows:

1. The proposed rule should apply to all facilities.

2. The reasons for a technical specification should be documented to an
extent beyond a sunmary statement of the. bases for the technical
specifications.

3. The Technical Specification document should be divided into two
categories nanely, Operational Specifications and Support Specifica-
tions.

4. The purposes of the of all categories of should be stated in the rule.

5. For added clarity of definition the first sentence of Paragraph (d)
(1) (ii), Iamiting Safety Systems Settings, should be revised.

6. Since, in general, it is not possible to ccmply with the second
sentence of Paragraph (d) (1) (ii) , this should be rewritten.

7. Several ambiguous terms appearing in the rule should be systematically
renoved.

8. The four safety functions given in Paragraph (d) (1) (iii), are broad
bk and vague and should be revised.
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9. Each Limiting Safety System setting should correspt.nd to at least one
Check and Test Requirement. c

10. h Paragraph (d) (1) (u) referring to Operational Staffing and
Reporting Requirements should be revised.

11. We Pi .agraph (d) (2) referring to Principal Design Feature Specifica-
tions should be revised.

12. The intent of the Paragraph (e) referring to Supplementary Specifica-
tions should be clarified.

13. The Paragraph (e), (1) referring to Control Provisions should be split
to separately refer to Operational Limits and Conditions and to
Operational Specifications.

.

Described below are the elaborations and exolanations for each of the 13 con-
ments above. %ese have been numbered to correspond to the ocmnents above.

1. The rule as written would only apply to facilities that are issued an
operating license after a date 180 days after the effective date of
the rule.' This would reduce the inpact of the rule to such an extent
that it hardly seems worthwhile to make the change. mis would also
result in nultiple unit facilities with different technical specifica-
tions. We would prefer to see the rule apply to all facilities or not
make the change.

2. More than a sunmary statement of bases or reasons for the specifica-
tions should be documented. The purpose of the bases is to @'=nt
the necessity and appropriateness of each requirement and thereby to
facilitate the review of any proposed revision to a requirement. A
clear definition of the rationale for including a particular require-

'

ment will aid the operator in understanding his plant and applying the
technical specifications to plant operation, and will give the plant
staff a clearer understanding of the effqcts of changes in the plant
design. This will also facilitate Cm mission review of the changes to
the specifications.

An adequate bases section should contain the documentation of the
judgenents necessary to validate the safety analysis, and should
demonstrate that neither too many nor too few requirements are includ-
ed. It should also denonstrate that requirements of degree are

i

neither too conservative nor too relaxed. To achieve this end, the
bases should identify which events set the need for a particular,

requirenent. A cmplete set of bases, as suggested here, would serve
as a cross-check to assure that the requirements of each design basis
event are covered. We concur that the bases should not be part of the
technical specifications. However, they should be part of the FSAR
and kept current.

3. The division of the technical specifications into two categories, is
| an important and useful step. We suggest that the whole document

still be referred to as Technical Specifications. The two categories'

.might then be entitled Operational Specifications and Support

- _ _ - . _ - _
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Specifications. 'Ihis would serve to better convey the fact that the
two categories still constitute the same information as is intended in -

the present Technical Specifications of plants.

4. We believe the proposed rule would be even nore effective if the
purposes of the Technical Specifications, Operational Specifications,
Support Specifications and bases were stated in the rule. This would.

give the Ccmnission staff more positive direction as to what should be
and should not be included in each part. The suggested wording for
these purposes would be as follcws:

The purpose of the Technical Specifications is to validate the
technical assunptions relied on in the safety analysis perforned
for a nuclear power station.

The purpose of the Operating Specifications is to inpose those.

conditions under the cognizance of the operator, necessary to
provide: (1) that normal plant operation and anticipated operat-
ing occurrences will not violate a safety limit; (2) that the
safety functions required to limit fuel damage and to contain the
products of an accident are capable of being acccuplished; and
(3) 'that the plant staff is in the state of readiness required to
respond to matters of imediate inportance to safety.

The purpose of the Support Specifications is to ensure: (1) that
the probability of a severe accident due to long term equignent
quality degradation is sufficiently low; (2) that the long term
physical condition and characteristics of the plant are not
degraded; and (3) that the administration of the facility is
conducted in a manner which will preserve the assunptions of the
safety analysis.

.

The purpose of the bases is to document the necessity and appro-
priateness of each requirenent and thereby to facilitate the
review of any proposed revision to the requirenent.

5. For clarity of definition, the first sentence of Paragraph (d) (1)
(ii), Limiting Safety Systen Settings, should be revised to read:

Limiting Safety System Settings are settings for all autcznatic
protective devices necessary to maintain the safety functions.

'Ihis change renoves the ambiguity as to which variables have signifi-
cant functions.,

6. The second sentence of Paragraph (d) (1) (ii), Limiting Safety System
Settings, is inpossible to ccuply with. As written, it can be met
only for anticipated operational occurrences. Many accidents will
result in its violation. As Limiting Safety Settings are intended to
apply only to anticipated operat.ional occurrences, the rule should
specifically state that this ir ; 9 intended application. An exanple
of this is that the. reactor trip on low pressurizer pressure will
prevent the safety lunit on departure frcm nucleate boiling ratio
(DNBR) frun being violated for an event initiated by a pressurizer

. _ _ _ _ . .- _ - _ - _ _ _ _ . -_
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power operated relief valve failing open, an anticipated operating
; occurrence. his same trip will not prevent this safety limit frm -

being violated for a large loss of coolant accident, nor will anyt

other.

To remedy this problem, the second sentence of Paragraph (d) (1) (ii) ,
should be replaced with the following two sentences:.

h1here a Limiting Safety System Setting is specified for a parame-
ter protecting a safety limit, the setting nust be chosen so that
for anticipated operational' occurrences, the autcmatic protective
action will prevent the violation of the safety limit. Fbr
accidents, the Limiting Safety System Setting nust be chosen so
that the technical asstmption of the safety analysis are pre-
served.,

|.
7. hroughout the proposed rule many ambiguous terms agar which are not

present in the existing rule. Such terms as " relating to", " assoc-
iated with", "in a safe manner", "inportant to safety", and "effe-
ctive" are open to interpretation and should be deleted and replaced
with nore specific guidance for the Ccmmission staff and industry.

! %e need 'for nore specific criteria in the regulations was one of the
' factors that prcmpted this revision to the rules.

; 8. The four safety functions given in Paragraph (d) (1) (iii), Operation-
al Limits and Conditions, are broad and vague. It is not clear how
they relate to the " safety functions" of Paragraph (e) (1) , Control
Provisions. The industry and the Ccmmission staff are currently using
a larger, more specific set, as given in NUREG/CR-2300, PRA Prombresi

| Guide.

To incorporate these and clarify Paragraph (d) (1) (iii)'s applicabil-
ity, the first sentence of this paragraph should be revised to read:

Operational limits and conditions aze limits on the range or
process variable and conditions which ensure that the operating
state and standby status are preserved for systems and umpsents
that the safety analysis requires for acconplishment of the ten
critical safety functions following an accident, i.e.,:

Reactivity Control
Reactor Coolant System Inventory Control
Reactor OJolant System Pressure Control
Core Heat Removal ,

Reactor Coolant System Heat Removal
Containment Isolation
Containnent Pressure and Tenperature Control
Cmbustible Gas Control
Indirect Radiological Release Control
Maintenance of Vital Auxiliaries

9. There should be a least one Check and 7bst Ibquirement in Paragraph
(d) (1) (iv) corresponding to each Limiting Safety System Setting. It

.is not clear that saying "to assure that facility operation will be

__ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . _ . _ . . _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ - - . ___ _ .__ _._
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within the safety limits" adds any requirement to this section. '1he
Limiting Safety Systen Settings acccurplish this for normal plant
operation and anticipated operational occurrences, as well as mitigat-
ing accidents. Limiting Safety System Settings are not " met" by the
Check and Test Requirements. A suggested rewording of this section
is:

Check and Test Requirements arc those periodic checks and tests
that assure that the operational limits and conditions are met.
'Iheir performance will assure that protective systems will
actuate within the allowable range of the limiting safety system
settings, and will ensure that c.armal plant operation and antic-
ipated operating occurrences will not result in the violation of
a safety limit.

10. To clarify Paragraph (d) (1) (v), Operational Staffing and Reporting
Pequirements, should be revised to read:

Operational staffing and reporting requi2.ements define the shift
crew ccrrposition, responsibility and report.ing that are necessary
to assure operation in the manner implicit in the safety.analy-
sis,

11. Paragraph (d) (2), Principal Design Feature Specifications are not
within the cognizance of the operator and should be in the Supplemen-
tary (Support) Specifications. For clarity this paragraph should be
revised to read:

Principal design feature specifications are those features of the
facility, such as materials of ocnstruction and gearetric ar-

| rangerents, that if altered or nodified will invalidate an
assurrption of the safety analysis and that are not covered. 'by
another Technical Specifications.

12. To clarify the intent of Paragraph (e), Supplementary Specifications,
its second sentence should be revised to read:

Supplemental specifications are nonitoring, control and adminis-
tration provisions necessary to assure that the quality of
equiprent, the proper operating state and standby status of
systems not under the operator's cognizance and tranagement
overview and control of facility changes and operations are
maintained in a manner which will assure the validity of the
safety analysis...

As presently written, this paragraph could be interpreted in a way
that would cause the Suppleental (Support) Specifications to expand
to the volume of the present Technical Specifications. Particularly

| the term "inportant support systems" could be interpreted to nean
alttost any system in the facility. For example the steam durrp and
bypass system could be considered an inportant support systm under-

this section, in that it prevents challenges to protective systems
,

(e.g. , safety valves) and, if it operates properly, reduces the'

approach to safety limits and mitigates rtain accidents. The key

.
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feature of the steam dtmp and bypass systen is that it is not required
in order to validate an asstmption of the safety analysis. . Current
safety analyses consider the operation or non-functioning of such a
control system and account for its failure in an undesired node.

13. Paragraph (e) (1), Contrul Provisions, includes Check and Test re-
quirements. It would be appropriate to split this paragraph into two
paragraphs that would correspond to the Operational Limits and Con-
ditions section and the Check and Test Requirements section of the
proposed Operational Specifications.

In Stmmary, we concur with your efforts to reduce the volume of critical techni-

| cal specifications in order to produce a clear concise document. It is hoped
| that the above ocuments will be useful in that process.

Very truly yours,

I ohn Honey
Director of ations

JAH:pil
cc: Leo Mariani
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