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January 27, 1988

MEMORAND'™ FOR: Danie) Myller, Director
Profect Directorate 1112
Diviston of Reactor Projfects Y11, 1V, ¥
and Specia) Profects

FROM: John W, Cratg, Chief
Plant Systems Branch
Piviston of Engineering and Systems Technology

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO TIA « CLARIFICATION OF CLINTON TECHNICAL
CPECIFICATION 3.6.4, TAC NO. 6R4E7

By memorandum dated October 21, 1967, C. E. Nore'ius of Pegion 111 to

D. ¥, Crutchfield requested clarificetion from NEB of the requirements of

the Technice) Specifications (18) when 8 cortainment t1solationr velve becomes
tnoperable, For the Clintor Power Station, the reoufrements are located in 1§
Section 3.6.4, *Containmert Tsolation Valve." The fss.e s the {nterpretation
of the TS when the remaining operahle barrier 13 8 closed svitem, As written
the 15 atsumes that the operable harrier 15 an sutometic va'lve,

Wher the remsiring barrier 15 & closec svstem, the staff has recognized the
passive nature of the barrier, Bs o resu)t, Actfon 8.2 requires some degree
of interpretetion to properly comply with the requirements, The statement
Indicates thet at Teast one deactiveted sutometic valve be secured in the
tsolated position to adecustely {solate the affected penetration, Liters)
complience of the action statement cannot be met for the case in question,
Mowever, the steff has fecused on the need to deactivate the penetration s
the key to meeting the action statement, Aiso, the statement Indicates what
fs meart by the term "deactivate the penetration” for the tvpice) penetratior
hevirg two sutomatic fsolation velves. 1t certainly does not mean that {1 the
penetration has @ closed s{ston no further sction s needed to comply with the
recuirement, FPather, the TS does not directly address what s needed for @
penetration with o closed syster 85 one of tht two barriers,
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The staff has interpreted deactivating the penetration to mean that an
existing system valve, not norma'ly considered as 8 containment isoetion valve
be put irto the locked closed position, Where more thar one valve s eveileble,
we belfeve that the valve closest to the contatnment wall should be selectec,
However, 1t should be noted that no Teak testing of the alternate valve fs
necessary to satisfy the action statement, The "do nothing® approach clearly
does net meet the intent of the T¢ and therefore could be considerec #s @
viclation, 17 ar alternate approach is selected by the Vicensee, fustification
shou) ¢ be provided to show how the penetration has been deactivated,

870 2’//03@0

WA Al



‘“;‘.‘ l““.' u’-

Fine 1y, we were asked to comment on the acceptabiiity of o closed svster
serving o8 one of the two containment fsolation barriers for penetration,
The staf’ has consistently recognized o closed system ot an scceptable
piternative to an automatic valve,

We consider our efforts or TAC No, 66487 to be complete,
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John W, Cratg, Chief
Plant Systems Branch
Diviston of Engineering and Systems Yechnology

Enclosures:
As stated

cc w/enclosyres:
J. Stevers

CONTACY: R, Arand
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