Yanuary 7B, 19€3

ME@ORANDUM FOR: D. 6. Eiserhut, Director, Division of Licensing

FROM: C. E. Norelius, Director, Division of Project
and Resident Programs

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE - CLARIFICATION OF
LA SALLE ) TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION 3.8.1.2, ACTION 2

The number of “and/or" provisions in Technical Specificetion 3.8.1.2,
Action 2, makes it difficult to determine what is required by the ection
statement. A literal reading, to the best of our ability, tells us that
with either (1) a1l offsite circuits inopereble, or (2) diesel generator O,
or (3) diesel generator 1A, or (4) any combination of (10, L2), and (9}, &
core alterations and handling of irradiated fuel in the secondary conteinment
and operations with a potential for draining the reactor vessel must be
suspended. Discussions with members of your steff indicete that that was not
the intent of Technical Specificetion 3.8.1.2, Action &. They indicate that
. the intent was to a1low either diesel generator O or 1A to be taken out of
service (rade inoperable) without suspending activities if the loads on the
diese) gererator to be taken out of service are not needed. We understand
that position and believe it to be sound,

Since there is @ significant difference between the intent and the literal
meaning of Technicel Specification 3.8.1.2, Action e, s we understard them,
we request you encourage the licensee to submit & proposed change to correct
the difference as part of the licensee's next planned technical specification
change submittal. Rather than revising Technical Specificetion 3.8.1.2,

Fction &, you nmight give consideration to making Technicel Specification 2.0.5

epplicable in operetionel conditions 1 through 5 end * &nd eliminating in ite
entirety Technicsz) Specificetion 3.8.1.2. In the interim, we request that
you confirm to us your understanding of the intent of the action statenent.
We would appreciate @ response from you by

C. E. Norelius, Director
Division of Project and
) Resident Programs -

cc: R. Wessman, NRR
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MEMORANDUM FOR: D. G. Eisenhut, Director, Division of Licensing, NRR

FROM: C. E. Norelius, Director, Division of Project and
Resident Programs

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE - NRR POSITION ON
WHEN AN ACTION STATEMENT IS ENTERED AS A CONSEQUENCE
OF FAILURE TO PERFORM SURVEILLANCE TESTS

Licensees occasionally fail to perform technical specification surveillance
tests as a result of oversight, scheduling errors, and inadequate test
procedures. Standard Technical Specification 4.0.3 clearly indicates that
failure to perform surveillance tests renders the surveilled items inoperable
and requires invocation of the applicable action statements. Although

custom technical specification plants and older STS plants do not generally
have statements similar to STS 4.0.3, all licensees are aware of and comply
with STS 4.0.3. However, licensee opinions differ as to when action state-
ments are entered when surveillance tests are not performed - most take the

position that action statements are entered at the time tests should have
been performed but some take the position that action statements are entered
at the time it is discovered that tests were not performed. We agree with
the former position - the latter position effectively lengthens the
technical specification allowed surveillance period when missed tests are
not discovered due to program inadequacies or personnel error.

To enable us to assure licensees are uniformly dealing with this matter in
a manner consistent with NRC policy, we request NRR provide us with a
position on when action statements are entered when surveillance tests are
not performed. We would appreciate a response by March 1, 1983.

157'1? \7701¢£Lu_J

C. E. Norelius, Director
Division of Project and
Resident Programs

cc: R. Hessman, NRR
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MEMORAMDUM FOR: D. G. Eisenhut, Director, Division of Licensing, NRR

FROM: C. E. Norelius, Director, Division of Prnject and
Resident Programs

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE - NRR POSITION ON
SHUTUOWN TIME ALLOWANCES WHEN AN LCO IS NOT MET

When operation is less cornservative than an LCO, Technical Specifications
allow a perind of tim 0 covrvct the condition and then provide times
within whici spec fied descending levels of plant shutdown conditions
(Tower operativaal med=.} ..* e attained. Occasionally, the plants will
choose to enter a lower 'wous «iihout using the full time allowed in the.
preceding mode(s). In such c.ses, it is not clear if licensee's can

take credit for ihe unused ,ortion of the full time allowance in the
preceding mode (o determine the time allowed before the next descending
mode must be attoined; however, it seems clear that in no case can credit
be taken for allowable times in modes above the mode in which the problem
was discovered.

The following «xamples will clarify the issue:

Example 1
The action statement for B&W STS 3.6.2.1 states: "With one containment spray

system inoperable, restore the inoperable spray system to OPERABLE status
within 72 hours or be in at least HOT STANDBY within the next 6 hours;

restore the inoperable ¢nray system to OPERABLE stetus within the next 48 hours
or be in COLD SHUTDOWN witiiin the following 30 hours".

If the licenses discovered : containment spray system inoperable when in the
power operalions mude and attained the hot standby condition within 2 hours
of discovery, does the licensee have a maximum of 154 hours (72-2=70 plus 6
plus 48 plus 30) afie attaining hot standby before cold shutdown must be
attained? Or does the licensee have a maximum of 78 hours (48 plus 30)?

In cases like this, we believe the licensee should have 154 hours.

Example 2

1f the licensee discovered the above problem when in the hot standby mode,




D. G. Eisenhut

does the licensee have a maximum of 78 hours (48 plus 30) before cold
shutdown must be attained? Or does the licensee have a maximum of 156
hours (72 plus 6 plus 48 plus 30)? In cases like this, we believe the
licensee should only have 78 hours.

To enable us to assure that licensee's are uniformly dealing with this
matter in a manner consistent with NRC policy, we request NRR provide
us with a position on licensee's adding unused portions of allowable
time to get to the next lower descendino shutdown condition. We would
appreciate a response by March 15, 1983.

G & Vowkuce

C. E. Norelius, Director
Division of Project and
Resident Programs

(T3]
W. G. Guldemond, SRI,
LaSalle Station
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We would appreciate a revicw of this is

D, 6. Liscnhut 2-

1o attached nemorandum addresses this specific example: With the Core
Spray Systom degraded by loss of its emgrgency power source, is the Core
Spray Systum to be considered operable fo meet the High Prescure Coolant
Injection System LCO?

sue by your staff and a response by
fpril 15, 1983, Please contact Roger Yalker of my staff on FT5 384-2565
if you have any questions regarding this matter,

OFFICED .
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October 15, 1982

MEMORANDUM FOR: R. D. Walker, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2C

FROM: N. J. Chrissotimos, Senior Resident Inspector,
Quad-Cities Nuclear Power Station

SUBJECT: TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION INTERPRETATION

Recently I have been involved with a response to an Iowa Electric Light and
Power Company's denial of a noncompliance involving operability of an emer-
gency system.

In responding to the denial, it appears that Technical Specification require-
ments allow unit operation to continue for seven days with two emergency
systems concurrently inoperable.

Specifically, (a) when a diesel generator is inoperable, continued reactor
operation is permissible for seven days provided that all of the low pressure
core and containment cooling subsystems and the remaining diesel generator
are operable. 1f this requirement cannot be met, an orderly shutdown shall
be initiated and the reactor be placed in cold shutdown within 24 hours.
(Duane Arnold Technical Specification 3.5.6.1)

(b) When the high pressure coolant injection (HPCI) system is inoperable,
reactor operation is permissible for seven days provided that all active
components of the ADS subsystem - the RCIC system, the LPCI subsystem and
both core spray subsystems - are operable. If this requirement is not met,
the same 24 hour shutdown requirement is applied. (Technical Specification
3.9.0.2)

The situation was that the diesel generator was unknowingly inoperable for

17 days and within this time frame, HPCI was also inoperable for approxi-

mately 33 hours. The licensee was cited for violating the 24 hour LCO

because it was felt that the equipment powered by the inoperable diesel ‘

generator (core spray, LPCI subsystem) was also considered to be inoperable

and thus the HPCI LCO was violated. 1
|

The licensee believed that the inoperability of diesel generstor 1G6-21
did not render the B core spray subsystem inoperable for purposes of the
seven day LCO in effect based on the following:

Under Amendment 77, the definition of OPERABLE is clarified to read: A
system, subsystem, train, component or device shall be OPERABLE or have




R. D. Walker 10/15/82

OPERABILITY when it is capable of performing its specified function(s).
Implicit in this definition shall be the assumption that all necessary
attendant instrumentation, controls, normal and emergency electrical power
sources, cooling or seal water, lubrication or other auxiliary equipment
that are required for the system, subsystem, train, component or device to
perform its function(s) are also capable of performing their related support
function(s).

Amendment 77 also clarified the definition of Limiting Condition for Oper-
ation as follows: When a system, subsystem, train, component or device is
determined to be inoperable solely because its emergency power source is
inoperable, or solely because its normal power source is inoperable, it may
be considered OPERABLE for the purpose of satisfying the requirements of
its applicable Limiting Condition for Operation, provided: (1) its corre-
sponding normal or e€mergency power source is OPERABLE; and (2) all of its
redundant system(s), subsystem(s), train(s), component(s) and device(s) are
OPERABLE, or likewise satisfy the requirements of this specification.
(emphasis added)

Thus, under the foregoing interpretation of Technical Specification 3.5.D.2
on March 5-6, 1982, the B core spray subsystem was OPERABLE for the purpose
of satisfying the then applicable seven day Limiting Condition for Operation
because its normal power source was operable and its redundant subsystem
(Core Spray Subsystem A) was OPERABLE.

Since the B core spray subsystem was not inoperable for the purposes of
Technical Specification 3.5.D.2, this Technical Specification was not
violated.

By interpreting the specifications in this manner, we would be allowing a
licensee to operate for seven days with both a HPCI system and diesel
generator inoperable. It should be realized that in this situation, under
an accident condition with loss of offsite power, there would only be the
minimal ECCS systems available to cope with the accident. (One core spray
pump and two LPCI pumps would not have power.)

When considering both the HPCI and diesel generat.r LCO's together, it is
difficult for me to interpret that the core spray and LPCI pumps associated
with the inoperable diesel can be considered operable to satisfy the HPCI LCO.




R. D. Walker 3 10/15/82

1 am requesting & pesition from the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
on the applicability of the definition of operable with respect to this
matter.

Although this is a specific problem, it may also apply to other BWR's which
do not have standard Technical Specifications and thus should be looked

at generically.

N. J. Chrissotimos
Senior Resident Inspector
Quad~Cities Nuclear Power Station
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Charles E. Norelius, Director o
Division of Project and Resident Programs 18 :
Region 111 oL FILEIPY

FROM: Darrell 6. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing
Office of Nutlear Reector Regulation

SUBJECT: NRR POSITION ON WHEN AN ACTION STATEMERT 1S ENTERED AS
£ CONSEQUENCE OF FAILURE TO PERFORM SURVETLLANCE TESTS

REFERENCE: Memo from C.E. Norelius to D.G. Eisenhut, cated
Jenuary 31, 1983, subject: "Request for Technicel
pesistence - NRR Position on When an Action Stete-
rent is Entered es 8 Consequence of Failure to
Perform Surveillance Tests".

The referenced renorandun reguests NRR's position on when an Action Statement
is entered 2s & consequence of failure to perform required surveillznce tests.

7t i¢ our position that Action Statements are entered whern itews required
opereble by Linmiting Concition for Operetions are known to be incperable.
Ttems may be determined irgperable (1) during use, (2) during & surveill-
ance test, or (3) in eccordence with Stenderd Technice) Specificetion

£.0.3 which provides thet items &re inoperzble when Surveillence Feguire-
mente are not performed within the specified time intervals (after epplying

~The alloweble tolerance). Therefore, we agree with your position that

S

Lction Stztenents are entered when the Surveillance Requirements should

-

heve been performed rather than at the time it is discovered thet tests

Derre isentut, Director
Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Rezctor Regulation

_were not performed.,
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MAR 22 883

MEMORANDUM FOR: Charles E. Norelius, Director -
P Division of Project and Resident Programs
Region 111
FROM: Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: CLARIFICATION OF LA SALLE 1 TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION
3.86.1.2, ACTION »

Your memorandum of January 28, 1983 requested confirmation of the intent of
LeSalle-Unit 1 Specification 3.8.1.2, Action a. The definition of Operable-
Operability in the LaSalle Technical Specifications requires that whenever
required power source is inoperable, the equipment supplied by the inoperable
power source also be declared inoperable. Exceptions to this requirement
(Spec 3.0.5) are provided for certain special conditions in Operational
Conditions 1, 2 and 3.

The intent of Specification 3.8.1.2 is to ensure that each system and
component required to be operable in Operational Condition 4, 5 or * (when
handling irradiated fuel in the secondary containment) is capable of being
supplied from two independent sources of AC power -- the off-site transmission
network and an emergency diesel generator. Since it is possible, even likely,
that the systems and components selected by the licensee to be operable to
satisfy the Technical Specification requirements will not a1l be -zoable of
being powered from the same two independent sources of AC power, it is
necessary to write the specification to be flexible enough to require the
operability of the electrical power sources from which the systems and
components selected to meet these Technica) Specification requirements can

be powered. Therefore, we believe that the term "and/or" should be

retafned to provide for those situations in which more than one pair of
independent power sources are required to supply systems and components

not capable of being supplied by the same pair of independent power sources.

MAR2S 1083

‘ e §/<>o |



Charles E. Norelius, Director MAR 22 W83

This memorandum also confirms previous disPussions Between members of our
staffs regarding operability requirements for diesel generators O-gr 1A
during core alterations and handling of irradiated fuel in the secondary
containment or operations with 2 potential for draining the reactor vessel.
One of these diesel generators may be out of service without entering the
Actlon Statement if the loads on this diesel generator are not required to
be operable. The required loads would be supplied by two independent power
sources, an offsite source and the other diesel generator.

Based on the foregoing we do not intend to revise Technical Specification
3.8.1.2, Action a. Please contact D. Hoffman (FTS 492-8518) if you have
further questions,

g L W L«
~7" Darrell G. Eicenhut, Director

! Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Reoulation

cc: T. Bournia
A. Schwencer
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Cnarles £. Norelius, Director R KAR 2 3 1383

This Action Statement provides up to 156 (72+6+48+30) hours to achieve COLD
SHUTDOW. if & containment Sprey system is discovered {noperable while in
POWER OPERATION (MODE 1) or STARTUP (VODE 2). If the licensee discovered
an inoperable containment spray system while in Mode 1 and attained HOT
STANDBY within 16 hours, the 1icensee would hzve 140 (72+6-16+48+30) hours
before being required to attain COLD SHUTCOWN (MODE 5).

Example 2

If the licensee discovered the containment spray system inoperable while in

HOT STANDBY (MODE 3), the 6 hour interval provided for achieving HOT STANDBY
could not be added to the 72 hour, 48 hour and 30 hour intervals to provide
additional stay time in HOT STANDBY. Therefore, the licensee would be required
to attein COLD SHUTDOWN within 150 (72+48+30) hours.

Example 3

If the licensee discovered the containment spray system inoperable while in
HOT SHUTDOWN (MODE 4) neither the 6 hoir interval, nor the 48 hour interval
tould be added to the 72 hour and 30 hour intervals to provide additional
time for achieving COLD SHUTDOMWN. Therefore, the licensee would be required
to attain COLD SHUTDOWN within 102 {72+430) hours.

Our positions are predicated on our. belief that safety is enhanced by minimizing
plant trensients associated with changing operational modes. It is for this
reeson that we have provided allowzble out-of-service times in 211 Standard
Technice) Specification Action Stetements and it is our intention that the
specified a1lowable out-of-service times be applicable in whatever operational
mode the inoperability is discovered.

We pian to revise the Bases sections of the Standard Technice) Specifications
to clerify our position on this matter during future revisions to those documents.

-

Darrell 6. Eisenhut, birector
Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

ces: &LLrectsr; Division of Project
and Resident P-ograms
Region 1
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Region 1V
kegion ¥
J. G. Partiow, I&E



