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Subject: Clinton Power {tation
Proposed Amendment of Facility
Dear Sir:

Pursuant to 10CFR50.12 and 10CFR50.90, Tllineis Pow ° Company (IP)
hereby applies for partial exemptions from the requiremeincs of 1OCFRS50
Appendix J and an associated amendment of Facility Operating License No.
NPF-62 and Appendix A - Techalcal Specifications far Clinton Power
Station (CPS). This request consists of three proposed partial ?
exemptions from the requirements of 10CFRS0 Appendix J regarding 1
| containment integrated leskage rate testing, three proposed changes to i
assoclated CPS Technical Spe~ification 3/4.6.1.2, "Primary Contaliment 1
Leakage," and changes to the CPS Technical Specification Bases and i
Operating License NFF-62 to reflect NRC approval of the proposed partial ‘
exemptions .

For each of the proposed partial exemptions noted above, a description :
of the requested exemption, the associated justificairion., and a
description of thu special circumstances (as required by 10CFR50.12) are ‘
provided in Artachment 2. In addition, Attachment 2 provides a :
description and the associated justification (including a Basis for No |
Significant Hazards Consideration) for each of the propused operating [
license and Technical Specification changes noted above. Marked-up '
coples of pages from the current operating license, Technical
Specifications and Bases for CP® are provided in Attachment 3. Further, ‘
1901691 affidavit supporting the fects set forth in this letter and its ‘1
attachwents is provided in Attachment 1,

10CFR51.22 for categorical exclusion from environmental impact '
considerations. The proposed changes do not involve a significant

e g ot 1o

L2 2 =] RS S SRR -0 CEESIE PUN LIRS N Y SECIR T NS T T R e A
R I R LA Ll e sl B L I N W 1 T N S (RS e Wi -

|
!
|
|
t
IP has reviewed the proposed changes against the criteria of
|
\
|
l
|
I
l



! hazards consideration, or significantly increase the amounts or change

| the types of effluents that wmay be released offsite, nor do they
significantly increas: (ndividual or cumulative vccupational radiation

' exposures. Based on the foregoing, IF concludes the proposed changes

I meet the criteria given in 10CFR51.22(¢)(9) tor # categorical exclusion

I from the requirvement for an Envirornmental lmpact Statement.

i Please note that 1P desires to lmplement this request during the
- fourth refueling outage at CPS (which 18 currently scheduled to begin

September 26, 1993), Therefore, IP requests that this application be
i reviewed on a schedule sufficient to support this cutage.

Sincerely vours,

L
@s. Per

~#nior Vice” President

DAS /msh

Attachments

ee;  NRC Clinton Licensing Project Manager
NRC Resident Office, V-690
Regloral Administrator, Region 111, USNRC
I11inois Department of Nuclear Safety
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STATE OF 1LLINO1S
COUNTY OF DEWITT

J. Stephen Perry, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: That he is
Senior Vice President of Jllinois Power Company; that the application

for amendment of Facility Operating License NPF-62 has been prepared

under his supervision and direction; that he knows the contents thereof:
and that to the besr of his krowledge and belief sald application and

the facts contalned therein are true and correct,

DATE: This 17 day of February, 1993, '4

Signed: ')._ : e~ 1
) Stephen Perry S

Subsceribed and sworn to before me this (ﬁi day of February, 1993,
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Rackgreund

in order to ensure offsite doses remain below those previously evaluated in
the event of & design basis accldent, leakage from the primevy contalnment
must be limited. To ensure that contaiument leakage vemains within these
limits, perlodic leakage rate tests are performed. Specificaliy,
10CFR50.5%4(0) requires primary reactor containments for water cooled power
resctors to be sublect to the leakage rate testing ‘equirements set forth In
Appendix J te 100FR50. Clinton Power Station (CPS) Technical Specification
(T§) 3/6.6.1.2, "Primary Containment Lealape,” proviies additional
requiroments for performing leakave rate testing and specifies the associated
limits, The leakage rate testing program for CPS is described in Section
6.2.6 of the CPS Updaced Safety Analysis Report (USAR).

As described In dutall below, 1P 1s proposing to revise TS 3/4.6 1.2 to make
several changes to the associated leakage rate testing requirements. “he
proposed changes »lso necesaitate that 1P request partial exemptions from
J1OCFR50 Appendix J In accordance with 10CFR50 12,

Description of Proposed Changes

In accordance with 10CFRS0.12, 11lincis Power (1P) {s requesting the following
partial exemptions from 10CFRS0 Appendix J:

(1) A parcvial exemption from the LOCFKS0, Appendix J, Section
TIl1.A. 1. (&) requirement to sten a Type A test [contaltment

integrated leakage rate test (CILAT)] (f excess ve leakage is
detected.

(2) A partial exemption from the 10CFR50, Appendix J, Section
111.D.1,(a) requirement to perform the third Type A test of each
10-year scrvice period when the plant is shut down for the 10-year
plant inservice inspections,

(3) A partial exemption frowm the 10CFR50, Appendix J, Ssetion
111 A.5.(b) acceptance criteria for Type A tests with respect to
determining the frequency of subsequent Type A tests.

tonsistent with the proposed partisl exemptiony from 10CFRS0O Appendix J, 17 is
requesting changes to paragraph 2.D of the operating license for CPS (NPF-62)
to reflect approval of these partial exemptions. These changvs are being
proposed in sccordance with JOCFRS0,.90 and are reflected in Attachment 3.

IP also requests the following changes tu CPS TS 3/4.6.1.2, "Primar:
Containment Leskage." These changes are being proposed in accevdance with
10CFRS0 .90 and are refleated in Attachment 3

(1)  An editorial change to TS 3.6.1.2 Limiting Condition for Operation
{LCO)Y item "&“ to correct ity format.
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fntent of 10CFR50 Appendix J. Accordingly, the propused modified Type A
test procedure achieves the unuerlying purpose of the rule, thereby
demonstrating that one of the special circusstances des~.ibed in
10CFR50.12(a)(2) (11) applies. In addition, this exemptior is similar to
a4 request which has previously been approved for Carolina Power and
Light Company's H. B. Robinson plant and a request previously approved
fer Unjon Electric's Callaway plant.

This exemption request requires no corresponding proposed chunge te the
CPS T§ (other than the acknowledgement of the exemption in the CPS
operating license and CPS TS Bases).

10CFRS0 Appendix J Sectlon 111.D.1. (&)

Section I11.0.1.(a) of LOCFR50 Appendix J requires, in part, *...a set
of three Type A tests shall be perform.d at apprexinately equal
intervals during each 10-ysar serviz: period. The third test cf each
set shall be conducted when the plant is shut down for the 10-year plait
inservice inspection.” IP proposes to perform the three Type A tests at
approx’‘mately equal intervals within each 10-vear period, with the third
test of each set conducted as close as practi.al to ths end of the 10
year period. However, there would be no required comwection between the
Appendix J 10-year interval and tie inservice inspection 10-year
interval.

The 10-year plant inservice inspec*ion (181) is the series of
inspections performed every 10 years !n accordance with Section X1 of
the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code and Addenda as required by
10CFR50,55a. IP performs the I81 volumetric, surface and visual
examinations of cor .ments and system pressure teits in accordanch with
10CFR50.55a(g) (4) chroughout the 10.year inspection interval. The major
portion of this effort i{s presently being performed every 18 months
during the refueling outages. As a resuit, there is no extended outage
in which the 10.year IS1 examinstions are performed,

Each of these two surveillance tests (i.e., the Type A tests and the 10
year )81 program) is independet of the other and provides assurances of
different plant charscteristics. The Type A test assures the required
leak-tightness to demonstrate compliance with the guidelines of 10CFR
Part 100. The L0.year 161 program provides assurcnce of the integrity
of the struciures, systems, and componsnts as well as verifying
operational readiness of pumps and valves in compliaace with
10CFRS0.55a. Theve is nv benefi: to be ¢ 'ned by coupling these
requirements to the same refueling outage in that elements ot the CPS
IS1 program are conducted throughout each 10-year cycle rathes than
during a refueling outage at the enu of the 10-year cy~ie.

Consequently, the subjezt coupling requiremert offers ne benefit efther
to safety or to wvconomical operation of the facility., Arcordingly, the
subject excaption request weets the underlying purpuse of the rule
[10CFR50.12(8)(2)(11)].

Consistent with this exemption request, a proposed change to CPS 7§
Survelllance Roquirement 4.6.1.2.a is #lso being regrested, as described
later in this submittal.
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current format can create confusion. This change mercly deletes the
colon and "1 .". Therefore, tliere is no change <o the technical
requirements of Jhis LCO item.

18,6 8.1.2.8

The propesed changes to this surveillance zequiremenrt are provided o he
consistert with the partial exemption frem 10CFR50 », pendix J Section
[17.9.1.(a) described previously. as already noted, there is no benefit
in coupling the requirements of the 10-year 1$1 program with those for
performing Type A leanage rate tests. Each of thuse two surveillances
{.e., the Type A tests and the 10-year 181 program) is independent uf
the other and providss assurances of different plant charucteristics,
The Type A tests assure the reyuired leak-tightness for the reactor
primary voatainwent to demonstrate compliance «lith the guidelines of
10C+R Part 100, The 10-year 31 program provides assurarce of integrity
of the plant’'s stractures, systems, ard compouents as well as verifying
operational recadiness of pumps and valves in compliance with
LOCFR50,55%a. Thrve it no safety-related concern necessitating their
coupling to the same rejuel’ng outage. As & result, IP is proposing to
delete this upnecesssrily restrictive requirement from this survelillance
requirement .

18 64 6.1.2.b

The proposed chang.s to this surveillance requirement are provided tv be
consistent with the requested partizl exemprion from 10CFR50 Alpencix J
Section 1I1.A.5,(h) discussed previously. Accovdingly, 1P proposes that
this surveillance requirement for the Tyvpe A tests be clarified and made
wore specific by establishing an "as-found” condition and an “as-left”
condition, each with its own acceptance critevia. 1P is propusing to
utilize two acceptance criteria in lieu of Lhe present single criterion
of 10CFE50 Appendix J Section I11.A.5.(b) cited above (i.e., Lam luss
than 0.75% La). The two criteria proposed are that tle "as-found"
alluwable leakage rate mist be within La and the "as-left” allowable
leakage rate must be lows than 0.75 la,

iP proposes that t » "as-fond” Type A test result b. the leakage rate
caleulated by adding the differences berween the "as-found” and "as.
left” measured local leakage rates from each Type B and Type C test
performed prior to the Type A test to the leakage rate wmeasured ducing
*he Type A test. Thaise Jype B and Type € tists are usually conducted
prior to conducting the Type A test. [Howsver, these Type B and C tests
may be performed afrer the Type A test in those cuses when venting of
the assoclated syster is not required per Section 111 A.1..4) of 1OCFRS50
Appendix J.] In additiun, in the event thar pctentially excessive
leakage paths are identified which would interfere with the satisfactory
completion of the periodic Type A test, such paihs would be jzolated (as
digcussed previously}, the Type B «r Type C “as-found” leakage rates
would be determined for the isclaced punetrations after complevion of
the Type A test and added to the overall integrated leakage rate
measured durfin] the modified Tvpe A vest. The "as-left” condition is
calrulated by adding the local leakage rites measured after any required
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repalrs and/or adjustments are made to those leakage paths i{solated
during the test, t. the contaimment integratr. leakage rate measureu in
the modified Type A test.

The acceptanze criterion for Lam was established in Appendix J as U.75
'a in order to prnvide a margin of 25 percent (i .e., 0.25 La) te account
for possible deterforation of the reactor primary containment leak-
tightness during the time betweon periodic Type A tests. The value of
la is the leakage rate assumed in the accident anui'yses in Chanter 15 of
the USAR. (Ref~ar to Table 15.6.5-% of the CPS USAR.) There {- nv need
for tae 25 percent margin t9 asccounty for deterioracion at the end of a
Type A test interval siwe the "as-found" leakage corresponds te the
actual condition of the containment at the end of the test iunterval.

Their. is added assurcnce thet there will not be any sigunificanc
undetented degradation in the reactor primary contaimnent leakage cduring
each Type A test i{vterval in that the primary contcibutors to
potentially excrssive leakage pathis will be measured uuring the required
yeriodic Type B and Type © tests. These latter tests v:11 be conducted
st intervals no greater than . years. (Refer to Section I11.D.2 and
I11.D.3 of A pendis J and Surveillance Requirement 4.6.1.2.d4.) The
principal contributors to any deturioration in the containment leakage
rate would thereby be detevted and corvected at lcast once between Type
A tests. The air locks will elso continue o be tested at intervals of
& wonthe,

On the above basis, the acceptance criteria for determining the
frequency of the next Type A test should be based on the "as-foval* Type
A test results. Ensuring that the “as-found” leakage is less than La
verifies that the contaimnment hrs performed acceptably since the last
Type A test and that the current surveillance frequency is adecuste. In
addit.ion, a requirement has been added to snsure that the required .25
fa mergin to account for degradation has been restored prior to plant
restart.

Changes to the CPS TS Bases

Proposed changes to the CPS Bases have alco veen included in Attachment 3,
The changes would reflect that CPS has peen granted the partial cxemptions
fiom 1OCFRS0 Appandix J pvoposed above. Tu additisn, the chavses would
identify how "as-found” anu "as-left” overall integrated leakage ratas are
determined. ‘lhese proposed chuuges are corsistent with the proposed partial
exemptions and the proposed changes t~ TS 3/4.6.1.2 described above.

Changes to the Opervating License

In addition to changes to the Bases for 75 3/4.6.1.2, P is requesting changes
to Operating License NPF-62 paresgraph 1.0 to reflect NRC aoproval of the
partial exemptions to 10CWRSM Appendix J proposed abuve. These changes merely
document NRC approval of ' » 1)oposed exemptions and idcarify the location
where the special circuast regarding these exemptiowrr are identified.
Thls change does rot result in iny technical changes to plant operation
requirements other than those pr-viously discussed shrve,
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i In accor lerce with 10CFRSC .92, & proposed change to the Opecating License

¥ (Technical Spevifications) invelves no significany, hezards ronsiderations if
| operation of the facility in accordance with the picposed change would not:

; (1) involve a significant increase in the probability or conseguences of any
accident previvusly evaluated, or (2) create¢ the poesibility of a new or
¢ifferent kind ¢! accident from any accident previcusly evalusted, or 3’

f involve a signiticant reduction in a mavgin of safety. The proposed changes
' are evaluated against ez-h of these criteria beluw.

, (1) These proposed operaving licerse and TS changes consist of editorfal awmd
| technical changes., The editorial changes merely veflect approval of
partial - xompticns from 10CFRS0 Appendix J and aake an editorisl forwmat
change. The technical changes insolve deleiion ¢ the requiremert to L
perform the third Type A test for euch 10-year service peried during the oy
shutdown for the lU-year plant inservine inspections and a change to :
hase the frequency of subsequint Type A tests on an “as-found” leakage
limic of Le and require the "as-left" overall contalinment Integrated :
leakage rate to be less than 0.75 La prier to plant restart. These two
technic.l changes only involve containment leak rate testing
requirements nd are based on partial exemptions from Appendix J to
1GCFR50. Because these changes only involve leak rate testing, thev
cannot {ncrease th. vrobability of any accident previously evaluated

AL P S L i il AR B LIRS L
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With respect tou elimination of tie raquirement to perform the third Type :
A test for eavh 10-year service per.od during the shutdown for the 10-

year plant inservice inspections, there is no significant benefit iu

coupling these two surve'llances, £ach of these two surveillances

(i.€., the Type A testn and the 10-year ISI program) is independent of

the other and provides assurances of different plant characteristics,

The Type A tests assure the reyired leak-tightness for the reactor

primary containment to demoustrate compliance with the guldelines of

LOCFR Part 170, Ths 10.year 181 program ,Lrovides assurance of the :
integriry of the plunt's structures, systems, and components as well as a
vorifying operatisnal readiness of pumps and valves {n compliance with
IOCFR50 . 558, There {s no safety-related concern necessitating rhelir
coupling to the same refueling outage. As a vesult, this change cannot $
; incresse the consequunces ({.¢., vffsite dose) of any accident :
| previosly evaluated,

B

& With respect to the change to the basis for determiniog the frequency

: for performing subsequent Type A tests, this change doos not increase

¢ the conseguences of any accident previously evaluated, The acceptance
| criterlon for Lam vas esteblished {n Appendix J as 0.75 La in order tv
i provide a margin of 29 percent (i.2., 0.25 La) to account for possible ‘
: deterioration of the reacc<or primary contalmnment leak-tightness between

L the periodic Type A tests., 7The valuc of La 1s the leakage rate assumsd
in the accident analyses [n Chapter 15 of the USAR. /Refer to Table
15.6.5-5 of rhe CPS USAR.) Per these analyses, offsite doses resulting ,
from a des{go-nasis loss-af-coolant accident were calculated to e 4.4 3
Rem whole body and 163 Rem inhslation at the Exclusion Area boundary and

1.7 Rem whole body end 156 Rew Irhslation at the Low Population Zone

boundary. (Refar to Tablue 15.6.5-6 of the CPS USAR.) These calculated
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doses are well below the JOCFR100,11 guidelines of 25 Rem whole body and
300 Rem total. 1In addition, there is no need fur the 25-percent margin
to account for deterioration at the end of a Type A test interval since
the “as-found" leakage correspords to the actual cundition of the
containment at the end of tha test interval. Moreover, with ruspect to
"as-left” leakage, the 0,75 La acceptance criterion of 10CFRS50 Appendix
J will continue to be required to be met prior to plant restart.

There (¢ also added assurance that there will not be any significant
undetected degradation in tne reactor primary contaiument leakage during
each Type A test interval inm that the primary contributors to
potentially excessive leakage raths will be measured during the required
periodic Typc b and Type C tests. Those latter tests will be conducted
at intervals no greater than 2 years. (Refer to Section I11.D.2 and
I11.D.3 of Appendix J and Surveillance Requirement 4.6.1.2.b.) The
principal contributors to any dcterioration in the containment laakage
rate would  hereby be detected and corrected at lesst once between Type
A tests. The aic locks will also centinue to be tested at intervals of
6 months.

Therefore, ba~ed on the above, these propesed changes wviil not increase
tue probability or the consequences of any accident previously
evalated,

These proposed changes do no. involve any change to the plant desizn or
vperation. As discussed above, thesu changes cannot increase the
consequences of any accident previovsly eviluated. As a result, nc new
failure modes are created. Thersfore, these proposcd changes cannot
create the possibility of any new or different kivd of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.

As previously noted. the propored changes consist of editorial and
technical changes. The editor{ial changes do not directly involve or
impact cny margin of safety as they merely acknowledge approval of
yroposed partial eximptions ifror LOCFRSU Apvendix J and make an
editorial format change. The proposed technical changes (to delete the
requirement to pevform the thivrd Type A test for sach 10-year service
period during the shuidowu for the 10-year plant inservice inspections.
to base the [requency of subsequent Type A tests on an "as-found”
leakage limit of La and reguire the “as-left” overall containment
integrated leakage rate to be lass than 0.75 La prior to plant restart)
do not change the acceptance criteria that must be met for inservizo
inspections, do not relax the *as-left” condicion of the containment
that must be met prior to plant restart and do not change the
requirements thar must be met bstween plant refueling outages.
Therefore, these propused changes do not result in & signiticant
veductien in the margin of safety.

Based upon the toregeing, 1?1inois Power has concluded that these propused
changes do not invoive a significant hazards consideration.




