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ENCLOSURE

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

n t e atter o )
)

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY )
)

Diablo Canyon Power Plant )
Units 1 and 2 )

Docket No. 50-275
Facility Operating License
No. DPR-80

Docket No. 50-323
Facility Operating License
No. DPR-82

License Amendment Request
No. 91-03

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.90, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG3E) hereby
applies to amend its Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) Facility Operating
License Nos. DPR-80 and DPR-82 (Licenses).

The proposed changes amend the Technical Specifications (Appendix A of the
Licenses) regarding Technical Specifications 3/4.4.4 and 3/4.4.9.3 and their
associated Bases. Information on the proposed changes is provided in
Attachments A and B.

These changes have been reviewed and are considered not to involve a
significant hazards consideration as defined in 10 CFR 50.92 or an unreviewed
environmental question. Further, there is reasonable assurance that the
health and safety of the public will not be endangered by the proposed
changes.

Subscribed to in San Francisco, California this 27th day of March 1991.
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Howard V. Golub
Richard F. Locke
Attorneys for Pacific
Gas and Electric Company

Respectfully submitted,

Pac'c Gas and Electr~ompany

By .Si r
Senior Vi esident and
General M ger
Nuclear Power Generation

Subscribed and sworn to before me
this 27th day of March 1991.

By
Ric ar . oc e A riane . o e ree, otary u c

for the County of Alameda, State
of California.
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Attachment A

REVISE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS 3/4.4.4 AND 3/4.4.9.3
FOR PRESSURIZER PORVS AND BLOCK VALVES PER GENERIC LETTER 90-06

A. DESCRIPTION OF AMENDMENT RE(VEST

This license amendment request (LAR) proposes to change Technical
Specification (TS) 3/4.4.4, "Relief Valves," TS 3/4.4.9.3, "Overpressure
Protection Systems," and their associated Bases. The proposed changes
address the recommendations of Generic Letter (GL) 90-06 with
differences as noted in the Safety Evaluation Section.

The proposed changes to TS 3/4.4.4 are as follows:

The action required with one or more power-operated relief valves
(PORVs) inoperable due to excessive seat leakage would be revised
to require that power is maintained to the associated closed block
valve(s). The current Action Statement does not require power to
be maintained to the closed block valve(s).

2. The shutdown requirements would be revised to be consistent with
the mode applicability requirements.

3. The action required with one or more block valves inoperable would
be revised to delete the option of closing the inoperable block
valve and removing power from it. This change would eliminate the
option for continued operation with a Class I PORV block valve
inoperable.

4. New Surveillance Requirements would be added for the Backup
Air/Nitrogen system for the Class I PORVs.

5. The block valve Surveillance Requirement would be modified to
require operating the valve through one complete cycle of full
travel to demonstrate operability when the block valve is closed
due to excessive seat leakage of a PORV.

i

6. The TS Bases would be revised, to reflect the proposed -changes and
to better define the basis for operability of the PORVs and block
valves.

)

The proposed changes to TS 3/4.4.9.3 are as follows
'.

A new Action Statement would be added that reduces, the allowed
outag'e time from 7 days to 72 hours for an, inoperable PORV in
Modes 5 or 6.

2. An Analog Channel Operational Test would be required to
demonstrate PORV operability instead of a Channel Functional Test,
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3. The frequency for PORV surveillance would be changed from "within
31 days prior to entering a condition in which the PORV is
required Operable" to "at least once per 31 days."

4. The TS and Bases would be revised to identify that the TS only
applies to the Class 1 PORVs.

Changes to the TS are noted in the marked-up copy of the applicable TS
(Attachment B).

B. BACKGROUND

Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) Units 1 and 2 each have three
pressurizer PORVs. The PORVs are 2-inch pneumatically opened, spring
closed, reverse acting globe valves. The PORVs fail closed on loss of
actuating gas pressure. Instrument air is the normal actuating gas for
all three PORVs. For two of the PORVs, normal instrument air is backed
up by nitrogen accumulators. Each of the two valves has its own
nitrogen accumulator . The two PORVs with backup nitrogen accumulators

. are identified as Class 1 PORVs. Instrumentation for the control of the
Class 1 PORVs is Class IA. The electrical portions of the Class 1 PORVs
have backup power from the station batteries and have circuitry that
meets IEEE-279 criteria.

During power operation (Hodes.,1-3) the, PORVs are 'designed to restrict
pressure to,below the high pressure reactor trip setpoint and prevent
the safety valves from lifting for transients up to and including an
instantaneous load rejection of 95 percent full"load, assuming automatic
rod control and steam dump operation. 'hey, also, limit operation of the
code safety valves by opening'"'at a lower pressure than do the safety
valves. This is desirable because the PORVs have associated block
valves that can be closed remotely if, a PORV fails to close. The code
safety valves do not have block valves. The Class 1 PORVs also provide
Low Temperature Overpressure .Protection (LTOP) in Hodes 4, 5, and 6 with
the reactor vessel head on.

An individual motor operated block valve is installed upstream of each
PORV to isolate the PORV should it leak excessively. The block valve
can also isolate a PORV that fails to the open position or fails to
reseat after opening. This prevents depressurization of the Reactor
Coolant System (RCS) through a failed open or unreliable PORV.
Isolation of a PORV should it leak excessively is allowable since the
code safety valves are sized to protect the RCS from overpressure at
normal operating temperatures without the aid of any PORV. The block
valves are 3-inch gate valves that operate on 480 volt AC power. All
valves fail as-is on loss of electrical power. The block valves are
powered from the engineered safety features buses.
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'. JUSTIFICATION

The proposed TS changes increase the availability and reliability of the
PORVs and block valves and meet the requirements of GL 90-06. The
proposed TS changes require additional Surveillance Requirements and in
some cases reduce allowed outage time for inoperable equipment. This

'ncreases the probability the PORVs would be available for accident
recovery, LTOP, and RCS pressure control.

D.- SAFETY EVALUATION

In the original design of DCPP, the primary function of the PORVs and
their block valves was to limit the number of challenges to the
pressurizer safety valves and provide for plant operational flexibility.
The function of the PORVs with respect to safety has changed since the
original design of DCPP.

In addition to their original design functions, the PORVs are now relied
upon to perform the following safety-related functions:

1. Mitigation of a steam generator tube rupture (SGTR) accident.

2. Low temperature overpressure protection of the reactor vessel
during heatup and cooldown.

3. RCS pressure control for plant cooldown to Cold Shutdown using
only safety grade systems (NRC Reactor Systems Branch (RSB)
Technical Position 5-1).

Following an SGTR, if pressurizer sprays were not available, the PORVs
would be used by operators for depressurization of the RCS to equalize
primary and secondary pressures, thus stopping flow through the ruptured
steam generator tube. One PORV provides sufficient pressure relief
capacity for recovery from an SGTR. Two Class 1 PORVs and one non-Class
1 PORV are available and provide single failure protection in the event
of a failure of one 'of the PORVs.

LTOP provides RCS overpressure protection during heatup and cooldown.
Hajor overpressurization of the RCS at low temperature, if combined with
a critical crack in the reactor pressure vessel welds or plate material,
could result in a brittle fracture of the pressure vessel. Pressurizer
PORVs protect against pressurized thermal shock of the reactor vessel by
relieving increased RCS pressure should it occur with the reactor
shutdown at temperatures less than 323;F. One PORV, provides sufficient
pressure relief capacity for LTOP. Both Class 1'ORVs are opened
automatically for LTOP in the event of'an overpressure event to provide
for single failure protection.

RSB 5-1 requires that the plant be capable, of 'bei'ng placed in Cold
Shutdown using only safety grade systems, with either only onsite or
only offsite power, and with the most limiting single failure. RSB 5-1

'iststhe processes involved in cooldown as heat removal,
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depressurization, flow circulation, and reactivity control. If needed,
one PORV provides sufficient pressure relief capacity for RCS
depressurization. Two Class I PORVs are available and provide single
failure protection in the event of a failure of one of the PORVs.

The proposed TS changes are to:

~ Add Surveillance Requirements for the Backup Air/Nitrogen system
which oper ates the PORVs.

~ Modify the Surveillance Requirements to increase the surveillance
frequency to demonstrate PORVs operable in Modes 4, 5, and 6.

~ Modify the Limiting Conditions for Operation to maintain power to
closed PORVs and block valves.

~ Shorten the time allowed to restore a PORV to operable status in
Modes 5 and 6 from 7 days to 72 hours.

~ Eliminate the option for continued operation with an inoperable
Class I PORV block valve.

~ Require operation of the block valves to demonstrate operability
when the block valve is closed due to excessive seat leakage of
its associated PORV.

All of these changes increase the probability the PORV would be
available if needed for LTOP, mitigation of an SGTR, or for RCS
cooldown. Since the proposed TS changes would increase the probability
the PORVs would be available if needed for accident recovery, there is
no adverse impact on safety with regards to accident recovery.

The proposed changes of maintaining power to closed block valves could
potentially increase the probability of an inadvertent opening of the
block valve., Further,, the proposed change of operating the block valve
through 'one complete cycle of full'ravel to 'demonstrate operability
when the block valve is closed due to excessive seat leakage of a PORV
could potentially increase the probability of inadvertent RCS leakage.
The safety impact of,these proposed changes is, however, not significant
since they are only applicable if the PORV is inoperable due to
excessive seat leakage. If the block valve were inadvertently opened or
opened for testing, the RCS would not be expected to undergo a rapid
depressurization.

The proposed changes to the DCPP TS are consistent with the
recommendations of GL 90-06. However, there are some differences
between the proposed changes to the DCPP TS and the NRC proposed TS
revisions in GL 90-06. These differences are discussed below.

The proposed DCPP TS 3/4.4.4 with respect to the non-Class I PORV and
block valve differs from the guidance proposed in GL 90-06. However,
the proposed DCPP TS with respect to the non-Class I PORV and block
valve is consistent with current TS requirements. The proposed DCPP TS
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would allow continued operation with the non-Class 1 PORV unavailable to
control RCS pressure 'for accident mitigation as long as the block valve
or PORV can be closed to maintain the RCS pressure boundary. This is
acceptable since both Class 1 PORVs would still be available to control
RCS pressure for accident mitigation. Operation of any one of the PORVs
is adequate to recover from an SGTR or provide RCS pressure control for
RCS cooldown.

The proposed DCPP TS 3/4.4.4 will require that the PORV associated with
an inoperable block valve be closed and power be removed from the
solenoid of the air control valve associated with the PORV. The TS
proposed in GL 90-06 requires that the PORV be placed in manual control.
PGSE proposes to require the PORV be closed and power removed from the
solenoid of the air control valve since use of the PORV to control RCS
pressure for accident mitigation with an inoperable block valve could
result in an unisolable RCS leak if the PORV and associated block valve
were opened and would not close. For the Class 1 PORVs, which are the
primary means of RCS pressure control for accident mitigation, operation
with the PORV closed and power removed from the solenoid of the air
control valve would be limited by the Action Statement.

The proposed Surveillance Requirement 4.4.4. 1 does not require testing
of the PORV to be performed in Hodes 3 or 4. This is not consistent
with the suggested TS 'change in GL 90-06, which limits testing of the
PORVs to Hodes 3 or 4. Currently PGIIE has administrative controls that
ensure the PORVs are tested in Hode 4. However, the proposed
Surveillance Requirement allows the flexibility to test the valves in
any mode following maintenance. Therefore, additional requirements in
the TS are not necessary.

The proposed DCPP TS changes for the Backup Air/Nitrogen system for the
Class 1 PORVs are consistent with the suggested TS changes in GL 90-06,
except the solenoid air control valves and the check valves in the
Backup Air/Nitrogen system are not listed explicitly in the new
Surveillance Requirements and are not required to be operated through
one complete cycle of full travel. No position indication is provided
for the solenoid air control valves or check valves, so verification of
operation through one complete cycle is not practical. The proper
operation of the check valves is verified by determining the leakage
rate of the Backup Air/Nitrogen system is within its design limits. The
proper operation of the solenoid air control valves is verified by
stroke testing the PORV.

The TS 3/4.4.4 Bases proposed in GL 90-06 would require the automatic
pressure control function of the PORVs to be operable for the PORVs to
be operable. The proposed DCPP TS Bases would only require manual
actuation capability for the PORVs to be operable. The automatic RCS
pressure control function of the PORVs is not a safety-related function
in Hodes I, 2, and 3. The automatic pressure control function limits
the number of challenges to the safety valves, but the safety valves
perform the safety function of RCS overpressure protection. The
automatic pressure control function in Hodes 1, 2, and 3 is not required
to safely shutdown the plant or mitigate the consequences of accidents.
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Therefore, the automatic pressure control function is not a
safety-related function in Modes I, 2, and 3, and is not necessary for
the PORVs to be considered operable.

The proposed changes to DCPP TS 3/4.4.9.3 are also not consistent with
the GL 90-06 recommended revisions to the Action Statements and
Surveillance Requirements. Action Statement "d" and part of Action
Statement "e" of the TS recommended in GL 90-06 are outside the
applicability listed in the recommended TS. If the RCS is vented, the
recommended TS would no longer be applicable. However, Action Statement
"d" is only entered if the RCS is vented and Action Statement "e" can be
entered if RCS vents are used to mitigate an RCS pressure transient.
Since the recommended TS is not applicable when the RCS is vented,
Action Statement "d," which is surveillance of the vent paths, would
never be required and Action Statement "e" would only be required if the
PORVs were used to mitigate an overpressure event. The DCPP proposed TS
ensures LTOP is actuated or the RCS is vented with the appropriate
Surveillance Requirements and Special Reports are generated when
appropriate.

The proposed TS 3/4.4.9.3 action with one Class I PORV inoperable in
Nodes 5 or 6 with the reactor vessel head on (proposed Action "b")
requires the inoperable PORV be restored to Operable status within the
next 72 hours or depressurize and vent the RCS. The GL 90-06 suggested
TS allows only 24 hours to restore the PORV to Operable status. The
72-hour allowed outage time is consistent with other DCPP TS when a
redundant channel is Operable. The 24-hour allowed outage time does not
allow enough time to do a planned evolution for RCS depressurization.
Also in Mode 5 or 6 with the reactor vessel head on, residual heat
removal (RHR) is required to be in operation and the RHR relief valves
are available to mitigate an overpressure event.

The proposed changes increase the availability and reliability of the
PORVs, do not increase the probability of an accidental RCS
depressurization, and are consistent with the recommendations of
GL 90-06, except as noted above. Therefore, there is reasonable
assurance that the proposed changes to TS 3/4.4.4 and 3/4.4.9.3 would
not adversely affect the health and safety of the public.

E. NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS EVALUATION
„'GKE

has evaluated the hazard considerations involved with the proposed
amendment focusing on the three standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c)
as quoted below:,'

v'he

Commission may make a final determination, pursuant to the
procedures in paragraph 50.91, that a proposed amendment to an
operating license, for a facility'icensed under paragraph 50.21(b)
or paragraph 50.22 or for a testing facility involves no
significant hazards considerations, if operation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed amendment would not:
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(2)

Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated; or

Create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously evaluated; or

Involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

The following evaluation is provided for the no significant hazards
consideration standards.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously

evaluated'.

The proposed change of maintaining power to closed block
valves could potentially increase the probability of an
inadvertent opening of the block valve, and the proposed
change of operating the block valve through one complete
cycle of full travel to demonstrate operability when the
block valve is closed due to excessive seat leakage of a
PORV could potentially increase the probability of
inadvertent RCS leakage. The safety impact is, however, not
significant since the proposed changes are only applicable„if the PORV,is inoperable due to excessive seat leakage. If
the block valve were inadvertently opened or opened for
test'ing, 'only leakage would- occur, and the RCS would not
undergo a rapid depressurization.

The PORVs are used by'operators, for recovery from postulated
accidents such as an SGTR. Automatic actuation of the PORVs
is needed for LTOP of the RCS. The.,proposed changes to the'S increase the availability of the PORVs for, these
functions.'"'herefore, there would be no i'ncrease in
consequences as a result of the pr'oposed TS changes.

Therefore, the proposed changes do not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated?

The requested license amendment would not involve any
physical changes to the plant and, in particular, the PORVs
and block valves.

Therefore, the proposed changes do not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.
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3. Does the change involve a significant reduction in a margin
of

safety'he

primary purpose of the proposed TS changes is to
increase the availability and reliability of the PORVs. The
proposed TS changes do not involve any changes to actuation
setpoints of the PORVs or LTOP system. There is no impact
of the proposed changes on any safety analysis assumptions.

Therefore, the proposed changes do not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.

F. NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION

Based on the above evaluation, PG&E concludes that the activities
associated with this LAR satisfy the no significant hazards
consideration standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) and, accordingly, a no
significant hazards consideration finding is justified.

G. ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

PGLE has evaluated the proposed changes and determined that the changes
do not involve (i) a significant hazards consideration, (ii) a
significant change in the types or significant increase in the amounts
of any effluent that may be released offsite, or (iii) a significant
increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation exposure.
Accordingly, the proposed changes meet the eligibility criterion for
categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9). Therefore,
pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b), an environmental assessment of the proposed
changes is not required.
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