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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORYCOMMISSION

) Docket No. 50-275
In The Matter of ) Facility Operating License
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY) No. DPR-80

)
Diablo Canyon Power Plant )
Units 1 )

)

License Amendment Request No. 96-02

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.90, Pacific Gas and Electric Company hereby applies to amend
its Diablo Canyon Power Plant Facility Operating License No. DPR-80 (License). The
proposed change revises Technical Specification (Appendix A of the Licenses)
3/4.8.1.1, "Electrical Power Systems - A.C. Sources - Operating" to add a one-time
extension of Action Statement (a) from 72 hours to 120 hours to allow replacement of
auxiliary transformer 1-1.

Information on the proposed change is provided in Attachments A through C. This
change has been reviewed and does not involve a significant hazards consideration as
defined in 10 CFR 50.92, and does not require an environmental assessment in
accordance with 10 CFR 51.22(b). Further, there is reasonable assurance that the
health and safety of the public will not be adversely affected by the proposed changes.

Sincerely,

I

Gregory M. Rueger

Subscribed and sworn to before me
this 18th day of January 1996
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ADQCK 05000275

Attorneys for Pacific Gas and
Electric Company
Bruce R. Worthington
Christop er J. Warner

Notary Public Christopher . W er

KAREN T. MASON
Comm%on 11065274

NoIoVPUbllo —Collfomla
SAN LUIS OBISPO

COUN'y

Comm. Exp(roe JUL 3 I, N99
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REQUEST FOR REVIEW OF A CHANGE TO TECHNICALSPECIFICATION
3/4.8.1.1, "ELECTRICALPOWER SYSTEMS - A.C. SOURCES - OPERATING"

A. DESCRIPTION OF AMENDMENTREQUEST

This License Amendment Request (LAR) proposes to change Technical
Specification (TS) 3/4.8.1.1, "Electrical Power Systems - A.C. Sources-
Operating," Action Statement (a), to allow a one-time extension of the
allowed outage time (AOT) for installation of a new Diablo Canyon Power
Plant (DCPP) Unit 1 auxiliary transformer 1-1.

The change to the TS is noted in the marked-up copy of the applicable TS
page provided as Attachment B. The new proposed TS is provided in
Attachment C.

B. BACKGROUND

Electrical System Description

DCPP is supplied with offsite power from the 500 kV and the 230 kV
systems. During normal operation, the main generator supplies power to
the 500 kV system for transmission to the PGRE electrical supply system.
The main generator produces power at 25 kV. The voltage is increased
to 500 kV at the main bank transformers. Prior to the voltage being
increased to 500 kV, the main generator supplies power to the auxiliary
transformers. Auxiliary transformer 1-1 decreases voltage to 12 kV for
use in the two non-vital 12 kV buses. Each bus supplies power to two
reactor coolant pumps (RCPs) and one main circulating water pump.
Auxiliarytransformer 1-2 decreases voltage to 4 kV for use on vital and
non-vital loads. When the unit is not operating, the main generator can
be disconnected from the 25 kV system and the auxiliary transformers can
be supplied by backfeeding from the 500 kV system through the main
bank transformers.

The main bank transformers are disconnected from the 500 kV system in
the event of a plant trip. Plant electrical loads including the 12 kV and the
4 kV loads are then automatically transferred to the 230 kV system. The
230 kV system provides an immediate access source of power then for
both vital and non-vital loads. If the 230 kV system is not available, vital
loads are transferred to the emergency diesel generators (EDGs). After
the plant has been stabilized, the 25 kV system is re-energized from the
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500 kV system through the main bank transformers. Plant loads are then
transferred back to the auxiliary power system.

Current Plant Configuration

On October 21, 1995, during the DCPP Unit 1 seventh refueling outage, a
ground fault on non-safety related auxiliary transformer 1-1 caused the
failure of the transformer (reference PGRE Letter DCL-95-258 dated
November 20, 1995). All consequential damage was repaired; however,
a replacement transformer could not be obtained.

Transformer Replacement

Since a replacement transformer could not be obtained, a 10 CFR 50.59
safety evaluation was performed to evaluate the impact of restart and
operation of Unit 1 without auxiliary transformer 1-1. This safety
evaluation considered operation of Unit 1 without auxiliary transformer
1-1 through May 1996. The safety evaluation concluded that operation of
Unit 1 without auxiliary transformer 1-1 did not involve an unreviewed
safety question. Consequently, Unit 1 was restarted on November 26,
1995.

Since an identical replacement transformer could not be located, an
existing similar transformer was procured and is in the process of being
rewound for the proper voltage and winding configuration. The earliest
delivery date would be January 25, 1996. The latest delivery is expected
to be January 30, 1996. Final installation is currently scheduled to begin
March 8, 1996. The latest installation start date to avoid conflict with the
Unit 2 seventh refueling outage is March 15, 1996.

Technical Specification Requirements

For Unit 1, the 500 kV system will be inoperable during the time period of
the transformer connection. TS 3.8.1.1, Action Statement (a), allows one
offsite power source to be inoperable for up to 72 hours. Ifthe inoperable
source is not restored within 72 hours, Action Statement (a) requires the
unit be placed in Mode 3 (Hot Standby) within 6 hours and in Mode 5
(Cold Shutdown) within the following 30 hours.

C. JUSTIFICATION

The replacement transformer will be tested, inspected, and connected to
the maximum extent possible prior to taking the Unit 1 500 kV clearance.
This includes: (1) visual internal and external inspections; (2) dewpoint
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check; (3) power factor testing; (4) core meggering; and (5) control circuit
testing. The transformer will then be staged and mounted in its final
location. All possible connection work will be complete and tested prior to
beginning the 500 kV system outage. Replacement of auxiliary
transformer 1-1 in Mode 3 is scheduled for approximately 79 hours. The
requested 120 hour time period is based upon the planned installation
time plus contingencies for: (1) work complications; (2) possible time loss
due to seasonal inclement weather; and (3) possible time required to back
out of the installation should the transformer fail the final phasing tests
that can only be done following the transformer installation.

Compliance with TS 3.8.1.1, Action Statement (a), would require
shutdown of the unit to Mode 5. This would:

1. Require a full thermal cycle of the primary and secondary systems.
2. Make steam generator chemistry control more difficult.
3. Require the performance of cold shutdown frequency tests and

inspections.
4. Increase the outage duration by approximately 2 days.

D. SAFETY EVALUATION

The impact of extending the AOT of TS 3.8.1.1, Action Statement (a), to
120 hours was evaluated using probabilistic risk assessment (PRA)
methods. Additionally, the impact was considered of the 500 kV system
being unavailable should the 230 kV system be lost. The following is a
summary of the evaluations.

Probabilistic Risk Assessment

A PRA evaluation was performed to evaluate the impact of extending the
AOT for the 500 kV system by 48 hours. For the majority of the accidents
evaluated in the PRA, the 500 kV system is assumed to be inoperable.
Therefore, the extended AOT has no impact on these accidents. The one
accident that considers the 500 kV system to be operable is the loss of
230 kV event. The impact of the extended AOT on this accident was
evaluated. The PRA evaluation concluded that the increase in core
damage frequency due to the extension of the AOT was approximately
1.2 E-07. According to EPRI/NEI TR-105396, "PSA Applications Guide,"
August 1995, an increase in core damage probability of less than 1E-6 is
considered non-risk significant.
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Loss of the 230 kV System

A loss of the 230 kV system would result in a complete loss of forced
reactor coolant flow event due to the loss of all four RCPs. With the 500
kV system inoperable, the 230 kV system would be required to be
restored for forced reactor coolant system flow. Although a complete loss
of forced reactor coolant flow event has been evaluated in Final Safety
Analysis Report Update Section 15.3.4 and determined to be acceptable,
it is not desirable. Therefore, the following compensatory measures have
been implemented to maximize the reliability of the 230 kV system:

1. A reduced transfer of DCPP non-vital loads will be implemented for
DCPP Unit 2 should Morro Bay Power Plant Units 3 and 4 become
unavailable to prevent a reduction of 230 kV system voltage.

2. PGBE Systems Operation Operating Instruction 0-23 has been
issued to control 230 kV system parameters and increase
communications among DCPP, Transmission Planning, and
Systems Operations for operation and maintenance of the 230 kV
transmission system.

3. DCPP Operating Order 0-27 has been issued to coordinate
activities at the 230 kV and 500 kV switchyards to prevent damage
or interference that could impact system operability.

4. 12 kV underground loads normally aligned to Unit 1 have been
aligned to Unit 2 under an administrative tagout.

5. STP I-1 C, "Routine Weekly Checks Required By License," has
been revised to require the Shift Supervisor to call the DCPP
Switching Center to verify operability of the 230 kV system.

In the event that the 230 kV system becomes inoperable, engineered
safety features components will be required to actuate. To maximize the
reliability of these components such as the EDGs and emergency core
cooling system components, the following compensatory measures have
been implemented:

No elective testing or maintenance affecting operability of Unit 1

safety systems will be conducted during the transformer
replacement.

2. Operating procedures have been revised and operator training has
been conducted on natural circulation cooldown, loss of offsite
power, and the proper control of the secondary plant.
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Conclusions

Based on the above evaluations and compensatory measures, PG8E
believes that the proposed change will not adversely affect the health and
safety of the public.

E. NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS

PG8 E has evaluated the no significant hazards considerations involving
the proposed amendment, focusing on the three standards set forth in
10 CFR 50.92(c) as quoted below:

The Commission may make final determination, pursuant to the
proceduresin 50.91, that a proposed amendment to an operating
license for a facilitylicensed under 50.21(b) or 50.22 or for a testing
facilityinvolving no significant hazards consideration, ifoperation of
the facilityin accordance with the proposed amendment would not:

(1) Involve a significantincreasein the probability or
consequences ofan accident previously evaluated; or

(2) Create the possibility ofa new or different kind ofaccident
from any accident previously evaluated, or

(3) Involve a significant reduction in margin of safety.

The following evaluation is provided for the three categories of the
significant hazards consideration standards:

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

A probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) evaluation shows that the
probability of a loss of off site power duration is increased slightly
by the allowed outage time (AOT) increase from 72 to 120 hours.
The core damage probability is 1.2 E-7 for the total 120 hour AOT.
Based on EPRI/NEI guidance, this increase is not considered
significant.

The consequences of the 230 kV system loss are not affected by
increasing the AOT of the 500 kV system. Additionally, the
consequences of the potential event are mitigated by the
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compensatory measures taken to assure the reliability of the
remaining power sources.

Therefore, the proposed change does not significantly increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

The proposed change does not affect the method of operating any
equipment at Diablo Canyon Power Plant. Additionally, the
proposed extension of the AOT does not result in a physical
modification to any equipment.

Therefore, the proposed change does not create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

3. Does the change involve a significant reductionin the margin of
safety?

A PRA evaluation has shown that the impact of extending the AOT
has no significant impact on core damage frequency. Additionally,
compensatory measures have been implemented to minimize the
potential of losing the 230 kV system.

Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety.

In conclusion, based on the above safety evaluation, PG&E believes that
the activities associated with this change request satisfy the requirements
of 10 CFR 50.92(c). Accordingly, a no significant hazards consideration
finding is justified and no unreviewed safety question exists.

F. NO SIGNIFICANTHAZARDS CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION

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

PG8 E has evaluated the proposed changes and determined that
the changes doe not involve (i) a significant hazards consideration,
(ii) a significant change in the types or significant increase in the
amounts any effluent that may be released offsite, or (iii) a
significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational
radiation exposure. Accordingly, the proposed change meets the
eligibilitycriterion 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 change is not required.




