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A. DESCRIPTION OF THE TECHNICALSPECIFICATION AMENDMENTRE VEST

The proposed amendment to Unit 1 Technical Specification (TS) 3/4.7.1, adds a
note to Table 3.7-2 that will allow continued operation during Unit 1, Cycle 5 at
100 percent Maximum Steady State Power Level with one main steam safety
valve (MSSV) inoperable per steam generator (SG). The variable overpower
reactor trip will not change and the setpoint will remain at the reduced value of
108% per Table 3.7-2.

B., PURPOSE OF THE TECHNICALSPECIFICATION

The purpose of TS 3/4.7.1.1 is to require the operability of the MSSVs. As
discussed in the BASES for TS 3/4.7.1.1, the OPERABILITYof the MSSVs limits
the secondary system pressure to within 110% (1397 psia) of the design pressure
(1270 psia) during the most severe anticipated operational transient. For design
purposes, the valves are sized so that the twenty MSSVs will pass a minimum of
102% of the RATED THERMAL POWER at 102% of design power. The
adequacy of this relieving capacity is demonstrated by maintaining the reactor
coolant system (RCS) pressure below NRC acceptance criteria (120% of design
criteria for large feedwater line breaks, control element assembly (CEA) ejection
and 110% of design pressure for all other overpressurization events). STARTUP
and/or POWER OPERATION is allowed with MSSVs inoperable if the maximum
allowable power level is reduced per Table 3.7-2. Table 3.7-2 restricts the
maximum allowable power level based on the number of inoperable MSSVs on
any SG.

C. EXPLANATION OF THE NEED FOR THE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION
AMENDMENTAND THE EXIGENT CIRCUMSTANCES

Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station (PVNGS) Unit 1 is currently operating at
a reduced power level as a result of two inoperable MSSVs (one in each SG).
The inoperable MSSVs are SG number 1 MSSV SGE-PSV-0572 (bank 1) and SG
number 2 MSSV SGE-PSV-0557 (bank 3). Per Table 3.7-1 of LCO 3.7.1.1,
PVNGS Unit 1 is limited to a maximum Allowable Steady State Power Level of
98.2% of rated thermal power due to one inoperable MSSV in each SG. The
original basis for this restriction is to avert challenges to the integrity of the RCS
and secondary system pressure boundaries during the most severe anticipated
overpressurization events by ensuring there is sufficient MSSV relieving capacity.

Consistent with TS 3.1.1.3, "MODERATORTEMPERATURE COEFFICIENT," the
current safety analyses for the most severe overpressurization events use the
most adverse Moderator Temperature Coefficient (MTC) at 100% RATED
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THERMAL POWER. Specifically, the safety analyses for the limiting pressure
transients assume an MTC value of 0.0 dk/k/'F (i.e., 0.0 Chp/'F) at full rated
power. for the present time-in-cycle for PVNGS Unit 1, the actual MTC is less
adverse than that assumed in the safety analyses. The MTC for Unit 1, Cycle 5
measured at 43 EFPD and 85% power was -0.978 E-4 Dp/'F (at 100% power it
would be slightly more negative), and 292 EFPD and 98.2% power (2/3 cycle
MTC measured on October 20, 1994) was -2.039 E-4 hp/'F. The predicted end
of cycle MTC, based on these actual MTCs, is approximately -2.75 E-4 Zy/'F.

As MTC becomes more negative, there is more negative temperature feedback,
less power mismatch primary to secondary, and a lower pressure peak. Since the
actual MTC value in PVNGS Unit 1 is less adverse than that assumed in the
safety analyses, the reanalysis demonstrates that there is sufficient relieving
capacity, without the one inoperable MSSV in each SG, to preclude exceeding the
secondary or RCS pressure limit during the most severe anticipated operational
transient initiated from 102% rated thermal power. Hence, the current restriction
on power is not justified and a return to 100% rated thermal power for the
remainder of Unit 1, Cycle 5 is technically supported.

As such, APS is requesting approval of a one time amendment to the Unit 1 TS
to allow full power operation with one MSSV inoperable per SG for the remainder
of Unit 1, Cycle 5 (the next Unit 1 refueling, Cycle 6, is scheduled for April 1995).

This amendment is being requested on an exigent basis because the current
condition (one inoperable MSSV per SG), is limiting Unit 1 to 98.2% power until
the next refueling outage. In accordance with 10 CFR 50.91, the return of Unit
1 to 100% power provides sufficient justification for the amendment being
requested on an exigent basis.

The two inoperable MSSVs in PVNGS Unit 1 are currently gagged and are not
physically able to open. The valve gags are seismically evaluated and will not
interfere with the operation of the remaining MSSVs. As a prudent and
precautionary measure, APS has reviewed the valve performance test results for
the other 18 MSSVs currently installed in Unit 1 and the 40 MSSVs installed in

PVNGS Units 2 and 3. Specifically, valve performance during testing was
reviewed. Based on the review, no other MSSVs have been declared inoperable.

D. SAFETY ANALYSIS FOR THE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION AMENDMENT
RECEUEST

The proposed TS amendment allows PVNGS Unit 1 to return to full power
operation with one inoperable MSSV in each SG as supported by safety analyses.
In particular, the most severe overpressurization events were reanalyzed in detail
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to evaluate the affect of the reduced MSSV. relieving capacity in each SG. To
offset the reduced capacity of the MSSVs, a -1.0 E-4 CLp/'F MTC was used in the
reanalysis. The actual MTC in PVNGS Unit 1 is and will remain conservatively
more negative than this MTC value for the remainder of Unit 1, Cycle 5. The
MTC for Unit 1, Cycle 5 measured at 43 EFPD and 85% power, was -0.978 E-4
lip/'F (at 100% power it would be slightly more negative), and measured at 292
EFPD and 98.2% power (2/3 cycle MTC measured on October 20, 1994) was-
2.039 E-4 hp/ F. The predicted end of cycle MTC, based on these actual MTCs,
is approximately -2.75 E-4 hp/'F. Therefore, the use of a -1.0 E-4 hp/'F MTC
in the analysis is conservative and will remain conservative for the rest of
Cycle 5 for Unit 1.

The safety analysis demonstrates that the existing safety analyses, which were
reviewed and approved by the NRC, remain valid. That is, for the non-LOCA
events the peak RCS system pressures are not exceeded. For the LOCA events,
the results of the existing PVNGS Unit 1, Cycle 5 ECCS performance analysis will
remain valid for two inoperable MSSVs at 3876 MWt (102% of nominal) and 13.5
kw/ft (linear heat rate) ~

NON-LOCA SAFETY ANALYSIS

The Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR) was reviewed to determine
the Chapter 15 Design Basis Events (DBEs) that could be adversely affected by
the proposed TS change. The following is a listing of the pressure peaking
events for each accident category:

INCREASE IN HEAT REMOVAL BY THE SECONDARY SYSTEM (UFSAR
Section 15.1)

UFSAR Section 15.1.4 identifies the Inadvertent Opening of a Steam Generator
Relief or Safety Valve (IOSGADV) with Loss of Offsite Power after Turbine Trip
(LOP) as the most limiting pressure peaking event in this accident category. The
peak RCS pressure for this event does not challenge the pressurizer safety valves
(2500 psia lift setting) and the peak secondary pressure is less than 1320 psia.

DECREASE IN HEAT REMOVAL BY THE SECONDARY SYSTEM (UFSAR
Section 15.2)

Moderate Fre uenc and Infre uent Events

UFSAR Section 15.2.3 identifies the loss of condenser vacuum (LOCV) event as
the most limiting pressure peaking event of the moderate frequency and
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infrequent events in this category, with 2742 psia peak RCS pressure and 1353
psia peak secondary system pressure.

Limitin Fault Events

UFSAR Section 15.2.8 identifies the large feedwater line break (FLB) with a loss
of alternating current (LOAC) as the most limiting pressure peaking event of the
limiting fault events in this category with 2843 psia peak RCS pressure and 1318
psia peak secondary system pressure.

DECREASE IN REACTOR COOLANT FLOWRATE (UFSAR Section 15.3)

Moderate Fre uenc and Infre uent Events

UFSAR Section 15.3.1 identifies the Total Loss of Reactor Coolant Flow as the
most limiting pressure peaking event of the moderate frequency and infrequent
events in this category, with 2576 psia peak RCS pressure and 1338 psia peak
secondary pressure.

Limitin Fault Events

UFSAR Section 15.3.3 identifies the Single Reactor Coolant Pump Rotor Seizure
with Loss of Offsite Power as the most limiting pressure peaking event of the
limiting fault events in this category, with 2387 psia peak RCS pressure and 1347
psia peak secondary pressure.

REACTIVITYANDPOWER DISTRIBUTIONANOMALIES(UFSAR Section 15.4)

Moderate Fre uenc and Infre uent Events

UFSAR Section 15.4.2 identifies the Uncontrolled CEA Withdrawal at Power as
the most limiting pressure peaking event of the moderate frequency and
infrequent events in this category, with 2370 psia peak RCS pressure and 1353

psia peak secondary pressure.

Limitin Fault Events

UFSAR Section 15.4.8 identifies the CEA ejection event as the most limiting
pressure peaking event of the limiting fault events in this category, with 2757 psia
peak RCS pressure and 1348 psia peak secondary pressure.
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INCREASE IN REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM INVENTORY (UFSAR
Section 15.5)

Moderate Fre uenc Events

UFSAR Section 15.5.1 identifies the Inadvertent Operation of the ECCS as the
most limiting pressure peaking event of the moderate frequency events in this
category, with peak RCS pressure less than the HPSI shutoff head pressure of
1715 psia and secondary pressure does not increase.

Infre uent Events

UFSAR Section 15.5.2 identifies the chemical and volume control system (CVCS)
Malfunction-Pressurizer Level Control System Malfunction=with Loss of Offsite
Power as the most limiting pressure peaking event of the infrequent events in this
category, with 2561 psia peak RCS pressure and 1298 psia peak secondary
pressure.

DECREASE IN REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM INVENTORY(UFSAR Section
15.6)

Moderate Fre uenc Events

UFSAR Section 15.6.2, identifies the Double-Ended Break of a Letdown Line
Outside Containment as the most limiting pressure peaking event of the moderate
frequency events in this category, with RCS pressure and secondary pressure
decreasing during this event.

Infre uent Events

The SG tube rupture events in this category were reviewed to determine if
operation at full power with one MSSV inoperable in each SG would negatively
impact the analysis results. The peak system pressures (UFSAR Section 15.6.3)
identifies the Steam Generator Tube Rupture as the most limiting pressure
peaking event of the infrequent'vents in this category, with RCS pressure
decreasing and 1330 psia peak secondary pressure.
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DETAILED EVALUATION

Based on a review of these DBEs, the following UFSAR events were identified as
requiring a detailed evaluation (the remaining Chapter 15 DBEs were either not
affected by this change or are less limiting than these events):

Loss of Condenser Vacuum (UFSAR Section 15.2.3)
Feedwater Line Break (UFSAR Section 15.2.8)
Control Element Assembly Ejection (UFSAR Section 15.4.8)

The LOCV and FLB are the primary pressure peaking events. The CEA Ejection
event was also evaluated to provide an additional comparison of pressure
response.

Anal tical Methodolo

The reanalysis of the above events consisted of a sensitivity study that quantified
the benefit of the more negative MTC. The sensitivity study, as noted in the
footnote for Tables 1, 2, and 3, does not quantify the absolute peak pressures.
The sensitivity study shows the relative benefit of the more negative MTC by
comparing the affect on peak pressure. Therefore, the peak pressures in the
sensitivity studies are not directly comparable to the peak pressures in the
UFSAR safety analysis. The inputs for the sensitivity study were chosen to be
consistent with the safety analysis. The sensitivity study involved first running a
base case with the most adverse values for core parameters and MTC. The most
adverse value for full power operation was for an MTC of 0.0 CLp/'F, since this
results in no negative temperature feedback. This base case assumed that all ten
installed MSSVs per SG were available. In accordance with the TSs, the lift
pressure setpoints for the MSSVs were staggered. Conservative lift pressure
setpoints (TS lift setting plus 3%) of 1303 psia (two valves'per SG), 1344 psia
(two valves per SG), and 1370 psia (6 valves per SG) were assumed. After the
initiation of the DBE, the timing of important trip functions, valve actuations, and
peak system pressures were extracted from this case.

A second case was then run, assuming one inoperable MSSV in each SG. It was
assumed that the inoperable MSSVs were in the first bank of MSSVs (i.e., the
lowest liftpressure setpoint). The most adverse values for core parameters were
again used. In this case, however, an MTC value of -1.0 E-4 Chp/'F was used.
The use of this slightly negative MTC introduced the beneficial effect of negative
temperature feedback. The -timing of the important trip functions, valve
actuations, and peak system pressures were again extracted. These results were
compared with the base case.
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Anal ical Conservatism

Many conservatisms still exist in the analysis of the peak pressure DBEs and
include the following:

(1) The actual MTC expected for full power operation for the remainder of PVNGS
Unit 1, Cycle 5 is more negative, and thus more beneficial, than the -1.0 E-4
hp/'F used in the sensitivity study (actual MTC measured on October 20, 1994
was -2.039 E-4 lip/'F). Thus, the mitigating affect on peak system pressures
would be expected to be even greater than those reported herein.

(2) The core parameters used in the reanalysis (other than MTC) are generic and
selected in the most adverse direction. Less adverse cycle specific or
time-in-cycle specific values were not used in the reanalysis of PVNGS Unit 1,
Cycle 5.

(3) The inoperable MSSVs are assumed to be in the first bank of MSSVs which
have the lowest lift setpoint pressure (i.e., 1303 psia). In fact, one of the two
MSSVs currently inoperable is from the third bank of MSSVs (with a higher lift
setpoint of1370 psia) and the other MSSV is in the first bank. Ifthe actual MSSV
lift setpoint pressures had been simulated, the results would be less adverse
since there would be more relief capacity near the beginning of the event to
reduce the pressure peak.

The following is a summary, by accident category, of the results of the DBE
reviews and reanalyses:

Loss of Condenser Vacuum Event

The events resulting in decreased heat removal by the secondary system include
Loss of Feedwater Flow, Loss of Load, LOAC Power, and LOCV. Of these
events, the LOCV (anticipated operational occurrence) is the most severe for
PVNGS Unit 1 as it results in the simultaneous loss of both feedwater flow and
loss of load.

Table 1 compares the two LOCV transient simulations which were run as part of
the sensitivity analysis to evaluate the proposed TS amendment. The purpose
of the sensitivity analysis was to quantify the benefit of the more negative MTC
with relation to the reduced MSSV capacity. As can be seen, there is

approximately a 20 psia decrease in peak RCS pressure and a negligible change
in the peak secondary system pressure as a result of using a less adverse MTC
value, even with the loss of relief capacity from two MSSVs.
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With respect to secondary system pressure, both cases experience an immediate
turn around in secondary system pressure upon actuation of the second set of
MSSVs. Thus, even with the reduced MSSV relief capacity, the peak RCS and
secondary system pressures which could result from an LOCVover the remainder
of Unit 1, Cycle 5 operation would be no more adverse than those currently
analyzed. Figures 1 through 4 present the transient behavior of core power, RCS
pressure, RCS temperatures, and SG pressures for the base case. Figures 5
through 8 present the same parameters for the case with one inoperable MSSV
per SG and an MTC value of-1.0 E-4 Clp/ F.

Table 1

Loss of Condenser Vacuum Event
Sensitivity Analysis Results

High Pressurizer
Pressure Trip

Pressurizer Safety
Valves Open
(2575 psia)

1st Bank MSSVs Open
(1303 psia)

2nd Bank MSSVs Open
(1 344 psia)

3rd Bank MSSVs Open
(1370 psia)

Peak RCS Pressure*

Peak Secondary
System Pressure*

10 MSSVs/SG

MTC
0.0 E-4 hp/'F

6.55 sec.

7.15 sec.

8.25 sec.
(2 valves/SG)

9.85 sec.
(2 valves/SG)

12.26 sec.
(6 valves/SG)

2710.9 psia
@ 9.05 sec.

1370.7 psia
O 12.26 sec.

9 MSSVs/SG

MTC
-1.0 E-4 Dp/'F

6.65 sec.

7.25 sec.

8.25 sec.
(1 valve/SG)

9.75 sec.
(2 valves/SG)

11.55 sec.
(6 valves/SG)

2690.4 psia
@ 8.95 sec.

1371.0 psia
@ 11.55 sec.

Calculated at the centerline of the Hot Leg surge line connection. This does not include losses

(frictional) and gains (RCPs) in pressure to the point of maximum system pressure. These effects are

essentially the same for both cases. Therefore, the peak pressures in the sensitivity studies are not

directly comparable to the peak pressures in the UFSAR safety analysis.
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Feedwater Line Break Event

A break in the main feedwater system is the only identified decreased heat
removal DBE in the limiting fault category. Several FLB scenarios are analyzed
in support of PVNGS Unit 1 operation. These include a small FLB with a single
failure [resulting in the coastdown of two Reactor Coolant Pumps (RCPs)] and a
large FLB with a LOAC (resulting in the coastdown of all four RCPs). All of the
FLB scenarios were examined. The scenario with the highest system pressures
is the large FLB with a LOAC (limiting fault event).

Consistent with the analytical approach for the LOCV event, a sensitivity study
was performed to quantify changes in peak RCS and secondary pressures. Table
2 compares the sequence of events for the two large FLB cases analyzed for this
TS amendment request. As can be seen, the use of the -1.0 E-4 hp/'F MTC
value results in nearly a 100 psia reduction in peak RCS system pressure. Also,
the opening of the lowest set MSSVs is delayed until after the point of peak
system pressure. As expected, therefore, the reduction in MSSV relief capacity
has no affect on peak RCS pressure.

With respect to peak secondary system pressure, both cases experience an
immediate turn around in secondary system pressure upon actuation of the
second set of MSSVs. The sensitivity study demonstrates that there is a
negligible impact on peak secondary pressure. Thus, even with the reduced
MSSV relief capacity, the peak RCS and secondary system pressures which could
result from a FLB, over the remainder of PVNGS Unit 1, Cycle 5 operation, would
be no more adverse than those currently analyzed. Figures 9 through 12 present
the transient behavior of core power, RCS pressure, RCS temperatures, and SG
pressures for the base case FLB simulation. Figures 13 through 16 present the
same parameters for the case with one inoperable MSSV per SG and an MTC
value of -1.0 E-4 hp/'F.
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Table 2

Large Feedwater Line Break with LOAC
Sensitivity Analysis Results

High Pressurizer
Pressure Trip

Pressurizer Safety
Valves Open
(2575 psia)

1st Bank MSSVs Open
(1303 psia)

Peak RCS Pressure*

2nd Bank MSSVs Open
(1344 psia)

Peak Secondary
System Pressure*

10 MSSVs/SG

MTC
0.0 E-4 hp/'F

24.6 sec.

25.55 sec.

27.65 sec. (RHSG)
(2 valves)

28.05 sec. (LHSG)
(2 valves)

2787.4 psia
O 28.7 sec.

29.7 sec. (RHSG)
(2 valves)

1354.5 psia (RHSG)
O 31.15 sec.

9 MSSVs/SG

MTC
-1.0 E-4 hp/OF

25.55 sec.

26.30 sec.

29.80 sec. (RHSG)
(1 valve)

30.20 sec. (LHSG)
(1 valves)

2693.1 psia
O 29.2 sec.

31.65 sec. (RHSG)
(2 valves)

32.15 sec. (LHSG)
(2 valves)

1354.4 psia (RHSG)
O 32.65 sec.

Calculated at the centerline of the Hot Leg surge line connection. This does not include losses
(frictional) and gains (RCPs) in pressure to the point of maximum system pressure. These effects are
essentially the same for both cases. Therefore, the peak pressures in the sensitivity studies are not
directly comparable to the peak pressures in the UFSAR safety analysis.

Control Element Assembly Ejection

The CEA ejection events (reactivity and power distribution anomalies) were
- reviewed. Among the DBEs that do not decrease heat removal by the secondary

system and depend on the relief capacity of the MSSVs to ensure that the peak
RCS pressure criteria is satisfied, the CEA ejection event was determined to be
the most limiting. One of the CEA ejection scenarios analyzed in support of the
operation of PVNGS Unit 1 uses initial conditions which are selected to maximize
peak system pressures. For example, the modelling of this event does not credit

any pressure relief through an assumed break of the RCS pressure boundary
which is postulated to cause the CEA ejection. Additionally, this scenario does
not credit the rapid High Variable Overpower Trip which would be expected to
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closely follow the CEA ejection. Instead, the later-acting High Pressurizer
Pressure trip is credited in this scenario.

Consistent with the analytical approach for the LOCV event, a sensitivity study
was performed to quantify changes in peak RCS and secondary pressures. Table
3 compares the sequence of events for the two peak pressure CEA ejection
simulations. It is apparent that the benefit of a less adverse MTC overwhelms the
reduced MSSV capacity. Specifically, there is more than a 40 psia difference in
RCS pressure between the two cases.

Table 3

CEA Ejection
Sensitivity Analysis Results

High Pressurizer
Pressure Trip

1st Bank MSSVs Open
(1303 psia)

2nd Bank MSSVs Open
(1344 psia)

Pressurizer Safety
Valves Open
(2575 psia)

3rd Bank MSSVs Open
(1370 psia)

Peak RCS
Pressure'eak

Secondary
System

Pressure'0

MSSVs/SG

MTC
0.0 E-4 hp/'F

3.35 sec.

4.25 sec.
(2 valves)

4.925 sec.
(2 valves)

5.4 sec.

5.666 sec.
(6 valves)

2602.9 psia
@ 5.574 sec.

1378.3 psia
@ 6.92 sec.

9 MSSVs/SG

MTC
-1.0 EA bp/'F

4.75 sec.

5.5 sec.
(1 valve)

6.2 sec.
(2 valves)

6.9 sec.
(6 valves)

2560.1 psia
@7.53 sec.

1383.7 psia
O 8.47 sec.

Calculated at the centerline of the Hot Leg surge line connection. This does not include losses

(frictional) and gains (RCPs) in pressure to the point of maximum system pressure. These effects are

essentially the same for both cases. Therefore, the peak pressures in the sensitivity studies are not

directly comparable to the peak pressures in the UFSAR safety analysis.

Figures 17 through 20 present the transient behavior of the core power, RCS
pressure, RCS temperatures, and SG pressure for the base case. Figures 21
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through 24 present the same parameters for the case with one inoperable MSSV
per SG and an MTC value of-1.0 E-4 CLpl'F.

With respect to peak secondary system pressure, both cases experience an
immediate turn around in secondary system pressure upon actuation of the third
set of MSSVs. Thus, even with the reduced MSSV relief capacity, the peak RCS
pressure (which could result from a CEA ejection over the remainder of PVNGS
Unit 1, Cycle 5 operation) would be no more adverse than those currently
analyzed. Although the sensitivity study indicates a small (approximately 5 psi)
increase in secondary pressure, the increase in peak secondary pressure (UFSAR
peak secondary pressure is 1348 psia) would not exceed the UFSAR peak
secondary pressure for the LOCV event (1353 psia).

LOCA SAFETY ANALYSIS

The PVNGS Unit 1, Cycle 5 LOCA safety analysis (UFSAR Section 15.6.5) was
evaluated to determine the impact of two inoperable MSSVs on the results of the
analysis. The evaluation considered both large break and small break LOCAs.
The following summarizes the result of the evaluations:

Lar e Break LOCA

The results of the blowdown hydraulic transient analysis for the limiting large
break LOCA for PVNGS Unit 1 were reviewed to determine the calculated
performance of the MSSVs during the transient. The review found that the
maximum SG secondary side pressure during the blowdown transient is below the
opening pressure of the first bank of MSSVs. Consequently, the MSSVs do not
open and the results of the large break LOCA ECCS performance analysis are not
affected by the proposed TS amendment.

Small Break LOCA

The blowdown hydraulic analysis of the limiting small break LOCA (i.e., a 0.05
square foot break in the RCP discharge leg) was reanalyzed with two inoperable
MSSVs. For conservatism, the analysis assumed that one valve in the first bank
of each SG was inoperable. In actuality, one of the inoperable valves is in the
third bank of MSSVs and has a higher lift pressure setpoint.

The transient results for SG pressure, RCS pressure, and inner vessel two-phase
level for two inoperable MSSVs are compared to the results of a base case with
no inoperable valves in Figures 25 through 27. The comparison shows that two
inoperable MSSVs do not significantly impact the hydraulic transient.
Consequently, there would be no'mpact on the calculated 'peak cladding
temperature of the limiting small break.
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The impact is insignificant because only one operable valve in the first bank of
MSSVs is needed in each SG to relieve the steam being produced as a result of
the primary-to-secondary heat transfer. The relieving capacity of one MSSV in
the first bank of MSSVs is approximately 940,000 ibm/hr. With this capacity, one
operable first bank valve per SG provides sufficient relieving capacity to remove
100% of the core decay heat.

CONCLUSION

Based on the evaluation described above, it is concluded that the results of the
existing PVNGS Unit 1, Cycle 5 ECCS performance analysis will remain valid for
two inoperable MSSVs at 3876 MWt (102% of nominal) and 13.5 kw/ft.

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION

The Commission has provided standards for determining whether a significant
hazards consideration exists as stated in 10 CFR 50.92. A proposed TS
amendment to an operating license for a facility involves no significant hazards
consideration, if operation of the facility in accordance with the proposed TS
amendment would not:

(2)

(3)

Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated; or
Create the possibility of a new or a different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated; or
Involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

A discussion of the above standards as they relate to this TS amendment request
follows:

Standard 1 —Does the proposed change involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated?

The proposed technical specification (TS) amendment does not involve a

significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated. The primary pressure peaking events [loss of condenser vacuum
(LOCV), feedwater line break (FLB), and control element assembly (CEA) ejection
events] were analyzed to provide a comparison of pressure response using a

base case with a moderator temperature coeffecient (MTC) of 0.0 hp/'F and ten
operable main steam safety valves (MSSVs) per steam generator (SG) and a

second case using an MTC of -1.0 E-4 bp/'F and nine operable MSSVs per SG.
The analyses performed confirmed that the existing safety analysis (i.e., the
analysis of record) for PVNGS Unit 1, Cycle 5 will remain valid for 102% rated
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thermal power operation with one MSSV inoperable in each SG. That is, the
reactor coolant system (RCS) and secondary system design pressure limits will
not be exceeded.

- The analysis of the pressure peaking events was conservative and included the
following:

(1) The actual MTC expected for full power operation for the remainder of PVNGS
Unit 1, Cycle 5 is more negative, and thus more beneficial, than the -1.0 E-4
Chp/'F used in the reanalysis (actual MTC measured on October 20, 1994 was
-2.039 E-4 bp/'F). Thus, the mitigating affect on peak system pressures would
be expected to be even greater than those reported herein.

(2) The core parameters used in the reanalysis (other than MTC) are generic and
selected in the most adverse direction. Less adverse cycle specific or
time-in-cycle specific values were not used in the reanalysis of PVNGS Unit 1,

Cycle 5.

(3) The inoperable MSSVs are assumed to be in the first bank of MSSVs which
have the lowest lift setpoint pressure (i.e., 1303 psia). In fact, one of the two
MSSVs currently inoperable is from the third bank of MSSVs (with a higher lift
setpoint of 1370 psia) and the other MSSV is in the first bank. Ifthe actual MSSV
lift setpoint pressures had been simulated, the results would be less adverse
since there would be more relief capacity near the beginning of the event to
reduce the pressure peak.

Standard 2 —Does the proposed change create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated'

The proposed TS amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated. The analyses performed
demonstrates that the current licensing basis analyses results remain valid at
102% rated thermal power with one MSSV inoperable in each SG and that all

safety system settings will remain unchanged. The PVNGS TS currently allows
operation at 98.2% Maximum Steady State Power Level (ACTION a. of Limiting
Condition for Operation 3.7.1.1) with one inoperable MSSV per SG. The analysis
shows that for the current Unit 1 fuel cycle, operation at 102% Maximum Steady
State Power Level with one inoperable MSSV per SG is acceptable.
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Standard 3 —Does the proposed change involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety?

The proposed TS amendment will not involve a significant reduction in a margin
of safety. There is no reduction in the margin of safety since the analysis
performed, crediting the remaining operable MSSVs, shows the results of the
analysis of record remain valid. That is, the RCS and secondary system design
pressure limits will not be exceeded at 102% rated thermal power with one MSSV
inoperable in each SG. In addition, all other safety limits and safety system
settings remain unchanged. The actual MTC expected for full power operation
for the remainder of PVNGS Unit 1, Cycle 5 is more negative, and thus more
beneficial, than the -1.0 E-4 hp/'F used in the reanalysis study (actual MTC
measured on October 20, 1994 was -2.039 E-4 hp/'F).

F. ENVIRONMENTALIMPACT CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION

APS has determined that the proposed TS amendment involves no change in the
amount or type of any effluent that may be released offsite, and that there is no
increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation exposure. As such,
operation of PVNGS Unit 1, in accordance with the proposed TS amendment,
does not involve an unreviewed environmental safety question.

G. MARKED-UP TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION PAGES

See attached page 3/4 7-3 for Unit 1.
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