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SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
RELATED TC_AMENDMENT NO.135 10 FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE N0, DPR-32
~NC_AMENDMENT NC.135 T0 FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE MNO. DPR-37
VIRGIK.A ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY
SURRY POWER STATION, UNIT NOS. 1 AND 2
DOCKET NOS. 5C-280 AND 50-281

INTROLDUCT ION

Pursuant to 10 CFR €0.90 and 5C.91 Virginia Electric ard Power Company
(VEPCC) proposed to amend Facility Opereting Licenses Nos. DPk-32 and

DPR-37 tor the Surry Power Station, Units 1 and 2. By letter dated

Novenber 10, 1989, VEPCC proposed to revise the pressurizer sofety valves'
(PSVs) setpoint tulerance of Technical Specification 3...A.3.c from + one
percent tc minus (-) one percent anc plus (+) tive percent for the remainder
ot Cycle 10 for Surry, Units 1 and ¢ by ~eplacing the current footnote.

Thes> Technical Specification changes are required becsuse of recent
information indicating & potential shift in the ressurizer safety valve
shift setpoint tolerance tlat may exceed the = one percent value currently
required by the Technical Specifications.

This change will maintain the reactor ccolant system pressure below the
110 percent design limit specified in the Updated Final Cafety Analysis
Report (UFSAR).

UiSCUSSION AND EVALUATICN

The Surry Units 1 apd ¢ PSVs cre installed downstream of loop seals which
are filled with 300°F water. The 1ift setpoints of the PSVs on both units
were set with steam. In October 1989, tre licensee was informed by
westinghouse of a finding that the actual PSV 1ift setpoint could shift

by 4 to 8 percent under environnents different from that used to estab lish
the setpoint. Since Unit 2 was shut down on (ctober 13, 1989 to correct a
‘wekage problem in the "B" PSV, the licensee decided to test the Unit 2
FSvs. When tested in a loop secl weter environment, the results showec an
increese of 1hft setpoint of +3.L tc +5 percent from the as-found setpoint
esteblished with steam. The licensee, therefore, performed a safety analysis
whose results indicated thet the reactor coolant system (RCS) pressure

of the liniting overpressurization events would remain below the accep-
tance criterion of Z7:C psia (11C percent design pressure) with 1ift pres-
sures up to 5.4 percent above the setpoint pressure. In addition, the
licensee proposed compensatory measures to mairtain operability of at least
cne power-operated reifef valve (PORV) and the anticipatory reactor trip on
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turbine trip circuitry. Based on the licensee's analysis and proposed
compensatory actions, NRC granted relief from the existing Technical
Specification in the form of discretionary enforcement unti] December IR
1989 (NRC letter to VEPCN dated October 27, 1989).

The 11ft pressures of the lUnit 2 PSVs were subsecuently reset with loop-sea)l
water to correspond to the actual installation envircnnent. However,

during reactor coolant system (RCS) pressure testing prior tou return to
service on lovember €, 1989, the "C" PSV 1ifted prematurely at 2335 psig

due to an apparent loss of Toop seal w. ter. In order to minimize the
potential for challenges to the PSVs, which may result in failure of the
valve to reseat, resulting in a small break loss of cuolant accident, the
licensee decided to reset the 1ift pressures for the Unit 2 PSVs with

steam, consistent with Unit 1.

Considering the fact that the actual PSV 1ift pressure under a loop sea)
environment mey be 3.5 to 5 percent higher than the setting established
with steam, the licensee has performed a safety analysis for the relevant
UFSAR transients including loss of load/turbine trip, locked rotor, main
feedline break, loss of normel feedwater and rod ejection. In a!l cases
the peak RCS pressuie was found to be below the acceptance criterion of
2750 psia even if the PSV 1if¢ pressure are assumed to increase by ©.4
nercent. Therefore, the TS change to allow the FSV setpoint wolerance
increase toc 5 percent would not result in the RCS pressure exceeding

110 percent of design pressure.

Since the "C" PSV on Unit 2 lifted at a pressure about € percent lower
than the set pressure, contrary to the maximum of & percent shift found
curing the valve testing earlier, the licensee was requestea to examine
Lauseés of the apparent discrepancy. 1In addition to indicating a RCS
pressure control accuracy of 2.5 percent, the licensee attributed the
discrepancy as due to (1) the siower pressurization rates in the RCS
pressure test relative to the rapid pressurization rate in the valve
setting testing, ana (2) the leakage of a steam/water mixture through the
valve seat resulting in uneven heating of the dissimilar material of the
valve seat and body which is postulated to result in a earlier lifting.
This explanation may have merit; however, the staff ic unable to make a
determination that the actual PSV iift settirg will be within 6 perrunt
of the valve setting. However, considering the fact that (1) earlier
analysis showed that, even without PSVs, the maximum RCS pressure would
remain below 2750 psia with operability ot one PORV and the reactor trip
on turbine trip circuitry, and (2) the licensee indicated that meacures will
be taken to ensure operability of at least one PORV and the anticipatory
reactor trip on turbine trip, there is reasonable assurance that the 110
percent design pressure criterion will not be exceeded even if the actual
PSV setpuint increased by more than 5 percenc. We therefore conclude that
the TS change request for the remainder of Cycle 10 is acceptable., However,
because of the uncertainty in the actual PSV 1ift pressure, we require
that the Ticensee maintain the measures discussed above as compensatory
measures. VEPCO has conmitted to continue to work with the NRC, industry
and Owners Greup to determine and expedite a satisfactory resolution to
this generic issue in order to support the end of Cycle 10 application of
this Technical Specification change.
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The staff has reviewed the licensee's request for un emergency TS change
to increase the PSV 1ift setpoint tolerance from +1 percent to +5 percent
for tie remainder of Cycle 10 operation for both Surry Units 1 and 2.
Based on the iicensee's safety analysis and its intended messures to
ensure operability of at least one PORV and the reactor trip on turbine
trip circuitry, we heve found the TS change request acceptable.

The staff is current’. eveluating the PSV 5etting problem on a generic
basis. The outcome of the staff generic eveluation for a loung-term
soution will also apply to Surry Units 1 and 2.

EMERGENCY CIRCUMSTANCES

In its Novenber 10, 1989 letter, VEPCO requested that 1t ¢$ D¢
treated on an emergency basis because, unless apprc

wou 1d be required to shut down upon expiration of ¢ r forise
ment period on December 1, 1969 and Surry Unit 2 . *oa
restart, currently schedu Jed for Novemoer 23, 198 ‘ sent
inforetion of a gereric nature, on a shift in tne b ! ¢
pressurizer sefety valves due to setpoint testing Jlogy . 3

potential that the setpoint tolerance of the curren. . 8ra. 2
Unit 1 safety valves may exceed the 21 percent value revquired ¢ .n;
Technical Specifications. On October 19, 1989, VEPCO requested an¢ was
granted a discretionary enforcement to permit continued operation and to
further evaluate this generic issue. This discretionary enforecment will
expire on December 1, 1989. As previousiy stated, on November 6, 1989
during RCS pressure testing a Urit 2 PSV 1ifted prematurely at 2335 psig,
As a result of this premature Tifting of the PSV, VEPCO elected to have all
three of the Unit 2 PSVs tested and reset using steam. Subseruently,
based on additional data obtained from testing of the Surry Liit 2 safety
valves and re-analysis, VEPCO submitted the subject proposed amendment
dated November 10, 1989 stating that the froposed change would not result
in reactor coolant system pressure exceeding the 110 percent design limit
specified in the UFSAR. Moreover, VEPCO stated that additional measures
wou .d be taken by monitoring the operability of the puwer operated relief
valves and the anticipatory reactor trip on turbine trip circuitry, Thus,
unless these amendments are promptly authorized, Unit 1 would be required
to shut down on December 1, 1989 and restart of Unit 2 would be delayed
beyond the current schedule:! cate ~ November 23, 1989,

In accordance with 10 CFR 50.91(a)(5), VEPCO has explained that it could
not have avoidec this emergency situacion since this generic concern

was only recently fdentified. Thus, the NRC staff does not believe that
VEPCO has abused the emerger v :‘ans in this instance. Accordingly,
the Commission has deterw: S are emergency circumstances
warranting prompt approv



5.0 FINAL_NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION DETEKMINATICN

The Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 50.52 state thet the Commiscion may
take a final determination that a license amendment involves no significant
hazards considerations if Jperation of the facilivy, in accordance with

the proposed changes would not:

1. Involve & significe.t increase in the probability or consequences of
any accident previously eveluated; or

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

3. Invoive a significant rediction in a mergin of safety,

This amendment has been evaluated against the standerds in 10 CFR 50.92.
It does not involve e significent hazards consideration because the
changes would not:

1. Involve a significant increase in the probability of occurrence or
consequences of any accident or malfunction of ecuipment which is
importent to safety and which has been evalueted in the UFSAR. The
proposed change effectively recognizes the potential shift in lift
setpoint due to testing methodology. As such, the setpoint shift
being positive, the probability of a safety valve challenge may be
reduced. The consequences ¢t such a challenge are unaffected as the
UFSAR &ralysis remeins bounding within the proposed setpoint tolerance.
In addaition, the Units 1 anc 2 valve setpoint shift 1s expected to be
in the same range as the Unit 2 valve test results (+3.5 percent to
+5 percent) and therefore r¢ increase in the consequences of any
accident or maifunction of equipment important to safety i expected,

<. Create the possibility of a new cr different type of accident from
those previously evaluated in the satety analysis report. No moditi-
cations are being made to the pressurizer safety valves for either
unit at this time. Potential instellation of temporary strap-on
temperature instrumentation has no operational impact on valve perfor-
mance. Capping of loop seal arains is beins performed uily to ensure
thai the loop seals are not lost due to leakage through the drains anc
hence has no impact on the intended design of the safety valves, With
the setpoint change expected to be in the same rvnge as the Unit 2
valve test results, there 1s no nes or different kird of accident or
accident precursors expected, Th. agaitional measures being imple-
mented are only being used to further ensure that the system pressure
will remain below 2750 psia (110 percent of design pressure) during
any aralyzed transient or operating condition.

3. Involve a significent reduction in the margin ot safaty, Plant
operations are not being changed. Altnough accident anzlysis assump-
tionc have been modified to assume an initial £.4 percent shift in
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pressurizer safety valve 11ft pressure, there is no reduction in the
marcin of safety since the 110 percent gesign pressure is not exceeded
in any accident evaluated in the UFSAR. For valve setpoint tolerance
consistent with setpoint shift experienced during testing, the accident
analysis remains bound.ng,

Accordingly, the Commission has determined that this damendment involves no
sfgnificant hazards considerations,

STATE CONSULTATION

In eccordance with the Commission's regulations, the Commonwealth of
Virginia representative was contacted and had no corments regarding
issuance of this amendment.

ENVIRONMENT AL CONSIDERATION

This anendment chances a requirement with respect to the installetion or
use of a fecility component located within the restrictec area as aet ned
1n 10 CFR Part 20. The staff has determined that these amendments involve
ro significent increase in the amounts, and no significant chang~ in tne
types, of any effiuents that may be released offsite, and that there is no
significant increase in inaividual or cumulative occupational ragiation
exposure, The Commission has made a final no significant hazards consid-
eration finding with respect to this anendment. Accordingly, the amendment
meets the eligibility criterie for categurical exclusion set forth in 10
CFR §51.22(c)?9). Pursuant to 10 CFR §51.22(b) no environmental impact
statenent cr environmental cssessment reed be preperea in connection with
the 1ssuence of the amendments.

CONCLUSTON

We have concluced, based on the considerations ¢iscussed above, that: (1)
there 1s reasonable assurance that the health and safety of t.e public

will not be endangerec by operation in the proposed manner, and (2, such
activities will be conducted in compitance with the Commission's regulations
éna the issuance of the amenaments wi!l rot be inimical to the common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public,

Dated: November 16, 1989
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