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[< ' 's NUCLE AR REGULATORY COMMISSION
g [ WASHINGTON, O C. M%+

\....*/
SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAk REACTOR REGULATION,

REL ATED TO AMEN 0 MENT NO. 37 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NPF-6t'

AND AMEN 0 MENT NO. 17 TO FACILITY OPEP.ATING LICENSE NPF 81

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY, ET AL.

DOCKETS h05. 50-424 AND 50-425

V0GTLE ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Dy letter dated December 14, 1990, and application dated December 20, 1990, '

Specifications (TSs)y (the licensee) proposed amendments to the Technical
Georgia Power Compan

appended to Facility Operating Licenses NPF-68 and NPF 81
for operation of the Vogtle Electric Generating Plant, Units 1 and 2. These
proposed amendments would revise TS Surveillance Requirement 4.7.7.d.4 by
adding a footnote that allows surveillance of the heaters in the Piping Penetration
Area Filtration and Exhaust Systems (PPAFES) to be conducted by verifying that
heater capacity is sufficient to maintain the relative humidity of the airstream
through the filters at 70% or less under design basis accident conditions when
tested in accordance with Section 14 of ANSI N510-1960. This footnote would
be applicable until restart following the fourth refueling cutage for Unit 1
and until restart following the second refueling outage for Unit 2.

The licensee requested that these amenaments be treated as an emergency because
. insufficient time exists for the Commission's usual 30-day notice without
resulting in the unnecessary shutdown for Unit 2 and a delay in the startup
of Unit 1.- Consequently, a temporary waiver of compliance from the requirements
of TS 4.7.7.d.4 was granted on December 13, 1990, and confirmeo by letter dated
December 17, 1990.

2.0 BACKGROUND

The PPAFES is a subsystem of the Auxiliary Building Emergercy Ventilation
System and ensures that, following a loss of coolant accident (LOCA), potential
radioactive materials leaking from the containment mechanical penetratier rooms
and Emergency Core Cooling System equipment within the pump room are filtered
prior to reaching the environment. Each Vogtle unit contains two independent
PPAFESs and each PPAFES includes a moisture eliminator, an electric heating
coil, two High Efficiency Particulate Air (HEPA) filter banks, a carbon adsorber-
(also called filter), and a fan. The heating coil is located-upstream of the
carbon adsorber and functions to reduce the relative humidity of the air through
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the adsorber 50 as to preserve the adsorber's radiciodine rernovel efficiency.
Doses for a pcstulated design basis LOCA at Vogtit have been based upon iodine
renioval efficiencies associated with the heaters rtaintaining the air entering
the adsorbtrs at a relttive hurnidity of 70% or less.

Surstillance Requirement 4.7.7.e.4 rtquires that each pPAFES be periodically
demonstrated operable by verifying that the heaters dissipate 60 +/ 4 kW when
ttsted in accordance with ANSI N610 1980. During a recent audit of TS surveillances,
the licenste oiscostred that the heater output had not been properly corrected
for voltage in accordance with ANSI N!10-1980. When properly corrected for
voltagt, the heater outputs for one PPAFES on Unit 2 and both PPAFESs on Unit 1
were found to bt less than the minimum value of 76 Lh 6110wed by the TS.
However, the licenstr.'s calculations showco that the measured heater outputs,
properly corrected for voltage, met the requirec functionel design requirements
regarding maintaining acceptable relative hurt.idities at the carbon nosorbers at
the measured air ficw rates.

3.0 E VAL UATION

The NRC staff reviewed the assumptions and results of the licensee's calculations
which demonstrate that the actuel heater output, properly corrected for voltage,
rnects the required functional design requirements. The revised analyses
account for the mininum voltage expected at the heaters, the worst-case inlet
air temperature and humidity, and the measured flow through the heaters, rether
than the bounding TS flow limit of 15,500 cf tn */-10%. Conservatisms in the
anclyses include the following:

(1) Actual voltages experienced at the plant have been found by the licensee to
be consistently higher than expected. The licensee is conoucting engineering
evaluations in anticipation of reducing the actual plant voltages. The minimuin
voltage used in the calculations is based on the setpoint of the low voltage
releys used to isolate the plant from the offsite electrical power system.
lhe allowable value of the second level undervoltage relays (i.e., setpoint
minus 1.51% tolerance) was used for thit calculation. The switchyard voltage
was assumed to be 94.7%, which is belcw the Vogtle present Final Safety Analysis
Rtport (FSAR) value of 9E% for norrnal operating switchyard voltage.

(2) The measured flow is a realistic value that is determined by the fixed
configuration of the adsorber and ventilation system. The configuration of the
filtration systeni is not expected to change. The licensee notes that it is
committed to reverify heater performance following any change to the system
that could alter the flow through the adsorbers. This reverification ensures
proper heater perforraance to limit the relative humidity to 70L

l (3) The initial room temperatures assumed in the enelyses were calculated using
conservative methods.

| The proposed change to Surveillance Requirement 4.7.7.d,4 does not change the
functional requirement of the heaters to adequately control the relativeI

! humidity to the air flowing to the carbon adsorber. Rather, the changt includes
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a specific statement of that functional requirement (i.e., "to meintain the
relative humidity of the airstream through the filters at 70 percent or less
under design basis accident conditions") ond, as before, requires the periodic
verification of that heater capacity using tests in accordance with Section 14
of ANSI N510-1980. Details of the associated surveillance methodology,
including acceptance criterion, are being added to the FSAR. The licensee
calculateo the acceptance criterion to be used in the surveillance of the
heaters b6 sed on assumed worst-case conditions of (1) air temperature and
relative humidity to each heater, (2) degraded voltage supplied to each heeter,
and (3) minimum heater power required to assure that the air downstream of each
heater would be maintained at a relative humidity of 70% or less. The criterion
determined to apply to all of the heaters conservatively bounds the worst-case
assumptions of air temperature and relative humidity and degraded voltage for
each heater. The resultant criterion is that the minimum heater power shell be
4.44 kW (corresponding to a referenced voltage of 460 volts) per 1000 cfm of
me65ured' air flow at the heater in question.

To demonstrate the acequacy of the latest (1990) surveillance results, the
licensee calculated, for each heater, the minimum kW required to maintein
relative humidities of the air stream less than 70% at each filter. The
calculations used the 1990 surve111ence air flow measurements for the filter
systems and worst-case conditions of air temperature and relative humidity
reaching the heaters. The licensee then calculated the available kW for each
heater using the measured voltage and current froin the 1990 surveillance,
adjusting the power level to the worst degraded voltage condition. By comp 6 ring ,

the calculated available kW with the minimum required kW, a minimum safety i
margin of 2.3% is f ound to be availabic f or the heaters.

The licensee notes in the submittal of December 20, 1990, that it is considering
additional. plant modifications or evaluations that will result in increasing
the margin'between the actual heater power and the power required to fulfill
the heater design function.

The licensee anticipates that this will allow the use of the original or a
similarly worded TS. For this reason, the proposed change was requested on an
' interim basis by adding a footnote that will apply until the end of the second '

refueling outage for Vogtle Unit 2 (presently estimated to occur about April 13,
1992) ano until the end of the fourth refueling outage for Unit 1 (estimated
to occur about April 19,1993). Thus, the revised TS represents an interim
measure that will allow continued operation of the plant until the licensee's
_ plans and reviews are completed and potential improvements can be implemented.

The steff finds that it is unlikely that an accident as severe as a postulated
design basis accident will occur during the interim period of applicability of
the new footnote. Should such an accident occur during this interim period, it-
is very unlikely that the filter efficiencies would be significantly less than
the efficiencies assumed in the licensing basis dose calculation. Moreover,
the change does not alter any assumption used in, or the results of, the
calculation of offsite radiation exposure.due to postulated design basis
accidents. The change involves no increase in the amount or type or effluent
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that may be released offsite. Operation of the plant in accordance with the
proposed TS change meets 10 CFR Part 100: General Design Criterion (GDC) 19,
Control Room: GDC 42, Inspection of Cot,tainment Atniosphere Cleanup Systen.sg
and GDC 43. Testing of Containment Atmosphere Cleanup Systems.

Accordin91;,, the proposed change is acceptabic.

-4.0 FINDINGS OF EMERGENCY WARRANTING AN AMENDP.ENT WITHOUT NOTICE

the licer.see's application for the TS change has been timely. Following a
recent audit of TS surveillance on December _ 12, 1990, the licensee discovereo
that the PPAFES heaters' output had not been properly corrected per ANSI N510-1980
requirements. The NRC was promptly informed of this discovery. The
licensee also found that the heaters were fully capable of performing their
safvty function. At the time, Yogtle Unit 2 was operating at full power and

) . Unit I had completed a refueling outage. To avoid an unnecessary shutdown of
3 Unit 2 and to avoid delay in the startup of Unit 1, the licensee called the NRC

on December 13, 1990, and requested an emergenc
Commission's authority under 10 CFR 50.91(a)(5)y TS change pursuant to the

;

i The licensee subsequently.
j confirmed the request for a temporary waiver of compliance by letter dated
; December 14, 1990. The NRC granted this request on December 13, 1990, and
'

confirmee this action by letter dated December 17, 1990. Subsequently, the
licensee has made a formal request for the TS change on December 20, 1990.

'
The hRC staff agrees with the licensee that failure to grant the proposed TS
change in a timely manner would result in a significant increase in
outage time for Unit 1 and the unnecessary shutoown of Unit 2. We also find

i that the licensee could not have reasonably avoided this situation, that the
p -licensee-has responded in-a timely manner, and has not delayed its application
; to take adiantage of the emergency license amendment provisions of 10 CFR 50.91.

Accordingly, the staff concludes that the licensee has satisfied the requirements,
'

of 10 CFR 50.91(a)(5),'and that a valid emergency exists,
i-

5.0 FINAL NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION

| The Commission's staff has reviewed the licensee's request for the above described
amendments in accordance with 10 CFR 50.92 and finds that do not

; . (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of
en accident previously evaluated. Tne surveillance requirement changed by
these amendments involves equipment and systems used in the mitigation-of an
accident and which cannot cause, or have any. affect upon, the probability of'

i an accident. The_ system will continue to perform its safety function since the
j change does not involve any relaxation of filter system functional requirements
j and the surveillance requirement, as revised, is consistent with the performance
: requirements of the heaters. _As noted above, the change to this TS does not
! cause any change to offsite radiological exposure due to postulated design

basis accidents.,
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(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated. The change does not introduce new or modified
equipment, or increase plant operating and safety limits since it has been
demonstrated that the heaters remain operable. No new failure modes will
result. Therefore, no new or different kind of accident can be created.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in a margih of safety. The change
maintains acceptable safety margins relative to the ebility of the filter
heaters to perforn' the required safety function since the revised surveillance
requirement continues to show that the hooters will reduce the relative humidity
of the incoming air to the values assumed in previous accident analyses. The
licensee's assumptions and results have been reviewed by the staff and found
acceptable. Carbon filters will continue to function efficiently, if needed
after an accident, and no increase in offsite releases will occur.

Accordingly, the Connission finds that the change does not involve a significant
hazards consideration.

6.0 STATE CONSULTATION

The State of North Carolina was inforned by telephone on January 11, 1991,
of the NRC staf f's no significant hazards consideration determination. The
State representative hao no comments on the determination,

l 7.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

These amendments involve a change in a surveillance requirement. The staff has
determined that the amendments involve no significant increase in the amounts,
and no:significant chtnge in the types, of any effluents thet may be released
offsite and that there is no signific6nt increase in individual or cumulative
occupational radiation exposure. -The NRC staff has made a final determination
that the amendments involve nc significant hazards consideration. Accordingly,

-the amendments meet the eligibility criteria for categorical exclusion set
forth~in 10 CFR W .22(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR Sl.22(b), no environmental
impact statement or environmental assessment need be prepared in connection
with the issuance of these amendments.

'8.0 C0ACLUSION
,

We have concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that (1)
there is reasonable assurance that the ht.alth and safety of the public will
not be endangered _by operation.in the proposed manner, and (2) such activities
will be conducted in-compliance with the Commission's regulations, and the
issuence of these amendments will not be inimical to the common defense and
security or to the health and safety of the public.
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Principal Contributor F. Rinaldi, PD!I-3/DRP-I/II
0. Raval, SPLD/ DST+

| D. Hood, PDII-3/DRP-I/II

Dated: January 15, 1991
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