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1.0 Introduction

By letter dated August 12, 1982 the Power Authority of the State of New York
(the licensee) forwarded a proposed Technical Specification change that would
allow continued plant operation with one safety relief valve (SRV) inoperable.
Prior to this letter the licensee had declared the subject valve inoperable with
high temperature on the discharge side of the valve a maj~r consijeration in
making the inoperability determination. Such temperature readings had been
increasing since plant restart after the Spriny 1982 refueling outage. At this
time the temperature has stabilized at approximately 295 F.

2.0 Background

The safety relief valves employed at FitzPatrick are two stage Target Rock valves.
The setpoints for these eleven valves are grouped with 2 valves set &t 1090 psig,
2 valves set at 1105 nsig and 7 valves set at 1140 psig.

The license amendment proposed by the licensee provides revised 1imiting conditions
for operation when an SRV is inoperable for any reason. It is also intenced to
address concerns that SRV leakage as indicated by elevated SRV tailpipe temperatures,
renders the affected valve inoperable. These concerns hava been expressed as a
result of a recent increase in one SRV tailpipe temperature. Setpoint drift ex-
perienced during as-received testing of SRV's at Wyle Laboratories has been
attributed, at least in part, to excessive valve leakage.

SRV leakage is not monitored directly but is indicated by increased tailpipe
thermocouple and acoustical monitor readings. The possibility of proposing SRV
tailpipe temperatures at which the valve would be declared incperable, because of
leakage, has been investicated. General Electric (the NSSS vendor) and Target
Rock (the SRV vendor) have both stated that they have not been able to identify
or develop a definitive correlation between leakage and tailpipe temperature, by
calculation or by using empirical data. However, the licensee has indicated that
as-found testing conducted by Target Rock showed that a 40° to 609F increase in
tailpipe temperature indicates a leakage rate from negligible up to 200 pounds per
hour. Further testing by Target Rock has indicated that a leakage rate of 200
pounds per hour shculd no* affect SRY setpoint or responsc time. Target Rock
also indicated that a 200 pound per hour leakage rate would not render a valve
inoperable.
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We have reviewed th icensee's proposed amendment whicn will allow continued plant
operation with one t Target Rock relief valve inoperable. The FitzPatrick
plant presently has eleven relief valves seven of which perform the Automatic
Depressurization System (ADS) function. The remaining four valves fulfill the
safety relief function. subject inoperable valve is a safety relief valve

set at 1140 psig.

The licensee's submittal addressed the following analyses: (1) failure of the
safety relief valve to open post accident; (2) failure of the valve in the open
"0"1"0" during normal plant operation; and (3) change in valve setpoint when

alled upon post accident. The analyses are addressed in the following paragraphs.

With reipect to valve failure to open post accident, a plant specific analyses was
erform:d for the FitzPatrick plant. The worst case transient was evaluated
assuming: (1 “he lowest setpoint SRV inoperable, and (2) the Main Steam Isolation
) to close and the reactor ‘r*ps on high neutron flux, (Note that
is considered the single failure in addition to ’he initial
assuming that MSIV's function to close and a single failure
to the inoperable SRV is less severe than the analyzed MSIV
sults in an increase of peak v pressure of
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reporting, and engineering evaluations required by these Technical Specifications
assures timely identification and resolution of any problems. Consequently,
we find the licensee's proposed Technical Specifications acceptable.

4.0 Environmenta! Consideration

We have determined that the amendment do2s not authorize a change in
effluent types or total amounts ror an increase in power level and
will not result in any significant environmental impact. Having made
this determination, we have further concluded that the amendment
involves an a2ction which is insignificant from the standpoint of
environmental impact and pursuant to 10 CFR Section 51.5(d)(4) that
an envirormental impact statement or negative declar:tion and

environmental impact appraisal need not be prepared in connection
with the issuance ¢f this amendment.

5.0 Conclusion

We have concluded, based cn the considerations discussed .above, that:
(1) because the amendment does not involve a significant increase in

the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated,
does not create the possibility of an accident of a type different from
any evaluated previously, and does not involve a significant reduction
in a margin of safety, the amendment does not involve a significant
hazards consideraticn, (2) there is reasonable assurance that the health
and safety of the public will not be endangered by operation in the
proposed manner, and (3) such activities will be conducted in compliance
with the Commission's regulations and the issuance of this amendment will
not be inimical to the common defense and security or to the health and
safety of the public.

Dated: September £, 1982



