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Introduction

By letter dated September 25, 1983, Toledo Edison Company (the licensee)
transmitted a' Technical Specification '(TS) Change Reques.t to amend

,

Appendix A of Facility Oper:1 ting License No. NPF-3. The subject change
involves Section 4.4.6.2.3, Reactor Coolant System Surveillance Require-
ments, and Section 6.9.1.9, Thirty Day Written Reports.

Dis cussion

By Order for Modification of License dated April 20, 1981, we modified
the Davis-Besse TSs by adding the maximum leakage requirement for the o

Reactor Coolant System Pressure Isolation Valves (PIVs), Section ;

3.4.6.2.f., and the surveillance requirements for leak testing these !
' valves, Sections 4.4.6.2.2 and 3 cnd Table 3.4-2. 'Ihe four PIVs |

involved are CF-30, DH-76, CF-31, and DH-77. |

,

The safety function of the PIVs is to provide a pressure isolation barrieri

between the high pressure reactor coolant system inside contains .. .ad the
two low pressure Decay Heat Removal Systems (DHRS) outside of containment.
A motor operated Containment Isolation Valve (CIV), DH 1A and DH 1B, is also
in series with the two PIV check valves in each DHRS. During normal power

operation, these valves are in the open position and electric power is
removed to prevent inadvertent closure.
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TS 4.4.6.2.3 permits one of the PIVs to exceed the maximum allowable
leakage rate denoted in Table 3.4-2 provided the other PIV in series
with it mets the maximum allowable leakage rate and is leak
tested daily. If a PIV exceeds the maximum specified leakage rate, the
CIV in series with it must be closed'and the power supplies deenergized
as denoted in Action Statement C. of Section 3.4.6.2. When the CIV is
closed, die Low Pressure Injection Systes (LPIS), an. Emergency Core Cooling
System, a dual funcrion of the DHRS, is placed in a degraded. node as denoted
in Section 3.$.2, and an Action Statement of chis Section requires the
facility be placed in Hot Standby if the leak cannot be corrected within
72 hours. Section 4.4.6.2.3 also requires that the position of the closed
CIV must be recorded daily. -

.

~

The licensee proposes to clarify the wording of TS 4.4.6.2.3
by including the fact that the motor operated CIV must be
closed if a PIV hi that line fails to meet the maximum leakage requirement
and to clarify the daily documentation requirement when the CIV is placed
in the closed position. -

The licensee also proposes a note be added to TS 6.9.1.9, Thirty
Day Written Reports, that is essentially taken verbatim from
Regulatory Guide 1.16, Reporting of Operating Information-Appendix A
Technical Specifications, Revision 4, August 1975, and statesi " Routine

.

i.

surveillance testing, instrument calibration, or- preventive maintenance ,

which require system configurations as described in Item 6.9.1.9(a) and *

6.9.1.9(b) need not be reported except where tes; results-themselves reveal
a degraded condition requiring corrective action."

Evaluation 9"

Tae Reactor Safety Study (RSS), WASH-1400, identified in a PWR an inter-
system , Loss of Coolant Accident (LOCA) which is a significant,

,

! contributor to risk of core melt accidents (Event V). The design
examined in the' RSS contained in-series check valves isolating the
high pressure Primary Coolant System from the LPIS piping. The i.

scenario which leads to the Event V accident is initiated by the ;
| failure of these check valves to function as a pressure isolation i.

barrier. This would cause an overpressurization and rupture of the
LPIS low pressure piping which results in a LOCA that bypasses con-
tainment.

It was determined that one or more of the va'1ve configurations existed at
Davis-Besse, and the April 20,.1981 Order for Modification of License was
issued to amend the TSc to require leak testing 6f the four PIVs in the '
1XIRS . The wording change to TS 4.4.6.2.3 was proposed '.to clarify the
requirements of Section 3.4.6.2 which states that the motor operated CIV
will be closed and deenergized if the integrity of a PIV in the same line '

could not be demonstrated. Continued power operation is permitted in
!

this case; however, closing the motor operated CIV puts the LPIS in a
degraded mode and into the action requirements of TS 3.5.2 which
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necessitates correcting the leak within 72 hours or be in Hot Shudown
within 12 hours. The proposed change would also permit leak testing the
remaining PIV separately or in comblnation with the closed motor operated

~

CIV. Since the motor operated CIV is required to be placed in the closed
position by Section 3.4.6.2 when one PIV is leaking, the combined leakage
test will not compromise safety of the plant. The wording change also
clarifies the documentation requirement for the closed CIV.

The licensee also proposes to add a note to TS 6.9.1.9 Thirty Day
Uritten Reports, from Regulatory Guide 1.16 which includes the
exemption from making Thirty Day Reports when a system is placed in a de~ graded
mode for required surveillance testing, instrument calibration, or preventive
maintenance.

We agree that the proposed changes clarify the TSs and do not compromise
safety of the plant. There fore , the proposed changes are acceptable.

,

Environmental Consideration
;

We have determined that the amendment does'not authoriza a change in effluent,

types or total amounts nor an increase in power level and will not result in
any significant environmental impact. -Having made this determination, we have
further con,cluded that the amendment involves an action which is insignificant
from the standpoint of environmental impact and, jursuant to 10 CFR 51.5(d)(4),
that an environmental impact statement, or negative declaration and environ-
mental impact appraisal need not be prepared in cennection with the issuance of
this amend =ent.

Conclusion

We have concluded, based on 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 consideration, (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: February 17, 1983

The following NRC personnel have contributed to this, Safety Evaluation:
.

K. R. Ridgway
T. N. Tambling
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