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. PUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY

1.0 INTRODUCTION

By letter dated January 13, 1982, the Duquesne Light Company (the licensee)
submitted a request for changes to the Beaver Valley Power Station, Unit 2
Technical Specifications (TS). The requested changes would revise Tabhle 3.2-]
of Technical Specification 3.2.5, "DNB Parameters." Specifically, it would
lower the value for the minimum required reactor coolant system (RCS) total
flow from 274,800 gpm to 270,850 gpm and lower the flow measurement
uncertainty value, speci’ied in the footnote, from 3.5% to 2.0%.

2.0 BACKGROUND

Technical Specification 3.2.5 requires that the RCS flow be maintained greater
than or equal to 274,800 gpm, and contains a footuote stating that this flow
1imit includes an allowarce for a 3.5% flow measurement uncertainty. This
1imit placed on RCS flow along with RCS coolant temperature, and pressurizer
pressure ensures that the minimum departure-from-nucleate-boiling ratio will
be met for each of the transients analyzed in the safety analyses. The
currant safety analyses assumes a total RCS therma)l design flow of 265,500

gpm.

3.0 EVALUATION

The proposed reduction of the RCS flow measurement uncertainty from 3.5% to
2.0% and the resulting lowering of the required RCS total flow from greater
than or equal to 274,800 gpm to greater than or equal to 270,85C gpm is based
on a plant specific analysis for Beaver Valley Power Station (BVPS; Unit 2.
This plant specific analysis was performed using the same methodology as
provided in WCAP 12478 and WCAP 11366 Revision 2, titled "RTD Bypass
Elimination Licensing Report for BVPS Unit No. 2" and "Westinghouse Setpoint
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10 CFR 50.91(a)(2)). However, because of an administrative error, the notice
did not correctly identify the unit for which this change was proposed.
Furthermore, there is insufficient time to re-notice this action pursuar! to
10 CFR 50.91(a).

Accordingly, pursuant to 10 CFR 50.91(a)(5). tne staff has determined that
emergency circumstances exist warranting prompt approval in that failure to
act will cause the plant to delay startup, the emergewcy exists because of the
staff's administrative er~or, and the licensee made a timely application for
the amendment.

5.0 EINAL NQ_SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDEFATION DETERMINATION

The Commission has made a final determination that the amendment involves no
significant hazards consideration. Under the Commission's regulations in 10
CFR 50.92(c), this means that the operation of the facility in accordance with
the proeosed amendment would not (1) involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated; or (2) create
the possibility of a new or Aifferent kind of accident from any accident
pr:viousl, evaluated; or (3) involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.

The staff has evaluated the proposed changes against the above standards as
required by 10 CFR 50.91(a) and has concluded that:

A. The change does not invelve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated (10 CFR 50.92(c)(1))
because the accident analyses are not affected by this proposed change.
The RCS thermal design flow of 265,500 gpm remains unchanged, and it
will continue to be monitored once per 12 hours in accordance with
Surveillance Requirement 4.2.5.1.1. The change does not affect the
operation or function of the RCS, does not involve any physical
modification to the facility, and does not affect the manner in which
the facility is operated.

B. The change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously evaluated (10 CFR 50.92(c)(2))
because it does not change system configurations, plant equipment, or
the safety analyses performed for the facility. The proposed change
merely changes the RCS flow uncertainty value to the latest value
determined from a heat balance.

G. The change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety (10 CFR 50.92(c)(3)) because it does not change the RCS thermal
design flow rate of 265,500 gpm which is used in all accident analyses.
Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction
in the margin of safety.



6.0 STATE CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commission's regulaticns, the Pennsylvania State
offictal was notified of the proposed issuance of the amendment. The Stare
official had no comments.

7.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment changes a requirement with respect to installation or use of a
facility component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR
Part 20. The NRC staff has determined that the amendment invoives no
significant increase in the amounts, and no significant change in the types,
of any effluents that may be released offsite, and there is no significant
increase in individual or cumulative radiation exposure. The Commission has
made a final no significant hazards determination with respect to this
amendment, Accordir 'y, the amendment meets the eligibility criteria for
categorical exclusior set forth in 10 CFR 51.22(c¢)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR
51.22(b) no environmental impact statement or environmental assessment need be
prepared in connection with the issuance of the amendment.

8.0 CONCLUSION

The Commission has concluded, based on the considerations discussed above,
that: (1) there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the
public will not be endangered by operation in the prenosed manner, (2) such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations,
and (3) the issuance of the amendment will not be inimical to the common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.
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