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ENCLOSURE 3

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATIM

RELATED TO AMENDMENT N0.162 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-77

AND AMENDMENT NO.152 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-79

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

SE000YAH NUCLEAR PLANT. UNITS 1 AND_2

DOCKET NOS. 50-327 AND 50-328

1.0 INTRODUCTION

By application dated May 26, 1992, the Tennessee Valley Authority (the
licensee) proposed ameridments to the Technical Specifications (TS) for
Sequoyah Nuclear Plant (SQN) Units 1 and 2. The proposed changes would remove
the provision of Specification 4.0.2 that limits the combined time interval
for three consecutive surveillance tests to less than 3.25 times the interval
specified in the TS for the test. Guidance on this proposed change was
provided to all power reactor licensees and applicants by Generic letter
89-14, "A Line Item Technical Specification Improvement - Removal of 3.25
Limit on Extending Surveillance Intervals," dated August 21, 1989.

2.0 EVALVATIM

Specification 4.0.2 includes the provision that allows a surveillance test
interval to be extended by 25 percent of the time interval specified in the TS
for the test. The purpose of this extension is to allow the flexibility
needed for scheduling the performance of the surveillance tests and to permit
consideration of plant operating conditions that may not be suitable for
conducting a surveillance test at the specified time interval. Such operating
conditions include transient plant operation, ongoing surveillance, or
maintenance activities.

Specification 4.0.2 further limits the allowance for extending a surveillance
interval for a test by requiring that the combined time interval for three
consecutive surveillance tests not exceed 3.25 times the time interval
specified in the TS. The purpose of this provision is to assure tiiat
surveillance tests are not extended repeatedly as an operational convenience
to provide an overall increase in the surveillance interval.

Experience has shown, however, that the 18-month surveillance test interval
with the provision that allows extending the interval by 25 percent, is
usually sufficient to accommodate normal variations in the length of a fuel
cycle. Also, the NRC staff has routinely granted requests for one-time
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risk to safety is low in contrast to the alternative of a forced shutdown to
perform these tests. Therefore, the 3.25 limitation on extending surveillance
intervals has not been a practical limit on the use of the 25-percent
allowance for extending surveillances that are performed on a refueling outage
basis.

Extending surveillance intervals during ,;1 ant operation can also result in a
benefit to safety when a scheduled surveillance is due at a time that is not
suitable for conducting the test. This may occur when transient plant
operating conditions exist, or.when safety systems are out of service for
maintenance or other surveillance activities. In such cases, the benefit to
safety of extending a surveillance interval would exceed any safety benefit
derived by limiting the use of the 25 percent allowance to extend the
interval. Furthermore, there is the administrative burden associated with
tracking the use of the 25 percent allowance to ensure compliance with the
3.25 limit.

In view of these' findings, the staff concluded that Specification 4.0.2 should
be changed to remove the 3.25 limit for all surveillance tests because its
removal will have an overall positive effect on safety. The guidance provided
in Generic Letter 89-14 included the following change to this specification
and replaced the 3.25 limit on three consecutive surveillances with the
following statement:

"4.0.2 Each Surveillance Requirement shall be performed within the
specified surveillance interval with a maximum allowable extension not
to exceed 25 percent of the specified surveillance interval."

In ' addition, a change to the Bases of this specification was submitted. This
change emphasizes that it is not intended that the allowance for extending
surveillance intervals be used repeatedly merely as an operational convenience
to extend surveillance intervals beyond that specified in the TS.

The licensee has proposed changes to Specification 4.0.2 that are consistent
with the guidance provided in Generic Letter 89-14, as noted above. On the
basis of our review, the staff finds that.these changes to the TS are accept-
able.

3.0 STATE CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commission's regulations, the Tennessee State official.
was notified of the proposed issuance of the amendment. The State official
had no comments.

4.0 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 and changes to the Surveillance Requirements. The NRC staff has
determined that the amendment involves no significant increase in the amounts,
and no significant change in the types, of any effluents that may be released
offsite, and that there is no significant increase in individual or cumulative
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occupational radiation exposure. The Comission has previously issued a
proposed- finding that the amendment _... involves not significant hazards-
consideration, and -there has' been no public coment on such finding (57 FR

-30261). Accordingly,-the-amendment meets the eligibility criteria for -

categorical exclusion set forth in'10 CFR 51.22(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR
51.22(b) no environmentalLimpact statement or environmental assessment need be
prepared in connection with the issuance of the amendment.

*
5.0 CONCLUS10f{

g
4

' The Comission has concluded, based on the considerations discussed above,
..that:- L(1) there isf reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the
.public will not be~ endangered by operation =in the proposed manner, (2)_ su'ch
activities will, be conducted in compliance with the Comission's regulations,:

and (3) the -issuance of the amendment will riot be inimical to the common-
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.

Principal Contributor:- D. LaBarge

'Date:-- August . 13, 1992- I
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SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

4.0.1 Surveillance Requirements shall be met dur:ng the OPERATIONAL MODES or
other conditions specified for individual Limiting Conditions for Operation
unless otherwise stated in an individual Surveillance Requirement.

4.0.2 Each Surveillance Requirement shall be performed within the specified
surveillance interval with 3 maximum allowable extension not to exceed 25 per-
cent of the specified surveillance interval.

4.0.3 Failure to perform a Surveillance Requirement within the allowed
surveillance interval, defined b Specification 4.0.2, shall constitute
noncompliance with the OPERABILI.Y requirements for a Limiting Condition for
Operation. The time limits of the ACTION requirements are applicable at the
time it is identified that a Surveillance Requirement has not been performed.
The' ACTION requirements may be delayed for up to 24 hours to permit the
completion of the surveillarme when the allowable outage time limits of the
ACTION requirements are less than 24 hours. Surveillance Requirements do not
have to be performed on inoperable equipment.

4.0.4 Entry into an OPERATIONAL MODE or other specified condition shall not

bemadeunlesstheSurveillanceRequirement(s)thinthespecifiedsurveillanceassociated with the Limiting
Condition for Operation have been performed wi
interval or as otherwise s)ecified. This provision shall not prevent passage
through or to OPERATIONAL .40 DES as required to comply with ACTION requirements.

4.0.5 Surveillance-Requirements for inservice inspection and testing of ASME
Code Class 1, 2 and 3 components shall be applicable as follows:

a. Inservice inspection of ASME Code Class 1, 2 and 3 components and
inservice testing of ASME Code Class 1 2 and 3 pumps and valves
shallbeperformedinaccordancewith5ectionXIoftheASMEBoiler
and Pressure Vessel Code and applicable Addenda as required by
10CFR50,Section50.55a(g),exceptwherespecificwrittenrelief
hasbeengrantedby)theCommissionpursuantto10CFR50,Section50.55a(g)(6(i).
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.3.0.5 (Continued).
specified conditions are satisfied. In this case, this would mean that for
one division the emergency power source must oe OPERABLE ( as must be the
components supplied by the emergency poser source) and all redundaat systems,
subsystems, trains,. components and devices in both divisions must also be
OPERABLE. If these conditions are not satisfied, action is required in
accordance with tnis specification.
In VJDES S or 6, Specification 3.0.5 is not applicable, and thus the individual
ACTION statements for each applicaDie Lieiting Condition for Operation ins

these MODES must be adhen.d to.

4. 0. .t This specifiution provides that surveillance activities necessary
to insure the Limiting Conditions for Operation are met and will be performed
during tha OPERAfl0NAL MODES or other conditions for which the Limiting
Conditions for 0;nratios are applicable. Provisions for additional surveil-
lance activities to be performed without regard to the applicable OPERATIONAL
MODES or other conditions are provic'ed in the individual Surveillance Require-
ments. Surveillance Requirements for Special Test Exceptions need only be
.perfcmed when the Special Test Exception is being utilized as an exception to
an indisidual specification.

4.0.2 Specification 4.0.2 establishes the limit for which the specified
time interval for Surveillance Requirements may be extended. It permits an
allowable extension of the normal surveillance interval to facilitate sur-
veillance scheiuling and consideration of plant operating conditions that may
not be-suitable for conducting the surveillance; e.g., transient conditicns or
other ongoing surveillance or maintenance activities. It also provides
11axibility to accommodate the length of a fuel cycle for surveillances that
t.re performed at each refueling outage and are specified with an 18-month
surveillance interval. It is not intended that this provision be used
repeatedly as a convenience to extend surveillance intervals beyond that
specified for surveillances that are not performed during refueling outages.
The limitation of Specification 4.0.2 is based on engineering judgement and the
recognition that the most probable result of any particular surveillance being
performed is the verification of conformance with the Surveillance Require-
ments.- This provision is sufficient to ensure that the reliability ensured

i through surveillance activities is not significantly degraded beyond that
obtained from the specified surveillance interval.

4.0.3 This specification establishes the failure to perform a Surveillance
Requirement within the allowed surveillance interval, defined by the provisions

,

of Specification 4.0.2, as a condition that constitutes a failure to meet the!

OPERABILITY requirements for a Limiting Condition for Operation. Under the
provisions of this specification, systems and components are assumed to be
OPERABLE.when Surveillance Requirements have been satisfactorily performed
within the specified time interval. However, nothing in this provision is to

.be construed as implying that systems or conponents are OPERABLE when they are
found or known to be inoperable although still meeting the Surveillance
Requirements. This specification also clarifies that the ACTION requirements

,

are applicable when Surveillance Requirements have not been completed within!

I -the allowed surveillance interval and that the time limits of the ACTION '

! requirements apply from the point in time it is identified that a surveillance
| has not been performed and not at the time that the allowed surveillance
| interval was exceeded. Completion of the Surveillance Requirement within the

| SEQUOYAH - UNIT 2 8 3/4 0-3 Amendment No. 69, 152

|

I
.



__- __ - ____ - - - --- __ - - -

e,o s
,

I BASES

4.0.3 (Continued)

allowable outage time limits of the ACTION requirements restores compliance
with the requirements of Specification 4.0.3. However, this does not r.egate
the fact that the failure to have performed the surveillance within the allowea
surveillance interval, defined by the provisions of Specification 4.0.2, was a
violation of the OPERABILITY requirements of a Limiting Condition for Operation
that is subject to enforcement action. Further, the. failure to perform a
surveillance within the provisions of Specification 4.0.2 is a violation of a
Tecnnical Specification requirement and is, therefore, a "eportable event under
the requirements of 10 CFR 50.73(a)(2)(i)(B) because it is a condition pronio > ted
by the plant's Technical Spesifications.

If the allowable outage time limi" of the ACTION requirement are less than
24 hours (the allowable outage time limits are defined as the first timeframe
encountered in the ACTION requirement) or a shutdown is required to comply
with ACTION ruouirements, e.g. , Specification 3.0.3, a 24-hour allowance is
provided to permit a delay in implementing the ACTION requirements. This
provices an adequate time limit to cc:nplete Surveillance Requirements that
have not been p(**ormed. The purpose of this allowance is tu permit the
completion of a su.veillance before a snutdown is required to comply with 4

ACTION requirements or before other temedial measures would br equired that
may preclude completion of a surveillance. The basis for thfs allowance
includes consideration for plant conditions, adequate planning, availability
of personnel, the time required to perform the surveillance, and the safety
significance of the delay in completing the required surveillance. This

. provision also provides a time limit for the completion of Surveillance
Requirements that beenme applicable as a consequence of MODE changes imposed
by ACTION requirements and for completing Surveillance Requirements that are h
applicable when an exception to the requirements of Specification 4.0.4 is
allowed. If a surveillance is not completed within the 24-hour allowance,
the time limits of the ACTION requirements are applicable at that time. When.

a surveillance is performed within the 24-hour allowance and the Surveillance
Requirements are not met, the time limits of the ACTION requirements are

;applicable at the time that the surveillance is terminated.

Surveillance Requirements do not have to be performed on inoperable equipment
because the ACTION requirements define the remedial measures that apply.
However, the Surveillance Requirements have to be met to demonstrate that
inoperable Squipeent has been restored to OPERABLE status.

SEQUOYAH - UNIT _2 B 3/4 0-4 Amendment No. 59
AUG 151953
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CLOSURE 3

gf . SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATI0B

',
RELATED T0 AMENDMENT NO.162 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-77

AND AMENDMENT NO.15? TO FACILITY OPERATLNG_Ll(ENSE NO. OPR-79

~f;i TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
9

0] SE000YAH NUCLEAR PLANT. UNITS I AND 2
a~'

DOCKET NOS. 50-?27 AND 50-328

1.0- INTR 0000 TION -

By application dated May 26, 1992, the Tennessee Valley Authority (the
licensee) proposed amendments to the Technical Specifications. (TS) for
Sequoyah Nuclear Plant (SQN) Units 1 and 2. The-proposed changes would remove
the provision of-Specification-4.0.2 that limits the combined time interval
for three consecutive surveillance tests to less-than 3.25 times the interval
specified-in the TS for the test. Guidance on this proposed change was
provided to all power reactor licensees and applicants by Generic Letter
89-14, "A-Line Item Technical Specification Improvement - Removal of 3,25

: Limit on Extending Surveillance Intervals," dated August 21, 1989.

2.0 LVALUATION

Specification 4.0.2 includes the provision-that allows a surveillance test
interval to be extended by 25 percent of.the time interval specified in the TS
-for the test. . The purpose of this extension is to allow the flexibility,'

needed for scheduling the performance of the surveillance tests and_to permit'

consideration of plant operating conditions that?may not be. suitable for
conducting- a surveillance -test at the specified time -interval . Such operating
conditions include-transient plant operation, ongoing surveillance, or
maintenance activities.

:

Specification,4.0.2 further-limits the allowance for extending a surveillance
interval for a-test by requiring that the combined time interval for threep
' consecutive surveillancentests not exceed 3.25 times the time intervalh

L specified in'the TS. The urpose of this provision is to assure that-

r
| : surveillance tests are not extended repeatedly as an _ operational convenience
L -to provide an overall increase in the surveillance interval.

_

-

L Expe,lence has shown; hocever, that the 18-month surveillance test interval
|- with the provision that' allows extending the 1 -terval by 25 percent, is '

usually- sufficient- to accommodate normal variations in the length of a fuel
cycle. Also, the NRC staff has routinely granted requests for one-time

|
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risk to safety is low in contrast to the alternative of a forced shutdown to
perform these tests. Therefore, the 3.25 limitation on extending surveillance
intervals has not been a practical limit on the use of the 25-perwat
allowance for extending surveillances that are performed on a refueling outage

' basis.-

Extending surveillance intervals during plant operation can also rasult in a
benefit to safety when a scheduled surveillance is due at a time that is not
suitable for conducting the- test. This may occur when transient plant
operating conditions exist, or when safety systems are out of service for
maintenance or other surveillance activities. In such cases, the benefit to
safety of extending a s' veillance interval would exceed any safety benefit
derived by limiting the use of the 25 percent allowance to extend the
interval. _ Furthermore, there is the administrative burden associated with
tracking the use of the 25 percent allowance to ensure compliance with the
3.25 limit.

In view of these findings, the staff concluded that Specification 4.0.2 should
be changed to remove the 3.25 limit for all surveillance tests because its
removal will have an overall positive effect on safety. The guidance provided
in Generic Letter 89-14 included the following change to this specification
and replaced the 3.25 limit on three consecutive surveillances with the
following statement:

"4.0.2 Each Surveillance Requirement shall be performed within the
'specified surveillance interval with a maximum allowable extension not
to exceed 25 percent of the specified surveillance interv&1."

In addition, a change to the Bases of this specification was submitted. This
change emphasizes that it is not intended that the allowance for extending
surveillance intervals be used repeatedly merely as an operational convenience
to extend surveillance intervals beyond that specified in the TS.

The licensee has proposed changes to Specification 4.0.2 that are consistent
with the guidance provided in Generic Letter 89-14, as noted above. 'On the
basis of our review, the staff finds that these changes to the TS are accept-
able.

3.0 STATE CONSULTATION

in accordance-with the Commission's regulations, the Tennessee State official
was notified of the proposed issuance of the amendment. The State official
had no comments.

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment changes a requirement with respect to installatite or use of a
facility component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR
Part 20 and changes-to the Surveillance Requirements. The NRC staff has
determined that the amendment involves no significant increase in the amounts,
and no significant- change in the types, of any effluents that may be released
offsite,. and that~ there is no significant increase in individual or cumulative
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:occupationaliradiation exposure.- The-Commission has- previously issued- a -
. proposed finding thatithe lumendment -involves no;significant hazards

consideration,--and there'has been no public comment on such finding-(57 FR
L30261) t Accordingly, the amendment meets the eligibility. criteria for
categorical exclusion set forth in-10 CFR 51.22(c)(3). Pursuantf to 10 CFR,

'51.22(b)1no environmental impact statement or-environmental assessment need be
prepared'in connection with the issuance of the amendment.

5.0 CONCLUSION-

The Commission has-concluded, based on the consideraticns discussed above,
that: (1) there is reasonable assurance > that the health. and safety of the
public will not'be endangered by operation in the-p oposed 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 1of the public.

Principal Contributor: D. LaBargev a

Date: - August ~13', -1992
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