UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20885

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
RELATED TO AMENDMENT NO. § TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO, NPF-73

DQgUESNE LIGHT COMPANY

THE CLEVELAND ELETTYRIT TLLUMTRATING COMPANY

BEAVER VALLEY POWER STATION, UNIT NO, 2
DOCKET NO, 50-412

1.0 INTRODUCTION

By letter dated June 22, 1988, Duquesne Light Company (the licensee, acting as
agent for the above listed utilities) submitted a license amendment request
involving the Technical Specifications (TS) for the Beaver Valley Power
Station Unit No, 2. The licensee proposed to update the sections on
grossurixor and main steam safety valves to reflect the Standard Technica)
pecifications (STS) requirements, revising the 1ift :rcssure setpoint
tolerance on these valves from + 1% to + 1%, - 33, The same changes have
=ocnl ;anted to the Beaver Valley Unit 1 Technical Specifications by Amendment
0. N

2.0 EVALUATION

The staff review of the licensee's request was performed in accordance with
the guidelines of the Standard Review Plan Section 3,9.6 and the ASME Boiler
and Pressure Vesse)l Code, Section XI. The following proposed changes relating
to the Technical Specifications for the pressurizer safety valves and main
steam safety valves were reviewed:

(1) Add a note in Sections 3.4.,2, 3
resetting the valve to within ¢+
following testing,

4.3, and 3.7.1.1 to require
1% of the pressure setpoint

(2) Revise the surveillance requirements in Secticn 4.7.1.1 to read *No
adc¢itiona) surveillance requirements other thin those required by
Specification 4.0.5."

(3) Change the 1ift pressure setpoint tolerance from + 1% to + 1%, - 3%
in Sections 3.4.2, 3.4.3, and 3.7.1.1.

A1) changes are consistent with the STS and do not violate any applicable staff
guidelines.
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In support of ftem (3), the 1icensee has provided technical bases for the
revised setpofnt tolerance of the safety valves, Under current Technica!
Specifications, 1f any valve fails to meet the + 1%, set pressure tolerance,
an additional sample of valves must be tested 1R accordance with IWy-2£13,
Sectfon X! of the ASME Bofler and Pressure Vesse) Code. Changing the 147t
pressure setpoint tolerance to + 1%, - 3% would widen the allowable range of
setpoint drift, shorten the time needed to perform the tests, ard decrease
man-rem exposure incurred during testing and maintenance,

In the desfgn basfis analyses, these valves are assumed to open at a pressure
that 1s 17 above the setpoint, If the valve should 11ft at a lower pressure
during a transfent, the resultant peak pressure would be bounded by the
Timiting case that 1s based on the + 1% tolerance., Since the safety valves
protect the primary and socondar‘ systems from overpressure, the design basis
safety margin corresponding to the current + 1% {s therefore unchanged with
the same upper tolerance of + 17, We have Jetermined that the proposed
revisfor cf the safety valve setpoint tolerarce would have 1ittle safety
sfgnificarce and not alter 'ny of the accident analyses,

Based on the considerations discussed above, we conclude that changes
fdentified in the 1icensee's Request No, 8, dated June 22, 198F, are acceptable,

3.0 EMVIRGRMINTAL CONSIDERATION

This amendment charges a requirement with respect to the fnstallatior or use
of o fac111t{ corpovent located within the restricted area as defined in

10 CFR Part 20, and changes certein survetllance requirements., We have
determ‘necd that the amendment involves no significent increase in the amounts,
and no vignificant change 1n the types, of any efflyents that may be released
offsite, and that there 1s no sfgnificant Increase in Individua) or cumulative
occupational radiation exposure, We have previously fssued a proposed finding
thet this amencoent involves no significant hazards consideration and there has
been no pudli. comment on such finding, Accordingly, this amendment meets the
eligibility criterfa for categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 81,22(c)(9),
Pursuant ty 10 CFR §1,22(b) no environmenta) fmpact statement or environments!
assessrent need be prepared In connection with the fssuance of this amendment,

4,0 CONCLUSION

We have concluded, based on the consideratfons discussed above, that: (1)
there 1s r‘asonabfo assurance that the health and safety of the public
will not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner, and (2) such
activities will be conducted in compliarce with the Commission's
regulations and the fssuance of this amendment wil) not be inimical to the
cormon defense and security or to the health and safety of the public,

Dated: SEP 23 W
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