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SAFETY EVALUATIUN BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

SUPPORT AMENDMENT NO. 1 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. NPF-39

PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY

LIMERICK GENERATING STATION, UNIT NO. 1

DOCKET NO. 50-352

1.0 Introduction

By letter dated December 18, 1985, the Philadelphia Electric Company (the
Ticensee) requested a one-time-only approval for temporarily extending certain
surveillance requirements in the Technical Specifications, which must Le
performed nominally every 18 months and which can only Le done when the plant
is shutdown. The change would extend the 18 month surveillance interval by

14 weeks beyond the maximum 25 percent extension allowed by the Technical
Specifications. This would permit the licensee to delay perfcrming this
testing until 2 maintenance and surveillance outage which will begin on or
before May 26, 1986.

2.0 Evaluation

Technicel Specification (TS) 4.6.3.4 requires that instrumentation line excess
flow check valve surveillance tests be performed at a nominz'! frequency of
once per 18 months. Since the Limerick Unit 1 plant has been through an
extended startup program schedule, which included relatively little startup
testing program activity from about April to early August 1985, the scheduled
surveillance tests fall in a period of what would otherwise be a continuation
of first fuel cycle power operations. Since the plant must be shutdown for
about two weeks to perform these tests and since the licensee plans to shut
the plant down on or before May 26, 1986 to perform other surveillance tests
and maintenance activities the licensee proposes to extend the surveillance
interval for the excess flow checkvalves to allow those tests to also be
performed during the outage to begin on or before May 26, 1986.

The 18 month surveillance interval was selected to be consistent with the

méximum anticipated interval between refueling outages. However, TS 4.0.2

does allow the time interval between surveillance testing to bc extended by

25 percent in order to provide fiexibility in operations scheduling. The end

of the most limiting surveillance interval, including the allowable 25 percent
extension for the excess flow checkvalves in TS 4.6.3.4 (Tab'e 3.6.3-1) is
February 19, 1986. Thereforc, the temporary TS change would extend the per-
micsible time to perform these tests from approximately 23 meaths to approximately
26 months.

The requirements of the TS for testing ncminally every 18 months for which
extensions are proposed and the reason these tests can only be performed while
the reactor is shutdown are as follows. The excess flow check valves in TS
Table 3.6.3-1 are provided in instrumentation lines for the purpose of
checking flow in the line when subjected to an excessive differential pressure.
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Testing of the valves to verify that they check flow involves opening of the
instrumentation line downstream of the valve with the reactor coolant system
cold and pressurized and verifying that the valves check flow. This operation
cannot be performed during normal power operation for the following reasons:

(1) the performance of the test with the reactor coolant system hot, pressurized
and at nower would involve potential hazards to testing personnel upon opening
of the line in the unlikely event that one of the valves fails to check and
releases fluid that is both at a high temperature and radioactive, and (2) the
opening of the instrumentation line, since the line may serve an instrumentation
manifold with multiple transmitters, would result in multiple engineered safety
feature system and/or reactor protection system actuctions which would either
constitute conditions prohibited by Technical Specifications or result in a
shutdown of the reactor. '

The safety related aspects of extending this surveillance interval on a one

time basis for about three months are insignificant for the following reasons. «
(1) Flow through the valves or from the lines in which they are located will

be limited by the small line size and the provision of flow restricting orifices
tc further reduce potential flow rates, (2) Any leakage from these lines outside
of primary containment would be contained in the secondary containment and processed
by the standby gas treatment system. The analysis of such an event has already
been performed and is included in the Final Safety Analysis Report in Section
15.6.2. As indicated in the FSAR there would likely be a variety of indicators
to the operator of a failed instrument line thus alerting plant staff to the need
to isolate the line by use of other manual valves in the line. The staff has
previously reached the conclusion in section 15.6 of the SER that the Limerick
instrument line design is acceptable. (3) The licensee has examined the records
of the initial flow testing performed on these valves and found that all valves
were tested successfully. The licensee further states that, based on available
data, the valves are believed to be highly reliable in performing their function
of checking flow. The staff concludes that the condition of the valves is not
expected to change significantly during the short extension period.

Based on the above, the NRC staff concludes that extension of the interval for
the surveillance testing by 14 weeks on a one-time-only basis is acceptable
because the increased surveillance interval does not significantly increase
the possibility that an undetected failure will occur in the instrumentation
line excess flow check valves covered by this Technical Specification.

2.0 Environmental Consideration

This amendment changes some surveillance requirements on a one-time-only basis.
The 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 occupational radiation exposure. The Commission has previously

issued a proposed finding that this amendment involves no significant hazards
consideration and there has been no public comment on such finding within the

time provided by the Federal Register notice of consideration of the licensee's
amendment request. Thus, there is no need to make a firal determination regarding
no significant hazards consideration. Accordingly, this amendment meets the
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eligibility criteria for categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9).
Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b) no environmental impact statement nor environmental
assessment need be prepared in connection with the issuance of this amendment.

4.0 Conclusion

The staff 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 proposed manner, and (2) 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 nor to the health and safety of the public.

Principal Contributors: R. E. Martin, S. Kucharski, J. S. Guo, J. Page

Dated: FEE 06 1986



