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/ Qowners Grove i noe 60015

December 6, 1993

Mr. Jokn Zwolinsk:

Assistant Director for Projects

Office of Nuelear Reactor Regulation
U. 8. Nuclcar Regulatory Commission
Waslingwn, D. C. 20555

Subject: LaSalle Connty Nuclear Power Station Unit 1
Requost for NRR Enforcement Discrution Regarding Facility
Operuling License NPF.11, Appendix A, Technica)
Specification 4.0.3
No. 50-373

Dear Mr Zwolinski.

This letter documents the results of the teleconference held on December 4,
1993, betweer Commonwealth Edison (CECa) and the NRC Staff, in which
Commonwealth Rdisan requested a Notice of Enforcomen: Discoetion from Teclinical
Specification 1 0.3 for LaCalle County Unit 1.

At 1715 on December 4, 1993, LaSalle County Unit 1 entered Technical
Specification 3.4.2. Action a., due to the imaperahility of two (2) Safoty/Relief Valvoe.
Theae twn (2) Safety/Relief valves were conservativoly determined to be inopurublc
por Technical Specification 4.0.8 due to the tiwe perivd since verification of the 1ift
settiigs fur valves 1B21-F013B and 1B21-FOI3J. Techrical Specification 4.0.8
states "Failure to pertorm a Surveillance Requirement within the specified time
inteival shall canatituts a failure to meet the OPERABILITY requircments for a
Limited Condition for Operation.” Tochnical Bpecification 4.0.5 provides surveillance
roquirements for inservice inspectivy and testing of ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3
components per ASME Section XI of the Bailer and Pressure Vessel Code and
appheable Addenda ns required by 10 CFR 50.55a(g). The reactor coolant gystom
Safety/Relief Valves are included in the ASME Code componenta to be tosted. The
surveillance intarvals for the Safoty/Rolief Valves are based upuu ASME Section XI
Table IWV-3510-1, Safety/Relief Valves 1B21-F013B and IB21-FU13J exceeded the
specified surveillance interval requirements tevery 5 years) and werce conservatively
ceterrained to be inoperaole,

Because it is not possiblc to perform the requred testing with Unit 1 in
operation and the ceactor coolant system pressurized, CECo requested that Unit 1
be allowed to continue to operate unti) the March 1994 Refueling Outage (L1R06) or
until the next Cold Shutdown, whichaver occurs first. A Notice of Enforrement
Discretion was verbally approved hy WRR at 2025 CST on December 4, 1063,

The basis of the request is pruvided in Attachment 1 and includes:

* 'The Technical Specificatian that will be violated; )
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Mr. J. Zwolinski - 2 - Decernber 6, 1993

* The circumstances surrounding the condition, including the need for
prompt action;

* The safety basis for the request that enforcement discretion be exercised,
including an evaluation of the safety significance and potential
consequences of the proposed course of action:

* Any proposed compennatory meaguro(g);
* The justificaticn for the duration of the request,;

* The basis for the conclusion that the request will not have a potential

adverse impact on the public health and safety and that a significant salety
hazard is not involved,

* The basis for the conclusion that the request will not involve adverse
consequences to the environment.

If during duration of this Notice of Enforcement Discretion additional
Safety/Relief valves are made or found to be inoperable for any reason, CECo will
follow the Action requirements of the Technical Specifications. CECa requests that
this Notice of Enforcement Discretion be in effect until an Exigent Technical
Specification Amondment is approved. A request for an Exigeul Technical

Specification Amendment will be submitted on December 10, 1993, for NRC Staff
review,

This request for Enforcement Discretion has been reviewed and approved by
the LaSalle County On -Site Review Committee, in acvordunce with LaSalle County
Station procedures,

CECo gincerely approciates tha NRC ataffa effort and participation in the

review of this request. Please direct any questions or comment: to Peter Piet, Nuclear
Licensing Administrator, at (708) 665-7286.

Nuclear Licensing Administrator
Attachment

ce:  J. B Martin, Regional Administrator - RII
D. Hills, Senior Resident Inspector - LaSuile County
A. Gody, Project Manager - NRR
NRC Document Control Desk
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ATTACHMENT

I TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION OR LICENSING CONDITION THAT WILL BE

VIOLATED

At 1715 on December 4, 1993, LaSalle County Unit | entered Technical
Specification 3.4.2, Action 4., due to the inoperabllity of two (2) Safery/Relief Valves.
These two (2) Safety/Relief valves were conservatively determined to be inoperable per
Technical Specification 4.0.3 due to the time perlod since verification of the lift settings
for valves 1B21-FO138 and (B21-FOI3). Technical Specification 4.0.3 states "Fallure
to perform a Surveillance Requirement within the specified time Interval shall constitute
a fallure to meet the OPERABILITY requirements for a Limited Condition for
Operation.” Technlcal Specification 4.0.5 provides surveillance requirements for
inservice Inspection and testing of ASME Cade Class 1, 2, and 3 components per
ASME Section Xi of the Boiler and Pressuce Vessel Code and applicable Addenda as
required by 10 CFR 50.55a(g). The reactor coolant system Safery/Rellef Valves are
included in the ASME Code components o be tested. The survelllance intervals for ihe
Safety/Relief Valves are based upon ASME Section XI Table IWV-3510-1,
Safety/Relief Valves {B21-FO13B and 1B21-FO1 3] exceeded the specified surveillance
Interval requirements (every 5 years) and were conservatively determined to be
inoperable. It is not possible to perform the 1equired testing with Unit | in operation
and the reactor coolant system pressurized.

Therefore, Commonwealth Edison requests Enforcement Discretion from
fechnical Specification 4.0.3 for SRVs 1B21-FOI3B and 1B21-FO13) be granted to
allow continued unit operation untl approval of an exigent Technical Specification
amendment. The amendment will request that vaives 1B21-FO13B and 1B21-FO13] be
exempted fromn the requirements of Technical Specification 4.0.3 unul the sixth
refueling outage or the first Cold Shutdown prior to L1R0S, whichever comes first. In
additon, the LCO for Technlcal Specification 3.4.2 will be modified to require all 18
SRVs to be OPERARLE, with the exemprior to 4.0.3 for SRVs 1B21-FO 1 3B and
1B21-FO!3].

LaSalle County Station (LaSalle) Unlt 2 has been reviewed and each SRV has
been tested within the last 5 years.

2. CIRCUMSTANCES SURRQUNDRING THE SITUATION

LaSalle's Inservice Testing Program Is based on ASME Section XI 1980 Edition,
Winter 1980 Addenda. Subsection IWV, Table IWV-3510-1 of Section XI requires
"...that at each refueling all valves which have not been tested during the preceding 5
year perioc shall be tested.” LaSalle Station's Engineering Department discovered that
two (2) Unit 1 Main Steam Safety/Rellef Valves did not meet this requirement coming
out of the unit's Afth refuel outage in January of 1993, The two SRVs, 1B21-FO13B

& \riaVasslle nosdd el i 1



SENT BY: 4-18-94 | 9184M - 301 504 3861:% 4/ 9

and 1B21-FO13), were last setpoint tested during the first Unit | refuel outage
(LIRO1), which ended In October, 1986. Thus, the 2 valves have not been setpoint
tested in approximately 7 years. SRVs 1B21-FO13B and 1B21-FO13] are presently
scheduled o be tested during the sixth Unit | refuel (L1ROS) In March 1974,

During previous cycles, It was LaSalle's interpretation that each SRV required
testing once within each fixed five (5) year period. Each SRV was sepoint testad
during the first flxed 5 year perlod, January 1984 to january 1990. (This Includes
tme from the end of the 5 year interval untl the next scheduled Refue’.) The end of
the third Unit | refuel (L 1RO3) In January 1990 marked the start of th second fixed
b year period. Ladalle is presently on schedule to have each SRV setpoint .. “ted again
by the end of this perlod. The testing above meets LaSalle's original Interpretation.

Recent review of Table IWV-3510-1 has rendered a different interpretation,
This Interpretaton concludes that when coming out of a refueling outage, each installed
SRY must have been tested within the previous 5 year span, frregardless of the
particular fixed § year period for the unit. Because the test sequencing was different
within the two fixed 5 year perfods, the most recent setpoint test of SRVs 1B21-FO13B
and 1B21-FO13] do not fall within the 5 year envelope preceding the fiith Uniu |
refuel (L1ROS).

1. EVALUATION OF SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE AND CONSEQUENCES
The possible effects of the salety setpoint drift are:
1) Setpoint drift HIGH (delayed valve opening in the safety mode).
2)  Setpoint drift LOW (carty safety mode opening).
EVALUATION OF CASE 1) SETPOINT DRIFT HIGH:

The bounding transients for LaSalle Station were reviewed by General Electric.
The review showed that the limiting MCPR transient (Turbine Load Reject without
Bypass, or LRNBP) Is not affected because the minimum MCPR is reached priot to
reactor pressure reaching the lowest SRV Rellef Sewpoint (1076 psig). The affected
SRVs are in the two highest actuation groups and therefore cannot impact the results of
this event. The other (nen ilmiting) MCPR events did not require re-evaluation for the
potental of becoming limiting for the following reasons:

. The non-limiting pressurization events (Turbine Trip without Bypass,
Feedwater Controller Failure withour Bypass) add reactivity (and lost
MCPR margin) by the same physical mechanism ¢ the LRNBP.
Therefore, these events will also experience the minimum MCPR piior w
the first SRV rellef setpolnt, and the possible Safety Mode setpoint drift
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cannot affect the outcome of the event analyses.

2. Non-pressurization MCPR events (Loss of Feedwater Heaters, and Rod
Withdrawal error) do not result In loss of the turbine pressure regulator,
and do not involve SRY operation. Therefore SRV setpoint drift cannot
attect the outcome of the event analyses.

EQOC BRPT with one SRV Out-of-Service (OOS) k analyzed for both LaSalle
Unlts. This analysls assumes the lowest pressure SRV does not actuate, and lts response
is only a function of rellef mode operation. The effect of safery mode setpoine diift
does not affect the relief mode of operation.

The limiting pressurization transient for vessel over pressurization Is the MSIV
closure with flux scram (which assumes MSIV limit switch scram fails). For this cvent,
the peak reactor pressure of 1266 psly Is only stighdy impacted (by less than 10 psig),
because the remaining rellef capacity is adequate, The ASME pressure limit of 1375
psig for the RPV hottom head (1325 psig steam dome pressure) Is not exceeded.

EVALUATION OF CASE 2) SETPOINT DARIFT LOW:
For the second affect (setpoint drift low), the possible concerns are:

1) Drift to below operating pressure and initiation of stuck open SRV
accident, and

2) Complication of an event which utilizes safety mode.

The historical data for Safety Mode setpoint drife was reviewed. LaSalle has 18
Crosby Safety/Relief Valves, Style HB-65-BP and Size 6xRx 10, Instalied on each unlc.
In addition to these 36 valves, LaSalle also has 9 spare valves of the same style and size.
The valves have safety set pressures of 1150 psig, 1175 psig, 1185 psig, 1195 pslg, or
1205 psig. OF 76 test points from the Unlt 1 and Unit 2 SRV populations, there have
been a wral of 19 fallures to meet the sewpolint uilierla of + 1% /7 -3% of lift pressure,
The data Is evenly distributed between the units and evenly distributed between positive
drift and negative drift data. There also does not appear to be a correlation to age or
life of plant for either the frequency or magnitude of setpoint drifts. Therefore, no
Indications of a systematc drife factor are present, and the performance of the two
subject valves is expected to reflect the random varladons experienced in the population
so far.

To check for the potentlal for an exaggerated drift due to the extended

surveillance Interval, a possible drift of twice the worst abserved setpoint drift was
postwlated, This would be approximately 8% of setpolnt, and for the SRV 1B21-
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FOI3B, a possible drift down from | 195 (nominal setpoint) to 1099 psig might occur,
SRV 1B21-FO13] has a higher setpoint and greater margin for downward setpoint diift.
This is above the unit operating pressure (nominally 1005 psig), and above the lowest
pressure rellef setpolnt (1076) pelg. Therefore, a decreasing setpoint conditlon rhat
induces the Stuck Open SRV Accident Is not considered credible.

The relief mode was exerclsed during the Unit | scram dated September 14,
1993 During the scram, reactor pressure reached approximately 1075 psig. Neither
SRY 1B21 FOI3B or 1B21-FO13) experienced safety mode actuatons at this pressure.
This verifies that thelr salety mode setpoint did not drift below this pressure, and
supports the expectation that a stuck open SRV accident is not credible (due w the
concern of safery setpoint drift).

SRV 1B21-FO1 38 was manually opened twice during that event and SRV 1B2)-
FO13) was manually opened once. Both operations were satisfactory, Indicatng that
operation and capability of SEV 1BZ21-FO13B and 1B21-FO! 3) are not impaired by
any other factors.

Four SRYs exhibited indicaton of actuator 2ir leaks during this event. None of
these problems Included safety mode anomalles or faliures, and neither SRV 1B21-
FO13B or |B21-FO13] exhibited problems.

The potential for complication or changes to the prograssion of events that would
1ot reach pressures as high as the Safety Mode setpoints of SRV 1B21-FO13B or 1B21-
FO1 3] is minimal, The primary event of imerest Is the MSIV closure with flux scram,
which Is the only event analyzed each cycle that reaches pressures above the lowest
Safety setpolint group (1146 psig). MSIV closure with flux scram opens all SRV, so
carly actuation of 1B21-FO13B or 1821.FO13) would lessen the severity of the
pressuiizaton event. If (downward) setpoint drift occurred Into the reglon of relief
valve operations (the first group to be Impacted would be the highest rellef group at
[ 116 psig), the SRVs would have been expected to be open in the reilef mode already
(the relief mode setpoint for SRV 1B21-FO13B Is 1106 pslg, and for SRV 1B21-FO13]
Is 1116 psig).

No other parameters (1.e,, reactivity, cooldown rates, etc) are expecied Lo be
affected by setpoint drift in the downward directdon.

4, COMPENSATORY ACTIQNS

The condition of concern affects only the safecy funcuon sepoints of
SRVs 1B21-FO! 3B and 1B21-FO13], and does not involve either thelr rellef mode
operation, indicaclons, or possible system actuation effects.

The following Compensatory Actions will be placed In effect:
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i) Licensed Operators will be trained, prior to assuming the shift beginning
December 6, 1993, that for these 2 SRVs, safety mode actuations are
potentlally affected by setpoint drife.

2) Cautlon cards will be placed on the control panel, by December 6, 1993,
to relnforce the Information that safety actuaton pressures should be
verified during appropriate conditdons.

5. JUSTIEICATION FOR THE PURATION OF THE REQUEST:

The survelllance intervals are provided to periodically verify, to the extent
noss'ble, that the survellied component will perform ts desired safety function when
required. Typically these surveillance tests verify that the component s indeed
nerforming or capable of performing its required safety function. The fallure to perform
a survelllance on a component does not, in itself, make the equipment unable to
perform its functlon. In this specific case the survelllance requirement Is to verify the
callbration (safety valve function lift setting) prior to startup from a refueling outage
where the last setpoint test exceeds 5 years. The startup from the last outage in which
the two safety/rellef valves were tested occurred in October 1986, approximatety 7
years ago. The neat opporwnity to perform this test, which requires the reactor to be
in cold shutdown, would be the spring 1994 refueling outage, L1R0&, presently
scheduled for March 1994 or the first cold shutdown prior to L1ROS, whichever comes
first. The maximum total length of time since the last setpoint test, therefore, will be
approximately 7.5 years.

6. EVALUATION OF SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIRERATION

Commonwealth Edison has evaluated the propesed Technical Specification
Amendment and determined that it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. Based on the wilerla for defining o significant hazards consideration
established In 10 CFk 50.92, operadon of LaSalle County Station Unit 1 in accordance
with the proposed amendment will not:

1) lnvolve a slgnificant Increase In the probabllity or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated because:

a. There Is no affect on accident Inidators so there Is no change in
probabllity of an accldent. The probabllity of a failed open
Safety/Relief Valve (SRV) is not affected based on observed
performance of setpoint drife.

b. There Is no effect or minimal affect on the Lonsequences of

analyzed accidents based on an evaluation that the highest reactor
vessel pressure that will occur Is stlil less than the Safety Limic of
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1325 psig steam dome pressure, for the bounding vessel
pressurizadon event. This evaluation assumed that botli SRVs
1B21-FO13B and 1B21-FO13] fall w open.

2) Create the possibllity of a new or different kind of accldent from any
accident previously evaluated because:

The SRVs are not being used In any other mode than original design. The
only affect is from the safety mode setpoint drift. This issue does not involve any
plant modifications or changes to operating procedures. Therefore, this lssue
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accldent from any
previously evaluated accldent.

3} Involve a significant reductlon In the margin of safety because:

The review of previous sensitivity analyses for peak accident pressure
Indicates that extenslon of the survelllance Intervals for SRV (B2 (-FO138 and
B2 1-FO13] can not result In exceeding the Safety Limit reactor pressure of
1325 psig steam dome pressure. Therefore, this Issue does not involve a
slgnificant reduction in the margin of safety.

Guidance has been provided In "Final Procedures and Standards on No
Significant Hazards Considerations,” Final Rule, 51 FR 7744, for the application of
standards to license change requests for determination of the existence of significant
hazards consideradons. This document provides examples of amendments which are and
are not considered llkely to Involve significant hazards consideradons. These proposed
amendments most closely fit the example of a change which may elther result in some
Increase to the probabllity or consequences of a previousty analyzed accident or may
reduce In some way a safety margin, but where the resuits of the change are clearly
within all acceptable cricerla with respect to the system or component specified In the
appilcable Standard Review Plan.

This proposed =mendment does not involve a significant relaxarlon of the criteria
used to establish safety limits, a significant relaxation of the bases for the limlting safety
systemn settings or a significant relaxation of the bases for the limidng condltions for
operations. Therefore, based on the guldance provided In the Federal Register and the

criteria established in 10 CFR 50.92(c), the proposed change does not constitute a
significant hazards consideration.
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7. ENMVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

LaSalle County Station has evaluated the proposed enforcement discretion against
the criteria for Identification of licensing and regulatory actions requiring environmental
assessment in accordance with 10 CFR 51.20. It has been determined that the
proposed changes meet the criterta for a categorical exclusion as provided under
10 CER 51.22(¢)(9). This conclusion has been determined because the changes
requested do not pose significant hazards considerations or do not Involve a significant
increase in the amounts, and no significant changes (n the types, of any effluents that
may be released off site. Addidonally, this request does not Involve a significant
increase In Individual or cumulative occupational radlation exposure.

8. APPROVAL BY ON-SITE REVIEW

The request has been approved by LaSalle County Senlor Station Management
and On-Site Review (OSR) In accordance with Statlon procedures.
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