10 CFR 50.90

PHILADELPHI.« ELECTRIC COMPANY

NUCLEAR GROUP HEADQUARTERS
98’65 CHESTERBROOK BLVD.
WAYNE, PA 19087-5691

(215) 640-6000

November 6, 1992

Docket No. 50-352
NUCLEAR SERVICES DEPARTMENT

License No. NPF-39

U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
Washington, OC 20555

SUBIECT: Limerick Generating Station, Unit 1
Technical Specifications Change Request

Gentlemen:

Philaod=alphia Electric Company (PECo) is vubmitting Technical
Specifications (TS) Chauge Request No. 92-15-1, in accordance with 10
CFR 50.90, requesting an amendment to the TS (Appendix A) of Operating
License No. NFF-39 for l.imerick Generating Station (LGS), Unit !. This
submittal requests a one-time (i.e., temporary) TS change to extend the
allowed outage time for the Unit 1 Residual Heat Removal Service Water
(RHRSW) system and the Suppression Pool Cooling Mode of the Residual
Heat Removal (RHR) systom from 72 hours to 168 hours (!.e., seven days)
during the second Unit 2 refueling outage in ~rder to allow continued
Unit 1 operation while upgrades are made to the 'B' RHR heat exchanger
outlet valve on both units. During this maintenance activity, Unit 2
will comply with the applicable Unit 2 TS allowed outage time.
Informat.ion supporting this Change Request is contained in Attachment !
to this letter, and the proposed replacement pages for the LGS Uait 1 TS
are contained in Attachment 2.

We request that, if approvei, the amendment to the LGS Unit . T3 be
effective uron issuance.

1f you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Very truly ycurs,

G. J. Beck, Manager
Licensing Section

Attachmentis

ec: T. T. Martin, Administrator, Region I, USNRC w/attachments
T. J. Kenny, USNRC Senior Resident Inspector, LGS w/attachments
Ww. P. Dornsife, Director, PA Bureau of Radiological Protection
w/attachments
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA @

.
.

§s.

COUNTY OF CHESTER

..

D. R, Helwig, being first duly sworn, deposes and says:

That he is Vice President, Limer ~k Generating Station,
Philadelphia Electric Company, the Applicant herein; that he has
read the enclosed Technical Specifications Change Request No.
92-15~1 for Limerick Generating Station Unit 1, Facility
Operating License No. NPF-39 and knows the contente thereof; and
t! .t the statements and matters set forth therein are true and

correct to the begt of his knowledge, information and belief.

Vice Pregidént

sSubscribed and sworn to
, v

before me this t“ﬁ' cay

of ]if uy;:‘f{l 1992.
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Notary Public
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10 CFR 50.90

PHILADELPHIA FLECTRIC COMPANY

NUCLEAR GROUP HEADQUARTERS
955-65 CHESTERBROOK BLVD.
WAYNE, PA 19087-5691

(215) 64060
November 6, 1992

Docket No. 50-352
NUCLEAR SERVICES DEP.KTMENT

License No. NPF-39

U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
wWashingtoun, DC 20555

SUBJECT: Limerick Generatiny Station, Unit 1
Technical Specifications Change Reguest

Gentlemen:

Philadelphia Electric Compary (PECo) is submitting Technical
Specifications (78) Change Requect No. 92-15-1, in accordance with 10
CrR 50.90, requesting an amendment to the TS (Appendix A) of Operating
License No. NPF-39 for Limerick Generating Station (LGS), Unit 1. This
submittal requests a one-time (i.e., temporary) TS change to extend the
allowaed outage time for the Unit 1 Residual Heat Removal Service Water
(RHRSW) system and the Suppression Pool Cooling Mcde of the Residual
Heat Remcval (RHR) system from 72 hours to 168 hours (i.e., seven days)
during the second Unit 2 refueling outage in order to allow continued
Unit 1 operation while upgrades are made to the 'B' RHR heat exchanger
outlet valve on both units. During this maintenance activity, Unit 2
will comply with the applicable Unit 2 TS allowed outage time.
Information supporiing this Change Request is contained in Attachment 1
to this letter, and the proposed replacement pages for the LGS Unit 1 TS
are contained in Attachment 2.

W2 request that, if approved, tne amendment to the LGS Unit 1 TS be
effective upon issuance.

1f voun have any guestions, plrase do not hesitate to contact us.

Vary truly yours,

W
G. J. beck, Manager

Licenuing Section
Attachments

cc: T. T. Martin, Administrator, Region T USNRC w/attachments
T. J. Kenny, USNRC Senior Resident Iaspector, LGS w/attaclments
W. P. Dornsitfe, Director, PA Bureau of Radiological Protection
w/a.tachnents
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D. R. Helwig, being first duly sworn, deposes and says:

inat he is Vice President, Limerick Generating Station,

Philadelphia Electric Company, the Applicant lirrein; that he has

read the enclosed Technical Specifications Change Request No.
J 92-15-1 for Limerick Generuting Station Unit 1, Facility '
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correct to the best of his knowledge, information and belief.
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ATTACHMENT 1
LIMERICK GENERATING STATION
UNIT 1
Docke®t. No. 50-352
License Nu, NPF-39
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS CHANGE REQUEST

f No. 95-15-1

"One-Time Technical Specifications Change to

Extend the Allowed Qutage Time for the
Regicd" '1 Heat Removal Service Water System and the
Suppression Pool Cooling Mode of the Residual
Heat Removal Sy cem - Unit 1"

; Supporting Information fer Changes - 9 pages
]
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Attachment 1
Page 1

Philade!phia E'eciric Company (PE o), Licensee under Facility Operating
License NPF-39 for the Limerick Generating Station (LGS) Unit 1, requests
that the Technical Specifications (TS) contained in Appendix A to the
Operating License be amended as proposed herein to allow for a one-time (i.e,
terporary) extension in the allowed vatage time (AOT) for the Residual Heat
Removal Service Water (RHRSW) system and the Supmression Pool Coecling (SPC)
mode of the Residual Heat Removal (RHR) system from 72 hours tc 1€8 hours
(i.e., seven days) during the second Unit 2 rerusling outage to allow
continued Unit 1 opeiration while upgrades are maede to the 'B' RHR heat
exchanger outlet valve on both units. The proposed clianges would involve
adding & one-time provision to TS Sections 3.6.2.3, "Suppression Pool
Cooling," and 3.7.!.i, "Residual Heat Removal Service Water System - Commor.
System." We propose that TS Section 3.6.2.3, Action a, and TS Section
3.7.1.1, Action a.3, be changed such that a 168-hour period be authorized for
continued operation of Unit 1 although the 'B' RHRSW loop and the Unit 1 'B'
RHR heat exchanger will be inoperable during this 168-hour pericd. Tbhese
one-time TS chanjes are requested to avoid a Unit 1 shutdown while the SPC
mode of the 'B' loop of Lhe RHR system and the RHRSW system are inoperable
for more then 72 hours, in accordance with Unit 1 TS Sections 3.6.2.3, Action
a, and 3.7.1.1, Action a.3. The propnsed changes to the LGS Unit 1 TS are
indicated by vertical bars in the margin of the TS pages 3/4 6-16 and 3/4 7-
1. The proposed TS changes are contained in Attac ment 2.

During the maintenance activity Jescribed above, Urit 2 will be in a
refusling outage end wi'l comply with Unit 2 TS alluwed outage time.
Therefvre, no changes to Unit 2 TS are required.

This change request for LGS Unit 1 provides a discussion and description
of the proposed TS ~hanges, a safety asressment of the proposed TS chanyes,
irnformation supporting e finding o1 No Gignificant Hazards Considecation, and
information supporting an Environmental Assessment.

We regquest that, if approved, the amendment to the LGS Unit 1 TS be
effective upon issuance.

Discussion and Description of the Proposed Changes

This proposed TS charge roquest involves a one-time change to the LGS
Unit 1 TS tu extend the allo..d outage time (AOT' for the Residual Heat
Removal Service Water ( .'RSw) system and Suppression Pool Cooling (SPC) mode
of the Residual Heat ~emoval (RHR) system from 72 hours to 168 hours (i.3.,
seven days). This is to allow maintenance to be performed on the RHR heat
exchanger service water outlet valves HV-51-1F068B and HV-51-2F068B on the
Unit 1 'B' RHR heat exchanger and the Unit 2 'B' RHR heat exchanger,
respectively. This change request proposes that TS Section 3.7.1.1 be
modified to allow one subsystem of RHERSW to be inoperable for 168 hours
(i.e¢., seven days) and TS Section 3.6.2.3 b2 modified to allow the SPC mocz
of one RHR subsystem tc be iroperable for '68 hours (i.e., seven days) avring
the secord Unit 2 refueling outage.

These one-time TS changes are required to allow adequate time for
maintenance on the 'B' RHRSW loop (i.e., @ common system) while avoiding a
Unit 1 shotdown. During this maintenance :ctivity, Unit 2 will be in 2
refueling cutage and will comply with the applicable Unit 2 TS AOTs for RHRSW
and the SPC mode of RHR.

The maintenance to be performed is an upgrade of the HV-51-1F068B and
HV-5'-2F068B valve internals with stair’ess st¢el components. These valvas
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are used to jisolate and throttle RHRSW flow through the RHR heat exchangers.
During throttling operations, the valves are subje :ed to harsh flow
conditions which have caused degradation of the valves. The recommended
solution is to upgrade the valve internals wi’h stainless steel components.

Maintenance on the Unit ] ind Unit 2 'B' RHR heat exchanger RHRSW inlet
valves HV-51-1F0148 and HV-51-2F014B may also be pertormed during this
maintenance period.

These RHRSW valves (i.e., HV-51-1F014B, HV-51-2F014B, HV-51~1F068B, ard
HV-51-4. '58B) are unisoc: 'ble and the 'B' RHRSW loop piping configuration
requires the use of mult.,le freeze seals (i.e., up to seven) and partial
system draining in order to perform maintenanc: on these valves. The
additional time required to establisk multiple freeze seals, partial
draining, and 3ubsequent sy.tem restoration of the 'B' RHKSW loop
necessitates t' 2 need fcr these cne-time TS changes.

Safety Assessment

This proposed TS change request involves a one-time (i.e., temporary)
change to the LGS Unit 1 TS to extend the allowed outage time for the Unic 1
RHRSW system and the SPC mode of the RHR system from 72 hours to 168 hours
(i.e., rfeven days) during the second Unit 2 retueling outage to allow
continued Unit 1 operation while upgrades are made to the 'B' RHR heat
exchanger outlet valve on both units. During this maintenance activity Unit
1 will remain in operation and Unit 2 will be in a refueling outage and will
comply with the applicable Uait 2 TS ACQTs. For the duration cof this
maintenance activity the 'B' RHR.W loop, the Unit 1 'B' RHR heat exchanger,
and the Unit 2 'B' RHR heat exthanger will be rendered inoperable. Remcval
of the 'B' RHRSW loop, the "nit 1 'B' RHR heat exchanger, and the Unit 2 'B'
RHR heat exchanger from service will not prevent any loop of RHR on either
unit from injecting water into the respective reactor vessel in the Low
Pressure Coclant Injection (LPCi) mode of operation.

The accidents potentially impacted by these proposed TS changes are tue
full range of Loss ~f Coolant Accidents (LOCAs) with and without &
concurrent Loss of Lifsite Fower (LOOP). The loss of shutdown -~ooling was
also considered. Any postulated accident occurring during this activity is
bounded by previous analysis. The removel of the 'B' RHRSW loop from service
will affect the operability of the Unit 1 and Unit 2 'B' RHR heat exchangers.
The RHR heat exchangers provide a method of decay heat removal and
suppression pool/drywell temperature control. Decay heat removal is a
1outine shutdown cooling mode of oreration when the unit is shutdown. Two
lcops of shutdown cooling are requircd to be operable in accordance with TS
Sections 3.4.9.1 (i.e., while the reactor is in Operational Condition (OPCON)
3-hot ¢ +'tdown), 3.4.9.2 (i.e.,OPCON 4 - cold shutdowin), and 3.9.11.2 (i.e.,
OPCON ' - refueling), or an alternate method of decay heat removal is
revuire to Le demonstrated. Unit 1 will be in OPCCN 1 (i.e., power
operativi), therefore these TS Sections are not applicable. Hnwever, if Unit
1 is required to be shutdown during the period the 'B' RHRSW loop is
inoperable, alternate decay heat removal methods are available such as
establishing a shutdown cooling path tr-ough the automatic depressurization
system (ALS) valves or using the main condenser ¢s a heat sink if offsite
power is available. These methods will satisfy the shutdown cooling
requirements while the reactor is in OPCONs 3 and 4. 1In OPCCON 5, alternate
decay heat removal n ' hods such as the Reactor Water Cleanup system can be
utilized to satisfy the sh.ucdown cooling requirements after a sufficient time
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after plant shutdown.

Suppression pocl/drywell temperature control is an accident mitigation
function of tiie RHR system The RHR system accompiishes this function by two
modes of operation, suppression pool spray and suppression pool cocling, both
of which utilize the RHR heal excuangers. TS Section >.6.2.2 requires that
two loops of the suppression pool spray mude of RHR system be operable n
OPCOMs 1, 2, and 3. The AOT for one loop of the suppression pool spray mode
is se-en days. The planned 'B' RI'(SW valve loop maintenance will be
comple.ed within this AOT, *‘herefore, ao change is required. TS Secticn
3.6.2.3 requires that twe loops of the SPC mode of the RHR system be operable
in OPCONs 1, 2, and 3. The AOT for one loop of the SPC mode being inoperable
is 72 hours. This change regues' proposes that this AOT for Unit 1 be
extended to 168 hours (i.e., seven days) during the second Unit 2 refueling
outage.

The LGS Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR), Sectisn 6.2.2,
states that one operable RHR heat exchanger is adequate for accident
mitigation. Two cases of one operable RHR heat exchanger during a postulated
accident are presented. 1n the first case, the operable RHR heat exchanger
is placed in service in the RHR drywell spray mode while one RHR pump in L®7I
mode of operation and one Core Spray loop inject water into Lhe reactor
vesgrel. In the other case, the operable RHR heat exchanger is placed in
service along with an associated RHR pump taking suction from the suppression
pool and dischargirg to the reactor vessel. The flow from the RHR pump is
cooled by RHRSW flow through the RIR heat exchanger before being discharaged
inte the reactor vessel while ancther RhHR pump, in LPCI mode of operation,
and one Core Spray loop inject direct!y into the reactor vessel. Both cases
assume a LOOP and that the High Pressure Coclant Injection (HPCI) system is
avajlable for the entire accident,. Uther assumptions include: initial
suppression pool temperature and RHRSW temperature are et their maxinum, all
the decay heat from the reactor vessel is rejected through the RHR heat
exchanger, and the RHR heat exchanger is in a fully fouled condition. The
peak conteinment pressurs is higher fcr the second case, but is stiil much
lese than the containment design pressure, This analysic is for a rupture of
a reactor recirculation l.ie and i3 the bounding event for similar
occurrences. TS Section 3.7.1.1 regu’res that two loops of RHRSW be opeiable
ir OPCONs 1, 2, and 3. The AOT for one loop of RHRSW being inoperable, which
renders the associated RHR heat exchanger iuoperable is 72 hours. This
change request proposes that this AOT be extended to 168 hours (i.e., seven
davs) during the second Unit 2 refueling ontaqge. Thi. RHRGW system was
designed with sufficient capacity so that one loop of RHRSW with two RHRSW
pumps in operation and two spray pond spray networks can mitigace a Design
Basis Aocident (DBA) on one unit ard allow the safée shutdown of the other
unit as describe« in the UFSAR Section 9.2 ..

Unit 2 will be in a refueling outage witi 'd shutdown conditions
established. The 'B' RHRSW loop will 1wt be rewoved from service until
approximatel!y day 20 of the outage. The uecay heat genecation of Unit 2 will
have been reduced from 146 MWt at time of shutdown to approximately 3.5 Mwt
by day 20. The 'A' RHRSW loop may be in operation to support Unit 2 shutdown
ccoling requirements. However, due %o prior establishment of cold shutdown
conditions, the reduction in decay heat gaqeration and tne ability to place
the Spent Fuel Pool Cooling and Cleane, .ystem in service, along with a
recirculation pump or . AHR pump for reactor core circulation as an alternate
decay heat removal .ethod, the Unit 2 heat removal rejuirements on the ‘A’
RHRSW loop needed to maintain celd shutdown conditions will be minimal.
Farthermore draining of the Unit 2 reactor cavity will not be allowed unti’
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the 'L' KHRSW loop is returned to service or an alternete decay heat removal
method is available. Since one loop of RHRSW can mitigate a DBA on one unit
and support the safe shutdown of the other unit, the potential heat removel
‘equirements with respect to Unit 1 during the period that these proposed TS
changes will be in effect is within the capacity of the 'A' RHRSY loon.

The above discussions do not account for a single failure that couid
render the operable 'A' RHR heat exchanger or coperable 'a' RHRSW loop
inoperable drring tha proposed extended AOT. By limiting tae time the 'B'
PHRSW loop is out of gervice and maintaining the Unit 1 'A' RHR heat
exchanger, the 'A' RHRSW loop, and associated eguipment/system operable
during that period, the conseguences of an azciden! previously evaluated will
remain uncharged. The components that bave the potential of preventing the
Unit 1 'A' RHR heat ez«changer or the 'A' RHRSW loop from performing their
safety furction if they were to fail ¢re lisled below.

'A' RHR heat exchanger, shell side (i.e.,RHR system flow side) outlet
valve:
HV-51-1F003A (normally open - safety function “pen).

‘A' RER heat exchanger, RHRSW inlet valve:
HV=51-1! "14A (normally closed - safety function open).

- 'A' RHF heat exchanger, shell side bypass valve:
HV-C-51~-1F048A ‘normally open - safety function throttled/clcsed).

= 'A' RHR heat exchanger, RHREW outlet valve:
HV-51-1F068A (normally closed - safety function _hrottled/ooen)

~ 'A' RHRSW sprey pund spray nozz ¢ irlet valve:
HV-12-032A (normally closed - satety function open).

‘C' RHRSW spray pond spray nozzle, inlet valve:
HV-12-032C (normally closed - safety function open).

A raview of thke maintenance records indicates that there was one
occurreace of the RHRSW in'at valve, HV-51-1F014A, failiny to opren. This
valve was later tested and it operated properly. The RHRSW outlet valve, HV-
51-1F068A, has also experienced improper operation, however, thn valve
internals were replacod during Unit 1 fourth refueling outage, and the valve
is currently operating properly. No other occur.<nces of the other valves
failing to furction properly were noted. Therefore, the pruvability of a
walfunction of any of these valves preventing the 'A' RHP heat exchanger or
'A' RHRSW loop from performing their safety function is considered to be
wivimal.

The above mentioned valves are powzred from (Class lE safequard buses.
HV-C-051-1F04¢::, HV-51-1FC14A and HV-12-032A are powered from Unit 1 division
1 power supplies, HV-51-1F068A is powered from Unit 1 division 3 power
supplies. HV-12-032C is powered from Unit 2 division 3 power supplies.
Therefore, to ensure emergency electrical power is avallable to these valve
during a LOOP, the Dli, D13, and D23 emergency diesel generators (EDGs) will
be requirei to remain operable during the gruposed extended AOTs.

A complete cleaning and inspection of the tube side of thes Unit 1 ‘A’
RHR heat exchar~er was purformed during the iourth Unit 1 refueling outage.
Although some t.oe pitting occurred which required some tubes to be plugged,
the heat removal capacity was evaiuated to be 202 x 1¢° BTU/HR. This is 65%
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above the minimum design cepacity of 122 x 10° BTU/HR.

The removal of the 'B' RHRSW loop froum service will not affect ths
capability of any emergency core cooling systms (ECCS) from injecting waler
into the reactor vessel. The RHRSW system is manually operated and is not
required during the first ten minutes of a LOCA. Therefore, the short-term
(i.e., less than ten minutes) emerg~ncy core cooling capability of Unit 1
ECCS is unaffected Long-term actions (i.e., greater than ten minutes) will
be affected to the extent that only the 'A' RHR heat exchanger will be
operable for long-term heat removal. Long-term cooling reguirements will be
met by the Lait 1 'A' RHR heat exchanger and the 'A' RHRSW loop with the RHR
system in either the containment spray or the PC mode of operation, as
discuss=d earlier. Further removal of Unit 1 equipment/systems will be
allowed in accordance with existing TS requirements as long as the removal of
equipment/systems from service Joes not adversely affect the operakbility of
the 'A' RHRSW loop or the operable SPC mode of RHR operation or places the
unit outside of the analysis described in UFSAR Section £ .2,

The Emergency Service Water (ESW; system will be affected by the removal
cf the 'P' RHR3W loop from service in that all ESW return flow will be to the
'A' RHRSW loop. This alignment is within the design capabilities of the ESW
system and will be controlled by approved procedures. A computer analysis of
the f!ow distribution to components cooled bv ESW was performed. This
analysis indicates tha* sufficient ESW flow is available to support
roerability of essential components, Measurements of ESW system flow will be
performed on the most limiting components as determined by the comnuter
analyeis to validate component/system operability. Physical wuck on tne 'B’
RHRSW loop will not begin urtil the ESW system (i.e., both loops) is ver’fied
operable,

The Unit 2 Turbine Enclosure Cooling Water (TECW) system will also be
affected such trat the ESW system will not be available to backup the Service
Water syscem as the cooling medium for the Unit 2 TECW system. The ESW
system is utiliz=2d as the coolirg medium for the TECW system in the event of
a LOOP. The ESW return path from the Unit 2 TECW heat exchangers to the 'B'’
RHASW loop will be isolated during the 'B' RHRSW loop maintenance period
preventing the ESW system from being capable of removing heat from the Unit
2 TECW system. TECW is ron-safety related and is norm:lly aligned to the
Service Water system. Since Unit 2 will be in a refueling outage, loss of
the ESW system's ability Lo remove heat from the Unit 2 TECW system will have
no adverse impact.

The concern associated with the proposed TS change is the reduced margin
of safety incurred by extending the applicable AOTs. The RHRSW system is
designed such that the AOT for operatior with less than three RHRSW pumps
operable along with their associated operable EDGs is limited to 72 hours to
ensure adegquate decay heat removal capability is available for the design
accident scenario of a LOCA/LOQP on one unit and simultaneous safe shutdown
of the other unit. The reduction ir the margin of safety due to increasing
the applicable AOTs from 72 hours to 168 hours in a degraded condition of the
plant iz considered minimal as dircussed below, since this reduction reflects
the small increase in the probability that a LOCA/LOOP event would occur -n
Unit 1 within the proposed seven-day = | period as compared to tie
probability of a LOCA/LOOP on Unit 1 duriny the three-day period allowed by
T8.

A Prubavilistic Nisk Assessment (PRA) was performed for the conditions
discussed above. The cumulative risk of a core damage event increased from
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The unit underqgoing an accident would receive 100% of the required
RHRSW flow to its RHR heat exchanger and the unit undergoing a normal
shutdown would receive 67% to 100% of the required RHRSW flow to its RHR
heat exchanger. Eixty-seven percent RHRSW flow to the unit vndergoing
a normal shutd. n ‘s sufficient to remove the heat load transferred
through the AHR heat exchanger as discussed in UFSAR Section 9.2.3.
However, since Unit 2 will already be in cold shutdown, the heat removal
requiremeits ard therefore the required RHRSW flow wil) be substantially
less than 67%.

Tr: probaosility for a single failure to occur and render the operable
‘A" RHK hear exchanger or operable 'A' RHRSW loop inoperable du-ing tue
proposed extended A"Ts, has been evaluated and the conclusion is th . there
is no increase in 1.0 exist ng preolavility for a single failure as a result
of these proposed TE chang....

Therefore, implementation of the proposed 168-hour AO% will not resuit
in an increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
avaluated.

2) The proposed changes do not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident trom any accident previously evaluated.

Since the proposed charjes wil) not result in any new plant
configuration, system alignment, or operational procedures, the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident is ~ot created.
The systems affected are not accident initiators. The piant has been
analvzed for one RHRSW loop cut of service. Plant operation and
accident mitijation utilizing one loop of RHRSW and one RHR heat
exchanger is described in UFSAR Sections 5.4, 6.2, and 15.2. The
cperable systems that will be affected during the implementation of
these proposed oue-time TS changes will be ¢,erated within their
derign capabilities under approvad procedures. The removal of one
RHRSW loop and its associated RHR heat exchanger from service is
currently allowed by TS. These proposed one-time TS changes will only
exteud the subsystem AOTs for the RHRSW system and SPC mode of
operation of the RHR system from 72 hours to 168 houis (i.e., seven
days) during (he second Unit 2 refueling outage.

The proposed changes will not cause the components important to
safety that have been discussed above to be challenged by a different
type of malfunction, since no new type of malfunction will be created
by any operation associated with this a-tivity.

{herefore, these proposed changes do not create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

3) The proposed changes do not invelve a significant reduction in a margin
of safely.

The R'RSW system and the RHR system are designed with sufficient
redundancy such that the removal *wem secvice of a component and/cr
subsystem will not prevent the sys.em from performing its required
safety function. Since removal of the 'B' RHRSW loop from ser -ice
with Unit 1 in vperation and Unit 2 1n a refueling outage is alloved
by existing TS, the concern is the reduced marglin of safety incurred
by extending the applicable AOTs.
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The RHRSW system is designed such that the AOT for operation with
less than three RHRSW pumps operable along with their associated
operable EDGs is limited %o 72 hours te ensure adequate decay heat
removal capability is available for the design accident scenario of
a LOCA/LOOP on one unit and simultaneous safe shutdown vf the other
unit. The reduction in the margin of safety due to incireasing the
applicable AOTs from 72 hourc to 168 hours in a degraded condition of
the plant is _onsidered minimal as discussed below, since this
reduction reflects the small incrrase in the probability that a
LOCA/LOOP event would occur on Unit 1 within the propcsed seven-day
AOT period as compared to the probability of a LOCA/LNOP on Unit 1
during the three day period allowed by TS.

A PRA was performed for the conditions discussed above. The
cumwlative risk of a core damage event increased from 3.£01 x 10°® per
reactor year to 1.012 x 10° per reactor year. This equates to a 1.4%
increase from the baseline core damage event risk for a three-day out-
of-service period and a 3.2% increase from the baseline core damage
event risk for a seve1-day out-of-serv.ce period. This increased risk
of & core damage event (i.e., 1.8%) of extending the AOTs for TS
Section 3.6.2.3, Action a and TS Section 3,7.1.1, Action a.3 to 168
hours (i.e., seven days) is judged to be minimal.

In addit’on, the following equipment and/or systems w.il be reguired
tc be operable for the duration of the proposed axtended AOTs, or the
Actions of TS Sections 3.6.2.3.b and 3.7.1.a.4 must be followed.

Unit 1 'A' RHR heat c<xchanger and associated equipment.

'

2' RHRSW loop d associated equipment.
- HPCI (Unit 1).
- D11, D13, and D23 FDGs and associated equipment.

- Any other equipment that, if removed, would place Unit 1 outside
the bounds of the UFSAR anaiysis described in Section 6.2
(i.e., minimum number of ECCS, FHRSW loops, and ESW loops needed
for eccident mitigation).

One intended action .s to maintain the Unit 1 suppression pool
temperature as low as possible during the period these proposed
changes are implemented. This will increase the hcat storage capacity
of the suppression pool and further enhance the heat remuval <upacity
of the 'A' RHRSW loop. Also, since Unit 2 will be in a refueling
outage, the Unit 2 decay heat removal demand or the RHRSW system will
be minimal. Therefore, implementation ¢f the proposed, one-time TS
changes will not involve a significant reduction in the margin of
safety.

Information Supporting an Environmental Assessment

An environmental assessment s not resuired for the changes proposed by
this Change Reguest because the requesteud changes to the LGS Unit 1 TS
conform to the criteria for "actions eligible for cateyorical exclusion" as
specified in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9). The reguested changes will have no impact
on the environment. The proposed changes do not involve a significant
hazards consideration as discussed in the preceding section. The proposed
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changyes do not involve a significant change in the types or eignificant
increase in the armounts of any effluents that may be released offsite. 1In
addition, the proposed changes do not involve an incr-2se in individual or
cumulative occupational radiaticn exposure.

Conclusion

The Plant Operations Review Committee and the Nuclear Review Board have
reviewed these proposed changes to the LGS Unit 1 TS and have concluded that
they do involve an unreviewed safety question, but that they do not involve
significant hazards consideration, and will not endanger the health and
safety of the public.
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