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The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No.49 to Facility Operating
License No. NPF-5 for the Edwin I. Hatch Nuclear Plant, Unit No. 2. The
amendment consists of changes to the Technical Specifications (TSs) in
response to your application dated February 5, 1981.

The amendment revises the TSs for Hatch Unit 2 to clarify the definition of
the term Operable and to specify certain conditions under which a system,
subsystem, train, component or device may be considered operable when the
normal or emergency power source providing power to the system, subsystem,
etc. is Inoperable.

A copy of the Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. Notice of Issuance will be
included in the Commission's next Biweekly Notice.

Sincerely,
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Operating Reactors Branch #4
Division of Licensing
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1. Amendment No. 49
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY T

OGLETHORPE POWER CORPORATION

MUNICIPAL ELECTRIC AUTHORITY OF GEORGIA
' CITY OF DALTON, GEORGIA

DOCKET NO. 50-366

EDWIN I. HATCH NUCLEAR PLANT, UNIT NO. 2

AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No.49 -
License No. NPF-5

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commissioh (the Commission) has found that:

A. The application for amendment by Georgia Power Company, et al.,
(the licensee) dated February 5, 1981, complies with the standards
and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended
(the Act), and the Commission's rules and regulations set forth
in 10 CFR Chapter I;

B. The facility will operate in conformity with the application, the
provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of the
Commission;

C. There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized by
this amendment can be conducted without endangering the health and
safety of the public, and (ii) that such activities will be conducted
in compliance with the Commission's regulations;

D. The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the
common defense and security or to the health and safety of the
public; and

E. The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR Part 51
of the Commission's regulations and all applicable requirements have
been satisfied.

2. Accordingly, the license is amended by changes to the Technical
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license amendment,
and paragraph 2.C.(2) of Facility Operating License No. NPF-5 is hereby
amended to read as follows:

‘8507310155 850716
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Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendices
A and B, as revised through Amendment No. 49 , are
hereby incorporated in the license. The licensee
shall operate the facility in accordance with the
Technical Specifications.

3. This license amendment is effective as of its date of issuance and shall
be implemented within 30 days of issuance.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

F. Stolz, Chief

perating Reactors Branch #4
Division of Licensing

Attachment:
Changes to the Technical
Specifications

Date of Issuance: July 15, 1985



ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO.42?
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. NPF-5
DOCKET NO. 50-366

Replace the following pages of the Appendix "A" Technical Specifications with
the enclosed pages. The revised pages are identified by Amendment number and
contain a vertical line indicating the area of change. The corresponding
overleaf pages are also provided to maintain document completeness.

Remove Insert
3/4 0-1 3/4 0-1

B 3/4 0-1 B 3/4 0-1



3/4 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3/4.0 APPLICABILITY

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION

3.0.1 leiting Conditions for Operation and ACTION requirements shall be
applicable during the OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS or other states specified for
each speciflcatlon

3.0.2 Adherence to the requirements "of the Limiting Condition or Operation
and associated ACTION within the specified time interval shall constitute
compliance with the specification. In the event the Limiting Condition for
Operation is restored prior to expiration of the specifisd time interval,
completion of the ACTION statement is not required.

3.0.3 In the event a Limiting Condition for Operation and/cr associated
ACTION requirements cannot be satisfied because of circumstances in excess of
those addressed in the specification, the facility shall be placed in at least
HOT SHUTDOWN within 6 hours and in COLD SHUTDOWN within the following 30 hours
unless corrective measures are completed that permit operation under the
permissible ACTION statements for the specified time interval as measured from
initial discovery or until the reactor is placed in an OPERATIONAL CONDITION
in which the specification 1is not applicable. Exceptions to these
requirements shall be stated in the individual specifications.

13.0.4 Entry into an OPERATIONAL CONDITION or other specified applicability

state shall not be made unless the conditions of the Limiting Condition for
Operation are met without reliance on provisions contained in the ACTION
statements unless otherwise excepted. This provision shall n~ot prevent
passage thru OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS required to comply with ACTION
requirements.

3.0.5 When a system, subsystem, train, component, or device is cetermined to
be inoperable solely because its emergency power source is inoperable, cr
solely because its normal power source is ingperable, it may be consicerec
OPERABLE for the purpose of satisfying the requirements of its applicable
Limiting Condition for Dperation, providecd: (1) its correspending normal or
emergency Oower source is OPERABLE; AND (2) 3ll of its redundant system(s),
subsystem(s), train(s), component(s), and device(s) are OPSRABLE, or likewise
satisfy the requirements of this specification. Unless both conditions (1)
and (2) are satisfied, the unit shall be placed in at least HOT SHUTDOWN
within 6 hours, and in at least COLD SHUTDOWN within the following 30 hours.
This specification is not apolicable in Conditions 4 or 5. :

SURVETILLANCE REQUI%ENTS

4.0.1} Surveillancé  Requirements shall be applicable during the OPERATIONAL
CONDITIONS or other states specified for individual Limi ting Conditions for
Operation  unless otherwise stated in the individual Surveillance
Requirements.

4;0.2 Each Surveillance Requirement shall be performed within the spec*flnd
time interval with:

a. A maximum allowable extension not to exceed 25% of the surveillance
interval,

3/4 0-1 Amendment No. g, 49




APPLICABILITY

cen BT

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (Continued)

b. A total maximum combined interval time for any 3 consecutive
surveillance intervals not to exceed 3.25 times the specified
surveillance interval.

4.0.3 Performance of a Surveillance Requirement within the specified
time interval shall constitute compliance with OPERABILITY requirements
for a Limiting Condition for Operation and associated ACTION statements

unless otherwise required by the specification.

Surveillance require-

“ments do not have to be performed on inoperable equipment.

4.0.4 Entry into an OPERATIONAL CONDITION or other specified applicable
state shall not be made unless the Surveillance Requirement(s) associated
with the Limiting Condition for Operation have been performed within

the applicable surveillance interval or as otherwise specified.

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

a. During the time period: '

1.

From issuance of the Facility Operating License to the
start of facility commercial operation, inservice testing

-of ASME Code Class 1, 2, & 3 pumps and valves shall be

performed in accordance with Section XI of the ASME
Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code 1974 Edition, and Addenda
through summer 1975, except where specific written relief
has been granted by the Commission.

Following start of facility commercial operation, 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 shall be performed in accordance with Section

XI of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code and
applicable Addenda as required by 10 CFR 50, Section
50.55a(g), except where specific written relief has been
granted by the Commission pursuant to 10 CFR 50, Section
50.55a(g) (6) (i).

b. Surveillance intervals specified in Section XI of the ASME
Boiler and Pressure VYessel Code and applicable Addenda for the
inservice inspection and testing activities required by the ASME

Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code and applicable Addenda shall be

applicable as follows in these Technical Specifications:

HATCH - UNIT 2
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3/4.0 APPLICABILITY

BASES

The specifications of this section provide the general requirements
applicable to each of the Limiting Conditions for Operation and Surveillance
Requirements within Section 3/4.

3.0.1 This specification states the applicability of each specification
in terms of defined OPERATIONAL CONDITION and is provided to delineate
specifically when each specification is applicable.

3,0.2 This specification defines those conditions mecessary to constitute
cornpuanc° with the terms of an ~ﬂd1v1dual Limiting Condition for Operation
and associated ACTION requirement.

3.0.3 - This specification delineates the ACTION to be taken for
circumstances not directly provided for in' the ACTION statements and whose
occurrence would vioclate the intent of the specification. For example,
Specification 3.5.1 calls for the HPCI to be OPERABLE and specifies explicit
requirements if it become inoperable. Uncer the terms of Specification 3.0.3
if the required additiomal systems are not OPERABLE, the facility is to be
nlaced in HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 4 hours and be in COLD SHUTDOWN within
the following 30 hours. The unit shall be brought to HOT SHUTDOWN and COLD
SHUTDOWN- within the required times by promptly initiating and carrying out an
orderly shutdown. It is intended that this quidance also apply whenever an
ACTION statement reguires a unit to be in (at Teast) STARTUP within 2 hours or
in (at least) 40T SHUTDOWN within 6 hours.

3.0.4 This specification provides tnat entry into sn OPERABLE CONDITION
must be made with (a) the full complement of required systams, eaquipment or
components OPERABLE and (D) all other parameisrs as specified in the Limiting
Conditions for Cperation being met without regard for allowable deviatlons and
out of service provisions contained in the ACTION statements.

The intent of this provision is to insure that facility operation is not
initiated with either regquired equipment or systems ingoperable or other limits
Jeing exceeced.

Exceptions to this provlslon have been orovided for a3 limited number of
specifications when startup with inoperable =quipment would not &sffact plant
safety. These -exceotions are stated in the ACTION statements of tre
sppropriate specificaticns.

3.0.5 When a system, subsystem, train, component, or cevice loses either
its normal electrical supply or its emergency electrical supply, the sauipment
is still capable of performing its intended function in the required manner.
Tre safety analyses are performed assuming the loss of function of a3 critical
- piece of equipment; thus, with a source of slectrical power unavailable, a
single failure is still required to reach the conditions analyzed in the
FSAR. It is recognized, however, that operation with one source of electrical
power unavailable means the system, subsystem train, component, cor device is
in a degraded mode. The ACTION statement Tor the loss of an electrical source
is designed to allow operation to continue for 3 reasonable time wnile repairs
are affected and the lost electrical source returned to service. Therefore,
there is no need for all equipment supplied by the electrical source to be

placed in ACTION statements.

HATCH - UNIT 2 B 3/4 0-1 Amendment No. B, 49




APPLICABILITY

BASES

4.0.1 This specification provides that surveillance activities
necessary to insure the Limiting Conditions for Operation are met and will
be performed during the OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS for which the Limiting
Conditions for Operation are applicable. Provisions for additional surveil-
lance activities to be performed without regard to the applicable OPERA-
TIONAL CONDITIONS are provided in the individual Surveillance Requirements.

4.0.2 The provisions of this specification provide allowable toler-
ances for performing surveillance activities beyond those specified in
the nominal surveillance interval. These tolerances are necessary to
provide operational flexibiiity because of scheduling and performance
considerations. The phrace "at least" associated with a surveillance
frequency does not negate this allowable tolerance value and permits the
performance of more frequent surveillance activities.

The tolerance values, taken either individually or consecutiveiy over
three test intervals, are sufficiently restrictive to ensure that the
reliability associated with the’surveillance activity is not significantly
degraded beyond that obtained from the nominal specified interval.

4.0.3 The provisions of this specification set forth the criteria
for determination of compliance with the OPERABILITY requirements of the
Limiting Conditions for Operation. Under this criteria, equipment,
systems or components are assumed to be OPERABLE if the associated surveil-
lance activities have heen satisfactorily performed within the specified
time interval. Nothing in this provision is to be construed as defining
equipment, systems or components OPERABLE, when such items are found or

known to be inoperable although still meeting the Surveillance Requirements.

4.0.4 This specification ensures that surveillance activities
associated with a Limiting Condition for Operation have been performed
within the specified time interval prior to entry into an applicable
CONDITION. The intent of this provision is to ensure that surveillance
activities have been satisfactorily demonstrated on a current basis as
required to meet the OPERABILITY requirements of the Limiting Condition
for Operation,

HATCHK - URIT 2 B 3/4 0-2
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

SUPPORTING AMENDMENT NO.49 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. NPF-5

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY
OGLETHORPE POWER CORPORATION
MUNICTPAL ELECTRIC AUTHORITY OF GEORGIA
CITY OF DALTON, GEORGIA

EDWIN I. HATCH NUCLEAR PLANT, UNIT NO. 2

DOCKET NO. 50-366

1. EVALUATION

On April 10, 1980, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) issued a
generic letter to all Power Reactor Licensees which clarified the term
OPERABLE and identified portions of the Model Technical Specifications
(MTS) which are recommended to assure that safety systems remain
OPERABLE within the 1imits of the single failure criterion (Reference
1). In that letter, the NRC requested that Licensees review their
Technical Specifications (TSs) and submit such proposed charges as were
necessary to incorporate the requirements of the MTS.

On February 5, 1981, Georgia Power responded to the generic letter,
proposing a revision to the Hatch 2 TS Limiting Conditions for Operation
(LCOs) which would eliminate possible confusion over the definition of
operability (Reference 3). Our contractor, EG& Idaho, Inc., has
reviewed the existing Hatch 2 TS definition of the term OPERABLE and the -
proposed amendment to the TSs and prepared the enclosed report* dated
January 1984 which provides an evaluation of the Hatch 2 definition and
existing and proposed LCOs for conformance to the criteria established
by the NRC.

We have reviewed the EG&G report and agree with its findings.
Accordingly, we conclude that the proposed changes are acceptable.

2.  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

The amendment involves a change in the installation or use of a facility
component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR Part
20. We have 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 the

*Although the report contains a legend that this is “an informal report
intended for use as a preliminary working document,” the report in fact
represents EG&G's final evaluation of this amendment request for NRC. These
statements will be clarified in reports issued in the near future.

| §507310159 B5071&
PDR'“ADOCK 05000366




amendment involves no significant hazards consideration and there has
been no public comment on such finding. 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 environmental impact
statement or environmental assessment need be prepared in connection with
the issuance of the amendment.

CONCLUSION -

We have 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 the amendment will not be inimical to
the common defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.

Dated: July 16, 1985

Principal Contributor: George Rivenbark

Enclosure:
EG&G Report
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DEFINITION OF OPERABLE, EDWIN I. HATCH NUCLEAR PLANT UNIT 2

1. INTRODUCTION

On April 10, 1980, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) issued a
generic letter to all Power Reactor Licensees which clarified the term
OPERABLE and"identified portions of the Model Technical Specifications
(MTS) which are recommended to assure that safety systems remain OPERABLE
within the limits of the single failure criterion (Reference 1). In that
letter the NRC requested that Licensees review their Technical
Specifications (TS) and submit such proposed changes as were necessary to

incorporate the requirements of the MTS.

On February 5, 1981, Georgia Power responded to the generic letter,
proposing a revision to the Hatch 2 TS Limiting Conditions for Operation
(LCOs) which would eliminate possible confusion over the definition of
operability (Reference 3). EG&G Idaho, Inc., has reviewed the existing
Hatch 2 TS definition of the term OPERABLE and the proposed amendment to
the TS. This report provides an evaluation of the Hatch 2 definition and
existing and proposed LCOs for conformance to the criteria established by
the NRC.

2. REVIEW CRITERIA

The review criteria for this task are contained in NRC's April 10,
1980, letter and in Reference 2 and are summarized below.

Definition of QPERABLE

A system, subsystem, train, component or device shall be OPERABLE or
have OPERABILITY when it is capable of performing its specified
function(s). Implicit in this definition shall be the assumption that all
necessary attendant instrumentation, controls, normal and emergency

electrical power sources, cooling or seal water, lubrication or other




auxiliary equipment that are required for the system, subsystem, train,
component or device to perform its function(s) are also capable of

performing their related support function(s).

Limiting Condition for Operation

When a Limiting Condition for Operation is not met because of
circumstances in excess of those addressed in the specification, except as
provided in the éssociated ACTION reguirements, within one hour action
shall be initiated to place the unit in a MODE in which the Specification
does not apply by placing it, as applicable, in:

1. At least STARTUP within the next 6 hours,
2. At least HOT SHUTDOWN within the following 6 hours, and
3. At least COLD SHUTDOWN within the subsequent 24 hours.

Where corrective measures are completed that permit operation under
the ACTION requirements, the ACTION may be taken in accordance with the
specified time limits as measured from the time of failure to meet the
Limiting Condition for Operation. Exceptions to these requirements are
stated in the individual Specifications.

When a system, subsystem, train, component or device is determined to
be inoperable solely because its emergency power source is inoperable, or
solely because its normal power source is inoperable, it may be considered
OPERABLE for the purpose of satisfying the requirements of its applicable
Limiting Condition for Operation, provided: (a) its corresponding normal
or emergency power source is OPERABLE; and (b) all of its redundant
system(s), subsystem(s), train(s), component(s) and device(s) are OPERABLE,
or likewise satisfy the requirements of this specification. Unless both
conditions (a) and (b) are satisfied, within two hours action shall be
initiated to place the unit in at least STARTUP within 6 hours, in at least




HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 6 hours, and in at least COLD SHUTDOWN within
the following 24 hours. This specification is not applicable in MODES 5
or 6.

3. DISCUSSION

The Hatch 2 TS (Reference 4) provides a definition of the term
OPERABLE which is extracted verbatim from the MTS. This proposed
definition complies with the review criteria.

The existing Hatch 2 LCOs state:

3.0.3 In the event a Limiting Condition for Operation and/or
associated ACTION requirements cannot be satisfied because of
circumstances in excess of those addressed in the specification, the
facility shall be placed in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within 6 hours and
in COLD SHUTDOWN within the following 30 hours unless corrective
measures are completed that permit operation under the permissible
ACTION statements for the specified time interval as measured from
initial discovery or until the reactor is placed in an OPERATIONAL
CONDITION in which the specification is not applicable. Exceptions to
these reguirements shall be stated in the individual specifications.

The proposed amendment to the Hatch 2 LCOs states:

3.0.5 When a system, subsystem, train, component, or device is
determined to be inoperable solely because its emergency power source
is inoperable, or solely because its normal power source is
inoperable, it may be considered OPERABLE for the purpose of
satisfying the requirements of its applicable Limiting Condition for
Operation, provided: (1) its corresponding normal or emergency power
source is OPERABLE: AND (2) all of its redundant system(s),
subsystem(s), train(s), component(s), and device(s) are OPERABLE, or
Tikewise satisfy the requirements of this specification. Unless both
conditions (1) and (2) are satisfied, the unit shall be placed in at
least HOT SHUTDOWN within 6 hours, and in at least COLD SHUTDOWN
within the following 30 hours. This specification is not applicable
in Conditions 4 or 5.

The existing LCOs and the proposed amendment to the LCOs conform to
the requirements of the MTS.



4. CONCLUSION

The licensee's definition of the term OPERABLE and the existing and
proposed Hatch 2 TS LCOs meet the NRC requirements for providing adequate
clarification of the term OPERABLE as it applies for Essential Safety
Features systems to support system outages or multiple outages of redundant
components.
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