Mr. Charles M. Dugger July 11, 1997
Vice President Operations

Entergy Operations, Inc.

P. 0. Box B

Killona, LA 70066

SUBJECT: ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT NO. 132 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE
NPF-38 - WATERFORD STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNIT 3 (TAC NO. M99189)

" Dear Mr. Dugger:

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 132 to Facility Operating
License No. NPF-38 for the Waterford Steam Electric Station, Unit 3. The
amendment consists of changes to the Technical Specifications (TSs) in
response to your application dated July 10, 1997.

The amendment changes the Appendix A TSs by deleting the requirements of
Surveillance Requirements (SR) 4.8.1.1.2.h.2 for the diesel fuel oil system.
This change will result in testing of the diesel fuel oil system in
accordance with ASME Code Section XI requirements.

A copy of our related Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. A Notice of
Issuance will be included in the Commission’s next biweekly Federal Register
notice.

Sincerely,

Original signed by:
Chandu P. Patel, Project Manager
Project Directorate IV-1
Division of Reactor Projects III/IV
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket No. 50-382

Enclosures: 1. Amendment No. 132 to NPF-38
2. Safety Evaluation

cc w/encls: See next page
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Dear Mr. Dugger:

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 132 to Facility Operating
License No. NPF-38 for the Waterford Steam Electric Station, Unit 3. The
amendment consists of changes to the Technical Specifications (TSs) in
response to your application dated July 10, 1997.

The amendment changes the Appendix A TSs by deleting the requirements of
Surveillance Requirements (SR) 4.8.1.1.2.h.2 for the diesel fuel oil system.
This change will result in testing of the diesel fuel o0il system in
accordance with ASME Code Section XI requirements.

A copy of our related Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. A Notice of
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Chandu P. Patel, Project Manager
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~ UNITED STATES ~
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001
July 11, 1997

Mr. Charles M. Dugger
Vice President Operations
Entergy Operations, Inc.
P. 0. Box B

Killona, LA 70066

SUBJECT: ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT NO. 132 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE
NPF-38 - WATERFORD STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNIT 3 (TAC NO. M99189)

Dear Mr. Dugger:

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 132 to Facility Operating
License No. NPF-38 for the Waterford Steam Electric Station, Unit 3. The
amendment consists of changes to the Technical Specifications (TSs) in
response to your application dated July 10, 1997.

The amendment changes the Appendix A TSs by deleting the requirements of
Surveillance Requirement (SR) 4.8.1.1.2.h.2 for the diesel fuel o0il system.
This change will result in testing of the diesel fuel o0il system in
accordance with ASME Code Section XI requirements.

A copy of our related Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. A Notice of
Issuance will be included in the Commission’s next biweekly Federal Register
notice.

Sincerely,

'0/ qu/éf(
Chandu P. Patel, Project Manager
Project Directorate IV-1
Division of Reactor Projects III/IV
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket No. 50-382

Enclosures: 1. Amendment No. 132 to NPF-38
2. Safety Evaluation

cc w/encls: See next page



Mr. Charles M. Dugger
Entergy Operations, Inc.

cc:

Administrator

Louisiana Radiation Protection Division
Post Office Box 82135

Baton Rouge, LA 70884-2135

Vice President, Operations
Support

Entergy Operations, Inc.

P. 0. Box 31995

Jackson, MS 39286

Director

Nuclear Safety & Regulatory Affairs
Entergy Operations, Inc.

P. 0. Box B

Killona, LA 70066

Wise, Carter, Child & Caraway
P. 0. Box 651
Jackson, MS 39205

General Manager Plant Operations
Entergy Operations, Inc.

P. 0. Box B .

Killona, LA 70066

Licensing Manager
Entergy Operations, Inc.
P. 0. Box B

Killona, LA 70066

Winston & Strawn
1400 L Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005-3502

Waterford 3

Regional Administrator, Region IV
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
Arlington, TX 76011

Resident Inspector/Waterford NPS
Post Office Box 822
Killona, LA 70066

Parish President Council
St. Charles Parish

P. 0. Box 302

Hahnville, LA 70057

Executive Vice-President
and Chief Operating Officer
Entergy Operations, Inc.
P. 0. Box 31995
Jackson, MS 39286-1995

Chairman :
Louisiana Public Service Commission
One American Place, Suite 1630
Baton Rouge, LA 70825-1697
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

ENTERGY OPERATIONS, INC.
DOCKET NO. 50-382

WATERFORD STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNIT 3

AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 132
License No. NPF-38

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

A.

The application for amendment by Entergy Operations, Inc. (the
licensee) dated July 10, 1997, 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;

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

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;

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

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 -

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-38 is hereby
‘amended to read as follows: '

(2) Technical Specifications and Environmental Protection Plan

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A, as revised
through Amendment No. 132, and the Environmental Protection Plan
contained in Appendix B, are hereby incorporated in the license.
The licensee shall operate the facility in accordance with the
Technical Specifications and the Environmental Protection Plan.

3. This license amendment is effective as of its daté of issuance to be
implemented within 30 days.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

James W.«C14fford, Acting Director
Project Directorate IV-1

Division of Reactor Projects III/IV
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachment: Changes to the Technical
Specifications

Date of Issuance: July 11, 1997



ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO. 132
TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. NPF-38
DOCKET NO. 50-382

Replace the following page of the Appendix A Technical Specifications with the
attached page. The revised page is identified by Amendment number and contain
vertical lines indicating the areas of change. The corresponding overleaf
page is also provided to maintain document completeness.

REMOVE PAGE INSERT PAGE
3/4 8-6b 3/4 8-6b
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- ELECTRICAL POWER SYSTEMS

SURVETLLANCE REQUIREMEW-S (Continued) .~

8. - Verifying the diesel generator’s capability to:

a) Synchronize with the offsite power source while the
generator §s loaded with its emergency loads upon a
simulated restoration of offsite power,

b) Transfer its loads to the offsite power source, and
c) 8Be restored to i1ts standby status.

9. Verifying that with the diesel generator operating in a test
mode (connected to its bus), a simulated safety injection
signal overrides the test mode by (1) returning the diesel
generator to standby operation and (2) automatically energizes
the emergency loads with offsite power.

10. Verifying that each fuel transfer pump transfers fuel to its
associated diesel o1l feed tank by taking suction from the
opposite train fuel oil storage tank via the installed cross
connect.

11. Verifying that the automatic load sequence timer is OPERABLE
with the time of each load block within +10% of the sequenced
load block time.

12. Verifying that the following diesel generator lockout features
prevent diesel generator starting only when required:

a) turning gear engaged

b) - emergency stop

c) Joss of D.C. control power

d) governor fuel oil linkage tripped

At the first vefueling outage, and thereafter, at intervals not to ex- |
ceed 24 months, subject the diesels to an inspection in accordance

with procedures prepared in conjunction with its manufacturer’s recom-
mendations for this class of standby service.

At least once per 10 years or after any modifications which could |
affect diesel generator interdependence by starting the diesel
generators simultaneously, during shutdown, and verifying that the
diesel generators accelerate to at least 600 rpm (60 + 1.2 Hz) in less |
than or equal to 10 seconds. :

At least once per 10 years by: |
1. Draining each diesel generator fuel oil storage tank, vremoving

the accumulated sediment, and cleaning the tank using a sodium
hypochlorite solution or equivalent.

WATERFORD - UNIT 3 ‘ 3/4 B-6a AMENDMENT NO. 2392,126
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SURVETLLANCE REQUIREMENTS (Continued)

i. By performing a visual inspectivon of the interior of the diesel
generator fuel oil storage tanks each time the tank is drained and, if
necessary, clean the tank with a sodium hypoch]orite solution, or

equivalent.

4.8.1.1.3 Reports - (Not Used)

WATERFORD - UNIT 3 ‘ 3/4 8-6b ~BMENDMENT NO. 23126 132
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
RELATED TO AMENDMENT NO. 132 TO
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. NPF-38
ENTERGY OPERATIONS, INC.
WATERFORD STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNIT 3
DOCKET NO. 50-382

1.0 INTRODUCTION

By application dated July 10, 1997, Entergy Operations, Inc. (the Ticensee),
submitted a request for changes to the Waterford Steam Electric Station,
Unit 3, Technical Specifications (TSs). The requested changes would

delete Surveillance Requirement (SR) 4.8.1.1.2.h.2 in TS 3/4.8.1 "Electrical
Power Systems-AC Sources."

2.0 DISCUSSION AND EVALUATION

On July 8, 1997, the licensee determined that at Waterford 3, SR 4.8.1.1.2.h.2
was missed and resulted in both emergency diesel generators (EDG) being
declared inoperable in accordance with TS 3.8.1.2. The licensee noted that
testing of the EDG fuel oil system components has been performed at Waterford
3 in accordance with Section XI of the ASME Code. In addition, Code Case N-
498-1 has been approved for use at Waterford 3 in an NRC Safety Evaluation
dated March 29, 1995, and has been employed for portions of testing and the
system has been tested in accordance with the ASME Code requirements.

By letter dated July 10, 1997, the licensee requested to delete SR
4.8.1.1.2.h.2. SR 4.8.1.1.2.h.2 requires the performance of a pressure test
of those portions of the diesel fuel o0il system designed to Section III,
subsection ND of the ASME Code at a test pressure equal to 110 percent of the
system design pressure at least once every 10 years.

The licensee provided the following justifications for its proposed TS change:

1. The changes requested are consistent with (a) the guidance provided in
NUREG-1432, "Standard Technical Specifications Combustion Engineering
Plants," (b) industry and Waterford 3 plant operating experience, and (c)
the licensing basis for Waterford 3. ’

2. The appropriate testing for the diesel fuel o0il system will be controlled
by ASME Code Section XI and approved Code Case N-498-1 as provided for in
the Waterford 3 Inservice Inspection Program.

9707180124 970711
PDR  ADOCK 0S000382
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3. As required by 10 CFR 50.55a(g), the Waterford 3 Inservice Inspection
Program directs that the ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 components be tested
in accordance with ASME Code, Section XI, "Rules for Inservice Inspection
of Nuclear Power Plant Components." The approved ASME Code Case N-498-1
allows nominal operating pressure (NOP) tests in lieu of Code required
hydrostatic testing. Visual examinations (VT7-2) are performed while the
system is maintained at NOP.

4. Testing of the EDG fuel oil system components has been performed at
Waterford 3 in accordance with Section XI of the ASME Code. Code Case
N-498-1 has been approved for use at Waterford 3 and has been employed
for portions of testing. Therefore, the system has been tested in
accordance with the ASME Code requirements.

5. Based on the conduct of approved testing in accordance with the
Waterford 3 Inservice Inspection Program and ASME Code Section XI, there
is no added safety benefit by performing hydrostatic testing at 110
percent of design pressure.

Code Case N-498-1 requires a VT-2 be performed in conjunction with a system
leakage test in accordance with paragraph IWA-5000. A system leakage test may
be conducted to demonstrate that leaks from pressure boundary that may
originate from through-wall flaws do not exist. This would meet the intent of
the hydrostatic test as noted in SR 4.8.1.1.2.h.2.

Information prepared in conjunction with ASME Code Case N-498-1 notes that the
system hydrostatic test is not solely a test of the structural integrity of
the system but also provides a means to enhance leakage detection. That this
was the original intent is indicated in a paper by S.H. Bush and R.R. Maccary,
“Development of In-Service Inspection Safety Philosophy for U.S.A. Nuclear
Power Plants,” ASME 1971. Piping components are designed for a number of
loadings that would be postulated to occur under the various modes of plant
operation. Hydrostatic testing only subjects the piping components to a small
increase in pressure over the design pressure and therefore does not present a
significant challenge to pressure boundary integrity since piping dead weight,
thermal expansion, and seismic loads, which may present far greater challenge
to the structural integrity of a system than fluid pressure, are not part of
the loading imposed during a hydrostatic test. Water is used as a test medium
in the hydrostatic test. Because water is highly incompressible, a small leak
from a high pressurized water solid system can be readily detected by a sharp
decline in system pressure, or by continual pumping required to maintain the
system pressure. As such, hydrostatic pressure testing is primarily regarded
as a means to enhance leakage detection during the examination of components
under pressure since such a test provides good indication of any system
lTeakages, especially those that might originate from small through-wall cracks
of the pressure boundary. Consequently, this in-service hydrostatic pressure
test required by the Code enhances the possibility of timely discovery of
small through-wall flaws which, because of a tiny leak size, might not be
readily detected by any other means such as system walkdowns or installed
Teak-detection systems.



Currently, licensees expend considerable time, radiation dose, and dollar
resources carrying out hydrostatic test requirements. A significant amount of
effort may be necessary (depending on system, plant configuration, Code class,
etc.) to temporarily remove or disable code safety and/or relief valves to
meet test pressure requirements. The safety assurance provided by the
enhanced leakage detection gained from a slight increase in system pressure
during a hydrostatic test are offset or negated by the following factors:
"having to gag or remove code safety and/or relief valves, placing the system
in an off-normal state, erecting temporary supports in steam lines, possible
extension of refueling outages, and resource requirements to set up testing
with special equipment and gages.

Class 3 systems do not normally receive the amount or type of non-destructive
examinations that Class 1 and 2 systems receive. While Class 1 and 2 system
failures are relatively uncommon, Class 3 system leaks occur more frequently
and the failure mode typically differs. Based on a review of Class 3 system
failures requiring repair for the last five years in Licensee Event Reports
and the Nuclear Plant Reliability Data System databases, the most common
causes of failures are erosion-corrosion (EC), microbiologically induced
corrosion (MIC), and general corrosion. Licensees generally have programs in
place for prevention, detection, and evaluation of EC and MIC. Leakage from
general corrosion is readily apparent to inspectors when performing a VT-2
examination during system pressure tests.

Giving consideration to the minimal amount of increased assurance provided by
the increased pressure associated with a hydrostatic test versus the pressure
for the system leakage test and the hardship associated with performing the
ASME Code required hydrostatic test, the staff finds that compliance with the
Section XI hydrostatic testing requirements results in hardship and/or unusual
difficulty for the licensee without a compensating increase in the level of
quality and safety. Therefore, the staff determined that the licensee’s
proposed TS change to delete SR 4.8.1.1.2.h.2 is acceptable. The Code Case
N-498-1 provides an acceptable level of quality and safety, and reasonable
assurance of structural integrity of the subject system.

Based on the information submitted, the staff concluded that the licensee’s
proposal to delete SR 4.8.1.1.2.h.2. and the alternative to use Code Case
N-498-1 in lieu of hydrostatic tests is acceptable.

3.0 EMERGENCY CIRCUMSTANCES

On November 7, 1995, a.Technical Specification Change Request, NPF-38-172, was
submitted to amend TS 3.8.1. Among the changes requested in NPF-38-172 was a
request to delete SR 4.8.1.1.2.h.2. At the request of Waterford 3, NRC
focused on the changes identified as being needed for the refuel 8 outage.



At that time, Waterford 3 believed that an adequate grace period existed such
that delaying the request to delete SR 4.8.1.1.2.h.2 was an acceptable
compromise to ensure the higher priority changes were made prior to the refuel
8 outage. The request to delete SR 4.8.1.1.2.h.2 and lower priority items was
withdrawn on March 14, 1997.

On July 7, 1997, preparations were started to resubmit the change to delete

SR 4.8.1.1.2.h.2. On July 8, 1997, while trying to determine the end date for
the 25 percent grace period allowed by Specification 4.0.2, questions were
asked to determine when the interval started and how the start of the interval
was justified.

Waterford 3 personnel had considered this SR to be the same as the pressure
testing requirements of Section XI of the ASME Code as invoked by TS 4.0.5 and
implemented by the Inservice Inspection Program. Based on this, it had
previously been determined that the start of the interval for this SR was the
same as the start of the interval for the Inservice Inspection Program which
began at commercial operations on September 24, 1985, as provided for by ASME
Code Section XI, Subsection IWA-2420, 1980 Edition through 1981 Addenda. This
interval start date would have had a 10 year end date of September 24, 1995,
and a 10 year plus 25 percent end date of March 24, 1998. It is this
erroneously determined start and associated end date that had led Waterford 3
personnel to believe that withdrawal of the deletion request would not impact
the ability to comply with the TS. Almost a year would have been available to
perform the testing required by the SR (which was assumed to be the
requirements of ASME Code Section XI) or to resubmit the deletion request.

At 1600 hours on July 8, 1997, it was determined that the actual interval
should have started at receipt of the operating license on December 18, 1984,
and that Waterford 3 had, therefore, exceeded the specified interval of

10 years plus the 25 percent allowed by Specification 4.0.2. The 10 year
interval plus the 25 percent allowance of Specification 4.0.2 was exceeded on
June 18, 1997.

The emergency was created when the error was identified with the determination
of the appropriate start date of the interval applicable to SR 4.8.1.1.2.h.2.
Although both EDGs are fully functional, application of the correct interval
has resulted in Waterford 3 having no EDGs technically operable at this time.
This situation results in the inability to resume startup.

Waterford 3 is preparing to restart following refuel outage 8. Requiring
literal compliance testing will preclude resumption of power operations until
the SR is met. This may require as many as 34 days. Accordingly, the
Commission finds that an emergency situation exists pursuant to 10 CFR
50.91(a)(5). Throughout this process, the licensee acted promptly and kept
the staff informed regarding the status of its activities. The staff finds
that the licensee did not create the emergency situation and acted promptly
once it became aware of the errors made in interpretation of the requirements.



4.0 FINAL NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARD CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION

The Commission’s regulations in 10 CFR 50.92 state that the Commission may
make a final determination that a license amendment involves no significant
hazards considerations, if operation of the facility, in accordance with the
amendment would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of
- any accident previously evaluated; or

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated; or

(3) ‘Involve a significant reduction in a margin or safety.

This amendment has been evaluated against the standards in 10 CFR 50.92. It
does not involve a significant hazards consideration because of the following.

‘The ASME Code, Section XI, including applicable ASME Code Cases as authorized
by the NRC, provides alternate test methods to use in lieu of a 110 percent
hydrostatic pressure test that is not practical to perform on the EDG fuel oil
system as currently designed. With the proposed deletion of SR 4.8.1.1.2.h.2,
the provisions of SR 4.0.5 and the ASME Code, along with NRC-authorized Code
Cases, would be utilized as an equivalent testing requirement to ensure the
continued integrity of the EDG fuel o0il system. Therefore, since the
reliability of the EDG fuel oil system will not be reduced, the probability
and consequences of any accident previously evaluated is not increased. The
proposed change has no effect on the ability of the EDGs to perform their
design function. The proposed change does not affect the availability or the
testing requirements of the offsite circuits.

Therefore, the proposed change will not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of any accident previously evaluated.

The proposed change to TS 3/4.8.1 does not introduce any new modes of plant
operation or new accident precursors, involve any physical alterations to
plant configurations, or make any changes to system setpoints which could
initiate a new or different kind of accident. The proposed change does not
affect the design or performance characteristics of any EDG or its ability to
perform its design function. No new failure modes have been defined and no
new system interactions have been introduced for any plant system or
component. In addition, there have not been any new limiting failures
identified as a result of the proposed change. Accidents concerning loss of
offsite power and a single failure (e.g., loss of an EDG) have previously been
evaluated. This change will result in testing of the diesel fuel oil system
in accordance with ASME Code Section XI and will avoid unnecessary out of
service time.



Therefore, the proposed change will not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Under the proposed change to TS 3/4.8.1, the EDGs will remain capable of
performing their safety function. The change does not affect the design or
performance of the EDGs. The ability of the EDGs to perform their safety
function will not be degraded. The change affects the manner in which the
diesel fuel o0il system is tested. The testing will be performed in full
compliance with the ASME Code, Section XI and approved Code Case N-498-1.

This testing has previously been approved by the NRC for Waterford 3 for other
ASME Code systems.

Therefore, the proposed change will not involve a significant reduction
in a margin of safety.

5.0 STATE CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commission®s regulations, the Louisiana State official
was notified of the proposed issuance of the amendment. The State official
had no comments. :

6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment changes a requirement with respect to installation or use of a
facility component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR
Part 20 and changes surveillance requirements. The NRC 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 made a final no
significant hazards consideration finding with respect to this amendment.
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.

7.0 CONCLUSION

The Commission 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, (2) such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission’s regulations,
and (3) the issuance of the amendment will not be inimical to the common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.

Principal Contributors: T. McLellan
C. Patel

Date: July 11, 1997



