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REFERENCE: 1. Entergy letter dated May 29, 2008, “Inservice Inspection (1SI)
‘ Program Third 10-Year Interval, Revision 0” (W3F1-2008-0045)

Dear Sir or Madam:

In accordance with the provisions of 10 CFR 50.90, Entergy Operations, Inc. (Entergy)

- hereby requests an amendment to Waterford Steam Electric Station, Unit 3 (Waterford 3)
Technical Specification (TS). The proposed amendment would modify TS requirements for
inoperable snubbers by relocating the current TS 3.7.8, Snubbers, to the Technical
Requirements Manual (TRM) and adding Limiting Condition for Operation (LCQO) 3.0.8. In
conjunction with the proposed changes, the TS Bases for LCO 3.0.8 will be added,
consistent with Bases Control Program, as described in Section 6.16 of the TS. The
proposed amendment is based, in part, on the NRC approved Industry / Technical
Specification Task Force (TSTF) change to the Improved Standard Technical Specifications
TSTF-372-A, Rev. 4, entitled Addition of LCO 3.0.8, Inoperability of Snubbers and is
consistent with changes previously approved by the NRC for other reactor licensees, as well
as a recent License Amendment Request from Arkansas Nuclear One, Unit 2.

Attachment 1 provides a description of the proposed change, the requested confirmation of
applicability, and plant-specific verifications. Attachment 2 provides the existing TS pages
marked up to show the proposed change. Attachment 3 provides revised (clean) TS pages.
Attachment 4 provides a summary of the regulatory commitments made in this submittal.
Attachment 5 provides the existing TS Bases pages marked up to show the proposed

- changes (for information only).
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The proposed change h\as been evaluated in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91(a)(1) using
criteria in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and it has been determined that this change involves no -
significant hazards consideration. The bases for these determinations are included in the
attached submittal.

Entergy requests approval of the proposed amendment by September 10, 2009, in order to
support the Fall 2009 refueling outage. Once approved, the amendment shall be
implemented within 60 days. Although this request is neither exigent nor emergency, your
prompt review is requested.

If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact Robert Murilio,
Manager, Licensing at (504) 739-6715.

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on
September 18, 2008.

Sincerely,

KTW/DBB/RLW/ssf

Attachments:

1. Description and Assessment

2. Proposed Technical Specification Changes

3. Revised Technical Specification Pages

4. List of Regulatory Commitments

5. Proposed Technical Specification Bases Changes (for information only)
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cc: Mr. EImo E. Collins
Regional Administrator
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region IV " '
612 E. Lamar Blvd., Suite 400
Arlington, TX 76011-8064

NRC Senior Resident Inspector
Waterford 3

P. O. Box 822

Killona, LA 70066-0751

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Mr. N. Kalyanam

MS O-07 D1

Washington, DC 20555-0001

American Nuclear Insurers
Attn: Library .

95 Glastonbury Bivd.

Suite 300 :
Glastonbury, CT 06033-4443

Wise, Carter, Child & Caraway
Attn: J. Smith

P.O. Box 651

Jackson, MS 39205

Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality
Office of Environmental Compliance
Surveillance Division

P. O. Box 4312

Baton Rouge, LA 70821-4312

Winston & Strawn

ATTN: N.S. Reynolds

1700 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006-3817

Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
ATTN: T.C. Poindexter ~
1111 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004
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1.0 - DESCRIPTION

The proposed amendment would modify Waterford Steam Electric Station, Unit 3 (Waterford 3)
Technical Specification (TS) requirements for inoperable snubbers by relocating the current TS
3.7.8, Snubbers, to the Technical Requirements Manual (TRM) and adding Limiting Condition
for Operation (LCO) 3.0.8. In conjunction with the proposed changes, TS Bases for LCO 3.0.8
will be added, consistent with the Bases Control Program as described in Section 6.16 of the
TS

The changes relating to the addition of LCO 3.0.8 are consistent with the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) approved Industry / Technical Specification Task Force (TSTF) change to
the Improved Standard Technical Specifications TSTF-372-A, Rev. 4, entitled Addition of LCO
3.0.8, Inoperability of Snubbers. The availability of this TS improvement was published in the
Federal Register on April 27, 2005 as part of the consolidated line item improvement process
(CLIIP). The change which relocates TS 3.7.8 to the TRM is consistent with the Improved
Standard Technical Specification (STS), which does not contain a specification for snubbers.

20  ASSESSMENT

2.1 Applicability of Publlshed Safety Evaluation

With regard to application of TSTF 372 (adoption of LCO 3.0.8), Entergy Operatlons Inc.
(Entergy) has reviewed the safety evaluation dated April 27, 2005 as part of the CLIIP. This
review included a review of the NRC staff's evaluation, as'well as the information provided to
support TSTF-372. Entergy has concluded that the justifications presented in the TSTF _
proposal and the safety evaluation prepared by the NRC staff are applicable to Waterford 3 and
justify this amendment for the incorporation of the changes to the Waterford 3 TS.

The relocation of the snubber-related requirements of TS 3.7.8 to the TRM is consistent with
the original (and current) version of the STS. The NRC'’s Final Policy Statement states that
' LCOs and associated requirements that do not satisfy or fall within any of the four specified
criteria presently contained in 10 CFR 50.36, may be relocated from existing TS (an
NRC-controlled document) to appropriate licensee-controlled documents. Relocation of these -
requirements to the TRM is acceptable, in that, changes to the TRM will be adequately _
controlled by 10 CFR 50.59. These provisions will continue to be implemented by appropriate
station procedures (i.e., operating procedures, maintenance procedures, surveillance and
testing procedures, and work control procedures).
Snubbers are used on piping systems or equipment to limit displacement from dynamic loads
such as earthquake or thermal-hydraulic transient, while allowing dispiacement from thermal
expansion. Snubbers are not active components, but are a type of support like springs,
baseplates, or struts with the same potential for impact on operability as any support. The
majority of snubbers at Waterford 3 are installed on Seismic Class | piping, which include all of
the safety systems. Snubber testing is required by 10 CFR 50.55a to be performed in
accordance with ASME/American Nuclear Standards Institute (ANSI) OM Part 4, "Examination
* and Performance Testing of Nuclear Power Plant Dynamic Restraints" or ASME OM Code,
Subsection ISTD, “Preservice and Inservice Examination and Testing of Dynamic Restraints .
(Snubbers) in Light-Water Reactor Nuclear Power Plants.” Thus, specifying such testing in the
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TS is unnecessary. Snubbers are not a design feature that is an initial condition of a DBA or
transient. Thus, TS requirements for snubbers do not meet the criteria of 10:CFR 50.36 for
retention in the TS. In addition, snubber degradation does not necessarily render the
associated safety system inoperable. Rather, it is appropriate to evaluate issues with a
snubber using existing guidance for degraded or nonconforming conditions within the corrective
action program. If a problem with one or more snubbers did make a system or component
inoperable, the TS for the affected system will define the appropriate remedial actions. Testing
will be adequately controlled in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55a and 10 CFR 50.59. Based on
the above, it is acceptable to relocate the snubber specification to the TRM.

2.2 Optional Chanqes and Variations

The relocation of TS 3.7.8 to the TRM is not included in the CLIIP associated with TSTF-372.
However, this relocation is necessary to support application of the new LCO 3.0.8 and the intent
of TSTF-372. Furthermore, this relocation is consistent with the STS.

Because Waterford 3 is a non-STS plant and because Entergy proposes to relocate TS 3.7.8 to
support the adoption of LCO 3.0.8, these changes are not proposed to be approved under the
normal 6-month CLIIP review process. Notwithstanding the additional review and time the NRC
may require to issue the requested amendment, Entergy has confirmed that all other
requirements of the CLIIP, as stated in Section 2.1 above, are met for Waterford 3. Given the
necessity of TS 3.7.8 relocation in order to adopt TSTF-372, Entergy believes this deviation is
minor.

Other than discussed above, the only remaining minor deviation is the maintenance of
Waterford 3 custom TS wording and usage rules in the adoption of TSTF-372. Specifically:

/
1. TSTF-372 adds LCO 3.0.8 reference to LCO 3.0.1. Currently, the STS has reference to
LCO 3.0.2 and 3.0.7 within LCO 3.0.1. Waterford 3 TS does not contain LCO 3.0.7
(associated with Special Test Exceptions); therefore, reference to LCO 3.0.7 is not
included in the Waterford 3 LCO 3.0.1. However, reference to LCO 3.0.2 should be
included and, therefore, Entergy is adding this reference to the Waterford 3 LCO 3.0.1 to
gain consistency with the STS.

2. Asdiscussed in Item 1 above, Waterford 3 does not have an LCO 3.0.7. ‘However, to
maintain consistent numbering (where possible) with the STS, Waterford 3 proposes to
add an LCO 3.0.6 and LCO 3.0.7 placeholder which will permit using the LCO 3.0.8
designation for snubbers, consistent with TSTF-372 and the STS.

3. Item 1(e) of the model Safety Evaluation (SE), Section 3.2, contains the statement “LCO
3.0.8 does not apply to non-seismic snubbers.” This does not appear to be captured in the
implementation process of the TSTF. Therefore, Entergy proposes to include this
statement in the LCO 3.0.8 Bases (see Attachment 5 of this submittal). Further guidance
associated with the intent of this statement, as discussed in Section 3.0 of the model SE
and in TSTF-IG-05-03, Implementation Guidance for TSTF-372, Revision 4, “Addition of
LCO 3.0.8, Inoperability of Snubbers,” is also included in the Bases. In addition, the TSTF -
use of “10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii)" is modified to simply state 10 CFR 50.36. This is due to the
recent rule change that inadvertently re-designated Part 50.36(c) as Part 50.36(d).



Attachment 1 to
W3F1-2008-0059
Page 3 of 5

4. The footer of TS Page 3/4 7-20 is revised to account for the pages being deleted by the -
relocation of TS 3.7.8. This is administrative in nature. :

These variations are few and insignificant with regard to ensuring proper application of
TSTF-372 intent. Note that TS Page 3/4 7-20 is tied to the August 16, 2007 Entergy letter to
adopt TSTF-448, which is currently under review by the NRC. The proposed changes
contained within the TSTF-448 submittal are not shown on the attached mark-up or clean page
for TS Page 3/4 7-20.,

3.0 REGULATORY ANALYSIS

3.1 No Significant Hazards Consideration Determination

Entergy Operations, Inc. (Entergy) has reviewed the proposed no significant hazards
consideration determination (NSHCD) published in the Federal Register as part of the CLIIP.
Entergy has concluded that the proposed NSHCD presented in the Federal Register notice is
applicable to Waterford 3 and is hereby incorporated by reference to satisfy the requirements of
10 CFR 50.91(a).

3.2 Verification and Commitments

As discussed in the notice of availability published in the Federal Register on April 27, 2005 for
this TS improvement, plant-specific verifications were performed as follows:

In the model Safety Evaluation (SE), two Conditions [the first of the two having five parts, 1(a)
through 1(e)] for application of TSTF-372 are specified. Each is discussed below.

Condition 1

!
Appropriate plant procedures and administrative controls will be used to implement the
following Tier 2 restrictions. Tier 2 restrictions (Conditions) involve the identification of
potentially high-risk configurations that could exist if equipment in addition to that associated
with the change were to be taken out of service simultaneously, or other risk significant
operational factors such as concurrent equipment testing were also involved.

1. Condition 1(a) assumes the availability of one Emergency Feedwater (EFW) train during
application of LCO 3.0.8.a. The TSTF-372 and the model SE specify the application of
LCO 3.0.8.a is contingent on the assumption that the redundant train remains available.
Even though Waterford 3 has a unique EFW system design, the plant TS LCO and
ACTION statements will ensure the system remains capable of performing its safety
function with various combinations of pumps and flow paths OPERABLE. Although the
TS implementation process at Waterford 3 may include this restriction in other
procedures or administrative processes upon approval of this amendment, Entergy does
not believe further action is required to ensure compliance with Condition 1(a) since the
TS mherently prevents application of LCO 3.0.8.a due to a snubber-related condition
which could render the entire EFW system inoperable.

2. Condition 1(b) requires either one EFW train or some alternative means 6f core cooling
must be available when one or more snubbers are inoperable that affect both trains of a
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given system. As described in Condition 1(a) above, there are no instances where the
EFW system or both trains of any system being relied upon as the only core cooling
method would be removed from service or any work permitting both at the same time
during its associated Modes of Applicability that require these systems. Again, such a
plant configuration would result in LCO 3.0.3 entry or plant shutdown, which prevents
the utilization of the 12-hour allowance of LCO 3.0.8.b. Although the TS implementation
process at Waterford 3 may include this restriction in other procedure or administrative
processes upon approval of this-amendment, Entergy believes the TS LCO and
ACTION statements will énsure the system remains capable of performing its safety

- function with no further action required to ensure compliance with Condition 1(b).

3. Conditions 1(c) and 1(d) are only applicable to west coast plants and boiling water
reactors, respectively, and therefore, are not applicable to Waterford 3.

4. Condition 1(e), first part, relates to Conditions 1(a) and 1(b) discussed above. The
statement “LCO 3.0.8 does not apply to non-seismic snubbers” is added to the TS
Bases (see markup in Attachment 5 of this submittal). This is a minor deviation from
TSTF-372 and is discussed in Section 2.2 above. The second part of Condition 1(e)
requires that the design function of the inoperable snubber (i.e., seismic vs. non-
seismic), implementation of any Tier 2 restrictions during the use of LCO 3.0.8, and the
associated plant configuration are recoverable (e.g. can be produced) for staff -
inspection. Entergy will ensure, during the relocation of the TS 3.7.8 snubber
requirements to the TRM, that the TRM Actions are modified, in accordance with 10
CFR 50.59, to require a record of the design function of the inoperable snubber (i.e.,
seismic vs. non-seismic), implementation of any Tier 2 restrictions each time a required
snubber is rendered inoperable and the associated plant configuration are available for
NRC staff inspection. This commitment is included in Attachment 4 of this submittal.

Condition 2

Implementation of the provisions of LCO 3.0.8 must be performed in accordance with an
overall Continuous Risk Management Program (CRMP). Waterford 3 has and continues to
maintain a CRMP and associated risk-related tools to meet the intent of 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4)
of the Maintenance Rule. Entergy will revise plant procedures or. administrative process to
ensure seismic risks are considered in conjunction with other plant maintenance activities
and integrated into the existing 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4) process during application of the LCO
3.0.8 delay period when one or more snubbers are inoperable. This commitment is lncluded
in Attachment 4 of this submittal. ,
In addition to the above Conditions, Entergy will establish TS Bases for LCO 3.0.8 which
provide guidance and details on how to implement the new requirements. This commitment is
included in Attachment 4 of this submittal. LCO 3.0.8 requires that risk be managed and
assessed. The Bases also state that while the Industry and NRC guidance on implementation
of 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4) (the Maintenance Rule) does not address seismic risk, LCO 3.0.8 should
be considered with respect to other plant maintenance activities, and integrated into the existing
Maintenance Rule process to the extent possible so that maintenance on any unaffected train
or subsystem is properly controlled, and emergent issues are properly addressed. The risk
assessment need not be quantified, but may be a qualitative assessment of the vulnerability of
systems and components when one or more snubbers are not able to perform their associated
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support function. Finally, Waterford 3 has a Bases Control Program consistent with Section 5.5
of the STS and is contained in Waterford 3 TS Section 6.16.

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

: _ c
Entergy has reviewed the environmental evaluation included in the model safety evaluation
dated April 27, 2005 as part of the CLIIP. Entergy has concluded that the staff’s findings
presented in that evaluation are applicable to Waterford 3, and the evaluation is hereby
incorporated by reference for this application.
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3/4  LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3/4.0 APPLICABILITY

" LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION

3.0.1  Compliance with the Limiting Conditions for Operation (LCO) contained in the
succeeding specifications is required during the OPERATIONAL MODES or other
conditions specified therein ept that upon failure to meet the Limiting

Conditions for Operation, the associ CTION requirements shall be met.

3.0.2 Noncompliance with a specification shall exist when
the Limiting Condition for Operation and/or associated ACTION requirem
not met within the specified time intervals. If the Limiting Condition for
Operation is restored prior to expiration of the specified time intervals,
completion of the ACTION requirements is not required.

3.0.3 When a Limiting Condition for Operation is not met, except as provided in the

INSERT 1
except as
provided in
LCO 3.0.2
or 3.0.8; or

associated ACTION requirements, within 1 hour, action shall be initiated to place the unitin a

MODE in which the specification does not apply by placmg it, as applicable, in:

1. Atleast HOT STANDBY within the next 6 hours,
2. Atleast HOT SHUTDOWN within the following 6 hours, and
3. Atleast 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. :

This specification is not applicable in MODE 5 or 6.

3.0.4 Entry into an OPERATIONAL MODE or other specified condition shall not be
“made when the conditions for the Limiting Conditions for Operation are not met -

and the ACTION requires a shutdown if they are not met within a specified

interval. Entry into an OPERATIONAL MODE or specified condition may be made in
accordance with ACTION requirements when conformance to them permits continued
operation of the facility for an unlimited period of time. Applying this

exception shall be subject to review and approval as described in plant

administrative controls unless the individual specification contains an

exception to these requirements. This provision shall not prevent passage

through or to OPERATIONAL MODES as required to comply with ACTION statements.

3.0.5 Equipment removed from service/or declared inoperable to comply with
ACTIONS may be returned to service under administrative control solely to
perform testing required to demonstrate its OPERABILITY or the OPERABILITY of
other equipment. This is an exception to LCO 3.0.2 for the system returned to
service under administrative control to perform the testing required to

demonstrate OPERABILITY.

WATERFORD - UNIT 3 ’ 3/4 0-1 : Amendment No. 88,164,
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3/4 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3/4.0 APPLICABILITY (continued)

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION

INSERT 2

3.0.6 To be used later.
3.0:7 To be used later.

3.0.8 When one or more required snubbers are unable to perform their associated support
function(s), any affected supported LCO(s) are not required to be declared not met solely
for this reason if risk is assessed and managed, and:

a. the snubbers not able to perform their associated support function(s) are associated
- with only one train or subsystem of a multiple train or subsystem supported system
or are'associated with a single train or subsystem supported system and are able to
perform their associated support function within 72 hours; or

b. the snubbers not able to perform their associated support function(s) are associated
with more than one train or subsystem of a multiple train or subsystem supported
system and are able to perform their associated support function within 12 hours.

At the end of the specified period the required snubbers must be able to perform their
associated support function(s), or the affected supported system LCO(s) shall be
declared not met.

WATERFORD - UNIT 3 ' 3/4 0-1a » AMENDMENT NO. 446,404,
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PLANT SYSTEMS

- SURVELLIANCE REQUIREMENTS

c. After every 720 hours of charcoal adsorber operation by verifying within 31 days
after removal that a laboratory analysis of a representative carbon sample obtained
in accordance with Regulatory Position C.6.b of Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 2,
March 1978, shows the methyl iodide penetration less than 0.5% when tested in
.accordance with ASTM D3803-1989 at a temperature of 30°C and a relative
' humldlty of 70%.

d. Atleast once per 18 months by:

1. Verifying that the pressure drop across the combined HEPA filters and
charcoal adsorber banks is less than 7.8 inches water gauge while operating
the system at a flow rate of 3000.cfm + 10%.

2. Verifying that the sysfem starts on a Safety Injection Actuation Test Signal and
achieves and maintains a negative pressure of > 0.25 inch water gauge W|th|n
45 seconds. : :

3. Verifying that the filter cooling bypass valves can be manually cycled.

4. \Verifying that the heaters dissipate 20 + 2.0, -2.0 kW when tested in
accordance with ANSI N510-1975.

" e. After each complete or partial replacement of a HEPA filter bank by verifying that
the HEPA filter banks remove greater than or equal to 99.95% of the DOP when
they are tested in-place in accordance with ANSI N510-1975 while operating the
system at a flow rate of 3000 c¢fm + 10%.

f.  After each complete or partial replacement of a charcoal absorber bank by verifying
that the charcoal adsorbers remove greater than or equal to 99.95% of a
" halogenated hydrocarbon refrigerant test gas when they are tested in-place in
accordance with ANSI N510-1975 while operating the system at a flow rate of
3000 cfm = 10%.

‘WATERFORD -UNIT 3 3/14 7-20- -AMENDMENT NO. 470,164,
: Next Page is 3/4 7-27
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gLANT SYSTEMS
3/4X.8 SNUBBERS

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION : : /

3.7.8 Allh ,raulic' and mechanical snubbers shall be OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITX: MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4. MODES 5 and 6 for snubbers located on syétems
required OPERA LE in those OPERATIONAL MODES.

ACTION:
With one or more snubbeys in'operable on any system, within 72 hours repl e or restore the
" inoperable snubber(s) to ORERABLE status and perform an engineering gvaluation per
Specification 4.7.8g. on the a{tached component or declare the attache system inoperable and
follow the appropriate ACTIO statement for that system

"SURVELLIANCE REQUIREMENTS -

4738 Each snubber shall be demons ated OPERABLE by pgrformance of the following
augmented inservice inspection progra

a. Inspection Types

As used in this specification, "thpe/Of snubber" shall mean snubbers of the
‘same design and manufacturer Aespective of capacity.

b.  Visual lnsgecﬁons

Snubbers are categorizefi as inaccessibl or accessible during reactor
operation. Each of thgse categories (inacdegssible and accessibie) may be
inspected independghtly according to the sckedule determined by Table 4.7-2.
The visual inspecffon interval for each type of spubber shall be determined
based upon theLriteria provided in Table 4.7-2 2qd the first inspection interval
determined uging this criteria shall be based upon\he previous inspection
interval as gStablished by the requirements in effect\yefore amendment 73

/WATERFORD - UNIT 3 314 7-21 AMENDMENT NO. 2,73; 18§,
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Population ToTumn A ToTumn B Column C

~ TABLE 4.7-2
i SNUBBER VISUAL INSPECTION INTERVAL

NUMBER OF UNACCEPTABLE SNUBBERS

or Catagor Extend Interval Repeat Interval. ‘Reduce Interval
(Notes DN& 2)- (Notes 3 & &) (Notes 4 & 6) (Notes S & 6),
1 0 0 1 /
80 0 0 2
100 0 1 I /
150 0 3
200 2 5 ‘
- 300 5 12 ‘ 25
400 8 . 18 36
500 12 24 48
750 20 40 78
1000 or greater 29 56 109
Note 1: The next visual in ection interval foy a snubber population or

Note 2:

Note 3:

WATERFORD - UNIT 3 3/4 1-21a * AMENDMENT NO. 73

- category-size shall-

of unacceptable snubbers found during that
be categorized, based upon their

interval and the numb
interval. Snubbers ma
access‘lbﬂity dur'lng ’
These catagories may be e ‘ separataly or jointly. Howaver,
the Ticensee must make and nt that decision before any
inspection and shall use that(decision as the basis upon which to
determine the next inspecti terval for that category.

Interpolation bctmn popdlation ar category sizes and the number of
unacceptable snubbers is permissib Use next lower integer for
the value of the limit/for Columns A, B, or C {f that integer
includes a fractiona)/ value of unacce tablc snubbers as determined
by interpolation.

If the number of Ainacceptable snubbers is
number in Col A, the next inspection intyrval say be twice the
previous intepval but not greater than 48 mo

~detergined-baséd upon-the previous-inspection |
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Note 4:

Noie‘s:

Note 6:

TABLE 4.7-2 (Cont1nued) _
'SNUBBER VISUAL INSPECTIDN INTERVAL

f the number of unacceptable snubbers is equal to or less thap the
nuymber in Column B but greater than the number in Column A, the
ne t inspection interval shall be the same as the previous jfiterval.

If the number of unacceptable snubbers is equal.to or gredter than the
number\in Column C, the next inspection interval shall bé two-thirds
of the p evious interval. However, if the number of upacceptable
snubbers Ns less than the number in Column C but greafer than the
number in Bplumn B, the next interval shall be reduged proportionally
by interpolaion, that is, the previous interval sffall be reduced by

'a factor that\is one-third of the ratioc of the djfference between the

number of unacteptable snubbers found during the’ previous interval and
the number in CoNumn B to the difference in thé€ numbers in Columns B

and C.
The prov1sions of Specification 4.0.2 are applicable for all inspec

“tion intervals up to"3 pd 1nc1ud1ng 48 mopths.

“ .

&

WATERFORD - UNIT 3 3/4 7-21b AMENDMENT NO. 73
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/

yan

.tion 4.7.8f. _AlNsnubbers found connected tg an inoperable common . .. . ..

TERFORD

Visual Inspection Acceptance Criteria

isual inspections shall verify that (1) the snubber has no visible
iwdications of damage or impaired OPERABILITY, (2) attachmenfs ta the
fotpdation or supporting structure are functional, and (3)/fasteners
for the attachment of the snubber to the component and tg/the snubber
anchoxrage are .functional. Snubbers which appear inoperable as a
result \of visual inspections shall be classified as undcceptable and
may be reclassified acceptable for the purpose of esjdblishing the
next visua inspection interval, provided that (1) the cause of rejec-
tion is clearly established and remedied for that particular snubber
and for othel snubbers irrespective of type that/may be generically
susceptible; and (2) the affected snubber is fydctionally tested in
the as-found cohdition and determined OPERABLE per Specifica-

hydraulic fluid reservoir shall be counted ds unacceptable for
determining the next\ inspection interval./ A review and evaluation
shall be performed ang documented to justify continued operation with
an unacceptable snubbe If continued fperation cannot be justified,
the]?nubber shall be decNared inoperaple and the ACTION requirements
shall be met. / .

Trénsient Event Inspection

An inspection shall be performed of all hydraulic and mechanical
snubbers attached to sections/of systems that have experienced
unexpected, potentially damaging transients as determined from a
review of operational dats and a vijyal inspection of the systems
within 6 months following such an eveqt. In addition to satisfying
the visual inspection adceptance criter 1a, freedom-of-motion of
mechanical snubbers shall be verified usjng at least one of the
following: (1) manually induced snubber Wovement; or (2) evaluation
of in-place snubber/piston setting; or (3)\stroking the mechanical
snubber through i%s full range of travel.

= UNIT 3 3/4 7-22 i AMENDMENT NO. Z, 73
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LLANCE REQUIREMENTS (Continued)

e. Functiona] Tests

. ;
Buring the first refueling shutdown and at least once per 18 mofiths
thereafter during shutdown, a representative sample of snubbers shall
be Xested using one of the following sample plans. The sample plan

shal

be selected prior to the test period and cannot be cjfanged during

the tegt period. The NRC Regional Administrator shall be/notified in
writing\of the sample plan selected prior to the test pgfiod or the
sample pNgn used in the prior test period shall be imp¥emented:

1

2)

3)

At leady 10% of the total of each type of snubfer shall be func-
tionally\tested either in-place or in a bench/test. For each
snubber oX a type that does not meet the fupCtional test accept-
ance criterNa of Specification 4.7.8f., an/additional 10% of that
type of snubker shall be functionally tesfed until no more failures

.are found or batil all snubbers of that/type have been functionally

tested; or

A representative sqmple of each typ€ of snubber shall be func-
tionally tested in Bgccordance witl/Figure 4.7-1. "C" is the
total number of snubbers of a tyge found not meeting the accep-
tance requirements of Specificgfion 4.7.8f. The cumulative
number of snubbers of a\type fested is denoted by “N". At the
end of each day's testing e new values of "N" and "C" (pre-
vious day's total plus curpgnt day's increments) shall be
plotted on Figure 4.7-1. PA\at any time the point plotted
falls in the "Reject" .refiion &l1 snubbers of that type shall be
functionally tested. JXf at an\\time the point plotted falls in
the "Accept" region, Lesting of Spubbers of that type may be
terminated. When the point plottedd lies in the "Continue Test-
ing" region, additfonal snubbers of\that type shall be tested
until the point §4l1ls in the "AcceptN region or the "Reject"
region, or all tfhe snubbers of that tyme have been tested. Test-
ing equipment failure during functional\testing may invalidate
that day's tgsting and allow that day's testing to resume anew
at a later ALime, providing all snubbers telted with the failed
equipment /during the day of equipment failure are retested; or

An inifial representative sample of 55 snubber® shall be function-
ally fested. For each snubber type which does nqt meet the func-
tiopal test acceptance criteria, another sample oX at least one-
haXf the size aof the initial sample shall be tested\until the total
mber tested is equal to the initial sample size multiplied by the
factor, 1 + C/2, where "C" is the number of snubbers T™Qund which
do not meet the functional test acceptance criteria. Re results
from this sample plan shall be plotted using an "Accept"\]ine which
follows the equation N = 55(1 + C/2). Each snubber point ghould
be plotted as soon as the snubber is tested. If the point plotted
falls on or below the "Accept" line, testing of that type of ‘gnubber
may be terminated. If the point plotted falls above the "Accept”
1ine, testing must continue until the point falls in the "Accept
region or all the snubbers of that type have been tested. -

{ATERFORD - UNIT 3 3/4 7-23
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(Continued)

The representative sample selected for the functional test sample
plans shall be randomly selected from the snubbers of each typg and
eviewed before beginning the testing. The review shall ensyfe as

fa

as practical that they are representative of the varioug con-

fighyrations, operating environments, range of size, and cgfacity of
snubbers of each type. Snubbers placed in the same locajions as
snubbeks which failed the previous functional test shalf be retested
at the Yjme of the next functional test but shall not e included in
the sampl® plan. If during the functional testing, #dditional
sampling iY required due to failure of only one typé of snubber, the
functional testing results shall be reviewed at tje time to deter-
mine if additVonal samples should be limited to fhe type of snubber
which has failed the functional testing.-

The snubber functionql test shall verify that:

1)
2)

3)

4)

ona = Agceptance =

Activation (restrajning action) is/achieved within the specified
range in both tensiqn and compregsion;

Snubber bleed, or relégse ratg where required, is present in
both tension and compregsions within the specified range;

Where required, the force/tequired to initiate or maintain
motion of the snubber ig/wibhin the specified range in both
directions of travel; ahd

For snubbers specifjfally requited not to displace under
continuous load, tpe ability of tRe snubber to withstand load
without displiacemént.

Testing methods may/be used to measure parapeters indirectly or
parameters other jhan those specified if thoge results can be
correlated to the specified parameters througk established methods.

g. Functiona egt Fajlure Ana

An engineeying evaluation shall be made of each faNure to meet the
functiongf test acceptance criteria to determine the\cause of the

' failure,/ The results of this evaluation shall be used, if applicable,
in selgcting snubbers to be tested in an effort to deteXmine the
(OPERABILITY of other snubbers irrespective of type which\gpay be
subject to the same faijlure mode.

pPor the snubbers found inoperable, an engineering evaluation ghall

be performed on the components to which the inoperable snubberd are
attached. The purpose of this engineering evaluation shall be Y
determine if the components to which the inoperable snubbers are
attached were adversely affected by the inoperability of the snubbégs
in order to ensure that the component remains capable of meeting the
designed service.

ATERFORD - UNIT 3 3/4 7-24 ;
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inued) /////

7

If any snubber selected for functional testing either fails to

ock up or fails to move, i.e., frozen-in-place, the cause will/be
ewdluated and if caused by manufacturer or design deficiency all
snukpers of the same type subject to the same defect shall bg func-
tionaly tested. This testing requirement shall be indepepdent of
the regjuirements stated in Specification 4.7.8e. for snubpers not
meeting Nthe functional test acceptance criteria, '

h. nctiona esting of Repaired and Replaced Snubhers

Snubbers which\fail the visual inspection or the fuhctional test
acceptance critegia shall be repaired or replaceq/ Replacement
snubbers and snubbers which have repairs which pight affect the
functional test resylt shall be tested to meet/the functional test
criteria before installation in the unit. Mefhanical snubbers shall

~have-met the-acceptanch criteria-subsequent/to-their -most-recent -

service, and the freedomxof-motion test myst have been performed
within 12 months before bdjng installed jh the unit.

i. Snubber Seal Replacement Prodyan

The service 1ife of hydraulic and méchanical snubbers shall be moni-
tored to ensure that the service )Xjfe is not exceeded between sur-
veillance inspections. The maxifum\expected service 1ife for various
seals, springs, and other critj€al pacts shall be determined and
established based on engineer#ng information and shall be extended

or shortened based on monitgfed test resylts and failure history.
Critical parts shall be repflaced so that dhe maximum service Tife will
not be exceeded during a period when the snybber is required to be
OPERABLE. The parts replacements shall be documented and the docu-
mentation shall be retdined in accordance with\Specificaticn 6.10.3.

ATERFORD - UNIT 3~ 3/4 7-25
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SAMPLING PLAN FOR SNUBBER FUNCTIONAL TEST
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3/4 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3/4.0

APPLICABILITY

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION

3.01

3.0.2

3.0.3

3.04

3.05

Compliance with the Limiting Conditions for Operation (LCO) contained in the
succeeding specifications is required during the OPERATIONAL MODES or other
conditions specified therein except as provided in LCO 3.0.2 or 3.0.8; or except that
upon failure to meet the Limiting Conditions for Operation, the associated ACTION
requirements shall be met.

Noncompliance with a specification shall exist when the requirements of the Limiting
Condition for Operation and/or associated ACTION requirements are not met within the
specified time intervals. If the Limiting Condition for Operation is restored prior to
expiration of the specified time intervals, completion of the ACTION requirements is not
required.

When a Limiting Condition for Operation is not met, except as provided in the
associated ACTION requirements, within 1 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. Atleast HOT STANDBY within the next 6 hours,
2. Atleast HOT SHUTDOWN within the following 6 hours, and
3. Atleast 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.

This specification is not applicable in MODE 5 or 6.

Entry into an OPERATIONAL MODE or other specified condition shall not be made

‘when the conditions for the Limiting Conditions for Operation'are not met and the

ACTION requires a shutdown if they are not met within a specified interval. Entry into
an OPERATIONAL MODE or specified condition may be made in accordance with °
ACTION requirements when conformance to them permits continued operation of the
facility for an unlimited period of time. Applying this exception shall be subject to review
and approval as described in plant administrative controls unless the individual
specification contains an exception to these requirements. This provision shall not
prevent passage through or to OPERATIONAL MODES as required to comply with
ACTION statements.

Equipment removed from service or declared inoperable to comply with ACTIONS may
be returned to service under administrative contro! solely to perform testing required to
demonstrate its OPERABILITY or the OPERABILITY of other equipment. This is an
exception to LCO 3.0.2 for the system returned to service under administrative control to
perform the testing required to demonstrate OPERABILITY.

WATERFORD - UNIT 3 3/4 0-1 Amendment No. 88,164,
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3/4 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3/4.0 APPLICABILITY (continued)

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION

3.0.6 To be used later.
3.0.7 To be used later.

3.0.8 When one or more required snubbers are unable to perform their associated support
: function(s), any affected supported LCO(s) are not required to be declared not met solely
for this reason if risk is assessed and managed, and:

a. the snubbers not able to perform their associated support function(s) are associated
with only one train or subsystem of a multiple train or subsystem supported system
or are associated with a single train or subsystem supported system and are able to
perform their associated support function within 72 hours; or B

b. the snubbers not able to perform their associated support function(s) are associated
with more than one train or subsystem of a multiple train or subsystem supported
system and are able to perform their associated support function within 12 hours.

At the end of the specified period the required snubbers must be able to perform their
associated support function(s), or the affected supported system LCO(s) shall be
declared not met. ‘

i
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PLANT SYSTEMS

SURVELLIANCE REQUIREMENTS

After every 720 hours of charcoal adsorber operation by verifying within 31 days
after removal that a laboratory analysis of a representative carbon sample
obtained in accordance with Regulatory Position C.6.b of Regulatory Guide 1.52,
Revision 2, March 1978, shows the methyl iodide penetration less than 0.5%
when tested in accordance with ASTM D3803-1989 at a temperature of 30°C and
a relative humidity of 70%.

At least once per 18 months by:

1. Verifying that the pressure drop across the combined HEPA filters and
charcoal adsorber banks is less than 7.8 inches water gauge while operating
the system at a flow rate of 3000 cfm £ 10%.

2. Verifying that the system starts on a Safety Injection Actuation Test Signal
and achieves and maintains a negative pressure of > 0.25 inch water gauge
within 45 seconds.

3. Verifying that the filter cooling bypass valves can be manually cycled.

4. Verifying that the heaters dissipate 20 + 2.0, -2.0 kW when tested in

_accordance with ANSI N510-1975.

After each complete or partial replacement of a HEPA filter bank by verifying that
the HEPA filter banks remove greater than or equal to 99.95% of the DOP when

~ they are tested in-place in accordance with ANSI N510-1975 while operating the

system at a flow rate of 3000 cfm £ 10%.

After each complete or partial replacement of a charcoal absorber bank by
verifying that the charcoal adsorbers remove greater than or equal to 99.95% of a
halogenated hydrocarbon refrigerant test gas when they are tested in-place in
accordance with ANSI N510-1975 while operating the system at a flow rate of
3000 cfm + 10%.

- WATERFORD - UNIT 3 3/4 7-20 - AMENDMENT NO. 4—70—1—94
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LIST OF REGULATORY COMMITMENTS
The following table identifies those actions committea to by Entergy in this document. Any

other statements in this submittal are provided for information purposes and are not considered
to be regulatory commitments.

COMMITMENT TYPE ' SCHEDULED
(Check one) COMPLETION
DATE
ONE-TIME | CONTINUING
ACTION | COMPLIANCE
Entergy will establish the Technical v To be
Specification (TS) Bases for Limiting implemented in
Condition for Operation (LCO) 3.0.8 as conjunction with
adopted with the applicable license ’ the amendment
amendment.
Entergy will ensure, during the relocation of v To be
the TS 3.7.8 snubber requirements to the implemented in
Technical Requirements Manual, that the conjunction with
TRM Actions are modified, in accordance with the amendment
10 CFR 50.59, to require a record of the :
design function of the inoperable snubber (i.e.,
seismic vs. non-seismic), implemenfation of
any Tier 2 restrictions each time a required
snubber is rendered inoperable and the
associated plant configuration.
Entergy will revise plant procedures or v Prior to or in
administrative process to ensure seismic risks | conjunction with
are considered during application of the | implementation
LCO 3.0.8 delay period when one or more of the
snubbers are inoperable. amendment




Attachment 5
To
W3F1-2008-0059

Proposed Technical Specification Bases Changes
(for information only)



/

Attachment 5 to
W3F1-2008-0059
Page 1 of 3

BASES

When a shutdown is required to comply with ACTION requirements, the pfovisions of
Specification 3.0.4 do not apply because they would delay placing the facmty in a lower MODE
of operation.

Specification 3.0.5 establishes the allowance for restoring equipment to service under
administrative controls when it has been removed from service or declared inoperable to comply
with ACTIONS. The sole purpose of this Specification is to provide an exception to
Specification 3.0.2 (e.g., to not comply with the applicable Required Action(s)) to allow the
performance of Surveillance Requirements to demonstrate:

a. The OPERABILITY of the equipment being returned to service; or
b. The OPERABILITY of other equipment.

The administrative controls ensure the time the equipment is returned to service in conflict
with the requirements of the ACTIONS is limited to the time absolutely necessary to perform the
allowed Surveillance Requirements. This Specification does not prowde time to perform any
other preventive or corrective maintenance.

An example of demonstrating the OPERABILITY of the equipment being returned to
service is reopening a containment isolation valve that has been closed to comply with Required
Actions and must be reopened to perform the Surveillance Requirements.

1
An example of demonstrating the OPERABILITY of other equipment is taking an

inoperable channel or trip system-out of the tripped condition to prevent the trip function from
occurring during the performance of a Surveillance Requiremént on another channel in the other
trip system. A similar example of demonstrating the OPERABILITY of other equipment is taking
an inoperable channel or trip system out of the tripped condition to permit the logic to function
and indicate the appropriate response during the performance of a Surveillance Requirement on
another channel in the same trip system.

s

Specification 3.0.8 LCO 3.0.8 establishes conditions under which systems are considered
to remain capable of performing their intended safety function when associated snubbers are not
capable of providing their associated support function(s). This LCO states that the supported
system is not considered to be inoperable solely due to one or more snubbers not capable of
performing their associated support function(s). This is appropriate because a limited length of
- time is allowed for maintenance, testing, or repair of one or more snubbers not capable of
performing their associated support function(s) and appropriate compensatory measures are
specified in the snubber requirements, which are located outside of the Technical Specifications
(TS) under licensee control. The snubber requirements do not meet the criteria in 10 CFR
50.36, and, as such, are appropriate for control by the licensee.

2

If the allowed time expires and the snubber(s) are unable to perform their associated
support function(s), the afféected supported system’s LCO(s) must be declared not met and the
ACTIONS entered in accordance with LCO 3.0.2.

~
WATERFORD - UNIT 3 B 3/4 0-4 AMENDMENT NO. 62,99 101
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LCO 3.0.8.a applies when one or more snubbers are not capable of providing their
associated support function(s) to a single train-or subsystem of a multiple train or subsystem
supported system or to a single train or subsystem supported system. LCO 3.0.8.a allows
72 hours to restore the snubber(s) before declaring the supported system inoperable. The
72-hour allowed outage time (AOT) is reasonable based on the low probability of a seismic
event concurrent with an event that would require operation of the supported system occurring
while the snubber(s) are not capable of performing their associated support function and due to
the availability of the redundant train of the supported system.

LCO 3.0.8.b applies when one or more snubbers are not capable of providing their
associated support function(s) to more than one train or subsystem of a multiple train or
subsystem supported system. LCO 3.0.8.b allows 12 hours to restore the snubber(s) before
declaring the supported system inoperable. The 12-hour AOT is reasonable based on the low
probability of a seismic event concurrent with an event that would require operation of the
supported system occurring while the snubber(s) are not capable of performing their associated
support function. : N

LCO 3.0.8 requires that risk be assessed and managed. Industry and NRC guidance on
the implementation of 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4) (the Maintenance Rule) does not address seismic
risk. However, use of LCO 3.0.8 should be considered with respect to other plant maintenance
activities, and integrated into the existing Maintenance Rule process to the extent possible so
that maintenance on any unaffected train or subsystem is properly controlled, and emergent
issues are properly addressed. The risk assessment need not be quantified, but may be a
qualitative awareness of the vulnerability of systems and components when one or more .
snubbers are not able to perform their associated support function.

LCO 3.0.8 does not apply to non-seismic snubbers. The provisions of LCO 3.0.8 are not
to be applied to supported TS systems unless the supported systems would remain capable of
performing their required safety or support functions for postulated design loads other than
seismic loads.

The risk impact of dynamic loadings other than seismic loads was not assessed as part
of the development of LCO 3.0.8. These shock-type loads include thrust loads, blowdown
loads, water-hammer loads, steam-hammer loads, LOCA loads and pipe rupture loads.
However, there are some important distinctions between non-seismic (shock-type) loads and
seismic loads which indicate that, in general, the risk impact of the out-of-service snubbers is
smaller for non-seismic loads than for seismic loads. First, while a seismic load affects the
entire plant, the impact of a non-seismic load is localized to a certain system or area of the
plant. Second, although non-seismic shock loads may be higher in total force and the impact
could be as much or more than seismic loads, generally they are of much shorter duration than
seismic loads. Third, the impact of non-seismic loads is more plant specific, and thus harder to
analyze generically, than for seismic loads. For these reasons, every time LCO 3.0.8 is
applied, at least one train (or subsystem) of each system that is supported by the inoperable
snubber(s) should remain capable of performing their required safety or support functions for
postulated design loads other than sqismic loads. '

WATERFORD - UNIT 3 B 3/4 0-4a AMENDMENT NO. 464
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=»(DRN 03-1807, Ch. 30)

Specification 4.0.1 through 4.0.4 establish the general requirements applicable to Surveillance
Requirements. These requirements are based on the Surveillance Reqwrements stated in the Code
of Federal Regulations, 10 CFR 50.36(c)(3):

4=(DRN 03-1807, Ch. 30)

"Surveillance requirements are requirements relating to test, calibration, or inspection to ensure
that the necessary quality of systems and components is maintained, the facility operation will
be within safety limits, and that the limiting condition of operation will be met."

WATERFORD - UNIT 3 B 3/4 O-4b AMENDMENT NO.



