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January 30, 1992

U.S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Document Control Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555

Subjeci: Weterford 3 SES
Docket No, 50-382
License No. NPF-3%
Technical Specification Chenge Request NPF=35+12]

Gentlemen:

The attached description and safety analysis support a modification of 3/4.0 7,
D.C. Sources -~ Operating and Table 4.8-2, Battery Surveillance Requireme:.is,
of the Waterford 3 Technical Specificadons . These changes resulted irom
discussions that took place during the recent electrical distribution inspection
{inspection 90-23). As iudicated in the safety analysis, these changes do not
involve a significant hazards consideration as defined by 10 CFR 50,92,

Entergy Operations, Inc. feels these plant specific changes would result in an
improvement in plant safety and therefore, should be worthy of your review.
Please direct any questions or comments to Tim Gaudet on (504) 739-6666.

Very truly yours,
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ces R.D. Martin, NRC Region IV
D.L. Wigginton, NRC-NRR
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the limits in Table 4.8-2 are all too low by 0,005, Engineering investigated this
and could not find any supporting basis for the discrepancy. Consequently, this
change is being requested to correct these limits based on the allowances from the
TS bases as applied to the vendor specificatious.

Table 4.5-2 identifies three different kinds of requirements for specilic gravity.
The left column, Category A, establishes limits for the piiot cells. The middle
and right columns identify normal and allowable values for the connected cells.,
Normal! limits for th~ connected cells are established for everyday operation while
outsi‘e normal limits or allowable values are established for unusual situations.

These "allowable values" permit operation to continue provided it is not for more
than seven days. Most of these limits are based on the manufacturer's full charge
specific gravity, 1.215. To vring them into agreement with design, they must be
increased by 0.005. Raising these limits creates a more limiting TS since an
increased minimum specific gravity means the limiting conditior: allowed by the TS
establishes more stored energy in the battery. Hence, the change is more
conservative and does not represent a reduction in safety .

Safety Analysis

The vroposed changes described above shall be deemed to involve a significant
hazards consideration if there is a positive finding in any of the following areas:

5= Will the operation of the facility in accordance with these proposeéd changes
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequence of any
accident previously evaluated?

Response: No

Previously analyzed accidents that are potentially affected by this change
are those that require operation of the station batteries. This would
include all accidents that postulate the loss of offsite power (LOOP)
concurrent with the accident (e.g., a loss of coolant accident with a
LOOP.) For these accidents, the batteries provide field flash and power to
the control system to start the EDGs. Additionally, the station batteries
are needed for the station blackout event to carry essential loads. This
propusal requests changes to Waterford 3 specifications that increase the
minin um amouni © © “fored erergy that can be contained in the batteries.
These changes = negative impact on the reliability or perfornance of
the station bat. - Jad, therefore, have no actual impact on any
previously analys  accident in he Final Safety Aqalysis Report. As such,
the operation of Waterford 3 in accordance with the proposed changes does
not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequence of any
accident previonsly evalurted.

~w

Will the opervation of the facility in accordance with these proposed changes
create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

Response: N3

To create a new or different kind of accident, these changes will have to
introduce a new lailure path. Only surveillances for the station batteries
are affected. No design requirements for the station batteries or power
distribution sy.tems are altered. Because the proposed amendment would
not change the design, configuration or method of operation of the plant, it
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would not create the possibility of a new or different “ind of accident.

3, Will the operation of the facility in accordance with these proposed changes
involve a significant reductior. in the margin of safety?

Response: No

Increasing the minimum average elecirolyte temperature and specific
gravity allowed by TSs means the minimum stored energy that can be
ontained in the batteries is increased. This represents a general
improvement in safety. The modification does not change the design basis
for any equipment in the plant., Since existing TS operability and
surveillance requirements are not reduced by the proposed changes, the
operation of waterford 3 in accordancve with these changes does not involve
a reduction in any margin of safety.

The Commis.ion has provided guidance concerning the application = standsards
for determining whether a significant hazards consideration exists by previding
certain examples (48 FR 14870) of amendments that are considered not likely to
involve signiflcant hazards considerations. The changes identified in this
submittal closely match example (ii):

"(ii) A change that constitutes an additional limitation, restriction or
control not presently itcluded in the technical specifications; for
example, a mure stringent sv»veillance requirement.”

Although the proposed changes represent increased restriction on existing
surveillances rather than the introdv tion of new surveil' .vces to the TSs, they
most closely res_mble exampls (ii) sin.e they are quite clearly, "a more stringent
surveillance requiremcat .

Safety and Significant Hazards Determination

Based on the above Safety Analysis, it is concluded that: (1) the proposed
changes do not constitute a -ignificant hazards consideration as defined by 10
CFR 50.92; and (2) there is a reasonable assurance that the health and safety of
the public will not be endangered by the proposed changes; and (3) this action
will not result in a condition that significantly alters the impact of the station on
the environment as described in the NRC Final Environmental Statement.
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