


the DG to come to rated speed, Increasing the maximum allowed time to 13
secords still leaves a margin of 2 seconds, The originul & second margin was
not required to support any analysis or affect any required function assumed in
the SAR, Therefore, the safety analysis 1s not affected and remains as origi-
nally accepted by the KRC in Supplement 2 to the Safety Evaluation Report, In
additior, the 13 second start time is consistent with the requirement for a
plant with a DG identical to Piver Bend.

The second chanye, which affects the minimum speed requirement of the HPLS, DG,
1s made to correct an inconsistency between the monthly surveillance and the
10-year surveillance. Technica) Specification 4.8.1.1.2.h currently states
that at least unce per 10 years al) three diesels must be started simyltan-
eously and DG 1c (the HPCS diesel) must accelerate to 900 rpm in less than or
equal to 10 seconds. The monthly surveillances require DG 1c¢ to accelerate to
BB2 rpm in 10 seconds. For this diesel, BR2 rpm 1s equivalent to 8.8 Hz which
is the minimum frequency required when starting the diesels according to TS
surveillance requirements, Nine hundred rpm corresponds to 60 Hz which 1s the
median frequency which must be maintained during the test. Since B8B2 rpm is
equivalent to a frequency which is within the approved range for this ty 2 of
test (60 + 1.2 Hz', a minimum speed of 882 rpm would not affect the ability of
the diesel to perform its safety function,

The NRC staff has reviewed the licensee's submittal and has found that
increasing the required start time for the HPCS diesel to 13 seconds and
decreasing the speed to 882 rpm for the 10-year test as described above does
not pose a safety hazard, Based on its evaluation, the staff also finds that
the proposed change 1s in accordance with the Standard Review Plan Sections 6.3
and 15.6.5, Therefore, the propused changes to the Surveillance Requirements
of TS 4,.8.1.1 are acceptable.

3.0 STATE CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commission's regulations, the Louisfana State officia)
was notified of the p.oposed issuance of the amendment, The State officia)
had no ‘omments,

4,0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment changes a requirement with respect to installation or use of

a facility component located within Lne restricted area as defined in 10 CFR
Part 20 and surve‘llance requirements, The NRC staff has determined that the
amendment invo’vv: 0 significant increase in the amounts, and no significant
change in the t  -., of any effluents that may be released .ffsite, and that
there 1s no sign.ricant increase in individual or cumulative occupational
radiation exposure, The Commission has previously issued a proposed finding
that the amendment involves no significant hazards consideration, and there has
been no public comment on such finding (56 FR 41584), Accordingly, the amend-
ment meets the eligibility criteria for categorical exclusion set forth in 10
CFR 81.,22(¢)(8)., Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b) no environmental impact statement
or environmental assessment need be p:epared in connection with the issuance of
the amendment.



5.0 CONCLUSION

The Commission has concluded, based on the considerations discussed above,
that: (1) there {s reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the
public will not be endangered by operation in .he proposed manner, (2) such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's egulations,
"nd (3) the {ysuance of the amendment will not be inimica) to the comnon
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.
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