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The changes to the Waterford 3 1S proposed in the licensee's letter of May &,
1991, are consistent with those propoced in the staff's generic letter. for
example, one of the proposed modifications to the TS concerns plant operation
in Modes 4, 5§, or 6 with an inoperable LTOP channel. The licensee has adopted
t:e staff position that continued operation under such conditions not exceed

24 hours,

Two significant exceptions to GL 90-06 are included in the amendment. The
first exception involves TS changes required by GL 90-06 to address a Branch
Technical Position (RSB §-2, "Overpressure Protection of Pressurized Water
Reactors While Operating at Low Temperatures®). The position identified the
need for additional restrictions when the design base for LTOP includes
restrictions on safety injection pump operability and/or differential
temperature restrictions for reactor coolant pump (RCP) restart. These
changes would add restrictions to the TS on the number of operable charging
and high pressure safety injectice (HPSI) pumps allowed and establish
conditions for the restart of a RCP. At Waterford 3, each relief valve that
grnxides overpressure protection of the reactor coolant system ncsz during
ow-temperature conditions is sized for transients due to the simultaneous,
inadvertent operation of all three HPS] pumps and al) three charging pumps
with the pressurizer backup heaters in operation. Since the maximum number of
charging and HPS1 pumps 1s already assumed in LTOP design, restricting the
number of makeup or injection pumps in the 1S is unnecessary. Additionally,
15 3.4.1.3 currently provides conditions for the restart of an RCP that
satisfy GL 90-06 recommendations,

Another exception is to the norma) maximum temperature set by the Limiting
Cerdition of Operation for the RCS cold leg in Mode 4. A footnote to
Waterford 3 75 3.4.8.3 specifies 260 degrees F, instead of the norma) 285
degrees ¥, as the maximum temperature during inservice leak and hydrostatic
testing. This footnote, which was contained in an amendment issued by the NE(
on May 30, 1986, a1lows compliance with TS requirements for establishing the
integrity of all ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 components, and 1s retained by
this amendment.

The staff has reviewed t'e licensee's proposed modifications to the
Waterford 3 15, Since the proposed modifications are consistent with the
staff's position in the generic letter and justified in the re?ulatory
analysis referred to above, the staff finds the proposed modifications
acceptable.

3.0 STATL CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commission’s regulations, the Louisiana State officia)
was notified of the proposed issuance of the amendment. The State officia)
had no comments,
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment changes a requirement with respect to installation or use of &
facility component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 (iR
Part 20 and changes in 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 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
29274). Accordingly, the amendment meets the |l|g1b111t{ criteria for
categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR
§1.22(b) no environmental impact statement or environmenta) assessment need be
prepared in connection with the issuance ot the amendment,

5.0 CONCLUSION

The Commission has concluded, based on the considerations discussed above,
that: (l% there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the
public wil)l 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 tha common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.
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