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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. O C 20886

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULAT(ON
RELATED TO AMENDMENT NO. 100 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. NPF-29
ENTERGY OPERATIONS, INC., ET AL,
TAT NIT
DOCKET NC._50-416
1.0 INTRODUCTION

By letter dated May 6, 1992, as supplemented on May 15, 1992, Entergy
Operations, Inc. (the license~), submitted a request for changes to the Grand
Gulf Nuclear Station Unit 1, Technical Specifications (TS). The requested
changes would increase the trip setpoint for four circuit breakers for the
suppression pool make up (SPMU) valves.

The May 15, 1992, letter provided clarifying information that did not change
the initial proposed no significant hazards consideration determination.

2.0 EVALUATION

In response to the NRC staff's requirements in Generic Letter 89-10, the
licensee determined that the actuators on four SiMU valves were undersized and
proposed to replace them with larger sizes. The larger actuators for these
valves would require an increase in the trip setpoints of their associated
480V ac molded case circuit breakers. By letters dated May 6, 1992, and May
15, 1992, the licensee requested a revision to TS Table 3.8.4.1-1 to revise
the trip setpoint for 480V ac circuit breakers for the four SPMU valves.

The licensee has proposed a change to TS Table 3.8.4.1-1, "Primary Containment
Penetration Conductor Overcurrent Protective Devices," to increase the trip
set point from 10 amperes to 32 amperes for four circuit breakers (52-1521-07,
52-1521-44, 52-1641-35 ,and 52-1641-36) feeding to the SPMU valves. The
licensee had determined that the actuators for these valves were undersized,
which could result in a torque up to 200% of the rated. During startup
testing, these actuators had been overtorqued several times. Limitorque
states that the actuators are capable of surviving a one-time overtorgue of
200% without sacrifice to the actuator qualification. A design change was
initiated to replace these actuators with properly-sized actuators during the
current refueling outage, which began April 17, 1992. ODuring the design
process, it was determined that tie large valve actuator motors would reguire
circuit breakers with higher trip setpoints to ensure that the equipment will
operate without inadvertent actuation of the protective devices. Therefore,
higher trip setpoints are proposed. The proposed trip setpoints are high
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enough to prevent spurious tripping of the breakers while providiny adeauate
protection to the electrical containment penetrations. The coordina*ion curve
provided by licensee shows that the proper coordination is maintained *ctween
the primary (circuit breaker) and the back up (fuse) overcurrent protective
devices and the penetratinn conductors.

We have reviewed the licensee's submittal any have found that the proposed
trip setpoints are high enough to preveni spurious tripping of the breakers
while providing adequate protection to the electrical penetraticns in
accordance with the guidance of Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.63, “"Electrical
Penetration Assemblies in Containment Structures for Nuclear Power Generating
Station." Assuuin? a failure of the primary protective device, the
penetration 2ssembles will withstand, without loss of mechanical integrity,
the maximum available fault current long enough to allow backup circuit
protection to operate. We find that this TS change is in accordance with

RG 1.63 and is, therefore, accertable.

We have reviewed the licensee's submittal and have concluded that the proposed
TS change does not change the surveillance and operability requirements of the
penetration protective devices and provides adequate protection of the
penetration in accordance with RG 1.63 and is, therefore, acceptable.

3.0 EXIGENT CIRCUM>(ANLES

On Saturday, May 2, 1992, the licensee discovered that a TS change was needed
to increase tha circuit breaker setpoints. The licensee discussed this issue
with the staff on May 4, 1992, and submitted a license amendment request by
Tetter dated May 6, 1992. The letter requested that this amendment be issued
under exigent circumstances because GGNS would be unable to start up until the
setpoint values in the TS were changed. At that time the licensee’s best
estimate of the date for the startup from the current refueling outage was
June 1, 1992. Accordingly, on May 13, 1992, the staff putlished a Notice of
Consideration of Issuance of Amendment to Facility Operating License regarding
this issue (57 FR 20533). In that notice the staff concluded that the
Ticensee had provided an acceptable basis for its request and that exigent
circumstances existed. Based upon those conclusions, the Notice provided a
15-day comment period, which expired on May 28, 1992

4.0 EINAL NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIOERATION DETERMINATION

The Commission’s regulations in 10 CFR 50.92 state that the Commission may
make a final determinatic. 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 an 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 of
safety.

The Commission has determined that the amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration per 10 CFR 50.92, based on the analysis provided by the
Ticensee in its May 6, 1992, letter and presented below:









consideration. and there has been no public comment on such finding
(87 FR 20533,. Accordingly. the amerndment meets the oligibility criteria for
e

categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR §1.22(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR
§1.22(b) no environmental impact statement or environmenta)l 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 marner, (2) such
activitie: 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 Contributor: N. Trehan
Datz: June 1, 1992



