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ENCLOSURE 1

PLANT HATCH - UNITS 1, 2
NRC DOCKETS 50-321, 50-366
OPERATING LICENSES DPR-57, NPF-5
REQUEST TO REVISE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS:
ADDITION OF ELECTRICAL SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

BASIS FOR CHANGE REQUEST

PROPOSED CHANGE 1:

The proposed change will add operability and surveillance requirements for
essential cabinets 1A and 1B (MPL Nos. 1R25-5036 and 1R25-5037) and
instrument buse:z 1A and 1B (MPL Nos. 1R25-5064 and 1R25-5065) to the Unit 1
Technical Specifications (75). This change will also modify the TS Bases
section to include these buses.

The new limitiny conditions for operation (LCO) sections will require both
essertial cabinets and beth instrument buses to be operable whenever the
reactor is in the Star . & Hot Siandby or Run Mode and the reactor water
temperature 1is greater than 2120F, and will specify tim~ iimits for
inoperability of this equipment, In addition, during these times, the
crosstie breakers for the instrument buses will be required to be open.

The new surveillance requirements sections will require all of these buses
to be monitored to assure they are capable of transmitting the emergency
load. In addition, the instrument bus crosstie breakers will be
periodically verified open.

The additions to the bases sections will describe the reasons for inclusion
of the above LCO and surveillance requirements.

The additior of these requirements necessitated moving Specification 3.9.C
and its associated footnote from page 3.9-6 to page 3.9-6a. Page 3.9-6a
already has a fosinote to Specifications 4.9.D.2 and 4.9.0.3, designated
with & single asterisk. This designation is being changed to a double
asterisk because the footnote to 3.9.C uses a single asterisk,

BASIS FOR PROPOSED CHANGE 1:

On July 18, 1891, the NRC issued Generic Letter (GL) 91-11, "Resolution of
Generic Issues 48, 'LCOs for Class 1E Vital Instrument Buses,’' and 49,
'Interlocks and LCOs for Class 1E Tie Breakers’ Pursuant to 10 CFR
50.54(f)." Among other things, this letter stated the following:

"...all Tlicensees should have appropriate procedures to fulfill the
following requirements:
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ENCLOSURE 1 {Zontinued)
REQUEST TO REVISE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS:
ADDITION OF ELECTRICAL SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

BASIS FOR CHANGE REQUEST

1. Limit the time that a plant is in possible violation of
the single-failure criterion with regard to the Class 1E
vital instrument buses and tie breakers,

2. Require surveillances of these components..."

In the Plant Hatch response to GL 91-11, dated January 31, 1992, Georgia
Power Company (GPC) committed to assure long-term compliance with the above
requirements for Plant Hatch Unit 1 by adding appropriate operability and
surveillance requirements to the Unit 1 TS. As stated in the response
letter, it has been determined the Unit 2 TS already contain operability
and surveillance requirements which comply with the above requirements.
The GL 91-11 requirements were determined to be applicable to the following
Plant Hatch equipment: instrument buses A and B (MPL Nos. 1 & 2R25-5064 and
I & 2R25-5065), and essential cabinets A and B (MPL Nos. 1 & 2R25-5036 and
1 & 2R25-5037). Although GL 91-11 does not require changes to the TS, GPC
is proposing these changes to ensure consistency between Unit 1 and Unit 2
TS requirements. Following is a description of the affected equipment and

an explanation of how the proposed TS revisions fultrill the requirements of
the GL.

Instrument Buses A and B

These buses power some instrumentation and controls having ESF
applications. The normal power supply to each instrument bus is the
associated essential cabinet. Essentia, cabinet A is part of division I of
the Class 1E electrical system and supplies power to instrument bus A,
Likewise, essential cabinet B is part of division Il of the Class 1f
electrical system and supplies power to instrument bus B. The only
alternate Rower supply to an instrument bus is from the other instrument
bus through crosstie breakers. If the crosstie breakers are closed and
both instrument buses are also tied to their normal sources, then the
single-failure criterion is not met for either bus and both buses must be
considered inoperable. If the crosstie breakers are closed and onl7 one
bus is tied to its normal source, then the bus which is tied to its normal
source is still operable but the other bus must be considered inoperable.

The "Limiting Conditions for Operation" section of the Unit 2 TS requires
both instrument buses to be onerable and specifies the crosstie breakers
must be open. In reference to instrument buses A and B, the action
statement of Unit 2 TS Specification 3.8.2.1 states:

HL-2225
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ENCLOSURE 1 (Continued)

REQUEST TO REVISE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS:
ADDITION OF ELECTRICAL SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

BASIS FOR CHANGE REQUEST

The only instrument bus breaker misalignment which will not cause a lack of
power availability is the crosstying of the instrument bu.es. Therefore, a
surveillance requirement is being included in the proposed Unit 1 TS which

requires a weekly verification to assure the crosstie breakers are open.
These controls will ensure the Unit 1 instrument buses remain operable and
in compliance with the single-failure criterion,

The "Bases for Limiting Conditions for Operation" section of thc Unit 1 TS
is being revised to add brief explanations of the operabi” .y and
surveillance requirements which are being added for the instrumi ¢ buses.
These explanaticns will be very similar in format to the existing bases
sections for the other Unit 1 Class 1E electrical equipment.

In addition, the bases section will contain a brief discussion of ~ - bus
operability implications of crosstie breaker closure. This will -~ ige
the TS user with information needed to make instrument bus operaviity
determinations 1in situations where the crosstie breakers are closed or
found to be closed.

Essential Cabinets A and B

In addition to supplying power to the instrument buses, the essential
cabinets supply power directly to some instrumentation and controls with
ESF applications. The only power supply to essential cabinet A is 600V
emergerzy bus C (Division 1). The only power supply to essential cabinet B
is 600/ emergency bus D (Division II). The only other possible way to
supply rower to an essential cabinet is through crosstied instrument buses.
This could occur if the inctrument buses were crosstied to each other and
were also tied to their respective essential cabinets at the same time.
This operation is prohibited by procedures for both units.

The Unit 2 TS contain the same operability and surveillance requirements
for the essential cabinets as for the instrument buses. The portion
concerning the crosstie breakers is not applicable to the essential
cabinets. Thesc controls are adequate to ensure the buses remain operabie
and meet the single-failure criterion.

The Unit 1 TS do not currently address operability of the essential
cabinets. In order to provide controls for the Unit 1 essential cabinets,
requirements similar te those found in the Unit 2 TS are being added to the
Unit 1 TS. The operability and surveillance requirements which are being
proposed for the Unit 1 essential cabinets are the same as those being

HL-2225
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ENCLOSURE 1 (Continued)
REQUEST TO REVISE TECHNICAL SPZC.FICATIONS:
ADDITION OF ELECTRICAL SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

BASIS FOR CHANGE REQUEST

proposed for the Unit 1 instrument buses, except for the crosstie breaker
verification which is not applicable to the essential cabinets. These
controls wili be wused to ensure the Unit 1 essential cabinets remain
operable and in compli-nce with the single-failure criterion.

The "Bases for Limiting Conditicns for Operation" section of the Unit 1 TS
is being revised to add brief explanations of the operability and
surveillance requirements which are being added for the essential cabinets.
These explanations will be very similar in format to the existing bases
sections for the other Unit 1 Class 1E electrical equipment.

The designation change from single to double asterisk for Specific-tions
4.9.0.2 and 4.9.D.3 is strictly administrative.

PROPOSED CHANGE 2:

This proposed change will correct two minor errors in the Unit 1 and 2 TS
concerning diesel generator surveillance requirements. These arrors were
made during the process of preparing submittals for proposed changes which

;ere ;ssued by the NRC as Unit 1 Amendment No. 178 and Unit 2 ndment
0. 119.

The error in the Unit 1 TS is found on page 3.9-2b, Specification
4.9.A.2.a.7. The punctuation of this section is being changed to make the
entire section one sentence instead of two.

The error in the it 2 1S 1is found on page 3/4 8-4, Specification
4.8.1.1.2.4.5.b. The proposed change will remove the word "emergency" from
this section.

BASIS FOR PROPOSED CHANGE 2:

Specification 4.9.A.2.a.7 of the Unit 1 TS, found on page 3.9-2b, was
intended to be comprised of one sentence, but a typographical error broke
it into two sentences, thereby making the statement meaningless if read
Titerally. The proposed change combines the two sentences to read:

"At leasl once per 18 months during shutdown, verify the auto-connected
loads to each diesel generator do not exceed 3100 kW."

HL-2225
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ENCLOSURE 1 (Continued)

REQUEST TO REVISE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION®
ADDITION OF ELECTRICAL SYSTEM REQUIREMENT.

BASIS FOR CHANGE REQUEST

The error in the Unit 2 TS 1is found on page 3/4 8-4, Specification
4.8.1.1.2.4.5.b (5.b). This Specification is very similar to Specificaiion
4.8.1.1...4.8.b (8.b), except Specification 5.b involver simulation of a
loss of offsite power by itself while Specification 8.b involves simulation
of a loss of offsite power in conjunction with an ECCS actuation test
signal. While revising these two sections to add the requirement to verify
diesel generator voltage and frequency, it was apparentiy decided to
clarify Specification g.b by changing the phrase "emergency (accident)
loads" to read “shutdown (emergency) loads". Since Specification §5.b
appears to be similar to Specification 8.b, the word "emergenc " was
mistakenly added to Specification 5.b as well. However, the word
"emergency" does not belong in Specification 5.b because emergency loads
include the low pressure ECCS pumps which do not start on a loss of offsite
power by itself. Therefore, this proposed change will remove the word
“emergency” from Specification 5.b.

PROPOSER CHANGE 3:

This proposed raange will correct two typographical errors in the Plant
Hatch Unit ' DG surveillance reguirement (SR) specifications, These
typographiczi errors were included in an amendment application, dated March
31, 1986, which was approved and issued by the NRC on August 25, 1987 as
part of Amendment 147 to 'he Plant Hatch Unit 1 TS. The original markup of
Unit 1 TS Specifications 4.9.B.1 and 4.9.B.2 required performance of
"Surveillance Requirement 4.9.A.2.a.1" in each specification. That change
was typed and submitted as "Surveillance Requirement 4.9.A.2.3" which
included both parts of that specification. This proposed change will
correct this typographical error and make both specifications read
"Surveillence Requirement 4.9.A.2.a.1",

BASIS FOR PROPOSED CHANGE 3:
The purpose of the March 31, 1986 submittal was to change the TS for both
units to enhance diesel ator (DG) reliability by eliminating some

unnecessary and abusive te. n, requirements per NRC Generic Letter (GL)
84-15. The typographical erru s increase required "fast cold" start
testing of the DGs and are therefore contrary to the objective of GL 84-15.

Unit 1 Specification 4.9.B.1 contains required actions for the case of one
inoperable offsite power scurce. Unit ' Specification 4.9.B.2 contains

HL-2225
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ENCLOSURE 1 (Continued)
RIQUEST TO REVISE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS:
AODITION OF ELECTRICAL SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

BASIS FOR CHANGE REQUES]

required actions for the case of one inoperable DG. The original markups
of Specifications 4.9.B.1 and 4.9.B.2 required, among other things,
performance of SR 4.9.A.2.a.]1 which involves slowly starting, Acceierltin?.
and loading each DG. During typing, SR 4.9.A.2.1.1 was {inadvertently
cthanged to SR 4.9.A.2.a. This had the effect of requirir) performance of
SR 4,9.A.2.2.2 in addition to SR 4.9.A.2.a.] SR 4.7.2.2.2.2 involves
rapidly starting, accelerating, and loading each DG. Therefore, each
operable DG would have to be "slow start" tested and thun "fast start®
tested, all within 24 hours of entering cither Specification 24 9. B.1 or
4.9.B.2.

The basis for this proposed change was described in detail in the March 31,
1986 submittal. As explained in that submittal, the purpose of this change
is to enhance DG reliability per the rerc wmendations of the DG manufacturer
and NRC GL B4-15.

PROPOSED CHANGE 4:

This proposed change will correct an omission from the Unit ! TS bases tor
Specification 4.10.D. On August 28, 1991, the NRC issued Amendment Mu. 172
to Facility Operating License No. DPR-57 and Amendment No. 112 to Facility
Operating License No. NPF-5 for Plant Hatch Units 1 and 2. These
amendments consisted of changes te the specifications concerning spent fuel
pool water level,

It we recently discovered by the Plant Hatch staff that the original
application, dated June 13, 1991, which led to these amendments, did not
include a change to one of the bases sections ‘ssoc ited with the spent
fuel pool water level specification. The current version of Specification
3.10.0 requires at least 21 feet of water to be maintained over tne top of
irradiatsd fuel assemblies seated in the spent fuel storage racks. The
previous version of this specification required 8.5 feet of water to be
maintained above irradiated fuel at all times. SR 4.10.D requires the
water level to be checked at least once per 7 days. The bases for
Specification 3.10.D reiterate the requirement of 21 feet. However, the
lases for SR 4,10.D were never changed and stil] mention the old 8.5 feet
requirement. This proposed change will revise this bases section to
specify the new 21 feet requirement.
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ENCLOSURE 2

PLANT HATCH - UNITS 1, 2
NRC DOCKETS 50-321, 50-366
OPERATING LICENSES DPR-57, NPF-§
REQUEST TO REVISE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS:
ODITION OF ELECTRICAL SY

A STEM REQUIREMENTS
10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION

The Commission has provided standards 1in 10 CFR 50.92(c) for determining
whether a significant hazards consideration eyists. A proposed amendment
to an operating license does not involve a significant hazards
consideration if operation of the facility in accordance with the proposed
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.

Georgia Power Company has reviewed the proposed amendment and determined
its adoption would not result in a significant hazards consideration. The
basis for this determination is given below.

Basis For Proposed No Significant Hazards Consideration Determination:
Evaluation of Proposed Change 1:

This change does not involve a significant hazards consideration for the
following reasons:

1. The proposed amendment does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or corsequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The proposed amendment adds operability and surveillance requirements
for Unit 1 instrument buses A and B, and essential cabinets A and B.
These buses supply power to instrumentation and controls for engineered
safety features (ESF) systems. ESF systems perform functions which
mitigate the consequences of analyzed accidents. The addition of
operability and surveillance requirements to the Technical
Specifications (TS) will increase the prcbability these buses will be
operable 1in the event of an accident or t ansient. This will increase
the probability tha associated ESF systems will also be fully operable

HL-2225
003443 £2-1



ENCLOSURE 2 (Continued)

REQUEST TO REVISE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS:
ADDITION OF ELECTRICAL SYSTEM RENUIREMENTS

10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION

and available to prevent the occurrence of an accident or mitigate the
conseguences of an accident if one were to occur. The proposed changes
are consistent with the requirements presented in NRC Generic Letter
91-11.  Therefore, implementation of the proposed amendment does not
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of
any accident previously evaluated.

The proposed amendment does ot create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

The proposed amendment involves an increase in the degree of assurance
the subject buses are operable, however no changes will be made to the
mode of operation of the buses. Therefore, the proposed change will
not introduce any new failure modes for the buses or for the
instrumentation and controls fed by the buses. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed amendment does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

The proposed amendment does not result in a significant reduction in
the margin of safety.

As stated above, the proposed amendment adds operability and
surveillance requirements for instrument buses A and B, and essential
cabinets A and B which supply power to instrumentation and controls for
engineered safety features (ESF) systems. This will increase the
probability these ESF systems will be fully operable and available to
mitigate the consequences of an accident or transient and prevent
exceeding any safety 1limit. Therefore, implementation of this
amgndment will not resuit in a significant —‘eduction in the margin of
safety.

Evaluation of Proposea Change 2:

This change does not involve a significant hazards consideration for the
following reasons:

1. The proposed amendment does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.
Since these changes are purely editorial, they do not change the intent
of the surveillance requirements cor the ability of the diesel
HL-2225
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ENCLOSURE 2 (Continued)

REQUEST TO REVISE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS:
ADP]TION OF QUIREMENTS

10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION

generators to fulfill their intended safety function. All assumptions
made in the accident analyses concerning the role of the diesel
generators 1in mitigating accidents involving a loss of offsite power
are still valid, and the resulting consequences of such postulated
accidents remain unchanged. Therefore, these changes do not involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

2. The proposed amendment does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Since these changes are purely editorial, they do not change the
performance of the surveillance requirements or the mode of operation
of the diesel generators. Therefore, these changes do not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated,

3. The proposed amendment does not result in a significant reduction in
the margin of safety.

Since these changes are purely editorial, they have no impact on the
ability of the diesel generators to perform their intended safety
function. ihe ability of the diesel generators to aid in preventing
safety limits from being exceeded is not affected. Therefore, these
ch:nges do not result in a significant reduction in the margin of
safety.

Evaluation of Proposed Change 3:

This change does .ot involve a significant hazards consideration for the
following reasons:

1. The proposed amendment does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

This change 1is correction of a typographical error made during
preparation of a submittal dated March 31, 1986. The changes proposed
in that submittal were approved and issued by the NRC on August 25,
1987. The 10 CFR 50.92 evaluation contained in the March 31, 1986
submittal is applicable to this proposed change and details the reasons
why this change does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.
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ENCLOSURE 2 (Continued)

REQUEST TO REVISE TECHNICAL SPE_IFICATIONS:
ADDITION OF ELECTRICAL SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

10 CFR_50.92 EVALUATION

The proposed amendnent does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

This change 1is correction of a typographical error made during
preparatiorn of a submittal cated March 31, 1986. The changes proposed
in that submittal were approved and issued by the NRC on August 25,
1987. The 10 CFR 50.92 evaluation contained in the March 3], 1986
submittal is applicable to this proposed change and details the reasons
why this change does not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

The proposed amendment does not result in a significant reduction in
the margin of safety.

This change is correctior of a typographical error made during
preparation of a submittal dated March 3], 198€. The changes proposed
in that submittal were approved and issued by the NRC on August 25,
1987. The 10 CFR 50.92 evaluation contained in the March 31, 1986
submittal is applicable to this proposed change and details the reasons
why this change does not result in a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.

Evaluation of Proposed Chane 4:

This

change does not involve a significant hazards consideration for the

following reasons:

1.

The proposed amendment does not invelve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

This proposed change only affects the bases section of the TS. Since
no changes are being proposed to any operability, action or
surveillance requirements, there is no impact on the operability of any
safety-related equipment taken credit for in any accident evaluation.
Therefore, the proposed amendment does not involve a significant
inc:ease in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

2. The proposed amendment does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.
HL-2225
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