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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTCN, D C. 20555

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

SUPPORTING AMENDMENT NO. 4 TO FACILITY CPERATING LICENSE NO. NPF-38

LOUISIANA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

WATERFORD STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNIT 3

COCKET NO. 50-382

INTRODUCTION

By letter daled February 19, 1986, as supplemented by letters dated

February 27, 1986, March 4, 1986 and March 17, 1986, Louisiana Power and Light
Company (licensee), reques.ed "“anges to the Technical Specifications
(Appendix A to Facility Operat.ng License NPF-38) for the Waterford Steam
Electric Station, Unit 3. The proposed changes would revise (1) Technical
Speciication 4.6.1.2 by delaying the performance of Type B and Type C loca!l
leak rate testing (LLRT{ required by Appendix J to 10 CFR Part 50 until the
first refueling outage and (2) Technical Specification 4.8.1.1.2 by extending
the first Emergency Diesel Generator (EDG) inspection interval until the first
refueling outage and conducting subsequent inspection at intervals not to
exceed 24 months.

DISCUSSION

Technical Specifications 4.6.1.2.d and f require that LLRT be conducted at
intervals of no greater than 24 months. Because the LLRT (Type B and C) was
completed on April 22, 1984, the above technical specification would require
an extended mid-cycle plant shutdown to comnlete this surveillance in April
1986. The licensee has requested that the technical specifications be revised
to permit a delay of this testing to the first refueling outage currentiy
scheduled to start between December 15, 1986 and March 1, 1987. This delay
will also put future testing on a schedule coincident with future refueling
ou.ages.

Technical Specification 4.8.1.1.2.d.1 requires that an inspection of the EDGs
be conducted every 18 months during shutdown in &ccordance with procedures
prepared in conjunction with the manufacturer's recommendations. Inspection
of the EDGs would be required in June 1986. This date is based on issuance
of the facility operating license in December 1984 and would have reasonably
coincided with a refueling outage if the original schedule for commercial
operation had been maintained. Commercial operation, however, was delayed.
Consequently, the June 1986 date now coincides with an anticipated period of
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full power operation. To conduct the EDG inspection as scheduled will require
a lengthy, unscheduled outage. Moreover, subsequent EDG inspections would also
be out of synch with refueling outages if Waterford 3 adopts a 24-month

fuel cycle, as currently planned. The licensee has requested that the initial
inspection interval be increased by approximately seven to ten months to
coincide with the first Waterford refueling outage and that the inspection
interval for subsequent inspections be increased to 24 months.

EVALUATION

Type B and Type C Containment Leakage Rate Testing

The licensee indicated that the containment is very leak tight. ‘he initial
LLRT for the plant demonstrated an actual leak rate of less than 3% of the
technical specification allowable Timit. Current leakage is only slightly
above this value (less than 4% of allowable). Similaily, initial and current
bypass leakage is well within (less than 10% of) the allowable limit. Further,
the licensee indicates that only limited maintenance has been performed on
compcnents which maintain containment integrity, and satisfactory Type B post-
maintenance and testing was performed in each case. The containment leak
tightness has also been borne out by the periodic (every one to two days) need
to relieve containment pressure in order to stay within technical specification
containment pressure limits. The licensee has also indicated that the con-
tainment air lock and containment purge system (supply and exhaust) which are
potentially significant leak paths and receive periodic exercising will con-
tinue to be leak tested in accordance with separate Technical Specifications,
3.6.1.3 and 3.6.1.7, respectively.

The licensee points out that the delay in receipt of the operating license

(a period of approximately eight months) is the major reason why the

Appendix J LLRT schedule does not coincide more clcsely with the first
refueling outage. During this delay, the containment was not under stress as
the plant was not operating, thus containment isolation valves were not
exercised and received very limited wear. Because of this initial low usage
factor, no appreciable additional leakage is expected from Type B and C equip-
ment during the requested extension period over that which might occur during

a normal Appendix J schedule period from refueling to refueling, as the greatest
wear occurs during power operation when the systems are in use.

In addition to the above, by letter dated February 27, 1986, in response to a
staff request, the licensee provided supplemental information in support of the
schedular exemption request in order to gain added assurance of current con-
tainment integrity. Specifically, the licensee was requested to determine those
Type B and C components that could be tested in accordance with the existing
requirements of Technical Specifications 4.6.1.2.d and f prior to exceeding the
April 22, 1986 LLRT completion schedule requirement.



In their response, the licensee identified those Type B and C compenents which
are testable while the plant is at power and those which if not testable at
power should be tested during a currently planned two week outage scheduled for
March 1986. The licensee indicated that all electrical penetrations may be
tested during power operation since the test can be accomplished from outside
containment. However, the remaining components identified in Technical Speci-
fication Table 3.6-1 (73 valves) require containment entry for leak rate
testing and thus present a concern for radiological exposure to the test per-
sonnel. Of these 73 valves, approximately 47 are in systems which can be
isolated for testing at power and do not have other technical specification
restrictions on them.

In order to assess the exposure to workers for testing these 47 valves, the
licensee performed an evaluation of the dose consequences to personnel based
on available information regarding the containment conditions, radiation
surveys, number of workers, and time required to perform a test of each pene-
tration. The results indicate a total minimum dose of 14.3 man-rem which

the Ticensee views &s unacceptably high and unwarranted given the current leak
tightness of the cortainment. Thus, containment isolation valve testing at
power was not considered feasible,

The licensee also examined the listing of valves in Technical Specification
Table 3.6-1 to determine those which should be tested during the two week
outage. Four penetrations (eight valves of the total of 73 listed) were
identified for leak testing during the March 1986 outage on the basis of
relative frequency of cycling, a history of leakage, Teakage potential based
on Nuclear Plant Reliability Data System generic data, or the need for rework
and retesting from the previous LLRT. The remaining 65 valves are to be
tested at the first refueling outage. Valves which show adverse leakage prior
to the first refueling outage will be reworked and restested as necessary.

The staff has reviewed the information presented by the licensee and compared
the current status of the Waterford containment and the additional licensee
commitments against the intent of the criteria of Type B and C leak testing as
contained in Appendix J to 10 CFR 50. Appendix J states that this testing
"shall be performed during reactor shutdown for refueling, or other convenient
intervals but in no case at intervals greater than two years." The intent of
Appendix J for LLRT therefore is to permit a full cycle of operation prior to
performing the test. Because of the time and containment access requirements
for the testin?. a refueling outage becomes the only practical or convenient
normal interval for which to plan and per“orm the LLRT. This interval is
appropriate since the greatest usage, wear, and potential degradation of
containment integrity occurs with the plant at power. On this basis, the
staff concludes that the licensee's justification which includes the current
leak tightness of the containment, and less than a full operating cycle on Type
B and C components because of the initial licensing delay is valid. The staff
further conci.tes that the licensee's evaluation of the practicality and
consequences of testing without an extended shutdown, performance of the above
identified additional leak rate testing prior to the April 22, 1986 Appendix J
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