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INTRODUCTION

By application dated December 10, 1987, Louisiana Power and Light

Company (LPEL or the licensee) requested charges to the Technical
Specifications (Appendix A to Facility Operatino License No. NPF-38)

for Waterford Steam Flectric Station, Unit 3. The proposed charges

would revise Technical Specification 3.5.2, "ECCS subsystems - Tavg
Greater than 350°F" and Technical Specification 3.5.3, "ECCS Subsystems -
Tave Less than 350°F" by adding a note to the Applicability section of
both Technical Specifications to indicate that two Emergency Core Cooling
System (ECCS) subsystems are required to be operable when Reactor Coolant
System (RCS) average temperature is equal to or greater than 500°F,

In addition, the proposed change would also revise the title of the
Technical Specifications such that it conforms to typical nomenclature.
By letter dated March 24, 1988, the licensee further modified the Basis
section to address the ahove changes,

DISCUSSION

The changes proposed by the licersee would revise Technical Specification
3.5.7 and 3.5.3 such that a note would be added to the Macde 2
applicability statement that will require both ECCS subsysteme to be
operahle any time the RCS average temperature is equal to or greater thar
S00°F, regardless of the pressurizer pressure.

Rlso, the licensee would change the title ¢f the Technical Specification
subsections to reflect mode of operation rather than average coolant
temperature,

EVALUATION

Currently Technical Specification 3.5.2 reauires two independent ECCS
subsystems to he operable when the reac .or is in Modes 1, 2, and 3;
however, the requirements of this Technical Specification in Mode 3 are
applicable only §f the pressurizer pressure is ecual to or greater than
1750 psia, Techical Specification 3.5.3 currently requires one ECCS
subsystem to be operable if the reactor is in Modes 3 and 4 with a require-
ment that the pressurizer pressure is less than 1750 psfa in Mode 3, The
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proposed change to both Technical Specificaticre are similar in that 2
note will be added to the Moce 3 applicability statement that will require
both ECCS subsystems to be operable any time the RCS average temperature
is eoual to or greater than 500°F, The intent of these Specifications is
to ensure there will be sufficient emergency core cooling capability
available in the event of a losy of coolant accident (LOCA) coincigent
with a single failure that results in the loss of one ECCS subsystem, The
Waterford 3 Cycle 2 safety aralysis has shown that borated water from the
High Pressure Safety Injection (HPSI) System s required to prevent the
core from becoming critical during an uncontrolled RCS cooldown (1.e., a
steam line break) from greater than 500°F, Therefore, the licensee must
ensure that at least one train of the MPSI system is available to mitigate
the consequences of a postulated steam 1ine break accident inftiated from
an RCS averaoe temperature of 500°F or greater. The proposed change will
accomplich this by requiring two FCCS subsystems to be operable whenever
the average RCS temperature is equal to or greater than 500°F, Therefore,
ever 1f one ECCS subsystem s 2ssumed to fail, one train of HPSI will be
available to inject borated water into the RCS during a steam line break,

The staff concludes that the proposed changes to Techrical Specifications
3.5.2 and 3.5.2 constitute an additional restriction on plant operation
to fncrease the margin of safety, and are, therefore, acceptable.

In addition to the above, the proposed chance will also revise the title
0f Technical Specsificatiors 3.5.2 and 3.5.3. The current title describes
the Technical Specificatfon in terms of average coolant temperature, It
is standard practice to refer to plant conditions in terms of operating
Modes rather than average conlant temperature. Therefore, the proposed
change would revise the titles such that they conform to Technical Speci-
fication nomenclature and are acceptable,

CONTACT WITH STATF OFFICIAL

The NRC staff has advised the Administrator, Nuclear Energy Division,
Office of Envirormental Affairs, State of Louisiana of the proposed
deterr1:|t1on of no significant hazards consideration. No comments were
received,

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment relates to changes in installation or use of a facility
corponent located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR Part 20,
The staff has determined that the amendment involves no significant
increase in the amounts and no s1gn1f1cant change in the types of any
effluents that may be relessed offsite and that there {5 no significant
fncrease in individual or cumylative occupational radiation exposure. The
Commission has previously fssued a proposed finding that this amendment
involves no significant hazards consideration and there h2s been no public
corment on such finding, Accordingly, the amendment meets the eligibility
criteria for categorical exclusfon tet forth in 10 CFR 51,22(c)(9).
Pursuant to 10 CFR §1.22(b), no environmental impact statement or environe
mental assessmert need be prepared in cerrmection with the fssuance of

this amendment,



6.0 CONCLUSION

Based upon its evaluation of the proposed changes to the Waterford 3
Technical Specifications, the staff has concluded that: there is
reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public will
not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner, and such
activities wil)l be conducted in compliance with the Commission's
regulations and the fssuance of the amendment will not be inimical
to the common defense and security or to the health and safety of
the public. The staff, therefore, concludes that the proposed
changes are acceptable, and are hereby incorporated into the
waterford 3 Technical Specifications.

Dateq: March 30, 1988

Principal Contributor: J. Wilson
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ABSTRACT
This EGAG Idaho, Inc. report provides a review of the submittals for

the Waterforad Steam Electric Station, Unit No. 3 for conformance to Generic
Letter 83-28, Item 2.2.1.
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FOREWORD

This report 1s supplied as part of the program for evaluating
licensee/applicant conformance to Generic Letter 83-28 "Required Actions
Based on Generic Implications of Salem ATWS Events.® This work 15 being
conducted for the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 0ffice of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation, Division of PWR Licensing-A, by EGAG Idaho, Inc.

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission funded this work under the
authorization B&R 20-19-10-11-3, FIN No. D600,

Docket No. 50-382
TAC No. 57708
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1. INTRODUCTION

On February 25, 1983, both of the scram circuit breakers at Unit | of
the Salem Nuclear Power Plant fatled to open upon an automatic reactor trip
signal from the reactor protection system. This incident was terminated
manually Dy the operator about 30 seconds after the Initlation of the
automatic trip signal. The fadlure of the circult Dreakers was determined
to be related to the sticking of the undervoltage trip attachment., Prior
to this incident, on February 22, 1983, ot Unit 1 of the Salem Nuclear
Power Plant, an automatic trip signal was generated based on steam
generator low-low level during plant startup. In this case, the reactor

wads tripped manually by the operator almost coincidentally with the
dutomatic trip.

Following these incidents, on February 28, 1983, the NRC Executive
Director for Operations (:ud), directed the staff to investigate and report
on the generic implications of these occurrences at Unit 1 of the Salem
Nuclear Power Plant. The results of the staff's inguiry into the generic
implications of the Salem unit Incidents are reported in NUREG-1000,
“Generic Implications of the ATWS Events at the Salem Nuclear Power
Plant.* As a result of this investigation, the Commission (NRC) requested
(by Generic Letter 83-28 dated July 8, 1!03‘) all licensees of operating
reactors, applicants for an operating license, and holders of construction

permiis to respond to generic Yssues ralsed Dy the analyses of these two
ATWS events,

This report s an evaiuation of the responses submitted Dy Louistana
Power and Light for wWaterford Steam Electric Station, Unit No. 3 for
Item 2.2.1 of Generic Letter 83-28. The actua) documents reviewed as 2

part of this evaluation are 1isted in the references at the end of this
report.



. REVIEW CONTENT AND FORMAT

[tem 2.2.) of Generic Letter 83.28 requests the licensee/applican’ to
submit, for staff review, 4 description of their programs for
classification of their safety.related equipment includes supporting
information, in considerable detall, 2s Indicated in the guide)ines
preceding the evaluation of each sub-item,

As previously stated, each of the six sub-items of [tem 2.2.1 )3
svaludted 'n 3 separgte section I\n which the guideline 15 presented; an
evaluation of the licensee's/applicant’'s response s made; and conclusions
dbout ts acceptat ire grawn,



3. ITEM 2.2.1 < PROGRAM

3.0 Guigeline

Licensees and applicants should confirm that an equipment
classification program exists which provides assurance that a4l
safety-relatea components are designated as safety-related on J1) plant
documents, drawings and procedures 4nd in the information handling system
that s used 'n accomplishing safety-related activities, such a3 work
orders for reralir, maintenance and surveillance testing ind oruers for
replacement parts. Licensee and applicant resoonset which adaress the
features of this program are evalyated 'n the remainder of this report.

3.2 fvalystion

The 1icensee for waterford Steam flectric Statilon, Uid' No. 3 provides
4 response to Generic Letter 83-28 with submittals dated Novemd. 3 1’032
ang Novemper 15, l!ls.3 These submittals inclyded information that
describes their safety-related equipment classifi_atron progream. In the
review of the licensee's response to this Ytem, 1t was assumed tha. the
information and cocumentation supporting this program 1s avaliable for
dudit ypon request.

The "icensee has provided a description of the equipment
classification program for tne identification of safety-related activities
for repalr, maintendnce, and procurament. W wever, the response does not
directly confirm that all components designated as safety-rielated in the
MEL/Q-11st are also properly designated on piant dncuments, piccedures and
in the information handling systems used for safety-related a.t'vities,
However, the licensee's response to Items 2.2.1.2 and 2.7.1.3 indicate that
the cocuments used to control safety-.related activities from tart to
finish are approoriately marked as safety-rel2ted. This 15 ciscussed In
Sections 5.2 and 6.2. we consider this to D« acceptavle.



3.3 Conclusion

We have reviewed the licensee's information and, in germeral, find that

the licensee's response is adequate.




4. ITEM 2.2.1.1 - TOENTIFICATION CRITERIA
4.1 Guideline

The applicant or licensee should confirm that their program used for
equipment classification includes criteria used for identifying components

as safety-related
4.2 Evaluation

The licensee's response states that safety-related structures,
systems, and components are identified as safety-related based on the
criteria specified in the project management procedure PMP-321,
“Determination of “afety/Q-Level Components for the MEL/Q-List*. The
procedure was nct ircluded in the response; however, review of Section 3.2

of the FSAR identified these criteria.
4.3 Conclusion

The licensee's response to this item s considered to be complete and

is acceptable.




ITEM 2.2.1.2 - INFORMATION HANDLING SYSTEM

5.1 Guideline

The licensee or applicant should confirm that the program for
equioment classification includes an information handling system that 1is
used to Ydentify safety-related components. The response should confirm
that this information handling system includes & 1ist of safety-related
equipment and that procedures exist which govern its development and
valigation.

5.2 Evaluation

The licensee's response states that the Q-1¥st is maintained current
by a dedicated staff whose activities are governed by project management
proce.ure PMP-321. This procedures s being updated to include
requirements for Q-List maintenance activities. The Q-List information for
components in the plant s entered in the data base and validated in
accordance with project management procedure PMP-320.

5.3 Conclusion

The licensee's response to this item is considered to be complete and
is acceptable.




6. ITEM 2.2.1.3 - USE OF EQUIPMENT CLASSIFICATION LISTING

6.1 Guideline

The lTicensee's or applicant's description should confirm that their
program for equipment classification Includes criteria and procedures which
govern how station personnel use the equipment classification information
handling system to determine that an activity 1s safety-related and what
procedures for maintenance, surveillance, parts replacement and other

activities defined in the introduction to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, apply to
safety-related components.

6.2 Evaluation

The licensee's response identifies the use of the Q-1ist, and
Administrative procedures in the determination of safety-related activities
in the areas of parts replacement, storage, maintenance, modification,
testing, and survelllance. Collectively, these documents contain the

controls to ensure that scfety-related equipment is identified and handled
in an appropriate manncr,

6.3 Conclusion

The licensee's response to this item is considered to be complete and
is acceptable.




7. ITEM 2.2.1.4 - MANAGEMENT CONTROLS

7.1 Guidelines

The applicant or licensee should confirm that the management controls
used to verify that the procedures for pra2paration, validation and routine
utilization of the information handling system have been followed.

7.2 Evaluation

The licensee's response states that the management controls
established for activities related to the development, validation and
maintenance of the Q-List are covered by procedures and instructions which
are prepared, reviewed, and approved in accordance with project management
procedure PMP-001, Preparation and Revision of Project Management
Procedure/Instructions”. The management controls established for
activities related to the routine utilization of the Q-List are governed by

Administrative procedure UNT-1-002 and QP-5-001, “Instructions, Procedures
and Orawings."

1.3 nclusion

The licensee's response to this item s considered to be complete and
Y: acceptabla,




8. ITEM 2.2.1.5 DESIGN VERIFICATION AND PROCUREMENT
8.1 Guideline

The applicant's or licensee's submittal should document that past
usage demonstrates that appropriate design verification and qualification
testing is specified for the procurement of safety-related components and
parts. The specifications shou'd include qualification testing for
expected safety service conditions and provide support for the
applicant’'s/)icensee's receipt of testing documentation to support the
Timits of 1ife recommended by the supplier. If such documentation s not

avallable, confirmation that the present program meets these requirements
should be provided.

8.2 Evaluation

The licensee's response states that specifications imposed upon the
vendor are referenced on the Purchase Order Requisition based on elther
previous orders for the same equ'pment or specifications supplied by
Engineering. Standard Clauses in UNT-8-001 are used to ensure that
technical and quality requirements are specified consistently for safety
and quality related equipment orders.

8.3 Conclusion

The licensee's response for this item 1s considered to be complete and
's acceptable.



9, ITEM 2.2.1.6 - “IMPORTANT TO SAFETY" COMPONENTS
9.1 Guideline

The Generic Letter B83-28 states that the licensee's equipment
classification program should incluc . (!n addition to the safety-related
components) a broader class of components designated as “Important to
Safety." However, since the Generic Letter does not require the
acplicant/1icensee to furnish this information as part of their response,
review of this item will not be performed.

10




10, COMCLUSION

Based on our review of the licensee's response to the specific
requirements of Item 2.2.1, we find that the information provided by the
licensee to resolve the concerns of Items 2.2.1 of Generic Letter 83-28 is
acceptable. Item 2.2.1.6 was not reviewed as noted in Section 9 of this
report.

1
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