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Should you have any questions, please contact Mr. Bob Dacko at
(214) 812-8228.

Sincerely,

A/l S CHA G,

William J. Cahill, Jr.
Group Vice President, Nuclear

T Tl
By:@‘z‘gﬁ%?
Roger

. Walker
Regulatory Affairs Manager

BSD
Attachments: 1. Affidavit
2. Description and Assessment
3. Affected Technical Specification page (NUREG-1468) as
revised by all approved license amendments

c - Mr. L. J. Callan, Region IV
Mr. T. A. Bergman, NRR
Ms. M. A. Miller, Region IV |
Resident Inspectors, CPSES (2) |

Mr. D. K, Lacker

Bureau of Radiation Control

Texas Department of Public Health
1100 West 49th Street

Austin, Texas 78704
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While the changes delete an accident mitigation feature, they do not add
new hardware to the units and do not change plant operations;
consequently, no new failure modes are introduced. Therefore, the
removal of this trip function can not create the possibility of an new
or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

3) Involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

Because the changes only delete an unnecessary reactor trip and do not
actually alter the plant, the proposed changes do not affect the failure
values for any system or component. Accident analyses have shown that
all relevant, existing event acceptance criteria have been satisfied
without taking credit for the deleted reactor trip; therefore, the event
acceptance criteria are not being revised. Because neither the failure
values nor the acceptance criteria are affected, the proposed changes
have no affect on the inargin of safety.

Based on the above evaiuations, TU Electric concludes that the activities
associated with the proposed changes satisfy the no significant hazards
cons iderat ion standards of 10CFR50.92(c) and accordingly, a no significant
hazards consideration finding is justified.

V. ENVIRONMEXTAL EVALUATION

TU Electri’ has evaluated the proposed changes and has determined that the
changes do not involve (1) a significant hazards consideration, (ii) a
significant change in the types or significant increase in the amounts of
any effluent that may be re'eased offsite, or (11i) a significant increase
fn individual or cumulative cccupational radiation exposure. Accordingly,
the proposed changes meet the eligibility criterion for categorical
exclusion set forth in 10CFR51.22(c)(9). Therefore, pursuant to
10CFR51.22(p), an environmental assessment of proposed the change is not
required.

VI. PRECEDENTS
Catawba Units 1 and 2 (57 FR 32240 and 58 FR 11260)
VII. REFERENCES

Jp “Dropped Rod Methodology for Negative Flux Rate Tr.p Plants,’
Westinghouse Electric Corporation, WCAP-10297-P-A, June 1983

ge "Methodology for the Analysis of the Dropped Rod Event,”
Westinghouse Electric Corporation, WCAP-11394-P-A, January 1990

(P "Reactivity Anomaly Events Methodology for Comanche Peak Steam
Electric Station Licensing Applications,” TU Electric,
RXE-91-00¢-A, October, 1993
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AFFECTED TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION PAGES
(NUREG-1468)

(Pages 2-5, B 2-4, 3/4 3-2 & 3/4 3-8)



