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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Attention: Document Control Desk 
Washington, DC 20555 

Subject: Report of 1 OCFR50.59 Safety Evaluations and 
Commitment Changes - April 01,2004 through March 31,2005 
Grand Gulf Nuclear Station 
Docket No. 50-416 
License No. NPF-29 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Pursuant to 1 OCFR50.59(d)(2), Entergy Operations, Inc. hereby submits the 
summary of lOCFR50.59 evaluations for the April 01 , 2004 through March 31, 
2005 period. Also attached is the summary of commitment changes for the same 
period made in accordance with NEI 95-07 Guidelines. 

If you have any questions OF require additional information, please contact Chuck 
Holifield at 601 -437-6439. 

This letter contains no commitments. 

Yours truly, 
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GGNS 50.59 Safety Evaluation Number 

SE 2004-0003-ROO 



1. OVERVIEW I SIGNATURES 

El 

Facility: Grand Gulf Nuclear Station 

___- 

SCREENING 

50.59 EVALUATION EXEMPTION 

Sections I ,  I I ,  I l l ,  and IV required 

Sections I, 11, 111, IV, and V required 

C hangelRev. Document Reviewed: GGNS ODCM Rev. 27, LEDC 2003-025 

System Designator(s)lDescription: N64/Offaas 

Description of Prouosed Chanae 
The proposed chanae modifies the required actions under condition F under TRMlODCM LCO 6.3.10 

and revises the TS bases for S R  3.7.5.1. TRWODCM LCO 6.3.10, condition I is modified to require entw 
into LCO 6.0.1 when the condition F actions or completion times are not met. The TS bases are revised to 
be consistent with the BWR/6 standard technical specifications bv clarifvina that the exclusive use of the 
offaas pretreatment monitor is not needed to satisfv the surveillance requirement. In addition, this LBDC 
includes administrative changes to add TRM LCO 6.0.1 to the ODCM and to update approval siqnoff paae 
and the list of effective pages to reflect these chanqes. The revised actions for condition F provide 
cornpensatow actions when no channels of the Offsas Pretreatment Monitor are operab\e and increase the 
period these instruments are allowed to be inoperable from 72 hours to 30 days. 

If the proposed activity, in its entirety, involves any one of the criteria below, check the appropriate 
box, provide a juslificationlbasis in the Description above, and forward to a Reviewer. No further 
50.59 Review is required. If none of the criteria is applicable, continue with the 50.59 Review. 

The proposed activity is editoriaI/typographicaI as defined in Section 5.2.2.1. 

The proposed activity represents an "FSAR-only" change as allowed in Section 5.2.2.2 
(Inserf item #from Section 5.2.2.2). 

0 
. 

If further 50.59 Review is required, check the applicable review@): (Only the sections indicated must be 
included in the Review.) 

Reviewer: 

OSRC: 

[Required only for Programmatic Exclusion Screenings (see Section 5.8) and 50.59 Evaluations.] 

List of AssistinglContributing Personnel: 
Name: Scope of Assistance: 

Mike karson 
John Lassetter 



11. SCREENING 

LBDs controlled under 50.59 

FSAR 

TS Bases 

Technical Requirements Manual 

Core Operating Limits Report 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports’ 

YES NO CHANGE # (if applicable) and/or SECTIONS IMPACTED 

a m  
m u  LBDC-2003-0025 

m o  LBDC-2003-0025 

c ) m  

o m  

2. Does the proposed activity involve a test or experiment not described in the 

If “yes,” perform an Exemption Review per Section V 
Evaluation per Section VI. 

Yes 
FSAR? No 

perform a 50.59 

If “YES”, perfon an Exemption Review per Section V a perform a 50.59 Evaluation per Section VI ANI) initiate an LBD 
change in accordance with NMM LI-113 (Reference 2.2.13). - 

3. Does the proposed activity potentially impact equipment, procedures, or Yes 
facilities utilized ~ Q T  storing spent fcsf at an Independent Spent Fuei Storage CI No 
Installation? NIA 
(Check “NIA” if dry fuel storage is not applicable to the facility.) 
If “yes,” perform a 72.48 Review in accordance with NMM Procedure LI-112. 
(See Sections 1.5 and 5.3.1.5 of the EOI 10CFR50.59 Review Program Guidelines.) 

LBDs controlled under other regulations 

Quality Assurance Program Manual’ 

Fire Protection Program’ 

Emergency Plan’ 

(includes the Fire Hazards Analysis) 

Offsite Dose Calculations Manual 

‘ if “YES,“ see Sedion 5.1.4. 
* If “YES,” notify the responsible department and ensure a 50.54 Evaluation is performed. Attach the 50.54 Evaluation. 

If ”YES,“ evaluate the change in accordance with the requirements of the facility’s Operating License Condition. 

YES NO CHANGE #(if applicable) andfor SECTIONS IMPACTED 
I 

0 .  

m o  
o m  

Evaluation attached - na e-p\an changes required 

m n  LBDC-2003-0025 



EN-S NUCLEAR 

B. Basis 
Provide a clear, concise basis for the answers given in the applicable sections above, Explain why 
the proposed activity does or does not impact the Operating Licenseflechnical Specifications 
and/or the FSAR and why the proposed activity does or does not involve a new test or experiment 
not previously described in the FSAR. Adequate basis must be provided within the Screening such 
that a third-party reviewer can reach the same conclusions. Simply stating that the change does 
not affect TS or the FSAR is not an acceptable basis. See EOI 50.59 Guidelines Section 5.6.6 for 
guidance.) 

The proposed chanses modifv the TRM and ODCM directlv to modifv the rewired actions when 
the Offqas wetreatment radiation monitor is inoperable. The TS bases for SR 3.7.5. I are revised 
to clarifV that the exclusive use of the offqas pretreatment monitor is not needed to satisfv the 
surveillance requirement consistent with the revised TRM requirements. Supporting documents 
such as the UFSAR are not affected bv the Drooosed chanqes since the chanaes do not modifv or 
chanae the function of the pretreatment monitor. The monitor is described in UFSAR 11 S.2.2.1. 
Althouah the Emeraencv Plan (E-Plan) emerqency action levels utilize the offaas Pretreatment 
monitor for indications of fuel damaae. other indicators (i.e.. MSL monitor, coolant samples) 
continue to be available and E-plan chanqes are not considered necessarv based on the attached 
evaluation. The remainina documents reviewed do not require chanses as a result of the proposed 
chanaes. 

Chanqes to the Offsite Dose Calculation Manual are controlled by Grand Gulf Nuclear Station 
Technical Specification ITS), Administrative Controls, Section 5.5.1. In accordance with TS 
Section 5.5.1 the requirements for an ODCM chanqe are: 

1. sufficient information to support the chanae(s1 toaether with the atmropriate analvses or 
evaluations iustifvinq the chanqe, and 

2. a determination that the chanqe(s1 maintain the levels of radioactive effluent control required 
bv lOCFR20.1302. 40CFR290, 10CFR50.36a. and 20CFR50, Appendix 1, and not adverselv 
impact the accuracy or reliabilitv of effluent, dose, or setpoint calculations. 

Regulation 4OCFR190, 1 OCFR50.36a and 10CFR50, Appendix I deal with dose calculations. This 
chanae does not affect any dose or dose rate calculations in the ODCM, therefore these 
requlations are not affected. 

Requlation 1OCFR20.1302 deals with radioactive releases to unrestricted areas. TRM LCO 6.11.1 
is the technical recuirement for 1OCFR20.1302. The proposed chanaes onh affect the offaas 
pretreatment monitor. Offaas svstem releases from the plant are not affected. Therefore, the 
reauirements 1 OCFR20.1302 (TRM LCO 6.1 1.1) are met. 

Althouah some of the chanaes orooosed are administrative or essentiallv provide an eauivalent 
monitorinq function of the offgas Pretreatment, the aaweqate chances are evalusted in section Vi 
of this form. 



EN-S NUCLEAR QUALITY RELATED 
ADMINISTRATIVE ~ A ~ A ~ E ~ E ~ ~  

C. 

D. 

References 

Discuss the methodology for performing the LED search. State the location of relevant licensing document 
information and explain the scope of the review such as electronic search criteria used (e.g., key words) or the 
general extent of manual searches per Section 5.3.6.4 of LI-101. NOTE: Ensure that electronic and 
manual searches are performed using controlled copies of documents. If you have any questions, 
contact your site Licensing department. 

LBDslDocuments reviewed via keyword search: Keywords: 

Documents in section II.A.l Pretreatment, post treatment, ore-treatment 
offaas 

LBDslDocuments reviewed manually: 

None 

Is the validity of this Review dependent on any other 
change? (See Section 5.3.4 of the EOI 10CFR50.59 Program 
Review Guidelines.) 

CI Yes 
No 

If “Yes,” list the required changes. 



JUCLEAR QUALIN RELATED LI-101 Revision 3 
ADMINISTRATIVE 1 MANAGEMENT 

MANUAL I 1 
lNFORMATtON USE 

111. ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING 

If any of the following questions Is answered “yes,” an Environmental Review must be performed 
in accordance with “I Procedure EV-i 45, “Environmental Evaluations,” and attached to this 
50.59 Review. Consider both routine and non-routlne (emergency) discharges when answering 
these questions. 

Will the proposed Change being evaluated: 

1. m Involve a land disturbance of previously disturbed land areas in excess of one acre (i.e., 
grading activities, construction of buildings, excavations, reforestation, creation or removal 
of ponds)? 

2. 0 Involve a land disturbance of undisturbed land areas (i.e., grading activities, construction, 
excavations, reforestation, creating, or removing ponds)? 

3. 0 m Involve dredging activities in a lake, river, pond, or stream? 

4. m Increase the amount of thermal heat being discharged to the river or lake? 

5. 0 Increase the concentration or quantity of chemicals being discharged to the river, lake, or 
air? 

6. 0 Discharge any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

7. 0 U Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

8. 0 a Modify the design or operation of the cooling tower that will change water or air flow 
characteristics? 

9. Modify the design or operation of the plant that will change the path of an existing water 
discharge or that will result in a new water discharge? 

10. D Modify existing stationary fuel burning equipment (i.e., diesel fuel oil, butane, gasoline, 
propane, and kerosene)?’ 

11. lnvolve the installation of stationary fuel burning equipment or use of portable fuel burning 
equipment (i.e., diesel fuel oil, butane, gasoline, propane, and kerosene)?’ 

12. Involve the installation or use of equipment that will result in an air emission discharge? 

13. 3 Involve the installation or modification of a stationary or mobile tank? 

14. Involve the use or storage of oils or chemicals that could be directly released into the 
environment? 

15. Involve burial or placement of any solid wastes in the site area that may affect runoff, 
surface water, or groundwater? 

’ See NMM Procedure EV-117, “Air Emissions Management Program,” for guidance in answering this question. 



EN-S NUCLEAR QUALITY RELATED 
MANAGEMENT 

IV. SECURITY PLAN SCREENING 

If any of the following questions is answered “yes,” a Security Plan review must be performed by 
the Security Department to determine actual impact to the Plan and the need for a change to the 
Plan. 

A. Could the proposed activity being evaluated: 

yes 
I. 0 

2. a 

3. 

4. El 

5. 

6. 

7. 

a. 

9. 0 

10. 

- No 

m 

m 

5 

H 

5 

5 

m 

Add, delete, modify, or otherwise affect Security department responsibilities (e.g., including 
fire brigade, fire watch, and confined space rescue operations)? 

Result in a breach to any security barrier(s) (e.g., HVAC ductwork, fences, doors, walls, 
ceilings, floors, penetrations, and ballistic barriers)? 

Cause materials or equipment to be placed or installed within the Security Isolation Zone? 

Affect security lighting by adding or deleting lights, structures, buildings, or temporary 
facilities? 

Modify or otherwise affect the intrusion detection systems (e.g., E-fields, microwave, fiber 
optics)? 

Modify or otherwise affect the operation or field of view of the security cameras? 

Modify or otherwise affect (block, move, or alter) installed access control equipment, 
intrusion detection equipment, or other security equipment? 

Modify or otherwise affect primary or secondary power supplies to access control 
equipment, intrusion detection equipment, other security equipment, or to the Central 
Alarm Station or the Secondary Alarm Station? 

Modify or otherwise affect the facility’s security-related signage or land vehicle barriers, 
including access roadways? 

Modify or otherwise affect the facility’s telephone or security radio systems? 

The Security Department answers the following questions if one of the questions was answered 
“yes”. 

B. Is the Security Plan actually impacted by the Yes 

C. Is a change to the Security Plan required? U Yes Change # (optional) 

proposed activity? No 

0 No 

Name of Security Plan reviewer (print) I Signature I Date 



ENS NUCLEAR 
MANAGEMENT 

VI. 50.59 EVALUATION 

A. Executive Summary (Serves as input to NRC summary report. Limit to one page or less. Send an 
electronic copy to the site licensing department after OSRC approval, if available.) 

Brief description of change, test, or experiment: 

The Drooosed chanqe modifies the required actions under condition F under TRM 6.3.10 and ODCM 
6.3.10 and adds LCO 6.0.1 to the TRM. The revised actions for condition F provide comDensatory 
actions for UD to 30 davs when no channels of the Offaas Pretreatment Mon~tor are ouerable. 
Suecificallv these actions require verification that the offaas svstem is not bvpassed, that redundant 
process radiation monitors are oPerable and that arab samples are taken and analvzed at a 
freauencv sufficient to ensure that chanqes in process radiation levels are auicklv identified (everv 24 
hours) or that temporarv instrumentation is installed to provide radiation monitorina of the fission 
aases. The TS bases for SR 3.7.5.1 are revised to clarifv that the exclusive use of the offaas 
pretreatment monitor is not needed to satisfv the surveillance requirement consistent with the revised 
TRM requirements and matches the NRC approved wordina in NUREG 1434, Revision 2 (Standard 
Technical Specifications General Electric Plants, BWRI6I. The reauirement for ouerabilitv of the oost 
treatment radiation monitor is removed as Dart of ACTION F (pretreatment monitor) since operability 
of the post treatment monitor is aoverned elsewhere in TRMIODCM 6.3.10 (i.e.* ACTlON E). In 
addition, condition I is modified to rewire entrv into TRM 6.0.1 when condition F is not met and action 
1 is revised to reauire entrv into TRMIODCM LCO 6.0.1. 

Reason for proposed Change: 

The prouosed chanaes are necessarv to avoid unnecessarv plant shutdowns when both offgas 
pretreatment monitors are inoperable. 

50.59 Evaluation summary and conclusions 

The offqas pretreatment monitor is non-safetv related and monitors radioactivitv in the condenser 
offqas at the entrance to the holdup piping The offaas pretreatment radiation monitor provides a 
monitorinq and alarm function and does not affect svstem operation when not in service or 
inoperable. The proposed chanaes onlv affect actions when the offqas pretreatment is inoperable 
and do not ohvsicallv chanse the plant or plant svstems. lnoperabititv of the offaas pre-treatment 
monitor or takina Grab samples has no effect on svstem operation. Althouah the pretreatment 
monitor is used to triaser the performance of grab samples per SR 3.7.5.1. other methods of 
monitorina the discharae of fission qases into the offqas svstem are acceetable. The proposed 
portable radiation instruments or the 24 hour arab samples ensure that sianificant increases are 
promptlv identified and #at actions are taken when required by plant procedures. As a result, a 
sianiftcant builduD of radioactive material in the offaas svstem is avoided therebv preservinq the 
boundinq assumptions in the offaas svstem failure analvsis. The TS bases for SR 3.7.5.1 are revised 
to clarify that the exclusive use of the offaas oretreatment monitor is not needed to satisfv the 
surveillance requirement consistent with the revised TRM requirements and matches the wordina in 
NUREG 1434, Revision 2. InoDerabilitv of this monitor and the proposed actions do not affect the 
likelihood that the offaas system will fail in a wav that leads to a svstem rupture or component failure 
and the release of the svstem’s contents. Based on these considerations. the evaluation determined 
that the proposed chanqes are acceptable and do not represent more than a minimal increase in the 
freauencv or consequences of an accident or malfunction of the offaas svstem. The evaluation also 
concluded that the a possibilitv for an accident or malfunction of a different tvue is not created, that a 
design basis limit for a fission Product barrier will not be exceeded or altered, and the proposed 
chanaes do not deuart from a method of evaluation described in the FSAR. 



EN-S NUCLEAR QUALITY RELATED 
MANAGEMENT 

6. License Amendment Determination 

Does the proposed Change being evaluated represent a change to a method of 

Question 8. If “No,” answer all questions below. 

0 Yes 
NO evaluation ONLY? If ‘‘Yes,’’ Questions 1 - 7 are nst  applicable; answer only 

Does the proposed Change: 

1, Result in more than a minimal increase in the frequency of occurrence of an accident 0 Yes 
No previously evaluated in the FSAR? 

BASIS: 
The release of fission gases to the offgas system is governed by Technical Specification 3.7.5. 
Compliance with this specification is ensured by performing a grab sample and isotopic analysis as 
required by either SR 3.7.5.1 or SR 3.7.5.2. SR 3.7.5.2 is performed on a 31 day frequency and SR 
3.7.5.1 is only required to be performed when the nominal steady state fission gas release rate has 
increased by 250%. The offgas pretreatment monitor is non-safety related and monitors radioactivity 
in the condenser offgas at the entrance to the holdup piping. This monitor provides a continuous 
monitor for the release of fission gases prior to treatment by the offgas system and is utilized to alert 
operators when the release rate has increased significantly (250%) between performances of SR 
3.7.5.1. 
As discussed in the basis for Technical Specification 3.7.5, the fission gas release rate is an initial 
condition of the main condenser offgas system failure event discussed in UFSAR 15.7.1. This offgas 
system failure analysis assumes a gross failure of the offgas system that results in the rupture of the 
system pressure boundary with the entire radioactive contents released to the environment over a two 
hour period. The content of the system is based on the steam jet air ejector discharge into the offgas 
system at the release limit specified by TS 3.7.5 (380 mCi/sec). This release rate is also applied in 
other analyses, which involve the release of reactor steam, such as the main steamline break; 
however, the radiological impact of the noble gas release in these events is very small relative to that 
of the iodine release. 
The GGNS offgas system is designed to be detonation resistant (i.e., designed to withstand a 
pressure of 350 psig static pressure) (UFSAR 11 3.2.2.1.9). The GGNS offgas system is also 
designed as non-seismic, Quality Group D, and complies with the NRC staff position (UFSAR Table 
3.2-1). The proposed changes do not physically change the plant or plant systems. The requirement 
to verify the post-treatment monitoring system is operable is deleted from Action F since this 
instrumentation is controlled elsewhere in TRMIODCM 6.3.10 (condition E) and the associated 
actions ensure that this function is preserved. The revised TS bases for SR 3.7.5.1 are consistent 
with the proposed changes and matches the wording in NUREG 1434, rev. 2 (BWR/6 STS). Effluents 
from the offgas system are not affected by the proposed changes and the offgas effluent continues to 
be monitored. No system or system parameters are affected that affect the frequency of an offgas 
system failure event. As a result, the proposed changes do not result in more than a minimal 
increase in the frequency of occurrence of an accident evaluated in the UFSAR. 

2 Result in more than a minimal increase in the likelihood of occurrence of a 
. malfunction of a structure, system, or component important to safety previously 

evaluated in the FSAR? 

El Yes 
No 



EN-S NUCLEAR QUALITY RELATED 
MANAGEMENT 

BASIS: 
As discussed above, the proposed changes do not physically change the plant or plant systems. 
Although the pretreatment monitor is used to trigger the performance of grab samples per SR 3.7.5.1, 
other methods of monitoring the discharge of fission gases into the offgas system are acceptable. 
The proposed compensatory actions require frequent grab samples or portable radiation monitoring 
such that changes in the fission gas release rates are promptly identified. The revised TS bases for 
SR 3.7.5.1 are consistent with the proposed changes. Inoperability of this monitor and the proposed 
actions do not affect the likelihood that the offgas system will fail in a way that leads to a system 
rupture or component failure and the release of the system’s contents. The requirement to verify the 
post-treatment monitoring system is operable is deleted from Action F since this instrumen~ation is 
controlled elsewhere in TRMlODCM 6.3.10 (condition E) and the associated actions ensure that this 
function is preserved. Therefore the proposed changes do not result in more than a minimal increase 
in the likelihood of occurrence of a malfunction of a structure, system, or component important to 
safety previously evaluated in the FSAR. 

3 Result in more than a minimal increase in the consequences of an accident 
. previously evaluated in the FSAR? 

BASIS: 
Under condition F, the offgas pretreatment monitoring function is replaced with either frequent grab 
samples and isotopic analyses (every 24 hours) or the use of portable radiation monitors. Enhanced 
monitoring of other parameters indicative of increases in the fission gas release rate continues to be 
required under condition F. These proposed actions and frequency are consistent with the bases of 
GGNS Technical Specification 3.7.5 and the associated allowed outage times by ensuring frequent 
monitoring of the offgas via gross gamma activity or isotopic analysis. The revised TS bases for SR 
3.7.5.1 clarify that the exclusive use of the offgas pretreatment monitor is not required to satisfy the 
surveillance requirement and are consistent with the proposed TRMlODCM changes. The 30 day 
allowed outage time was selected to ensure that sufficient time was available to restore the 
pretreatment monitor without impacting plant operation and the fact that the proposed actions provide 
effective monitoring of the fission gases entering the offgas system. Continued operation under TRM 
6.0.1 is acceptable since the TS 3.7.5 requirements ensure the radionuclide inventory is within the 
assumptions of the UFSAR analysis and that the administrative requirements of 6.0.1 require 
additional review and evaluation of the circumstances. Specification 3.7.5 allows the offgas activity to 
exceed the 380 mCilsec for 72 hours based on the large margins in the dose analysis and the low 
probability of a offgas system rupture occurring. Operating history indicates that significant or multiple 
fuel failures occur at best over a period of several days or weeks. The proposed 24 hour grab 
samples or the use of portable monitors ensure that significant increases are promptly identified and 
that actions are taken when required by plant procedures. As a result, a significant buildup of 
radioactive material in the offgas system is avoided thereby preserving the bounding assumptions in 
the offgas system failure analysis. The requirement to verify the post-treatment monitoring system is 
operable is deleted from Action F since this instrumentation is controlled elsewhere in TRMlODCM 
6.3.10 (condition E) and the associated actions ensure that this function is preserved. Therefore, the 
proposed changes do not result in more than a minimal increase in the consequences of an accident 

0 Yes 
No 

4 Result in more than a minimal increase in the consequences of a malfunction of a 
. structure, system, or component important to safety previously evaluated in the 

FSAR? 

Yes 
No 



MANAGEMENT 

BASIS: 
As described in item 3 above, the proposed 24 hour grab samples or the use  of portable monitors 
ensure that significant increases a re  promptly identified and that actions a re  taken when required by 
plant procedures. As a result, a significant increase in the  release rate or the buildup of radioactive 
material in the offgas system is avoided. The consequences of individual component failures or other 
malfunctions in the offgas system other than the system rupture a re  not evaluated in the FSAR since 
they a re  bounded by the complete failure of the offgas system evaluated in FSAR 15.7.1. 
Nevertheless, the proposed changes d o  not result in more than a minimal increase in the 
consequences of a malfunction of a structure, system, or component important to safety previously 
evaluated in the FSAR. 

5 Create a possibility for an  accident of a different type than any previously evaluated 
. intheFSAR? 

Yes 
No 

BASIS: 
The proposed changes  make no physical changes to the plant or plant system and  operating 
procedures are not affected. lnoperability of the offgas pre-treatment monitor o r  taking grab samples 
has  no effect on system operation. The  requirement to verify the post-treatment monitoring system is 
operable is deleted from Action F since this instrumentation is controlled elsewhere in TRM/ODCM 
6.3.10 (condition E) and  the associated actions ensure that this function is preserved. Therefore, 
these changes do not create a possibility for an accident of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the FSAR. 

6 Create a possibility for a malfunction of a structure, system, o r  component important 
. to safety with a different resuJt than any  previously evaluated in the FSAR? 

0 Yes 
No 

BASIS: 
The proposed changes make no physical changes to the plant o r  plant system and  operating 
procedures a re  not affected. Inoperability of the offgas pre-treatment monitor, taking grab samples or 
the use  of a portable monitor has no effect on system operation. This pretreatment monitor provides 
a monitoring and  alarm function only and does  not otherwise affect system operation. The 
requirement to verify the post-treatment monitoring system is operable is deleted from Action F since 
this instrumentation is controlled elsewhere in TRMIODCM 6.3.10 (condition E) and the associated 
actions ensure that this function is preserved. Therefore, these changes do not create a possibility for 
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the FSAR. 

7 Result in a design basis limit for a fission product barrier as described in the FSAR 
. being exceeded or altered? 

Yes 
No 

BASIS: 
The proposed changes make no physical changes to the plant or plant system and  operating 
procedures are not affected. No design basis limits for a fission product barrier a re  affected by the 
proposed changes. lnoperability of the offgas pre-treatment monitor, taking grab samples or the use 
of a portable monitor h a s  no  effect on fission product barriers. Therefore, these changes do not result 
in a design basis limit for a fission product barrier as described in the FSAR being exceeded or 
altered. 

8 Result in a departure from a method of evaluation described in the FSAR used in 
. establishing the design bases  or in the safety analyses? 

0 Yes 
No 

BASIS: 
The proposed changes make no changes to analysis methods or methods used to evaluate events 
described in the FSAR. The  design basis of the offgas system and the supporting analyses used to 
establish the basis are not affected by the proposed change. Therefore, these  changes do not depart 
from a method of evaluation described in the FSAR used in establishing the design bases  or in the 
safety analyses. 



1 OCFR50.54(q) EVALUATION FORM 
I I 

1 OC F R50.54( q) Eva I uation 

I 
1. DOCUMENT CHANGED: ODCMlTRM 2. REVISION NUMBER: 
3. EMERGENCY PLAN SECTION(S) OR PROCEDURE Table 4.1 discusses EALs - there is no change 

- and this is an evaluation for decrease in SEGTION(S): 
I effectiveness of the Emergency Plan. 

4. REFERENCES: I Offsite Dose Calculation Manual (ODCM) REVISION 27 AND LDC 2003-035 

5. PROPOSED CHANGE(S): 

As discussed in LDC 2003-035, ODCMPTRM LCO 6.3.10 Required Actions “F” and “ I ”  are revised, 
Required Action “1” is revised by removal of the requirement to be in MODE 3 in 12 hours and MODE 4 
in 36 hours. Condition “F” is revised to allow 30 days to restore the inoperable offgas pre-treatment 
monitor. After 30 days, if the monitor is not returned to an operable status, then a LCO 6.0.l(new) will 
be entered. The ODCM currently does not have a LCO 6.0.1, therefore this change will add a new LCO 
6.0.1. These changes are being evaluated for 10CFR50.54(q) impact since the change involves a 
impact to the allow outage time for the offgas pre-treatment monitor from the current 3 days to a new 
allowed 30 days. This evaluation will only deal with the increase in the allowed outage times and does 
not evaluate the currently NRC approved allowances and requirements for inoperable Offgas pre- 
treatment monitors as specified ODCMlTRM LCO 6.3.10. The offgas pre-treatment monitor is an EAL 
input as shown below: 

nr 

I 

NMM ENS-EP-305 REV 1 
Attachment 9.2 

10CFR50.54(q) Evaluation Form Rev 0 
Date 03/26/04 
Page 1 of 4 



I OCFR50.54(q) EVALUATION FORM 

6. IOCFR50.54(q) states in part: “The nuclear power reactor licensee may make changes to these plans 
without Commission approval only if the changes do not decrease the effectiveness of the plans and the 
plans, as changed, continue to meet the standards of 10CFR50.47(b) and the requirements of Appendix E 
of IOCFR 50.” Review the planning standards contained in 10CFR50.47(b) and 10CFR50, Appendix E to 
determine if any of the standards are affected by the change. Check the applicable abbreviated standard 
below if it is affected. 

1 OCFR50.47fb) STANDARDS 
(1) - Assignment of ERO Responsibilities by licensee, state & county. 
(2) ~ Adequate staffing and response, both Onsite and Offsite. 
(3) - Arrangements for assistance, and state and local staff provided for at the EOF. 
(4) - Emergency ClassificatiodAction Levels and minimum initial offsite response. 
( 5 )  __c Notification to stateilocaliER0, and Notification to the public provided for. 

l(6) - Comm~nications-StateilocaliERO and the public. 
(7) __ Information to the publichnedia on a periodic basis. 
(8) - Emergency facilities and equipment are provided and maintained. 
(9) - Methods/systems/equipment €or monitoring €or offsite consequences. 

l(10) - Protective actions for the plume exposure pathwayiEPZ for workers and public. 
l(11) - Emergency worker exposure controls. 
(12) ~ Medical services for contaminated injured personnel. ! (13) - General plans for reentry and recovery. 

l(14) ~ Periodic exercises and drills. Deficiencies are identified and corrected. 
(15) - Radiological emergency response training provided. 
- Responsibilities for Emergency Plan deve1opmentkeview:distribution. 

’ 10CFR50, APPENDIX E STANDARDS 

~ - (IV)A Emergency organization for coping with radiological emergencies. 
1 x- (1V)B Assessing the release of radiological material and associated EALs. 

(1V)C Emergency classification and EALs and notificatiodactivation of the ERO. ! 1 (IV)D Notification of NRC, State, locals and public. Dissemination of information. 
- (1V)E Emergency facilitiesiequipment with communications systems and medical arrangements. 

~ (IV)F Training on and exercising the Emergency Plan. 
- (1V)G PlaniProcedure maintenance, and surveillance of equipment and supplies. 
- (1V)H Reentry and recovety following an accident. 
__ (V) Changes to the Emergency Plan and procedures are sent to the NRC. 
- (VI) Maintain the Emergency Response Data System (ERDS). 

(I), (II), (III) Emergency Plan as described in the FSAR. 

OTHER 
- ( I )  
- (2) 

~ I J ~  

The means or time of evacuating the Protective Area or the EP Owner Controlled Area 
Public use of the station’s Owner Controlled Area 
Emergency information provided to t‘le public in terms of method or content. / 7  \ 

NMM ENS-EP-305 REV 1 
Attachment 9.2 

10CFR50.54(q) Evaluation Form Rev 0 
Date 03/26/04 



I OCFR50.54(q) EVALUATION FORM 

0 10CFR50.47(b) 
Grand Gulf Emergency Plan 

7. DETERhlINATION 
YES __ NO -X- Based upon the section 6 review, does the revision result in the loss of the ability to 
meet any of the standards described in lOCFR50.47(b) or 1OCFR50, Appendix E, or decrease the 
effectiveness o f  the Emergency Plan? 
I f=  is checked, then the revision 
If 

receive prior approval from the NRC. 
is checked, provide evaluatiodjustification below (attach additional pages, if necessary). 

0 1 OCFRSO, Appendix E 
0 NUREG0654 

8. EVALUATIONIJUSTIFICATION 

This evaluation focuses on the requirements to increase the allowed outage time for the offgas pre- 
treatment monitor as evaluated in LDC 2003-025 and the associated 10CFR50.59 Safety Evaluation. 
The increase in the allowed outage time from 3 to 30 days is evaluated. The following documents were 
reviewed in regard to inoperability of equipment used for EAL determinations: 

I I * NUREG 0737 

The above documents do not discuss inoperability of equipment that is used for EAL determination. The 
current EALs have multiple indicators for entry into the EAL. Inherent in the application of multiple 
indicators in Table 4-1 of the Emergency Plan is the use of the “oi‘ word which implies that any of the 
EALs can be used for entry into the Emergency Classification. This means that if one of the EALs is 
unavailable, the other EAL would be used. An example would be an EAL dependent piece of equipment 
becomes inoperable, the Emergency Classification could still be determined by the other EALs. For the 
case of the fuel damage indication the EAL logic is one out of four for Unusual Event and one out of 
three for the Alert classification. Although this change does allow for an increase in the allowed outage 
time for the offgas pre-treatment monitor, grab sampling or monitoring of portable radiation monitors will 
still be required for the entire duration the offgas pre-treatment monitor is inoperable thus ensuring there 
is some form of indication for fuel damage. This sampling or ~onitoring will also ensure compiiance 
with Technical Specification 3.7.5 by either grab sampling or monitoring of portable radiation monitors. 
Compliance with Technical Specification 3.7.5 further ensures we are complying with the Emergency 
Plan requirements to monitor for fuel damage. 

This change does not decrease the effectiveness of the Emergency Plan for the following reasons: 

0 There are multiple fuel damage EAL indicators available in addition to the offgas pre-treatment 
monitor. 

0 There are no NRC requirements that prohibit this change - the rules to change the ODCM/TRM are 
applied and a full lOCFR50.59 safety evaluation for LDC 2003-025 addresses the increase in 
allowed outage time. 

0 Compliance with Technical Specification 3.7.5 is preserved due to sampling or monitoring and 
ensures fuel darnagte monitoring. 

0 The offgas pre-treatment system will be monitored or sampled for the entire duration of the allowed 
outage time - fuel damage detection will be preserved. 
There is no affect on 1 OCFR50 Appendix E and 50.47(b). 

Based on the above information, no Emergency Plan changes are needed and the 1 OCFR50.59 process 
is the proper process to be used for this change and this change may be Implemented. 

NMM ENS-EP-305 REV 1 
Attachment 9.2 

10CFR50.54(q) Evaluation Form Rev 0 
Date 03126104 
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9. APPROVAL 

Date: 

Date: 57)/,4hq 

Approved by: Date: J-- 1.2 - 
(fianager, Emergency Planning) 

NMM ENS-EP-305 REV 1 
Attachment 9.2 

10CFR50.54(q) Evaluation Form Rev 0 
Date 03/26/04 
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EN-S NUCLEAR 
MANAGEMENT 

1. OVERVIEW l SIGNATURES 

Facility: Grand Gulf Nuclear Station 

Document Reviewed: ER-GG-2003-0234 ChangelRev. 0 

System Designator(s)lDescription: 

Description of ProDosed Channe 

ER GGN-2003-0234 request En ineering provide a one time extension of the 10 year inspection to 
December of 2005 for DG fuel oil storage tank (SR TR 3.8.3.6). This request applies to Division 1 
and 2 fuel oil storage tanks. 

If the proposed activity, in its entirety, involves any one of the criteria below, check the appropriate 
box, provide a justificationlbasis in the Description above, and forward to a Reviewer. No further 
50.59 Review is required. If none of the criteria is applicable, continue with the 50.59 Review. 

The proposed activity is editoriaVtypographical as defined in Section 5.2.2.1. 

Cl The proposed activity represents an "FSAR-only" change as allowed in Section 5.2.2.2 
(Insert item # from Section 5.2.2.2). . 

If further 50.59 Review is required, check the applicable review(s): (Only the sections indicated must 
be included in the Review.) 

Preparer: 

Reviewer: 

OSRC: 

[Required only for Programmatic Exclusion Screenings (see Section 5.8) and 50.59 Evaluations.] 

List of AssistinglContributing Personnel: 
Name: Scope of Assistance: 



EN-S NUCLEAR 
MANAGEMENT ~~~~~~~y MANUAL 

ATTACHMENT I 

LI-101 Revision 3 QUALITY RELATED 
ADMINISTRATIVE 

INFORMATION USE 

50.59 REVIEW FORM Page 2 of I 1  

If “YES”, obtain NRC approval prior to implementing the change by initiating an LBD change in accordance with NMM LI-I13 
(Reference 2.2.13). (See Section 5.1.13 for exceptions.) 

Operating License 

Operating License 

TS 

NRC Orders 

I LBDs controlled under 50.59 I YES I NO I CHANGE ## (if applicable) and/or SECTIONS IMPACTED I 

YES NO CHANGE ## andlor SECTIONS IMPACTED 

a m  
a .  
a .  

I FSAR Appendix 3A, Reg. Guide 1.137, LBD 2003-091 I FSAR I l a l  

Technical Requirements Manual 

Core Operating Limits Report 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports‘ 

I TS Bases 
~ ~ _ _  

m a  TRM SR TR3.8.3.6, LBD 2003-091 

a m  
0 .  

Offsite Dose Calculations Manual 

If “YES”, perform an Exemption Review per Section V OR perform a 50.59 Evaluation per Section VI AND initiate an LBD 
change in accordance with NMM LI-I13 (Reference 2.2.13). 

0 .  

1 LBDs controlled under other regulations I YES 1 NO I CHANGE # (if applicable) and/or SECTIONS IMPACTED I 
1 Quality Assurance Program Manual* I 1 1 1 1  I 
1 Emergency Plan‘ I 1 . 1  I 

Fire Protection Program3 
(includes the Fire Hazards Analysis) 

2. Does the proposed activity involve a test or experiment not described in the 
FSAR? .I No 
If “yes,” perform an Exemption Review per Section V 
Evaluation per Section VI. 

Cl Yes 

perform a 50.59 

3. Does the proposed activity potentially impact equipment, procedures, or 
facilities utilized for storing spent fuel at an Independent Spent Fuel Storage 
Installation? 
(Check “NIA’ if dry fuel storage is not applicable to the facility.) 
If “yes,” perform a 72.48 Review in accordance with NMM Procedure LI-112. 
(See Sections 1.5 and 5.3.1.5 of the EOI 10CFR50.59 Review Program Guidelines.) 

17 Yes 
0 No 

NIA 

’ If “YES,” see Section 5.1.4. 
If “YES,” notifL the responsible department and ensure a 50.54 Evaluation is performed. Attach the 50.54 Evaluation. 
If “YES,” evaluate the change in accordance with the iequiiernents of the facility’s Operating License Condition. 



B. Basis 

Provide a clear, concise basis for the answers given in the applicable sections above. Explain why the 
proposed activity does or does not impact the Operating LicenseKechnical Specifications andlor the FSAR 
and why the proposed activity does or does not involve a new test or experiment not previously described in 
the FSAR. Adequate basis must be provided within the Screening such that a third-party reviewer can reach 
the same conclusions. Simply stating that the change does not affect TS or the FSAR is not an acceptable 
basis. See EOl 50.59 Guidelines Section 5.6.6 for guidance.) 

The purpose of the evaluation is to provide the rationale for extending the Division I and I I  fuel 
storage tanks inspection to December of 2005. The one time inspection extension will be 
documented in the TRM requirement SR TR3.8.3.6 and FSAR Appendix 3A, Reg. Guide 1.137. 
The change is based on the minor wall wear and degrada~i~n observed in the last Diesel Generator 
Fuel tanks inspections (ref. MNCR 108-92, MNCR 174-92 and MA1 327093. The TRM and FSAR 
revision will be to take credit for the minor wall wear and wall degradation to the Diesel Generator 
Fuel Storage tank. The wall degradation is due to the sample element. The sample element is the 
device used to measure the tank volume and the degradation is due to monthly use. 

Operating License: 

The Grand Gulf Nuclear Station (GGNS) operating license does not affect Diesel Generator Fuel 
tank inspections. The Technical Specifications and the Environmental Protection Plan are not 
impacted by this ER. Therefore, the proposed activity does not impact the GGNS operating 
license. 

Technical Specifications: 

The Diesel Generator Fuel tank inspection is not covered by Technical Specifications. However, 
Technical Requirement Manual Surveillance Requirement SR TR3.8.3.6 has requirements for Fuel 
tank inspections. The evaluation will not create a system configuration or operating condition such 
that a Technical Specifications LCO or surveillance requirement is no longer adequate. Likewise, 
the evaluation will not bypass or invalidate features required to be operable by the Technical 
Specifications or exceed any limits specified in the Operating License and Technical Specifications. 
Therefore, no Technical Specifications change is required for the issuance of this evaluation. 

UFSAR: 

The UFSAR is affected by this evaluation because it is a one time extension of the Division I and I I  
Fuel Oil Storage tank inspection to December 2005. UFSAR section for Regulatory Guide 1.137 
on page 3 N l  .I 37 identifies the Fuel oil system for Standby Diesel Generators. This part of the 
Regulatory Guide will be changed for the one time extension of the Diesel Fuel Oil Storage Tank 
inspection to December 2005. The one time exception to the inspection will allow the Fuel Oil 
Storage Tank inspection to be extended to December 2005. This 50.59 provides a basis for the 
Diesel Generator Fuel Storage Tank inspection extension to December 2005. 



EN-S NUCLEAR QUALITY RELATED 
MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATIVE 

NRC Orders: 

The NRC Orders issued at Grand Gulf are not affected by this evaluation because this evaluation 
deals with Diesel Generator Fuel Oil Storage tank inspection and this evaluation is not to be used 
for security reasons. 

Technical Specification Bases: 

There are no Technical Specifications or Bases impacted by this activity. The Technical 
Specification for Diesel Fuel Oil is 3.8.3 and the surveillance requirement under this Technical 
Specification is TR3.8.3.6 for Diesel Generator Fuel Oil Storage Tank inspection will remain the 
same. This is an evaluation for increasing the inspection to December 2005 which is not part of the 
Technical Specification Bases. 

Technical Requirements Manual (TRM): 

Technical Requirements Manual SR TR3.8.3.6 is affected by this activity. This section Table is 
revised to indicate the inspection extension for one time to December 2005. This section mentions 
that the fuel storage tank inspection is in conjunction with of ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel 
Section XI inspection. The only ASME B&PV Section XI requirement is pressurizing the tank with 
the fuel still in the tank. This 50.59 clarifies that Diesel Generator Fuel Oil storage tank inspection 
will be extended one time to December 2005. The reason is that previous diesel generator fuel oil 
storage tank inspections discovered only minor wear and wall degradation to the fuel oil tank and 
that increasing the inspection to December 2005 would be acceptable. 

Core Operating Limits Report: 

This activity does not impact the COLR (GGNS Core Operating Limits Report). This evaluation 
explains extending the Diesel Fuel Oil Storage tank inspection to December 2005. It does not have 
any impact on the COLR and does not affect any licensing activities. 

Offsite Dose Calculations Manua!: 

This activity does not impact any equipment required to monitor offsite dose. Therefore, no 
changes to the ODCM is required. 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports: 

There is no impact to any SERs by providing an evaluation for evaluating extending the diesel fuel 
oil storage tank inspection to December 2005. 

Quality Assurance Program Manual: 

This evaluation complies with all requirements of the Entergy Quality Assurance Program Manual, 
as applicabie. This activity does not change any commitments contained in the QAPM. Therefore, 
this activity does not require a change to the QAPM. 



Emergency Plan: 

There is no impact to the Emergency Plan for evaluating extending the diesel generator fuel oil 
storage tank inspection to December of 2005. 

Fire Protection Program: 

This activity does not change any commitments contained in the Fire Protection Program. 
Therefore, this activity does not require a change to the Fire Protection Program. 

C. References 

Discuss the methodology for performing the LBD search. State the location of relevant licensing document 
information and explain the scope of the review such as electronic search criteria used (e.g., key words) or the 
general extent of manual searches per Section 5.3.6.4 of LI-101. NOTE: Ensure that electronic and 
manual searches are performed using controlled copies of documents. If you have any questions, 
contact your site Licensing department. 

LBDs/Documents reviewed via keyword search: Keywords: 

LBDs/Documents reviewed manually: 

TRM SR TR3.8.3.6, UFSAR Appendix 3A page 
3N1.137-1 & 2, UFSAR Sections 8.3 and 9.5.4 
and Technical Specification Bases 3.8.3 

change? (See Section 5.3.4 of the EOI 10CFR50.59 Program 
Review Guidelines.) 

D. Is the validity of this Review dependent on any other I3 Yes 
No 

If “Yes,” list the required changes. 



MANAGEMENT 

111. ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING 

If any of the following questions is answered “yes,” an Environmental Review must be performed 
in accordance with NMM Procedure EV-115, “Environmental Evaluations,” and attached to this 
50.59 Review. Consider both routine and non-routine (emergency) discharges when answering 
these questions. 

Will the proposed Change being evaluated: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 2 .  

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

- Yes 

17 

0 

0 

0 

17 

cl 

0 

cl 

0 

0 

17 

17 

17 

Involve a land disturbance of previously disturbed land areas in excess of one acre (i.e., 
grading activities, construction of buildings, excavations, reforestation, creation or removal 
of ponds)? 

Involve a land disturbance of undisturbed land areas (i.e., grading activities, construction, 
excavations, reforestation, creating, or removing ponds)? 

Involve dredging activities in a lake, river, pond, or stream? 

Increase the amount of thermal heat being discharged to the river or lake? 

Increase the concentration or quantity of chemicals being discharged to the river, lake, or 
air? 

Discharge any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

Modify the design or operation of the cooling tower that will change water or air flow 
characteristics? 

Modify the design or operation of the plant that will change the path of an existing water 
discharge or that will result in a new water discharge? 

Modify existing stationary fuel burning equipment (i.e., diesel fuel oil, butane, gasoline, 
propane, and kerosene)?’ 

Involve the installation of stationary fuel burning equipment or use of portable fuel burning 
equipment (i.e., diesel fuel oil, butane, gasoline, propane, and kerosene)?‘ 

Involve the installation or use of equipment that will result in an air emission discharge? 

Involve the installation or modification of a stationary or mobile tank? 

Involve the use or storage of oils or chemicals that could be directly released into the 
environment? 

Involve burial or placement of any solid wastes in the site area that may affect runoff, 
sueace water, or groundwater? 

‘ See NMM Procedure EV-117, “Air Emissions Management Program,” for guidance in answering this question. 



MANAGEMENT 

IV. SECURITY PLAN SCREENING 

If any of the following questions is answered “yes,” a Security Plan review must be performed by 
the Security Department to determine actual impact to the Plan and the need for a change to the 
Plan. 

A. Could the proposed activity being evaluated: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

- Yes 

El 

0 

El 

0 

CI 

0 

0 

CI 

Add, delete, modify, or otherwise affect Security department responsibilities (e.g., including 
fire brigade, fire watch, and confined space rescue operations)? 

Result in a breach to any security barrier(s) (e.g., HVAC ductwork, fences, doors, walls, 
ceilings, floors, penetrations, and ballistic barriers)? 

Cause materials or equipment to be placed or installed within the Security Isolation Zone? 

Affect security lighting by adding or deleting lights, structures, buildings, or temporary 
facilities? 

Modify or otherwise affect the intrusion detection systems (e.g., €-fields, microwave, fiber 
optics)? 

Modify or otherwise affect the operation or field of view of the security cameras? 

Modify or otherwise affect (block, move, or alter) installed access control equipment, 
intrusion detection equipment, or other security equipment? 

Modify or otherwise affect primary or secondary power supplies to access control 
equipment, intrusion detection equipment, other security equipment, or to the Central 
Alarm Station or the Secondary Alarm Station? 

Modify or otherwise affect the facility’s security-related signage or land vehicle barriers, 
including access roadways? 

Modify or otherwise affect the facility’s telephone or security radio systems? 

The Security Department answers the following questions if one of the questions was answered 
“yes”. 

B. Is the Security Plan actually impacted by the 0 Yes 

C. Is a change to the Security Plan required? El Yes Change # (optional) 

proposed activity? 0 No 

El No 

Name of Security Plan reviewer (print) I Signature I Date 



MANAGEMENT 

VI. 50.59 EVALUATION 

A. Executive Summarv (Serves as input to NRC summary report. Limit to one page or less. Send an 
electronic copy to the site licensing department after OSRC approval, if available.) 

Brief description of change, test, or experiment: 

Extending the Division I and I 1  Diesel Fuel Oil Storage Tank inspection to December of 2005. This 
is a one time extension and will be documented in TRM SR TR3.8.3.6 and FSAR 3N1.137. 

Reason for proposed Change: 
This change is being done to accommodate work activities associated with the Diesel Fuel Oil 
Storage Tank. 

50.59 Evaluation summary and conclusions 

The purpose of the evaluation is to provide the rationale for a one time extension the inspection of 
the Diesel Generator Fuel Oil Storage tanks to December 2005. This is in SR TR3.8.3.6. The 
enhancement is based on previous ten year inspections showing minor wear and wall degradation 
to the Diesel Generator Tank walls and no serious deterioration of the diesel generator fuel oil 
storage tanks. The wall degradation is due to the sample element probes in the tank and this is 
minor. The sample element is the device used to measure the tank volume and the degradation is 
due to monthly use. These inspections are documented in MNCR 108-92, MNCR 174-92 and MA1 
327093. The proposed activity does not adversely affect the design function of the Diesel Fuel Oil 
storage tanks as described in the FSAR. Inspection of the tanks will still occur based on the minor 
wear discovered in the Diesel Generator Fuel Oil tanks from previous inspections. The proposed 
activity does not adversely affect a method of performing or controlling a design function of the 
Diesel Fuel Oil storage tank as described in the FSAR. The function of the fuel oil storage tank is to 
store fuel and it will maintain that function even with the decreased frequency of inspection. The 
proposed activity does not adversely affect a method of evaluation (i.e., DG Fuel Oil Storage Tank 
inspection) that demonstrates intended design functions of the Diesel Fuel Oil Storage tanks 
described in the FSAR will still be accomplished. The inspection time is being extended to 
December 2005. 



EN-S NUCLEAR 
MANAGEMENT 

B. License Amendment Determination 

Does the proposed Change being evaluated represent a change to a method of 
evaluation ONLY? If ‘‘Yes,” Questions 1 - 7 are not applicable; answer only 
Question 8. If “No,” answer all questions below. 

0 Yes 
No 

Does the proposed Change: 

1. Result in more than a minimal increase in the frequency of occurrence of an 
accident previously evaluated in the FSAR? 

BASIS: 
The frequency of occurrence of an accident is not affected by extending the Division I and I I  
Diesel Fuel Oil Storage Tank inspection to December 2005. UFSAR 3N1.137 is affected by this 
evaluation because it is a one time extension of the Division I and II Fuel Oil Storage tank 
inspection to December 2005. UFSAR section for Regulatory Guide 1.137 on page 3N1.137 
identifies the Fuel oil system for Standby Diesel Generators. This part of the Regulatory Guide 
will be changed for the one time extension of the Diesel Fuel Oil Storage Tank inspection. The 
one time exception to the scheduled inspection will allow the Fuel Oil Storage Tank inspection to 
be extended to December 2005. This 50.59 provides a basis for the Diesel Generator Fuel 
Storage Tank inspection extension to December 2005. 

0 Yes 
No 

2. Result in more than a minimal increase in the likelihood of occurrence of a 
malfunction of a structure, system, or component important to safety previously 
evaluated in the FSAR? 
BASIS: 
UFSAR 3N1 ,137 is affected by this evaluation because it is a one time extension of the Division I 
and I I  Fuel Oil Storage tank inspection to December 2005. UFSAR section for Regulatory Guide 
1.137 on page 3 N l .  137 identifies the Fuel oil system for Stand by Diesel Generators. This part of 
the Regulatory Guide wili be changed for the one time extension of the Diesel Fuel Oil Storage 
Tank inspection. 
The enhancement is based on previous ten year inspections showing minor wear and wall 
degradation to the Diesel Generator Tank walls and no serious deterioration of the diesel 
generator fuel oil storage tanks. The wall degradation is due to the sample element probes in the 
tank and this is minor. These inspections are documented in MNCR 108-92, MNCR 174-92 and 
MA1 327093. The proposed activity does not adversely affect the design function of the Diesel 
Fuel Oil storage tanks as described in the FSAR. Inspection of the tanks will still occur. The 
inspection schedule extension will be based on the minor wear discovered in the Diesel 
Generator Fuel Oil tanks from previous inspections. The proposed activity does not adversely 
affect a method of performing or controlling a design function of the Diesel Fuel Oil storage tank 
as described in the FSAR. 

0 Yes 
No 
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3. Result in more than a minimal increase in the consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated in the FSAR? 

BAS1 S: 
UFSAR 3Nl.137 is affected by this evaluation because it is a one time extension of the Division I 
and II Fuel Oil Storage tank inspection to December 2005. UFSAR section for Regulatory Guide 
1.137 on page 3N1 .I37 identifies the Fuel oil system for Standby Diesel Generators. This part of 
the Regulatory Guide will be changed for the one time extension of the Diesel Fuel Oil Storage 
Tank inspection. The one time exception to the scheduled inspection will allow the Fuel Oil 
Storage Tank inspection to be extended to December 2005. 
The consequences of a Diesel failure or Diesel Fuel Oil storage tank failure remained unchanged. 
The proposed activity does not adversely affect the design function of the Diesel Fuel Oil storage 
tanks as described in the FSAR. lnspection of the tanks will still occur. The scheduled inspection 
extension is based on the minor wear discovered in the Diesel Generator Fuel Oil tanks from 
previous inspections. The proposed activity does not adversely affect the consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated in the FSAR. 
Result in more than a minimal increase in the consequences of a malfunction of Yes 
a structure, system, or component important to safety previously evaluated in the No 
FSAR? 
BASIS: 
UFSAR 3 N l .  137 is affected by this evaluation because it is a one time extension of the Division I 
and II Fuel Oil Storage tank scheduled inspection. UFSAR section for Regulatory Guide 1.137 on 
page 3N1.137 identifies the Fuel oil system for Standby Diesel Generators. This part of the 
Regulatory Guide will be changed for the one time extension of the Diesel Fuel Oil Storage Tank 
scheduled inspection. The one time exception to the inspection will allow the Fuel Oil Storage 
Tank inspection to be extended to December 2005. 
The consequences of a Diesel failure or Diesel Fuel Oil storage tank remained unchanged. The 
proposed activity does not adversely affect the design function of the Diesel Fuel Oil storage 
tanks as described in the FSAR. lnspection of the tanks will still occur. It will be extended based 
on the minor wear discovered in the Diesel Generator Fuel Oil tanks from previous inspections. 
The proposed activity does not adversely affect the consequences of component malfunction 
previously evaluated in the FSAR. 
Create a possibility for an accident of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the FSAR? 

BASIS: 
The possibility of a different type of accident is not affected by extending the Diesel Fuel Oil 
Storage Tank inspection inspection to December 2005. There are no new components being 
added to the tank and the tank is not being modified or changed. The UFSAR is affected by this 
evaluation because it is a one time extension of the Division I and II Fuel Oil Storage tank 
scheduled inspection. UFSAR section for Regulatory Guide 1.137 on page 3N1 .I37 identifies the 
Fuel oil system for Standby Diesel Generators. This part of the Regulatory Guide will be changed 
for the one time extension of the Diesel Fuel Oil Storage Tank scheduled inspection. The one 
time exception to the inspection will allow the Fuel Oil Storage Tank inspection to be extended to 
December 2005. This 50.59 provides a basis for the Diesel Generator Fuel Storage Tank 
inspection extension to December 2005. 

0 Yes 
Id No 

4. 0 
II 

5. 0 Yes 
II No 



MANAGEMENT 

6. Create a possibility for a malfunction of a structure, system, or component 0 Yes 
important to safety with a different result than any previously evaluated in the 
FSAR? 
BASIS 
The UFSAR is affected by this evaluation because it is a one time extension of the Division I and 
I I  Fuei Oil Storage tank scheduled inspection to December 2005. UFSAR section for Regulatory 
Guide 1.137 on page 3N1.137 identifies the Fuel oil system for Standby Diesel Generators. This 
part of the Regulatory Guide will be changed for the one time extension of the Diesel Fuel Oil 
Storage Tank inspection to December 2005. 
The enhancement is based on previous ten year inspections showing minor wear and wall 
degradation to the Diesel Generator Tank walls and no serious deterioration of the diesel 
generator fuel oil storage tanks. The wall degradation is due to the sample element probes in the 
tank and this is minor. These inspections are documented in MNCR 108-92, MNCR 174-92 and 
MA1 327093. The proposed activity does not adversely affect the design function of the Diesel 
Fuel Oil storage tanks as described in the FSAR. Inspection of the tanks will still occur. The 
scheduled inspection extension will be based on the minor wear discovered in the Diesel 
Generator Fuel Oil tanks from previous inspections. The proposed activity does not produce a 
different result for the malfunction of the Diesel Fuel Oil storage tank as described in the FSAR. 
Result in a design basis limit for a fission product barrier as described in the 0 Yes 
FSAR being exceeded or altered? No 

BASIS: 
The UFSAR is affected by this evaluation because it is a one time extension of the Division I and 
II Fuel Oil Storage tank inspection to December 2005. UFSAR section for Regulatory Guide 
1 .I 37 on page 3 N l .  137 identifies the Fuel oil system for Standby Diesel Generators. This part of 
the Regulatory Guide will be changed for the one time extension of the Diesel Fuel Oil Storage 
Tank scheduled inspection. 
The enhancement is based on previous ten year inspections showing minor wear and wall 
degradation to the Diesel Generator Tank walls and no serious deterioration of the diesel 
generator fuel oil storage tanks. The wall degradation is due to the sample element probes in the 
tank and this is minor. These inspections are documented in MNCR 108-92, MNCR 174-92 and 
MA1 327093. The proposed activity does not adversely affect the design function of the Diesel 
Fuel Oil storage tanks as described in the FSAR. Inspection of the tanks will still occur. The 
scheduled inspection extension will be based on the minor wear discovered in the Diesel 
Generator Fuel Oil tanks from previous inspections. There are no fission barriers affected by 
extending the inspection to December 2005 of the Diesel Fuel Oil storage tank as described in 
the FSAR. 
Result in a departure from a method of evaluation described in the FSAR used in 0 Yes 
establishing the design bases or in the safety analyses? II No 
BASIS: 
The UFSAR is affected by this evaluation because it is a one time extension of the Division I and 
I1 Fuel Oil Storage tank inspection to December 2005. UFSAR section for Regulatory Guide 
1 .I 37 on page 3N1.137 identifies the Fuel oil system for Standby Diesel Generators. This part of 
the Regulatory Guide will be changed for the one time extension of the Diesel Fuel Oil Storage 
Tank inspection to December 2005. 
There is no chanae in method of insPection of the Diesel Fuel Oil Storaae tank. 

No 

7. 

8. 
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50.59 EVALUATION ( #  ,E 2 004‘-600 5- /ZOO ) 

ER-GGN-2004-0138-OOO Attachment 9.1 
Page 1 of 11 

Sections I, It, and IV required 

1. OVERVIEW / SIGNATURES 

Facility: Grand Gulf Nuclear Station 

~ o c u ~ e n t  Reviewed: GGNS ER-2004-0138-000 ChangelRev.: 0 

System Designator(s)/Description: 

Description of Proposed Chanae 

The prouosed chanae reclassifies the containment isolation Drovisions for the RCIC steam turbine exhaust 
containment oenetration (Penetration 29). The existina confiauration credits the closed RCIC system oressure 
boundarv and a remote manual isolation valve (E51F068-A) as the two reauired containment barriers. The 
revised conficlufation utilizes two automatic isolation valves IE51 F068-A and E51 F040) in coniunction with an 
additional locked closed manual valve (E51 F212). The revised confi~uration also reauires ~hvsical chanaes to 
convert E51 F068-A to an automatic isolation valve on a Grouu 9 isolation sianal. The uhvsical chanaes to add 
the aroup 9 isolation to E51 F068-A are to be comoleted under ER-2004-0138-001. 

Check the applicable review&): (Only the sections indicated must be included in the Review.) 

I 1 i EDITORIAL CHANGE of a Licensing Basis Document 1 Section I 

I 1 I SCREENING I Sections I and I1 required 

Sections I, II, and 111 required I 1 c] 1 50.59 EVALUATION EXEMPTION 

Reviewer: Robert W. Fuller/ W I J ? & / E o i  / z > E - Y ~ Q ~ ~ L  1 /O-zz-by  
Name (print) / Signature I Company / Department / Date 

OSRC: p.\. k -  \(r Qc3q 11- 2 2-0.) 
Chairman’s Name (print)\/ Signahre / Date 
[Required only for Programmatic Exclusion Screening #-j 

LI-7 01 -01 Rev. 4 
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TS 

NRC Orders 

ER-GGN-2004-0138-OOO Attachment 9.1 
Page 2 of 11 

c 3 B  
CzIa 

11. SCREENINGS 

A. Licensina Basis Document Review 

1. Does the proposed activity impact the facility or a procedure as described in any of the f o l l o ~ ~ n g  
Licensing Basis Documents? 

LBDs controlled under 50.59 

FSAR 

TS Bases 

Technical Requirements Manual 

Core Operating Limits Report 

NRC Safety Evaluation Report and 
supplements for the initial FSAR’ 

amendryents to the Operating 
License 

NRC Safety Evaluations for 

Operating License I YES 1 NO I CHANGE # andlor SECTIONS IMPACTED 

YES NO CHANGE # (if applicable) andlor SECTIONS 
IMPACTED 

I B D  LBDC-2004-050 

E l m  
m u  LBDC-2004-050 

n a  
[zl 

n m  

I I I 

Operating License 1 1q 

If “YES”, p e ~ o r ~  an ~ ~ e ~ ~ t i o n  Rewi w per ~ e ~ t i o ~  111 
obtain NRC approval prior to i m p l e ~ e n t ~ n g  the change. If obtaining NRC approval, document the LBD 
change in Section ll.A.5; no further 50.59 review is required. However, the change cannot be 
implemented until approved by the NRC. AND initiate an LBD change in accordance with NMM LI-113. 

perform a 50.59 Evaluation per Section I V  

‘ I f  “YES,” see Section 5.2[5]. No LBD change is required. 

-’ Changes to the Emergency Plan, Fire Protection Program, and Offsite Dose Calculation Manual must be approved by the OSRC in 
accordance with NMM OM-119. 

If “YES,” evaluate the change in accordance with the requirements of the facility‘s Operating License Condition or under 50.59. as 
appropriate. 

If “YES,“ notify the responsible department and ensure a 50.54 Evaluation is performed. Attach the 50.54 Review. 

LI-lOl-Ol? Rev. 4 
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2. Does the proposed activity involve a test or experiment not described in the FSAR? Yes 
IE3 No 

If “yes,” perform a 50.59 Evaluation per Section IV 
implementing the change AND initiate an LBD change in accordance with NMM LI-113. 
If obtaining NRC approval, document the change in Section II.A.5; no further 50.59 
review is required. However, the change cannot be implemented until approved by the 
NRC. 

obtain NRC approval prior to 

3. Basis 

Explain why the proposed activity does or does not impact the Operating LicenselTechnical Specifications and/or the 
FSAR and why the proposed activity does or does not involve a new test or experiment not previously described in the 
FSAR.  Discuss other LBDs if impacted. Adequate basis must be provided within the Screening such that a third-party 
reviewer can reach the same conclusions. Simply stating that the change does not affect TS or the F S A R  is not an 
acceptable basis. See E01 50.59 Guidelines Section 5.3.2 for guidance. 

Operating LicenseiTechnical Specifications: 
Although reclassification will subject E5 1F040 to the requirements of Specification 3.6.1, the proposed 
classification of E5 IF040 and E51F212 as containment isolation valves does not require changes to this or 
any other specification or the operating license since the valves controlled by this specification are listed in 
the TRM. As containment isolation valves, additional testing requirements apply to these valves as 
established by existing programs. No new testing is required. Therefore, changes to the GGNS Operating 
License or Technical Specifications are not required and no new testing or experiments not previously 
described are involved. 

UFSAR/TRM: 
The above noted sections of the LFSAR and TRM are affected by this evaluation including the 
corresponding UFSAR sections of the TRM. These changes are needed to capture the revised design basis 
for penetration 29. The changes to the TRM and the LTFSAR associated with E51F068-A will be 
implemented during implementation of ER-2004-0138-001. 

Technical Specification Bases: 
The proposed changes are consistent with the current TS bases and no changes are requircd. Therefore, no 
TS bases are affected. 

NRC Orders: 
The NRC Orders issued at Grand Gulf are not affected by this evaluation because the changes only deal with 
containment isolation provisions for penetration 29. This evaluation is not related to plant security which is 
the subject of Grand Gulfs current NRC Orders. 

Core Operating Limits Report: 
This actisity does not impact the COLR (GGNS Care Operating Limits Report). The COLR has no 
requirements associated the containment isolation provisions. 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports: 
There are no SERs impacted by the proposed changes. Previous evaluations prepared by the NRC for the 
current TS remain valid. The proposed changes are comistem with the NRC eva!ua~tjons prepzred for 
GGNS. 

LI-101-01, Rev. 4 
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4. References 

Discuss the methodology for performing LBD searches. State the location of relevant licensing document information 
and explain the scope of the review such as electronic search criteria used (e.g., key words) or thegeneral extent of 
manual searches per Section 5.4.1[5]](d) of LI-7 01. NOTE: Ensure that manual searches are performed using 
controlled copies of the documents. If you have any questions, contact your site Licensing department. 

LBDs/Documents reviewed via keyword search: Keywords: 

UFSAR, TS. TS Bases, COLR. SERs, TRM 

LBDs/Documents reviewed manually: 

- None 

Is the validity of this Review dependent on any other change? (See Section 5.3.4 of the EOI 
10 CFR 50.59 Program Review Guidelines.) 

E51 F040. RClC Isolation, E51 F068, Penetration 29 

5. Yes 

a No 

If “YES”, list the required changes/submittals. The changes covered by this 50.59 Review cannot 
be implemented without approval of the other identified changes (e.g., license amendment 
request). Establish an appropriate notification mechanism to ensure this action is completed. 

ER 2003-01 38-000 evaluates compliance with GDC 56 for penetration 29. This includes the 
reauirement that E51 F068-A is modified to automaticallv isolate on a Group 9 isolation siunal. 
This auto isolation will be imdemented under sucmlemental ER 2004-0138-001. As a result, 
this evaluation is not completelv valid until the supplemental ER is imolernented. 

LI-101-04 ~ Rev. 4 
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B. ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING 

If any of the following questions is answered “yes,” an Environmental Review must be performed in 
accordance with NMM Procedure EV-115, “Environmental Evaluations,” and attached to this 50.59 
Review. Consider both routine and non-routine (emergency) discharges when answering these 
questions. 

Will the proposed Change being evaluated: 

Yes No 

a 
- -  

1. c] Involve a land disturbance of previously disturbed land areas in excess of one acre (i-e., 
grading activities, construction of buildings, excavations, reforestation, creation or removal of 
ponds)? 

excavations, reforestation, creating, or removing ponds)? 
2. 17 Involve a land disturbance of undisturbed land areas (i.e., grading activities, construction, 

3. fl a Involve dredging activities in a lake, river, pond, or stream? 

4. fl 
5. c] 
6. CI (E3 Discharge any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? . 

7. m Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

8. c] 

9. 

(E3 Increase the amount of thermal heat being discharged to the river or lake? 

Increase the concentration or quantity of chemicals being discharged to the river, lake, or air? 

Modify the design or operation of the cooling tower that will change water or air flow 
characteristics? 

Modify the design or operation of the plant that will change the path of an existing water 
discharge or that will result in a new water discharge? 

propane, and kerosene)?’ 

Involve the installation of stationary fuel burning equipment or use of portable fuel burning 
equipment (i.e., diesel fuel oil, butane, gasoline, propane, and kerosene)?’ 

Involve the installation or use of equipment that will result in a new or additional air emission 
discharge? 

Involve the installation or modification of a stationary or mobile tank? 

Involve the use or storage of oils or chemicals that could be directly released into the 
environment? 

10. D a Modify existing stationary fuel burning equipment (i.e., diesel fuel oil, butane, gasoline, 

11. a 

12. 0 

m 

@ 

@ 

13. 

14. a 
15. 0 Involve burial or placement of any solid wastes in the site area that may affect runoff, surface 

water, or groundwater? 

’ See NMM Procedure EV-117. “Air Emissions Management Program.” for guidance in answering this question. 
LI-101-01, Rev. 9 
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C. SECURITY PLAN SCREENING 

If any of the following questions is answered “yes,” a Security Plan Review must be performed by the 
Security Department to determine actual impact to the Plan and the need for a change to the Plan. 

Could the proposed activity being evaluated: 

Yes No - -  
1. a 
2. 0 

3. 

4. 

5. H Modify or otherwise affect the intrusion detection systems (e.g., E-fields, microwave, fiber 

6. 

7. c] Modify or otherwise affect (block, move, or alter) installed access control equipment, 

8. Modify or otherwise affect primary or secondary power supplies to access control 

Add, delete, modify, or otherwise affect Security department responsibilities (e.g., 
including fire brigade, fire watch, and confined space rescue operations)? 

Result in a breach to any security barrier(s) (e.g., HVAC ductwork, fences, doors, walls, 
ceilings, floors, penetrations, and ballistic barriers)? 

Cause materials or equipment to be placed or installed within the Security lsolation Zone? 

Affect (block, move, or alter) security lighting by adding or deleting lights, structures, 
buildings, or temporary facilities? 

optics)? 

Modify or otherwise affect the operation or field of view of the security cameras? 

intrusion detection equipment, or other security equipment? 

equipment. intrusion detection equipment, other security equipment, or to the Central 
Alarm Station or the Secondary Alarm Station? 

Modify or otherwise affect the facility’s security-related signage or land vehicle barriers, 
including access roadways? 

H 

H 

9. 

10. n Modify or otherwise affect the facility’s telephone or security radio systems? 

Documentation for accepting any “yes” statement for these reviews will be attached to this 50.59 
Review or referenced below. 

LI-1O1-0l3 Rev. 4 



-- 
50.59 REVIEW FORM 

ER-GGN-2004-0138-OOO. Attachment 9.1 
Page 7 of 11 

D. INDEPENDENT SPENT FUEL STORAGE INSTALLATION (ISFSI) SCREENING 

Not Applicable to GGNS at this time per LI-101. Revision 4 Section 5.4.4111 and LI-112, Revision 1 

If any of the following questions is answered “yes,’y an ISFSI Review must be performed in accordance 
with NMM Procedure LI-112, “72.48 Review,” and attached to this Review. 

Will the proposed Change bein 

- -  Yes No 

1. 113 Any activity that directly impacts spent fuel cask storage or loading operations? 

2. KJ 

3. 

4. 

5. c] Involve a change to the Fuel Building or Control Room(s) radiation monitoring? 

6. /-J Involve a change to the Fuel Building pools including pool levels, cask pool gates, cooling 
water sources, and water chemistry? 

7. /“-J Involve a change to the Fuel Building handling equipment (e.g., bridges and cask cranes, 
structures. load paths, lighting, auxiliary services. etc)? 

8. /“-J Involve a change to the Fuel Building electrical power? 

9. D Involve a change to the Fuel Building ventilation? 

Involve the Independent Spent Fuel Storage lnstallation (ISFSI) including the concrete 
pad, security fence, and lighting? 

Involve a change to the on-site transport equipment or path from the Fuel Building to the 
ISFS I? 

Involve a change to the design or operation of the Fuel Building fuel bridge including 
setpoints and limit switches? 

[z1 

c] 

10. c] Involve a change to the ISFSI security? 

11. /“-J Involve a change to off-site radiological release projections from non-ISFSI sources? 

12. c] [ZI Involve a change to spent fuel characteristics? 

13. [7 Redefineichange heavy load pathways? 

14, c] 
15. c] [ZI Involve a change to the loading bay or supporting components? 

16. c3 New structures near the !SFS!? 

17. [ZI /“-J Modifications to any plant systems that support dry fuel storage activities? 

18. 

c] Fire and explosion protection near or in the on-site transport paths or near the ISFSI? 

Involve a change to the nitrogen supply, service air, demineralized water or borated water 
system in the Fuel Building? 

LI-101-01, Rev. 4 
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License Amendment Determination 

Does the proposed Change being evaluated represent a change to a method of evaluation - ONLY? If “Yes,” Questions 1 - 7 are not applicable; answer only Question 8. If “No,” answer 
all questions below. 

Does the proposed Change: 

1. 

[z1 Yes 
N No 

Result in more than a minimal increase in the frequency of occurrence of an accident [z1 Yes 
previously evaluated in the FSAR? N No 
BASIS: 

As described in the UFSAR 6.2.4 and in SRP 6.2.4, Containment Isolation System, the design objective of 
the containment isolation system is to allow the normal or emergency passage of fluids through the 
containment boundary while preserving the ability of the boundary to prevent or limit the escape of fission 
products that may result from postulated accidents. As described in UFSAR 6.2.4.3.2, those lines 
penetrating the Containment and communicating with the containment interior are required to meet 
1 OCFR50, Appendix A, General Design Criterion (GDC) 56. The engineering evaluation (ER-2004-0138- 
000) for the revised configuration describes in detail the basis for meeting the GDC requirements under 
the “some other basis” provision of GDC56. Primary containment penetrations not satisfying the explicit 
requirements of the GDC are discussed in supplement #I of the GGNS SER (NUREG-0831). Specific 
criteria based on the alternative acceptance criteria from SRP 6.2.4 are presented as the basis for 
accepting the GGNS alternative containment isolation configurations in the SER supplement. The NRC 
concluded that the application of these criteria was acceptable for satisfying the requirements of criteria 55 
and 56 of the GDC under the ”some other basis” provision. A comparison of these requirements and the 
SRP 6.2.4 requirements indicates that compliance with the SRP bounds the requirements stipulated in the 
SER supplement. 

The conditions representing a departure from the explicit GDC requirements involve the placement of both 
isolation valves outside containment and the use of a check valve as the outboard isolation barrier. GDC 
56 criterion 4 requires two valves, one inside the containment and one outside the containment, G5C 56 
also stipulates that a simple check valve may not be used as the automatic isolation valve outside 
containment. Suppiement #I of the GGNS SER approved for GGNS the departure from the explicit GDC 
requirements and identified alternative criteria that satisfied the GDC requirements. Item 4 states that 
isolation provisions that consist of two valves in series both of which are outside the containment was 
acceptable since “locating one of the valves inside containment would subject it to more severe 
environmental conditions (including suppression pool dynamic loads).” This statement is true for the RClC 
exhaust penetration since it enters the containment approximately 20 ft above the normal suppression 
pool water level. As discussed in ER-2004-0138-000, the revised configuration also satisfies additional 
GDC and SRP 6.2.4 criteria. Specifically, the GDC 56 states that “A simple check valve is not an 
acceptable automatic isolation valve for this application.” A simple check valve is defined as a valve that 
closes on reverse flow conditions only. An automatic isolation valve is a “valve whose closure is initiated 
by automatic means without any action by a plant operator.. .or a simple or positive closing check valve”. 
These definitions appear in ANS 56.2/ANSI N271, 1976. Containment Isolation Provisions for Fluid 
Sjstems. Wi?h ninor exceptions, ANS 56.2:ANSI N27i, 1976 was endorsed by ihe NFiC (Ref. Reguiatory 
Guide 1.1 41) as describing an acceptable method for complying with the Commission’s requirements for 
containment isolation of fluid systems. Modifications to the counterweight on E51 F040 completed during 
RF13 under ER-GG-2004-0043-000 thru 003 ensure that the valve closes without reverse flow. This 
function was verified during the RCIC system operability test following RF13. Therefore, E51 F040 is not 
considered a simple check valve since reverse flow is not required for the valve to fully close. E51 F040 
was also leak rate tested during RF13 with no seat rework. The valve passed with zero leakage reported. 

Although exhaust line check valves in similar applications have experienced operational problems at other 
facilities and at GGNS, the modifications to the counterweight and the valve‘s pedigree support the use of 
E51 F040 as a containment isolation valve. In fact, this valve was originally a containment isolation valve 

LI-101-01, Rev. 4 
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at GGNS until it was dropped in favor of the closed system boundary approach (Ref: Q&R 021 SO). 
In addition, the existing E51 F040 and the RClC exhaust line are designed to ASME Class 2 and 
seismic category 1 requirements. E51 F212 is an ASME Class 1 component and is also designed 
to seismic category 1 requirements. The design pressure of the exhaust line and the isolation 
valves exceeds that of the containment. As a result, the appropriate reliability and performance 
considerations are included in the design of these isolation barriers and reflect the importance to 
safety of assuring their containment capability under accident conditions. This ensures automatic 
isolation of penetration 29 when exhaust flow terminates and the RClC turbine is no longer 
performing its function. 

The RCIC system is referenced in the UFSAR discussions for several transients and accidents; 
however, the proposed change only affects the containment isolation provisions for the RClC 
exhaust penetration. The system is not credited in the safety analysis for accident mitigation. 
Automatic isolation of E51 F068-A on a Group 9 isolation signal (60 psig and 1.39 psig drywell 
pressure). The RClC system will continue to perform its intended functions as described in the 
UFSAR since the system’s current design shuts down the system when steam pressure is reduced 
below 60 pisg. As a result, no accident initiators are affected. Therefore, the proposed changes 
represent no more than a minimal increase in the frequency of occurrence of an accident 
previously evaluated in the FSAR. 

Result in more than a minimal increase in the likelihood of occurrence of a malfunction of a 
structure, system, or component important to safety previously evaluated in the FSAR? 

BASIS: 

The proposed configuration adopts a new containment isolation provision for the RClC exhaust line to the 
suppression pool. The previous design relied on a single remote manual valve and the closed RClC 
system to provide the level of redundancy and reliability required by the GDC for containment 
penetrations. This configuration was recently found to be a potential containment leakage path (CR2004- 
031 8) and a revised configuration that also meets the redundancy and reliability requirements of the GDC. 
The revised configuration utilizes two automatic isolation valves to meet the GDC requirements. As 
described in detail in the response to ER-2004-0138-000, the alternate provisions of SRP 6.2.4 and the 
GGNS licensing basis are satisfted thereby ensuring the reliability of the configuration as a result, there is 
no more than a minimal increase in the likelihood of occurrence of a malfunction of a structure, system, or 
component important to safety previously evaluated in the UFSAR. 
As discussed above, the revised configuration has no functional impact on the RClC system. Therefore, 
the likelihood of a failure or malfunction of the RClC system is not significantly increased. 

Result in more than a minimal increase in the consequences of an accident previously c7 Yes 
evaluated in the FSAR? El No 

BASIS: 

As discussed in the TS bases for the group 9 isolation, isolation of the RClC exhaust is indirectly assumed 
in the LOCA dose analysis because the turbine exhaust leakage path is not assumed to contribute to 
offsite doses, As discussed in the evaluation of ER-2004-0138-000, programmatic changes to incorporate 
leakage from penetration 29 as determined from ASME in-service testing into the aggregate containment 
liquid leakage limit described in UFSAR 15.6.5.5.4 are included as part of this change. This leakage is 
included as part of the LOCA dose analysis consequences associated with a design basis accident. This 
limit will not increase as a result of this change. Therefore. the proposed changes do no? result in mere 
than a minimal increase in the consequences of an accident. 

Result in more than a minimal increase in the consequences of a malfunction of a structure, 
system, or component important to safety previously evaluated in the FSAR? 

2. Yes 
No 

3. 

4. Yes 
€3 No 

LI-101-01. Rev. 4 
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BASIS: 

As discussed in the TS bases for the group 9 isolation, isolation of the RClC exhaust is implicitly assumed 
in the LOCA dose analysis because the turbine exhaust leakage path is not assumed to contribute to 
offsite doses. For the final configuration, the redundant penetration barrier (valve E51 FO68-A) does not 
rely on leakage detection and the associated operator action to manually isolate the penetration in the 
event of an equipment malfunction. Therefore, failure of E51 F040 or E51 F212 will not result in additional 
containment leakage or the associated radiological consequences. As discussed in the evaluation of ER- 
2004-01 38-000, programmatic changes to incorporate leakage from penetration 29 as determined from 
ASME in-service testing into the aggregate containment leakage limit are included as part of this change. 
This leakage is included as part of the LOCA dose analysis consequences associated with a design basis 
accident. This limit will not increase as a result of this change. Therefore, the proposed changes do not 
result in more than a minimal increase in the consequences of an accident. Nevertheless, the proposed 
changes do not result in more than a minimal increase in the consequences of a malfunction of a 
structure, system, or component important to safety previously evaluated in the FSAR. 

Create a possibility for an accident of a different type than any previousiy evaiuated in the CSI Yes 
FSAR? I23 No 
BASIS: 

The proposed change reclassifies the containment isolation provisions for the RClC exhaust containment 
penetration (penetration 29). The existing configuration credits the closed RClC system and a remote 
manual isolation valve (E51 F068-A) as the two required containment barriers. The revised configuration 
utilizes two automatic isolation valves (E51 F068-A and E51 F040) in conjunction with a manual valve that 
is locked closed (E51F212). Both configurations are intended to meet GDC 56 criteria for containment 
isolation and utilize existing valves: however, the existing configuration was identified as susceptible to 
post accident liquid leakage (Ref. CR-2004-0318). The revised configuration does not impact operation of 
the RCIC system since auto isolation of E51 F068-A only occurs as part of a normal system isolation. This 
isolation is concurrent with the automatic isolation of other RClC system valves that shut the system down 
when it is no longer performing its function. Physical changes to the plant are limited to those needed to 
add a group 9 auto-isolation signal to E51 F068-A. This is being accomplished under supplemental 
engineering request 2004-01 38-001. No new accident precursors or accident scenarios are created and 
the RClC system function is not affected. RClC system response during an SBO event is not affected. 
Therefore, these c 
evaluated in the F 

Create a possibility for a malfunction of a structure, system, or component important to safety 

BASIS: 

As discussed above, only the isolation provisions for penetration 29 are affected by the proposed change. 
As discussed in ER-2004-0138-001, the affected components are fully qualified to perform the 
containment isolation functions (e.g., ASME Class 2 or better, seismic category 1). The GDC 
requirements require redundant isolation barriers. Although this change creates a new failure mechanism 
where E51F068-A could fail to automatically close, this failure does not cause a different result from 
failures previously evaluated since the redundant isolation barrier would isolate the penetration. The same 
line of reasoning applies to failure of E51 F040 to automatically close. Therefore, these changes do not 
create a possibility for a malfunction of a structure, system. or component importan! ?o safety wi?h a 
different result than any previously evaluated in the FSAR. 

es do not create a possibility for an accident of a different type than any previously 

Yes 
with a different result than any previously evaluated in the FSAR? I23 No 
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7. Result in a design basis limit for a fission product barrier as described in the FSAR being C l  Yes 

exceeded or altered? El No 
BASIS: 

The fission product barrier associated with this change is the containment itself. In accordance with the 
requirements of SRP 6.2.4. the revised barrier components have a design pressure and temperature that 
exceeds that of containment. Note that this aspect of the configuration is also required by the current 
configuration. The proposed changes do not result in changes to the operation of the RClC system or the 
amount of steam exhausted to the containment. As a result, no additional heat is added to the 
containment and the containment design basis pressure and temperature limits are unaffected. 
Therefore, these changes do not result in a design basis limit for a fission product barrier as described in 
the FSAR being exceeded or altered. 

Result in a departure from a method of evaluation described in the FSAR used in establishing 

BASIS: 

The proposed changes make no changes to analysis methods or methods used to evaluate events 
described in the FSAR. Therefore, these changes do not depart from a method of evaluation described 
in the FSAR used in establishing the design bases or in the safety analyses. 

8. [z1 Yes 
the design bases or in the safety analyses? €3 No 

If any of the above questions is checked “YES”, obtain NRC approval prior to implementing the change 
by initiating a change to the Operating License in accordance with NMM Procedure ENS-LI-113. 

bl-101-01, Rev. 4 
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I. OVERVIEW I SIGNATURES 

Facility: Grand Gulf Nuclear Station 

Document Reviewed: GGNS ER-2003-0261-000 

System Designator(s)/Description: Various 

Description of Proposed Chanqe 

EDITORIAL CHANGE of a Licensing Basis Document Section I 

ChangelRev.: Q 

The purpose of this ER is to evaluate removina requirements ,dr the automatic isolation function of specific 
secondarv containment isolation valves while demonstratinq that desiqn function of the secondary containment 
is preserved and without increasing the consequences of postulated accidents. The changes proposed as a 
result of this evaluation will also enhance the abilitv of plant operators to recover from plant transients and 
accidents without compromisinq the health and safetv of the public. The existinq isolations are intended to 
ensure that the function of the secondarv containment and the primarv containment are not compromised hv 
failures associated with those non-safetv related svstems that provide no accident mitiqation function. These 
svstems are not required to operate post accident or for safe shutdown. The affected svstems are the 
instrument air system IP531, the Fire Protection Svstem IP64), the Plant Service Water Svstem (P44), and the 
plant chilled water svstem (P71). Implementation of any chanqes associated with this evaluation will be 
performed under supplement ER-2003-0261-001. 

SCREENING 

50.59 EVALUATION EXEMPTION 

Sections I and I I  required 

Sections I, 11, and 111 required 

Preparer: William E. Long Jr./ 

Reviewer: Robert W. Fuller/ 

OSRC: 

.. . 
[Required only for Programmat6 Exclusion Screenings (see Section 5.8) and 50.59 Evaluations.] 

LI-101-01, Rev. 5 
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__ 
YES NO CHANGE # andlor SECTIONS IMPACTED 

o m  

- 

II. SCREENINGS 

A. Licensinn Basis Document Review 

I. Does the proposed activity impact the facility or a procedure as described in any of the following 
Licensing Basis Documents? 

TS 

NRC Orders 

o m  
n m  

TS Bases 

Technical Requirements Manual 

If “YES”, obtain NRC approval prior to implementing the change by initiating an LBD change in 
accordance with NMM LI-113. (See Section 5.2[13] for exceptions.) 

o m  
o m  

See section A.3, Note 1 

See section A.3, Note 1 

CHANGE # (if applicable) andlor SECTIONS 
IMPACTED 

1 YES I No I LBDs controlled under 50.59 

NRC Safety Evaluation Report and 
supplements for the initial FSAR’ 

NRC Safety Evaluations for 
amendments to the Operating 
License’ 

FSAR I n l m l  See section A.3, Note 1 

0 

o m  

LBDs controlled under other 
regulations 

Quality Assurance Program Manual2 

Core Operating Limits Report I l m 1  

YES NO CHANGE ## (if applicable) andlor SECTIONS 

27 
IMPACTED 

(includes the Fire Hazards Analysis) 

offsite Dose Calc.!ations 1tn3n~a1~3 
- 

f=31 

I I i 1 Emergency Ptan2.3 I 2 7  l m l  

- 
’ If “YES,” see Section 5 2[5] No LBD change is required ’ If “YES,” notify the responsible department and ensure a 50 54 Evaluation is performed Attach the 50 54 Review 
’ Changes to the Emergency Plan, Fire Protection Program, and Offsite Dose Calculation Manual must be approved by the OSRC in 
accordance with NMM OM-1 19 
., It ”YES,” evaluate the change in accordance with me requirements OT me raciiiry s uperaring License Lonailion or unoer 30 SY, as 
appropriate. 
LI-101-01, Rev. 5 
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2. Does the proposed activity involve a test or experiment not described in the FSAR? 

If “yesYrr perform a 50.59 Evaluation per Section IV obtain NRC approval prior to 
implementing the change AND initiate an LBD change in accordance with NMM LI-113. 
If obtaining NRC approval, document the change in Section ll.A.5; no further 50.59 
review is required. However, the change cannot be implemented until approved by the 
NRC. 

Yes 
El No 

Explain why the proposed activity does or does not impact the Operating Licenseflechnical Specifications and/or the 
FSAR and why the proposed activity does or does not involve a new test or experiment not previously described in the 
FSAR. Discuss other LBDs if impacted. Adequate basis must be provided within the Screening such that a third-party 
reviewer can reach the same conclusions. Simply stating that the change does not affect TS or the FSAR is not an 
acceptable basis. See EOI 50.59 Guidelines Section 5.3.2 for guidance. 

Operating License/Technical Specifications: 
Only those secondary containment isolation valves performing a safety function are subject to the TS 
requirements. Removal of the automatic isolation function does not, in itself, remove valves from being 
subject to the operability requirements of TS 3.6.4.2. However, the specific TS requirements are not 
affected by this change. Therefore, changes to the GGNS Operating License or Technical Specifications are 
not required and no new testing or experiments not previously described are involved. 

UFSAIUTRM: 
Several sections of the UFSAR and TRM are potentially affected by this evaluation including the 
corresponding UFSAR sections of the TRM. These changes are only needed when these changes are 
implemented under ER supplement 1. The changes to the TRM and the UFSAR will therefore be 
implemented during implementation of ER-2003-026 1-00 1. 

Technical Specification Bases: 
Implementation of these changes will require changes to the TS bases to include the revised design basis for 
the secondary containment isolation valves as well as the revised drawdown criteria. These changes will be 
incorporated into the TS bases as part of supplement 1 to this ER. 

NRC Orders: 
The NRC Orders issued at Grand Gulf are not affected by this evaluation because the changes only deal with 
secondary containment isolation provisions. This evaluation is not related to plant security which is the 
subject of Grand Gulfs current NRC Orders. 

Core Operating Limits Report: 
This activity does not impact the COLR (GGNS Core Operating Limits Report). The COLR has no 
requirements associated with the containment isolation provisions. 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports: 
There are no SERs impacted by the proposed changes. Previous evaluations prepared by the NRC for the 
current TS remain valid. The proposed changes are consistent with the NRC evaluations prepared for 
GGNS. 

Note i : E3 2003-0261 -000 evaluates the specific reqcirements associated with removing secondary 
containment isolations from selected systems. Since these changes represent a relaxation from the current 
requirements affecting this equipment, no licensing document or other changes to plant documents are needed 
until the plant is modified by the removal of these isolation signals. Implementation of these changes and the 
associated changes to LBDs is governed entirely by ER-2003-0261-001. 

LI-I 01 -01, Rev. 5 
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4. References 

Discuss the methodology for performing LBD searches. State the location of relevant licensing document information 
and explain the scope of the review such as electronic search criteria used (e.g., key words) or the general extent of 
manual searches per Section 5.4.1[5]](d) of LI-101. NOTE: Ensure that manual searches are performed using 
controlled copies of the documents. If you have any questions, contact your site Licensing department. 

LBDs/Documents reviewed via keyword search: 

UFSAR. TS, TS Bases, COLR, SERs, TRM 

Keywords: 

secondarv containment, bvpass. infiltration, SGTS, 
isolation 

LBDs/Documents reviewed manually: 

None 
5. Is the validity of this Review dependent on any other change? (See Section 5.3.4 of the EOI 

10 CFR 50.59 Program Review Guidelines.) 

Specific changes implemented by ER-2003-0261-001 that support this evaluation are the 
addition of the P71 and P53 pressure switches to the EQ program, a revision to procedure 01- 
5-06-2, Conduct of Operations, to ensure administrative controls are in place to prevent 
maintenance activities from creating secondary containment in-leakage paths and, a revision to 
LLRT procedure 17-S-05-1, Local Leak Rate Testing Program, to revise the leakage limit for 
the P71 containment isolation valves (P71F148, P71 F149, P71F150, and P71F0151) from 
1040 SCCM to 100 SCCM and to ensure that this limit is not increased. 

a Yes 

No 

These are all post-action requirements in the ER for the design and implementation of ER- 
2003-026 1-001. 

If "YES", list the required changeslsubmittals. The changes covered by this 50.59 Review cannot 
be implemented without approval of the other identified changes (e.g., license amendment 
request). Establish an appropriate notification mechanism to ensure this action is completed. 

LI-101-01, Rev. 5 
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B. ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING 

If any of the following questions is answered “yes,” an Environmental Review must be performed in 
accordance with NMM Procedure EV-115, “Environmental Evaluations,’’ and attached to this 50.59 
Review. Consider both routine and non-routine (emergency) discharges when answering these 
questions. 

Will the proposed Change being evaluated: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

.ir 13. 

- Yes 

U 

0 

0 
0 

U 
17 

U 

17 

0 

0 

il 

Involve a land disturbance of previously disturbed land areas in excess of one acre (i.e., 
grading activities, construction of buildings, excavations, reforestation, creation or removal of 
ponds) ? 

Involve a land disturbance of undisturbed land areas (i.e., grading activities, construction, 
excavations, reforestation, creating, or removing ponds)? 

Involve dredging activities in a lake, river, pond, or stream? 

Increase the amount of thermal heat being discharged to the river or lake? 

Increase the concentration or quantity of chemicals being discharged to the river, lake, or air? 

Discharge any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

Modify the design or operation of the cooling tower that will change water or air flow 
characteristics? 

Modify the design or operation of the plant that will change the path of an existing water 
discharge or that will result in a new water discharge’? 

Modify existing stationary fuel burning equipment (i.e., diesel fuel oil, butane, gasoline, 
propane, and kerosene)?’ 

Involve the installation of stationary fuel burning equipment or use of portable fuel burning 
equipment (i.e., diesel fuel oil, butane, gasoline, propane, and kerosene)?’ 

Involve the installation or use of equipment that will result in a new or additional air emission 
discharge? 

Involve the installation or modification of a stationary or mobile tank? 

Involve the use or storage of oils or chemicals that could be directly released into the 
environment? 

involve burial or placement of any soiid wastes in the site area that may affect runoff, sutface 
water, or groundwater? 

See NMM Procedure EV-117, “Air Emissions Management Program,” for guidance in answering this quesiion 1 

LI-101-01, Rev. 5 
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C. SECURITY PLAN SCREENING 

If any of the following questions is answered “yes,” a Security Plan Review must be performed by the 
Security Department to determine actual impact to the Plan and the need for a change to the Plan. 

Could the proposed activity being evaluated: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

- No 

El 

El 

El 

El 
El 

El 

El 

El 

Add, delete, modify, or otherwise affect Security department responsibilities (e.g., 
including fire brigade, fire watch, and confined space rescue operations)? 

Result in a breach to any security barrier(s) (e.g., HVAC ductwork, fences, doors, walls, 
ceilings, floors, penetrations, and ballistic barriers)? 

Cause materials or equipment to be placed or installed within the Security Isolation Zone? 

Affect (block, move, or alter) security lighting by adding or deleting lights, structures, 
buildings, or temporary facilities? 

Modify or otherwise affect the intrusion detection systems (e.g., E-fields, microwave, fiber 
optics)? 

Modify or otherwise affect the operation or field of view of the security cameras? 

Modify or otherwise affect (block, move, or alter) installed access control equipment, 
intrusion detection equipment, or other security equipment? 

Modify or otherwise affect primary or secondary power supplies to access control 
equipment, intrusion detection equipment, other security equipment, or to the Central 
Alarm Station or the Secondary Alarm Station? 

Modify or otherwise affect the facility’s security-related signage or land vehicle barriers, 
including access roadways? 

Modify or otherwise affect the facility’s telephone or security radio systems? 

Documentation for accepting any “yes” statement for these reviews will be attached to this 50.59 
Review or referenced below. 

Ll-‘lOl-O’l, Rev. 5 
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D. INDEPENDENT SPENT FUEL STORAGE lNSTALLATlON (ISFSI) SCREENING 

Not Applicable to GGNS at this time per LI-101. Revision 5 Section 5.4.4tll and LI-112, Revision 1 

If any of the following questions is answered “yes,” an ISFSI Review must be performed in accordance 
with NMM Procedure LI-112, “72.48 Review,” and attached to this Review. 

Will the proposed Change being evaluated: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

- No 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

il 

0 

0 

cl 
cl 

0 
0 
0 
CI 

Any activity that directly impacts spent fuel cask storage or loading operations? 

Involve the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI) including the concrete 
pad, security fence, and lighting? 

Involve a change to the on-site transport equipment or path from the Fuel Building to the 
ISFSI? 

Involve a change to the design or operation of the Fuel Building fuel bridge including 
setpoints and limit switches? 

Involve a change to the Fuel Building or Control Room(s) radiation monitoring? 

Involve a change to the Fuel Building pools including pool levels, cask pool gates, cooling 
water sources, and water chemistry? 

Involve a change to the Fuel Building handling equipment (e.g., bridges and cask cranes, 
structures, load paths, lighting, auxiliary services, etc)? 

Involve a change to the Fuel Building electrical power? 

Involve a change to the Fuel Building ventilation? 

Involve a change to the ISFSI security? 

Involve a change to off-site radiological release projections from non-ISFSI sources? 

Involve a change to spent fuel characteristics? 

Redefinekhange heavy load pathways? 

Fire and explosion protection near or in the on-site transport paths or near the ISFSI? 

Involve a change to the loading bay or supporting components? 

New structures near the ISFSI? 

Modifications to any plant systems that support dry fuel storage activities? 

Involve a change to the nitrogen supply, service air, demineralized water or borated water 
system in the Fuel Building? 

LI-101-01, Rev. 5 
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IV. 50.59 EVALUATION 

License Amendment Determination 

Does the proposed Change being evaluated represent a change to a method of evaluation - ONLY? If “Yes,” Questions 1 - 7 are not applicable; answer only Question 8. If   NO,^' answer 
all questions below. 

c] Yes 
No 

Does the proposed Change: 

1. Result in more than a minimal increase in the frequency of occurrence of an accident Yes 
previously evaluated in the FSAR? No 
BASIS: 

The SSCs affected by this change are the secondary containment isolation valves associated with the 
affected systems, the non-safety related systems themselves and the secondary containment boundary. 
The safety functions affected by the proposed changes are ensuring the integrity of the secondary 
containment boundary and the prevention of secondary containment bypass leakage through the use of 
redundant containment isolation valves or other design features (water seals, system venting, etc.). The 
secondary containment drawdown analysis [Ref. Calculation M3.9.8, Rev. 31 performed for this change 
assuming simultaneous in-leakage flow paths in the affected systems demonstrated that postulated piping 
failures do not significantly affect the performance of the secondary containment boundary. For the plant 
service water and fire carbon-dioxide systems, the secondary containment isolation valves are not 
credited in the analysis since bypass leakage is not possible for systems that do not penetrate the primary 
containment. For the plant chilled water system, thru-line bypass leakage is prevented by the loop seais 
inherent in the piping configuration; although the secondary containment isolation valves are retained as 
an additional boundary. For the firewater system, bypass leakage is prevented by redundant closed 
system valves. Because the isolation valves are no longer credited in the accident analysis, a malfunction 
of the isolation valves’ automatic isolation function is no longer possible (fire protection, plant service 
water, and plant chilled water). The secondary containment boundary was shown to maintain its integrity 
even given simultaneous failures of all un-isolated lines penetrating the secondary containment. As a 
result, the likelihood of a failure of secondary containment is not affected. 

Specific design features ensure that equipment malfunctions can be accommodated without comprising 
the design function of the secondary containment. No accident initiators are affected by this change. In 
fact, spurious actuations creating plant transients that challenge safety system are expected to be reduced 
after this change is implemented. Therefore, this change does not result in more than a minimzl increase 
in the frequency of occurrence of an accident previously evaluated in the FSAR. 

Result in more than a minimal increase in the likelihood of occurrence of a malfunction of a Yes 
structure, system, or component important to safety previously evaluated in the FSAR? No 
BASIS: 

The SSCs affected by this change are the secondary Containment isolation valves associated with the 
affected systems, the non-safety related systems themselves and the secondary containment boundary. 
The safety functions affected by the proposed changes are ensuring the integrity of the secondary 
containment boundary to maintain a vacuum of 0.25 in w.g. post accident: and the prevention of secondary 

containment drawdown analysis [Ref. Calculation M3.9.8, Rev. 31 performed for this change assuming 
simultaneous in-leakage flow paths in the affected systems demonstrated that postulated piping failures 
do not significantly affect the performance of the secondary containment boundary. For the plant service 
water and fire carbon-dioxide systems, the secondary containment isolation valves are not credited in the 
analysis since bypass leakage is not possible for systems that do not penetrate the primary containment. 
For the plant chilled water system, thru-line bypass leakage is prevented by the loop seals inherent in the 

I 

2. 

I containment Sypass leakage using redundant secondary zontaiiirnen: isolatiofi valves. The secondary I 

LI-101-01, Rev. 5 
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piping configuration; although the secondary containment isolation valves are retained as an additional 
boundary. For the instrument air system, the secondary containment isolation valves are not needed to 
prevent thru-line bypass leakage since the system is vented to the auxiliary building atmosphere if the 
system depressurizes. For the firewater system, bypass leakage is prevented by redundant closed 
system valves. Because the isolation valves are no longer credited in the accident analysis, a malfunction 
of the isolation valves’ automatic isolation function is no longer possible. The secondary containment 
boundary was shown to maintain its integrity even given simultaneous failures of all un-isolated lines 
penetrating the secondary containment. As a result, the likelihood of a failure of secondary containment is 
not affected. 

Specific design features ensure that equipment malfunctions can be accommodated without comprising 
the design function of the secondary containment. Containment leakage potentially bypassing the 
secondary containment is prevented by either venting to the secondary containment or passive design 
features. Since the engineering evaluations and analyses demonstrated that all applicable design and 
licensing requirements will continue to be met, the likelihood of a failure or malfunction of the secondary 
containment isolation system is not significantly increased. Therefore the proposed change does not 
result in more than a minimal increase in the likelihood of occurrence of a malfunction of a structure, 
system, or component important to safety previously evaluated in the FSAR 

Result in more than a minimal increase in the consequences of an accident previously 0 Yes 
evaluated in the FSAR? No 
BASIS: 

As discussed above, the proposed relaxations do not impact the ability of the primary or secondary 
containment to perform its safety function. No additional secondary containment leakage is created and 
offsite radiological effects associated with accidents previously evaluated in the FSAR are not increased 

The SSCs affected by this change are the secondary containment isolation valves associated with the 
affected systems, the non-safety systems themselves, and the secondary containment boundary. The 
piping systems where automatic secondary containment isolation is being eliminated by this change were 
evaluated for the effects of postulated failures in UFSAR 3.6A. 1. I. The pipe failure protection conforms to 
Appendix A of 10 CFR 50, General Design Criterion 4, Environmental and Missile Design Bases. The 
overall design for this protection is in compliance with USNRC Regulatory Guide 1.46 and NRC Branch 
Technical Positions (BTP) APCSB 3-1 and MEB 3-1. For non-nuclear piping systems, the requirements 
stipulate that moderate-energy piping as defined in subsection UFSAR 3.6A.2.lb was capable of producing 
only critical cracks. High-energy piping included those systems or portions of systems in which the 
maximum operating temperature exceeded 200 F or the maximum operating pressure exceeded 275 psig 
during normal plant conditions. Piping systems or portions of systems pressurized above atmospheric 
pressure during normal plant conditions and not identified as high-energy piping are considered moderate- 
energy piping. In the UFSAR analysis, the crack opening is assumed to be a circular orifice of cross- 
sectional flow area equal to one-half the pipe inside diameter times one-half the pipe wall thickness. 
Given these simultaneous failures, the secondary containment boundary was shown to maintain its 
integrity even given simultaneous failures of all un-isolated lines 2 inches and smaller penetrating the 
secondary containment. As a result, the radiological doses associated with the failure of secondary 
containment are not affected. 

The secondary containment isolation valves function not only to maintain the integrity of the secondary 
containment boundary but to prevent secondary containment bypass leakage for those systems where 
bypass leakage is possible. Design features for Grand Gulf prevent bypass leakage. As listed in UFSAR 
Table 6.2-42, “Evaluation of Potential Secondary Bypass Leakage Paths”, both the Plant Chilled Water 
and Instrument Air sy.stems are potential sources of bypass leakage. The Plant Service Water and 
Firewater systems are not bypass leakage sources. The UFSAR table identifies the bypass leakage 
barriers for the instrument air system as the redundant primary containment isolation valves, redundant 
secondary containment isolation valves, and system venting to the secondary containment. Since the 
system ‘venting provides an effective barrier to bypass leakage, the secondary containment isolation 
valves are not needed to prevent leakage. This venting occurs well before the system pressure will 
decrease below the containment design pressure of 15 psig thereby ensuring no bypass leakage. 

3. 

LI-101-01, Rev. 5 
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The plant chilled water system’s barriers described by the UFSAR table include redundant primary and 
secondary containment isolation valves in conjunction with a water seal. As discussed in detail in the 
Engineering Request, the water seal is actually a loop seal that effectively prevents bypass leakage. 
Given the conservative containment post LOCA pressure profile reported in UFSAR Figure 6.2-5, the 
water seal in the PCW system effectively prevents leakage without crediting the secondary containment 
isolation valves. Since significant inventory is not lost from the loop seal, the 30 day inventory requirement 
is maintained. Note that the assumptions of this evaluation are dependent on a revised leakage limit for 
the P71 containment penetrations. 

Specific design features ensure that containment leakage is not increased and that the secondary 
containment will be maintained at the required negative pressure to prevent unfiltered leakage from 
escaping. Containment leakage potentially bypassing the secondary containment continues to be 
prevented by other design features. The engineering evaluations and analyses demonstrate that all 
applicable design and regulatory requirements are met and containment leakage is not increased or 
impacted by the proposed changes; therefore the proposed changes do not result in more than a minimal 
increase in the consequences of an accident. 

Result in more than a minimal increase in the consequences of a malfunction of a structure, IJ Yes 
system, or component important to safety previously evaluated in the FSAR? No 

BASIS: 

As discussed above, the proposed relaxations do not impact the ability of the primary or secondary 
containment to perform its safety function. No additional containment leakage is created and offsite 
radiological effects associated with accidents previously evaluated in the FSAR are not increased. 

Specific design features ensure that equipment malfunctions can be accommodated without comprising 
the design function of the secondary containment. Containment leakage potentially bypassing the 
secondary containment continues to be prevented by a combination of active and passive design features. 
Therefore, the proposed changes do not result in more than a minimal increase in the consequences of a 
malfunction of a structure, system, or component important to safety previously evaluated in the FSAR. 

Create a possibility for an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the El Yes 
FSAR? No 
BASIS: 

I 
4. 

I 

5. 

The proposed changes eliminate the automatic isolation function for selected secondary containment 
isolation valves. The proposed configuration will allow these systems to continue to operate and perform 
their functions following a design basis or other events. In some cases, maintenance activities on the P44 
or P64 systems inside the secondary containment rely on administrative contrcls to ensure a closed 
barrier is in place sufficient to prevent excessive secondary containment in-leakage. Since this passive 
barrier is in place during these maintenance activities, no redundant barriers are required and additional 
in-leakage paths are not created. Therefore, maintenance activities in conjunction with the proposed 
changes do not create the possibility for an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated. 
Note that this evaluation is dependent on changes to administrative procedures to ensure that 
maintenance activities do not create unanalyzed secondary containment in-leakage paths. 

Many accidents and transients postulated to occur do not result in the release of fission products or the 
corresponding need for secondary containment isolation. Operation of those systems penetrating 
containment is unaffected. No new plant equipment is added and the likelihood of postulated piping 
failures and other accidents is not increased by the proposed changes. No new accidents are created and 
the postulated accidents affected by these changes are bounded by UFSAR analyses. Therefore, these 
changes do not create a possibility for an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the 
FSAR. 

LI-101-01, Rev. 5 
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6. Create a possibility for a malfunction of a structure, system, or component important to safety 

BASIS: 

The evaluation demonstrated that creation of a secondary containment bypass path is not possible 
because, of the four systems considered, two systems, plant service water and the carbon dioxide portion 
of the fire protection system, do not penetrate the primary containment. The firewater portion cannot be a 
source of bypass leakage since sufficient barriers are in place to preclude leakage (i.e., system is isolated 
from the containment penetration by redundant system valves.) For those systems that penetrate the 
containment (P71 and P53), both systems operate post-LOCA at a pressure greater than that of the 
containment. Although not required to ensure the secondary containment design functions discussed 
above are preserved, the auxiliary building isolation valves will move to the fail-safe position (closed) in 
the event of a loss of power or air (e.g.T LOPILOCA). The instrument air system also retains mitigating 
design features such that, in the event of an instrument air line failure that causes the system to 
depressurize, the system is vented to the auxiliary building on low system pressure preventing bypass 
leakage. The design features of the plant chilled water system (e.g., loop seals) ensure that bypass 
leakage is prevented without credit for the secondary Containment isolation valves. For those systems 
that do not have the potential for containment leakage to bypass the secondary containment (P64 and 
P44), any operator corrective actions taken in response to events that manually isolate these systems are 
not credited for mitigating radiological releases following a design basis accident. Therefore, these valves 
can be removed from TRM table 3.6.4.2-1 since they no longer provide a safety function. The remaining 
secondary containment isolation valves are retained as manual isolation valves. In some cases, 
maintenance activities on the P44 or P64 systems inside the secondary containment rely on administrative 
controls to ensure a closed barrier is in place sufficient to prevent excessive secondary containment in- 
leakage. Since this passive barrier is in place during these maintenance activities, no redundant barriers 
are required and additional in-leakage paths are not created. Therefore, maintenance activities do not 
create the possibility of a malfunction of with a different result. 

The proposed changes weredetermined to result in only a small amount of additional secondary 
containment in-leakage thereby ensuring that the SGTS will maintain adequate vacuum in the secondary 
containment and therefore the SGTS will continue to perform its safety function. Secondary containment 
bypass leakage is also prevented by the proposed design through other design features. Therefore, these 
changes do not create a possibility for a malfunction of a structure, system, or component important to 
safety with a different result than any previously evaluated in the FSAR. 

Yes 
with a different result than any previously evaluated in the FSAR? Iz No 

Ll-q 01 -01, Rev. 5 
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Page 12 of 12 
7. Result in a design basis limit for a fission product barrier as described in the FSAR being c7 Yes 

exceeded or altered? No 
BASIS: 

As discussed above, in addition to the auxiliary building secondary containment boundary, the fission 
product barriers associated with this change are venting of the instrument air system and the loop seals of 
the plant chilled water system. The piping systems penetrating the secondary containment effectively limit 
inleakage preserving the secondary containment function. In the unlikely event that there was a failure of I 
one of the lines whose secondary containment isolation is being removed, an analysis of the additional 
secondary containment in-leakage demonstrated that the ability of the SGTS is not compromised. The 
additional in-leakage associated with these failures is accounted for in the surveillance criteria for the 
SGTS. A revision to the UFSAR Chapter 15 dose analysis to account for the deletion of secondary 
containment isolation signals is therefore unnecessary since no additional secondary containment in- 
leakage or secondary containment bypass leakage is created. The abilities of the SGTS to draw down 
and maintain a negative pressure of 0.25 in w.g. on the secondary containment barrier in accordance with 
analytical requirements are not compromised by this change. 

I 

As discussed in the response to question 5, only the Instrument Air and Plant Chilled water systems 
penetrate the primary containment and are a potential source of secondary containment bypass leakage. 
The firewater system is isolated from the containment penetration by redundant locked closed system 
valves. The remaining systems, the Plant Service Water system and the fire C02 system, do not 
penetrate the primary containment. Although the leakage limits for the Plant Chilled Water system are 
revised, this change is consistent with the valves’ design and performance. The design limits for the 
primary containment isolation valves associated with these systems are not affected and no other design 
limits are affected or challenged by the proposed changes. Therefore, these changes do not result in a 
design basis limit for a fission product barrier as described in the FSAR being exceeded or altered. 

Result in a departure from a method of evaluation described in the FSAR used in establishing 

BASIS: 

The only analysis performed for this change is the secondary containment drawdown analysis. The 
methods used to perform this analysis are not described in the UFSAR and are consistent with regulatory 
requirements and industry standards. Therefore, these changes do not depart from a method of 
evaluation described in the FSAR used in establishing the design bases or in the safety analyses. 

If any of the above questions is checked “YES”, obtain NRC approval prior to implementing the change 
by initiating a change to the Operating License in accordancat with NMM Procedure ENS-LI-113. 

8. /-J Yes 
the design bases or in the safety analyses? No 
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1 
0 

a 
@ 

I OVERVIEW/ SIOMATURES 

EDITORIAL CHANGiE of a licensing Basis Document 

SCREENING 

50.59 EVALUATION EXEMPTION 

Secffon I 

Sections I and If required 

Sections I, II, and Ill required 

50 59 EVALUATION (# -&@s- -// ck)Qd I Sections I, 11, and IV requrred 

Facility: Grand Gulf Nuclear Sfaffon 

System Designator(s)/Descript~on Control Room Tracer Gas Test 

Description of Proposed Change. 

This evaiuatatton IS for a Speaai Test Instructton ($Ti) f ~ r  detterrnnng the Contr~l Room in-leakage to support the 
NRC's Genenc Letter 2003-001 Specifically, the test wll quantify the m-leakage m the normal and isolated 
modes of operation A small concentration of an inert tracer gas will be injected into the Control Room envelope 
and the in-leakage will be determined based upon the rate of change in the tracer gas concentration 

i 

Reviewer (Greg Broadbent) 

0SR.G- -y!--os 
Chairman's Name (prmt) I $gnahe 1 Date 
[Required only for Programmat; Exclusion Screenings and 50 59 Evaluattuns 1 
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Operating License 

TS 
NRC Orders 

a SCREENINGS 

nfxI 

CI €31 
n1XI 

A Licen szng Bar ts Document Revrew 

1. Does the proposed activity impact the facility or a procedure as described in any of the following 
Licensing Basis Documents? 

I Operating bcense I YES I NO I CHANGE ## and/or SECTIONS IMPACTED 

NRC Safety Evaluation Report and 
supplements for the inttial FSAR‘ 

NRC Safety Evaluations for 
amendments to the Operating 
License’ 

cl 
c 3 a  

If “YES”, obtain NRC approval prior to implement in^ the change by ~ n ~ t i a t ~ ~ ~  an LBO change in 
accordance with NMM ENS-LI-113. (See Section 5.2[133 for excentions.) 

LBDs controlled under other 
regulations 

Quality Assurance Program Manual2 

Emergency Plan‘’ 

Fire Protection Program3’ 

Offsite Dose Calculations Manual3’ 

(includes the Fire Hazards Analysts) 

I LBDs controlled under 50 59 I YES I NO 1 CHANGE # (if applicable) and/or SECTIONS IMPACTED I 

YES NO CHANGE # (if applicable) and/or SEGTlQMS IMPACTED 

Lz] 

Iz1H 
UfE3 

oIE3 

I 

FSAR I n  I B I  1 
I I I 

TS Bases I n  ( B I  1 
I Technical Requirements Manual I I 1 I 

Core Operating Limits Report I n  I B I  

‘ If YES,” BBB Sectrrm 5 2iq 1% LBD change is rqusred * If YES,”notify the responsible department and ensure a 50 54 Evaluabon is performed Attach the 50 54 Rewew 

accordance wth NMM OM-I 19 
Changes to the Emergency Plan, Fire Protectton Program. and Offsite Dose Calculatton Manual must be approved by the OSRC in 

If ”YES,“ evaluate the change in accordance with the requrements of the factity’s Opembm License Condmn or under 50 59. as 
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If “YES”, evaluate any changes in accordance with the appropriate regulation AND nitlate an LBO 
change in accordance with NMM ENS-LI-113. No further 50.59 review is required. 

2 Does the proposed activity involve a test or experiment not described In the FSAR? El Yes 
CI No 

If “yes,” perform a 50.59 Evaluation per Section IV 
implementing the change 
If obtaining NRC approval, document the change in Section 1I.A 5; no further 50.59 
review is required. However, the change cannot be implemented until approved by the 
NRC. 

obtain NRC approval prior to 
initiate an LBD change in accordance with NMM LI-113 

Explain why the proposed activity does or does not impact the Operating 
Lrcense/Technical Specifications and/or the FSAR and why the proposed activity does or 
does not involve a new test or experiment not previously described in the FSnR 
Discuss other LBDs if impacted Adequate basis must be provided within the Screening 
such that a thrrd-party reviewer can reach the same conclusions Simply statlng that 
the change does not affect TS or the FSAR is not an acceptable basis 

This Special Test Instrucbon (STI) wll align the main Control Room habitability systems in vanous modes of 
operation, as described in the FSAR and governed by existmg GGNS procedures, such that the tracer gas 
methodology can be utilized to determine the in-leakage into the Control Room envelope The vanous modes of 
operation and equipment line-ups for each of the test are descnbed in the FSAR and do not operate the system 
outside the bounds described in the FSAR or Technical Specifications This test does not impact the facility or a 
procedure as described In any of the Licensing Basis documents 

The infection of small quantities of tracer gas (sulfur hexafluonde and nitrogen mixture) into the control envelope IS 
not descnbed in the FSAR, therefore this test may represent a test or experiment not described in the FSAR, calling 
for a 50 59 evaluation 

4 References 

DISCUSS the methodology for performing LBD searches State the location of relevant licensing document information 
and explain the scope of the review such as electronic search criteria used (e g , key words) or the general extent of 
manual searches per Section 5 5 1[5](d) of LI-101 NOTE Ensure that manual searches are performed using 
controlled copies of the documents If you have any questions, contact your site Licensing department 

LBDs/Documents reviewed via keyword search 

FSAR Sections 6 4, 9 4, 15 

Tech Specs 3 7 3,3 7 4,3 3 7 1 and associated 
Bases 

Keywords 

toxic gas, ch\onne, tracer gas, habitability 

LBDdDocuments reviewed manually 

None 

5. Is the validity of this Review dependent on any other change’ El Yes 

No 

, . .  , 
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if "YES", tist the required changeslsubmittals The changes covered by this 50 59 Rewew cannot be 
implemented without approval of the other identified changes (e g , license amendment request) 
Establish an appropnate notrfrcation mechanism to ensure this action is completed 

B. EtJVlRONMENTAL SCREENING 

If any of the following questions is answered "yes," an Environmental Review must be performed in 
accordance with NMM Procedure ENS-EV-115, "Environmental Evaluations," and attached to this 50.59 
Review. Consider both routine and non-routine (emergency) discharges when answering these 
questions. 

Will the proposed Change hdng evaluated: I 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Involve a land disturbance of previously disturbed land areas in excess of one acre (I e , 
grading actrvlties, construction of buildings, excavations, reforestation, creation or removal of 
ponds)? 

Involve a land disturbance of undisturbed land areas (I e , grading activities, construction, 
excavations, reforestation, creatmg, or removing ponds)? 

Involve dredging activities in a lake, nver, pond, or stream? 

Increase the amount of thermal heat being discharged to the river or lake? 

Increase the concentration or quanttty of chemicals being discharged to the nver, lake, or air? 

Discharge any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

Modify the design or operation of the cooling tower that will change water or air flow 
characterist tcs? 

Modify the design or operation of the plant that will change the path of an existing wafer 
discharge or that will result tn a new water discharge? 

Modify existing stationary fuel burning equtpment (I e , diesel fuel oil, butane, gasoline, 
propane, and kerosene)?' 

Invoive the rnstaliation of stationary fuel burning equipment or use of portable fuel burning 
equipment (I e , diesel fuel oil, butane, gasoline, propane, and kerosene)?' 

Involve the installatton or use of equtprnent that will result in a new or additional air emission 
discharge? 

Involve the installation or modification of a stationary or mobile tank? 

Involve the use or storage of oils or chemicals that could be directly released into the 
environment? 

Involve bunal or placement of any solid wastes in the site area that may affect runoff, surface 
water, or groundwater? 

' See NMM Procedure ENS-EV-117, ''Air Emissions anagernent Program," for gur 
' I  
i 
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C. SECURITY PLAM SCREENING 

If any of the foilowing questions is answered “yes,” a Security Plan Review must be performed by the 
Security Department to determine actual impact to the Plan and the ncssd for a change to the Plan. 

Could the proposed activity being evaluated: 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Add, delete, modify, or otherwtse affect Security department responsibilities (e g , 
including fire brigade, fire watch, and confined space rescue operations)? 

Result in a breach to any security barrrer(s) (e g , HVAC ductwork, fences, doors, walls, 
ceilings, floors, penetrations, and ballistic barriers)? 

Cause materials or equipment to be placed or installed within the Security Isolation Zone? 

Affect (block, move, or alter) security lighting by adding or deleting lights, structures, 
buildings, or temporary facilities? 

Modify or otherwise affect the intrusion detection systems (e g , E-fields, microwave, fiber 

Modify or otherwise affect the operation or field of view of the security cameras? 

Modify or otherwise affect (block, move, or alter) installed access control equipment, 
intrusion detection equipment, or other security equipment? 

Modify or otherwise affect primary or secondary power supplies to access control 
equipment, intrusion detection equipment, other security equipment, or to the Central 
Alarm Station or the Secondary Alarm Station? 

Modify or otherwise affect the facility’s security-related srgnage or land vehicle barriers, 
including access roadways? 

Modify or otherwise affect the facility’s telephone or security radio systems? 

optics)’, 

Documentation for accepting any “yes” statement far these reviews will be attached to this 50 59 
Review or referenced below. 

. .  
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D. INDEPENDENT SPENT FUEL STORAGE INSTALLATION (ISFSI) SCREENING 
(NOT%: This section is not applicable to Waterford 3 and may be removed from 50.59 Reviews performed 
for Waterford 3 proposed activities ) 

If any of the following questions IS answered “yee,” an ISFSI Review must be performed In accordance 
with NMM Procedure ENS=LI=112, “72.48 Review,” and attached to this Review. 

Will the proposed Change being evaluated* 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Any activity that directly impacts spent fuel cask storage or loading operations? 

lnvolve the Independent Spent Fuel Storage lnstallation (ISFSI) including the concrete 
pad, secunty fence, and Iightrng? 

Involve a change to the on-site transport equipment or path from the Fuel Building to the 
ISFSI? 

i 
I 

Involve a change to the design or operation of the Fuel Building fuel bridge including 
setpoints and limit switches? 

Involve a change to the Fuel Building or Control Roorn(s) radiation monrtoringq 

Involve a change to the Fuel Building pools including pool levels, cask pool gates, cooling 
water sources, and water chemiststry? 

Involve a change to the Fuel Building handling equipment (e,g , bridges and cask cranes, 
structures, load paths, lighting, auxiliary services, etc)? 

Involve a change to the Fuel Building electrical powefl 

Involve a change to the Fuel Building ventlatton? 

Involve a change to the ISFSI security? 

Involve a change to off-site radiological release projections from non-ISFSI sources7 

Involve a change to spent fuel characteristics? 

Redefinelchange heavy load pathways? 

Fire and explosion protection near or in the on-site transport paths or near the ISFSI? 

Involve a change to the loading bay or supporting components? 

New structures near the ISFSI? 

Modifications to any plant systems that support dry fuel storage activities? 

Involve a change to the nitrogen supply, service air, demineralized water or borated water 
system in the Fuel Building? 
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IV 50.59 EVALUATION 

License Amendment Determination 

Does the proposed Change being evaluated represent a change to a method of evaluation ONLY? 
If "Yes," Questions 1 - 7 are not applicable, answer only Question 8 If "No," answer all questions 
below 

0 Yes 

No 

Does the proposed Change 

1 Result in more than a minimal rncrease in the frequency of occurrence of an accident 
previously evaluated in the WAR? 

SASIS 

This STI gives guidance on performing a tracer gas test on the Control Room envelope to quantify rn- 
leakage rates Specifically, a small concentration of tracer gas (sulfur hexafluoflde and nitrogen mixture) 
will be injected into the control envelope and air samples will be taken to determine tracer gas 
concentrations at various times The concentration of the tracer gas will be approximately 0 05 ppm, a 
factor of 20,000 times less than the OSHA threshold limit value of 1000 ppm, per the MSDS on the tracer 
gas If the tracer gas cylinder malfunctioned and the entire contents emptted into the Control Room 
envelope, the envelope concentration would not exceed 0 6 ppm, a factor of 1,667 times less than the 
OSHA threshold limlt value of 1000 ppm, per the MSDS on the tracer gas Addltionally, if the entire 
contents of the tracer gas cylinder emptied into the Control Room envelope, oxygen levels would remain 
well above the required levels for Control Rooms Additionally, oxygen levels will be monitored throughout 
the test when the Control Room is in the isolated configuration and only one bottle of SF6 will be in or 
communicating wtth the Control Room Envelope at a time 

A review of UFSAR Chapter 15 reveals that the Control Room HVAC and habitability systems are not 
initiators for any described accidents or events The main Control Room habitability system is provided to 
assure that the operators can remain in the main Control Room and take effective actions to operate 
GGNS safely under normal conditions and maintain a safe condition post accident, as required by General 
Design Criteria 19 of Appendix A to IOCFRSO The functional capability of the main Control Room 
habitability system IS maintained 

Thus, performing the STI cannot result in any increase in the frequency of occurrence of an accident 
previously evaluated in the FSAR 

Yes 

El No 
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2 Result in more than a mtnimal increase in the likelihood of occurrence of a malfunction 
of a structure, system, or component important to safety previously evaluated in the 
FSART 

BASIS* 

This STI gives guidance on performing a tracer gas test, using sulfur hexafiuoride, on the Control 
Room envelope t~ quantify rn-leakage The inert tracer gas concen#rabon is extremely small, non- 
reactive and will have no affect on HEPA filters, other system components, habitability systems, or 
operators This gas has commonly been used for tracer gas testing at many other sites and at 
GGNS for condenser in-ieakage with no detectable effects 
The equipment Iine-up for this test will replicate that which is described in the FSAR for the normal 
and isolated modes of operation The equipment will not be operated outside the bounds of existing 
procedures or Technical Specifications This Irne-up does not make the habitability equipment 
inoperable nor prevent the equipment from performing its safety function 
The habitability equipment provides cooling for important to safety equipment in the Control Room 
The low concentrations of tracer gas wilt not alter the cooling capacity of the equipment nor will the 
charcoal efficiency, if installed, in the emergency filtration units be affected, therefore, the 
functionality of the habitability equipment will be maintained 
Although the STI requests limits on Control Room ingress and egress, all doors will remain operable 
and available for use in the event they are necessary to respond to plant events Arrangements have 
been made to ensure that any necessary fire watches and security rounds will continue to be 
performed with limited Control Room ingress and egress 
Thus, the STI will not result in any increase in the likelihood of oceurrence of a malfunction of a structure, 
system, or component important to safety previously evaluated in the FSAR 

123 Yes 

Ix1 No 

3 Result in more than a rnrnimal increase in the  consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated in the FSAR? 

BASIS 

This test will not require the plant to be operated outside the bounds of existing procedures or 
Technrcal Specifications The test will not increase the dose to the Control Room operators or the 
public, therefore, this STl will not result in any increase in the consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated in the FSAR 

[51 Yes 

a 

4 Result in more than a minimal increase in the consequences of a malfunction of a 
structure, system, or component Important to safety previously evaluated in  the FSART 

BASIS 

This test will not require the plant to be operated outside the bounds of existing procedures or 
Techn!~! Spec!ficatrons A! C h C W  Room HVAC systems will remain operable and capabie of 
performing their safety function during this test Should a malfunction of important to safety 
equipment occur during the test, credited redundant equipment will continue to be available No 
credible failure scenario could result in increased dose consequences beyond that previously 
assumed, as it would be bound by single failure criteria The test will not increase the dose to the 
Control Room operators or the public, therefore, this STI will not resuft in any increase in the 
consequences of a malfunction of a structure, system, or cornponen t important to safety previously 
evaluated in the FSAR 

j"J Yes 

El No 
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Create a possibility for an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in 
the FSAR? 

BAS IS. 

This test will not require the plant to be operated outside the bounds of existing procedures or Technical 
Specifications The equipment Iine-up will replicate that whch IS described in the FSAR for Control Room 
HVAC operation in the normal and isolated modes of operation All systems will remain operable and 
capable of perforrntng thew safety function during this test The mixing fans [hat wiii be placed in the 
Envelope are required to provide adequate mixing of the environment where no returnlsupply registers 
exist These fans have been properly evaluated under GGNS-CS-17 and will not adversely affect the 
Control Room Envelope or this test No new system interactions or failure modes are created, thus, no 
possibility for an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the FSAR can be created 

Create a possrbrlrty for a malfunction of a structure, system, or component important to 
safety with a different result than any previously evaluated in the FSAR? 

BASIS 

The equipment line-up for this test will replicate that which is described in the FSAR for Control Room 
HVAC operation in the normal and isolated modes of operation The low concentrations of tracer gas will 
not alter the cooling capacity of the equipment nor will the charcoal efficiency, if installed in the emergency 
filtration units be affected, therefore, the functionality of the habrtability equipment will be maintained All 
systems will remain operable and capable of performing their safety function during this test Thus, the STI 
will not result in any increase in the likelihood of occurrence of a malfunction of a structure, system, or 
component important to safety previously evaluated In the FSAR 

Result cn a design basis limit for a fission product barrier as descrtbed in the FSAR 
being exceeded or altered’ 

BASIS 

The Control Room envelope and habitability systems has no impact on fuel clad, reactor pressure 
boundary, or containment other than providing a safe environment for the SSC’s within the Control Room 
envelope The low concentration of tracer gas inside the Control Room envelope will not have any effect 
on the operator’s health or ability to perform their duties during normal or emergency operations The 
Control Room habitability system will remain functional and will therefore maintain the required 
temperature for the equipment located wtthrn the envelope Thus, the STI cannot result in a design basis 
limit for a fission product barrier as described in the FSAR being exceeded or altered 

Yes 

IE3 No 

f7 Yes 

IE3 No 

a Yes 

El No 

Result in a departure from a method of evaluation described in the FSAR used in Yes 

€XI No 
establ’lshmg the design bases or in the safety analyses? 

BASIS 

This STI IS being used to validate design information that provides basis for the Control Room habitability 
Additlonall‘g, t!e tracer gas test kss been reviciiij@?d and is requrecl by the NRCs Generic Letter 2003-Cii 
The method of evaluation described in the FSAR (e g offsite dose calculations, Control Room habitability 
calculattons, and toxic gas evafuations) IS not altered The test may serve as input for future evaluations, 
but this STI collects data and does not change the method of evaluations, thus, does not result in a 
departure from a method of evaluation described in the FSAR used in establishing the design bases or in 
the safety analyses 

above quastions IS checked “YES”, obtain NRC approwas prior to implementing the change 
by initiating a change to the Operating License in accordance with NMM Procedure EMS-LI-113 



Commitment Number: 

Source Document: 

A-16164 Plant Licensing Tracking Number: CCE 2004-000 1 

AECM 9010156 

Original Commitment Description: 
Grand Gulf will implement a procedure by 11119 1 which will require documented contact with key non-NSSS vendors on an 
annual basis. This procedure will also control the list of non-NSSS vendors to be contacted annually. 

The original commitment has previously been revised by CCE 2001-0005 and reads: 
NS will require documented contact with non-NSSS vendors once every other calendar year. The next contact will be 
completed in the calendar year 2004 by ANO. This process will also control the list of non-NSSS vendors to be contacted. 
Revised Commitment Description: 
NS key vendor contact process will require periodic documented contact with key non-NSSS vendors. This process will also 
control the list of non-NSSS vendors to be contacted. 

Commitment: Deletion? Revision? 
' Has the original commitment been implemented? I YES I NO, Notify Plant Licensing 

Summary of Justification for Change or Deletion: 
Generic Letter 90-03 requires licensees to maintain a vendor interface program which is a good faith documented effort to 
periodically contact the vendors of key non-NSSS safety-related components (such as auxiliary feedwater pumps, batteries, 
inverters, battery chargers, cooling water pumps, and valve operators) to obtain any technical information applicable to this 
equipment. 

Over the years Entergy Operations has contacted approximately 44 vendors per key vendor contact cycle. Although ENS 
requested updated material non over 500 technical bulletins, updates were received on less than 9 % of these technical 
bulletins. Furthermore, only a small fraction of the updates received were determined applicable to plant equipment. To date 
none of the information received resulted in any corrective actions or plant modifications. (Based on CEO-98100079, CEO- 
99100086 and CEO-2000-00089. 2003 results have yet to be compiled.) 

DC-148 currently controls the key vendor contact process and contact frequency. This procedure presently requires a 
documented contact with identified key vendors every two years. CR-ECH-2003-0008 1 documents that the last key vendor 
contact was not performed until 2003. DC-148 requires the next contact to be performed by A N 0  in 2004. Thus, the period 
between contacts would effectively be only one year. In actuality, any good faith documented effort via an approved vendor 
interface program established using sound supporting data and/or engineering judgment should meet the intent of the Generic 
Letter and have no adverse effect on plant equipment. 

(Attach additional sheets if necessary) 
Refer to Attachment 9.4 for a flow diagram that outlines the commitment change evaluation process. 

REF: LI-110 



- 
PART I 

1.1 Is the existing commitment located in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report, Emergency Plan, Quality- 
Assurance Program, Fire Protection Program, or Security Pian? 

YES STOP. Do not proceed with this evaluation. Instead use appropriate codified process 
(e.g., 10 CFR 50.71(e), 10 CFR 50.54) to evaluate commitment. 

a NO Go toPart  11. 

Could the change negatively impact the ability of a System, Structure, or Component (SSC) to perform its 
PART I1 

2.1 
safety function or negatively impact the abillity of plant personnel to ensure the SSC is capable of 
performing its intended safety function? 

YES Go to Question 2.2. 

€4 NO Continue with Part  111. Briefly describe rationale: 
Information received as a result of historical key vendor contacts (CEO-98/00079, CEO-9900086 and CEO- 
2000-00089) has not been safety significant. Typically, technical information of safety significant nature is 
received and processed as a lOCFR Part 2 1 notification or via the OE process. 

2.2 Perform a safety evaluation using the following 10 CFR 50.92 criteria to determine if a significant hazards 
consideration exists: 

Does the revised commitment involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

YES ON0 
Basis: 

Does the revised commitment create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
previously evaluated? 

YES NO 
Basis: 

Does the revised commitment involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

I I 
If any of the above questions are answered Yes, STOP. Do not proceed with the revision, OR discuss 
change with NRC and obtain necessary approvals prior to implementation of the proposed change. If all 
three questions are answered NO, go to Part 111. 
(Attach additional sheets as necessary.) 

REF: LI-I 10 



PART 111 

1 

3.1 Was the original commitment (e.g., response to NOV, etc.) to restore an Obligation (i.e., rule, regulation, 
order or license condition)? 

[3 YES Go to question 3.2. 

Go to Part  IV. 

3.2 Is the proposed revised commitment date necessary and justified? 

- ~ ___  

NO STOP. Do not proceed with the revision, OR apply for appropriate regulatory relief. 

PART IV 
Was the original commitment: (1) explicitly credited as the basis for a safety decision in an NRC SER, (2) 
made in response to an NRC Bulletin or Generic Letter, o r  (3) made in response to a request for 
information under 10 CFR 50.54(f) or 10 CFR 2.204? 

4.1 

YES Go to Question 4.2. 

NO Go to Part V. 

4.2 Has the original commitment been implemented? 

(XI YES STOP, You have completed this evaluation. Revise the commitment and notify NRC of 
revised commitment in summary report. 

NO Go to Question 5.1. 

PART V 
5.1 Was the original commitment made to minimize recurrence of a condition adverse to quality (e.g., a long- - -  

term corrective action stated in an LER)? 
I 

YES Go to Question 5.2. 

NO STOP. You have completed this evaluation. Revise the commitment. No NRC notification 
required. 

REF: LI-110 



5.2 Is the revised commitment necessary to minimize recurrence of the condition adverse to quality? 
YES Revise the commitment and notify NRC of revised commitment in next annuaVRFO 

interval summary report. 

cl NO Revise commitment: no NRC notification is required: 

Doc. Number I Description 
ES-DC-148 I Key Vendor Contact Procedure 
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GGNS Commitment Change Evaluation 
Number 

CCE 2804-802 



Commitment Number: A 16002 & A 16003 Plant Licensing Tracking Number: CCE-2004-0002 

Source Document: AECM-9010007 

Commitment: : Deletion? 
Has the original commitment been implemented? 1 YES 1 L] NO, Notify Plant Licensing 

Air to Water Heat Exchangers 

The following heat exchangers are included in this category: 

- ESF Switchgear Room Coolers 
- RHR Room Coolers 
- LPCS Room Coolers 
- HPCS Room Cooler 
- RCIC Room Cooler - Fuel Pool Cooling and Cleanup Room Coolers 

Sufficient instrumentation is installed or will be provided to measure SSW flows and all process temperatures. The room 
cooler air flows will be determined by calculation. 

Performance testing of these heat exchangers will be performed. Temperature and flow compensation of test results to the 
design conditions will be included as part of the planned testing program. If, due to insufficient heat loads, it is not possible 
to obtain statistically significant extrapolated results, then visual inspections of both the air and water sides of the heat 
exchangers will be performed, where possible, to ensure cleanliness. The test results will be trended to monitor degradation 
of cooling water flow. Procedures will be revised by RF04 (for Division I and 111 heat exchangers) or RF05 (for Division 11 
heat exchangers) to perform testing of these heat exchangers. 

Revised Commitment Description: 
Air to Water Heat Exchangers 

The following heat exchangers are included in this category: 

- ESF Switchgear Room Coolers 
- RHR Room Coolers 
- LPCS Room Cooler 
- HPCS Room Cooler 
- RCIC Room Cooler 
- Fuel Pool Cooling and Cleanup Room Coolers. 

Sufficient instrumentation is installed to measure SSW flows and all process temperatures. The room cooler air flows are 
measured by M&TE’s. 

Thermal Performance Testing can be performed per the mechanical standard, MS 39.0, and existing procedures for 
these heat exchangers, in which case temperature and flow compensation of test results to the design conditions is included 
as part of the planned testing program. However, due to insufficient heat loads in most tests, it is not possible to obtain 
statistically significant extrapolated results. Therefore, Thermal Performance Testing will be periodically performed 
only for the following group of air-to-water heat exchangers, for which only marginal heat removal capabilities could 
be demonstrated by such tests in the past: 

Group 1 &ow Marein) 

- I2HR Room Coolers 
- LPCS Room Cooler 

REF LI-I10 



For the remaining heat exchangers, namely: 

Grout) 2 (High Margin) 

- ESF Switchgear Room Coolers 
- RCIC Room Cooler 
- Fuel Pool Cooling and Cleanup Room Coolers, 

for which ample heat removal capability margins exist based on recent heat exchanger thermal performance 
evaluations per Rev. 2 of MS 39.0, “Alternative Heat Exchanger Testing” will be performed periodically while 
Thermal Performance Testing can be performed as needed. 

The MS 39.0 will be modified to defme “Alternative Heat Exchanger Testing”, and make it the preferred method of 
heat exchanger testing for the Group 2 air-to-water heat exchangers. The frequency for the Alternative Heat 
Exchanger Testing is currently set as once per 18 months. The testing will include the following: 

Measurement of air flow rate, 

For the RCIC Room Cooler, visual inspection, and cleaning as required, of the air side, 

For an ESF Switchgear Room Cooler or a Fuel Pool Cooling and Cleanup Room Cooler, review of periodical 
air-side visual inspections and cleaning already performed via existing repetitive tasks since last Alternative 
Heat Exchanger Testing, 

Trending and/or evaluation of the results on SSW flow rate for the target room cooler, individual SSW heat 
exchanger throttle valve positions, and SSW pump discharge pressure from SSW flow surveillances and flow 
balances already performed periodically to ensure an adequate SSW flow rate via existing repetitive tasks 
since last Alternative Heat Exchanger Testing, the existing procedures for ESF Switchgear Room Coolers to 
be modified to include SSW surveillances data for the RHR “A” & “B” Room Coolers, LPCS Room Cooler, 
RCIC Room Cooler, and Fuel Pool Cooling and Cleanup Room Coolers, and to provide the required data 
elements for trending, 

For a “B” ESF Switchgear Room Cooler, verification that an acid flush has been performed via a fixed- 
interval repetitive task since last Alternative Heat Exchanger Testing, the current on-demand task to be 
changed to a once-per-18-month task, 

For an “A” ESF Switchgear Room Cooler, documentation of any on-demand acid flush performed via an 
existing repetitive task since last Alternative Heat Exchanger Testing, and 

For a RCIC Room Cooler or Fuel Pool Cooling and Cleanup Room Cooler, documentation of any on-demand 
acid flush performed via a to-be-developed repetitive task since last Alternative Heat Exchanger Testing. 

The frequency currently set for the acid flush of the “B” ESF Switchgear Room Coolers is no less than once per 
18 months. This frequency for acid flush and the frequency set for Alternative Heat Exchanger Testing may be 
reduced in the future if the reduction can be justified. 

The existing procedure for performing the Thermal Performance Testing will be modified to include the details 
for performing Alternative Heat Exchanger Testing for the Group 2 air-to-water heat exchangers as an option. 

Summary of Justification for Change or Deletion: 

The justifications for the above commitment changes in the testing of Group 2 air-to-water heat exchangers are, as 
detailed in ER-GG-2003-0205-000, Rev. 0 developed for LO-GLO-2003-000 10 CA-0000’7: 

- Rev. 2 and later revisions of MS 39.0 used in the evaluation of heat exchanger Thermal Performance Testing data 
replaced the previous design room temperatures with new maximum allowable room temperatures under accident 
conditions based on equipment qualification for use in predicting the room cooler heat removal capabilities. The 
new values are higher than previous values, resulting in heat removal capability margins that are so large that no 
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plausible gradual increases in tube-side fouling or additional thrown-in test uncertainties could possibly exhaust as 
long as both the water and air flow rate requirements are met. Therefore, there is no real need for rigorous thermal 
performance testing of these room coolers, 

EPRI technical reports TR-107397 and 1007248 identified the impracticality of Thermal Performance Testin- 

heat removal capability to the tube-side fouling, as long as the water-side and air-side flow rate requirements are 
met. It is described in these reports a pragmatic rationale that some other utilities (e.g., LaSalle Station of Exelon 
Nuclear) have already used to justify a revision to their GL 89-13 program with respect to air-to-water heat 
exchangers to provide for a technically superior and more cost-effective alternative to existing efforts, 

air-to-water heat exchangers, including low test heat loads, and demonstrated the insensitivity of a room cooler % s 

The Alternative Heat Exchanger Testing method described herein and detailed in the above-mentioned ER embraces 
the water-side and air-side testinghspection, monitoring, and trending advocated by the EPRI technical reports, and 

The original commitments already stipulated that insuacient test heat loads might lead to this course of visual 
inspections and trending to monitor degradation in water and air flow rates in lieu of Thermal Performance Testing. 

The Alternative Heat Exchanger Testing is deemed capable of detecting SSW system and heat exchanger degradation 
associated with air-to-water heat exchangers no later than Thermal Performance Testing. Therefore, the overall GL 89- 
13 heat exchanger testing program will be able to ensure the heat exchanger's capability to meet the heat removal 
requirement under limiting conditions. 

[Attach additional sheets if necessary) 
Refer to Attachment 9.4 for a flow diagram that outlines the commitment change evaluation process. 

Management 
Concurrence: 

'L 

I I Date Print NameISignature I 
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PART I 
1.1 Is the existing commitment located in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report, Emergency Plan, Quality 

Assurance Program, Fire Protection Program, or Security Plan? 

0 YES STOP. Do not proceed with this evaluation. Instead use appropriate codified process 
(e.g., 10 CFR 50.71(e), 10 CFR 50.54) to evaluate commitment. 

NO Go toPartII. 
PART I1 

Could the change negatively impact the ability of a System, Structure, or Component (SSC) to perform its 
safety function or negatively impact the ability of plant personnel to ensure the SSC is capable of 
performing its intended safety function? 

0 YES 

XI NO 
The original commitments already stipulated that insufficient test heat loads might lead to this course of visual 
inspections and trending to monitor degradation in water and air flow rates in lieu of Thermal Performance 
Testing. The Alternative Heat Exchanger Testing method described herein and detailed in ER-GG-2003-0205- 
000, Rev. 0 embraces the water-side and air-side testing/inspection, monitoring, and trending advocated by the 
EPFU technical reports. It is a technically superior and more cost-effective alternative to existing efforts. The 
method is deemed capable of detecting SSW system and heat exchanger degradation associated with air-to-water 
heat exchangers no later than Thermal Performance Testing. The overall GL 89-13 heat exchanger testing 
program will be able to ensure the heat exchanger’s capability to meet the heat removal requirement under 
limiting conditions. 

2.1 

Go to Question 2.2. 

Continue with Part JlL Briefly describe rationale: 

2.2 Perform a safety evaluation using the following 10 CFR 50.92 criteria to determine if a significant hazards 
consideration exists: 

Does the revised commitment involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

DYES ON0 
Basis: 

Does the revised commitment create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
previously evaluated? 

El YES 0 NO 
Basis: 

Does the revised commitment involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

0 0 NO 
Basis: 

If any of the above questions are answered Yes, STOP. Do not proceed with the revision, OR discuss 
change with NRC and obtain necessary approvals prior to implementation of the proposed change. If aU 
three questions are answered NO, go to Part III. 
(Attach additional sheets as necessary.) 
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PART 111 

3.1 Was the original commitment (e.g., response to NOV, etc.) to restore an Obligation (i.e., rule, regulation, 
order or license condition)? 

0 YES 

a NO 

Go to question 3.2. 

Go to Part IV. 

3.2 Is the proposed revised commitment date necessary and justified? 

YES 

Rationale: 

Briefly describe rationale (attach additional sheets as necessary) and notify NRC of revised 
commitment date prior to the original commitment date. 

0 NO STOP. Do not proceed with the revision, OR apply for appropriate regulatory relief. 

PART IV 
Was the original commitment: (1) explicitly credited as the basis for a safety decision in an NRC SER, (2) 
made in response to an NRC Bulletin or Generic Letter, or (3) made in response to a request for 
information under 10 CFR 50.54(f) or 10 CFR 2.204? 

4.1 

a YES 
0 NO 

Go to Question 4.2. 

Go to Part V. 

4.2 Has the original commitment been implemented? 

YES STOP, You have completed this evaluation. Revise the commitment and notify NRC of 
revised commitment in summary report. 

Go to Question 5.1. a NO 
PART V 

5.1 Was the original commitment made to minimize recurrence of a condition adverse to quality (e.g., a long- 
term corrective action stated in an LER)? 

YES 

CI bJ0 

Go to Question 5.2. 

STOP, You have completed this evaluatiola, Reese the commitaent. No NRC arot&etion 
required. 
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Doc. Number 
AECM-9OlO007 

MS 39.0 

5.2 

Description 
Response to Generic Letter 89-13; Service Water System 
Problems Affecting Safety-Related Equipment 
Mechanical Standard for Thermal Performance Testing of 

Is the revised commitment necessary to minimize recurrence of the condition adverse to quality? a Revise the commitment and notify NRC of revised commitment in next annuaVRFO 
interval summary report. 

Revise commitment: no NRC notification is required: NO 

Plant Procedure 174-06-22 

REFERENCES 

Safety-Related Standby Service Water Heat Exchangers 
SSW A Performance 

1. LO-GLO-2003-80010, “ES Heat Exchanger Assessment” 
2. LO-GLO-2003-000 10 CA-00007, “Implement ER-GG-2003-0205-000” 
3. ER-GG-2003-0205-000, Rev. 0, Provide justifications to remove as many as readily justifiable safety-related room 

coolers from the list of room coolers for which GGNS has committed in the GGNS NRC GL 89-13 program to 
performing Thermal Performance Testing 

4. NRCGL89-13 

Plant Procedure 1743-06-23 

Plant Procedure 17-S-03-29 

Plant Procedure 04- 1-03-T46-1 

Plant Procedure 04- 1-03-T46-2 

PASSPORT PMRQ #50017341-01 

PASSPORT PMRQ #50028967-01 

PASSPORT PMRQ #50017346-01 

SSW B Performance 

GL 89-13 Thermal Performance Data Collection and 
Analysis 
A ESF Switchgear Room Coolers Flow Test 

B ESF Switchgear Room Coolers Flow Test 

1T5 1B006 Perform Thermal Performance Testing.. . (Task 
for RCIC Room Cooler) 
1T5 1B007A Perform Thermal Performance Testing.. . (Task 
for FPCC A Room Cooler) 
1T5 1B007B Perform Thermal Performance Testing.. . (Task 
for FPCC B Room Cooler) 
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GGNS Commitment Change Evaluation 
Number 

CCE 2004-003 



Commitment Number: 35091 

Summary of Justification for Change or Deletion: 
1 GGNS’s original plan to address the Kaowool Fire Barrier Wrap issue was to conduct fire tests to establish a fire resistance 

Plant Licensing Tracking Number: CCE 2004-00003 

rating for thi system installed. An adequacy evaluation would then be performed for the areas containing this fire wrap 
material based on actual field condition at GGNS and the demonstrated fire rating for the Kaowool system. After review of 
the As-built Kaowool wrap system, GGNS changed the plan and committed to replacing the Appendix R required fire 
barriers utilizing the Kaowool fire wrap system with one that satisfies all applicable NRC regulatory and technical 
requirements. The Kaowool fire barrier wrap is being replaced with a 3M Interam” E-54A fire wrap system on electrical 
circuits located in the Containment, Control, & Auxiliary Buildings. Approximately 15% of the work in the Containment 
Building and approximately 75% of the work in the Control Building has been completed to date. Review of the installation 
rate for fire wrap installed to date [measured in man hours per square foot (&sf) of material installed] reveals that the 
original GGNS installation estimate was low, in some areas by a factor of 3.5. This under estimate was the result of GGNS 
estimators utilizing vendor provided installation rates that were based on easy access, minimal raceway supports and minimal 
interferences. Actual field conditions at GGNS are that almost all the work is elevated & congested and the number of 
interferences is high. In addition, a number of the applications are non-typical requiring additional engineering hours to 
resolve. For these reasons the actual installation man-hours and cost to complete this project has increased substantially, 
making it impractical, if not impossible, to complete the project by the originally scheduled/committed date of 12/31/2004. 
A recovery plan has been developed and approved. This recovery plan includes additional funding and schedule for 
increasing the number of installer, engineering, & quality control personnel to support an additional crew (one crew utilized 
to date). Ths recovery plan will allow completion of the entire project by the end of 2005. 

Source Document: 

I 

(Attach additional sheets if necessary) 
Refer to Attachment 9.4 for a flow diagram that outlines the commitment change evaluation process. 

GNRO-2001/0020 
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1 .l Is the existing commitment located in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report, Emergency Plan, Quality 
Assurance Program, Fire Protection Program, or Security Plan? 

[ZI YES STOP. Do not proceed with this evaluation. Instead use appropriate codified process 
(e.g., 10 CFR 50.71(e), 10 CFR 50.54) to evaluate commitment. 

0 NO Go to Part II. 
PART 11 

2.1 Could the change negatively impact the ability of a System, Structure, or Component (SSC) to perform its 
safety function or negatively impact the ability of plant personnel to ensure the SSC is capable of 
performing its intended safety function? 

YES Go to Question 2.2. 

NO Continue with Part III. Briefly describe rationale: 
Compensatory measures for inoperable fire barriers identified in the UFSAWTechnical Requirements Manual 
have been implemented and will be maintained until the new fire wrap system is completed. These pre- 
approved compensatory measures assure compliance and no negative impact on GGNS ability to safely 
shutdown with a fire in the affected areas. In addition, the Kaowool fire wrap system is maintained until 
removal for replacement. 

2.2 Perform a safety evaluation using the following 10 CFR 50.92 criteria to determine if a significant hazards 
consideration exists: 

Does the revised commitment involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

UYES ON0 
Basis: 

I I 

Does the revised commitment create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
previously evaluated? 

YES CI NO 
Basis: 

Does the revised commitment involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

0 YES CI NO 
Basis: 

If any of the above questions are answered Yes, STOP. Do not proceed with the revision, OR discuss 
change with NRC and obtain necessary approvals prior to implementation of the proposed change. If all 
three questions are answered NO, go to Part 111. 
(Attach additionai sheets as necessary.) 
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PART I11 

3.1 Was the original commitment (e.g., response to NOV, etc.) to restore an Obligation (i.e., rule, regulation, 
order or license condition)? 

0 YES 

NO 

Go to question 3.2. 

Go to Part IV. 

3.2 Is the proposed revised commitment date necessary and justified? 

0 YES 

Rationale: 

Briefly describe rationale (attach additional sheets as necessary) and notify NRC of revised 
commitment date prior to the original commitment date. 

Refer to “Summary of Justification for Change or Deletion” 

0 NO STOP. Do not proceed with the revision, OR apply for appropriate regulatory relief. 

PART IV 
Was the original commitment: (1) explicitly credited as the basis for a safety decision in an NRC SER, (2) 
made in response to an NRC Bulletin or Generic Letter, or (3) made in response to a request for 
information under 10 CFR 50.54(f) or 10 CFR 2.204? 

YES 

0 NO 

4.1 

Go to Question 4.2. 

Go to Part V. 

4.2 Has the original commitment been imp~emented? 

YES STOP, You have completed this evaluation. Revise the Commitment and notify NRC of 
revised commitment in summary report. 

Go to Question 5.1. NO 

PART V 
5.1 Was the original commitment made to minimize recurrence of a condition adverse to quality (e.g., a long- 

term corrective action stated in an LER)? 

El YES Go to Question 5.2. 

NQ STOP. You have completed this evaluatien. Revise the C Q I I I ~ ~ ~ W ~ ,  Nr? NRC ~otiEcation 
required. 
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5.2 1s the revised commitment necessary to minimize recurrence of the condition adverse to quality? 
cl YES Revise the commitment and notify NRC of revised commitment in next annuaWO 

interval summary report. 

cl NO Revise commitment: no NRC notification is required: 

REFERENCES 
List documents 
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GGNS Commitment Change Evaluation 
Number 

CCE 2004-004 



COMMITMENT CHANGE EVALUATION FORM 

Commitment Number: Plant Licensing Tracking Number: 

SourceDocument: 51 k - I 
Commitment: Deletion? [zl Revision? 

Has the original c o m m ~ t ~ e n ~  been implemented? S NO, ~ o t i f y  Plant ~icensing 

Original Commitment Description: 

Revised Commitment Description: 

r 
5 

Management Approval: 

Plant Licensing Management Concurrence: Date: 



--- E,qtpqy 

PART T 

NUCLEAR COMPANY PROCEDURE NO. LI-110 REV. NO. 0 
MANAGEMENT MANUAL Attachment 9.3 

Page 2 of 5 

- 
1.1 Is the existing commitment located in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report, Emergency Plan, Quality 

Assurance Program, Fire Protection Program, or Security Plan? 

YES STOP. Do not proceed with this evaluation. Instead use appropriate codified process 
(e.g., 10 CFR 50.71(e), 10 CFR 50.54) to evaluate commitment. 

d NO Go topar t  11. 

Could the change negatively impact the ability of a System, Structure, or  Component (SSC) to perform its 
safety function or negatively impact the ability of plant personnel to ensure the SSC is capable of 
performing its intended safety function? 

YE3 

d o  

PART II 
2.1 

Go to Question 2.2. 

Continue with Part HI. Briefly describe r 

2.2 
consideration exists: 

Does the revised commitment involve a significant increase in the probability o r  consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

Yes No 
Basis: 

Does the revised commitment create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
previously evaluated? 

YES NO 
Basis: 

Does the revised commitment involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

nYES ON0 
Basis: 

If any of the above questions are answered Yes, STOP. Do not proceed with the revision , OR discuss 
change with NRC and obtain necessary approvals prior to implementation of the proposed change. If all 
three questions are answered NO, go to Part 111. 
(Attach additional sheets as necessary.) 



NUCLEAR COMPANY PROCEDURE NO. LI-I10 REV. NO. 0 
--- Entpqy MANAGEMENT MANUAL Attachment 9.3 

Page 3 of A 

3.1 Was the original commitment (e.g., response to NOV, etc.) to restore an Obligation (i.e., rule, regulation, 
order or license condition)? 

0 YES 

d o  Go to Part IV. 

Go to question 3.2. 

3.2 Is the proposed revised commitment date necessary and justified? 

YES Briefly describe rationale (attach additional sheets as necessary) and notify NRC of revised 
commitment date prior to the original commitment date. 

Rationale: 

0 NO STOP. Do not proceed with the revision, OR apply for appropriate regulatory relief. 

PART IV 
Was the original commitment: (1) explicitly credited as the basis for a safety decision in an NRC SER, (2) 
made in response to an NRC Bulletin or Generic Letter, or  (3) made in response to a request for 
information under 1Q CFR 50.54(f) or  10 CIilR 2.204? 

YJcS 

4.1 

Go to Question 4.2. 

Go to Part V. 

4.2 Has the original commitment been implemented? 

cl YES STOP, You have completed this evaluation. Revise the commitment and notify NRC of 
revised commitment in summary report. 

Go to Question 5.1. 0 NO 

PART V 
5.1 Was the original commitment made to minimize recurrence of a condition adverse to quality (e.g., a long- 

term corrective action stated in an LER)? 

Go to Question 5.2. 

STOP. You have completed this evaluation. Revise the commitment. No NRC notification 
required. 

NO 



I I I I 
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NUCLEAR COMPANY PROCEDURE NO. LI-110 REV. NO. 0 

MANAGEMENT MANUAL Attachment 9.3 
Page 4 of 4 

I I I 4 

5.2 Is the revised commitment necessary to minimize recurrence of the condition adverse to quality? 
c] YES Revise the commitment and notify NRC of revised commitment in next a n n u a W O  

interval summary report. 
/ 

~0 Revise commitment: no NRC notification is required: 

REFERENCES 
List documents (e.g., procedures, NRC submittals, etc.) affected by this change. 

Doc. Number Description 



GGNS Commitment Change Evaluation 
Number 

CCE 2004-005 



COMMITMENT CHANGE EVALUATION FORM 

P IMPLEMENT ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS TO REQUIRE OPERATOR 
BLOWDOWN LINE ISOLATION VALVES WHEN BLOWDOWN IN PROGRESS ALLOWING I 
TO BE CLOSED IF SSW NEEDED TO PERFORM ITS DESIGN FUNCTIONS 

I 

CLOSURE OF ssw BLOWDOWN LINE ISOLATION VALVES WHEN BLOWDOWN IS IN PROGRESS IF ssw IS 
NEEDED TO PERFORM ITS DESIGN FUNCTIONS 

Summary of Justification for Change or Deletion: 
The original commitment was created to compensate for the design flaw that the two SSW isolation blowdown valves on 
each loop are powered by common MCCs. If a LOCA occurred during blowdown, a single MCC failure would cause the 
valves to remain open therefore an operator would be required to manually close these valves. The revised commitment still 
allows for this action while freeing operations personnel to attend to other plant matters. The SSW basin water levels are 
kept well above the tech spec requirements, therefore allowing a margin of time for a designated operator to perform this 
task. Also, the isolation valves are located near the SSW basins, so radiological conditions will not inhibit the designated 
operator from closing these valves. 
(Attach additional sheets if necessary) 
Refer to Attachment 9.4 for a flow diagram that outlines the commitment change evaluation process. 
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PART I 
1.1 Is the existing commitment located in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report, Emergency Plan, Quality 

Assurance Program, Fire Protection Program, or Security Plan? 

YES STOP. Do not proceed with this evaluation. Instead use appropriate codified process 
(e.g., 10 CFR 50.71(e), 10 CFR 50.54) to evaluate commitment. 

NO Go to Part 11. 
PART TT 

2.1 Could the change negatively impact the ability of a System, Structure, or Component (SSC) to perform its 
safety function or negatively impact the ability of plant personnel to ensure the SSC is capable of 
performing its intended safety function? 

YES Go to Question 2.2. 

KI NO I This change will maintain the operator’s ability to insure closue of the SSW blowdown isolation valves. If the 
Continue with Part 111. Briefly describe rationale: 

I 
valves were to not close automatically, the operator would be able to close them manually without significant 
water lost to blowdown. 

2.2 Perform a safety evaluation using the following 10 CFR 50.92 criteria to determine if a significant hazards 
consideration exists: 

Does the revised commitment involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

UYES U N O  
Basis: 

Does the revised commitment create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
previously evaluated? 

YES c] NO 
Basis: 

Does the revised commitment involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

YES NO 
Basis: 

If any of the above questions are answered Yes, STOP. Do not proceed with the revision, OR discuss 
change with NRC and obtain necessary approvals prior to implementation of the proposed change. If all 
three questions are answered NO, go to Part 111. 
(Attach additional sheets as necessary.) 
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PART 111 

3.1 Was the original commitment (e.g., response to NOV, etc.) to restore an Obligation (i.e., rule, regulation, 
order or license condition)? 

cl YES 

El NO 

Go to question 3.2. 

Go to Part IV. 

3.2 Is the proposed revised commitment date necessary and justified? 

CI YES Briefly describe rationale (attach additional sheets as necessary) and notify NRC of revised 
commitment date prior to the original commitment date. 

Rationale: 

cl NO STOP. Do not proceed with the revision, OR apply for appropriate regulatory relief. 

PART IV 
Was the original commitment: (1) explicitly credited as the basis for a safety decision in an NRC SER, (2) 
made in response to an NRC Bulletin or Generic Letter, or (3) made in response to a request for 
information under 10 CFR 50.54(f) or 10 CFR 2.204? 

0 YES 

€3 NO 

4.1 

Go to Question 4.2. 

Go to Part V. 

4.2 Has the original Commitment been implemented? 

0 YES STOP, You have completed this evaluation. Revise the commitment and notify NRC of 
revised commitment in summary report. 

Go to Question 5.1. 0 NO 

PART V 
5.1 Was the original commitment made to minimize recurrence of a condition adverse to quality (e.g., a long- 

term corrective action stated in an LER)? 

YES Go to Question 5.2. (NOTE: Made in response to AECM-87/0095, AECM-87/0169, & 
LER 86-029-09) 

c] r w  STOP. You have completed this evaluation. Revise the commitment. No NRC notification 
required. 
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5.2 Is the revised commitment necessary to minimize recurrence of the condition adverse to quality? 
El YES Revise the commitment and notify NRC of revised commitment in next annual/RFO 

interval summary report. 

NO Revise commitment: no NRC notification is required: 

List documents (e.g., procedures, NRC submittals, etc.) afl 
Doc. Number 

Proc. 04- 1-0 1 -P4 1 - 1 

Proc. 04-1-02-1W13-PS70 

:ted by this change. 
Dewrilltion 

SSW Blowdown Procedure: Note directly under section 5.3 
to be changed from stationed operator to designated operator 
to implement this commitment change. 
Alarm Response Instruction: (NOTE: No changes are 
needed on this procedure) Procedure has step to close SSW 
blowdown isolation valves if low level alarm occurs for 
either SSW basin. This provides a reminder of designated 
task to operations. See step 4.1.2 on pages 25 (A Basin) and 
234 (B Basin). 

REF: LI-I10 



GGNS Commitment Change Evaluation 
Number 

CCE 2005-001 





PART I 
1.1 Is the existing commitment located in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report, Emergency Plan, Quality 

Assurance Program, Fire Protection Program, or Security Plan? 

c] YES STOP. Do not proceed with this evaluation. Instead use appropriate codified process 
(e.g., 10 CFR 50.71(e), 10 CFR 50.54) to evaluate commitment. 

I 

NO Go to Part 11. 

Could the change negatively impact the ability of a System, Structure, QF Component (SSC) to perform its 
PART I1 

2.1 
safety function or negatively impact the ability of plant personnel to ensure the SSC is capable of 
performing its intended safety function? 

YES Go to Question 2.2. 

2.2 Perform a safety evaluation using the following 10 CFR 50.92 criteria to determine if a significant hazards 
consideration exists: 

Basis: 

I 1 

Does the revised commitment involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

YES 0 NO 
Basis: 

If any of the above questions are answered Yes, STOP. Do not proceed with the revision, OR discuss 
change with NRC and obtain necessary approvals prior to implementation of the proposed change. If all 
three questions are answered NO, go to Part €11. 
(Attach additional sheets as necessary.) 

REF: LI-110 



3.1 Was the original commitment (e.g., response to NOV, etc.) to restore an Obligation (he., rule, regulation, 
order or license condition)? 

c] YES Go to question 3.2. 

Go to Part IV. 

3.2 Is the proposed revised commitment date necessary and justified? 

c] YES 

Rationale: 

Briefly describe rationale (attach additional sheets as necessary) and notify NRC of revised 
commitment date prior to the original commitment date. 

I 

0 NO STOP. Do not proceed with the revision, OR apply for appropriate regulatory relief. 

PART IV 
Was the original commitment: (1) explicitly credited as the basis for a safety decision in an NRC SER, (2) 
made in response to an NRC Bulletin or Generic Letter, or (3) made in response to a request for 
information under 10 CFR 50.54(0 or 10 CFR 2.204? 

4.1 

Lz] YES Go to Question 4.2. 

Go to Part V. 

4.2 Has the original c o ~ ~ i t ~ e n t  been imp~emente~? 

cz] YES STOP, You have completed this evaluation. Revise the commitment and notify NRC of 
revised commitment in summary report. 

Go to Question 5.1. 

PART V 

5.1 Was the original commitment made to minimize recurrence of a condition adverse to quality (e.g., a long- 
term corrective action stated in an EER)? 

c] YES Go to Question 5.2. 

STOP. You have compieted this evaluation. Revise the commitment. No NRC notification 
required. 

NO 

REF: LI-I10 



5.2 Is the revised commitment necessary to minimize recurrence of the condition adverse to quality? 
YES Revise the commitment and notify NRC of revised commitment in next annuaVRFO 

interval summary report. 

Revise commitment: no NRC notification is required: NO 

Doc. Number Descriation 

REF: LI-110 




