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Attention: Mr. Harold R. Denton, Director 4< \

Dear Mr Denton:

SUBJECT: Grand Gulf Nuclear Station
Units 1 and 2
Docket Nos. 50-416 rnd 50-417
File 0260/L-350.0
Transmittal of Proposed FSAR Revision

Regarding Ultimate Heat Sink Reliability
AECM-81/424

In response to a telephone communication with Mr. Gary Staley of your
Hydrological and Geotechnical Engineering Branch, Mississippi Power & Light is
submitting proposed changes to Sections 9.2.1.3 and Appendix 3A to the Grand
Gulf FSAR.

This information as noted in the attachments, represents clarifications
to the Grand Gulf ultimate heat sink performance analysis and makeup capability
beyond 30 days.

This submi':tal also addresses the confirmatory iten. on this subject
described in the Grand Galf Safety Evaluation Report, NUREG-0831, Item 1.10
(3). These proposed FSAR changes will be incorporated in the next available
amendment. If you have any questions or require further information, please
contact this office.

Yeurs ruly,
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. F. Dale
Manager of Nuclear Services
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Attachments

cc: Mr. N. L. Stampley
Mr. R. B. McGehee
Mr. T. B. Conner
Mr. G. B. Taylor g

>Mr. Victor Stello, Jr., Director \g
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U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555
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BRANCH: Hydrological and Geotechnical Engineering Branch

CONCERN: Provide assurance that additional makeup water supplies are available
beyond the 30 day storage capability in the ultimate heat sink
cooling tower basins if the plant service water is unaiailable.
(Reference: Grand Gulf SER Section 2.4.12, Ultimate heat Sink)

RESPONSE: This response provides additional clarification to information on
this subject submitted by MP&L in Attachment 3 to AECM-81/345,
dated September 3, 1981.

The following infe mation will replace the third paragraph under
iten (1) on Grand Gulf FSAR page 3A/1.27-1:

The total makeup water requirement fog the URS for the 60 days
beyond the initial 30 days is 20.8x10 gallons. This quantity is
based on the conservative assumption of 347,000 gpd used on day 30
for the reuaining 60 davs.

The circulating water basins can supply up to an additional 38 day

supply gf makeup to the UHS assuming 100% availability of its total
13.4x10 gallon capacity. A 30 day makeup is available if the
circulating tower basins are only 80% full.

The two onsite construction water wells have been sized to provide
500,000 gpd for construction water demand (section 2.4.13.2.3).
During operation these wells can be made available as a source of
makeup wat2r. Electric or diesel-pumps can be used to deliver the
347,000 gpd necessary to the UHS. These wells can supply all or
part of the additional 60 day water demand.

Suction from an onsite basin constructed on Stream B could also be
used. This stream provides an average flow rate of 1 million
gallons / day of low quality water and would only be used as a last
resort.

In the event that makeup from the PSW system is unavailable there
is sufficient time to install a temporary portable pump and piping
system to permit transfer of water from one of the other onsite
water sources. Two thousand feet of non-essential fire hose and
the onsite pumper truck can be made available for supplying water
from the circulating water basins on short notice if pumps and
piping are not immediately available. In case of a loss of offsite
power Grand Gulf will be given preferential reconnection and should
have complete power availability after thirty days. These alternate
sources of water will ensut a continued cooling water supply to
the UHS.
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BRANCH: Hydrolo31ccl and Geotechnical Engineering Branch

-CONCERN: Provide the assumed ultimate heat sin'a pump succion water tempera cure
that gave the. highest cold water return temperature of 89.5 in-your
cooling tower performance analysis. (Reference: Grand Gulf SER
Section 1.10,-ltem 1.10 (3).

- RESPONSE: The following information will replace the second paragraph on
Grand Gulf FSAR page 9.2-5:

The cooling tower cold water return temperatures in Table 9.2-5 are
based on three hour average heat rejection rates for the design
accident. In each three hour period the SSW pump suction temperature
was assumed to be in near equilibrium with the tower cold water
return temperature for the heat rejection rate at that time. In
the initial 0-3 hour period the cold water temperature of 86.9'F
was based on an SSW pump suction temperature also of 86.9'F.
Likewise, for the highest CUT of 89.5*F, a pump suction temperature
of 89.S*F was assumed. A similar methodology was used for the 30
day analysis as shown in Table 9.2-6 using daily average. heat-
dates. In all cases no credit was taken for the actual cooler
basin water temperatures throughout the analysis.

Tue cold water return temperature will not actually be as high as
indicated in Table 0.2-5 for the worst one-day analysis. The worst
one day of UHS cooling tower demand occurs on the first day of the
30-day period following a LOCA. The actual basin water temperature
is at its lowest on this day and will be at a maximur< initial
temperature of 75*F (assuming highest plant service water tempera-
ture). Hot. water coming from the plant is cooled by the tower and

,

then mixes -ith the large basin water volume, resulting in a lower !

actual SSU pacp suction temperature to the plant. .The performance
analysis also verifies that tven with a gradually depleting basin
water inventory due to evaperation and drift, the cold water
temperature will still not exceed the design 90*F.
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