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December 29, 1989.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Robert Licciardo, Plant Systems Branch
Division of Systems Technology
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

FROM: Thomas E. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: DECEMBER 7, 1983 DIFFERING PROFESSIONAL OPINION

In follouwp to our December 15, 1989 discussions, I asked Jim Sniezek to
deterinine the review status of the issues you raised and to provide me the
schedule for completion of the reviews. The following actions are being
taken:

1. January 1990 PD 11-3 - issue Sholly notice on McGuire TS changes
submitted on September 15, 1989 (Dave Matthews).

2. February 1990 PD 11-3 - issue TS amendment on McGuire TS
(DaveMatthews).

3. April 1990 SRXB - complete evaluation of licensee's response to
other(non-amendment)McGuirespecificconcernsand
document findings. If appropriate, prepare corre-
spondence to McGuire for additional TS amendments
(BobJones).

4. June 1990 TSB - complete evaluation of generic TS issue, compare
against Comission Policy Statement and include in
revised STS, as appropriate (Rich Emch).

5. July 1990 PD 11-3 - prepare consolidated report of DP0 re % . and
results (Dave Matthews).

The Director, Division of Systems Technology has been assigned overall
coordination responsibility for the foregoing actions.

.

Thomas E. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: A. Thadani
F. Gillespie
D. Matthews
R. Jones
R. Emch

1
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HEf'ORANDUM FOR: Charles E. Rossi, Director
Division of-Operational Events

Assessment, NRR

Steven A. Varga, Director
Division of Reactor Projects - 1/11, NRR ,

FROM: Ashok C. Thadani, Director
Civision of Systems Technology, NRR

SUBJECT: ASSIGNMENT AND SCHECULES FOR RESOLUTION OF t1CGUIRE DF0
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS (TACs 55435. E5436 AND 67757)

On December 10., 1989, 00EA, DST, and P02-3 met to review the status and
schedules for resolution of concerns expressed by R. Licciardo after his
Differin _g Professienal Opinion (DPO) on the 1984 " Proof and Review" version
of the proposed McGuire Technical SpecificM ions (TSs). Staff review of
these concerns is proceeding in accordance with assigrruents in H. Thompson's
memorandum of flay 28, 1985, which identified 220 of 380 original items for
action and divided these 220 into three groups: (1) generic,(2) plant
specific,and(3) closed.

!

Generic

DOEA/0TSB reported _that of the 220 items, the review of those designated as
'both open and generic in the May 28,-1985 memo is continuing. Additionally,

-

items indicated to be generic by Duke's response of June 10, 1986, are
included in the OTSB review. These open generic items are listed by
Enclosure 1._ Any of these items found by OTSB to satisfy criteria established
under-the TS-Improvement-Program for inclusion in TSs will be incorporated *

into draft STSs for review by NUMARC and.the Oy:ners Groups. Technical support -

-for review of-these-items:is being provided by CRXB and others as. requested !

by.0TSB. _ Completion of~.this effort and issuance of the new STS is presently
: scheduled for June 1990 - -

Plant-Specific

Duke's reply of June 10, 1986, indicates that five ofLthe plant-specific items
have potential impact on the McGuire TSs. .The PM reported that amendments _ to,.

| change the TSs' for the five are in process with issuance expecteo February 10,
L 19W. -Duke also replied that three of the plant-specific items have potential'

impact on -the FSAR. _ Duke's next-annual FSAR: update will reflect- changes for
the_three. These eight items are identified by Enclosure 2.

The remaining plant-specific responses by Duke are being reviewed by SRXB.-

Any item determined'by SRXB -to warrant plant-specific or generic change will <

_

be referred to the PM or OTSB for appropriate action.
|

'
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Enclosurt 1.

.

OTSB's Open Generic items fren H. Thompson's May 28, 1985 Memo
,

I. Ca tegory A**

Page Concern No. Applicable Pertion Source *

1. 6 9 all except item d 1

2. 8, 9 10 item 1-5 1

3. 13, 14 14 item 3.b.3 1

4 18, 19 15 item 11 1

5. 24-26 18 all 2

6. 26, 27 19 all 1

7. 42, 43 29 all 2

8. 43 30 all 1

9. 44 31 all 1

10. 45, 46 32 all 1

11. 46, 47 33 all 1

12. 49 35 ell 2

13. 50, 51 36 3rd Evaluation / Disposition 2
14, 52 38 item 18b 1

11. Category B**
_

15. 4, 5 3 cii & ciii 1

16. 8, 9 10 2nd Evaluation / Disposition 1
17, 13 12 item 8 2

18, 13, 14 12 item 11 1

19. 15-18 15 G.1-G.2.5 1

20. 18-24 -15 G.2.6-G.3 2

21. 28 20- 1st Evaluation / Disposition 1

22. 29, 30 01 all 1

*
1 = Generic item as designated by H. Thompson's 5/28/85 memo to R. Bernero.
2 = Generic item as- designated in H. Tucker's (Duke) letter of 6/10/86.

ak$oNinkn[hhNON#k5!Ned0Nr'heNNnhmemo references the items eccordingly.pNhbeE $$!Nse*N0"thomNon
9 i

May 28, 1985
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Enclosure 2.
,

FM's Plant-Specific Itens from H. Thompson's May 28,1985 Memo *

1. Category A
_

Page Concern No. Applicable Portion Action Ouestion No.**
1. 15 15 Item A.d T.S. change 6a
*

20 16 Item 2.e T.S. change 7d

3. 21 16 Item 3.e T.S. change 71

4 21 16 I t ein 4. e T.S. change 7k

5. 22 22 Item 6.b T.S. change 7n

6. 11 13 Item 9 FSAR Update de

7. 11 13 Item 10 FSAR Update Ab

8. 12 13 Item 17 FSAP. Update oc

11. Category B: None

Itens designated plant-specific b*

and responded to by H. Tucker's (y H. Thompson's 5/28/85 memo to R. BerneroDuke) letter of 6/10/86.
,

As designated in T. Novak's letter to H. Tucker (Duke) of 7/9/85 and**

responded to 6/10/86.

l

!
|

|
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Enclosure 3,

'

Closed Generic issues

The following issues Lee considered closed in accordance with H.
Thompson's May 28, 1985 remo. Although subsecuently reclassified
es generic and open by a March 15,1909 memo from R. Licciardo,
no documented basis exists fer this change, and they are deemed
closed based upon their 1985 disposition.

1. Category A
_

Page Concern No. Applicable Portion

1. 4, 5 5 all
2. 6 9 Item d

3. 9 11 all

4. 9, 10 12 all

5. 10-12 13 Items 5, 6, 8, 11&l7

6. 14 14 Items Ad, 7e&79

7 18 15 ltem 10b

8. 23 17 all

9. 27 20 all
10, 27-29 21 all
11. 29, 30 22 a, b4d

I?. 36, 37 24 Applicability Mode
13, 40, 41 25 TS 3/4.5.1.b (Proposed)
14, 42 28 all-
15, 48, 49 34 Last Evaluation / Disposition

16. 50 36 2nd Evaluation / Disposition

17, 51 37 all

18, 53 39 all

II. Category B
_

19, 8 9 all

20 10 12 Item 3c.

21. 14 12 Table 3.3-3 Notation
|

!
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SRXB reported that review of the plant-specific items will be completed by
April 1990.

Closed

Several issues e ich the disposition is " closed" in the H. Thompson May 28,
1985, memo were , 2,.vuently reclassified as gercric and open by a March 15,
1989 memo from R. Liccierdo to E. Butcher. These issues are listed in
Enclosure 3. The NRC staff finds no documentation or other besis for this
change. Accordingly, the staff considers these issues closed based upor their
1965 dispotition and no further action is planned.

/s/

Ashok C. Thadani, Director
Division of Systems Technology
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures: As stated
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' UNITED STATES
*8 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONg

h 4 W ASHING TON, D, C. 20665

\ ,, , May 14, 1990

MEMORANDUM FOR: Steven A. Varga, Director
Division of Reactor Projects - I/II

.. FROM: Ashok C. Thadani, Director
Division of Systems Technology

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION OF PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES CONCERNING MCGUIRE
TECHNICAL $PECIFICATIONS-

Dr. Thomas Murley's memorandum dated December 29, 1989, identified the scope
ofworktoresolvethedifferingofprofessionalopinion(DPO) issues
concerning McGuire Technical Specifications. The Reactor Systems Branch was
assigned the responsibility to resolve all the plant-specific DP0 issues by
April 19905 TheTechnicalSpecificationsBranch(OTSB)willcompletethe
evaluation of all DP0 generic issues by June 1990. PD 11-3 will issue the
final consolidated report by July 1990. The Director, DST, will coordinate the
overall foregoing actions.

Plant-Specific DP0 Issue - SRXB

The licensee provided their response to the plant-specific DP0 issues in their
submittal dated June 10,1986(Ref.4). The licensee responded to 51 DP0
issues in their submittal. Out of 51 issues, the licensee concluded that 41
issues are plant-specific and 10 issues are generic in nature.

.In serforming our review of the plant specific issues, we have discussed them
witiRobertLicciardo,NRRreviewersofvariousbranches,(SRXB,SPLB,SICB,
SELB, EMEB, and PRPB) and the licensee.- for the most part, the issues involved
inconsistencies between the FSAR safety analysis values, technical specifica-
tions values and the setpoint methodology report values. Resolution of these

"41 issues involved disposition in one of the following categories:

(1) Plant-specific issues resolved by Technical Specification Amendment as
. listed in Table-1.

(2) Plant-specific issues resolved by updating the FSAR as listed in Table-2.

-(3) -Plant-specific issues determined not to require any action by the licensee
as listed in Table-3.

The 10 generic issues. identified by the licensee in their submittal will be
: resolved by the OTSB under the Technical Specifications Improvement Program by

June 1990. These issues are listed in Table-4

Each plant-specific issue and its resolution are discussed in detail in
Enclosures 1, 2, and 3. These enclosures provide the resolution of the issues

Contact: K. Desai, SRXB, x21058

M5t7ppeT-
... . .. . - - .- - ._ -
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Steven A. Yarga 2- May 14, 1990-

as listed in the Tables 1, 2, and 3 respectively. This completes our efforts on.

i the DP0 plant-specific issues.
-

Generic DP0 issues - OTSB

Table 5 lists all generic istues including the issues identified in Table-4:

licability, either extending the mode
Most of the issues deal with mode app (Modes 5 and 6) or applying the LC0 to

g

ap)11cability to the shutdown modesJ

ot1er modes. A few may require changes to actions taken when LCOs are not
met while others may require changes to surveillance requirements or the
Bases. One issue requires a new Technical Specification.

OTSB has resolved these generic issues by either incorporating as Ld0, action'

'

statements, or part of. Bases Section at this time. The staff dispositions may
.

change due to the interaction with the Owners Groups under the TS improvement
program. These changes will be noted as a follow-up to the DP0 resolution.
OTS3 will provide their evaluation report by June 1990.

W[/m
Asho C'.ThaEni, Director
Divi ion of Systems Technology

Enclosures:
As stated

cc: See next page

:
-
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cc w/ enclosures:
T. Yurley
F. Miraglia
W. Russell
A. Thadani
G. Lainas
B. Boger
G. Holahan
C. Rossi
J. Calvo
D. Matthews
S. Newberry
J. Mauck
F. Rosa
C. McCracken
J. kudrick
R. Licciardo
L. Marsh
D. Hood
R. Giardina
T. Collins
L. Phillips
P. VanDoorn, SRI
PDR

SRXB Members

- -
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DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION

TABLE-1 PLANT-SPECITIC DP0 ISSUES RESOLVED BY TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION
AMENDMENT

TABLE-? PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES RESOLVED BY UPDATING FSAR

TABLE-3 PLANT-SPECIFIC 0P0 ISSUES REQUIRING NO LICENSEE ACTION

TABLE-4 DP0 ISSUES CONSIDERED AS GENERIC ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED BY THE
0750 UNDER TS IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (LICENSEE IDENTIFIED THESE
ISSUES IN THEIR SUBMITTAL DATED JUNE 1986).

TABLE-S OP0 ISSUES CONSIDERED AS GENERIC ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED BY THE
OTSB UNDER TS IMPROVEMENT PROGRN4. (TABLE 5 INCLUDES ISSUES
IDENTIFIEDINTABLE4).

|

-
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TABLE-1 I

I

DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES RESOLVED BY TECHNICAL SPECIFICTION AMENDMENT
,
.

QUESTION * ]Fi SUBJECT TS AMENDMENT NO.j

UNIT 1 UNIT 2
!

6a Table 3.3-4, Item 3d Steam Line Isolation 102 E4

i Trip Setpoint -

7d Table 3.3-5, Item 2e Containment Purge and 102 84

Exhaust . olation Response f
ITime

71 Table 3.3-5, Item 3e 102 84" " "

^

7k Table 3.3-5, Item 4e 102 84" * *

71 Table 3.3-5, Item 4h Steam Line I olation 29 10

Response Time I

7n Table 3.3-5, Item 6b Feedwater Isolation 102 84

Response Time

;

15 TS 3/4.5.3 ECCS - Subsystems (Low The licensee is in
!

Temperaturt Overpressure process to revise the
,

Protection TS.

|

t

* Questions numbers are from reference 4.
_

S

O O

e *
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i TABLE-2
,

!-;.
J

DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

PLANT-SPECIFIC DFO ISSUES RESOLVED BY UPDATING FSAR i
!

h|
!~

I
QUESTION * .TS SUBJECT UPDATE REFERENCE

r-

;
!

|>

|7 4a/4b . Table 3.3-2, Items 9/10^ Reactor Trip-Response FSAC 7ag- 7.2-15

Time ;
i

-
t

,

i-
- oc Table 3.3-2, Item 17 Reactor Trip-Response Lit.ensee response dated ;
;

Time June 10, 1986 made a !'
t

comunitment to update the !
! >

j FSAP Table 7.2.I-4, Note e. I

i
!,

'

i
!.

,

! l
! i

i

! i

i
i

;
2

i
l

i i
!

i

OQuestions numbers are from reference 4. ;
'

!. .

{.' -
i !. .

;
-

,
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TABLE-3

DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES REQUIRING NO LICENSEE ACTION

QUESTION * p_ SUBJECT- STATUS

1 Tab 1e 2.2-1 Steam Generator-Setpoint Complete - Staff agrees
with the licensee response

,

and that no licensee action
required. Enclosure 3 pro-

vides the detafis of

resolution.

" "la Table 2.2-1 Item 3 Reactor Trip-Setpoint
" "Ib Table 2.7-1, Item 4 Reactor Trip-Setpoint

" "
Ic Table 2.2-1, Item 9 Reactor Trip-Setpoint

" "Id Table 2.2-1, Jtem 13 Reactor Trip-Setpoint

" "
le Table 2.2-1, Item 18b Reactor Trip-Setpoint

" "2 TS Page 3/4.1-6, Minimum Temperature for

(TS 3.1.1.4) Criticality
" *

3 Table 3.3-1, Item 6c Reactor Trip Instrumentation

Sa Table 3.3-3, Item 79 Auxiliary Feedwater Mode " "

Applicability

,
* Questions numbers are from reference 4.

.

e e
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TABLE-3 (continued)

i

QUESTION. TS - SUBJECT STATUSi

i

i

I 6b Table 3.3-4. Items Auxiliary Feedwater-Trip ~ Complete - Staff agrees with

;. 7c (1) and.(2) Setpoints the licensee response and

j that no licensee action
required. Enclosure 3 pro-

, . .

!- vides the details of
i'
; resolution.
.

!-
;

6c Table 3.3.4, Item 9 Loss of Power-Trip Setpoint " "

|_ 7a Table 3.3-5, Item 2a - Safety Injection (ECCS) - " "

: Response Time

| 7b Table 3.3-5. Item 2b Reactor Trip (from SI) " "

; - Response Time-
' " "7c Table 3.3-5, Item 2d Containment Isolation -

j Phase "A" (2) - Response

| Time

7e Table 3.3-5, Item 2f Auxiliary Feedwater - " "

| Response Time

|. 7f Table 3.3-5, item 3a Safety Injection (ECCS) - " "

|- Response Time
: * *

|- 79 Table 3.3-5,. Item 3b' Reactor Trip-Response Time
!

||-
. -

! - 2.-* -
-

*
- _ _ _ . _ . _ .. . ._ _
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TABLE 3 (continued) !

I
i i

i QUESTION TS SUBJECT STATUS :-

,
. ;
-

.

!

; .. 7h Table 3.3-5, Item 3d . Containment Isolation Complete - Staff agrees with
! the licensee response and

,

ithat no licensee action

frequired. Enclosure 3,

provides the details of
|

j resolution. |
t

i !
; Phase "A" (2) - Response i

" "

; '
;' Time f

7j Table 3.3-5, Item 3f Auxiliary Feedwater (5) - i
" "

iResponse Time
!
t

7m Table 3.3-5, Item Sa ' Containment Spray - Response !
" "

1

Time :
+

!
70 Table 3.3-5, Item 12 Automatic Switchover to !

" "

t

i , Recirculation-Response Time
j

i 9 TS Page 3/4 4-2 Natural Circulation Cooldown |
" "

t(TS 3.4.1) t

iia TS 3/4.5 ECCS " "

.. .>

11b TS 3.5 ECCS (." "

- 11c- TS 3.5 ECCS |
" "

4

.

. ..

-3_. !. .
.

l

., - _
.. .

-
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Table-3 (continued)

OUESTION l}
SUBJECT STATUS

12a Table 3.5.1.1.d Cold Leg Injection Accumulator Complete - Staff agrees with

Nitrogen Cover Pressure the licensee response and
!that no Itcensee action

required. Enclosure 3
provides the details of
resolution.

1

" "

12b TS 4.5.1.1.1.1.d.1 Accumulator Relief Valve
Setpoints Testing

" "

13 TS 3.5.1.2.d Upper Head Injection Accumulator
" "

14 TS 4.5.2.h ECCS - Subsystems

17 TS 3/4.7.5 Standby Nuclear Service Water

Pond
" "

19 TS 3/4.9.1 Boron Concentration

.

D

4-
..

,

.
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TABLE-4.

i ,

i

DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECPNICAL SPECIFICATIONS t

DP0 ISSUES CONSIDERED AS GENERIC ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED BY THE OTSB .

UNDER TS IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

|

QUESTION * H SUBJECT STATUS i
,

Sb Table'3.3-3, Item 8 Automatic Switchover to Open
I Recirculation and Loss of RHR j

Cooling (Modes 4 and 5)

8a TS 3/4.4.1 G.2.6.1 . Rapid Reactivity Increase "

in Lower Modes

8b TS 3/4.4.1 G.2.6.2 Steam Line Breaks ;
"

8c .TS 3/4.4.1 G.2.6.3 Loss 'of Primary Coolant [
"

8d TS 3/4.4.1 G.2.6.4 Increase in RCS Temperature - [
"

8e TS 3.4.1 RCS Loops "

10 TS Page 3/4 4-3 RCS - Hot Shutdown "
,

16 TS 3.7.1.2.6
.

Auxiliary Feedwater Operability [
"

19 TS 3/4.9.8 Refueling Operations [
"

20 TS 4.9.8.2 Refueling Operations f
* "

i

I
i i

* Questions numbers are from reference 4. i
!-

~

i

- . - t
!

-
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TABLE 5
e

DP0 CONCERNS'ON MCGUIRE TECIINICAL' SPECIFICATIONS-

DP0 ISSUES CONSIDERED AS GENERIC ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED BY THE OTSB
.

:UNDER TS IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM _

MODIS

CONCERN * TS SUBJECT STATUS. APPLICABILITY ~

9A 3/4.2.5 DNB parameters To be covered in
bases

.10A 3/4.3.1 Source Range Neutron Flux In proposed STS :

(NRC markup) {

14A Table 3.3.3 ESFAS instrumentation In proposed STS !
,

containment phase "B" (NRC markup)

isolation pressure hi-hi !

. i

15A Table 3.3-4 ESFAS trip setpoints Under review
feedwater isolation

18A 3/4.4 RCS-hot shu13nwn .Under review Shutdown

(Quest. 10)

19A 3/4.4 Cold shutdown with loop Under review Shutdown,

- filled
~

' * Concerns and questions are frum refemnces 3 and 4 respectively.
'

x_ - - - -- _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ = .
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PODES

CONCERN * TS SUBJECT STATUS -AFFLICABILITY
_

,

29A 3/4.7 a. AFW system operability Covered by proposed

(Quest. 16) b. AFW instrumentation STS

30A 3/4.7 MSIV's operabilitf Covered by proposed- Shutdown

STS

31A 3/4.7 ADV's Covered by new STS
'

32A 3/4.7.3 CCW-operability modes si & 6 Covered by definition Shutdown

of operability . no

new spec.

'

33A 3/4.7.4 SWS-ooerability modes 5 & 6' See 32A

35A 3/4.9.8 RHR-high water level Under review

(Quest. 19)

36A 3/t.9 Refueling operations - Ur,1er review Shutdown

(Guest. 20) low water level

38A Table 2.2-1 RTS setpoints - low power In proposed STS

reactor tr'- (NRC markup) -

,

e

~ - -2-.
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I MODES

' CONCERN * 'TS ' SUBJECT STATUS APPLICABILITY'
-

i

'

3B Table 2.2-1 a. P-7 perinissive - In proposed STS-

b. pressurizer water level (NRC. markup) ]
5hich:4

~ 'l.

.

:
-

Under review10B 3/4.3- P-11 interlock'

:

. . L

' 120. Table 3.3-3 ESFAS-autoswitchover on In prcposed STS - t

(Quest. Sb) RWST' level (NRC markup)'
,

*
:

.i

ISB 3.4.4.1 -FCS loops Under review'

,

(Quest. 8a,
8b,8c,8d,&.8e) ;,

i ;
;

>

20P -3/4.7.5 Ultins'.e heat sink See 31A Shutdown |'

| operability modes 5 & 6 '

i .{

21B 3/4.9 Refueling operations-low Under review Shutdown j

:

water level - [,- .

'!

!
,

' =

.
.

!
-

! . ' 3'- [-
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ENCLOSURE-1 PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES RESOLVED BY TECHNICAL
SPECIFICATION' AMENDMENT

ENCLOSURE-2 PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES RESOLVED BY UPDATING FSAR

ENCLOSURE-3 PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES REQUIRING NO LICENSEE ACTION
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ENCLOSURE 1

DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

PLANT SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES RESOLVED

BY TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION AMENDHENT
,

Question 6a -Include response time in the definition Of
Table 3.3-4, of the setpoint and provide appropriate
item 4d descriptors for the values.in the TS.

'

(Reference 4)
Issue

.

Technical Specifications Table 3.3-4
.-

specifies the Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation trip
setpoints and allowable values for various
functionci units. Item 4d addresses Negative
Steam Line Pressure-Rate-High for Steam Line

Isolation.

TS Values' descriptors are inconsistent in
their format with respect to setpoint

'

methodology values and inclusion of a
Enegative sign is redundant to the setpoint .

definition.
4

Resolution

The licensee changed the descriptor in the-TS-
to make it consh tent with the descriptor for
the entpoint met edology values and
eliminated a negative sign for better clarity.

These TS changes are administrative in nature.
The staff approved these changes in TS

Amendment 102 (Unit 1) and TS Amendment 84
(Unit 2) respectively.

. . .
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Questions 7d, 71 and 7k, Clarify the inconsitency between the TS-

Table-3.3-5, Item 2e values and FSAR values for these items.-
Toble 3.3-5. Item 3e
Table 3.3-5, Jtem 4e-

Issue

TS Table 3.3-5, lists the engineered safety
features response time. Items 2e, 3e and 4e
indicate that response time is "N.A." for the
Containment Purge and Exhaust Isolation
Systems for Containment Pressure-High,

Pressurizer Pressure-Low-Low and Steam Line
Pressure-Low initiating signals.

FSAR offsite consequences accident analyses
took credit for the contaimnent purge and
exhaust s" stem isolation and assumea 4 seconds i

as response time in the analyses. rSAR Section
9.5.12.3 indicates closure time for these
valves is 3 seconds and FSAR Section 7.3.1.2.6
indicates a 1 second' response time for
generating an engineering safety feature
actuation signal.

Resolution*

The licensee proposed a TS change to make

safety analysis' values and TS values
consistent by including 4 second response

,

times for items Ee, 3e and 4e in TS table

3.3-5.

-The staff approved these changes in the TS

Amendment ' t .J (Unit 1) and TS Amendment #84
(Unit 2) respectively.

.- . .- . - - .- -- . - . . . . ..
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. Question 71~ Clarify the inconsistency between the safety
' Table 3 3-5, analysis value and the TS'Value for steam line

Item-4h isolation response time.

Issue

.
-

. .-

FSAR feedwater system pipe break analysis
sequence of events Table 15.2.3-1 indicates
that the low steam'line pressure setpoint is
reached.in the ruptured steam generator in 420
seconds,'and that all main steam line -

'

isolation valves would-close .o 427: seconds.
Based on this information,1the response time j

assumed in'the~ safety analysis for steam line
isolation is 7 seconds. The TS allows steam

- line isolation time of 9 ' seconds.

Resolution !:

:

The licensee.propsed a.TS change to make the
allowed steam line, isolation response time 7;_

0 seconds-which is consistent with the FSAR.

h This TS change'was approved by the staff in
'

the TS Amendment #29'(Unit 1) and TS. Amendment
#10 (Unit 2) respectively.:

'

t

j ..

I
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i

-

9

,.r.. . a r i -,- w - I



. . . - -- _ - . - -. _. - . . .

. . .-

- -

.

. .

*

Question 7n Clarify the inconsistency between the safety
Table 3.3-5, analysis value and the TS value for feedwater

ltem 6b- isolation response time,

i

issue

Table 15.1.2-1 in the FSAR indicates that
following an excessive feedwater flow event at
full power, a'High-High' Steam Generator water
level sign'al-is generated in 27 seconds and
feedwater isolation valves close in 36 i

seconds. Consequently, the actual feedwater'

isolation time is 9-seconds; however, the.TS

lists .13 seconds for feedwater isolation.

Resolution-

The ?icensee proposed a TS change to make

feedwater isolation response time in the
TS 9 seconds, which is consistent with the

FSAR. This TS change was. approved by the

staff in the TS knendment 102 (Unit #1) and 84
(Unit 12)respectively.

4

s
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Question 15- Clarify the inconsistency between the TS and FSAR

.TS-3/4.5.3 concerning the number of ECCS pumps operable when )
the RCS temperature is less than or equal to.300*F |

with respect to low temperature overpressure
protection (LTOP).

Issue

ITS 3.5.3 presents ECCS subsystems - Tavg ( 350*F
during Mode 4 operation. The footnote states that
a maximum of two ECCS pumps--one centrifugal

charging pump and one safety injection--pump shall
be operable whenever the temperature of one or more

of the RCS cold legs is less than or equal to
300'F.-

The licensee performed the low temperature
overpressure protection analysis (FSAR 5.2.2.3)
assuming only one pump operation when the RCS
temperature is less than or equal to 300*F.-

~

Resolution

The footnote for TS 3.5.3 calls for two pumps-to be
operable, however, the plant procedures: permit _ only
the centrifugal pump to be lined-up for injection
to the reactor vessel. The safety injection pump
will be operable and may be run in the recir-
culation mode; however, the safety injection pump
flow path to the reactor vessel is normally blocked- -

with closed valves not actuated on safety
injection.- Thus, only centrifugal charging pump
could inadvertent.ly inject during this mode which
is consistent with the FSAR &nalysis. However,
the licensee is in process to revise the footnote

to make it consistent with the. FSAR analysis.

,

, - _ -- --
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During the_ review process, the staff found that TS
3.4.9 concerning pressure and temperature limits
for heatup and cooldown curves had been revised

such that the threshold for LTOPs protection
shifted to 320*F_from-300'F; but that the-
reference to this temperature threshold in the
footnote to TS 3.5.3.had not been revised
accordingly. This inconsistency was not
identified as a DP0 issue; but rather, found
incidentally during the review of the above DP0

~

'

' issue. The staff has, discussed this subject with
-the licensee and Darl Hood, the NRC Project

'

Manager for McGuire. The licensee is in process
of revising the TS 3.5.3 to be consistent with
the TS 3.4.9.

;

l
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ENCLOSURE 2

DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES RESOLVED BY UPDATING FSAR

Question 4a/4b Resolve the inconsistency between the TS response

TS Table 3.3-2, time valueoff2.0secswithrespecttothe
Items 9 and 10 value for pressurizer pressure (low and high) on

(Reference 4) page 7.2-14 of the FSAR.

Issue

TS Table 3.3-2, items 9 and 10 provide the maximum
allowable pressurizer pressure (low and high)
reactor trip response time which are greater than
the nominal value given in chapter 7 of the FSAR.

Resolution

The licensee has updated page 7.2-15 in the FSAR
to make reactor trip response time consistent with
the TS for pressurizer pressure (low and high)
trip functions.

- _ _
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- Question 4c Clarify whether the reactor is tripped due to
TS Table 3.3-2, pressurizer pressure-low signal or pressurizer

.

Item 17 pressure-low-low (ESFAS/safetyinjection)' signal
during an accidental depressurization of the main
steam system; and if so, include the appropriate
response time in Table 3.3-2. Also, clarify

terminology used in Note e for Table 7.2.1-4 in
the FSAR.

Issue

A. TS. Table 3.3-2, lists the reactor trip
instrumentation response-times. Item 17 in the '

table lists the input response time as "N.A." for.

pressurizer pressure-low-low-(safety injection).
This would appear to be incorrect if this trip
function is relied upon to mitigate the transient
associated with depressurization of the main steam
system.

B. Note e for Table'7.2.1-4 in the FSAR makes
reference to a pressurizer low pressure-low level
trip. This should be pressurizer pressure-low-low
(safety injection).

.

7 w - m a ,- - *e > ,. s w, . - - . .,- .
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Resolution

A. During the transient associated with
depressurization of the e.ain-steam system, the
reactor w111 trip at 1945 psig with the pressurizer
pressure-lor; function during ~ the transient. The
pressurizer pressure-low-low (SI) setpoint is 1845

' psig. Since this trip function is not utilized to'
,

mitigate accidents other than LOCA, the TS will
continue to list "N.A." in the TS Table 3.3-2. The

actual response time of 2.0 seconds is listed
for this ESFAS function under item 3b of TS Table
3.3.5. Therefore, the present TS is correct and
remains the same.

B. The licensee will revise the FSAR Table i

7.2.1-4, Note e for better terminology and cla-dty.

.

I

e
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ENCLOSURE 3

DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL' SPECIFICATIONS

Ri' SOLUTION OF PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES REQUIRING NO LICENSEE ACTION

Question 1 Confirm the validity of McGuire Units 1/2 steam

Table 2.2-1 generator instrumentation, setpoint and their

(Reference 4) applicability. McGuire Unit I has D-2 steam'

generators and McGuire Unit 2 has D-3 SG.

Issue

Steam Generators 0-2 and D-3 have a minor design

difference at SG bottom plate. Both SGs have
identical instrumentation hardware and setpoint.

Resolution

The licensee performed a conservative safet
enalysis which is applicable to both units.
Instrumentation setpoints valuee are based on this
analysis. Festinghouse RPS/ESFAS setpoint
methodology is applicable to both units and
approved by the staff.

;

I
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Question la Yerify that a time constant of > 2 seconds results
. Table 2.2-1 in a sicwer response tine which is less conservative.-

Iten 3

Issue

TS Table 2.2-1 represents reactors trip system
instrumentation trip setpoints including response
time. :TS Table 2.2-1 Item 3 - concerns power-

range, neutron flux, high positive rate trip during
a control rod ejection accident.

Resolution-

An' increased time constant results in a faster -

response and thus results in a shorter time from
- initiation of a transient to reactor trip.

- The analysis assumes a : time constant of 2

seconds. Therefore, the time constant of > 2
seconds:is conservative.

,

L
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Question Ib (1) Verify that a time constant of > 2 seconds result
Table 2.2-1 in a slower response time which is less

Item 4 conservative.

(2) Resolve the inconsistency between setpoint
methodology value and FSAR analysis value.

Issues

TS Table 2.2-1 Item 4 specifies power range -
neutron flux, high negative rate during a control
rod drop event. Thereviewerquestioned(1)the
conservatism of the time constant used in
processing the flux rate signal input to the RPS;
and (2) the validity of statements in the setpoint
Irethodology document which indicates that the
negative flux rate setpoint was not used in the
safety analysis for McGuire.

Resolution

(1) An increased time constant results in a faster
response arid thus results in a shorter time from

| initiation of a transient to reactor trip.

| Therefore, the time constant of y 2 seconds is
I conservative.

(2) As indicated in the FSAR the negative flux rate
trip setpoint was evaluated as part of the safety
anblysis for 'icGuire. The setpoint methodology

! document was indeed in error. The licensee has
revised the setpoint methodology Table 3-4 to show
a safety analysis limit of 6.9 % rated thermal
power. TS trip setpoint and allowable values
remain the same.

.

;

$ - -- - , - - - - -
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E Question le-- ' Resolve the disparity between the setpoint
TS" Table-2.2-1,' methodology value and the FSAR safety analysis

Item = 9 -. 'yalue.

-Issue--

The setpoint methodology safety analysis value for-
pressurizer pressure-low is 1845| psig. While the
FSAR value for' the same analysis is 1835 psig.

Resolution ;

.

The licensee'has indentified the correct value to
be 1835 psig. No change to the FSAR or TS was

-necessary.

.

. . -
t
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Question Id . Verify that the FSAR safety analysis value assumed
-TS Table 2.2-1, in the feedwater line break enalysis is lower then

Item 13 the TS setpoint value. 1

Issue

TS Table 2.2-1, item 13.11sts steam generator
water level-low-low reactor trip setpoint and
allowable value. The reviewer questions whether

the allowance for instrument error and
uncertainties was applied in a conservative manner
to arrive at tiie safety analysis value listed in
the setpoint methodology document.

Resolution

The setpoint specified in the setpoint methodology
document does suggest a non-conservative

application of the allowance for channel error and
drif t. However, this value (i.e W STS + 10%) was
not used in the McGuire TS. As discussed below,

the allowance for instrument error and other >

uncertainties has been properly applied for '

McGuire,

The licensee pcformed the limiting feedwater break
analysis starting at full power and assuming a low
water level trip setpoint of 23% narrow range
span. The McGuire TS limit for the SG low-low
water level trip setpoint, at 100% rated thermal
power is 40% of narrow range span which exceeds the

safety analysis value of 23% narrow range span by

more than 10%.

. . _ _ _
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Question le- Clarify whether pressurf zer pressure - low signal
Table 2.2-1, or pressurizer pressure - low (safety injection)

Item 18b signal trip the reactor during an accidental
depressurization of the main steam system from
zero load.

Resolution

An accidental depressurization of the main steam
system (inadvertent opening of a dump valve,
safety valve or relief valve) is initiated from hot

' shutdown conditions at zero power which is the
most conservative initial condition. Reactor is
already tripped at the beginning of the transient
(hotshutdowncondition). Thus, no explicit
assumption is made regarding the cause of recetor
trip for the FSAR analysis. No credit is taken
for the reactor trip on pressurizer pressure when
reactor power is below the P-7 interlock.

|

.
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Question 2 Clarify why the existing minimum temperature'for
TS Page 3/4 1-6 criticality (Modes 1/2)-is 551*F which is less than
(TS3.1.1.4) the' programmed setpoint minimum value of 557*F for

events from zero power.

Issue

The reviewer is concerned that transients or
accidents may be initiated at zero power conditions
from a temperature lower than the programmed
setpoint minimum value of 557*F, i.e. the allowed
minimum temperature for criticality of 551 F.

Resolution
!

Accident evaluations for events from zero power
are performed using the programmed setpoint

minimum value of 557*F. The difference between
the hot zero power temperature and minimum

temperature for criticality. limit is required in
order to-allow for measurement of the moderator
temperature coefficient. For most plants the

"

minimum temperature for criticality is lower than
hot zero power temperature.

The change in initial condition from 557 F to
551 F for transients occuring at hot zero power
would have a negligible impact on results and
would be a less representative input condition
since the majority of time spent at hot zero power
conditions is at a temperature of about 557*F.
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-Question 3 Verify that during shutdown in Modes 3, 4 and 5
TS Table 3.3-1, with reactor trip system breakers open, source
Item 6c range and neutron flux channel operability TS

'requirements specify only one channel operable
while FSAR requires two channels to be operable.

Issue

i

Technical Specifications require 2 source range
neutron flux channels be operable at all times
except when-in modes 3, 4 and 5 with the reactor
trip breakers open. Reviewer suggested that j
assumptions of boron dilution analysis would |

require 2 operable channels at all times.

Resolution

The licensee has determined that-boron dilution
events during modes 1, 2 and 6 were analyzed for

the McGuire units. Consequently, the McGuire
' safety analysis does not provide a basis for ,

l
1

requiring two operable ~ source range channels during j

modes 3, 4 and 5 of operat on. The licensee has |*

considered changing technical ~ specification 3.3.1 j
|to require two operable source range' channels at

all: times during operation in mode 3, 4 and 5; but
har instead choosen to follow staff guidance in

l Generic Letter 85-05 to take action to assure that
adequate protective measures to avoid boron
dilution events are in place. .

r-

,
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Question 5a ~ Clarify whether appifcable modes, Modes 1 and 2 #

l
-

Tab e 3.3-3 is appropriate or it should be modes 1 and 3 #
Item 7 - under P-11 interlock.9

Issue

TS Table 3.3-3 presents Engineered Safety Features
-Actuation System Instrumentation. Item 79 specifies
applicable-modes and operability requirements for
auto-start of motor driven auxiliary feedwater
pumps (motor-driven pumps) on trip of all main
feedwater pumps. The reviewer questioned whether-

this. feature could be blocked during Mode 2 below '

the P-11 interlock because the threshhold for P-11
could not be reached while in mode 2. -

i

The i sign-states that trip function may be blocked
in this mode'helow the P-11 (pressurizer pressure
interlock setpoint) and which _can occur only in
mode 3, therefore, the reviewer believes that
condition'should be on mode-f 3.

Resolution

The statement that P-11 can only occur in mode 3
is-inaccurate. Mode 2 is defined as operation

with T,yg b 350'F k,ff 4 0.99 and power 4 5% RTP.

Therefore, subcritical operation with T,yg * 350 F
is in mode 2 if k,ff is not less than 0.99.
Critical operation is restricted to 7,yg ) 551*F,
but even then the pressure-temperature operating
limits permit pressures below 1955 psig. As a
practical matter, pressure is maintained in the
nonnal operating range ( 2235 psig; during mode 2.
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* The defeat of auxiliary feedwater pump auto-start
is accomplished by depressing a switch that is
interlocked with the P-11 permissive. Thus, the
auto-start can only be-defeated below a ' pressurizer
pressure of 1955 psig. However, the same defeat
switch will prevent auto-start on low-low steam
generator water level (TS Table 3.3-3, Item 7c(1).
Since this auto-start capability is required in

- Modes 1, 2 and 3, blocking is not allowed in these
modes. The # is misleading and will be eliminated '

by the licensee during the new STS development
* program.

i

1
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!
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Question 6b. Clarify TS items 7c(1) and 7c(2) concerning the
. Table 3.3-4, Auxiliary Feedweter system 111tiation and the flow

Items _7c(1)and(2) distribution following a feedwater line break.

Issue
i

TS Table 3.3-3 presents Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation.. Items 7c(1)and
(2) discuss the auxiliary feedwater system
initiation by the steam generator water
level-low-low signal. Information in the table
indicates that low-low level in one steam
generator is necessary to start the motor driven
pumps and low-low level in at least two steam
generators is necessary to start the turbine

. driven pu:.p. The reviewer questions whether the
level in th? intact steam generator will be low

'

enough during the feedline break incident to
result in a start of the turbine driven AFW pump,

l

|! Resolution
|

,

!
| In the case of a feedwater line break, the

auxiliary feedwater system is designed to deliver
450 GPM by either turbine driven pump or two'
motor-driven pumps' to three intact steam generators
while feeding one faulted generator.

-In the McGuire feedwater line break analysis, it
was assumed that: (1) the turbine driven pump
failed as the single failure consideration; (2) One
motor driven auxiliary feedwater pump supplies 110

l' apm 'to an intact SG (the remainder spills out the
break _in_ the faulted loop); and (3) the other
motor-driven pump supplies 170 gpm to each of the
other two intact steam generator; thus maintaining

|

.
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450 gpm as total flow to three intact system
generators. These assumptions are consistent with
the design of the AFW system instrumentation and
TS requirements for that instrumentation.

In the case of a single failure of a motor driven
pump, it is assumed that the turbine driven pump
can actuate on low-low level in at least two steam
generators. The licensee has calculated that
during this accident condition, the mass inventory
in the intact steam generators is reduced
significantly prior to reactor trip on low-low
level in the faulted loop. The shrinkage caused by
the bubble collapse from this reduced mass
condition would cause low-low level to be reached
in the other steam generators.

Thus, in the case of a motor-driven pump single
failure consideration, the turbine-driven pump can
actuate on low-low level in two steam generators
and would maintain 450 gpm flow distribution
similar to the motor-driven pump to the intact
SGs. Thus, with either motor-driven pump or
turbine drivin pump single failure consideration,
the auxiliary feedwater system can deliver the

,

designed flow of 450 gpm.

.

m____ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ ______._ .___ _ _________._________.1_______________________._____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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Question 6c Confirm the teses for the setpoints and allowable
Table 3.3-4, values as specified in the TS.

Item 9

1ssue

TS Table 3.3-4, Item 9 presents isFAS
Instrumentation trip setpoint and allowable value
for 4KV Dnergency Bus Undervoltage-Grid Degraded

Voltage (Loss of Power). F.aviewer requested that
bases for setpoints be confi med.

Resolution

The NRC staff issued a generic letter, dated
August 12, 1976 requesting all licensees to
analyze their Class IE electrical distribution
system to determine if the coerability of safety
related equipment could be adversely affected by
short term or long term degradation of grid system
voltage. A supplemental generic letter issued
June 2,1977 prorided staff positions pertaining
to degraded Grid voltage protection and the
selection of voltage and time setpoints, and
appropriate technical specifications. The

licensce's responses, including setpoints, were
reviewed by the staff and found acceptable as
discussed on Page 8-1 of Supplement 1 to the SER.

_ _ - _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____-_- _ _ -
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Question 7a and 7f Clarify the inconsistency between the TS response

-Table 3.3-5, Item 2a time values and the FSAR values used in the LOCA

Table 3.3.-5 Item 3a analyses.

Issue

TS Table 3.3-5, lists engineered safety features
response time. Items 2a and 3a provide Safety

Injection (ECCS) response time of 27 seconds
(without offsite power) due to containment
pressure - high and pressurizer pressure-low-low
initiating signals during LOCA analyses,
respectively. Reviewer questioned the response

time between items 2a, 3a and 4a.

Resolution

No LOCAs were analyzed for initial condition below
P-11 interlock. Low head safety injection pumps
are required during the LOCA cases which results in
a response time of 27 seconds (without offsite
power) for Items 2a and 3a as shown in the table
below. Item 4a represents the main steamline
break where the low head safety injection pumps are

not expected to deliver flow because of the high
RCS pressure. Consequently, the response time is

shorter as indicated in the table below.

Therefore, the additional 5 seconds delay for low
head safety injection pumps to attain their
discharge pressun is not included in the safety
analysis for steam line break.

_ _ _ - _ - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _____ _ __ _ _ ____ _____ __ _ _ ____
_
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- TS-Table 3.3-S Initiating. TS Response-

Item Signal Time ;

2a.' Safety injection Containment Pressure-Hfgh - 27 seconds

-(ECCS)-

3a. Safety Injection Pressurizer Pressure-Lot-Low 27/12 seconds-

(without/with i

off-site

power)

4a. Safety injection Steam Line Pressure-Low 22/12 seconds

(ECCS)-

4

e

-

..

l -

4

-

,

%
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Question 7b and 79 Clarify the 2.0 seconds TS response time value-

iTable 3.3-5. Item-2b versus the 1.0 seconds value on FSAR Page 7.3-8
Table 3.3-5, Item 3b value. Thedescriptor(fromSI)isincorrectand

should be deleted.

Issue

^

TS Table 3.3-5, items 2b and 3b provide reactor
trip (from SI signal) response time of G 2 secondsd

for containment pressure-high and pressurizer
pressure-low-low initiating signals respectively. ;

. ,

The lower value of 1.0 second on FSAR Page 7.3-8 is
the limit on the delay in receipt of SI actuation
upon exceeding the high containment pressure
setpoint.

,

Resolution
L

The response time listed in TS Table 3.3-5 is not
related to 1.0 second limit in FSAR page 7.3-8.

|-

The FSAR value of 1.0 cecond is the time it takes
to generate e safety injection signal. The
description "(from SI)" is correct in that the;, . -

allowable delay for'a reactor trip due to the SI
actuation signal is 2 seconds. This value is
independent of=the setpoint and associated delay of

the initiator of SI.

4

9

4

..,,e - ~ . , . -
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--Question 7c and 7h Justify the TS values used for containment isolation
-Table 3.3-5, Item 2d valves closure time for LOCA analyses.

Table 3.3-5, Item 3d

Issue

TS Table 3.3-5, Items 2d and 3d list retainment
- isolation-phase "A" (2) response tigt:, & 18 and
28 seconds for containment pressure-high and
pressurizer pressure-low-low initiating signals
for LOCA analysis with and without offsite power
respectively. The reviewer questioned the
acceptability of the containment isolation
response times.

Resolution

The only isolation valves explicitly considered in
the radiological consequences analysis of a LOCA
include the containment purge, exhaust and the
process line isolation valves which connect

containment to the environanent. The containmenti.
purge and exhaust valves will close in 4 seconds.

' The process lines with flutds will take longer time
to close in comparison to the purge valves. The
process lines valves will close in about 18 seconds--

(with offsite power). However, ANSI-N271-1976/ANS 56.2,
" Containment Isolation Provisions for Fluid Systems"
recommends that, in general, closure times should
be as low as reasonably attainable,- based on
manufacturers' reconinended times and valve sizes,

but generally not less than 15 :econds and in any
case, no more than one minute. If these guidelines
are met, releases through these process line valves

before closure need not be modeled in the dose
calculation. Therefore, the TS containment- _

isolation valves closure time of 18 seconds is
acceptable.

9 y- Y y s- m #y w, --- ,W---a+ w M w -
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Question 7e Clarify the TS concerning auxiliary feedwater
Table 3.3-5, system initiation on Centainment Pressure-High

item 2f in Modes 3 and 4.

Issue

TS Table 3.3-5, Item 2f provides auxiliary feed-
water system response time for actuation from a
containment pressure-high initiating signal as
"N.A."

Resolution

FSAR accidents analyses do not take any r,redit for
actuation of the auxiliary feedwater system fron a
containment pressure-high signal. Cociequently,
N.A. has been entered for the response time in

table 3.3-5. However, the TS Table 3.3-5, Note 5
clarifies that the response tine for motor-driven

auxiliary feedwater pumps on all safety injection
signals shall be less than or equal to 60 seconds.
Rosponse time limit includes opening of valves to
establish safety injection path and attainment of
discharge pressure for auxiliary feedwater pumps.
The AFW response time as "N.A." is acceptable,

l
4

.

. _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
__
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Question 7j Clarify the TS concerning auxiliarv feedwater
Table 3.3-5, system under pressurizer-pressure-low-low

Item 3f initiation signal.

Issue

TS Table 3.3-5, Item 3f provides auxiliary feed-
water system response time as "N.A." due to

pressurizer pressure-low-low initiating signal.
The reviewer questioned the "N.A." entry for this

item.

Resolution

The main steamline depressurizatinn event
(inadvertent opening of a steam generator safety,
relief or dump valve) assumes ESF actuation on
pressurizer pressure-low-lcw initiating signal.
For this event it is conservatively assuned that
auxiliary feedwater is actuated at the maximum flow
rate at the initiation of the event to accentuate
the cooldown. Any delay in auxiliary feedwater
actuation would be beneficial and therefore a
response time requirement is not applicable or
appropriate.

I

__ _ __ - --_-_____-_-_______-_________________________ _ - -____ - _____________________ _ _ _____ - _ _ _ _
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Qu'estion 7m. Confirm that the TS containment-spray response

. Table 3.3.-5 -time and- FSAR ~ analysis value are consistent.
,

,

Resolution

TS Table 3.3-5, Item Sa lists containment spray
response time of 4 45 seconds following a contain.
ment pressure-high-high initiating signal. TS
response time of 45. seconds is consistent with the
FSAR containment analysis actuation assumption as -

shown in FSAR Table 6.2.1-16.
.

e

i

J.
'

!

._
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Question 70 Confirm that the TS automatic switchover to
Table 3.3-5, recirculation response tiene is consistent with the

Item 12 FSAR assumption.

Issue

TS Table 3.3-5. Item 12 lists response time 46 60

seconds for automatic switchover to recirculation'

resulting from a refueling water storage tank
(RWST) level initiating signal. The reviewer
questioned the basis for this value.

'

Resolution

The containment sump valves are interlocled with
the RWST isolation valves to the RHR pumps such that

these isolation valves will close when the contain-
ment sump valves reach their full open position.
This automatic switchover provides an uninterrupted
flow of water to the RHR pumps.

The automatic switchover to recirculation is
initiated when the level setpoint is reached in the
RWST. The plant procedures as delineated in FSAR
Table 6.3.2-3A/3B test to ensure switchover delay

of 60 seconds which is consistent with the TS
response tine.

,e

'

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
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Question 9 Justify TS action requirement to restart an idle
Page 3/4 4-2 loop when in Mode 3 with no reactor coolant loops

TS 3.4.1.2 in operation; or explain how natural circulation
is accomplished with emergency procedures.

Issue

TS 3.4.1.2, Action C states, "with no reactor

coolant loop in operation, suspend all operations
involving a reduction in boron concentration of
the RCS and imediately initiate corrective action
to return the required reactor coolant loop to
operation." The reviewer questions the basis for
these procedural actions and prepares alternate
action which is to implement an E0P for natural
circulation.

Resolution

For the condition of no reactor coolant loops in
operation while in mode 3 the licensee will
immediately initiate corrective action to restart
the reactor coolant pumps to operation per the
Abnormal Procedure, AP/I and 2/A 5500/09," Plant

Operations During Natural Circulation." If
restart of reactor coolant pumps is not successful,
natural circulation cooling is verified and
maintained per this same procedure actions and
their sequence are standard in the industry and are
acceptable to the staff. It is to be noted that
E0Ps can only be entered following a reactor trip
or safety injection.
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Question lla . The operator aligns the Residual Heat Removal
TS Section 3.4,5 System at less than 400 psig and 350*F. The.

valves -in the line from the RWST are closeo.

Resolution ,

The " question" is merely a statement of operator-
action to align RHR. It remains true and requires
no response.

LOCAs in lower modes of operation and loss of RHR
'

cooling in lower modes will be addressed
generically in Question Sb.

|

i. -
|-.

j l.
'

IE

..

t-

|

|

'

.

1.
1

I
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Question-11b When the sytem is in the RHR cooling modes, the

TS 3.5 operator would place all safeguards--systems valves
in the required positions for plant operation and
place the safety injection, centrifugal charging,-
and residual heat removal pumps along with SI
accumulator in ready and then manually actuate SI.

Resolution

.This " question" is a statement of operator action
-to' align the ECCS for use from a shutdown

condition. It remains true and requires no
response.

LOCAs in lower modes of operation and loss of RHR

cooling in lower modes will be addressed
generically in Question 56.

I

.

:

||\

!
,

4

.
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. Question 11c- The. question is not clearly stated.

,.

=TS 3.5
,

Resolution-
,

This " question" is largely a quotation from the
FSAR. The last two paragraphs are statement
introducing a_ quotation from the SER. This

- question requires no response. *

LOCAs in lower modes of operation and loss of RHR
' cooling in' lower modes will be addressed

generically in Ouestion Sb.

!

.

.

-

V

b

i
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Question 12a. Explain.why FSAR value for nitrogen cover-pressure

TS 3.S.1.1.d- of cold leg accumlators should not be of higher
value to account for channel error and drift
consideration. - >

Issue

FSAR safety analysis value is 400 psig for
nitrogen cover-pressure of cold leg accumulators.
TS setpoint value is also 400 psig. How do we
account for channel error and drift consideration?

t

Resolution

Since the UHI system is removed, the licensee
revised the v61ue for nitrogen cover-pressure of
cold leg accumlator to 585 psig in comparison to
400 psig with UHI accumlator. The alarm is set
at 590 psig to account for channel error and drift
consideration.

In the near future, the licensee will consider the channel
error and drift values in the safety analysis when

- they revise the LOCA analyses to meet the SG tubes

plugging requirement. The safety analysis value
will be 564 psig and the TS value will remain the
sane, 585 psig.

;
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Question'12b Verify that the accumulators relief valves
".15 4.5.1.1.1.d.1 setpoints are included in the Inservice Testing'

program,-

Resolution

The cold leg accumulators relief valves are not
required to perform a safety function either to

' shutdown the reactor or to mitigate the t

consequences of an accident. .Therefore, these
valves are not included in the'IST program.

~

However, these valves are included in the
licensee's preventive maintenance program at this i

Itime.

s ,

e

i
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,

4

w. _- - - . - .sm .r, , r e -- y - - . --t . - ,-



. __ __ __ _ .. _._ _ . ._ . _ .. ___ .

. , , _ * ,

v. 28

Question 13 Verify the water temperature value used in the'

_

TSL3.5.1.2.d safety analysis for UHI accumulator.

Verify that the accumulator relief valve setpoint is-
included in the Inservice Testing Program.

Issue

(1) Should the accumulator water temperature value be
in the technical specification?

'(?) Should the accumulator relief valve setpoint be in
the IST program.

Resolution

(1) The safety analysis value related to UHI
accumulator water temperature is assumed to be the

upper bound value of 100'F. Since the UHI

accumulator is not' heated or located inside
containment, there is no real mechanism for
increasing. temperatures during operation.
Therefore, there is no need for TS or UHI
accumulator' water temperature.

-(2) The UHI accumulator relief valve is not required"

to perform a safety function either to shutdown
the reactor or to mitigate the consequences of an~

accident. Therefore. it is:not in the IST
program.

McGuire Units l/2 are. ice condenser plants with'

Upper Head'Ir.jection system. Experience has
demonstrated that the UHI system adds to the

complexity of plant operation,-requires additional
maintenance and generally reduces plant
availability. The TS Amendment 57 (Unit 1) and 3P

(Unit 2)-approved the removal of the UHI system

for McGuire Units 1/P.

__ _ . - _ _ _ , __
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-Question 14; Verify the bases for the flow distributions in the
TS 4.5.2.h- ECCS system and how they meet minimum flow

conditions to intact loops during accident
occurrences.

Resolution
/-

The ECCS flows assumed in the LOCA analyses are

the bases for the limits as specified in TS'
4.5.2.h.

Flow balance tests are performed during shutdown
to account for any change in the subsystem flow
characteristics to ensure adequate flow for ECCS

consideration. ECCS flow injected to the broken

cold leg is assumed to spill in LOCA analyses.
The flow balance tests will place limits on the
branch lines to' ensure that total designated. flow
reaches the intact loops.

,

i
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Questiun 17 FSAR page 9,2-13 states that "in the event of-

TS 3/4.7.5 solid layer of ice" forms on the Standby Nuclear
Service Water Pond (SNSWP), the operating train is
manually aligned to SNSWP. Provide-tafety-related |
reason for this action.

Resolution

McGuire Units 1/2 have two sources for ultimate
heat sink, the primary source is a . lake and the
backup source is a pond. In.the case of severe,
prolonged cold weather, the operating train could'

be aligned manually from the control room to
desolve the ice layer on the top of the pond. In

. ten years of operation, the licensee never
experienced this kind of situation or any
operating problems. Therefore, the licensee
deleted this action and description from the FSAR
and-does not require any TS surveillance for this-
system.

,

a
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: Question 18_ Why TS are not applied to flow control--valves
'

.75 3/4.9.1~ INV-171 A and'INV-175 A?
!

N'

Resolution

Surveillance Requirement 4.9.1.3 requires that !

valve #INV-250 shall be verified locked closed !

under administrative controls'at least once per 72 !

hours- during refueling operation.. This valve is
. upstream of valves INV-171 A andLINV-175 A and; ,

.

1

isolates the flow path to prevent the inadvertent |

dilution of the RCS boron concentration. |

Therefore, INV-171 A and INV-175 A are not part of ;
'

TS.

r

I

!.
|

|
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DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL-SPECIFICATIONS,

.

-Licensee Responte (Duke Power) dated June 10, 1986 '*

_,.

i

Plant-Specific Issues: 41 ;

Generic Issues: 20
,

Process Used to Review DP0 Issues'

- Discussion withi
* Robert Licciardo.

, NRR_ Reviewers - SRXB, SPLB, SICB, SELB AND EMEB i
n

- Meeting with Licensee Feb. 26/27 i

b -Review of FSAR, Technical Specificatior- ond Setpoint
Methodology Report

!

L - Resolved Plant-Specific Issues into Four Categories
'

*

JTS Amendment: 9 Issues Closed

FSAR' Amendment: 6 Issues Closed
.No--Licer.see= Action Required: 23 Issues Closed 3 Still Open.

.

1 . .

-
-

WeLwill complete our evaluation of the. plant specific actions by
-Aprilfl990.

E
'

-Generic Issues-'

-

Approximately.60% offthe. generic issues'have been dispositioned- _

Lat this time.. The remaining: issues will be dispositioned by
), June 1990,

p
' *a -Conclusion ~ ,

I LPlant-Specific Issues - No safety concern
o* Generic Issues - Issues have merits and need to

be studied

,

b

.
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STATUS OF DP0 ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION

'March 2?, 1990-

- Plant-Specific TS Issues i

SRXB had a-working level meeting |with the licensee in their office on Feb 26/27
to discuss the DP0 issues. The licensee was co-operative and helpful providing
adequate information. Our meeting was constructive.-

The licensee responded to all 51 DPO. issues in their submittal dated June 10, '

1986.- Out of 51 DP0_ issues, 41 issues are plant-specific and 10 issues are of
generic in nature. To date, 38 plant specific issues have been resolved.to
SRXB satisfaction. More_information from the licensee is needed to complete

t the review of the remaining- 3 issues.
.

SRXBihas divided.these' plant-specific issues into the four categories:

'

(1)_ - Plant-specific DP0 issues -resolved by the TS amendment as. listed in
'

. Table-1.
,

i
'

F(2).. Plant-specific DP0 issues resolved by updating the FSAR as listed in
. .

-Table-2.

'
.

- L(3) Plant-specific DP0 issues-do not require any action and the staff
-agrees with~thd licensee response as per Table-3.

'

-(4)_DP01ssuesconsideredasgenericissuesandtoberesolvedbythe,
_ _

_ OTSB under LTS-improvement program as per Table _4. ),
1

,

k
:

.

p
,
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l

l- Plant-seecific issues status
f

_TS Amendment : 9 complete
,

FSAR Update, : 6. complete .

No Action Required : 23 complete

'(Staff Lagrees;with

'theLlicensee.
response)

Open issues .: 3 open

(AYaitingmore

-information) _ 41
,

= Generic 1TS: Issues: 2

OTSBireviewedallgenericissuesandmadeengineeringjudgementtodetermine-
which issues will 'be addressed'in upgraded TS and, which' are not.(See Table-5)..-

Approximately, 60% of the generic issues have been resolved by either
cdetermining thef TS was correct' Lincorporating-es- LCO, Action statements .oripart,

sof Bases Section.at this time.: The remaining. issues will be dispositioned by
dune'1990.- We consider this:a', resolution of the DPO and will inform Mr.

ELicciardo at that time. ---

It should be noted that actual implementation inay: change due to the negotiation-

[ with1the Owners Groups. Implementation will1be completed:as ipart of 'the ,
_

[ L scheduled' TS - upgrade ' p rogram.>

O ,

1:

If-any changes occur-as. airesult .ofcthe negotiations. we |will inform
LMr.1Licciardo.-

'I
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' .DP0 CONCERNS ON HCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

i,
"

TABLE-1

i

PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0' ISSUES ~ RESOLVED BY TECHNICAL SPECIFICTION AMENDMENT
I

TE ' SUBJECT TS AMEN 0 MENT NO.
QUESTION UNIT 1- UNIT 2 h

'

'
,

6a. Table 3.3-4, Item 4d. Steam Line Isolation 102- 84
i

'

. Trip _Setooint

: 7d . Table 3.3-5, Item 2e Containment Purge and 102 84 .;

. Exhaust Isolation Response
'

Time :

102 84 .;
" " "

7i Table 3.3-5, Item 3e
102 84" " "

7k Table 3.3-5, Item 4e

71 Table 3.3-5, Item 4h Steam Line Isolation 29 10
-|

I
Response Time

! 7n Table 3.3-5, Item 6b Feedwater Isolation -102 84
;

2

.

.

Response Time-
i

12a TS.3.5.1.1.d' Cold' Leg Injection 57 38

; Accuaclation Nitrogen
\ i

Cover-pressure

57 38 j
13 TS 3.5.1.2.d Upper Head Injection

Accusslator
Baron Concentration. 105 87 ,

18 TS 3/4.9.1 L

>

e

|
~

.i
' -

'n- -
. . ... .. .,

_
- - . . -
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DP0 CONCERNS)0N MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS*

,
,

i
.

f TABLE-2.--

i

i. .

PLANT-SPEC'IFIC'.DPOIISSUES'RCSOLVED BYiUPDATING FSAR
;

,

'
i
.

I- !,

SUBJECT UPDATE REFERENCE
i QUESTION T_ S_ -

Ic . Table 2.2-1, Item 9 Reactor: Trip-Setpoint FSAR Table 15.0.6-1 :

Id Table 2.2.-1, Item 13 Reactor' Trip-Setpoint Licensee perfonned a new |
'

analysis and would update,

the FSAR [
.

s

i 4a/4b Table 3.3-2, Item 9/10 Reactor Trip-Response . Licensee ressanse dated .

June 10, 1986 made a [
Time r

commitment to update the j j..
,

1

FSAR
,

k

Table 3.3-2, Item 17 Reactor Trip-Response ' Licensee response dated
*

,

4c June 10,1986 made a ,

Time- #

commitment to update the 4l,

f FSAR ;

2

79
Table 3.3-5, item 3b- Reactor Trip-Response FSAR Page.7.2-15 ,

|
Time "

,

i,

! !
l )
a

,
I

'.
'

L

~

!
. .

! .. .. .;'
_

,._ , .. ~ - c--. . - _, _ _ _ ___.
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DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

TABLE-3
,

STATUS OF PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES REVIEWED BY SRXB

1

QUESTION TS SUBJECT STATUS
_

'
>
.

Complete - Staff agrees: ;Steam Generator-Setpoint --

1 ' Table 2.2-1
with the licensee clariff-
cation and that'reo change

'

needed
i" "

la Table 2.2-1, Item'3 Reactor Trip-Setpoint
i" "

Ib Table 2.2-1, Item 4 Reactor Trip-Setpoint
" "

le - Table 2.2-1, Item.18b Reactor Trio-Setpoint , , ,

2 TS Pag 2 3/4.1-6, Minimum Temperature for {;" "

'(TS 3.1.1.4). . Criticality

3 Table 3.3-1, Item 6c Reactor Trip Instrumentation *j" "
,

f" "
Auxiliary Feedwater Mode

Sa Table 3.3-3, Item 79
Applicability

- i. :

" "

6b Table 3.3-4, Items. . Auxiliary.Feedwater-Tr*7

7c (1) and (2) Setpoints .,

i" "

7a Table 3.3-5, Item 2a Safety Injection (ECCS) -
t

Response Time
,.

'
""

I 7b Table 3.3-5, Item 2b' i.uactor Trip (from SI) ,

- Response Time'

,

w -

--2 - [

. . l.

t T
'-'

1' - '-_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . _ _ . . . _ _ . _ - e..
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. TABLE-3 (continued) !

.

SUBJECT' STATUS,

TS
QUESTION:

Table 3.3-5,JItem 2d Containment: Isolation - Complete - staff agrees with
*

7c
Phase'"A" (2) -' Response the licensee. clarification

and that no change needed -

Time- '

"-"

Table 3.3-5,, Item 2f- Auxiliary Feeowater - , i7e 1

~ Response Time''
-|**

Safety Injection (ECCS) - ;

7f Table 3.3-5,. Item 3a
Response Tise

*"

7h Tabla 3.3-5,. Item 3d : Containment Isolation -
Ph&se "A" (2) - Response

. .
i

Time- I""

|-
7j Table 3.3-5, item 3f- Auxiliary Feedwater (5) -

-|
: Response Time a"i "

7m Table 3.3-5,' Item Sa Containment Spray - Response

Tine. "*

70 Table.3.3-5,' Item 12 Automatic Switchover to
Recirculation-Response Time '

""

latural-Circulation Cooldown
9 TS Page 3/4 4-2 ,

b

-(TS 3.4.1) ;..
'

ECCS
lla TS 3/4.5 ..

ECCS
11b TS 3.5 . -

. ,

ECCS
11c TS 3.5 *

""
ECCS .- Subsystems -

14 ._ TS 4.5'.2. h [
*"

. ECCS' - Subsysteins ~

15 TS 3/4.5.3
-3-

,

e 8

9O em

-w - ns' +w - = , ;myr4 + # v -m---. .n.,a w,- 4 -p-s ..- y; 4w.--
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TABLE-3(continuedl

STATUS
SUBJECT

T3
QUESTION

Open-Under SRAB Review
Table 3.3-4, Item 9 (Awaitingadditional6e

information from the
licensee)

.

**

Accumlator Relief Valve
TS 4.5.1.1.1.1.d.112b Setpoints Testing

|

!

'*

I;uciaar Service Water
17 TS 3/4.7.5

Systew tiltimate Ifeat Sink

-4-

{ s

..

* *
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DP0 CONCERNS ON HCGU1RE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS ~ i
4 I

>
* >

,

TABLE-4;'
,

, r

DP0 ISSUES CONSIDERED AS GENERIC ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED BY THE OTS84

! UNDER TS IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM i

i, .
'

!
2

STATUSSUBJECT 3 i
QUESTION TS

.

.I

f
;

' Sb Table 3.3-3, .Ites B LOCAs and. loss of RHR in Open
r j

'

i a awer Modes t ic' '
," ,

i

|- 8a TS 3/4.4.1 G.2.6.1 Rapid Reactivity increase- r
i

!
~

in Lower Modesr
4 " t

i- TS 3/4.4.1 G.2.6.2 Steam Line 3reaks E

|
Sb "

Bc TS 3/4.4.1 -G.2.6.3 Loss of Primary Coolant:
;

|
" ,

! 8d TS 3/4.4.1 G.2.6.4 Increase in RCS Temperature
|"

i 8e 15 3.4.1
'

1
. .

4-3 !10 TS Page 3/4 "
7;

16 TS'3.7.1.2.6 Auxiliary Feedwater Operability
|; Refueling Operations

"

19 TS 3/4.9.8 |f
"

20 15 4.9.8.2 Refuelin9 Operations
i

; f
! !

i !

i 5

1 f
1 !
i !

-

i t
; i

i ,|*

i ;

)
i s

* - +

-.-: ..,
m- , p. w , ,r,, , y .- - y -, ,._,.
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UNITED sT ATEs# '
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* i NUCLE AR REGULATORY COMMISSION[' , te,.

I wAsmotow. o. c. rotss;

*v, Y/|'

,

.....
ENCLOSURE

OF0 CONCERNS Ot.' MCGUIRE TECHillCAL SPECIFICAT10h5

*it,BLE- 5
i

Li>0155015 00!!$10EPED AS GEliERIC ltSUES TO BE RESOLVED BY THE OTSB

Uf;0ER TS IMPPOYEMENT 900GPAM

!

Concern H Subject Status

9A 3/4.2.5 DNB parameters To be covered in
bases

10A _ 3/4.3.1 Source Range Neutron flux In proposed sis .

(NRCmarkup)

:

14A Tabit 3.3 3 ESFAS instrun.entation In proposed STS
cor.tainment chase *B" (NRC tr.arkup)
isolation pressure ;ii hi

15A Table 3.3-4 ESFAS trip setpoints Under review
feedwater isolation

16A 3/4.4 RCS hot nutdown Under review

(Quest.10)
-

i 19A 3/4.4 Cold shutdown with loops Under review
filled

-

29A 3/4.7 a. AFW system operability Covered by proposed

(Quest.10) b. AFW instrumentation STS

30A 3/4.7 MSly's operability Covered by proposed
STS

L - 31 A 3/4.7 ADV's Covered by new STS

I 32A 3/4.7.3 CCW-operability modes 5 & 6 Covered by definition ,

iof operability - no
| new spec.

33A 3/4.7.4. SWS-operability modes 5 & 6- See 3EA

/

1..
. . , . , .

,

mmr -- e v- w eie ter-s-w seyt r w a ex- eces**ee-g9 wrw- w d ee Mwe eery-+qw---+ere =w a-w"*e-t'9 -g--p<sy_w- - -t-e- *y r# m - r -r*N- t'N'= 'W '*TP "'-8W F4"- er*9P"Fr"eM .9++weFe *- 17T-
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C er.cer n TS Sulject Status

30A 3/4.9.8 Fft-high water level Urter review
(Quest. 19)

3C A 3/4.9 Fefueling operations low Under review
(Ovest.IO) water level

SE1 Te!it 1.2 1 FT.s tetroints - low power In troposed STE
recctor trip (t*Ctaerkup)

SB Tal,le 2.E.1 a. P-7 permissive In proposed STS (hRC
b. pressurizer wattr level merLup)

high

300 3/4.3 F-11 interlock Under review

ESFAS eutoswitchever on in proposed STS
(Quest.Eb;T6ble3.5-3120

FWST level (hf C st.artup)
'

ISB 3.4.4.1 FCS loops Under review
(Cuesc. 86
Et , Ec. Bd. & Ec)

20B 3/4.7.! Vitimatt heat sink . 3?A'

operet,ility modes 5 & 6

21B 3/4.9 Ftfueling operations-low Under review
water level

i

i

I

.

-- , . _ . , _ , . - -- .-w-< - . - --
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"
wasHiwo ton. o. c. ro666-

s f

%' . a...f June 7, 1990.

Docket' Nos. 50-369
' and 50-370

Mr. H. B. Tucker, Vice Presidc*>t
Nuclear Production Department
Duke Power Company
P. O. Bcx 1007
Charlotte. North Carolina 20201-1007

Dear Mr. Tucker:

SUDJECT: STATUS OF PLANT-SPECIFIC ISSUES FROM DIFFERING PROFES-
SlONAL OPINION OF MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS (T ACS
55435/55436)

By letter of June 10, 1986, you responded to certain issues that
are the subject of a differing professional opinion by a member of
the NRC staff as a result of the 1983 review of the McGuire
Technical Specifications (TSs). The enclosed memorandum indicates
the currrent status and pending actions for resolution of these
issues.

' As . noted in the enclosure, most of the plant-specific issues
involving a change in documentation have_now been resolved by TS
amendment or FSAR annual update. The plant-specific effort will
be concluded on the basis of your update to Note e of FSAR Table N 6
7.2.1-4 and your proposed amendment to change TS 3/4.5.3 for'I )
consistency with the FSAR and with TS 3.4.9. q he generic issues /T
have been incorporated into our TecMical Spec'4fication Improve- "-

ment' Program and should be completed later thi on . g4
'

#The NRC staff wishes to express its appreciation 10 t he de t a'1,l ed j'
effort provided by Mr. Jackie Lee and others,of your company in, ~ < '

support of this matter. We look forward to your_ timely-
submittals in order that we may bring the remaining issues to
prompt resolution. Please advise me of your schedule to this h / { [:
****

~;I
The reporting and/or recordkeeping requirements of this letter Y

g V~affect fewer than ten respondents; therefore, OMB clearance is J
not required under P.L. 96-511.

g/y
! */ir

,

|
|

~

.

.- , .-. - - -- . - , - . . - . - -- . . . - . - ._
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_ '. Corrected letter copy
Original distribution on 6/13 incomplete'

*

2
.

If you have questions regarding this matter, contact me at (301)
492-090$.

.

,' Sincerely.

/S|1

Darl S. Hood, Project Manager
Project Directorate !!-3
Division of Reactor Projects-1/Il
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure
As stated

cc w/ enclosure:
See next page

'

DISTRIBUTION
Docket filc~
NRC & Local PDRs
PD 11-3 Reading
Svarga
Glainas

'DHood[
Ringran

' OGC (f/ info only)
EJordan
ACKS (10)
McGuire Plant File

I' A. 3.) H x .s li fn
LA.PD 11-3 PM:PD 11-3 D:PD 11-3
Ringram DHood DMatthews
6/'i/90 6/ l/90 6/7/90
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Mr. H. B. Tucker
Duke Power Company McGuire Nuclear Station .

t

CC:
r

Mr. A.V. Carr, Esq. Dr. John M. Barry
Duke Power Company Department of Environmental Health
P. O. Box 33189 Mecklenburg County
422 Sout,h Church Street 1200 Blythe Boulevard
Charlotte, North Carolina 28242 Charlotte, North Cervlina 28203

County Manager of Mecklenburg County Mr. Dayne H. Brown, Director
720 East Fourth Street- Departnent of Environmental,
Charlotte, North Carolina 28202 Health and Natural Resources

Division of Radiation Protection
P.O. Box 27687

Mr. J. S. Warren Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-7687
Duke Power Company
Nuclear Production Department Mr. Alan R. Herdt, Chief
P. O. Box 33189 Project Branch #3
Charlotte, North Carolina 28242 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission

101 Marietta Street, NW, Suite 2900
J. Michael McGarry, 111, Esq. Atlanta, Georgia 30323
Bishop, Cook, Purcell and Reynolds
1400 L Street, N.W. Ms. Karen E. Long
Washington, D. C. 20005 Assistant Attorney General

. N. C. Department of Justice
Senior Resident Inspector P.O. Box 629
c/o U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission Raleigh, North Carolina 27602
12700 Hagers Ferry Road
Huntersv111e, North Carolina- 28078

Regional Administrator, Region 11
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
101 Marietta-Street, N.W., Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30323

Ms. S. S..Kilborn
Arc.a Manager, Mid-South Area

ESSD Projects
Westinghouse Electric Corporation
MNC West Tower - Bay 239
P. O, Box 355
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15230

L

|

' t

|

L
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, ,, g

NUCLFAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONg ge
WASHIN010N, D. C. 20666ti>

,

\,,,/ May 14, 1990

NEMORANDUM FOR: Steven A. Varga, Director
Division of Reactor Projects - 1/11

FROM: Ashok C. Thadani, Director
Division of Systems Technology

SUti1ECT: RESOLUTION OF PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES CONCERNING MCGUIRE
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

Dr. Thomas Murley's memorandum dated December 29, 1989, identified the scope
of work to resolve'the differing of professional opinion (DPO) issues
concerning McGuire Technical Specifications. The Reactor Systems Branch was
assigned the responsibility to resolve all the plant-specific DP0 issues by
April 1990. The Technical Specifications Branch (OTSB) will complete the
evaluation of all DP0 generic issues by June 1990. PD 11 3 will issue the

! final consolidated report by July 1990. The Director, DST, will coordinate the
overall foreguing actions.

Plant-Specific DP0 Issue - SRXB

_The licensee provided their response to the plant-specific DP0 issues in their
,

submittal dated June 10,1986(Ref.4). The licensee responded to 51 DP0
issues in their submittal. Out of 51 issues, the licensee concluded that 41
issues are plant-specific and 10 issues are generic in nature.'

In performing our review of the plant specific issues, we have discussed them*

with Robert Licciardo, NRR reviewers of various branches, (SRXB, SPLB,' Sa6,
SELB, EMEB, and PRPB) and the licensee. For the most part, the issues inycived
inconsistencies between the FSAR safety analysis values, technical specifica-
tions values and the setpoint methodology report values. Resolution of these'

41 issues involved disposition in one of the following categories:

(1) Plant-specific issues resolved by Technical Specification Amendment as
listed in Table-1.

(2) P_lant-specific issues resolved by updating the FSAR as listed in Table-2.

(3) Plant-specific issues determined not to require any action by the licensee
,

j as listed in Table 3.

The 10 generic issues identified by the licensee in their submittal will be
resolved by the OTSB-under the Technical Specifications Improvement Program by _
June 1900. These issues are listed in Table-4

Each plant-specific issue and its resolution are discussed in detail in
Enclosures 1, 2, and 3. These enclosures provide the resolution of the issues

| Contact: K. Desai, SRXB, x21058

!

j f~-,

- . - . . _
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e i

Steven A. Varga -2- May 14, 1990

as listed in the Tables 1, 2, and 3 respectively. This completes our efforts on
the DP0 plant-specific issues.

Generic DP0 1ssues - OTSB

Table.5 lists all generic issues including the issues identified in Table-4.
licability, either extending the mode

Most of the issues deal with mode app (Modes 5 and 6) or applying tne LCO toapplicability to the shutdown rnodes
other modes. A few may require changes t' actions taken when LCOs are not
met while others may require changes to .eillance requirements or the
Bases. One issue requires a new Technic. Specification.

OTSB has resolved these generic issues by either incorporating as LCO, action
statements, or part of Bases Section at this time. The staff dispositions may
change due to the interaction with the Owners Groups under the TS improvenent
program. These changes will be noted as a follow uo to the OP0 resolution.
OTSB will provide their evaluation report by June 1090,

''

hhA
,f

Asho C*, Thadani, Director
Divi ion of Systems Technology

Enclosures:
As stated

ec: See next page

.

|

e

|
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ec w/ enclosures:
T. Murley
F. Miraglia
W. Russell
A. Thadani
G. Lainas
B. Boger
G. Holahan
C. Rossi
J. Calvo
D. Matthews
S. Newberry
J. Mauck
F. Rosa
C. McCracken
J. Kudrick
R. Licciardo
L. Narsh
D. Hood
R. Giardina
T. Collins

.L. Phillips
P. VanDoorn, SRI
POR

SPXB Members

1
l

l

.

. . _ _ .. , . - . - . .
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OPO CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION

TABLE-1 PLANT-SPECIFIC OP0 ISSUES RESOLVED BY TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION
AMENDMENT

TABLE-2 PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES RESOLVED BY UPDATING FSAR

TABLE-3 PLANT-SPECIFIC CPO ISSUES REQUIRING NO LICENSEE ACTION

TABLE-4 DP0 ISSUES CONSIDERED AS GENERIC ISSl'ES TO BE RESOLVED BY THE
OTSE UNDER TS IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (LICENSEE IDENTIFIED THESE
ISSUES IN THEIR SUBMITTAL DATED JUNE 1986).

TABLE-5 OP0 ISSUES CONSIDERED AS GENERIC ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED BY THE
OTSB UNDER TS IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM. (TABLE 5 INCLUDES ISSUES
IDENTIFIED IN TABLE 4).
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. TABLE-1

.

DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS -

PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES RESOLVED BY TECHNICAL SPECIFICTION AMENDMENT

!
'

QUESTION * TS SUBJECT TS AMENDMENT NO. i

UNIT I UNIT 2
i

6a Table 3.3-4, Item 4d Steam Line Isolation 102 84
"

' Trip Setpoint !

7d Table 3.3-5. Item 2e Containment Purge and 102 84

Exhaust Isolation Response !

Time
f

71 Table 3.3-5, Item 3e- 102 84
" " *

; 7k Table 3.3-5, Item 4e' 102 84
" " "

:

i
'

71 Table 3.3-5, Item 4h Steam Line Isolation 29 10
*

*

4 Response Time
,
,'

7n Table 3.3-5 Item 6b Feedwater Isolation 102 84 ,!

Response Time
: i
,

; 15 TS 3/4.5.3 ECCS - Subsystems (Low The ifcensee is in I

Temperature Overpressure precess to revise the.

!-
; Protection TS.

I !' ;

, i
!; ;

* Questions. numbers are from reference 4 '

!- i

o' ,

-

. .
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!

1 TABLE-2 !
t, ,.

'
.

4'

DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECliNICAL SPECIFICATI0h5 I
, .

j. PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES RESOLVED BY UPDATING FSAR i

, -

|

;
- _TS SUBJECT UPDATE REFERENCE !00ESTION*- '

4

.

:

4a/4b Table 3.3-2, Items 9/10 Reactor Trip-Response FSAR Page 7.2-15
|

1 Time
!

| dc Table 3.3-2. Item 17 Reactor Trip-Response- Licensee response dated ;

*

Time June 10, 1986 made a F

: comunitaent to update the f

! FSAP Table 7.2.1-4, Note e. i
i i

! I
i i
9 L

5
!

| i
,

| ;

|
I

s

a

|

|

i i
1 !
4 !

!
t

i .

* Questions numbers are from reference 4.,

!
i !

l
!

!

1

.

4

! !
I

_ . - _. . . . . .]_ , _
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TAPLE-3 i4

;

DP0 CONCERNS'ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS fj
'

PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES REOUIRING N0 LICENSEE ACTION
.; .. j.

i

gUESTION* TS SUBJECT STATUS !
,

i |
!4

i 1 Table 2.2-1 Steam Generator-Setpoint - Complete - Staff agrees !
i i

j with the licensee response ;
, t

j and that no licensee action
{t

| required. Enclosure 3 pro- i
:

i vides the detafis of !

j resolution. 'i
i

.

t
! f

.la Table 2.2-1. Item 3 Reactor Trip-Setpoint !
" "

;
,

y

Ib Table 2.2-1, Item 4 Reactor Trip-Setpoint !
" *

Ic- Table 2.2-1 Item 9. Reactor Trip-Setpoint ;
" "

Id Table 2.2-1. Item 13 ' Reactor Trip-Setpoint h
* "

le Table 2.2-1. Item 18b Peactor Trip-Setpoint ;
* *

j 2 .TS Page 3/4.1-6, Minimum Temperature for l
" *

I (TS 3.1.1.4)- Criticality [
t

3 Table 3.3-1. Item 6c. Reactor Trip Instrumentation [
* *

,

j Sa Table 3.3-3, Item 79 Auxiliary Feedwater Mode f
" "

q Applicability
}

i '* Questions numbers are from reference 4. [
; i
! . !

i i

! - !

. ,Ii.

. _ , -
, - .- . +
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j TABLE-3 (continued) :
: !

| i

QUESTION . T_S SUBJECT STATUSS

l '6b Table'3.'3-4 Items Auxiliary Feedwater-Trip Complete - Staff agrees with j

7c'(1) and (2) Setpoints the licensee response and I

that no licensee action i,

required. Enclosure 3 pro-
'vides the details of

resolution. !

i

6c Table 3.3-4, Item 9 Loss of Power-Trip Setpoint " " '

I

i
!7a Table 3.3-5. Item 2a Safety Injection (ECCS) - * "
.

) Response Time I
i I

| 7b Table 3.3-5. Item 2b Reactor Trip (freer SI) !
" "

; - Response Time [
7c Table 3.3-5. Item 2d Containment Isolation - * * '

| Phase "A" (2) - Response !

Time

.

7e Table 3.3-5. Item 2f Auxiliary Feedwater -
t

" "

i
i

' Response Time i
.

; 7f Table 3.3-5, Item 3a Safety Injection (ECCS) - [
* *

Eesponse Time f
79 Table 3.3-5. Item 3b Reactor Trip-Response Time " *

i-

f
: -2- :
1 j

i- !
!
i

, , __
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TABLE'3 (continued)

QUESTI0ft .TS SUBJECT STATUS ,

i
>

7h Table S.3-5. - Item 3d Containment Isolation Complete - Staff agrees wf th f
the licensee response ami [
that no ifcensee action [
requ1 red. Enclosure 3 ;

;
provides the details of ,!

resolution. i

!
Phase "A" (2) - Response " "

,

,

Time
F

|
7J Table 3.3-5, Item 3f Auxiliary Feedwater (5) - [

" "

r

Response Time
{

7m Table 3.3-5.-Item Sa Containment Spray - Response [
* *

.f
Time

70 Table 3.3-5, Item 12 Automatic Switchover to * "

Recirculation-Response Time
9 TS Page 3/4 4-2 Natural Circulation Cooidown " "

(TS.3.4.1)
11a TS 3/4.5 ECCS " "

11b TS 3.5 ECCS " *

IIc TS 3.5 ECCS " "

.

-3-

.

--w - =2mm -s --w-.=asm. ., ~,ni--,.a+.--.m--- s. s ' -- .- --- -- -~.w: a.. _~ - . - - - - - - - - - - - .-.%s. -,--- - - - - - - - - ~ -.
.
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Table-3(continued)_:
<

!
>
'

OUESTION. _TS_ SUBJECT STATUS
,

{' 12a Table 3.5.1.1.d Cold leg injection Accus=1ator Complete - Staff agrees wf th
~ Nitmgen Cover Pressure the licensee response and - i

I
| that no licensee action 1

f; reoufred. Enclosure 3
! provides the details of f

If resolution.
|

.'
.

Accumulator Relief Valve !

'

t

12b TS 4.5.1.1.1.1.d.1
. L

" "

i
;- Setpoints Testing
!

j 13 TS.3.5.1.2.d Upper Head Injection. Accumulator . [
* "

] 14 TS 4.5.2.h ECCS - Subsystees " "

17 TS 3/4.7.5 Standby Nuclear %rvice Water I

'
; Por.d

18 TS 3/4.9.1 Boron Concentration " "
,

:

I

I !
4 a
.

-

4-

}
!

,

-

_4_ ',

!
^

i i
, __ , . _ - - , - _ , - __ , . _ . . .. ~. . :
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: TABLE-4
? !

l.

; DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS
,

DP0 ISSUES CONSIDERED AS GENERIC ISSUES TO BE FESOLVED BY THE OTSB i
; !

UNDER TS IMPPOYEMENT PR0fAAM i
!
;,,

;
QUESTION * TS SUBJECT ' STATUS' f

, t

! I

i

.
Sb Table 3.3-3, Item 8 Automatic Switchover to Open i

;

Recirculation and toss of RHR *

Cooling (Modes 4.and 5). f
Ba TS'3/4.4.1 G.2.6.1 Rapid Reactivity Increase !

' "

!

in Lower Modes -|,

8b TS 3/4.4.1 G.2.6.2 . Steam Line Breaks "''

8c TS 3/4.".1 G.2.6.3 Loss of Primary Coolant "

8d TS 3/4.4.1 G.2.6.4 Increase in RCS Temperature '-

;

Be TS 3.4.1 RCS Loops i
"

,

:

10 .TS Page 3/4 4-3' RCS - Hot ShutJown -"
{

; 16- TS 3.7.1.2.6' Auxiliary Feedwater Operability [
*

f, 19 TS'3/4.9.8 Refueling Operations !
*

3 .

;. 20 TS'4.9.8.2 Refueling Operations |
"

.

I
I

4 i

f4

:

k

* Questions numbers are from reference 4.
f

*
.

i

* *

I
:

- _ - - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - -
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TAPLE 5
i

; DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECl!NICAL SPECIFICATIONS
!

DP0 ISSUES CONSIDERfD AS GENERIC ISSUES TO BE PFSOLVED BY THE OTSB

UNDER TS IMPROVEMENT PROGRAtt

| n00c5

]' CONCERN * _TS SUBJECT STATUS, APPLICABILITY

' 9A 3/4.2.5 DNB parameters To be covered in
bases

,

10A 3/4.3.1 Source Range Neutron Flux Ir. proposed STS

(NRC markup)

14A Table 3.3.3 ESFAS instrumentation In proposed STS

containment phase "B' (NRC markup)

isolation pressure hi-hi -

!

ISA Table 3.3-4 ESFAS trip setpoints Under review1

feedwater isolation
_

18A 3/4.4 RCS-hot shutdown Under review Shutdown

; (Quest. 10)'
.

19A 3/4.4 Cold shutdown with loop Under review Shutdcwn

[ filled

* Concerns and questions cre from references 3 and 4 respectively .

,

d

g - : w - ~ - ~ ., ,r--e~_ e -
_ ,_ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ .
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j . - . ;

i

!

+ AP

PODES4

CONCERN *' _TS SUBJECT- STATUS APPtICABitiTY

I 29A 3/4.7 a. AFW system operability Covered by proposed

(Quest. 16) b. AFW instrumeatation STS
4

30A' 3/4.7 MSIV's operabil- ty Covered by proposed Shutocan
:

r STS

31A 3/4.7 ADV's Covered by rew STS
i
,

32A 3/4.7.3 CCW-operability modes 5 & 6 ' Covered by definition Shutdown
! of operability - no

rw spec.
,

4

i 33A 3/4.7.0 SWS-operability modes 5 A 6 See 32A

) '
35A 3/4.9.8 RHR-high water level Under review .

; (Quest. 19)
!

4 3/4.9 Refueling operations - t*nder review Shutdown
'

((, + + 20) low water level
:
a

; 38A Table 2.2-1 RTS setpoints - low rower in proposed STS
!

.

reactor trip (NRC markup)

!,

| -2-
;

~

1

,. ~-
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!
!

|-
;

MODES4

CONCERN * TS SUBJECT STATUS APPLICABILITY
!

38 Table 2.2-1 a. P-7 permissive in proposed STS

b. pressesrizer water level (hRC markup)

high

100 3/4.3 P-Il interlock Under review

128 Table 3.3-3 ESFAS-autoswitchover on In propos?d STS

(Qu=st. Sb) RVST level (hkC r-arkup)
,

158 3.4.4.1 FCS loops Under review
(Quest. Ba,
8b, 8c 8d, & 8e)

20B 3/4.7.5 Ultinste heat sink See 32A Shutdown

operability rodes S & 6

21B 3/4.9 Refueling operations-low . Under review Shutdown

water level
,

.

O

i

i

,
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!' RESOLVTION OF PLANT-SPECIFIC

'

DP0 ISSUES CONCERNING,

1

MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

1 .

:
. .

4

i .

1

by
J

b.

kulin Desai
7

Reactor Sy,tems Branch .

Division of Systems Technology <

,

d

i'
n

4

4

. f'
,

'- APRIL 1990

,
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1

DP0 CONCERNS ON HCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

ENCLOSURE-1 PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES RESOLVED BY TECHNICAL
SPECIFICATION AMENDMENT

ENCLOSURE-2 PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES RESOLVED BY UPDATING FSAR
,

ENCLOSURE-3 PLAliT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES REQUIRING NO LICENSEE ACTION
'

<
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'
EACLOSURE 1

DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL _ SPECIFICATIONS;

PLANT SPECIFIC OP0 ISSUES RESOLVED

[ BY TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION AMENDMENT

Question 6a Include response time in the definition of
Table 3.3-4, of the setpoint and provide appropriate
Item 4d descriptors for the values in the TS.

(Reference 4)
Issue

4

Technical Specifications Table 3.3 4
,

[ speu fies the Engineered Safety Featurts
''

Actuation System Instrumentation trip

| setpoints and allowable values for various
; functior.al units. Item 4d addresses Negative '

$ team Line Pressure-Rate-High for Steam Line
' ! solation.

TS Values' descriptors are inconsistent in,

their format with respect to setpoint

methodology values and inclusion of a
-negative sien is redundant to the setpoint
definition. ,

4

Resolution

The licensee changed the descriptor in the TS
to make it consistent with the descriptor for
the setpoint methodology values and
eliminated a negative sign for better clarity,

These TS changes'are administrative in nature.d

The staff approved these changes in TS

: Amendment 102 (Unit 1) and TS Amendment 84
(Unit ?) respectively.

.

.

+-,,,,-c- .~_:.--+...-.-,_..,w,-''

, - - - , - - - , . - , ,e .,,...~ , ~- , - , > - , ,.--.,.r, - v w.m , -v., -
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-

; Questions 7d, 71 and 7k, Clarify the inconsitency between the TS
Table 3.3 5, Item Pe values and FSAR values for these items.
Table 3.3-5, Item 3e |

'

Table 3.3-5 Item 4e

! IIssue
!

TS Table 3.3-5. lists the engineered safety
features response tine. Items 2e, 3e and 4e ,

indica te that response tire is "N.A." for the
'

Containment Purge and Exhaust Isolation -

,

Systems for Containment Pressure High.

Pressurizer Pressure Low-Low and Steam Line
- Pressure Low initiating signals. j

!

FSAR offsite consequences accident analyses I

took credit for the contaimnent purge and

| exhaust system isolation and assumed 4 seconds
.,

as response time in the analyses. FSAR Sectiona

9.5.12.3 indicates closure time for these
valves is 3 seconds and FSAR Section 7.3.1.2.6c

indicates a 1 second response time for

! generating an engineering safety feature
actuation signal.

Resolution

The licensee ptoposed a TS change to make

safety analysis values and TS values
consistent by including 4 second response
times for items 2e, 3e end 4e in TS table

3.3 5.

The staff approved these changes in the TS

Amendment #102 (Unit-1) and TS Amendment dB4
(Unit 2)respectively.
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j. .

; -. ,

i Questi 'i71 clarify the inconsistency between the safety I

Table 3.3-5 analysis value and the TS Value for steam line
'

Item 4h isolation response time.
;

|
*

Issue

!

| FSAR feedwater system pipe break analysis
'

sequence of events Table 15.2.31 indicates

s. that the low steam line pressure setpoint is '

[ reached in the ruptured steam generator in 420 '

'
- seconds, and that all main steam line

isolation valves would close in 427 seconds.
Eased on this information, the response time

,

L assumed in the safety analysis for steam line
I isolation is 7 seconds. The TS allows steam

line isolation time of 9 seconds.

_ Resolution

The licensee propsed a TS change to make the
!

allowed steam line isolation response time 7

| seconds which is consistent with the FSAR.
This TS change was approved by the. staff in i

the TS Amendment #29 (Unit 1) and TS Arcendment
#10 (Unit 2) respectively.!-

.

!
'-

|J

|-

| ;

L
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i

s .

] Question 7n Clarify tne inconsistency between the safety
Table 3.3 5, analysis value and the TS value for feedwater

Item 6b - ' isolation response time.;.

!

! 1ssue
1

: Table 15.1.2 1 in the FSAR indicates that ,

.

' following an excessive feedwater flow event at
i
; , full power, a High-High Steam Generator water '

level signal is generated in 27 seconds and-

feedwater isolation valves close in.36,

seconds. Consequently, the actual feedwater,

!. 1 solation time is 9 seconds; however, the TS
>

lists 13 seconds for feedwater isolation.

Resolution

i The licensee proposed a TS change to make
feedwater isolation response time in the

c TS 9 seconds, which is consistent with the >

FSAR. This TS change was approved by the'

:: staff in the TS Amendment 102 (Unit #1) and 84- -'

(Unit #2)' respectively.
,

i

i
I

t

l-

li . . - . . . . . . . - - _ . _ . - - . _ . _ _ _ _ _ - - . . - ..= _ .- = - -. - ..
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Question 15 Clarify the inconsistency between the TS and FSAR

TS 3/4.5.3 concerning the number of ECCS pumps operable when

the RCS temperature is less than or equal to 300'F
with respect to low temperature overpressure
protection (LTOP),

issue

TS 3.5.3 presents ECCS subsystems - Tavg $ 350'F

during Mode 4 operation. The footnote states that
a maximum of two ECCS pumps--one centrifugal

charging pump end one safety injection--pump shall
be operable whenever the tenperature of one or more
of the RCS cold legs is less than or equal to
300'F.

The licensee performed the low temperature
overpressure protection analysis (FSAR 5.2.2.3)
assuming only one pump operation when the RCS
temperature is itss than or equal to 300'F.

Resolution

The footnote for TS 3.S.3 calls for two pumps to be
operable, however, the Diant proctdures pennit only
the centrifugal pump to be lined up for injection
to the reactor vessel. The safety injection pump
will be operable and may be run in the recir-
culation mode; however, the safety injection pump

'

flow path to the reactor vessel is nonnally blocked
with closed valves not actuated on safety
injection. Thus, only centrifugal charging pump
could inadvertently inject during this mode which
is consistent with the FSAR analysis. However,
the licensee is in process to revise the footnote
to make it consistent with the FSAR analysis.

-- _ _ _ _ _
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During-the review process, the staff found that TS
3.4.9 concerning pressure and temperature limits
for heatup and cooldown curves had been revised
such that the threshold for LTOPs protection
shif ted to 320'F from 300'F; but that the
reference to this-temperature threshold in the
footnote to TS 3.5.3 had not been revised
accordingly. This inconsistency was not
identified as a DP0 issue; but rather, found
incidentally during the review of the above DP0
issue.; The staff has discussed this subject with
the licensee and Darl Hood, the NRC Profeet
Nanager for McGuire. The licensee is in process
of revising the TS 3.5.3 to be consistent with
the TS 3.4.9..

.

|0

t
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ENCLOSURE 2

OP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

_ PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 _ ISSUES RESOLVED BY UPDATING FSAR

Question 4a/4b Resolve the inconsistency between the TS response -

TS Table 3.3-2, time valueofq$2.0secswithrespecttothe
Items 9 and 10 value for pressurizer pressure (low and high) on

(Reference 4) page 7.2-14 of the FSAR.

Issue

TS Table 3.3-2, items 9 and 10 provide the maximum
allowable pressurizer pressure (low and high)
reactor trip response time which are greater than
the nominal value given in chapter 7 of the FSAR.

Resolution

The licensee has updated page 7.2-15 in the FSAR
to make reactor trip response time consistent with
the TS for pressurizer pressure (low and high)
trip functions.

_ _
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Ouestion'4c. Clarify ~whether the reactor is tr.ipped due to
TS Table 3.3-2, pressurizer pressure-low signal or pressurizer

.

Item 17' pressure-low-low (ESFAS/ safety injection) signal !

during an accidental depressurization of the main
steam system; and if so, include the appropriate,

response time in Table 3.3-2. Also, clarify
terminology used in Note e for Table 7.2.1-4 in
the FSAR.

Issue

A. TS Table 3.3-2, lists the reactor trip
instrumentation response times. Item 17 in the
table lists the input response time as "N.A." for
pressurizer pressure-low-low-(safety injection).
This would appear to be incorrect if'this trip
function is relied upon to mitigate the transient

'

associated with depressurizationlof the main steam
system.

B. Note e for Table 7.2.1-4 in the FSAR mates
reference to a pressurizer low pressure-low level
trip. This should be pressurizer pressure-low-low +

(safety. injection).

!

r

o

.

.

, , -- -
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Resolution

A. - During the transient-associated with
depressurization of the main steam' system, the

^

reactor will trip at 1945 psig with the pressurizer
pressure-low function during the transient. The

pressurizer pressure-low-low (SI)'setpoint is 1845
.psig. Since this trip function is not utilized to-

mitigate accidents other than LOCA, the TS will.
continue to list "N.A." in the TS Table 3.3-2. The

actual response time of 2.0 seconds is listed
for thisLESFAS function under item 3b of TL Table
3.3.5. Therefore, the present TS is correct and
remains the same.

B. The licensee will revise the FSAR Teble
7.2.1-4, Note e for better terminology and clarity.

*

_
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ENCLOSURE 3

o

DP0 CONCERNS ON MCGUIRE TECHNICAL SPECITICATIONS

RESOLUTION-OF PLANT-SPECIFIC DP0 ISSUES REQUIRING NO-LICENSFE ACTION

Question 1 Confirm the validity of McGuire Units 1/2 steam

Table 2.2-1 generator instr 6 mentation, setpoint and their

(Reference 4) applicability. McGuire Unit I has D-2 steam
'

~

generators and McGuire Unit 2 has D-3 SG,

Issue

Steam Generators D-2 and 0-3 have a minor design

difference at SG bottom plate. Both SGs have
,

identical instrumentation hardware and setpoint.

Resolution '

The licensee performed a conservative safety
analysis which is applicable to both units.
Instrumentation setpoints values are based on this
analysis. Pestinghouse RPS/ESFAS setpoint -

,

methodology is applicable to both Units and
approved by the staff.

.

r

d
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Question la Verify that a time constant of > 2 seconds results

Table 2.2 1 in a slower response time which is less conservativo.

Item 3

Issue

TS Table 2.2-1 represents reactors trip system
instrumentation trip setpoints including response
ti me. TS Table 2.2-1. Item 3 - concerns power
range, neutron flux, high positive rate trip during
a control rod ejection accident.

Resolution

An increased time constant results in a faster
response and thus results in a shorter time from
initiation of a transient to reactor trip.

The analysis assumes a time constant of 2
seconds. Therefore, the time constant of y 2
seconds is conservative.

!

_- . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ -
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-Question Ib- (1) _ Verify that a time constant of y 2 seconds result
Table 2.2-1 in a slower response time which is less

Item 4 conservative. I

(2)- Resolve the inconsistency between setpoint
methodology value and FSAR analysis value.

Issues
,

i

TS Table 2.2-1 Item 4 specifies power range -
neutron flux, high negative rate during a control
rod drop event. The reviewer questioned-(1) the-
conservatism of the time constant used in
processing the flux rate signal input to the RPS;
and (2) the validity of. statements in the setpoint
methodology document which indicates that the ;

negative flux rate setpoint was not used in.the
safety analysis for McGuire.

Resolution

(1) An increased time constant retolts in a faster
response and thus results la a shorter time from ,

initiation of- a transier.c to reactor trip. ,

Therefore..the time constant of > 2 seconds is
conservative.

(2) As indicated in the FSAR the necative flux rate
trip setpoint was-evaluated as part of the safety
analysis'for McGuire. The setpoint methodology<

document was indeed in error. The-licensee has
revised the.setpoint methodology Table 3-4 to show

L a safety analysis limit of 6.9 % rated. thermal
,

L power. TS trip setpoint and allowable values
L
' remain the same.

|

!
.

, e
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4.

-Question Ic Resolve. the disparity between the setpoint
'

-

i

TS Table ~ 2.2-1, methoblogyvalueandtheFSARsafetyanalysisc

Item 9- value.
- i

-

.!.s.sge.
.

The setpoint methodology safety analysis value for
pressurizer pressure-low is 1845 psig. While the

, .

FSAR value for the same analysis is 1835.ps!g, f
!

-Resolution

The licensee has indentified the correct value to
be 1835 psig. No change to the FSAR or TS was
necessary.

-

$

i

I

t

. i

i
;

i

**

i-.-- - , - - - - --- . , ,m,. ,,.v. , ,,r-4- , , - . - - --,-,-ae r -r,.



- - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _. -

.

, . - ,.

5.

Question Id - Verify that the FSAR safety analysis value assumed
TS Table 2.2-1, in the feedwater line break analysis is lower then

item 13 the TS setpoint value.

Issue

'c< IS Table 2.2-1, item 13 lists steam generator-

d' I' water level-low-low reactor trip setpoint and,/ , s.

j'- Y allowable value. The reviewer questions whether, , , , ,

e/'' the allowance for instrument error and
'

uncertaintit;s was applied in a conservative manner
,

,-

.<?.

to arrive at the safety analysis value listed in<
,

0ii t the setpoint methodology document.
''

,. .7,,j, f e
Resolution

The setpoint specified in the setpoint methodology
document does suggest a non-conservative
application of the allowance for channel error and
dri f t. However, this value (i.e W STS + 10%) was
not used in the McGuire TS. As discussed below,

the ellowance for instrument error and other
uncertainties has been properly applied for
McGuire.

The licensee performed the limiting feedwater break
analysis starting at full power and assuming a low
water level trip setpoint of 23% narrow range
span. The McGuire TS limit for the SG low-low
water level trip setpoint, at 1001 rated thermal
power is 40% of narrow range span which exceeds the

scfety analysis value of 23% narrow range span by
more than 10L

|

_ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ - _ _ - - _-__
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Question le Clarify whether pressurizer pressure . low signal
Table 2.2-1, or pressurizer pressure - low (safety injection)

Item-18b- signal = trip the reactor during an accidental
depressurization of the main steam system from
zero load,

i

Resolution

An accidental depressurization of the main steam
system (inadvertent opening of'a dump. valve,
safety valve or relief valve) is initiated from hot '

shutdown conditions at zero power which is the
most conservative initial condition. Reactor is -
already tripped at the beginning of the transient
(hotshutdown-condition). Thus, no explicit
assumption is made regarding the:cause of reactor
trip for the FSAR analysis. No credit is taken
for the reactor trip on pressurizer pressure when
reactor power is below the P-7 interlock.

.

$

'

I

|:
|

L

.

'

l'
--

_ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Question 2 Clarify why the existing minimum temperature for
TS Page 3/4 1-6 criticality (Modesl/2) is 551'F which is less than
(TS 3.1.1. 4) the programmed setpoint minimum value of 557'F for

events from zero power.

Issue

The reviewer is concerned that transients or
accidents may be initiated at zero pcwer conditions
from a temperature lower than the programed
setpoint minimum value of 557'F. i.e. the allowed
minimum temperature for criticality of 551'F.

Resolution

Accident evaluations for events from zero power

are performed using the prograntred setpoint
minimum value of 557'F. The difference between
the hot zero power temperature and minimum

temperature for criticality limit is required in
order to allow for measurement of the moderator
temperature coefficient. For most plants the
minimum temperature for criticality is lower than
hot zero power temperature.

The change in initial condition from 557*F to
551 F for transients occuring at hot zero power
would have a negligible impact on results and
would be a less representative input condition
since the majority of time spent at hot zero power
conditions is at a temperature of about 557'F.

I

\

I
|

|

____- -_
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-Question 3 . Verify that-during shutdown in Modes 3, 4 and 5
'TS Table 3.3-1, with reactor trip system breakers open, source
item 6c range and neutron flux channel-operability TS

recuirements 'specify only one. channel operable
while FSAR requires two channels to be operable.

,

Issue

Technical Specifications require 2 source range
neutron flux channels be operable at all times
except when in modes 3, 4 and 5 with the reactor

,

trip breakers open. Reviewer suggested that
assumptions of boron dilution analysis would
require 2 operable channels at all times.

r

Resolution

The licensee has determined that boron dilution
events during modes 1, 2 and 6 were analyzed for
the McGuire units. Consequently, the McGuire
safety analysis does not provide a basis for

'

recuiring two operable source range channels during
modes 3, 4 and 5 of operation. The licensee has
considered changing technical specification 3.3.1
to require two operable source range channels at
all times during operation in inode 3, 4 and 5; but
has instead choosen to follow staff guidance in
Generic Letter 85-05 to take action to assure that
adequate protective measures-to avoid boron
dilution events are in place.

.

a

e
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Question Sa Clarify whether applicable modes, Modes 1 and 2 #

Table 3.3-3 is appropriate or it should be modes 1 and 3 #

Item 79 under P-ll interlock.

Issue

TS Table 3,3-3 presents Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation. Item 79 specifies
applicable modes and operability requirements for '

auto-start of motor driven auxiliary feedwater
pumps (motor-driven pumps) on trip of all main
feedwater pumps. The reviewer questioned whether
this feature could be. blocked during Mode 2 below
the P-ll interlock because the threshhold for P-11
could not be reached while in mode 2.

The # sign states that trip function may be blocked
in this mode below the P-11 (pressurizer pressure
interlock setpoint) and which can occur only in

;

mode 3, therefore, the reviewer believes that
condition should be on mode # 3.

Resolution

The statement that P-11 can only occur in mode 3
is inaccurate. Mode 2 is defined as operation

with T,yg 3 350*F, k,77 D 0.99 and power f 5% RTP.
!

Therefore, subcritical operation with T,yg * 350'F
is in mode 2 ff k,ff is not less than 0.99.
Critical operation is restricted to T,yg ) 551*F.
but even then the pressure-temperature operating
limits. permit pressures below 1955 psig. As a
practical matter, pressure is maintained in the
nonnal operating range ( 2235 psig) during mode 2.
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,

The defeat of. auxiliary feedwater' pump auto-start
is accomplished by depressing a switch that is ;

'

interlocked with the P-11 permiscive. Thus, the
auto-start can only be defeated below a pressurizer
pressure of 1955 psig. However, the same defeat-
switch will prevent auto-start on low-low steam
generator water level (TS Table 3.3-3. Item-7c(1).
Since this auto-start capability is required in j
Modes 1, 2 and 3, blocking is not allowed in these

.

"*

'
modes. The # is misleading and-will be eliminated
by the licensee during the new STS development
program,

i

L

I

.:b

- _

1 b

+

-

,,.-., _ , . .m.-.- , , .,. . . .- .- - - _ _ - ._ . - . - . -+ _. ~...,..-..-,-._.,m..
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-Question 6b Clarify TS items 7c(1) and 7c(2) concerning the
Table 3.3-4, Auxiliary Feedwater system initiation and the flow
Items 7c(1)and(2) dfstribution following a feedwater line break.

Issue

TS Table 3.3-3 presents Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation. Items 7c(1) and

'

(2) discuss the auxiliary feedwater system
initiation by the steam generator water
level-low-low signal. Infonnation in the table
indicates that low-low level in one steam
generator is necessary to start the motor driven
pumps and low-low level in at least two steam
generators is necessary to start the turbine
driven pump. The reviewer questions whether the

level in the intact steam generator will be low
enough during the feedline break incident to ,

result in a start of the turbio.a drhen AFW pump.
_.

Resolutig

In the case of a feedwater line break, the
auxiliary feedwater system is designed to -deliver-
450 GPM by either turbine driven pump or two
motor-driven pumps to three' intact steam generators
while feccing one faulted generator.

In 'the McGuire feedwater line break analysis, it
was assumed that: (1) the turbine driven pump
failed as the single failure consideration; (2) One
motor driven auxiliary feedwater pump supplies 110
cpm to an intact SG.(the remainder spills out the
break in the faulted loop); and (3) the other '

motor-driven pump supplies 170 gpm to each of the
other two intact steam generator; thus maintaining
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.

450 gpm as-total flow to three-intact system
generators. These assumptions are consistent with
the design of the AFW system instrumentation and
TS requirements for that instrumentation.

In the case of.a single fai. lure of a motor driven
pump, it is assumed that the turbine driven pump
can actuate on low-low level in at least two steam )

generators. The licensee has calculated that
during this accident condition, the mass inventory
in the intact steam generators is reduced
significantly prior to reactor trip on low-low
level in the faulted loop. The shrinkage caused by
the bubble collapse from this reduced mass

condition would cause low-low level to be reached -;

in the other steam generators.

Thus in the case of a motor-driven pump single
failure consideration, the turbine-driven pump can
actuate on low-low level in two steam generators

j, and.would maintain 450 gpm flow distributien
similar to the motor-driven pump to the intact

|. SGs. Thus, with 'either motor-driven pump or t

turbine drivin pump single failure consideration,
the auxiliary feedwater system can deliver the
designed flow of 450 gpm.-

L

r

-

.
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QJestion 6c Confirm the bases for the setpoints and allowable
-Table-3.3-4.- values as specified in the TS.

Item 9

issue

TS Table.3.3-4, Item 9 presents ESFAS
Instrumentation trip setpoint and allowable value

' for 4KV Emergency Bus Undervoltage-Grid Degraded '

Voltage (Loss of Power). Reviewer requested that >

bases for setpoints be confirmed.

Resolution

The NRC staff issued a generic letter, dated
,

August 12, 1976 requesting all licensees to
analyze their C1' ass 1E electrical distribution
system to determine if the operability of safety
related equipment could be adversely affected by
short term or long term degradation of grt fstem
voltage. A supplemental generic letter issued
June 2,1977 provided staff positions pertaining
to degraded grid voltage protection and the
selection of voltage and time setpoints, and
appropriate technical specifications. The
licensee's responses, including setpoints, were-
reviewed by the staff and found acceptable as.
discussed on fage 8-1 of Supplement 1 to the SER.

'

|

I ~.

.

|

I.

. - _ , , __
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Question 7a and 7f Clarify the inconsistency between the TS response
Table 3.3-5, Item 2a time values and the FSAR values used in the LOCA
Table 3.3.-5,_ltem 3a analyses.

Issue

TS Table 3.3-5, lists engineered safety features
response time. Items 2a and 3a provide Safety

'

Injection (ECCS) response time of 27 seconds
(without offsite power) due to containment
pressure - high and pressurizer pressure-low-low
initiating signals during LOCA analyses,
respectively. Reviewer questioner! the response
time between item 3 2a, 3a and ed.

Resolution

)~
,,[A ~_/s,y' No LOCAs were analyzed for initial condition below

P-11 interlock. Low head safety injection pumps-p' , ,, yf , q,.. ;'
r.re required during the LOCA cases which results in

. , -

a response-time of[27) seconds (without offsite
.

/^
o' x,,

!"* '' ' '
,,

,N) power) for Items 2a and 3a as shown in the tablej/ '

n > #p j/"j
below. Item 4a represents the main steamline

,,8 ^# 49 break where the low head safety-injection pumps are

~' L ,,h >[/u
' "' not expected to deliver flow because of the high

RCS pressure.- Consequently, the response time is- , ,g
' shorter as indicated in the table below.'

~ Therefore, the additional 5 seconds delay for low
_

head safety injection pumps to attain their
; discharge pressure is not included in the safety-
analysis for steam line break.

,

4

9

.

. -
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TS Table 3.3-5 Initiating TS Response

item Signal Tine

2a. Safety Injection Containtnent Pressure-High 27 econds

(ECCS)

3a. Safety Injection Pressurizer Pressure-Low-low 27/12 seconds

(without/with
of f-site
power)

da. Safety injection Steam Line Pressure-Low 22/12 seconds

(ECCS)
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Question 7b and'79 Clarify the 2.0 seconds TS response time value |
'

Table 3.3-5, Item 2b versus the 1.0 seconds value on FSAR Page 7.3-8

Table 3.3 5. Item 3b value. Thedescriptor(fromSI)isincorrectand
should be deleted.

Issue

TS Table 3.3-5, items 2b and 3b provide reactor
trip (from SI signal) response time of f 2 seconds
for contairment pressure-high and pressurizer
pressure-low-low initiating' signals respectively.

The lower value of 1.0 second on FSAR Page 7.3-8 is
the limit on the delay in receipt of $1 actuation
upon exceeding the high containment pressure
setpoint.

Resolution

The response time listed in TS Table 3.3-5 is not -r

related to 1.0 second limit in FSAR page 7.3-8.

The FSAR value cf 1.0 second is the time it takes.
'to generate'e safety-injection signal. The
description "(from SI)" is correct in that the
allowable delay for a reactor trip due to the SI -

6ctuation sicnal.is'2 seconds. This value is
independent of-the setpoint and associated delay of
the initiator of SI.

.

. - . - . .----m . . - . ., .c
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Question 7c and 7h Justify the TS values used for containment isolation
Table 3.3-5, item 2d valves closure time for LOCA analyses. 4

Table 3.3-5. Item 3d

Issue

TS Table 3.3-5. Items 2d and 3d list containment '

isolation-phase "A" (2) response times of 18 and

28 seconds for containment pressure-high and
pressurizer pressure-low-low initiating signals
for LOCA analysis with and without of fsite power
respectively. The reviewer questioned the
acceptability of the containment isolation
response times.

1

Resolution

<

The only isolation valves explicitly considered in
the radiological consequences analysis of a LOCA ;

include the containment purge exhaust and the
process line isolation valves which connect

containment to-the environment. The-centainment i

= purge and exhaust valves will close in 4 seconds, j

The process lines with. fluids will take longer time
to close in comparison to the purge valves. The
process lines valves will close in about 18 seconds
(with offsite power). However, ANSI N271-1976/ANS 56.2,

'
" Containment Isolation Provisions for Fluid Systems"
recommends that, .in general, closure times should
be as low as reasonably attainable, based on
manufacturers' recommended times and valve sizes,

but generally not less than 15 seconds and in any
case, no more than one minute. If these guidelines
are met, releases through these process .line valves
before closure need not be modeled in the dose
calculation. Therefore, the TS containment

isolation val'!es closure time of 18 seconds is
acceptable,

d

-

4- wr # = - - - --
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Question 7e Clarify the TS concerning auxiliary feedwater
Table 3.3-5, system initiation on Containment Pressure-High

Item 2f in Modes 3 and 4.

Isste

TS Table 3.3-5, Item 2f provides auxiliary feed-
water system response time for actuation from a
containment pressure-high initiating signal as
"N.A."

Resolution

FSAR accidents analyses do not take any credit for
actuation of the auxiliary feedwater system from a
containment pressure-high signal. Consequently,
N.A. has been entered for the response time in

table 3.3-5. However, the TS Table 3.3-5, Note 5
clarifies that the response time for motor-driven
auxiliary feedwater pumps on all safety injection
signals shall be less than or equal to 60 seconds.
Response tine limit includes opening of valves to
establish safety injection path and attainment of
discharge pressure for auxiliary feedwater pumps.
The AFW response time as "N.A." is acceptable,

,

_ _ _ - - - - - - - _ _ ____--____.A____..___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - . - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ __
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Question 7j .Clar_ify the TS concerning auxiliary feedwater__
Table 3.3-5, ~' system under pressurizer-pressure-low-low

Item 3f initiation signal.

Issue

TS Table 3.3-5, Item 3f provides auxiliary feed-
water system : response time as "N. A." due to

- pressurizer pressure-low-low initiating signal. *

The reviewer questioned the "N.A." entry for this
item.

Resolution

The main steamline depressurization event
(inadvertent opening of a steam generator safety.

. relief or dump valve) assumes ESF actuation on
pressurizer _ pressure-low-low initiating signal.
For this event it is conservatively ~ assumed that
auxiliary feedwater is actuated at the maximum flow
rate at-the initiation of the event to accentuate
the cooldown. Any delay-in auxiliary feedwater
actuation would be beneficial and therefore a
response time requirement is not applicable or
-appropriate. ,

,

i

.

|-
._

-

, , _ _ . __ ._ _
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Question'7m. Confirm that the TS containment spray response
!. Table 3.3.-S. time.and FSAR analysis value are consistent.

Resolution

TS Table 3.3-5, Item Sa lists containment spray
response time of 4 45 seconds following a contain--
ment pressure-high-high initiating signal. TS
response time'of 45 seconds is' consistent with the - !

FSAR containment analysis actuation assumption as

shown in FSAR Table 6.2.1-16.

.y

:g

n

- .

l
3

,.

% y- yg6,%.g a e _ g-_ _ _- ___._ - -
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Question 70 Confirm that the TS automatic switchover to
. Table 3.3-5, recirculation response time is consistent with the.

item 12 FSAR assumption. '

Issue

TS Table 3.3-5. Item 12 lists response time 4G 60

seconds for autoniatic switchover to recirculation*

'

resulting from a refueling water storage tank
(RKST)levelinitiatingsignal. The reviewer

7

questioned the basis for this value.

- Resolution

The containment sump valves are interlocked with.

the RWST isolation valves to the RHR pumps such that-

these isolation valves will close when the contain-
ment sump valves reach'their full open position.
This autometic switchover provides an uninterrupted ;

flow cf water to the RHR pumps. }

The automatic switchover to recirculation is
initiated when the level setpoint is reached in the-
RWST- The plant procedures as delineated in FSAR.

Table 6.3.2-3A/3B test to ensure switchover delay

of 60 seconds which is censistent with-the TS
response time.

,

4

4

, - , -h , r , - -,--- , ---,-c
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Question 9 Justify TS action requirement to restart an idle
Page 3/4 4-2 loop'when-in Mode 3 with no reactor coolant loops
:TS 3.4.1.2- in operation; or explain how natural circulation

is accomplished with emergency procedures.

Issue.'

TS 3.4.1.2, Action C states, "with no reactor -
coolant loop in operation, suspend all operations '

involving a reduction in boron concentration of- <

the RCS and immediately initiate corrective action '

to return the required reactor coolant loop. to
operation." The reviewer questions the basis for
these procedural actions and prepares alternate
actiot, which is to implement an E0P for natural
circulation.

Resolution

F6r the condition of no reactor coolant loops in
operation while in mode '3, the licensee will
immediately initiate corrective action to restart- 4

the reactor coolant pumps to operation per the
Abnormal Procedure AP/1 and 2/A 5500/09," Plant.

Operations 'During Natural . Circulation." If

restart of reactor coolant pumps is not successful,
natural circulation cooling is verified and
maintained per this ~same procedure actions and

.their sequence are standard in-the-industry and are
acceptable to the staff. -It is to be noted that

E0Ps can only be entered following-a reactor trip
or safety injection.

. .

O

b

4

s _ . _ . m _____-
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; Question lla' The operator aligns the Residual Heat Removal .-

.7S:Section 3.4,5 System at-less than 400 psig and 350'F. The

valves in the line from the RWST are closed,

,

Resolution

The " question" is merely a statement of operator-

action to align RHR. It remains true and requires.
.

no response.

LOCAs in. lower modes of' operation and loss of RHR l

cooling'in lower modes will be addressed ;
. generically in Question Sb..

,

+

_.

- , . - ~ , ., _ . -
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Question lib When the sytem is in the RHR cooling modes, the
TS 3.5 operator would place all safeguards systems valves

in the required positions for plant operation and
place the safety injection, centrifugal charging,
and residual heat removal pumps along with 51
accumulator in ready and then manually actuate SI.

Resolution
.

This " question" is a statement of operator action
to align the ECCS for use from a shutdown

condition. It remains true and requires no
response.

LOCAs in lower modes of operation and loss of RHR
cooling in lower modes will be addressed
generically in Ouestion Sb.

.

%
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Question 11e The question is not clearly stated.
TS 3.5

Resolution

This ' Question * is largely a Quotation from the
FSAR. The last two paragraphs are statement
introducing a quotation from the SER. This
question requires no response.

LOCAs in lower modes of operation and loss of RHR

cooling in lower modes will be addressed
generically in Orestion 5b.

t

|

I

!

|
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Question !?a Explain why FSAR value for nitrogen cover pressure
TS 3.5.1.1.d of cold leg accumlators should not be of higher :

value to account for channel error and drift
!' consideration.
; ,

issue

TSAR safety analysis valqe is 400 psig for
! nitrogen cover pressure of cold leg accumulators.

'

TS setpoint value is also 400 psig. How do we

account for channel error and drif t coristderation?
,

Resolution

L Since the UHI system is removed, the licensee,

revised the value for nitrogen cover-pressure of .

. cold leg accumlator to 585 psig in comparison to
400 psig with VHI accutelator. The alam is- Set
at 590 paig to account for riuinnel error and drift
consideration.

In the near future, the licensee will consider the channel
'

error ar.d drift values in the safe +y analysi; when
they revise the LOCA analyses to meet the SG tubes

'

plugnino requirement. The safety analysis value
will be.564 psig and the TS value will remain the
sanw, 585 psig,

i-

|

:
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Ovestion 12b Verify that the accumulators relief valvas );

'! ?$ 4.5.1.1.1.d.1 setpcints are included in the Inservice Testing
' pmgram.

14

Resolution
1

i The cold leg accumulators reifef valves are not
'\ ,, t 4' $required to perform a safety function either to '

/.
.

, ..

i shutdown the reactor or tc mitigate the f.u ,/* %
consequences of an accident. Therefore.thesep? yf n .j..,. ;

valves are not included in the IST program._j f j7 ,,.I,
7' / /q/, 'However, these valves are included in the A 4 % ,, ,/$ ', t u ,., c.i,

-

, A, ud/ licensee's preventive maintenance program at this-
-r

2" -

; ,, 1
_

ttme, 4 , /-,4! ,

A, %4yer,

. f+/D h,

,

'

1.

:

i

;

i

i'

J

i

5

|-

i

|
|

| ~

<

|'
9

'
. . . , , . . - - ---.m - ,,--... . ,--,,.._. --.-.e. . -4-,,...,.,..-w.-,..,,,,-,.--w4 ,. - - -



. _ . . ._.__...____..___..____.._._.-___.m__

1

. .--=,
. .. i e . ,

q

28
a
t ..

Question 13 Verify the water temperature value used in the
TS 3.5.1.2.d safety analysis for UHI accumulator.

. .

Verify that the accumulator relief valve setpoint is

|- included-in the Inservice Testing Program.

| .

Issue,

!
'

(2) Should the accumulator water temperature value be

[ in the technical specification?

(2) Should the accumulator relief valve setpoint be in,

the IST program.

Lesolution

L (1) The safety analysis value related to VH1

| accumulator water-temperature is assumed to be the -

upper bound value of 100'F. Since the UHI

accumulator is not heated or located inside
containment, there is no real mechanism for;

; increasing temperatures during operation,

c Therefore, there is no need for TS or UH.'.
i accumulator water temperature,
r

(2) The UHI accumulator relief valve is not required
' to perform a safety function either to $_hutdown
the reactor.or to mitigate the consequences of anC

accident. Therafore, it is not in the IST

program.

McGuire Units 1/2 are_ ice condenser plants with
-

Upper Head injection system. Experience has
demonstrated that the UHI system adds to the.

i complexity of plant operation, requires additional
maintenance and generally reduces plant
availability. The TS Amendment 57-(Unit 1) and 3P'

(Unit ?) approved the removal of the UHI system

for McGuire Units 1/P.>

i
|i ~ *
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Question 14 Verify the bases for the flow distributions in the
,
'

'

TS 4.5.2.h ECCS system and how they meet minimum flow

| conditions to intact loops during accident
| occurrences.

| Resolution

i The ECCS flows assuned in the LOCA analyses are

the bases for the Ifmits as specified in TS
4.5.2.h.

Flow balance tests are performed during shutdown
I to account for any change in the subsystem flow

- characteristics to ensure adequate #10w for ECCS

consideration. ECCS flow injected to the broken
,

cold leg is assumed to spill in LOCA analyses.
The flow balance tests will place limits on the
branch lines to ensure that total designated flow

;_ reachec the intact loops.

:

|

|
!
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Question 17 FSAR page 9.2-13, states that "In the event of

TS 3/4.7.5 solid layer of ice" fonns on the Standby Nuclear
Service Water Pond (SN5kP), the opert. ting train is
inanually aligned to SNSWP. Provide safety-related |
reason for this action.

Resolution
i

i

- McGuire Units 1/2 have two sources for ultimate |
'

,

heat sink, the primary source is a lake and the j

backup source is a pond. In the case of severe, f
prolonged cold weather, the cperating train could j

be aligned manually from the control room to

I. desolve the ice layer en the top of the pond. In
'

ten years of operation, the licensee never
experienced this kind cf situation,or any. ;

cperating problems. JTherefore, the licensee N ;

" )/ deleted this action and description from the FSAR

#j#* ''' f and does not require any TS surveillance for this
) 3 3, ff. 't # 7 ,

(''~sys tem.~~' / -

.
-
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Question 18 Why TS are not applied to flow control salves

TS 3/4.9.1 INV-171 A and INY 175 A?

Resolution

Surveillance Recuirenent 4.9.1.3 requires that

valve f!NV 250 shall be verified locked closed
under administrative controls at least once per 72
hours during refueling operation. This valve is
upstream of valves INV-171 A and INV-175 A and
isolates the flow path to prevent the inadvertent
dilution of the RCS boron concentration.
Therefore, INV-171 A and INV-176 A are not part of

TS.

,

! '

|
|
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