' ' I MISSISS!PPI POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

Helping Build Mississippi
P. 0. BOX 1640, JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI 39205

July 5, 1984

NUCLEAR LICENSING & SAFETY DEPARTMENT

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Mr. Harold R. Denton, Director

Dear Mr. Denton:
SUBJECT: Grand Gulf Nuclear Station

Units 1 and 2

Docket Nos. 50-416 and 50-417

License No. NPF-13

File 0260/L-860.0/L-391.0

Response to 'xC Region II
Conceras, Including Unique
Features Review Program

AECM-84/0274

References: 1) AECM-84/0217, dated April 9, 1984
2) NRC Region II Inspection Report No. 50-416/84-11, dated
April 24, 1984.

On March 28-30, 1984, an NRC Region II Inspection and Enforcement Team
conducted an inspection of Mississippi Power & Light Company's (MP&L)
Technical Specification Review Program activities. The inspection team was
led by Mr. Caudle Julian of NRC Region II, and included Mr. Donald Brinkman
of the NRC Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation.

During the exit interview, and later in NRC Inspection Report No.
59-416/84-11 (April 24, 1984), the NRC expressed concern regarding four
issues related to the Technical Specification Review Program. Specifically,
the concerns were:

) Did the Technical Specification Review Program include adequate
controls to assure that reviewer comments were appropriately and
responsively addressed?

8 Was there an over-reliance on the BWR/6 Standard Technical
Specifications for justificatiou of the acceptability of the
Grand Gulf Technical Specifications?

3 Did the Technical Specification Review Program include provisions
to system .ically verify the accuracy of Grand Gulf Technical
Specification mode applicability requirements?

4. Did the Technical Specification Review Program include provisions
to systematically identify the need for additional Technical

Specifications reflecting Grand Gulf unique features?
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8407100593 8407 ﬁl"
PDR ADOCK 050009 16 ﬂl)z, d or
TQdb 1 ’ PDR /4 '

Member Middle South Utilities System "|



AECM-84/0274
MISSISSIPPI POWER & LIGHT COMPANY Page 2

These concerns were addressed during the exit interview and subsequently
at the April 4, 1984, meeting between the NRC and MP&L. Additionally, at the
April 4, 1984, meeting, MP&L informed the NRC that a Unique Features Review
was being performed to identify thcse major design features unique to the
Grand Gulf BWR/6, Mark III design and to confirm that such features are
adequately addressed in the Grand Gulf Technical Specifications. A
supplemental discussion of the four concerns listed above was formally
provided via AECM-84/0217, dated April 9, 1984. The attachment to this
submittal provides an expanded discussion of each of the NRC concerns listed
above and documents the completion and results of the Unique Features Review.
In summary:

%o As a part of the Technical Specification Review Program, a system
of carefully conceived and erecuted check and balance reviews
provided assurance that reviewer comments were appropriately
considered and responsively dispositioned.

2. While the BWR/6 Standard Technical Specifications were used
during the Technical Specification Review Program, they were not
sclely relied upon to justify the acceptability of the Grand Gulf
Technical Specifications.

3. The Technical Specification Review Program contained review
elements and mechanisms which resulted in consideration of
operating mode applicability.

4. As confirmed by the Unique Features Review, the "echnical
Specification Review Program assured that Grand Gulf unique
features and their impact on the Technical Specifications were
addressed.

Should you have any questions concerning this submittel, please contact
this office.

Yours truly,
: L. F. Dale
Director
NSM/CLT/JGC : dmb
Attachments

cc: (See Next Page)
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Mr. . B. Richard
Mr. : . McGehee
Mr. N. S. Reynolds
Mr. G. B. Taylor (w/

Mr. Richard C. DeYoung, Director (w/o

Office of Inspection & Euforcement

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. J. P. O'Reilly, Regional Adminsitrator (w/a)
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region 1]
101 Marietta St., N.W.,

Atlanta, Geovrgia 30323
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RESPONSES TO NRC CONCERNS REGARDING
THE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW PROGRAM
(Reference NRC Region II Inspection Report 50-416/84-11)

QUESTION NO. 1:

Did the Technical Specification Review Program provide adequate controls
to ensure reviewer comments were appropriately and responsively
addressed?

RESPONSE NO. 1:

During the Technical Specification Review Program (TSRP), comments were
generated by the Lead Review Organizations: (LRO), namely: Bechtel,
General Electric, the MP&L Adwinistrative Review Group, and the MP&L
Radiological Effiuent Technical Specifications Review Group. Additional
comments were generated by the Nuclear Plant Engineering and Senior
Reactor Operator (SRO) representatives on the NSSS/BOP Onsite Review Team
(ORT). Comments were documented in the review packages.

The Technical Specification Review Program contained several inherent
check and balance features which assured that reviewer comments were
appropriately and responsively addressed. During the review, problems
noted by the Lead Review Organizations which might result in a change to
the technical specifications were documented on a draft Technical
Specification Problem Sheet (TSPS) and communicated immediately to the
Review, Prioritization, and Direction Group (RPD). Upon concurrence by
RPD of the significance of the problem, the draft TSPS was assigned a
serial number aud prioritized, thereby providing a mechanism to assure
tracking and closure of the problem.

I[f RPD did not concur that the problem had sufficient significance to
warrant a TSPS, then the draft TSPS was considered a comment and included
in the review package for normal processing and subsequent re-review by
RPD. 1If RPD and LRO failed to reach ugreement, the matter was referred
to the Project Manager for resolution in accordance with TS-1, TSRP
procedure. This appeal process coupled with the requirement to re-review
the draft TSPS, as delineated in procedure TS-1, provided assurance that
comments were appropriately handled.

During the normal processing of review packages generated by the Lead
Review Organizations, RPD was reponsible for the disposition of all
comments, including draft TSPS. Some comments were determined to require
no further action, but approximately one hundred commeuts were processed
as TSPS and numerous other comments were incorporated as revisions to
existing TSPS. Regardless of final disposition, all comments, iacluding
draft TSPS, were retained in the review packages, which are part of
permanent plant records.

All comments were processed through the following four phases to assure
that they received appropriate consideration:
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One of two RPD committees, each consisting of three members,

reviewed and concurred in the disposition of comment i review
packages assigned to them.

'he RPD Manager reviewed all review packages emerging from the
committees to verify that comments were appropriately and
consistently handled.

The Quality Engineer reviewed the RPD Manager's actions and directed
particular attention to Lead Review Organization comments which were
dispositioned by RPD as not requiring further action. All comments
which appeared to be inappropriately resolved were returned to RPD
Ultimately, all comments were resolved to the satisfaction of the

Quality Engineer

The Project Manager conducted a final review of each re package

and indicated approval via signature.

ional assurance that all comments were appropriately processed was
ded by implementation of two confirmalory actions, namely
After final RPD review, each Lead Review Organizaticr was provided

copies of their respective review packages and was formally advised
to contact the RPD Manager and, if necessary, the Project Manager if
they disagreed with the ultimate disposition of their comments.

During the development of the Composite Consistency Matrix
(reference Attachments E and F to AECM-84/0229, dated April

1984), each Lead Review Organization was required to review

review packages and document FSAR, Safery Evaluation Report,
Standard Technical Specifications, as-built internal Technical
Specification, and other inconsistencies as initial Lnput
information to the Consistency Matrix This initial information was
reviewed hy a group consisting of the Project Manager, the NSSS/BOI
Manager, the NSSS Manager, the BOP Manager, the RPD Manager, an SRO
Onsite Review Team representative, a Nuclear Plant Engineering
representative, and Bechtel and General Electric onsite
representatives. [he resulting matrices were extensively reviewed
by RPD, the RPD Manager, and the Project Manager through various
Yss [he
evolution of the Composi Consistency Matrix resulted in vet

revisions, culminating in Revision &4, dated April
inother review of Lead Review Organization comments, including

ISPS, and issued TSPS

[n summary, there were many procedural checks and balances inherent
in the Technical Specification Review Program

reviewer comments were appropriately and cons

MP&L is confident that all viewer comments have | 1oroughly
reviewed and responsively St : d &L maintair that the
process prosv led for the

was ca ully constructed

comments )£ discounte
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QUESTION NO. 2:

Were the BWR/6 Standard Technical Specifications overly relied upon in
justifying the acceptability of the Grand Gulf Technical Specifications?

RESPONSE NO. 2:

tS3

The BWR/6 Standard Technical Specifications (December 1983 Draft) were
used during the Technical Specification Review Program as a review
document, as were the FSAR and supporting documentation, the Safety
Evaluation Report (SER) and Supplements, design documents, and as-built
plant configuration documentation to identify areas of inconsistency with
the Grand Gulf Technical Specifications. The Standard Technical
Specifications were used in the review primarily as an aid to determining
content, level of detail, and format to be included in plant specific
Technical Specifications. The Standard Technical Specifications were
considered to be representative of the current philosophy regarding BWR/6
Technical Specifications.

While MP&L realized that the Standard Technical Specifications are not a
formally approved document, MP&L believed that their use could provide
insight concerning BWR/6 design features and safety parameters which are
appropriate for inclusion in Technical Specifications. Although
development of the draft BWR/6 Standard Technical Specificarions relied
heavily on experience gained from developing the Grand Gulf Technical
Specifications, they also significantly relied upon experience and input
gained to date from the NRC, General Electric, and other BWR Owners. The
Standard Technical Specifications also reflect lessons-learned in
developing approved, mature BWR/3, 4, and 5 Standard Technical
Specifications.

Although LRO review documentation contained references in a few instances
to the Standard Technical Specifications as justification for either the
existing status or a proposed revision of the Grand Gulf Technical
Specifications, this reference alone was not considered to be sufficient
technizal basis for changing the Grand Gulf Technical Specifications.

All changes were required to be based upon sound engineering and
licensing bases. The review checklist and supporting instructions
clearly required the Lead Review Organizations to comprehensively use the
FSAR and supporting documentation, the SER, design documents, and
as-built plant configuration documentation as well as the Standard
Technical Specifications. Nothing in procedure TS~1 encouraged the Lead
Review Organizations to overly rely upon the Standard Technical
Specifications.

A review of the Composite Consistency Matrix results (reference
AECM-84/0229) shows the following distribution of inconsistencies:
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FSAR Inconsistencies 73

SER Inconsistencies 14

Standard Tech. Spec. Inconsistencies 47

As-built Inconsistencies 70

Other Tech. Spec. Area Inconsistencies 21

Other Inconsistencies 51

This distribution of final results indicates that the Standard Technical
Specifications were not overly relied upon during the Technical
Specification Review Program. This fact was substantiated by Impeli
Corporation in their third party review (reference AECM-84/0235, dated
April 16, 1984) of the Technical Specification Review Program. Impell
Corporation commented on the potential overreliance on the Standard
Technical Specifications and concluded there was "... minor, if any,
impact on the quality of the program and its results...."

MP&L maintains that it was appropriate to include the Standard Technical
Specifications as a review resource. In fact their inclusion was
necessary to establish the completeness of the Technical Specification
Review Program. There is no evideance that the Standard Technical
Specifications were overly relied upon in justifying changes to the Grand
Gulf Teclnical Specifications, since the BWR/6 Standard Technical
Specifications were not used as sole justification in determining the
acceptability of the Grand Gulf Technical Specifications.
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QUESTION NO. 3:

Did the Technical Specification Review Program seek to verify that Grand
Gulf Technical Specification requirements were applicable for the
specified plant operating modes?

RESPONSE NO. 3:

Consideration of mode applicability for specific systems, equipment, and
instrumentation was clearly a part of the Technical Specification Review
Program. Procedure TS-1 required the NSSS/BOP reviewer to:

"Evaluate action statement mode change requirements (up and down) to
ensure operation consistent with analysis."

"Ensure LCO's reflect the lowest functional capability or
performance levels of equipment required for safe operation of the
facility based on design analysis. Ensure that the Limiting
Condition for Operation (LCO) contains the quaatity of equipment
required prior to taking analyzed single failure."

Questions 2 and 4 of the NSSS/BOP Technical Specification Review
Checklist required the reviewer to document that consideration was given
to procedure TS-1 requirements relating to mode applicability.

The Lead Review Organizations, using the FSAR and supporting
documentation, the SER, the BWR/6 Standard Technical Specifications, the
design analyses documentation, determined whether the Grand Gulf
Technical Specifications adequately addressed applicable operating modes
for specific systems, equipment, and instrumentation. Bechtel and
General Electric have both stated that mode applicability was clearly and
logically part of their reviews. General Electric, elaborating on the
subject, has stated that:

"During the generation of BWR Standard Technical Specifications,
General Electric worked closely with the NRC to define operating
modes and establish their applicability to specific systems,
equipment, and instrumentation."

"Applicable operating modes for systems, equipment, and
instrumentation are, in principal, generic to ail recent BWR product
lines (BWR/4, 5, and 6), receiving scrutiny whenever a plant
specific set of Technical Specifications is prepared. Therefore,
the initial mode applicability determinations for previously and
most recently licensed plants have valid applications to Grand
Gulf."

Licensed Grand Gulf Nuclear Station SRO's were members of the NSSS/BOP
Onsite Review Team and participated in the review of Lead Review
Organization comments. One of the prime elements of the SRO's review was
consideration of operating mode applicability.
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During the Onsite Review Team meetings with the Lead Review Organization
reviewers, the question of mode applicability was repeatedly addressed,
and resulting comments were documented in the review packages and in
TSPS, if required. Mode applicability was ccnsidered yet again when RPD
conducted their final review of the review packages and TSPS. RPD's
final review provided additional assurance that the systems, equipment,
and instrumentation addressed in the Technical Specifications would be
available .n the appropriate operating mode to ensure defense-in-depth.
In summary MP&L is confident that the Technical Spec [ication Review
Program effectively verified that Grand Gulf Technical Specification
requirements are applicable for the specified plant operating modes.
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QUESTION NO. 4:
Did the Technical Specification Review Program seek to identify
additional Grand Gulf unique features that should be in the Grand Gulf

Technical Specifications and presently are not
I I
RESPONSE NO.

An important objective of the Technical Specification Review Program was

to assure that all safety significant Grand Gulf unique design features
were appropriately included in the Technical Specifications. Procedure
[S-1 contained numerous review elements to accomplish this purpose; the
reviewer was required to examine the FSAR and supporting documents, the
SER, the underlying safety analyses, and as-built documentation to ensure ®
that Grand Gulf unique features were identified and properly addressed in
the Technical Specifications.

Bechtel and General Electric, as architect-engineer and NSSS vendor,
respectively, conducted engineering reviews of the Grand Gulf Techn..:al
Specifications (reference AECM-84/0229). Bechtel and General Flect . i¢
have been continually involved in the engineering design, licensing,
construction, and testing of Grand Gulf and were, therefore, uniquely
qualified to perform the review Bechtel assembled a review team
dedicated to the Technical Specification Review Program and built around
a core of Bechtel engineers having extensive involvement with Grand Gulf
throughout the life of the project. General Electric's reviews were
conducted by the Lead System Engineer for each of the NSSS Technical
Specifications. Within General Electric's organization, the Lead Svstem
Engineer is the final authority on the design features and requirements
for his/her assigned system.

Licensed Grand Gulf Nuclear Station SRO's were members of the Onsite

Review Team, which reviewed the Lead Review Organization review packages
with Bechtel and General Electric engineers. The SRO's provided
operational insight and detailed system-specific and integrated plant

design knowledge. Nuclear Plant Engineering engineers, having knowledge
of system and plant design requirements, industry practices, and
regulatory requirements also served as members of the Onsite Review Team
lhe SRO and Nuclear Plant Engineering members of the Onsite Review Team
iwugmented the Bechtel and General Electric knowledge of Grand Gulf. Each
of the reviewers drew on their knowledge, background, training, and
experience ‘n working with Grand Gulf Technical Specifications, FSAR and
supporting documents, SER, as-built documentation, and underlving safety

and design analyses to ensure the Grand Gulf unique features were
addressed during the Technical Specification Review Program




RPD
review packages
former SROs, and
with Grand Gulf
identified for
by RPD

scope

comments and TSPS
RPD
sl

dec

LDC

considered

as

compos

s who

! -4
. licensin
t.h!‘

internal

41

lusion 1n
revi ("»4’"1

t

Specifications

-
ind depth of th
[he formulatic
10CFR
1cation

using
detine the
n
) £ 50.
8 |

the

ideration
1
additions

cons 36, an

Technic Spe Review

to lechnical

Speci

following classifications contai

Class 1
compli

svstem
to
ontinued
L1
pre

functi

ance ass plant

1Y€

iIssures « integrity

radioac ve releases; i.e.,

.
coolant ssure boundarvy,

systems or functi
are

to

la y
Limiting
the phys barriers
backup Class 1

ettect:

|

conditions

<

systems

ited

stul

lass systems or functi

t

pene

1Vity the event
trated

nt ot

radioac 1N

11¢ i8S

maaageme iccident

lass & systems or fund

ystems funct ions

- |VUS

Lems

Grand Gulf Technica
Additional
the
Fe:

submi

as:

Q
¥

jurin ['é

Uni JUE 1L
to this

in tdentific
it whi

it 101

ures requiredad

MP&L «

LT«

1ficatl

p

SV+

Att
AECM-84/(
}.

1ge

Re

engineers,

y"i
i
know

documented
ed of
had
g, L¢
Grand

LN view Organ

1 Bl
detaile
sting,
Gulf

guidelines

f the Techn
guidel

Vl‘?
d
ind

ledge and
operation
fechnical Dpe
orkin
e {

ot

the g

B
t
.

ontents «

these LNE involved

d

rogram Steering

uidelines were endorsed
ommittec
rey

¢

P

fications were iewed against

ned in the gui lines:

ns which lechnical

QUL

remains within safe lii

)f the multiple barriers

fuel mat X, fuel laddir

nt

ri

and cC¢ i1nment

further |
lass

' I

rases

mitigate manage

ons rel

multip

Ltems

discu

confirmatq

ichment

)27¢

techn

P,\‘t}

by
l'lv >



















emen




