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Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is in response to your June 1,1984 letter concerning the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff's review of the Technical
Specifications for the Grand Gulf Nuclear Power Plant license
application. Your letter requested details of instances since the Three
Mile Island, Unit 2 accident in which errors have been discovered in
Technical Specifications subsequent to NRC staff approval of those
Technical Specifications. You cited the Susquehanna Steam Electric
Station as an example.

! The review procedures used by the NRC staff for preparing the Grand Gulf
Technical Specifications were not restricted to Grand Gulf but were
typical of those used for preparing the Technical Specifications for<

other facilities. While we have not performed an extensive review of
past cases, we are aware of isolated instances where errors or

! inadequacies in Technical Specifications have been discovered subsequent
to NRC approval of them. However, none of those instances were of the
extent of the Grand Gulf case. As a result, the staff initiated a ,

number of actions for several near term operating licenses (NT0Ls).
These actions include:

1

(1) centractor (Idaho National Engineering Laboratory) review of
selected systems in Technical Specifications for four NT0Ls,
including Grand Gulf and Susquehanna, against the Final Safety
Analysis Reports and Safety Evaluation Reports;

i (2) regional inspections of selected systems in Technical Specifica-
. tions for three NT0Ls, including Grand Gulf and Susquehanna,
' against the as-built plant; and

(3) all NT0L applicants have been requested to certify the accuracy of
their Technical Specifications prior to issuance of an operating
license.

While discrepancies were noted as a result of these reviews, they do not
indicate a significant weakness in the Technical Specification develop-
ment process.
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Nevertheless, we realize that the Grand Gulf experience does suggest
that further improvements to the technical specification development

,
.

; process are needed.,

staff view regarding the Technical Specifications for the McGuireIn addition, a recent resolution of a differingi

|
facility also indicated a need for improvements in the technical1

specification development process. |Improvements presently envisioned
include increased sensitivity to the technical specifications develop- .

>

ment process for first-of-a-kind plants and new nuclear utilities,
1

increased formality, and management discipline and oversight in the 1

technical specification program.
'

to the Grand Gulf experience, includes re-evaluation of the scope andThis program, which was started priori
i

content of the technical specifications.

With respect to the number of differences noted between the technicali

Specifications for Susquehanna Units 1 and 2, these differences are duei

changes, and differences in the designs of the two units.largely to new regulatory requirements and guidance, administrative-type; '

The
Susquehanna licensee has proposed to upgrade the Unit 1 Technical!

Specifications to make them as similar to the Unit 2 Technical Spect-i fications as possible. Few

correct errors or are a resu,lt of the technical specificationif any, of the proposed changes are to
development process.

Sincerely, -

I Original algned by
Nunzio J. Palladino

Nunzio J. Palladino
cc: Rep. Ron Marlenee
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Nevertheless, we realize the Grand Gulf experience does suggest hat further
improvements the technical specification development proces are needed.
In addition, a ecent resolution of a differing staff view re arding the
Technical Speci ications for the McGuire facility also indi ted a need
for improvements in the technical specification developmen process.
Improvements pres tly envisioned include increased sensi vity to the
technical specific tion development process for first-of -kind plants and
new nuclear utiliti s; and increased formality, and man ement discipline
and oversight in the technical specification developme process. Other such
improvements will be onsidered as part of our reasse ment of our overall
technical specificatio program. This program, whic was started prior to the
Grand Gulf experience, neludes re-evaluation of th scope and content of the
technical specification

With respect to the numbe of differences noted etween the Technical
Specifications for Susqueh na Units 1 and 2, ese differences are due
largely to new regulatory r uirements and gu dance, administrative-type
changes, and differences in e designs of t e two units. The Susquehanna
licensee has proposed to upgr e the Unit i echnical Specifications to
make them as similar to the Un 2 Technic Specifications as-possible.
Few, if any, of the proposed ch ges are o correct errors or are a result
of technical specification devel ment p ocess.

S ncerely,

Nu to J. Palladino
Cha an
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and oversight in the technical specific? tion development process. O er such
improvements will be considered as part'of-Ed4 npssessment of our p9erall
techi'ical specification program.' This, 'ry grim, which was started, prior to the
Grand Gulf encrience, includes re-eva?qtico of the scope and c htent of the
technical specifications. "

.. s ,

echnical
With respett to 'the number of differences noted between the/ces are due' Specifications for Susquehanna Units 1 and 2, these differa
largely tc-ne'w regulatory requirements and guidance, admi strative-type
changes, ano differences in the designs of the two units The'Susquehanna,

licensee has proposed to upgrade the Unit 1 Technical ecifications to'

make ther,as similar to the Unit 2 Technical Specific fons as pcssible.
Few, if any, of the prnposed changes are to correct rrors or are a results

oftechnical}pecificationdevelopmentprocess.
( *

'' Sincerely, s
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Nunzi J. Palladino
Chai '1an.
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4 E NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
U If WASHIN GTON, D.C. 20555

\...../
CFFICE OF THE

CHAIRMAN

The Honorable Edward J. Markey, Chairman
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman 7N /
This is in response t your June 1,1984 letter in whiph you stated your
understanding that th inadequacies in the Nuclear Rggulatory Commission's
staff's review of the t hnical specifications for the Grand Gulf Nuclear
license application may generic in nature and at limited only to that
license application. Your letter also reques details of all similar
instances since the Three M e Island accid in which errors have been
discovered in the technical s ecification subsequent to NRC staff approval
of those technical specificati s. You letter specifically cited Susque-
hanna as an example of another ant ich had similar problems due to an
inadequate review of the technica ecifications by the NRC staff.

To determine whether the Grand if echnical Specification problems were
' limited to that plant or gene c in n ture, we contracted with Idaho National

Engineering Laboratory to p form a li ited comparison of the technical speci-
fications, Final Safety A ysis Report and Safety Evaluation Reports for four
plants including Grand f and Susqueha a. Except for the Grand Gulf plant,
only minimal discrepa fes were identifie -no more than would normally be
expected for docume s containing so much ormation.

While there are a substantial number of differences in the Technical Specifi-
cationsforSusquehannaUnits1and2,thesed(fferencesareduelargelyto
new regulatory requirements and guidance, admin strative-type changes, and
differences in the designs of the two units m Susquehanna licensee has
proposed to upgrade the Unit 1 Technical Specif cations to make them as
similar to the Unit 2 Technical Specifications as possible. Few if any of
the proposed changes are to correct errors or are a result of inadequate
review by the NRC staff.

Based on the above, we believe tne Grand Gulf Technical Specification problems
are limited to that plant. No errors of the magnitude of those found for the
Grand Gulf plant have been identified in the technical specifications for any
other plant. Nevertheless, we realize the Grand Gulf experience does suggest
that improvements to the technical specification development process may be
needed. Improvements presently envisioned include increased sensitivity to
the technical specification development process for first-of-a-kind plants
and new nuclear utilities; and increased formality, and management discipline
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'and oversight in the technical specification development process. Other such
improvements will be consiifered as part of our reassessment of our overall
techr.Jeal specificati..1 program. < This program, which was started prior to the

, Grind Gdif' experience,' includes re-evaluation of the scope and content of the
t fij( ec m , cal spec.ifications.

, . ,

, ,,' - ; Sincerely,,
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Nunzio J. Palladino.

e Chairman

DISTRIBUTION: GREEN TICKET 14494
Docket File'*w/ incoming EDO Rdg
NRC PDR* / M8ridgers (E 14494)
DCS* % JRoe
L PDR* TRehm
SSPR Reading File * VStel
OCA TMu ey, R-I-
SECY(3) J eilly, R'II
II. Denton/E. Case
D. Eisenhut/R. Purple
Attorney, OELD
J. Taylor
R. Perch
E. Jordan
M. Jambor
F. Miraglia/ Lee
K. Bowman w/orginial ticket
C. Thomas /

D. Brinkman
P. Anderson
W. Dircks
OELD

,

*See Previous Concurrences

SSPB:D
'

LB#2* SSP 8:DL* A OELD*
DBrin .s RPerch CThomas F a . senhut EG e
6//f/84 6/11/84 6/11/84 6 6/11/84 6//[/84 6 84

. D:P ED0 OCA
HR[ ton WJDircks
6/ /84 6/ /84 6/ /84

1
'

<
,

g - - -



I . *
*

- *
. .

., .

-3-

In summary, we believe that the technical specification problems d scovered at
Grand Gulf are not of a generic nature but are limited to the Grj6d GulfTechnical Specifications.

Sincerely,

NunzioJ.Pallad)no

/
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