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Attention: Document Control Desk

Subject: Grand Gulf Nuclear Station
Docket No. 50-416
License No. NPF-29
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Gentlemen:

Attached is the Grand Gulf Nuclear Station (GGN/) Annval
Environmental Operating Report (AEOR) for the period
January 1, 1995 through December 31, 1995. Tris report is
submitted in accordance with the Environmental Protecticn
Plan, Appendix B to the GGNS Operating License (NPF-29),
Section 5.4, "Station Reporting Reguirements".

If you have any questions or require additional information
concerning this report, please contact Michael J. Larson at
(601) 437-6685, or this office.
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ce: (See Next Page)
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PREFACE

The Annual Environmental Operating Report (AEOR) provides information
and data obtained from implementation of Grand Gulf Nuclear Station’s
(GGNS) Environmental Protection Plan (EPP), Appendix B to the GGNS
Operating License (NPF-29), which only requires terrestrial issues to be
addressed, for the period January 1 through December 31, 1995

The GGNS Final Environment Statement did not identify any aquatic issues.
Consequently, the EPP does not address any. The GGNS National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit issued by the Mississippi
Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) contains effluent limitations
and monitoring requirements for aquatic matters. The MDEQ regulates

matters involving water quality and aquatic biota

This report addresses only those issues required by the EPP. In the past,

the AEOR included activities associated with the GGNS Construction Permit,
and an Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR) requirement which
involved reporting regional and perched groundwater levels and precipitation
data in the AEOR. However, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission approved

cancellation of Construction Permit CPPR-119 for Unit 2 on August 71, 1991

(GNRI-91/00176), and GGNS deleted the UFSAR AEOR reporting requirement

in 1993 (GNRI-93/00025), therefore, GGNS terminated reporting activities

associated with these items
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1.0

2.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

ment and Summ

GGNS personnel monitored the environmental impact of plant operational
activities between January | and December 31, 1995 The monitoring
results contained in the following sections indicate no adverse impact on
the environment due to operation of GGNS. In addition, GGNS personnel
have not observed harmful effects or evidence of trends toward irreversible

damage to the surrounding environment at GGNS

ENVIRONMENTAL SURVEILLANCE ACTIVITIES

2.1

22

23

T tagias s s
GGNS discontinued this program in 1988

Cooling Tower Drift Program

GGNS discontinued this program in 1992

The EPP permits changes in GGNS design or operation and performance
~f tests or experiments that affect the environment, provided they do not
involve a change in the EPP or an unreviewed environmental question
However, EPP requirements do not apply to changes, tests or experiments
which do not affect the environment. Also, EPP requirements do not
relieve GGNS of 10 CFR 50 59 requirements, “Changes, Tests and
Experiments,” which address the question of safety associated with

proposed changes, tests and experiments




3.0

4.0

The EPP excludes changes, tests or experiments from the evaluation'

- If all measurable environmental effects confined to onsite areas
previously disturbed during site preparation and plant construction, or

- If required to achieve compliance with other federal, state or local

requirements.

OBSERVATIONS AND DISCUSSIONS

31

Environmental Evaluations

Review of 1995 environmental evaluations indicate that none of the

changes made involved an unreviewed environmental question per the EPP.

A review of evaluations conducted did not reveal any potentially significant

unreviewed environmental issues. Table 4-1 provides a summary of
evaluated changes which could have affected the environment. The

evaluations are attached

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS

41

42

43

44

EPP Changes

GGNS made no changes to the EPP in 1995

EPP Noncompliances

GGNS activities contained no EPP noncompliances during 1995

Nonroutine Reports

GGNS submitted no nonroutine reports in 1995
Potentially Significant Unreviewed Environmental Issues

Review of 1995 environmental evaluations indicated that none of the

changes made involved any unreviewed environmental questions per the
EPP. A review of evaluations conducted did not reveal any potentially
significant unreviewed environmentai issues. Table 4-1 provides a
summary of evaluated changes which could have affected the

environment. The evaluations are attached

2




TABLE 4-1

1995 ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION SUMMARY

SAFETY AND
ENVIRONMENTAL
EVALUATION
NUMBER

DESCRIPTION

95-0054-R00O

The activity involves changing the wording of UFSAR Section 18.1 34 so
that minor leakage around vent and drain valves does not have to be
eliminated. Instead. such leakage must be maintained as low as practical.
Leakage will receive treatment in the normal manner before leaving the plant.
Therefore, all releases will continue to be in compliance with established
criteria and specifications for the plant. As a result, no unreviewed
environmental question exists and a change to the EPP is not required.

95-0057-R00

This activity allowed performing the reactor vessel in-service leak test with
the disc removed from 1E12-FO50B. The conditions and flow path for the test
will remain basically the same. This activity will not result in a release to the
environment. As a result there 1s no unreviewed environmental question and
no need to change the Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)

95-0059-R00

This activity revises the maximum allowable stroke time for various primary
and secondary containment isolation valves. Release from the plant must
continue to comply with established critena and specifications. This activity
is not increasing the probability, quantity or consequences of a steam release
beyond that previously evaluated in the FES. As a result, no unreviewed
environmental question exists and no change to the EPP is required.

95-0060-R00

This change removes the commitment to submit a summary startup report
Since there will be no release to the environment or change in power level,
there is no unreviewed environmental question and no change to the EPP is
required.

95-0075-R0C

This change deletes the requiremert to perform Type C local leak rate testing
on nine test connection valves. Functional operation of equipment will not be
altered by deleting this testing requirement. As a result, there will be no
change in effluents or power level. Therefore the activity will not involve an
unreviewed environmental question of require a change to the EPP

95-0072-R00

This activity allows control rod drive system drive water pressure to be
temporarily increased up to 475 psi above reactor pressure during withdrawal.
The activity will not change operational design or monitoring and release of
effluents so there can be no change in effluents of power levels. As a result,
there is no unreviewed environmental question or need to change the EPP

95-0078-R01

This activity deletes requirement to have a pre-planned alternate method of
monitoring when the AXM noble gas radiation monitor is inoperable
Routine monitoring of plant effluents will still occur via established
monitoring points and equipment. No effluent limitation is being changed or
removed thus there will be no change in effluents or power level and no need
to change the EPP




1995 ENVIRONMENTAL
EVALUATIONS
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

L. Safety Evaluation Overview

A Reference Data
oriciNATOR. _SCOtt Kirby perr/secT. _P&SE EVAL # _95-0054-R0O0
DOCUMENT EVALUATED: _Licensing Document Change Request 95-03€
rererences _UFSAR 18.1.34, Technical Specification 5.5 . NUREG -0737

FSAR CHANGE REQUIRED? Xl Yes 0O No cr# _95-038
FSAR secTions To e ReviseD: _FSAR Section 18.1.34

TRM CHANGE REQUIREN? 0O Yes X No

TECH. SPEC. CHANGE REQUIRED? O Yes Xl No cr# (V/a)

I8 THE VALIDITY OF THIS SAFETY EVALUATION DEPENDENT ON ANY CHANOES OTHER THAN O Yes
THE CHANGE BEING EVALUATED (E.0. PROCEDURAL, OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS)? Xl No
[F YES TO THE LAST QUESTION, HAVE THE OROANIZATIONS RESPONSIBLE POR THOSE O Yes
CHANOGES BEEN NOTIFIED?

THE RESPONSIBLE OROANIZATIONS MUST BE NOTIFIED PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTING
THIS CHANGE.

B Executive Summary (ALSO SERVES A3 INPUT TO NRC SUMMARY REPORT)




IL Safety Evaluation O Nat applicable per Safety Evaluation Applicability Review

A  Technical Specifications

| Implementation or performance of the action described in the evaluated [0 Yes
document will requre a change to the GGNS Unit | Technical X No
Specifications.
Basis: The Technical Specifications, section 5.5, requires controls and
| ¢ radiosct als.  Thi
UFSAR change does not alter any Tech Spec requirements. Tech Spec
WWW ‘ , 1 - i this o

B. Unrevis v2d Safety Question

IMPLEMENTATION OR PERFORMANCE OF THE ACTION DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATED DOCUMENT:

| May increase the probability of occurrence of an accident previously evaluated 0 Yes
in the SAR. X No

2. May increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR. 0 Yes
X No

3 May increase the probability of ovcurrence of a malfunction of equipment 0 Yes
important to safety previously evaluated in the SAR. X No

4  May increase the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to 0O Yes
safety previously evaluated in the SAR. x No




S.

6.

May increase the possibility for an accident of s different type than any 0O Yes
previously evaluated in the SAR. X1 No

A ibility of . ( 8 diff o

et ica in e o

May create the possibility for a malfunction of equipment important to safety of O Yes
& different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR. @ No

erdwumnmmufuyudc&ndmhbmhme 0 Yes

Il Environmeatsl Evalustion (T Not applicable per Eavironmenial Evaluation

IMPLEMENTATION Ol PERPORMANCE OF THE ACTION DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATED DOCUMENT:

A. Environmental Protection Plan

1

Will require & change in the Environmental Protection Plan. O Yes
X No
Basis: The EPP does not address specific leakage pathways. and will not
require change.




B. Unreviewed Environmental Question

1. Concerns a matter which may result in a significant increase in any adverse
environmental impact previously evaluated in the Final Environmental
Statement (FES) as modified by the NRC staff's testimony to the Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB), supplements to the FES, environmental
unpacuppnml,o:mmydecumofﬂ\eASLB

Yes
No

2. Concerns a significant change in effluents or power level. 0O Yes
X No
Bass: Maintaining all gas and wator leakage to as low as practicable
. - :
Wﬂmﬂwﬁmﬂm_ﬁll in_effluent v all llernat T that
provide those effluents,

3. Concerns a matter not previously reviewed and evaluated in the documents 0 Yes
specified in [LB.1 above, which may have s significant environmental X No
impact.

Basiy: Effluent leakage is reviewed and evaluated in the applicable
documents.
Signatures and Approvals
Evaluated: ? o germ— & § / 8 / as”
ORIOINATOR / DATE
. /
Reviewed/Approved: ] ?‘/51/

RE / DATE

Plant Safety Review Committee Review

ﬂ @f% /5 /o5~

CHAIRMAN, PSRC / DATE




GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT |
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

. Safety Evaluation Overview

A Reference Data
ORIGINATOR _R_Frank!in peer/sect _P&SE EVAL # 9€-005 7. ROO
DOCUMENT EVALUATED -1-01 r | In-Servi k Test. Al ference

WO 144875 WISIR #2.

REFERENCES _Techni

Sections 5.2.6 2k, 5.4 ; ;4712,_54713_._;4.7.2.7. 54731 5454 GGNS-

M-189 1, Pump and ing Program; 10 CFR 50 55a(c). 10 CFR 50,
Appendix A, C:OC 55
FSAR CHANG. REQUIRED? O Yes & No cr# _N/A
FSAR SECTIONS TO BE REVISED _IN/A
TRM CHANGE REQUIRED? O VYes d No
TECH SPEC CHANGE REQUIRED? O Yes B/No cr# _N/A
IS THE VALIDITY OF THIS SAFETY EVALUATION DEPENDENT ON ANY CHANGES OTHER THAN = Y
THE CHANGE BEING EVALUATED (E G. PROCEDURAL, OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS)? &-No
[F YES TO THE LAST QUESTION, HAVE THE ORGANIZATIONS RESPONSIBLE FOR THOSE 3 Yes
CHANGES BEEN NOTIFIED”
THE RESPONSIBLE ORGANIZATIONS MUST BE NOTIFIED PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTING
THIS CHANGE

B Executive Summary (ALSO SERVES AS INPUT TO NRC SUMMARY REPORT)

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE, TEST OR EXPERIMENT: T0 all rformin R In-

wmmmmovmm 15_25259_9___&_115_:&'_&!49_2!19

s mbly wili | n m |
tggg grRQ_S Pleg__gswug_1 12F in wnl
test boundary valve. The 3/4"-DBB-66 test gg gg;!gn hng from anﬁg will al gg Qg
ress nd valve 1E12F will b
P&ID M-1085A
REASON FOR CHANGE. TEST OR EXPERIMENT This will allow the Reactor Vessel In-ngcg_Lg_g_
Test to be performed while rework is bei rform n the 1E12F

MNCR 0184-95 Reference WO 144875




SUETY EVA.LL‘AT!ON SL’MMARY AND co.\’cu'sxo.w Per r ‘m R vie / for MNCR 0184-95
12F ' ared noper ntil_repai tisfacton! This
W1ﬂmmﬁmmm_mu performing the
Reactor !!;!gl In-Service | eak Tg; m} disc removed. With th ! disc removed Qgt
the retai late/ mbl normal, th ure integri
_glzf_Q_QQ_a is still intact. However, ﬂ& gg! the disc, the ngrmgl test boundary mug

be moved upstream to the 1E12F053B and 1E12F0S588B valves This change in test
boun does not create an unreview f tion ummarnzed in th fet

Evaluation Review

[I. Safety Evaluation O Not applicable per Safety Evaluation Applicability Review
A Technical Specifications
| Implementaton or performance of the action descnbed in the evaluated O

Yes
document wall require a change to the GGNS Unit | Technical J No
Specificanons

Basls The pr hange t rform the R rV | In-Servi kT
with _the disc removed from check valve 1E12F05080 does not represent a
han he T fhm | ification h val F ’
meet requir f |
man_un Mode 4. Tmﬁmmmmmmmm_s
ir ns, ar n
n 'Il , T 4 n
1E12FQ§QE will ;gill be m!intgingq in_accordance with the Inggmgg ngtmg
Program.

B Unreviewed Safety Question
IMPLEMENTATION OR PERFORMANCE OF THE ACTION DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATED DOCUMENT

| May increase the probability of occurrence of an accident previously evaluateu O VYes
in the SAR G/ No
BasSls GQlobe g!g 1E12F0S38 mll become a boundary gl!vg fQ[ the g!gg
v |_In- T Thi Ir
y;, m gg gg mm ]E12FQ§QE yg ve 1E12F Q§§§ has ngn shown 19 be
mi/min_allowable | mi/mi [
test gmgmnggl pressure of 1050 psid per LLRT WQ 14Q719 Also, 3/4"- QEE
val 12F will m The d
mponent er M § g mgro than ggngggg fgrg Q___Q_ggg_r
V | In- k T iti ' v

downstream of 1wmwmmwwm
to 1E12F0588 __ This is the 1E12F05S9B8 where the line terminates with a
plugged 1-1/2" hose connection. For the reasons stated above. this change

does not increase the probability of occurren f an ident _previo
evaluated in the SAR
2 May increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR. 0O Yes

No
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Basis: Performing the Reactor V |_In-Servi k_Test with the di
rem from check valve 1E12F nd th n n (o}
1E12F nd 1E12F oes not chan he _intent or meth f th
Leak Test The conditions (pressure and temperature) and flow path for the
test remain basically th me. Valve 1E12F retains its pr. re integn
with the disc removed since the cap assembly is a designed pressure
boundary for the valve. The design ratings of the new test boundares,
1E12F0538, 1E12F0588. and associated piping, are adequate for the test
conditions This change does not increase the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the SAR.

May increase the probability of occurrence of a malfunction of equipment 0 VYes
important to safety previously evaluated in the SAR & No

BASIS: Performing the R r In- i k T ith th i
removed from check valve 1E12F he t n han
1E12F nd 1E12F not chan intent or meth f
k Test The 1E12F nd 1E12F which wil
reactor pressure will be in a passive sta‘e isol in | ition dun
the test The 1E12F0 was local leak ra nd was within
llowable leak rate of 1 gpm per Tech 461 Th ion _of
1E12F valve is to pr the low prassure RHR iping from bein r
r . Th ign_rati f the n 1 test
conditions. For these reason | n not in r ility of
rren f functi f i nt.

May increase the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to 0O Yes
safety previously evaluated in the SAR. No

BAsls Perdorming the Reactor Vessel In-Servi k T with

rem from check ve 1E12F nd the t n

1E12F0538 and 1E12F0S8B does not chan intent or f

Leak Test The conditions and flow path for th remain ically the
me. The low re pipin ing pr 1a 1E12F has n n

affected by this change ghgrgfgrg,thg consequences of the failure of

1E12F he | ressure piping remains the same.

May increase the possibility for an accident of a different type than any ] VYes
previously evaluated in the SAR & No

sasis Performing the Reactor Vessel In-Service Leak Test with the disc
removed from check valve 1E12FO0S0B and the test boundary changed to
1E12F053B and 1E12F0588 does not change the intent or method of the

Leak Test The conditions (temperature and pressure) and flow path for the
test remain basically th me. _This chan not incr h ibili

for an accident of ifferent type than any previous| |luated in the SAR.

May create the possibility for a malfunction of equipment important to safety of O Yes
a different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR. & No




Performing this Leak Test with the disc removed from check valve
512FQ§QE and the test boundary changed to 15__2F053E and 1E12F0588

does not change the intent or method of the test. The conditions and flow
th for th t remain basically th me. Subjecting the 1E12F t

ressure is well within th ign an fety function of the valve to pr h
low pressure piping and removing the disc from 1E12F0508 does not affect
th ressure boun f th mponent. therefore, this chan 0es n

create the possibility for a malfunction of equipment ‘of a different type than
any previously evaluated in the SAR

-

Will reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any Technical 0O Yes
Specification Q/No

Basis Performing this Leak Tmﬂmm&mmwﬂ_mn
1E12F0508 and the test boundary changed to 1E12FO0SSB and 1E12F0588B
does not change the intent or_method of the gg;;, I g con gmg s and ﬂgw
path for the test remain basicaiiy the same. The margin of safety as defined in
Tech 4.6 requires R PIVs (1E12F 11 rl
in_ Modes 1.2 and 3 and have leakage s 1 gpm at 1050 £10 psig. The
Mﬁmi_ln;&ass_muuum&_ﬂmimMm4 In qum 1.2

th f 1E12F | ir n_of the high
nmfrmhl I re pipi il'n F __Thi
ing n r ri f '
r margin of forany T

ill. Environmental Evaluation [0 Not applicable per Environmental Evaluation
Applicability Review

IMPLEMENTATION OR PERFORMANCE OF THE ACTION DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATED DOCUMENT

A Environmental Protection Plan
' Will require a change in the Environmental Protection Plan O Yes

o No

BAsls Performing the Reactor Vessel In-Service Leak Test with the disc
removed from check valve 1E12F0S0B and the test boundary changed to

1E12F0538 and 1E12F058B does not require a change to the Environmental
P lan.

B Unreviewed Environmental Question

| Concemns a matter which may result in a significant increase in any adverse 0O VYes
environmental impact previously evaluated in the Final Environmental & No
Statement (FES) as modified by the NRC staffs teshmony to the Atomuc
Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB), supplements to the FES, environmental
impact appraisal, or in any decisions of the ASLB

Basls Performing this Leak Test with the disc removed from check valve
1£12F0508 and the test boun han 1E12F nd 1E12F

will not result in @ significant increase in any adverse environmental impact.




2 Concemns a significant change'in effluents or power level.. - O Yes

i g No

pAsls Performing this Leak Test with the disc removed from check valve
1E12F050B and ihe test boundary changed to 1E12F0S538 and 1E12F0588

not cha: he intent or h f th Th nditions and flow
| for the test remain ically th me. N e _in effluents or power
level will be required.

3 Concems a matter not previously reviewed and evaluated in the documents O Yes
specified in 1B | above, which may have a significant environmental & No
impact.

BAsls: Performin R In- h
rem from ¢ch valve 1E12F
1E1 nd 1E12F ill_not result in ignifi ' in

adverse environmental impact.

Signatures and Approvals

Evaluated

Reviewed/Approved

Plant Safety Review Committee Review

A o skAr
CHAIRMAN, PSRC / DATE
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 1 of 16
I. Safety Evaluation Overview
A Reference Data
oriaivaTor  _Alan J._Malone pepT/secT _P&SE EVAL # _95-0059-R00

FSAR CHANGE REQUIRED? Yes D No CR#
FSAR SECTIONS TO BE REVISED' _N/A

TRM CHANGE REQUIRED? B Yes O No

TECH. SPEC. CHANGE REQUIRED? O Yes @ No CR¥ _N/A

[S THE VALIDITY OF THIS SAFETY EVALUATION DEPENDENT ON ANY CHANGES OTHER THAN O Yes
THE CHANGE BEING EVALUATED (E.O. PROCEDURAL, OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS)? E No

[F YES TO THE LAST QUESTION, HAVE THE ORGANIZATIONS RESPONSIBLE FOR THOSE
CHANGES BEEN NOTIFIED?

O Yes

THE RESPONSIBLE ORGANIZATIONS MUST BE NOTIFIED PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTING
THIS CHANGE

B Executive Summary (ALSO SERVES AS INPUT TO NRC SUMMARY REPORT)
BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE, TEST OR EXPERIMENT: mmmmmm

H \AMALONE\WINWORD\VLVTIME 1 DOC Revised: June 15, 1995




GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 2 of 16

B gsgsmuiummm (Continued):

H \AMALONE\WINWORD\VLVTIME1 DOC Revised: June 8, 1995



GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 3 of 16
1. Safety Evaluation 3  Not applicable per Safety Evaluation Applicability Review
| Implementation or performance of the action descnbed in the evaluated C Yes

document wll require a change to the GGNS Uit | Techrucal Specificatons @ No

B Unreviewed Safety Question

IMPLEMENTATION OR PERFORMANCE OF THE ACTION DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATED DOCUMENT:

| May increase the probability of occurrence of an accident previously evaluated O
in the SAR. @® No

H\AMALONE\WINWORD\VLVTIME | DOC Revised: June 8, 1995




GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 4 of 14

|  May increase the probability of occurrence of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR
(Continued):

2 May increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR. O VYes

H \AMALONE WINWORD\VLVTIME | DOC Revised: June 8, 1995



GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE § of 16

May increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR (Continued):

Revised: June 8, 1995




GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUA TION FORM

PAGE 6 of 16

|

2 May increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR (Continued):

H \AMALONE\WINWORD\VLVTIME i DOC Revised: June 8, 1995



GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT |

CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 7 of 16

4

.

May increase the consequences of an accident previously evaiuated in the SAR (Continued):

BASIS (CONTINUED):

H \AMALONE WINWORD'\VLVTIME | DOC

Reviser .

June 8, 1995




GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT I
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 8 of 16

2 May increase the consequences of an accident previcusly evaluated in the SAR (Continued):

BASIS (CONTINUED):

H \AMALONE\WINWORD\VLVTIME | DOC Revised: June 8, 1995




GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION "'NIT |
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVAI UATION FORM

PAGE 9 of 16
3 May increase the probability of occurrence of a malfunction of equipment O VYes
important to safety previously evaluated in the SAR. @ No

H \AMALONE'WINWORD\VLVTIME | DOC Revised: June 8, 1995




GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 10 of 16

3 May increase the probability of occurrence of a malfunction of equipment importint to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR (Continued):

4 May increase the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to 0 Yes
safety previously evaluated in the SAR. ® No
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CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 11 of 16

4 May increase the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety previously
evaluated in the SAR (Continued):

S May increase the possibility for an accident of a different type than any 0O VYes
previously evaluated in the SAR. @® No
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S May increase the possibility for an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in
the SAR (Continued):

6 May create the possibility for a malfunction of equipment important to safety of 0 Yes
a 1ifferent type than any previously evaluated in the SAR ® No
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6 May create the possibility for a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different type
than any previously evaluated in the SAR(Continued):
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CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM
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-~

Will reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any Technical O VYes
@ No

Specification
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 15 of 16

[1l. Environmental Evaluation [0 Not applicable per Environmental Evaluation
Applicability Review

IMPLEMENTATION OR PERFORMANCE OF THE ACTION DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATED DOCUMENT
A Environmental Protection Plan
| Will require a change in the Environmental Protection Plan. 0O VYes

| Concemns a matter which may result in a significant increase in any adverse 0 Yes
environmental impect previously evaluated in the Final Environmental @ No
Statement (FES) as modified by the NRC staff's tesimony to the Atomuc
Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB), supplements to the FES, environmental
impact appraisal, or in any decisions of the ASLB.
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CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 16 of 16

3 Concerns a matter not previously reviewed and evaluated in the documents O Yes
specified in 1B | above, which may have a significant environmental @ No
impact

Signatures and Approvals

Evaluated w M/ é__z 9.5

OIUO[NATOR / DATE

/

Reviewed Approved: __M\ J/F A‘ 5’

REVIEWER / DA

/

Plant Safety Review Committee Review

2 otz Y

CHAIRMAN, PSRC / DATE
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT |
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

I. Safety Evaluat.on Overview
A Reference Jata
oriciNnaTor _K L. Walker pert/sect _P&SE/RE  evaL ¢ _95-0060-R0O0
DOCUMENT EVALUATED _Technical Requirements Manual 7.7 1.1
ReFERENCES QQAM 3.4 2

FSAR CHANGE REQUIRED? & Yes O No cr# _CR 95-043
FSAR sSecTIONS TO BE REVISED _Appendix 3A page 1.16-1
TRM CHANGE REQUIRED? M Yes O No
TECH SPEC. CHANGE REQUIRED? 0 Yes M No crR# (n/a)
IS THE VALIDITY OF THIS SAFE r'Y EVALUATION DEPENDENT ON ANY CHANGES OTHER THAN O Yes
THE CHANGE BEING EVALUATED (E.G PROCEDURAL, OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS)? M No
[F YES TO THE LAST QUESTION, HAVE THE ORGANIZATIONS RESPONSIBLE FOR THOSE [ Yes
CHANGES BEEN NOTIFIED?
THE RESPONSIBLE ORGANIZATIONS MUST BE NOTIFIED FRIOR TO IMPLEMENTING
THIS CHANGE

B Executive Summary (ALSO SERVES AS INPUT TO NRC SUMMARY REPORT)

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE, TEST OR EXPERIMENT T hi itmen




SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY AND concLusions Thi nly to

i jye requiremen ' | | RG 1.16
C.1.a _Elimination of the summary Startup Test Report currently sent to the NRC
r | il in Nno way | r ili r con n f

IL. Safety Evaluation O Not applicable per Safety Evaluation Applicability Review

A. Techaical Specificati

| Implementation or performance of the action descrnbed in the evaluated 0 VYes
document will require a change to the GGNS Unit 1 Techncal 7 No
Specifications.

ection 7

MPLEMENTATION OR PERFORMANCE OF THE ACTION DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATED DOCUMENT

| May increase the probability of occurrence of an accident previously evaluated O Yes
in the SAR 7 No

BASIS The proposed change makes no physical modifications to the facility or any
operating, maintenance, of testng practices  Startup testng will continue to be
conducted in accordance with applicable plant programs and Techmcal Specification
requirements. Reporting or not reporting these results is unrelated to accident
probability.

2 May increase the consequerces of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR. ] Yes
@ No

BASIS The proposed change makes no physical modifications to the facility or any
operating, maintenance, of testng practices  Startup tesung will continue to be
conducted in accordance with applicable plant programs and T:chmical Specification
requirements  Reporting or not reporting these results 1s unrelated to accident
consequences




3

4

b)

6

-

May increase the probability of occurrence of a malfuncton of equipment a
important to safety previously evaluated in the SAR &

BASIS No modifications to any systems, structures, or components are being made by the
proposed change The change only removes the requirement to summanze startup test
results to the NRC  Startup tests will continue to be performed and evaluated in
accordance with applicable programs and requirements, and results will be available on-
site for review at any time by the Commussion Therefore, there 1s no increase in the
probability of malfunction of plant equipment,

May increase the consequences of a malfunction of equpment important to O
safety previously evaluated in the SAR &

BASIS No modifications to any systems, structures, or components are being made by the
proposed change The change only removes the requirement to summanze startup test
results to the NRC  Startup tests will continue to be performed and evaluated in
accordance with applicable programs and requirements, and results will be available on-
site for review at any ume by the Commussion. Therefore, there is no increase in the
consequences of malfunction of plant equipment,

May increase the possibility for an accident of a different type than any O
previously evaluated in the SAR &

BASIS No new accident possibilities are created since there are no physical modifications
being made by the proposed change, nor are there any changes to the way testing is
conducted or evaluated Adequate plant programs and procedures, combined with
Technical Specification surveillance requirements are in place to ensure that thorough
startup testng is performed to confirm design predictions. NRC approval of startup tests

1s not required. The proposed change only affects reporting requirements for test results
provided for NRC information purposes only

May create the possibility for a malfunction of equipment important to safety of 0
a dufferent type than any previously evaluated in the SAR. &

BASIS No new equipment malfunction possibilities are created since there are no physical
modifications being made by the proposed change, nor are there any changes to the way
testing 1s conducted or evaluated Adequate plant programs and procedures, combined
with Technical Specification surveillance requirements are in place to ensure that
thorough startup testing 1s performed to confirm design predictions. The proposed
change only affects reporting requirements for test results provided for NRC information
purposes only

Will reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any Techmical O
Specification &

BASIS There 1s no margin of safety related to reporung of information to the NRC
Comnussion approval of test results 1s not required, and adequate review of startup tests
1s provided for under existing plant programs and Technical Specifications. No change
1s being made to the startup test procedures or review processes. There 1s no mention in
the Safety Evaluation Report of requining startup test reporting to the NRC following
reloads Thus, removal of information-only reporting of startup tests results does not
reduce the margin of safety

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No




IIl. Environmental Evaluation [] Not applicable per Environmental Evaluauon
Applicability Review

IMPLEMENTATION OR PERFORMANCE OF THE ACTION DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATED DOCUMENT

A Environmental Protection Plan

| Will require a change in the Environmental Protection Plan.

B0

BASIS Reporting requirements for startup testing are not addressed in the EPP

B Unreviewed Environmental Question
I Concerns a matter which may result in a significant increase in any adverse
environmental impact previously evaluated in the Final Environmental
Statement (FES) as modified by the NRC staff's teshmony to the Atomic

Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB), supplements to the FES, environmental
impact appraisal, or in any decisions of the ASLB

BASIS Reporting requirements for startup testing are not addressed in the FES

g0

2 Concerns a significant change in effluents or power level . 0
%]
BASIS The proposed change deals only with NRC admunistrative reporting requirements

for startup test results and has no impact on effluents or power level Any proposed
changes in effluents or power level are processed in accordance with applicable plant

programs which are not being changed.

3 Concerns a matter not previously reviewed and evaluated in the documents O
specified in 1B 1 above, which may have a signuficant environmental [}
impact.

BASIS The proposed change deals only with NRC admunistrative reporting requirements
for startup test results and has no impact on the environment.

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Signatures and Approvals

Evaluated 7{ / ﬂord/ </3/95~

ORIGINATOR/ DATE  /

Reviewed/Approved [/a,&‘:, 'K/ . &) "GV?}:

REVIEWER / [DATE

Plant Safety Review Committee Review

647/7)"

CHAIRMAN, PSRC / DATE
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT |

PAGE 1 of 14

CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

I. Safety Evaluation Overview

FSAR CHANGE REQUIRED? @ Yes O No CR#® _95-085 .
FSAR secTions To BE REVISED: __Table 6.2-44; Table 6.2-49; and Table 168-3.6.4-1 —
TRM CHANGE REQUIRED? B8 Yes O No

TECH. SPEC. CHANGE REQUIRED? 0 Yes @ No CR# _NA

IS THE VALIDITY OF THIS SAFETY EVALUATION DEPENDENT ON ANY CHANGES OTHER THAN O Yes
THE CHANGE BEING EVALUATED (E.G. PROCEDURAL, OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS)? E No

[F YES TO THE LAST QUESTION, HAVE THE ORGANIZATIONS RESPONSIBLE FOR THOSE (3 Yes
CHANGES BEEN NOTIFIED?

THE RESPONSIBLE ORGANIZATIONS MUST BE NOTIFIED PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTING
THIS CHANGE

B Executive Summary (ALSO SERVES AS INPUT TO NRC SUMMARY REPORT)

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF CHANO!- TEST OR EXPERIMENT: mmmwmmumm
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 2 of 14

B Executive Summary (Continued):
mso». FOR CHANGE, TEST OR EXPERIMENT WWM

il. Safety Evaluation CJ  Not applicable per Safety Evaluation Applicability Review

A Techncal Specifications

| Implementaton or performance of the action descnbed in the evaluated 0 Yes
document wall requure a change to the GGNS Unit | Techmical Specifications. @ No
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 3 of 14

[I. Safety Evaluation T Not applicable per Safety Evaluation Applicability Review

B Unreviewed Safety Question

IMPLEMENTATION OR PERFORMANCE OF THE ACTION DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATED DOCUMENT

| May increase the probability of occurrence of an accident previously evaluated O Yes
in the SAR. @® No
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 4 of 14

2 May increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR (Continued):
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CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE § of 14

2 May increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR (Continued):
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EX?ERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM
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2 May increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR (Continued):

BASIS (CONTINL :
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CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 7 of 14

2 May increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR (Continued):
BASIS (CONTINUED):
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 8 of 14

2 May increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR (Continued):

BASIS (CONTINUED):
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 9 of 14

May increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR (Continued):

BASIS (CONTINUED): Therefore, the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the
WFSAR are not increased Dy these chanqes.

May increase the probabulity of occurrence of a malfunction of equpment 0O Yes
important to safety previously evaluated in the SAR. @ No
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT |
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 10 of 14

4 May increase the consequences of a malfunction of equpment important to 0O VYes
safety previously evaluated in the SAR. @ No

S May increase the possibility for an accident of a different type than any 0 Yes
previously evaluated in the SAR. @ No
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 11 of 14

6 May create the possibility for a malfunction of equpment important to safety of 0O VYes
a dufferent type than any previously evaluated in the SAR @® No

7 Will reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any Technical O Yes
Specification. @ No
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7 Will reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any Techmcal Specificaton
(Continued):
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CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 13 of 14

III. Environmental Evaluation [0 Notapplicable per Environmental Evaluation Applicability
Review

IMPLEMENTATION OR PERFORMANCE OF THE ACTION DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATED DOCUMENT:
A Environmental Protection Plan

| Will require a change in the Environmental Protection Plan 0O Yes

|  Concemns a matter which may result in a significant increase 1n any adverse O Yes
environmental impact previously evaluated in the Final Environmental @ No
Statement (FES) as modified by the NRC staffs tesumony to the Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB), supplements to the FES, environmental
impact appraisal, or in any decisions of the ASLB

2 Concems a significant change in effluents or power level O Yes
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

PAGE 14 of 14

3 Concerns a matter not previously reviewed and evaluated in the documents O VYes
specified in 1 B | above, which may have a significant environmental impact. @ No

Signatures and Approvals

Evaluated %M‘/ 5-28-95

ORIGINATOR / DATE

Reviewed Approved /ﬂ ‘%1/4 Vi

REVIEWER / DATE

Plant Safety Review Committee Review

L2 ;W__f/

CHAIP’ RC / DATE
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GRAND GUL” NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1

CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS L AFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

. Safety Evaluation Overview

A deference Data
orioiNaTorR _Ken Walker vept/sect _P&SE/RE  svaL ¢ _95-0072-R00
DOCUMENT EVALUATED _EER 95-6156
reFerences EER 95-6156, GTC - 95/0299. GEK 73674A
FSAR CHANGE REQUIRED? 0 Yes w No cr# _NA
FSAR SECTIONS TO BE REVISED. _NA
TRM CHANGE REQUIRED? O Yes ﬁ No
TECH SPEC CHANGE REQUIRED? O Yes m No  cr# _NA
IS THE VALIDITY OF THIS S+ .~ EVALUATION DEPENDENT ON ANY CHANGESOTHER THAN & Y@S
THE CHANGE BEING EVALU» . v (.0, PROCEDURAL, OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS)? O No

Validity of the SE 1s dependent upon Operations procedure changes being in compliance
with the stipulations of EER 956156 Specifically, drive water pressure may not exceed
350 psid above reactor pressure if reactor power is greater than the high power setpoint.
Other stipulations are made in the EER, and this SE also relies on those even though
they may not be specifically discussed licrein

[F YES TO THE LAST QUESTION, !IAVE TIIE ORGANIZA TTONS RESPONSIRLE FOR THOSE w Yes
CHANGES BEEN NOTTFIED?

THE RESPONSIBLE ORGANIZATIONS MUST BE NOTIFIED PRIOR T imPLEMENTING
THIS CHANGE

B Executive Summary (ALSO SERVES AS INPUT TO NRC SUMMARY REPORT)

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE, TEST OR EXPERIMENT EER 95-6156 allows control rod dnive system
dnive water pressure to be temporanly increased up to 475 psi above reactor pressure for
purposes of withdrawing control rods whuch will not move at normal pressure  This pressure
increase 15 to be done under Operations Off-normal Event Procedures, and 1s subject to
certain limitatrons as descrnibed in the EER and in this eva'vaton No FSAR changes are
required as the FSAR discusses only normal CRD system pressures and does not discuss
lirmuts on temporanly exceeding such pressures

REASON FOR CHANGE, TEST OR EXPERIMENT Control rods often prove difficult to withdraw at normal
control rod drive system dnve water pressure, especially from positon 00 and/or dunng
restart from a reactor scram [t 1s necessary to allow plant Operators to temporanly increase
this pressure in order to withdraw the rods Current procedures (ONEP 05-1-02-IV-1) allow
an increase only to 350 psi above reactor pressure This often 1s insufficient to irinate
movement, and a hugher pressure 1s needed




SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY AND concLUsIONs: No change to Techrucal Specificanons or the
TRM 1s necessary since the dnve water pressure 1s not specifically discussed in these
documents. Discussions with the NSSS supplier, GE, (GTC-95/00299) indicate that dnve
water pressures up to 500 psi above reactor pressure are allowable without presenting a nsk
of damage to the CRD mechanism such that control rod scram could be inhubited One
important consideraton involves the chance for inadvertent over-notchung of the CRD
mechausm dunng withdrawals due to use of elevated pressures Engineering evaluations by
System Engineering and expenence indicate that over-notchung of up to 4 notches (08
positions) is feasible If reactor power 1s above the hugh power setpouwnt (~70% power), such
an event could result in movement exceeding that intended to be allowed by the Rod
Withdrawal Limuter (e g 2 notches), thus violating the assumptions of the Rod Withdrawal
Error (RWE) analysis. Ths evaluaton therefore supports only the use of elevated pressures
above 350 psid when below the hugh power setpoint. Below that power level, pressure
increases up to 475 psid over reactor pressure are temporanly allowable since overnotching of
3 notches, or even 4 notches, would not exceed the RWL/RWE travel limut of 4 notches.

Thus, with the above restrictions, there is no increase in the probability or consequences of any
accident or malfunction previously analyzed The RWL will continue to protect against the
possibility of an unbounded Rod Withdrawal Error The possibility or consequences of a
Control Rod Drop Accident are also unaffected by this change. No new types of events are
created There are no additional changes to the system operating procedures nor are there any
changes in system design. The control rod drive system wall not be inhubited from performung
its scram insertion function if called upon to do so. No margins of safety are being affected
since there 1s no impact on compliance with the MCPR safety limut, plastic strain Limut, or
radiological dose hmuts. Therefore, no unreviewed safety question is created by allowing an
increase in CRD system dnive water pressure of up to 475 psid above reactor pressure
provided pressure is not increased over 350 psid above reactor pressure when above the hugh
power setpoint.

I1. Safety Evaluation O Not applicable per Safety Evaluation Applicability Review

A Techo oot

| Implementation or performance of the action descnibed in the evaluated O Yes
document will require a change to the GGNS Umt 1 Techmcal v No
Specifications.

pAsIS The drive water pressure differential is not limited or discussed in the
Technical Specifications The restrictions being rlaced upon elevated pressure
differentials when reactor power is above the hign power setpoint will ensure that
the basis for TS 3.3 7 1 are maintained Control rod scram times as required by
TS 3 1 4 will not be affected by the proposed change. Any problems with rods
which are immovable vl continue to be addressed adequately by TS3 13  Any
minor rod malfunctiors ‘esulting in rod partern wviolations will be adequately
addressed by TS3 1 ¢




B Unreviewed Safety Ouesti

1

IMPLEMENTATION OR PERFORMANCE OF THE ACTION DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATED DOCUMENT

May increase the probability oi nccurrence of an accident previously evaluated O VYes
in the SAR. & No

BASIS The events in the SAR which «re potentiaily impacted by this charge include all
events relving upon a reactor scram for mutigation as well as the Rod Withdrawal Error
and the Control Rod Drop Accident Discussions with the NSSS supplier (GTC
95/00299) indicate that drive water pressures of up to 500 psid above reactor pressure
are acceptable without damage potential even though these are not specifically allowed
by the vendor manual Relief valves are also provided on the dnve water piping to
prevent exceeding potentially damaging pressures. Thus, the ability of the control rod
drive to accomplish the scram function will not be affected and the potential for a failure
to scram when required 1s not increased.

The Rod Withdrawal Error analysis (UFSAR 15 4 2) considers the inadvertent continuous
withdrawal of a control rod to a pomnt where fuel damage could occur  The possibility of
ununtentional rod withdrawal under lumuting conditions 1s not affected by having a higher
dnive pressure (The consequences are discussed under B 2 below.) Further, the Control
Rod Drop Accident addresses the results of an uncoupled control rod falling out of the
core under worst case conditions. The likeithood of a control rod becomung uncoupled
and dropping is not impacted by the proposed change.




2 May increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR. 0O VYes
= No
BASIS: As described above, the ability of the CRD system to perform a reactor scram 1s
not impacted by having a dnve water pressure up to 475 psid above reactor pressure
since no nhiys:ical damage can result from such pressures. Should a scram occur while

dnving a rod, accumulator pressure will still be directed to the underpiston area as

designed Thus, the consequences of any event requinng a reactor scram are not
increased

Concermung the RWE event, two conditions must be considered: above and below the high
power setpoint (HPSP) Abaove the HPSP, the RWE analysis (UFSAR 15 4 2) assumes
that rod =otion is stopped prior to a rod exceeding | foot (2 notches) of travel It is
concervable based on expenence and engineening estimates, that inadvertent withdrawals
of up to as much as 4 notches could occur at the pressures under consideration. Thus
would vio'ate the assumptions of the RWE analysis even with the withdrawal lumiier
functioning properly  Thus, thus evaluation does not support elevated dnve water
pressures exceedirg the 350 psid value already allowed by ONEP 05-1-02-IV-1 when
reactor power 13 above the HPSP  When power 1s below the HPSP, a 2 foot (4 notch)
withdrawal 1s allowed prior to stopping movement. As discussed in EER 95-6156,
expenence, judgment, and engineening estimates indicate that over-notching 1 excess of
thuis amount 1s not expected at the proposed differential pressure of 475 psid  Further,
whule rod withdrawal speed 1s expected to be faster for hugher dnve water pressure, thus
is not a factor affecting the RWE analysis results. Ttus, should an inadvertent rod
withdrawal occur under limiting or near-lumuiting core conditions, the assumptions of the
RWE analyses would be met and the resulting consequences would be no more severe
The MCPR safety limut would not be exceeded, nor would the 1% plastic strain limut be
violated Note that thus evaluation assumes that normal procedural controls applicable to
operation of the CRD system and RWL which are credited in the RWE analysis continue
to apply (UFSAR 154222)

The consequences of a CRDA are also not increased by hugher drive water pressure. The
radiological consequences (fuel failures) resuling from the CRDA are influenced
primantly by the control rod worth which 1s a function the core conditions and rod pattern
at the ume the event occurs. A higher dnve pressure does not affect these items except
that 1t 1s possible for an overnotching event to result in a rod pattern which temporanly
violates the constraunts of the banked position withdrawal sequence. Such a condition 1s
already anticipated by the Techmical Specifications (TS 3 1.6, Action A), however, and is
cons:dered within the bounds established by the RWE analysis as discussed in the TS
Basis. Postulated system failures in conjunction with a hugher drive pressure could result
in an unplanned withdrawal at hugher than normal (3 in/sec) speeds, however such speeds
stil. remain less than those assumed n the CRDA (UFSAR 4.6 23 7 2) and are therefore
“ounded by the existing analysis




3 May increase the probability of occurrence of a malfuncuon of equipment O Yes
important to safety previously evaluated in the SAR. g No

BASIS' No other modifications to equipment or procedures important to safety are being
made by this change Discussions with GE personnel indicate that the system 1s capabie
of handling the increased pressure without adverse affects. A higher dnve pressure will
result in a shghtly increased speed of withdrawal or insertion, however this 1s not
considered a “malfunction” since it 1s expected and can occur even with normal
vanations in system pressure. Examunation of the system design also shows that
increased drive water pressure is not more likely to result in a unplanned withdrawal or
insertion without the presence of additional failures.

4 May increase the consequences of a malfunction of equiprent important to O Yes
safety previously evaluated in the SAR. = No

BASIS The FSAR considers several malfunctions of the CRD system (UFSAR 46.23).
The proposed change potentially impacts only the consequences of an unplanned
withdrawa! assumung additional falures occur The consequences of other events are
either unrelated or negligibly affected by dnive pressure prior to an assumed failure. In
the case of an unplanned withdrawal, a slightly faster withdrawal speed could result,
however this remains bounded by existing CRDA analyses.

5 May increase the pessibility for an accident of a different type than any O Yes
previously evaluated in the SAR. ® No

BASIS Increasing drive water pressure to a maximum of 475 psid above reactor pressure
does not create the possibility of an accident of a different type. No physical changes are
being made to system design, and no additional changes are being made to system
operation  The UFSAR already considers numerous malfunctions, ruptures, and multiple
failures of the CRD system and its components. This relatively slight increase n allowed
dnive water pressure under controlled conditions is well within system piping design
capacity Any impact on rod muspositionung 1s already considered as described mn Bl

and B Z above.
6 May create the possibility for a malfunction of equipment important to safety of ] Yes
a different type than any previcusly evaluated in the SAR. @ No

BASIS As described in B $ above, the UFSAR already considers a large spectrum of
events related to CRD system malfunctions No additional malfunctions which could be
created by an increased drive flow could be identified.




7 Will reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any Techmcal 0O VYes
Specification. = No

BASIS: No margin of safety s unpacted With the restnction placed on excessive
pressures above the HPSP, there 1s no danger of exceeding the MCPR safety lumut or the
1% plastic strain lumut discussed in the basis for TS 3321 The 280 cal/gm lumut
related to the CRDA event discussed in TS 3 1 6 basis 1s likewise not threatened b the
proposed change since no change i1s being made to existing rod pattern controls or
associated Techical Specifications. Also, control rod scram abulity and times will not
be affected by the proposed chaige so assumed reactivity insertion margins remain the
same

There 1s no evidence that the NRC made any assumptions regarding dnive water
differential pressure 1n the conclusions described in the GGNS SER. One mention of an
NRC concern regarding failure effects on dnve water pressure and resulting speed (SER,
Sect. 4 0) 15 resolved in the UFSAR analysis.

I1l. Eavironmental Evaluation [0 Not applicable pes Environmental Evaluation
Applicabulity Review

IMPLEMENTATION OR PERFORMANCE OF THE ACTION DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATED DOCUMENT:
A Environmental Protection Plan

| Will require a change in the Environmental Protection Pian. Yes

No

B0

BASIS The CRD system 1s not discussed in the EPP

B Unreviewed Envi | O

| Concerns a matter whuch may result in a significant increae i any adverse O VYes
environmental impact previously evaluated in the Final Eivironmental p No
Statement (FES) as modified by the NRC staff's tesamony t the Atom:c
Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB), supplements to the FES, environmental
impact appraisal, or in any decisions of the ASLB.

BASIS The proposed change has no potential impact on the environment in excess of that
already considered in the FES

2 Concerns & signuficant change in effluents or power level O Yes

m’No

3 Concems a matter not previously reviewed and evaluated in the documents 0 Yes
specified in 1B 1 above, which may have a signficant environmental M No
impact.

BASIS The proposed change does not present a possible significant environmental impact

3ASIS No change to effluents or power level
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- Chem

GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1
CHANGES, TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM

I. Safety Evaluation Overview

A Reference Data
oriaNaTOR. J M LASSETTER pepT secT _CHEM
DOCUMENT EVALUATED _TRM ¢/r 95-071

EvaL # _95-0078-R01

REFERENCES _TRM 1 11 R T 737 197 UFSAR

CHAPTER 11,15, 18 LI ggN§t~9 55§§AR§H SYSTEM (LRS), FONA_L_ENVIRQNMENTA_L
TATEMENT,

FSAR CHANGE REQUIRED” v Yes 0O No cr# _95-072

FSAR secTions ToBE REVISED: _11.5.2.2 4 1(editorial change)

TRM CHANGE REQUIRED? v Yes O No

TECH. 5”EC. CHANGE REQUIRED? [0 Yes v No cr# _CR or(n/a)

[$ THE V LIDITY OF THIS SAFETY EVALUATION DEPENDENT ON ANY CHANGES OTHER THAN v Yes

THE CHA 'GE BEING EVALUATED (E.G. PROCEDURAL, OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS)? O No

IF YES TO THE LAST QUESTION, HAVE THE ORGANIZATIONS RESPONSIBLE FOR THOSE v Yes

CHANGES 4EEN NOTIFIED?

THE RESPONSIBLE ORGANIZATIONS MUST BE NOTIFIED PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTING
THIS CHANCE.

B Executive Summary
Pam» oasrmmON OF cwos TEST OR EXPERIMENT: RM LQQ 6.3.11 Agggn R 1.is being

(ALSO SERVES AS INPUT TO NRC SUMMARY REPORT)

Thc r re-num nn a n 1" ~ngmg
i n " o
requir wshnn7 hours, implem |onfr-|nn
mgmggnng the appr oprl \ate param gtgrg when the accident range (AXM; noble gas
i nitor nisino |
Thi j | it n more limiting TR TRM
1 ir nti monitoring of radi ve effl
contains compensatory measures for inoperable equipment and applies to the
WSMMMMM_MW
(TRM LQ_Q Ay .n6.3.11 Ag;ngn E 1) TRM LCQ 6.3 10 requires compensatory
action mhn nal horter time fr four or eight tiour
fii, . Il ithin 4h han TR 11(72h
§gmm§g the Q twl ir m TR

letion of ngan

a tgmgte momtonng methog; An gdttgnal JF §ARgh§ngg wnLQg_ggpmnng

tion of gr mples in the event of f

mtrmntt»on FAR r 95-07

that provisions exist for
nt Range Monitorin

A
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REASON FOR CHANGE, TEST OR m’eamsw A redundant TRM LCO g;tign gxiﬂg

f | non-acciden itions .
SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS r n ill not result in
h Radi ical n Is Pr: requi |
Specification 5.5.4.

MWWM-A
memwmm_mmm

WM&J&M
opers ble and onscale. !f these monitors are inoperable, the pre-planned
WW&L_MLM

rally |
n | nitenn re inf in effect an i
n A itional actions are requir

B!ﬂy ﬂﬂgﬂ! ggg! Qg !}‘:'Q! ! !Qg! HQQIQ gas mgniggn’ng 'ngggmgngjggn are
nm_qnmmmunm ing the TMI. nt. The regulat

II. Safety Evaluation O N applicabie per Safety Evaluation Applicability Review

A Technical Specifications

| Implementation or performance of the action described - the evaluated 0O Yes
document will require a change to the GGNS Unn | Technical v No
Specificatons

sasis The affected requirements are not in the Technical
gggglflggyg s_No chan gg to the Radiological Effluent Controls
Qgrgm as_described in the TS will rgggg from_ the proposed
change The affected requirement alternate, pre-planned

mgthggg gf monitoring of radioactive noble gas effluents when
accident range Instrumentation is inoperable. will utilize existing

p__ggggg_gg whi gh_gtﬁll mg_gmmutment for routine monitoring of
| ivé n ffl

SE 05.0078-R01 Page 2




B. Unreviewed Safety Question

IMPLEMENTATION OR PERFORMANCL OF THE ACTION DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATED DOCUMENT:

l. May increase the probability of occurrence of an accident previously evaluated O Yes
in the SAR. v Nc
BASIS Ls.ummmm_mumummmmm
rmm in ri f in l
mwm_;_u&&mm
m res f
i rabl ffluent rin i e
2. May increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR. 0 Yes
v No

which result from inoperabl ipmen
monitorin ility of nob! ffluents for long term ment of

existing margins of safety for any plant structures, systems or
components.

GGNS UFSAR Section 11.5.2.2.4.1 states that in the case of inoperable
obtain grab samles for laboratory anaiysis. The proposed change does
ﬁxmm.nmvm which fulfill this commitment.

moni wallml aﬁ ions an tcnr rding Qr
sampl llecti f nobl mples under accident conditions.

3. May increase the probability of occurrence of a malfunction of equipment O Yes
important to safet; previously evaluated in the SAR v No

SE 95-0078-R01 Page 3




pasis: The proposed change is restricted to compensatory measures for

mmmwwmmmﬂuﬁmmi
maintenance . calit? rveillan iviti

mnmlnnnm nn |

. Acci nge moni rini n

737 requiremen 18.1.27 .1 contain NS’

response to the Noble Gas Monitoring requirements of NUREG 0737,
The pr n ; not aff ' n

4 May increase the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to 0 vYes
safety previously evaluated in the SAR. v No

r i ipmen
rating. maintenance and calibration pr res. The requir nt
restore inoperable channel(s) to OPERABLE status with seven days
T 311, Acti . nt r ing requiremen
are unaffected by the proposed change.

5 May increase the possibility for an accident of a different type than any O vYes
previously evaluated in the SAR. v No

Basis: Th
D_SEﬂsﬂj_Qm"_QsWMﬂl
MWMWQA&M
monitoring nobl rel ntr moni r

i rable.

6 May create the possibility for a malfunction of equipment important to safety of 0 Yes
a different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR v No

Basis The proposed change will not affect plant Structures Systems or
W&WMM
proposed change. Equipment will not be operated in @ manner other
than previously described in the UFSAR,

7 Will ieduce the margin of sefety as defined in the basis for any Techmical 0 Yes
Specification. v No

sasis: The proposed activity wi!l not result in_changes to operating
parameters associated with plant structures, systems or components.
W'MWWM
inoperable accident range equipment and will utilize gmtmg

methodology. R wmntrtrnhnnl tat

re unaffect th han

1. Environmental Evaluation [0 Not applicable per Environmental Evaiuation
Applicability Review

IMPLEMENTATION OR PERFORMANCE OF THE ACTION DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATED DOCUMENT

SE 95-0078-RO1 Page 4




A. Environmental Protection Plan

| Will require a change in the Environmer:a! Protection Plan

<0

asis The proposed activity is restricted to existing equipment and
pr ggggg es and will not affect the EPP_The EPP deals with non-
radiological issues, the proposed activity is limited to monitoring of
radiological effluents,

Yes
No

B Unreviewed Environmental Question
|. Concems a matter which may result in a sigruficant increase in any adverse
environmental impact previously evaluated in the Final Enwvironmental
Statement (FES) as modified by the NRC staffs tesimony to the Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB), supplements to the FES, environmental
impact appraisal, or in any decisions of the ASLB

<0

pasis T I ivity | larificati m
mpen for inoperabl ident ran fﬂ ntn monitors.
Existing TRM LCO actions for routine effluent mgmggnng recLire
riodi II ion of | f i$ monitoring
ili ‘ with iderati fr ccident range
MWMWW

effluent monitors. The FES gggg not contain ;Qgguﬁg requirements for
mpen maonitorin

routine m remen llrm:lrl inir ired. Th
r han n ntr ni t nt.

3-333

2. Concerns a significant change in effluents or power level O
v

__g__p_mng_ggg_ggtwtv will not increase em ggngng from Qﬁﬂﬁ he

r hange Is limit monitoring of r ffluent
not meter 5 with i n f th fﬂ n
Wﬂ&f mcrzm in sampling

periodicity will result from the proposed activity. The nature of the
r VI | ny effect on r level

3 Concerns a matter not previously reviewed and evaluated in the documents O
specified in 1B 1 above, which may have a significant environmental v
impact.

_._.LAb MWM ‘urbed areas .
ity is limit xitin « and equipment No
Qm'f@mgﬂlé' impact will result fo.m_!D.QﬂQRM.ﬁ‘_JLW'

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No
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