oo % Entergy Operations, inc.
b
- Oper s

W. T Cottle

May 10, 1991

UsS, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Station P1-137
Washington, D.C., 20555

wrentlonsd Document Control Desk

Subject: Grand Gulf Nuclear Station
unit 1
Docket No., 50-416
License No. NPF-29
Containment Purge Program
Proposed Amendment to the Operating License (PCOL-91/08)

GNRO~91/00064

Gent lemen:

Entergy Operations, Inc. is submitting by this letter a proposed
amendment to the Grand Gulf Nuclear Station Operating License, The
proposed amendment. requests the revision of the Technical Specification
(TS) that governs the contalnment purge system,

Froposed containment purge criteris were provided to the NRC Staff in a
letter dated December 6, 1988, By letter dated December 26, 1990, the
NRC Staff completed its review of the proposed criteria. 1In satisfaction
of the commitment in the December 6, 1988 letter, this amendment regquest
for long~term containment purge criteria is submitted,

Both GGNS and the NRC Staff have worked diligently to reach a resolution
on this issue. We believe that thils proposal will support the long-term
efficient operation of GGNS consistent with safety and the Commission's
Interim Policy Statement on Technical Specification lmprovements.

It has been GONS's practice to limit purge operar.on during power
operation. It is also our position that time restrictions on purge
system operation provide no additional safety benefit., We belleve that
the Staff's conclusion that purge be restricted to 400 hours per year was
reached without benefit of & backfit review., 1f, after review of thils
proposal, the Staff still maintains that & time limit be applied to purge
system operation, we request that the Staff conduct and document a
backfit evaluation demonstrating a substantial safety benefit associated
with a 400 hour per year purge limit.
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In accordance with the provisions of 10CFR50.4, the signed original of
the requested amendment is enclosed. Attachment 2 provides the
discussion and justification to support the requested amendment.

This amendment has been reviewed and accepted by the Plant Safety Review
Committee and the Safety Review Committee.

Based on the guidelines given In 10CFR50,92, Untergy Operations, Inc. has
concluded that this proposed amendment involves o~ significant hazards
conslderations,

Yours truly,

WIC/SBM/ ams

attachments: 1. Affirmation per 10CFRS50.30
P GGNS PCOL-91/08

cet Mr. D. C, Hintz (w/a)

Mr. J. Mathis (w/a)

Mr. R. B. McGehee (w/a)
Mr. N. S, Reynolﬁﬁ (w,.)
Mr. H. L. Thomas (w/0)
Mr. F. W. Titus (w/a)

Mr. James M. Taylor (w/a)
Executive Director for Operations
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop 17G21

Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. Stewart D, Ebneter (w/a)
Regional Administrator

U,S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region 11

101 Marijetta St., N.W., Sulte 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30323

Mr. Theodore R, Quay (w/a)

Director of Directorate 1vV-1

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Step 11D21

wWashington, D.C. 20555
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Attachment 2 to GNRO=91/00044

c. Action 3.6.1.9.b revises the conditions for which corrective
measures must be taken if the 20 incr isolation valve(s) are
open. The limit of 1000 hours per year is replaced with a
statement that denctes that opening the 20 inch isolation
valves is controlled per LCO 3.6.1.9.

d. Action 3.6.1.9.c !s revised to a.l the option to isolate a
penetration that contains a con.ainment supply or exhaust
valve(s) with a leakage rate exceeding the TS limit so that
the measured leakage rate dous not exceed the TS limit of
Surveillance Requirement 4.6.1,'.2. 1In addition, a
clarifying statement is added to Action 3.6.1.9.a to
delineate Action a from Action ¢.

e. Bases 3/4.6,1.9 is revised to delete the statement that the
20 inch purge system is used to reduce the alrborne activity
levels and shall not be used for more than 1000 hours per
ye'r. This statement is replaced with the criteria that
govern the use of the 29 inch purge system,

11. The .ffected TS and associated Bases pages are attached and
marked up to reflect the proposed chanpes described above.

C.  JUSTIFIC T1ON
LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION 3.6.1.9

1. Existing LCO 3.6.1.9 allows the use of the & inch or the 20 inch
containment purge system, but the 20 inch purge system cannot
operate nor can the 20 inch containment isolation valves be open
for more than 1000 hours per year in Operational Conditions 1, 2
and 3. The proposed specification substitutes qualification for
guantification and requires that the 20 inch purge system not be
operated except for specified reasons. This method of control
is preferable since it ensures that the 20 inch system is used
only to allow the control of parameters related to safety, such
as air guality for p2rsomnel access, containment pressure
control or for testing on the purge system, while minimizing the
time that the HVP system is in operation.

2. Limiting the operation of the 20 inch purge system to a
specified number of hours per year in Operational Conditions 1,
2 and 3 provides an unreasonable restraint given the
unpredictability of events which might require the use of the
HVP. Restricting the use of the 20 inch purge system by
criteria, however, provides flexibility in plant operations
while limiting the use of the HVP.

G9104051/SNLICFLR - 9
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Attachment 2 to GNRO-91/00064

3. The proposed purge program is based on recent representative
plant data. 1In 1990, the containment purge system was used
almost ten times more than it was used in 1987, This increase
is mainly attributed to purge system operation to reduce high
airborne activity levels in containment, The chart below
compares the purge systam use in 1990 to 1987, The 1987 data
which was collected for a period of 262 days during Cycle 2
operation has been cenverted to equivalent yearly hours.

Containment Purge System Use in Hours

1987 1990

HVP e 250
LVP 102 $31
Total use 118 1087

4. The specification that the 6 inch and the 20 inch contalnment
purge systems will not operate simultaneously is retained.

SURVEILL. 8.8.1.9.1

5. At least once per 31 days, the proposed Surveillauce Requirement
4.6.1.9.1 requires the verification that the 20 inch containment
purge system isolation valves are closed; these valves may be
open per LCO 3.6.1.9. This proposed requiremen* will take the
place of the existing surveillance to determine at least once
per 7 days the cumulative time that the 20 inch purge system has
been in operation and the isolation valves have been open,

Since the operation of the 20 inch purge system is significant
only because the containment isolation valves are open,
verification that the valves are closed is sufficient for
control. Because the opening of the 20 inch valves should be
required only intermittently and under strict criteria, a
monthly frequency is sufficient for verification.

ACTION 3.6.1.9.b

6. Since Surveillance Requirement 4,6,.1.9.1 verifies that the
20 inch isolation valves are closed, it is more appropriate for
the Action statement to address valve position rather than the
operation of the purge system. Therefore, the condition that
the 20 inch containment purge system is in operation is deleted
in the _roposed Action 3.6.1.9.b. In addition, the statements
associated with the existing hourly restrictions are deleted due
to the proposed removal of these restrictions as part of the
long~term containment purge program. Therefore, the proposed
Action specifies the measnres to be taken if the 20 inch
containment isolation valves are found open except when open in
accordance with LCU 3.6.1.9. The existing corrective actlons
and shutdown requirements are retained,
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Attachment 2 to GNRO-91/00064

mlm 3.6.1-9.C

7!

9.

Reevaluation of the containment purge TS noted an inconsistency
between Action 3.6.1.9.c and the Action Statements of TS 3.6.4
which address the corrective measures rejqaired after determining
that a containment isolation valve(s) is inoperable. The
Actions of TS 3,.6.4 dictate the restoration of the affected
valve(s) to tperable or the isolation of the penetration that
contains the Inoperable valve(s); the only avenue avallable in
Action 3.6,1,9 is the restoration of the valve(s) to Operable.
It order to avoid an unnecessary plant shutdown that would be
mandated in the event that a leaking containment isolation
valve(s) could not be restored to Operable status within the
specifled time interval, the option to isolate a penetration
that contains a leaking valve(s) so that the measured leakage
rate does not exceed the TS limit of Surveillance

Requirement 4.6.1.9.2 is added to Action 3.6.1.9.c. In order to
clarify the existing Actions, a statement that exc'udes the
condition of Action 3,6.1.9.c iy added to Action 3.6.1.9.a.

The isolation of a penetration so that the measured leakage rate
does not exceed the TS limit is an acceptable method of
isolating an inoperable containment valve(s) and serves the sawe
general purpose as restoring an inoperable isolation valve(s) to
Operable.

The existing shutdown requirements are retained,

BASES 3/4.6.1.9

10,

11,

In the proposed Bases 3/4.6.1.9, the criteria for intermittent
use of the 20 inch purge system during Operational Counditions 1,
2 and 3 ave given. The purge system may be used to control
containment pressure, to allow personnel entry based on ALARA
and air quality considerations and to perform surveillance and
special testing on the purge system that requires the Isolation
valves o be open. ALARA and air quality considerations
include: high explosive gas concentration, low oxygen
concentration, high alrborne particulate activity, high gaseous
radicactivity, smoke or fumes. Surveillance and special testing
includes evolutions such as surveillances, modifications,
maintenance, retests, troubleshooting or post maintenance
testing.

Evaluation, has concluded that these criteria have
safety-related importance and are justifiable reasons for

|
l
The NRC Staff, as documented in their December 26, 1990 Safety
operating the purge system.
\
\
\
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Attachment 2 to GNRO-91/00064

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS

1.

Entergy Operations, Inc. is proposing with thlis amendment
request a revision to TS 3/4.6.1.9 which:

1) Replaces the current time restriction on tre operation of
the 20 inch containment purge system with specified
criteria,

2) Modifies the Action stacoment to allow the isolation of a
contalnment penetratism coitaining an isolation valve(s)
with a leak rate exceeling the TS limit.

This proposal provides th: long-term containment purge system
criteria and corrects an inconsistency in the Isolation of an
inoperable containment Isolation valve(s).

The Commission has provided standards for determining whether a
no significant hazards consideration exists as stated in
10CFR50.92(c). A proposed amendment to an operating license
involves no significant hazards consideration if operation of
the facility in accordance with the proposed amendment would
nott (1) involve a significant increase in the probability of
consequences of an accident previously evaluated; or (2) create
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated; or (3) invelve a significant
reduction in a margin of safetry.

Entergy Operations has evaluated the no significant hazards
considerctions in its request for « license amendment. In
accordance with 10CFR50.91(a), Entergy Operations is providing
the analysis of the proposed amendment against the three
standards in 10CFR50.92:

a. 4o significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated results from this
change,

(1) The UFSAR does not assume a malfunction or failure of
the containment purge system or any component thereof
to be ~n initiating event in any accident analysis nor
does 't consider miscperation of the system to be an
init/ating event. The proposed changes will not alter
or otherwise change these assumptions. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not increase the probabllity of an
accident previously evaluated,
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Attachment 2 to GNRO=91/00064

(2) The UFSAR contains an evaluation of the radiological
consequences of a postulated LUCA conservatively
assuming that the 20 inch purge valves are open for 5
seconds (4 second isolation time plus 1 second for
conservatism) following the onset of the accident.
Although the proposed change could allow the HVP valves
to be open for a longer period of tine than is allowed
by the current TS, these proposed chinges do not
decrease the isolation time assoclated with the
containment isolation valves nor viclate the
assumptions or results of this evaluation.
Furthermore, the specifled criteria will limit the use
(hence ithe cumulative time) of the HVP to only those
pre-approved uses. Therefore, the consequences of an
accident previously evaluated are not increased.

(3) Therefore, the probability or consequences of
previously evaiuated accidents are not Increased.

b. The change wouid not create the possibility of a new or
different kind ot accident from any previously analyzed.

(1) The proposed changes will not require the addition,
deletion or modification of any plant hardware and no
new modes of plant vperation or testing are introduced.

{(2) The method by which any safety-related system performs
its funccion will not be changed. In addition, the
methods tor verifying component or system operability
will not change.

(3) Therefore, operating the plant with the proposed change
will not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

¢. This change would not ionvelve a sigrificant reduction in the
margin of safety.

(1) The proposed changes do not affect the methodology used
in the offsite dose analysis nur the acceptance
criteria associated with any accident analysis.

(2) The proposed changes do not affect the 4 - sec~nd
isolation time of the 20 inch containment puvrge valves,

(3) This change, therefore, will not involve a reduction in
the margin of safety.

4, Based on the above evaluation, operation in accordance with the

proposed amendment invoives no significant hazards
considerations.
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