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As noted earlier MP&L also presented in the August 4, 1983 meeting,
information on other conservatisms pertaining to the dose assessment. These
conservatisms are listed in Attachment 2. It was agreed that these
conservatisms, 1f quantified, evaluated in conjunction with the original FSAR
meteorological methodology, and found to generate acceptable dose results,
constitute adequate justification for interim operation until the above NRC
concerns could be resolved,

As discussed in the meeting, the most readily quantifiable conservatism
is the use of actual containment leak rate in the dose calculations (as
opposed to the analysis assumption of using design containment leakage.) The
actual Grand Gulf containment leak rate, obtained through plant testing, was
determined to be 0.072 volume percent per day. The original FSAR dose
analyeie and the revised dose analysis (AFCM-83/0333) assumed the design leak
rate of 0,35 volume percent per day for dose calculations.

As a result of the subject meeting, the dose analysis was revised, using
the actual containment leak rate and the original FSAR meteorological
methodology. This re-analysis assumes, of course, a control room inleakage
rate of 590 cfm, proposed in AECM-83/0333, The details of this re-analysis
are presented in Attachment 3. The most limiting operator dose was that to
the thyroid and was determined to be slightly less than 24 Rem. All
calculated doses were well within those values allowed by 10 CFR 50 for the
design basis loss of coolant accident. These acceptable results were arrived
at without taking advantage of other conservatisme listed in Attachment 2.
Based on this information, MP&L considers that interim operation is justified.

In order to determine an appropriate duration for interim operation, a
survey was conducted to judge the stability of containment leak tightness.
Information on this survey and MP&L's evaluation are presented in Attachment
4, Based on this information, MP&L concludes that containment leak rates are
quite stable from test to test, and thus there is assurance that the
acceptable dose results of the re-analysis presented in Attachment 3, based on
the latest measured containment leak rate, will remain valid through the first
regularly scheduled refueling outage. While it was clear that the NRC Staff
suggested six months as a "reasonable" amount of time for interim operation,
MP81 considers that the stability of the containment leak rate, the margin of
the re-analysis dose results to 10 CFR 50 limits, and other conservatisms in
the dose assessment (Attachment 2), all substantiate the safe operation of
Grand Gulf through the first refueling outage.

However, consistent with the NRC Staff's recommendation, MP&L commits to
supplying the additional information, addressing the NRC's concerns discussed
above, within six months of (his date. The preliminary work to accomplish
thie ie underway at this time. MP&L intends to keep the Staff informed of the
progress of this effort.
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Conservatiems in the Revised Grand Gulf X/Q Methodology

A revised methodology for determining X/Q values based on Halitsky's "block"
wind tunnel test data was presented to the NRC in AECM-83/0333, dated June 16,
1983, This methodology was formally rejected by the NRC in a letter from A.
Schwencer to J. P. McGaughy, Jr., dated August 1, 1983, An informal meeting
was held between representatives of the NRC, MP&L, and Bechtel to discuss the
reasons for this rejection and to present arguments for the appropriateness of
and conservatisms in this methodology.

A summary of the conservatisms in this methodology are discussed below.

1. Use of Halitsky's "block"™ wind tunnel data resulted in an extrapolated
concentration coefficient (K) of 1,0. A margin of 50 percent was added
to cover any errors in extrapclation of the data to yield a "K" value of
Ly

2. Halitsky's test data is based on wind speeds (u) measured at the release
point. The SGTS release point is located on top of the auxiliary
building (133 feet above grade). The "u" at the SCTS release point was
not adjusted to correspond to the test data point. Instead, wind speeds
measured 33 feet above grade were used. This results in a lower wind
speed and less dispersion of the release than would actually occur. The
results are, therefore, more conservative.

3. Grand Culf is a low wind site. Forty-six percent of the annual winds are
less than three mph. At these low speeds, the wind has a tendency to
shift or fluctuate in direction. This wind "meander" was not accounted
for and, therefore, adds additional conservatism to the methodology.

4, No credit was taken for the buoyancy associated with the SCTS exhaust
caused by its high temperature of 162°F (reference FSAR Figure 6.5-4).
This buoyancy tends to cause the release to rise and pass over the
control building instead of dropping approximately 60 feet from the SGTS
exhaust elevation to reach the control building as was assumed.

5. Field tests have shown that the Halitsky "K" factor isopleths based on

wind tunnel test data result in ar additional factor of conservatism of 5
to 10 in X/0Q values.
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Revised FSAR Control Room Dose Calculations

The FSAR control room operator doses cited in Table 15.6-14 are based on the
assumptions described in Section 15.6.5. These assumptions include:

I. A desizn basis primary containment leak rate of 0.35 volume percent per
day for the duration of the accident;

2. A design basis MSIV leakage of 25 scfh from each line (100 scfh total).
lLeakage was assumed to begin 20 minutes into the accident from one line
and 1.6]1 hours into the accident from the other three;

. A SGTS exhaust flow rate of 2300 cfm;
4, A control room inleakage rate of 263 cfm; and
5. The X/Q values cited in Table 15.6-12,

As a result of a meeting with the NRC on August 4, 1983, the FSAR analysis has
been revised. This revised analysis modified assumptions 1, 3, and 4 above.
The new assumptions are described below.

l. A primary containment leak rate of 0,072 volume percent per day is
assumed for the duration of the accident. This revised leak rate
corresponds to the value measured during the containment integrated leak
rate test (ILRT) performed on January 5, 1982,

3 The SGTS exhaust flow rate has been assumed to be 4500 cfm. This flow
rate conservatively envelopes the flow rate of 4000 cfm * 10% as stated in
GGNS Technical Specification 4.6.6.3,

4, Control room inleakage is assumed to occur at a rate of 590 cfm. This
inleakage rate is consistent with the rate reported in AECM-83/0333,
dated June 16, 1983,

The revised assumptions stated above, in conjunction with the other
assumptions in the FSAR, resulted in the operator doses shown in Page 2 of
this attachment. These doses are well under 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GDC 19
limits.
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Type

Thyroid
Beta-Skin

Whole Body
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Control Room Doses

Calculated Dose

(Rem)

23.82
17.13

1.07
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Allowable Dose

(Rem)

30.0
30.0

5.0
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Justification for Interim Operation

The revised FSAR control room dose analysis discussed in Attachment 3 to this
letter takes credit for the measured contairment leak rate to justify interim
operation for six months, To determine if containment leak tightness degrades
significantly over time periods of a year or more, a survey was done of plants
that have conducted more than one ILRT, A tabulation of plants surveyed and
their ILRT results is shown on Page 2 of this attachment. Of the seven plants
surveyed, only one reported any degradation in leak tightness. The others
gshowed a marked improvement in leak tightness. These results indicated that,

in general, the containment leak rate does not increase significantly between
ILRTs.

The Grand Gulf ILRT conducted on January 5, 1982, measured a leakage rate of
0.072 volume percent per day. This measured value would result in a limiting
thyroid dose of 23.82 Rem as described in Attachment 3 to this letter. This
dose is below the 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GDC 19 limit of 30 Rem. As shown in
Figure |, the containment leakage would have to degrade to approximately 0.125
volume percent per day (excluding MSIV leakage) before this dose limit is
exceeded. This is an increase of 74 percent over the measured leak rate.

Based on the information presented above, it can be concluded that 1) in
general, the containment leak rate does not increase significantly between
ILRTs, and 2) sufficient margin exists in the Grand GCulf dese calculations to
allow for an increased containment leak rate. Therefore, interim operation
for at least six months is justified.
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Integrated lLeak Rate Test Results
Plant Date of Test Measured Leakage
(V/0 per day)

Fitzpatrick 1978 0.29

1982 0.20
Millstone 1| 1976 0.61

1981 0.30
Palisades 1978 0.01

1982 0.20
Pilgrim 1980 0.42

1982 0.20
Surry 2 1980 0.04

1981 0.02
T™I 1 1978 0.06

1981 0.02
Turkey Point 3 1979 0.10

1981 0.03
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Control Room Thyroid Dose (Rem)

35

25

20

Figure 1

Thyroid Doses vs. Containment Leakage

Containment Leak Rate (v/o per day)
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