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June 28, 1991

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Comnission
Washington, DC 20555

ATTENTION: Document Control Desk

SUBJECT: Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant
Unit Nos. 1 & 2; Docket Nos. 50-317 & 50-318
Additional Information, Technical Specification Change  Request:

Plant Operations and  Safety  Review  Committee  (POSRC),
(TAC Nos. 77616 and 77617)

REFERENCE: (a) Letter from Mr. G. C. Creel (BG&E) to Document Control Desk
(NRC), dated August 23, 1990, Technical Specification Change
Request: Plant Operatior s and Safety Review Committee (POSRC)

Gentlemen:

Reference (a) requested an amendment to Baltimore Gas and Electric Company's (BG&E's)
Operating License Nos. DPR-53 and DPR-69 for Calvert Cliffs Unit Nos. 1 & 2, respectively. The
two major changes involved the deletion of specific titles for members of the Plant Operations and
Safety Review Committee (POSRC) and the use of a Procedure Review Commitiee or Qualified
Reviewers to perform selected procedure reviews in licu of review by POSRC. Other changes were
also included.

This letter supplements the referenced submittal and is provided to reflect a change in BG&E's
ap'pmach to procedural control associated with a major project for procedures upgrade, and to
reflect initial comments from the NRC staff.

Reference (a) numbered and described 23 changes in the DESCRIPTION OF CHANGES section.
Discussions follow addressing those that have been modified. The attached draft Technical

Specification pages incorporate ali proposed changes, with the modified areas identified. Only Unit
1 pages are provided. The Unit 2 pages contain identical information in the affected arcas.
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Reviewer" was added 1o proposed Specification 6.5.2.1 immediately following "in licu of review by
POSRC." For consistency with proposed Specification 6.5.1.8.¢, a sentence was added addressing the
Plant General Manager's responsibility for resolution of disagreements between the Procedure
Review Committee and the approval authority.

New specifications under proposed Specification 6.5.3 for the Qualified Reviewer Program have also
changed. Discussic ns follow.

The title itself has been changed 10 "QUALIFIED REVIEWERS." The word "PROGRAM" was
deleted to provide consistency with other use of that term in site activities,

Proposed Specification 6.5.3.1, FUNCTION, has editorial changes.

Proposed Specification 6.5.3.2, RESPONSIBILITIES, addresses items that more appropriately
belong under AUTHORITY, so the title was changed.  Also, the approach reflected by
Reference (a) envisioned a group of individuals who would perform a wide range of reviewer
activities. A smaller group, performing a smaller range of activities, is now envisioned. Previously
proposed Specification 6.5.3.2 provided for procedure review, cross disciplinary reviews, and
screenings to determine whether 10 CFR 50.59 safety evaluations should be performed. The new
amposcd Specification 6.5.3.2, consistent with proposed Specificatior 6.5.2.7 for the Procedure

eview Committee, provides only for procedure review and determinations with regard to whether
or not each procedure reviewed constitutes an unreviewed safety question.  Cross disciplinary
reviews and 10 CFR 50.59 screenings will be performed by reviewers other than those addressed in
the Technical Specifications. The requirement for cross-disciplinary reviews is maintained, however,
placed in proposed Specification 6.5.1.7.a.

Proposed Specification 6.5.3.2.c was added to address disagreements between Qualified Reviewers
and approval authorities. The approach is the same as that for POSRC and for the Procedure
Review Comunittee.

Proposed Specification 6.5.3.3, AUTHORITY, has changed and is more appropriately titled
CERTIFICATION. Previously, this section addressed (a) the cesignation of Qualified Reviewers,
and (b) written recommendation to the approval authority of approval or disapproval of procedures.
Item (b) s now addressed in proposed Specification 6.5.3.2. Ite » (a) remains, is changed, and needs
discussion. Previously, the Qualified Reviewers were 1o be voagnated by the responsible approval
authority. After further considerations, we believe the proper place for Qualified Reviewer
designation (we now use “certification”) is at the department manager position.  This level is high
enough that the importance of the certification is addressed, yet not so high or so far removed from
the procedure subject area that the certification loses meaning.

Proposed Specification 6.5.3.4, RECORDS, has been renumbered 6.5.3.5 and has only editorial
changes.

Proposed Specification 6.5.3.5, TRAINING AND QUALIFICATION, has been renumbered 6.5.3.4
and moved to CERTIFICATION along with proposed Specifications 6.5.3.3.  The specific
qualifications for Qualified Reviewers have been delineated.
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