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l Gentlemen: :

The Comm1ss1on has issued the enclosed Amendment No 3 7 to Provisional
L Operating License No. DPR-16 for the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating
' Station. This amendment consists of changes to the Technical Specifi-
cations in response to your application dated Movember 15, 1978.

| The amendment modifies the provisions of the Technical Specifications
to specify the augmentationm of inservice inspection for the core spray
systems and will redefine the definition of operability for core

spray system 2.

“In reviewing your application it was found that certain changes in the

, proposed Technical Specifications were required to include a special

; reporting requirement. You also requested that the change to page

- 4.,4-1 that was submitted in your application dated November 15, 1978
not be made. We and your staff discussed and mutually agreed on these
changes. ’ S

| We have received your documentation on the repair of the cracked
core spray sparger for system 2 and agree that operation with the
repa1red sprayer does not constitute an unreviewed safety question
and is therefore acceptable.

Copies of our related Safety Evaluation and the Notice of Issuance
are also enclosed.

Sincerely,

' R OQ\O\H:Q D % .ﬁ;@\_ (/()/

Dennis L. Ziemann, Ch1ef

7812136 3351 . . Operating Reactors Branch #2 . 3

- Division of Operating Reactors .
SEE PREVIOUS YELLCW FOR OTHER COMCURREMCES

ENCIosures:

orricka [Amendment..No. .ff...l;g..DER..l.(.. DOR:ORB #2 1. QELD .l DOR:ORB #2 190K
2. |Safety Evaluation HSmith : ' DLYS i
sunmauz mt.i.c.e..bf..,.m AR 1 mithzah b b SNowicki. ... tDLYiemann’
T eI N— N /.78, 1. A.478. ] !J.l....j.?.f? ..............................

L 53 Wy ST TIGAL FEASES A

- NRC PORM 318 (9-76) NRCM 0240 - W U.5. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICES 1978 - 265 - 769



I~ B —

'y

DISTRIBUTION:

Docket ACRS (16)
NRC PDR CMiles, OPA
Local PDR RDiggs

Na. 50-21¢ ORB #2 Reading DDavis

Docket No. 50-219 Vstello TERA

BGrimes . JBuchanan
HSmith

Jersey Central Power & Light Company . SNowicki

ATTN: HMr. I. R. Finfrock, dJdr. " QELD

Vice President - Generation OI&E (5)

Madison Avenue at Punch Bowl Road BJdones (4)

Morristown, New Jersey 07960 BScharf (15)
STS Group

Gentlemen: - BHarless
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The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. to Provisional
Operating License No. DPR-16 for the Qyster Creek Nuclear Generating
Station. This amendment consists of changes to the Technical Specifi-
cations in response to your application dated Mevember 15, 1978,

The amendment modifies the provisions of the Technical Specifications
to allow the augmentation of inservice inspection for the core spray
systems and will redefine the definition of operability for core
spray system 2.

In reviewing your application it was found that certain changes in the
proposed Technical Specifications were required to include a special
reporting requirement. You also requested that the change to page
4.4-1 that was submitted in your application dated November 15, 1978
not be made. We and your staff discussed and mutually agreed on these
changes.

We have received your documentation on the repair of the cracked
core spray sparger for system 2 and agree that operation with the
repaired sprayer does not constitute an unreviewed safety question
and is therefore acceptable.

Copies of our related Safety Evaluation and the Notice of Issuance
are also enclosed.

Sincerely,

Dennis L. Ziemann, Chief
Operating Reactors B
Division of Operati r

1. Amendment No. to DPR-16
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The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. to Provisional
Operating License No. DPR-16 for the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating
Station. This amendment consists of changes to the Technical
Specifications and is in response to your application dated

November 15, 1978. _

The amendment modifies the provisions of the Technical Specifications
to allow the augment action of inservice inspection for the core
spray systems and will redefine the definition of operabw]ity for
core spray system 2.

You requested a change in your application dated November 15, 1978.

“The request was that page 4.4-1 of the Technical Specwflcatlons not

be changed from the current version. We and your staff discussed
and mutually agreed upon this change.

We have received your repair of the cracked core spray sparger for

_system 2 and agree that operation with the repaired sprayer does
‘not constitute an unreviewed safety question and is acceptable.

Copies of the related Safety Evaluat1on and the FEDERAL REGISTER

' thwce are also enclosed.

Sincerely,

Dennis L. Ziemann, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch #2
Division of Operating Reactors

Enclosures: '
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Jersey Central Power & Light Company

cc w/enclosures:

G. F. Trowbridge, Esquire

Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge
1800 M Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20036

GPU Service Corporation

ATTN: Mr. E. G. Wallace
Licensing Manager

260 Cherry Hill Rpad

Parsippany, New Jersey 07054

Anthony Z. Roisman

Natural Resources Defense Council
917 15th Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20005

Steven P. Russo, Esquire

248 Washington Street

P. 0. Box 1060 .

Toms River, New Jersey 08753

Joseph W. Ferraro, Jr., Esquire
Deputy Attorney General

State of New Jersey

Department of Law and Public Safety
1100 Raymond Boulevard

Newark, New Jersey 07012

Ocean County Library

Brick Township Branch

401 Chambers Bridge Road
Brick Town, New Jersey 08723

Mayor

Lacey Township

P. 0. Box 475

Forked River, New Jersey 08731

-2 - November 24, 1978

Gene Fisher

Bureau Chief

Bureau of Radiation Protection
380 Scotts Road

Trenton, New Jersey 08628

Mark L. First

Deputy Attorney General

State of New Jersey

Department of Law & Public
Safety

Environmental Protection Agency

36 West State Street

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Joseph T. Carroll, Jr.

Plant Superintendent

Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating
Station

Post Office Box 388

Forked River, New Jersey 08731

Director, Technical Assessment
Division

Office of Radiation Programs
(AW-459)

US EPA

Crystal Mall #2

Arlington, Virginia 20460

U. S. Environmental Protection
Agency

Region II Office

ATTN: EIS COORDINATOR

26 Federal Plaza

New York, New York 10007

Department of Public Utilities (w/copy of JCP&L incoming

State of New Jersey
101 Commerce Street
Newark, New Jersey 07102
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

JERSEY CENTRAL POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

DOCKET NO. 50-219

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION, UNIT NO. 1

AMENDMENT TO PROVISIONAL OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 34
License No. DPR-16

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

A. The application for amendment by Jersey Central Power & Light
Company (the licensee) dated November 15, 1978, complies with
the standards and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended (the Act), and the Commission's rules and
regulations set forth in 10 CFR Chapter 1I;

B. The facility will operate in conformity with the application,
the provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of
the Commission;

C. There is reasonable assurance (i)} that the activities authorized
by this amendment can be conducted without endangering the
health and safety of the public, and (ii) that such activities
will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations;

D. The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the
common defense and security or to the health and safety of
the public; and

E. The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR

Part 51 of the Commission's regulations and all applicable
requirements have been satisfied.

981213, 345



Accordingly, the license is amended by changes to the Technical
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this Ticense '
amendment and pavagranh 3.8 of Provisional Gperating License No.
DPR-16 is hereby amended to read as follows:

B.

Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A, as revisod
through fmendment Ho. 34, are hereby incorporated in the
Ticense. The licensee shall operate the facility in accordanco
with the Technical Specifications.

This Ticense amendment is effective as of the date of its issuance.

FOR THE HUCLEAR REGULATORY COiFISSION

Dennis L. Ziemann, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch #2
Division of Operating Reactors

Attachment:
Changes to the Technical

Specifications

Date of Issuance: November 24, 1978
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ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO. 34

PROVISIONAL OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-16

DOCKET NO. 50-219

Revise Appendix A Technical Specifications by removing the pages
jdentified below and inserting the enclosed pages. The revised
pages are identified by amendment number and contain vertical Tines
indicating the area of change.

REMOVE INSERT
3.4-3A 3.4-3A
4.3-5 4.3-5
4.3-8 4.3-8
6-26 6-26
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F. Fire Protection System

l. The fire protection system shall be operabla at all
times with fuel in the reactor vessel except as
specified in Specification 3.4.F.2.

2. If the fire protaction system becomes inoperabla during the
run mode, the reactor may remain in operation pro-
vided both core spray system loops are operable with
no inoperable components.

Bases: This specification assures that adequate emergency core cooling
capability is available when the core spray system is required.
Based on the loss of coolant analysis for the worst line break,
a core spray of at least 3400 gpm is required within 35 seconds
to assure effective core cooling*(1). Thus, if one loop becomes
inoperable, the operable loop is capable of providing cooling to
the core and the reactor may remain in operation for a period of
7 days provided repairs can be completed,

*Core Spray System 2 is required to deliver 3640 gpm.

Change No. 7
Amendment No. 34



4,3=5
TABLE 4.3.1
EXAMINATION SCHEDULE OF REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM
Inspection Inspection
Component Sample Extent Process Frequency
[See Note 1) [ (See Note 2)
100% safe end RT & a
to pipe weld VT
7. Circumferential One 107 of weld RT & a
weld head to ‘ length includ- VR
head flange ing 2 intersects
with longitu-
dinal welds
8. Longitudinal One Entire length RT & a
weld on head VT
from flange
weld to cap
9. Integrally wel-
ded internal ves-
sel components:
Core spray One Entire access- VT a
piping ible surfaces
and welds
Core spray One Entire access- VT e
sparger ible surfaces
and welds
Shroud support Part- Any accessible VT a
ring ial surface
Liquid poison Part- Any accessible VT a
sparger ial surface and/or
welds
10. Cladding on 2 pat- Surface VT a
head ches

Amendment No. 34



NOTES:
1. ur
RT

VT

~

T 4.3-8
TABLE 4.3.1

EXAMINATION SCHEDULE OF REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

Ultrasonic examination
Radiographic examination (UT acceptable alternate for RT)
Examination by viewing

Inspect same sample twice during first 5 years of operation

100% inspect partial sample during at least two inspections
such that 100% of the studs are inspected during the first
5 years of operation

Inspect partial sample during at least two inspections such
that 10% of the penetrations are inspected during the first
> years of operation

Normal maintenance observations - Examination by viewing,
where accessible, during maintenance. *

Full inspections of the accessible surfaces and welds of both
spargers and the repair assembly on core spray sparger no. 2
shall be carried out during each of the next five refueling
outages beginning in 1979, subsequent inspections will be
conducted at 5 year intervals.

3. The examination schedule of Table 4.3.1, extent of examination,
inspection process, and inspection frequency shall be reviewed
after the fourth year of operation and a revised specification
for subsequent inservice inspection developed,

Amendment No. 34
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(b) If levels of radioactive materials in environmental
media as determined by an environmental monitoring
program indicate the 1ikelihood of public intakes in
excess of 1% of those that could result from continuous
exposure. to the concentration values listed in Appendix
B, Table II, Part 20 estimates of the likely resultant
exposure to individuals and to population groups, and
assumptions upon which estimates are based shall be
provided. .

(c) If statistically significant variations of offsite
environmental concentrations with time are observed,
correlation of these results with effluent release
shall be provided.

(d) Results of required leak tests performed on sealed
sources if the tests reveal the presence of 0.005
microcuries or more of removable contamination.

d. Inoperable fire protection equipment (3.12)

e. Core Spray Sparger Inservice Inspection (Table 4.3.1-9)

Prior to startup of each cycle, a special report presenting
the results of the inservice inspection of the Core Spray
Spargers during each refueling outage shall be submitted

to the Commission for review.

Amendment No. 29, 34
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: UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

SUPPORTING AMENDMENT NO. 34 TO PROVISIONAL OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-16

JERSEY CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

DOCKET NO. 50-219

INTRODUCTION

By letter dated November 15, 1978, Jersey Central Power and Light Company .
(JCP&L) requested an amendment to Provisional Operating License No. DPR-16.
The amendment would modify the Technical Specifications for the Oyster
Creek Nuclear Generating Station to specify the augmentation of inservice
inspection for the core spray systems and will redefine the definition of
operability for core spray system 2.

DISCUSSION

During the 1978 refueling outage, JCP&L discovered a crack in the sparger
of Core Spray System 2 of the Oyster Creek emergency core cooling system
(ECCS). The Oyster Creek ECCS has two single-active-failure proof core
spray systems each of which can supply sufficient core spray flow to
fully justify the spray cooling assumed in the Loss-0f-Coolant-Accident
(LOCA) analyses. The crack in the sparger affects one of these two
systems.

After being notified by JCP&L of the crack, the NRC staff met with the
licensee on November 3, 1978, (Reference 4) to review the proposed repair
and to determine the significance of the crack on Oyster Creek operation.
The NRC staff has reviewed the repair to the sparger and has evaluated

the effects on structural dntegrity of the sparger, core spray flow, and
spray distribution. The staff has considered the explanation of the
mechanism for the initiation and propogation of the crack and the reasons
why additional cracking is not expected to occur. Additional surveillance
of the Oyster Creek core spargers is being initiated to provide added
assurance that no further significant cracking will go undetected.

981213035/



The NRC staff has closely monitored the investigation as it progressed
from inspection to an identification of the cause of the crack and
repair of the sparger.

The purpose of this evaluation report is to summarize the staff's
conclusions that the probable cause of the crack has been identified
and understood, and that the repair used is adequate and returns the
ECCS to a safe configuration essentially the same as identified by the
approved Final Safety Analysis Report and current ECCS-LOCA analyses.

The staff has concluded that the operation of Oyster Creek in the
repaired configuration does not constitute a significant hazards
consideration. Operation in the repaired configuration neither
increases the likelihood of an accident, increases the magnitude of
its consequences nor adds the possibility of previously unconsidered
accidents.

DESCRIPTION OF THE CRACK

The Core Spray Sparger for System 2 consists of 3 1/2 inch schedule

40 type 304 stainless steel pipe formed in two semi-circles held

in place with brackets attached to the core shroud. Nozzles are welded
into the bottom of the pipe approximately every 5 inches to direct

the flow of water directly on the fuel bundles in a pre-established
pattern. The circumferential crack is approximately 1/32" wide at its
widest point and extends approximately 200 degrees around the sparger.
It is located at an azimuth location of 208 degrees in the reactor
vessel. This is approximately 58 degrees from the inlet and 32 degrees
from the end of the sparger arm. The crack is through the wall, as
determined by pneumatic testing, and is smaller inside the pipe

than on the outside. The crack appears to have initiated close to

one of the spray nozzles and is adjacent to one of the support brackets.

Because of the design of the sparger and the mounting brackets, JCP&L
has concluded that the sparger would have been held in place if called
upon for operation even if the crack had propagated completely around
the pipe circumference before it was discovered. We have reviewed

the design of the sparger and agree that because of the way the pipe

is supported, the sparger would have been held in place in the event the
core spray was initiated with the pipe severed.



DESCRIPTION OF THE REPAIR

The upper core spray sparger repair consists of the addition of a
bracket assembly to provide axial support to the core spray piping
in the vicinity of the crack. The bracket assembly is constructed
of Type 304 solution annealed stainless steel and is held in place
by four 3/4 inch bolts that are pre-loaded and locked in place by
Class A type locking caps. The bracket assembly was fitted around
the existing spray nozzles on both sides of the crack to provide
axial support to the core spray sparger in the event the existing
crack propagates completely around the pipe circumference.

The repair was performed remotely and the final examination to
ensure proper fitup was recorded on video tape. The bracket
assembly in place was examined at both ends and confirmation of
proper fit was made and recorded.

ASPECTS OF REVIEW

The design, installation procedures, and structural analysis of the
bracket assembly for all loads due to normal operations and accident
conditions were reviewed to ensure the capability of the bracket
assembly to 1imit the crack opening in the event the existing crack
propagates completely around the pipe circumference. In addition,
the structural analysis of the core spary sparger for all loads
associated with the installation of the bracket assembly including
seismic and differential thermal expansion loadings was reviewed
for conformance with the appropriate portions of Section 3.9 of
Standard Review Plan, and for the pipe's susceptability to further
cracking.

EVALUATION

The analysis, design and installation of the repair bracket assembly
are in accordance with accepted criteria. The analysis of the
structural Toads imposed by static, seismic and thermal loadings
demonstrates that the bracket assembly will keep the sparger in
place and will 1imit the crack opening to 1/16 inch in the event

the existing crack propagates completely around the pipe circumference.
The analysis of the structure loads imposed by static, seismic,
thermal loadings and the loads associated with the installation of
the bracket assembly on the core spray sparger is in accordance with
the appropriate portions of Section 3.9 of the NRC Standard Review
Plan.



Since the stresses from normal operating loads in the core spray
sparger are well below the yield stress of the stainless steel material,
crack growth in this line due to stress corrosion would not be expected
to occur. However, the possibility of fitting the pipe into position
during the installation could have resulted in stresses large enough

to propagate a stress corrosion crack. Since the opening of the crack
relieves the stresses in other locations in the core sparger, the
susceptability of the other locations to stress corrosion cracking due
to high installation stresses has been reduced.

We find that the addition of the bracket assembly is acceptable and
will 1imit the crack opening to 1/16 inch in the event of a complete
severance of the cracked section. We further conclude that reasonable
assurance exists that further cracking jeopardizing the structural
integrity of the core spray sparger would not occur during the next
cycle of operation.

The Ticensee has proposed augmented inservice inspection of the core
spray spargers to assure that additional cracking does not occur. The
licensee proposed to examine the spargers at the next 5 refueling
outages starting with the 1979 refueling outage and then every five
years thereafter. We have modified the technical specifications to
require JCP&L to submit a special report of each inspection prior to
startup of the following cycle. Based on review of the core spray sparger
structural analysis, we conclude that reasonable assurance exists that
further cracking to the extent that the structural integrity of the
sparger would be jeopardized would not occur in the intervals between
inspections and therefore we find the proposed technical specifications
acceptable.

CORE SPRAY DISTRIBUTION WITH REPAIRED SPARGER

JCP&L has provided the results of calculations for flow within the
cracked sparger (Reference 1) which conservatively demonstrate that
flow from each nozzle will be within an acceptable range and will
therefore produce an acceptable spray distribution (as described
below). The calculations for flow within the sparger include effects
of maximum flow through the crack, which was arbitrarily assumed to
have opened to the maximum width (1/16") permitted by the newly
installed sparger repair. (The calculational methods have been
applied to an uncracked sparger, and the results compare well with
previously performed measurements, thus demonstrating the acceptability
of the methods used to calculate flow from each nozzle.)



Previously performed core spray distribution tests were utilized to
determine the acceptable range of flows from each spray nozzle that
will produce an acceptable spray distribution. Those previous tests
were performed at the Vallecitos full scale spray distribution test
facility and were performed for single sparger flow rates from 3100

to 4500 gpm. For sparger flows in that range, the test results showed
that the core spray distribution is adequate to support use of the
core spray cooling coefficients assumed in the current ECCS-LOCA
analyses (References 2 and 3).

The present (repaired) system, assuming the maximum width crack, will
be comprised of one portion of the sparger (that portion on the side
of the crack away from the supply pipe) with spray nozzle flow rates
slightly Tower than spray nozzle flow rates from the rest of the
spray nozzles. However, all spray nozzles flow rates will be in

the range where acceptable resultina distributions have previously
been demonstrated (as described below) when total system flow supplied
to the sparger is above the 3640 gpm to be required by the revised
Technical Specification. It is our judgement that the distribution
resulting from this combination of slightly different flow rates from
different portions of the sparger will not be significantly different
from distributions previously measured (and found acceptable). This
is based on the previous spray distribution measurements which used
an uncracked sparger and showed typical variation between nozzle flow
of around 35% (i.e., 35% more from nozzles near the inlet than from
nozzles near the sparger end). This variation would be increased to
only about 40% with an assumed 1/16" crack, which is an insignificant
change in the variation.

We therefore find that the distribution in spray flow from the repaired
sparger will not be significantly different from the previously accepted
distribution from the uncracked and unrepaired sparger.

ACCEPTABILITY OF ECCS-LOCA ANALYSES WITH UNDETECTED COMPLETE
SEPARATION OF ANY PORTION OF ONE CORE SPRAY SPARGER

Even in the unlikely event that a portion of one core spray sparger were
to become separated so that the separated portion could not receive {and
distribute) flow, there is sufficient redundancy built into the ECCS at
Oyster Creek (for other purposes) to make this an acceptable condition
that meets the requirements of 10 CFR 50.46. Even though the conditions
described below are not required, events that must be analyzed (they
involve a pipe break, passive failure of a core spray sparger, plus



the worst active component failure), and even though such a condition

is not believed credible (acceptability of the repair is described
within this SER), this description is provided to demonstrate the margin
that is present in the Oyster Creek ECCS.

Fach of the two Oyster Creek core spray systems is single-active-failure
proof. That is, sufficient emergency power systems, valves, and pumps
are provided so that no active single failure can prevent either one

of the two core spray systems from distributing, by itself, sufficient
core spray flow to fully justify the spray cooling credit assumed in
LOCA analyses.

This redundancy is provided so that a core spray line break (which completely
disables one core spray system), together with the worst assumed single
failure in the remaining ECCS equipment, which includes the other core
spray system, will have acceptable results. The LOCA calculations for

the core spray line break show that the core is never uncovered for this
(top) break (Reference 2). Therefore, core spray distribution is not
required and in fact is meaningless with water levels above the core.
Moreover, since flow for inventory purposes would still be provided by

a damaged sparger, and since that is all the analyses took credit for,

the results would be unchanged even with undetected damage to a core

spray sparger (i.e., the core spray break would have jdentical, acceptable
results with a damaged sparger).

For a bottom break, we again note that no single active failure can prevent
either of the core spray systems from fulfilling its design purpose.

Therefore, if one sparger is damaged and incapable of properly distributing
its flow, the other sparger will provide an acceptable spray flow distribution.

Therefore, even though the above described conditions are not considered
credible and did not have to be analyzed for this purpose, existing analyses
show, as stated above, that the consequences of even this extreme set of
conditions are acceptable.

JCP&L has proposed technical specification changes to redefine the require-
ments of the core spray systems. Current technical specifications define
the requirements of operability of the core spray systems. JCP&L has
proposed to change the basis for determining what constitutes an operable
system. For core spray system 1 the demonstrated capability of deliverinag
at least 3400 gpm within 35 seconds of a worst 1ine break is required.
JCP&L proposes to redefine the demonstrated operability of core spray
system 2 to require at least 3640 gpm within 35 seconds of a worst line
break.



Because of the evaluation of the core spray distribution with an
assumed circumferential crack in sparger 2, we find the proposed
change necessary and acceptable.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

We have determined that the amendment does not authorize a change in
effluent types or total amounts nor an increase in power level and will
not result in any significant environmental impact. Having made this
determination, we have further concluded that the amendment involves

an action which is insignificant from the standpoint of environmental
impact and, pursuant to 10 CFR 251.5(d)(4), that an environmental
impact statement or negative declaration and environmental impact
appraisal need not be prepared in connection with the issuance of

this amendment.

CONCLUSION

We have concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that:

(1) because the amendment does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of accidents previously considered and does
not involve a significant decrease in a safety margin, the amendment does
not involve a significant hazards consideration, (2) there is reasonable
assurance that the health and safety of the public will not be endangered
by operation in the proposed manner, and (3) such activities will be
conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations and the issuance
of this amendment will not be inimical to the common defense and security
or to the health and safety of the public.

Date: November 24, 1978
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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. 50-219

JERSEY CENTRAL POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT TO PROVISIONAL
OPERATING LICENSE

The U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has issued
Amendment No. 34 to Provisional Operating License No. DPR-16, issued to
Jersey Central Power & Light Company (the licensee), which revised the
Technical Specifications for operation of the Oyster Creek Nuclear
Generating Station (the facility) located in Ocean County, New Jersey.
The amendment is effective as of its date of issuance.

The amendment modifies the provisions of the Technical Specifications
to specify the augmentation of inservice inspection for the core spray
systems and will redefine the definition of operability for core spray
system 2.

The application for amendment complies with the standards and
requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the Act),
and the Commission's rules and regulations. The Commission has made
appropriate findings as required by the Act and the Commission's rules
and regulations in 10 CFR Chapter I, which are set forth in the license
amendment. Prior public notice of this amendment was not required

since the amendment does not involve a significant hazards consideration.
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The Commission has determined that the issuance of this amendment
will not result in any significant environmental impact and that pursuant
to 10 CFR 851.5(d)(4) an environmental impact statement or negative
declaration and environmental impact appraisal need not be prepared in
connection with issuance of this amendment.

For further details with respect to this action, see (1) the
application for amendment dated November 15, 1978, (2) Meeting Summary
with documents, dated November 22, 1978 for the November 3, 1978 meeting,
(3) Amendment No. 34 to License No. DPR-16, and (4) the Commission's
related Safety Evaluation. A1l of these items are available for
public inspection at the Commission's Public Document Room, 1717 H Street,
N. W., Washington, D. C., and at the Ocean County Library, Brick Township
Branch, 401 Chambers Bridge Road, Brick Town, New Jersey 08723. A copy
of items (3) and (4) may be obtained upon request addressed to the U. S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D. C. 20555, Attention:
Director, Division of Operating Reactors.

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 24th day of November, 1978.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

A AN

Richard D. Silver, Acting Chief
Operating Reactors Branch #2
Division of Operating Reactors



