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Subject: Correction to Amendment 263/245 Safety Evaluation Report

This letter is being written to correct information submitted to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) by PSEG Nuclear LLC (PSEG) in support of Amendments 263 and 245 to the Salem Unit 1
and Unit 2 Technical Specifications (TS). On November 2, 2004, the NRC issued Amendments
263/245 to the Salem TS. On Page 13 of the Safety Evaluation Report (SER), statements were
made concerning criteria to be used for the design of an equivalent closure device to the
equipment hatch. The statements in the SER were based upon an August 20, 2004 letter (LR-
N04-0359) submitted by PSEG Nuclear LLC (PSEG) in response to an NRC request for additional
information (RAI). The August 20, 2004 letter quoted statements from a previous TS Amendment
SER (Amendment Nos. 217 and 199) that allowed the use of an equivalent closure device during
core alterations or the movement of irradiated fuel in the containment. Subsequent to the issuance
of the NRC SER for Amendments 217/199 on February 26, 1999, PSEG issued a clarification letter
dated March 11, 1999 to correct the statements made in the SER regarding the design of the
equivalent closure device to the equipment hatch. The information contained in PSEG's August
20, 2004 letter did not take into account the corrections made to the Amendment 217/199 SER.
The attachment to this letter provides the corrections to the. PSEG's August 20, 2004 RAI response
and the Amendment 263/245 SER that are consistent with the clarifications provided in the March
11, 1999, letter. PSEG is not requesting a formal response by the NRC, but is providing this -..
submittal to correct the information contained on the docket.

Should you have any questions concerning this submittal, please contact Brian Thomas at 856-
339-2022.

Sincerely,

iK

George H. Gellrich
Plant Manager - Salem
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Correction to Amendment 263/245 Safety Evaluation Report

On November 2, 2004, the NRC issued Amendments 263 and 245 to the Salem Unit 1 and
Unit 2 Technical Specifications (TS). On Page 13 of the Safety Evaluation Report (SER)
for Amendments 263/245 the response to Question 4 states:

"In its response, PSEG indicated that an equivalent closure device must be
sufficient to provide-an atmospheric ventilation barrier to restrict radioactive material
released from an FHA. Additionally, the design and fabrication of the equivalent
device will be governed by ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section III for
Class B Vessels 1968. The licensee's response also noted that the use of an
equivalent closure device that meets these criteria is already specifically allowed by
the Salem Unit Nos. 1 and 2 TSs. That allowance was incorporated into the Salem
TSs by Amendment Nos. 217 and 199 for Salem Unit 1 and 2, respectively and,
therefore, is already part of the Salem current licensing basis."

The above statements in the SER were based upon an August 20, 2004 letter (LR-N04-
0359) submitted by PSEG in response to an NRC request for additional information (RAI).
The August 20, 2004, letter quoted statements from the previous TS SER for Amendments
217 and 199 as follows:

"...Equivalent closure device design criteria are noted in the NRC Safety Evaluation
(SE) for Salem Amendments 217 and 199, 'the design and fabrication of the
equivalent closure device will be governed by ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel
Code, Section III for Class B Vessels 1968.' The SE also notes, 'Since
pressurization events are unlikely during MODE 6 (refueling) operation, the closure
requirement for the equivalent device need only be sufficient to provide an
atmospheric ventilation barrier to restrict radioactive material released from fuel
element rupture during refueling operation.' The only closure devices currently
defined are the Outage Equipment Hatch and the Inner Equipment Hatch.
However, other devices could be used that meet the above criteria."

Subsequent to the issuance of the NRC SER for Amendments 217/199 on February 26,
1999, PSEG issued a clarification letter dated March 11, 1999 to correct the statements
made in the SER regarding the design of the equivalent closure device to the equipment
hatch. The March 11, 1999 letter states:

"This letter clarifies the design and fabrication code requirements ... for the Salem
Outage Equipment Hatch (OEH), as described in.. .License Amendment Nos. 271
and 199, Safety Evaluation Report. These license amendments modified Salem
Technical Specification 3/4.9.4, Containment Building Penetrations to permit the
use of equivalent methods to achieve containment closure for the Containment
Equipment Hatch and for containment penetrations.
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Correction to Amendment 263/245 Safety Evaluation Report

The Safety Analysis Report for License Amendments 217 and1 99 states that the
design and fabrication of a device used as an equivalent method will be governed
by American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Boiler and Pressure Vessel
Code, Section III for Class B Vessels, 1968. In a telephone conference held on
March 3, 1999 between PSE&G licensing and engineering personnel and the U. S.
NRC, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR), NRR staff personnel indicated
that this statement was based upon the original design specification for the OEH
that was informally provided to NRR. The original design specification for the
Salem OEH specified that design and fabrication be in accordance with ASME
Boiler and Pressure Vessel (B&PV) Code, Section III for Class B Vessels, 1968.
The OEH design specification was subsequently revised to require that the design
and fabrication of the OEH be governed by B&PV code, Section VIII, 1989 edition or
later, and the OEH was designed and fabricated to that code requirement. This
revision was made because the original requirement to design and fabricate the
OEH in accordance with ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel (B&PV) Code, Section
III for Class B Vessels, 1668 exceeded the design code requirements for the
Containment Equipment Hatch inside door...

The design objective of the Salem OEH is to provide containment closure
equivalent to the Containment Equipment Hatch inside door (installed with a
minimum of four bolts) during Modes 5 and 6 when containment pressurization is
not likely. To support that design objective, the OEH was designed and fabricated
in accordance with ASME B&PV Code Section VIII, 1989 edition. PSE&G
considers this to be appropriate and equivalent considering the design and
fabrication code requirements of the Containment Equipment Hatch inside door."

In responding to the NRC's RAI dated July 16, 2004 regarding TS Amendment 263/245,
PSEG quoted the equivalent closure device design requirements that were written in the
Amendment 219/199 SER prior to the clarification letter issued in March 1999.
Specifically, it was stated that the design and fabrication of the equivalent closure device
will be governed by ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section III for Class B
Vessels 1968. This error was an oversight of the personnel that developed the August
2004 RAI response. As stated in the March 1999 letter, the design objective is to provide
a containment closure device equivalent to the Containment Equipment Hatch inside door
(installed with a minimum of four bolts) during Modes 5 and 6 when containment
pressurization is not likely. The equivalent closure device is not specifically required to
meet ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section III for Class B Vessels 1968. The
actual design and fabrication of the OEH discussed in the March 1999 letter was
performed in accordance with ASME B&PV Code Section VIII, 1989 edition.

PSEG is not requesting a formal response by the NRC, but is providing this submittal to
correct the information contained on the docket. The above clarification does not alter the
conclusions reached by the NRC in their approval of Amendments 263/245.
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