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Public Service Electric and Gas Company 

REVISIONS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS SECTIONS 3.0 AND 4.0 
(GENERIC LETTER 87-09) 

On March 14, 1989, members of the NRC staff met with representatives from 
PSE&G to discuss the application of Generic Letter 87-09 to Salem. The 
following items were agreed to at the meeting and will be reflected in PSE&G's 
forthcoming amendment request: 

1. Specification 3.0.4 

Clarification that a "shutdown" includes "entrance into a lower mode", as 
stated in the requirement prohibiting entry into an operational mode or 
other specified condition, when the conditions of the LCD are not met and 
the associated action require a "shutdown" if the LCO conditions are not 
met within a specified time interval. It was agreed this clarification 
could be made as follows: 

a. PSE&G will recommend this change to the Westinghouse Owners Group 
(WOG) for inclusion in the MERITS program. If accepted by 
WOG/MERITS, then the clarification will be made to Section 3.0.4. 

b. If WOG/MERITS does not accept the recommendation then the 
clarification will be incorporated into the Bases for Section 3.0.4. 

2. Clarification of deletions of exceptions to 3.0.4 for individual 
specifications. 

a. When individual specifications are exempt from both 3.0.3 and 3.0.4, the 
exemption to 3.0.4 need not be deleted. -

The guidance of GL 87-09 noted that action requirements permitting 
continued operation no longer need to indicate that 3.0.4 does not 
apply. Therefore, the guidance requested that exceptions to 3.9.4-~~ 
removed from individual specifications to avoid confusion about the 
applicability of 3.0.4. The fact that these specifications are exempt 
from 3.0.3, they do permit continued operation. That is, they do not 
require a forced shutdown when the LCO is not met and this condition is 
either not addressed by a remedial action or the remedial action has not 
been taken. Spec 3.0.4 states that entry into an operational mode or 
specified condition may be made in accordance with the actions requirements 
when conformance to them permits continued operation of the facility for 
an unlimited period of time. Therefore, there is the implication that if 
for some reason compliance with the action requirements could not be 
achieved, this would have the effect of prohibiting mode changes under 
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3.0.4. Because there would be no difference between the present 
requirements where a specification is exempt from both 3.0.3 and 3.0.4 
and the retaining the exemption to 3.0.4 it was concluded that retaining 

-the exemption in this case is not contrary to the guidance of GL 87-09. 

b. When a specification is exempt only from 3.0.4 and not 3.0.3, the 
exemption will be removed for those cases noted in GL 87-09. 

3. Clarification of specification 4.0.3 where exceptions to 4.0.4 exist. 

a. It was noted that when changes in operational modes or other 
specified conditions are made under an exception to Specification 
4.0.4; the 24-hour allowance of Specification 4.0.3 is applicable; 
but, the surveillance is such that it cannot be completed within the 
24 hours, then a change to the individual specification should be 
proposed. The proposal should state that the surveillance is exempt 
from the requirements of Specifications 4.0.3 for (requested time 
allowance) to complete the Surveillance Requirement upon entry into 
(identify the mode or condition) under the exception to 4.0.4. 

4. Specification 4.0.4 Bases. 

a. It was noted that the staff would accept the licensee's 
clarification of the sentence in the third paragraph which would 
read: "When a shutdown is required to comply with ACTION 
requirements, the provisions of Specification 4.0.4 do not apply 
because this could delay placing the facility in a lower MODE of 
operation." The!Jnderlined word is stated as "would" in the 
guidance in GL 89-07. 

5. Other Matters Discussed 

a. The question was raised as to whether an action requirement must be 
implemented prior to entry into an operational mode or other 
condition specified when the LCO is not met and the change is 
allowed by 3.0.4. Spec 3.0.4 states that the entry into a mode or 
conditions may be made in accordance with action requirements. The 
time limits for completing an action are specified by the action 
requirements and would apply from the point in time that the action 
applies. As defined by Spec 3.0.2, noncompliance with a 
specification shall exist when the requirements of the LCO and 
action requirements are not met within the specified time interval. 
Thus, a violation of the TS would only occur if the required 
remedial measure was not completed within the time limits of the 
action requirement. 
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Clearly, the interest of safety would be served if an action 
requirement was completed prior to entering a mode or condition that 
an LCO applies when it is not met and it would be contrary to safety 
to purposely delay such actions until after a change in modes or 
conditions were made or until the last minute allowed by the action 
requirements, solely on the basis that doing such would not be a TS 
violation. While the TS places bounding limits on completing 
remedial actions, it does so not as a means of endorsing a delay in 
implementing those actions, but rather to establish a bounding time 
limit for their completion. If they are not completed within those 
time limits, other actions, such as a forced shutdown, would apply 
when those time limits are reached if the specified action has not 
been implemented. 

· During the meeting an example cited was: making a change in modes 
where it was either known that the required remedial action could 
not be completed in the specified time limit or an attempt is not 
made to complete that action until just before the time limit 
expires and then it is found that it can not be completed. Both of 
these cases would result in a forced shutdown, i.e., returning the 
unit to the prior mode or condition that the LCO did not apply. 
Hence, these are examples that are contrary to the intent of 3.0.4 
and are analogous to those conditions where 3.0.4 prohibits a change 
in mode or other conditions. 

Thus, while it is in the interest of safety to complete remedial 
actions prior to a change in modes or conditions and it is likely 
that in most cases it would be evident well in advance of such 
changes that these actions will be required and could be completed 
before the LCO applies, it may not always be practical depending 
upon the circumstances. As noted above, completion of the action 
after a change in modes but within the time limits of the action 
requirements would not be a violation of the Spec 3.0.4. 

b. A question was raised about the time allowed for the completion of a 
31-day surveillance requirement that specifies that it is to be 
performed when conditions exceed a specified value and it is noted 
that the provisions of specification 4.0.4 are not applicable for 
entry into the mode at which those conditions would be achieved. 
The example cited was the surveillance requirements for the steam 
driven auxiliary feedwater pump that requires verification that the 
pump develops a specified discharge pressure when the turbine steam 
supply pressure is greater than a specified limit. 

It was note that this surveillance is applicable as noted, i.e, when 
the turbine steam pressure is above a specified value. Therefore, 
the staff position is that it does not apply when the steam pressure 
is below the specified value. The basis for this position is Spec 
4.0.1 that states that surveillance requirements shall be met during 
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the operational modes or other conditions specified for individual 
LCOs unless otherwise specified in an individual surveillance 
requirement. While the LCO applicability does not address an 
exception to Mode 3 conditions, the surveillance requirement does, 
i.e, a pressure value. The exception to 4.0.4 is appropriate for 
entry into Mode 3 because the turbine steam pressure requirement 
will normally be met in that mode. When the steam pressure is 
reached, the action requirement would apply and, if as assumed the 
surveillance has not been performed in the prior 31 days, the pump 
would be treated as inoperable under the requirements of Spec 
4.0.3. In this case, the bounding time limit for completion of the 
required surveillance would be the allowable outage time limits of 
the action requirements for one auxiliary feedwater pump being 
inoperable which is 72 hours. The 24-hour allowance to delay 
implementing the time limits of the action requirements that is 
addressed in 4.0.3 would not apply because the time limits of that 
action requirement is not less than 24 hours. Again, it must be 
emphasized that the purpose of these time limits and the TS 
requirements is not to endorse delaying action to perform 
surveillance requirements that are to be performed after specified 
conditions are reached. 

6. The following were in attendance at the meeting: 

Enclosure:· 
As stated 

NRC 

J. Stone, NRR 
T. Dunning, NRR 
J. Stefano, NRR 

cc: Licensee/Applicant Service List 

PSE&G 

F. Thompson 
G. Raggio 

~(~ 
James C. Stone, Project Manager 
Project Directorate I-2 
Division of Reactor Projects I/II 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
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Mr. Steven E. Miltenberger 
Public Service Electric & Gas Company 

cc: 

Mark J. Wetterhahn, Esquire 
Conner and Wetterhahn 
Suite 1050 
1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 

Richard Fryling, Jr., Esquire 
Law Department - Tower SE 
80 Park Place 
Newark, NJ 07101 

Mr. L. K. Miller 
General Manager - Salem Operations 
Salem Generating Station 
P.O. Box 236 
Hancocks Bridge, NJ 08038 

Mr. S. La Bruna 
Vice President - Nuclear Operations 
Nuclear Department 
P.O. Box 236 
Hancocks Bridge, New Jersey 08038 

Robert Traee, Mayor 
Lower Alloways Creek Township 
Muni ci pa 1 Ha 11 
Hancocks Bridge, NJ 08038 

Kathy Halvey Gibson, Resident Inspector 
Salem Nuclear Generating Station 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Drawer I 
Hancocks Bridge, NJ 08038 

Richard F. Engel 
Deputy Attorney General 
Department of Law and Public Safety 
CN-112 
State House Annex 
Trenton, NJ 08625 

Mr. David M. Scott, Chief 
Bureau of Nuclear Engineering 
Department of Environmental Protection 
State of New Jersey 
CN 411 
Trenton, NJ 08625 

Salem Nuclear Generating Station 

Richard B. McGlynn, Commission 
Department of Public Utilities 
State of New Jersey 
101 Commerce Street 
Newark, NJ 07102 

Regional Administrator, Region I 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406 

Lower Alloways Creek Township 
c/o Mary 0. Henderson, Clerk 
Municipal Building, P.O. Box 157 
Hancocks Bridge, NJ 08038 

Mr. Bruce A. Preston, Manager 
Licensing and Regulation 
Nuclear Department 
P.O. Box 236 
Hancocks Bridge~ NJ 08038 

Mr. David Wersan 
Assistant Consumer Advocate 
Office of Consumer Advocate 
1425 Strawberry Square 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

Scott B. Ungerer 
MGR. - Joint Generation Projects 
Atlantic Electric 
P.O. Box 1500 
1199 Black Horse Pike 
Pleasantville, NJ 08232 

Delmarva Power & Light Company 
c/o Jack Urban 
General Manager, Fuel Supply 
800 King Street 
P.O. Box 231 
Wilmington, DE 19899 
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the operational modes or other conditions specified for individual 
LCOs unless otherwise specified in an individual surveillance 
requirement. Hhile the LCO applicability does not address an 
exception to Mode 3 conditions, the surveillance requirement does, 
i.e, a pressure value. The exception to 4.0.4 is appropriate for 
entry into Mode 3 because the turbine steam pressure requirement 
will normally be met in that mode. When the steam pressure is 
reached, the action requirement would apply and, if as assumed the 
surveillance has not been performed in the prior 31 days, the pump 
would be treated as inoperable under the requirements of Spec 
4.0.3. In this case, the bounding time limit for completion of the 
required surveillance would be the allowable outage time limits of 
the action requirements for one auxiliary feedwater pump being 
inoperable which is 72 hours. The 24-hour allowance to delay 
implementing the time limits of the action requirements that is 
addressed in 4.0.3 would not apply because the time limits of that 
action requirement is not less than 24 hours. Again, it must be 
emphasized that the purpose of these time limits and the TS 
requirements is not to endorse delaying action to perform 
surveillance requirements that are to be performed after specified 
conditions are reached. 

6. The following were in attendance at the meeting: 

Enclosure: 
As stated 

NRC 

J. Stone, NRR 
T. Dunning, NRR 
J. Stefano, NRR 

cc: Licensee/Applicant Service List 
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