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SAFETY EVALUATIUN oY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

RebATEY TU AMEMUMENT NO. 34 TO FAUILITY OPERATING LICENSE NU. DPR-70

PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY,
PRILAUELPHIA ELECTRIC CUMPANY,
UELMARVA PUWER AND LIGHT CUMPANY, AND
ATLAGTIC CITY ELECTRIC COMPANY

onalkM “UCLEAR GENERATING STATION, UNIT NQ. 1
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Introduct jon

By letter dated June 11, 1980 (Reference 1) the staff wequested all Ticensees
of operating pressurized water reactors (PWRs) to amend their Technical Speci-
fications with respect to reactor decay heat removal capability. The basis
for this request was founded in a number of events that have occurred where
decay heat removal capability was seriously degraded due to inadequate admin-
istrative controls when the plants were in shutdown modes of operation. This
concern has also been evidenr 'E Bulletin 80-12, dated May 9, 1980, which
required each licensee to ir ly implement new administrative controls.

In our letter of June 11, 1980, we requested Public Service Electric and Gas
Company (licensee) to propose Technical Specifications changes for Salem Unit
No. 1 that provides for redundancy in heat removal capability in all modes of
operation.

Evaluation

The licensee resjonded to our request by letter dated October 15, 1980 (Refer-
ence 2). The Technical Specifications that have been proposed are essentially
identical to the model Technical Specifications that we provided with our request.
The licensee's Safety Analysis was also based on the problem identified ir our
letter and in IE Bulletin 80-12 and the model bases that we provided as part of
our guidance.

The revised Technical Specifications provide for adequate capability for re-
moving decay heat from the reactor when the plant is in any mode of operation.
This capability is ensured by requiring the following: four reactor coolant
loops be operable in Modes 1 and 2: two reactor coolant loops be operable in
Mode 3; two coolant loops ‘e operapie from reactor coolant loops and/or residual
heat removal (RHR) loops in Mode 4; two RHR loops operable in Mode 5; and at
least one RHR loop operable in Mode 6.
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These revisions represent administrative control changes and do not require
any plant modifications.

We find the licensee's actions to be acceptable.

While making these revisions, the licensee has also modified the wording of
Technical Specification 3.9.8.2 to require 23 feet of water above the reactor
pressure vessel flange when the plant is in Mode 6. This action completes

the licensee's response (Reference 3) to our request (Reference 4) that the
depth of water be measured from the pressure vessel {lange rather than from the
top of the irradiated fuel assemblies. The licensee's initial response was
approved in Amendment No. 28 (Reference 5).

Environmental Consideration

We have determined that the amendment doe: not authorize a change in
effluent types or total amounts nor an increase in pc.er leve! and
will not result in any significant envirommental impact. Having made
this determination, we have further concluded that the amendnment
involves an action which is insignificant from the standpoint of
environmental impact and, pursuant to 10 CFR §51.5(d)(4), that en
environmental impact statement or negative declaration and environ-
mertal impact appraisal need not be prepared in connection with the
issuance of this amencment.

Conclusion

We have corcluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that:
(1) because the amendment does not involve a significant increase

in the probability or consequances of accidents previously considered
and does no% involve a significant decrease in a safety margin, the
amendment does not involve a significant hazards consideration, (2)
thers is reasonable assurance that the health and - fety of the public
will not be endangered by operation in the proposed wnanner, 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 h=.lth and safety of

the public.

Date: March 6, 1981
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