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SALIM NUCLEAR GENERAT'NG STAT!CN, UNIT NC. 1

CCCXE~ NO. 50-272

Intreductien

Salem Unt: No. I plans to terminate its sec:nd fuel c'cle in Septemcer 1980.
Salem Uni: No. 2 received a license :c ccerate up to 5". of rated pcwer in

April 1980 and the licensee, the .7uclic Service Electric and Gas Ccecany,
has acplied fer a full-cewer license. As the result of :ne Staff's review
cf tne Salem 2 Ccerating License and :ne development of Technical Specifica-
tiens for Uni: Nc. 2 we became aware of :nany areas wnere ne Tecnnical
Scecifica:icns f:r Uni: No. I differ frem :ncse fer Uni: Nc. 2. A majcr
effer. to rectify nese differences is being pcstponed until Uni: No. 2
becomes coerational at full pcwer. Bis amencment, hcwever, is being used
to u;:date the Technical Scecifications anc :: revise the Safety Evaluaticn
f:r the Salem Fire Prctec icn ?regram anere :ne existing texts fer the two
Units are not c:nsistent.

I. Acminiscrative Chances

(A) A pencix 3 - Technical Specifica:icn 3.1.1.4

3y means of Amencment Nc. 23, issued :n Decem er 13, 1979, :ne Staff
7. ace extensive :hanges :s the acn-radic1cgical Environmental Tecnni-
cal Scecifications for Salem No. 1. In making these revisions the
recuirements for sancling station c cling water for 'f ee en!crine
resicual* anc '30-secenc cnlorine demand" were removed f em T.S.
3.1.1.4 but were inaavertently retained in Table 3.1-1. Tnis over-
sign: is hereby corrected by issuance of a revised Dage 3.1-22 to
Appendix 3.

(3) Appendix A - Technical Specification 3.2.1

Sy Amendmen: No. 20, dated Oc :cer 30, 1979, ne accreved :he return
to pcwer :f Salem Uni: Nc. 2'fcr Fue! ycle 2. Whi'e giving nis
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a;ce val we ; laced limitaticns :n the Axial Flux Difference (AFD)
during the firs: 72 effective full pcwer :ays (EFPC) a: 27CC MhD/MTU t

Ccera-icn in Cycle 2. As definec in T.S. 3.2.1, One AFD was :: remain i

less : nan 7.5% cf rated :nermal Ocwer wi n the alicwed AFD increasing ;
~

by 1.C% f:r each 1.0% redaction in thernal ;cwer.

Salem Uni: Nc.1 cercleted 72 EFP0 in Cycle 2 en Maren 23,198C; :
'

theref:re, this limitaticn is nc icnger recuired and has been ce!etad
from T.S. 3.2.1.

i
(C) Accendix A - Technical 5:eci'ica:1cn 5.2.2(f)

,

As the result of ne licensing review for Salem Uni: No. 2, ne licensee |

connitted to an ensite Fire Brigade of at leas five memcers at all
times. This ::mmit:ent has been cccumented in T. S. 6.2.2(f) f:r t

Uni: Nc. 2 (License DPR-75). We are taking this cccertunity : revise
T. S. 5.2.2(f) for Unit 1 Oc also reflec: this change from a previcus
c cui .:nent of :nree memt:ers.

f(D) Fire Protection Safety Evaluation Recer
i

f

Sy means cf Amendment No. 21, cated Ncvemcer 20, 1979, we adced conditiens
to License Nc. OCR-70 for ?a!La Uni 1. These :enditicns related :: :ne
ccmcletion of f acility modifications fer fire :retecticn. The tasis for i

this amendment was the Staff's Safety Evaluatien Reper: (Fire ?retec-icn ;
,

Review), by means cf which we approved One fire protection ;r: gram r

at Unit 1. :

i
As the resui Of ::ntinued review by the Staff and PSElG curing ne i

ilicensing of Uni No. 2, two sections :f :ne Salem 2 SER (A;eencix
E of Succlement Nc. 4, Acril 1980) differ in tex: fr:m the same secticns
at the Sa!em 1 SER. We believe -hit :ne revised sections mere accurately
describe systens that have been accreved as ?reviding accectacia pre-
taction against fire. Consecuently, we take this cccertanity c revise ;

Secti:n IV.3 and IV.0(2) in the Salem 1 SER: ;

(1) Page 20, Secticn IV.3
!

Reciace the f:urth and fifth sentences of :ne firs paragracn ,

with the folicwing sentance: "In lieu of ne two coticns croccsed >

'

by the staff (i.e. , a one-hcur rated fire barrier er a one-half
hour barrier and sprinkler system), we have accected an ecuiva- .

Tent system that consists of a water s:rinkler system with recun- |

dant valves : cerated by separate actua:crs wnich, in turn, sra '

actuated by recuncant fire detec: Ors.*
*
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(3) Page 21, Section :7.](2)

In the Licensee's C:mmitmen: Mc. 2,one #frs: line shculd be
enanged to read *:revide a one-half hcur fiet rated :arrier...'

? ge 29, Ac icn ::em 21(a) i

As One resul: Of its sx:erience since inclementation cf its fire
:rctection r: gram, the licensee contacted the Staff (by letter On
Sectem er 25,1980) :o recuest a miner tedificatien in this Action
Item. The criginal Action Iten called for storing twc self-
centained air breathing units in the mechanical :enetration 3:
:na Reac:ce C ntainment entrance. 3ecause of the sc: and humid
env!renment, the breathing uni s wert unce scing sericus detacria-
tien. Consecur.ntly, the licensee recuested that the breathing
units be s:Ored at the radialcgical control :cint accrexima aly
100 feet from the Containment Entrance sinca this area is air
c nditioned. We find this change in loca:icn to be ac:s tacle
since any :ersen wnc :lans to enter C ntainment rus: ass throu;n
this control point. Also, the distance from control :cint Oc
the Containment entrance is nct significantly increased from
the former s:crage location. This Action !:ea is revised ::
read, " Ten (2) dedicated air breathing units (Sc : ) will be
s:cred 3: the Radiclecd:ai Centrol Pcin for entry into :ne
Reactor Containment Artas."

(E) Redefininc the Term *Ceerable*

:n res:cnse to the Staff's recuest cated A:ril 10, 1980, the licensee,
by letter of May 16, 1980, Oreccsed enanges :: Accendix A, Safety
Technical 5:ecification 3/1.0. These changes reflect the Staff's
current definition of the term *ccerable" as it acclies Oc :ne single
f ailure criterien for safety systems in ;cwer reac:ar3

The NRC's Standard Technical Scecificaricns (STS) were formulated Oc
reserve the single failure criterion for systems that are relied u:en

in the safety analysis reccet. 3y and large, the single failure
criterien is preserved by s:ecifying Limiting Conditions for Oceration
(LCOs) that require all recundant ccmcenents of safety rela:ec systems I

ito be CPERABLI. When the recuired redundancy is not maintained,
either due to equipment failure or maintanance cutage, acticn is

|
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retuirec, wi nin a s:ecifiec time, :: enange the ccerating mcde :f
:ne ::lant :: : Tace 1: in a safe conct:icn. The s;:ecified time :: : axe
acticn, usually called the ecui: ment Out-cf-service time, is a tem:crary
relaxation :f :ne single f ailure criterien, ani:n c:nsistant witn :vera!i
system relia:ility ::nsideratiens, ;:rovices a limited time :: fix equip-
ment er Otherwise make 1: CPERAELI. If equi: ment can be returned ::
CPERJELE status ni:nin :ne specified time, plant shutdcwn is not recuirec.

LCOs are s:ecified f:r each safety related system in the plant, an:
with few exce icns, the ACT*CN statements accress single cu: ages
cf ::acenents, trains er su systems. For any : articular system, :ne
L;3 Oces nct adcress multiple cutages of recuncant ::mocnents, nce
dcas it address the effects of cutages of any suc;:cr systems - sucn
as electrical cwer er c: cling water - that are relied u;cn :: maintain
the CPERABILIT( of the par:teular systam. This is because Of :ne !arge
numcer of comoinations cf nese ty es Of cu: ages that are ;cssi:!e.
Instaad, the STS emcicy general specifica:icns and an ex: licit definiti:n
of the tarm CPERAELI :: enc:=: ass all such cases. These previsi:ns
have been f:rmulated :: assure that ro sat of equipment Outages culd
be 311cwed to persts: that wcula result in the facility being in an
uncretected ::ndition.

70 acnieve the necessary clarification, the Staff provided ne licensee
with :nocal Tecnnical Specifications nat nave been accepted and re-.

submitted withcut :hange. ^4e, therefore, find these changes :: :e
ac:ectable. The licensee snall imclement accrecriate precacures ::
assure tha: the necessary records, sucn as plant icgs er similar
cccuments, are reviewed :: detarmine cccoltance witn :nese $;ecifi-
cattens.

!!. lafetyEvaluafcn
Serveillance Recuirements f:r Emergercy Core Ceci f nc Systems

Introdue:fon

3y letter of June 30, 1977, the Staff recuested the licensee to :r:cese
Tecnnical Scecification changes :: inc::r; crate surveillance requirements
fcr HPSI/L?SI throttle valves. The ;;urocse of these surveillance require-
unts is :: assure that ;reper ficw resistances in HPSI/L?SI systams
are :naintained thecughout plant life. The licensee responced :y suc-
21::a1 dated June 29, 1979. This su mittal contained proposed

.
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changes c the Technical S:ect#testiens that were not in c:melete ::n.
fermance with the Staff's re:uirements. Thr ugn su:secuent discussi:ns
between the Staff and licensee acceptable Technical Specifica:icns .ers
ceveleped and wers includec in Ac;endix A of License DPR-75 for Sale:
Uni: No. 2. Inasmuch as the ECOS systens for Salem Units 1 and 2 art
icentical, :he it:anses pr:pesed :na: :ne surveillance requirements
f:r HPS!/LPS: ficw balancing in the Salem 2 Technical Scecifica:icns
(4.5.2(g) and (h)) be sucstituted f:r incsa ;reccsed in the June 29,
1973 letter. The Staff agrees :na: not only is :ne sucstitu icn valt:
and ac: actable, :u also requirement 4.5.2(f) in the Unit 2 Technt-
cal Scecificatiens snculd ce incluced as an identical requirsnant fer
Unt: I so :na: :ne surveillanca recuirements for bc:n units will :e
the same. The licansee nas agreed.

Dis: ssicn and Evaiua-icn

The High and L:w Pressurt Safety Injecticn system (HPSI anc LPSI) designs:
of many Pressuri:ed Water Reat: Ors (PhRs) utili:e a common icw ;rtssurt
anc a commen nigh ;rtssure heacer to feed the several :cid (and in s:me-

cases hot) leg injection ;cints. Maintenance of procer ficw resistance
tand ;rtssurs r:: in :ne ; icing system to each injectien point is

necessary to: (1) ;rsvent ::tal pumo flow from exceecing runcut c:n-
ditions wnen -he system is in its minimum reststance c:nfiguration; '2)
provide a pre er flew split between injection points in ac:Ordanca with ,

the assumptiens used in the ECOS-LCCA analyses, and (3) provide an
ac:ac:able level of ::tal ICOS ficw to all injection points equal to :r
above nat assumed in the ECOS-LCCA analyses. On many plants, :nere are
act:r-ccerated valve (s) in :ne lines to eacn injection :cin: -hat have
s:cos wnica are ae: curing pre-ccerattenal ficw testing of -he lan:
to insure that these ficw recuirements art satisfied. On Otner piants, '

electrical er mecnanical s ::s en the Safety Injection System's tscla-1:n
valve (s) art used for this :ur cse. Salem 1 utili:es hand-set :nre:-le
valves Oc satisfy these ECOS ficw requirements.

While =rt-operational HPS!/LPSI flew testing is utili:sd to assurs :na:
the valves used to throttle ficw nave been :recerly set, the NRC Staff has '
c ncluced that periccic surveillanca recuirements art needed : assurt
that -hese settings are maintained througncut the life of :ne plant.
Consequently, we recuested all PWR licansees to creocsa changes :: :ne'ir
Tecnnical Specifications, as appr oriate, to incer;cra a periodic survefilanca

r
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recuirements f:r these valves. Sa=cie surveillance recuirements, :

develeced :y :ne NRC Staff, .ere ;r:vicec 0 ne licensees f:r guidance |
in cevelccing reccsed enanges. The samcle requirements incluce :eri: die
verifica:icn of throttle valve ;csition s:co settings anc verifica-ion
of proper ECCS ficw rates wnenever system mcdifica-icns are mace ina:
c:uld alter ficw :naracteristi:s.

L

3ased on cur review, we have c:ncluded na: the licensee's procesec
increased surveillance recuirements wculd previ:e sufficient acdi icnal
assurance na: procer valve settings fcr ECCS ficws and ficw distri-
buti:ns will te maintained thr:ugacut 01 ant lif a; anc nus, :ne ;reccsed |
cnanges are ac:eptacle.

,

Env rermental Consideratiend -

!

We have determined tha: the amendment cces net authcri:e a enange in affluent
tyces cr ::tal incunts nce an increase in ;cwer level and will not resul
in any significant environmental imcact. Having mace Onis ceterminatien,
we have further concluded :na: -he imencment invcives an acticn wnien is !

' 'insignificant fr:m the stancocint of envir:nmental i=cac: and, pursuant
to 10 CFR j51.5(c)(a), that an environmental imoac statement er negative
declaratten and environmental imcact aceraisal need nct ce :reparec in t

'

connecticn witn :ne issuance Of -his amendment.

Conclusien

We have ::ncluded, based on the considerations discussed accve, that: (1) !
cecause One mmencment does not involve a significant increase in the ;r c-

,

ability or consequences :f ac:idents previcusly censicerec and Oces nc: i

involve a significan: decrease in a safety margin, the amencment Oces nc: |
involve a significant ha:ards consideration, (2) there is reasonacle
assurance inat the nealth and safety of ne public will nct be endangered ,

':y ccerati:n in the :r:cesed nanner, anc (3) such activities will be cen-
:ucted in : moliance witn :ne Commissicn's regulations and :he issuance i

of this amencment will not be inimical :: the commen defense anc security
Or to tne health and safety of the puolic. i

!

i

Date: Mcvember 23, 1980
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