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SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
SUPPORTING AMENDMENT NO. 106 TO LICENSE NO. DPR-49

DUANE_ARNOLD ENERGY CENTER

DOCKET NO, 50-331

1.0 Introduction

gg a letter dated August 29, 1978, and a revision dated November 5, 1981,
e lowa Electric Light and Power Company (licensee) requested the
following changes to the Duane Arnuld Energy Center (DAEC) Technical
Specifications:

1. a revision to the containment airlock testing frequency;

2. addition of a flanYQ "0"«ring to penetration no. 213;

3, deletion of several valves from the Table 3.7-2 for type C testing;

4. addition of several valves to Table 3.7-2 for type C testing; and

5. testing of certain valves in the reverse direction of the applied
pressure,

By a letter dated January 17, 1984, the Commission denied the licensee's
request to exempt the core spray isolation valves,«and the RCIC and MPCI
condensate return isolation valves from Type C testing, By a letter dated
March 16, 1984, the licensee amended its request to retain the core spray
fsolation, and RCIC and MPCIC condensate return valves in the Technical
Specifications for Type C testing.

2.0 Evaluation

In our letter dated January 17, 1984, we provided our evaluation of the
licensee's request for exemptions from certain requirements of the Appendix
J. In our Safety Evaluation accompanying our response, we also provided
our evaluation for the licensee's request for changes to the DAEC Technical
Specifications, and found the requested changes acce ‘table, with the
exception of the changes deleting the Core Spray fsolation valves, and RCIC
and HPCI condensate return fsolation valves from Type C testln?
requirements, The 1icensee has since added the Core Spray fsolation
valves, and RCIC and WPC! condensate return valves to the Technical
Specification for Type C testing, We, therefore, conclude that the
Ticensee's revised request for changes to the DAEC Technical Specifications
fs acceptable,
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The licensee has indicated that the implementation of the requested changes
for Type B testing of the containment penetrations 213A and 213B, and Type
C testing of containment isolation valves M0-4423, CV-2410, M0-2400,
M0-2238, CV-2211, M0-2000, MO-1902, M0-1933, and M0-2006 require plant
modifications to be scheduled in the future. We have, therefore, deleted
the impacted penetrations and valves from this action, and will consider
those items in a separate action after the licensee's schedule for
modifications is received.

3.0 Environmental Considerations

This amendment involves a change in the installation or use of a facility
component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR Part 20.
The staff has determined that the amendment involves no significant increase
in the amounts, and no significant change in the types, of any effluents
that may be released offsite, and that there is no significant increase in
individual or cumulative occupational radiation exposure. The Commission
has previously issued a proposed finding that this amendment involves no
significant hazards consideration and there has been no public comment on
such finding. Accordingly, this amendment meets the eligibility criteria
for categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9?. Pursuant to 10
CFR 51.22(b) no environmental impact statement or environmental assessment
need be prepared in connection with the issuance of this amendment.

4.0 Conclusion

We have concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that
(1) there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the
public will not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner, and
(2) 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.
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