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LICENSE NOS. DPR-44 and NPR-5¢

PEACH ROTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION, UNIT NOS, 2

NOCKET KOS, §N-277 AND §50-278
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Ry letter daced Auqust 6, 1981 as supplemented on April 2, 1984, December

1985, October 29, 1986 and July 7, 1987, Philadelphia Electric Company
reouested an amendment to Facilitv Operating License Nos, DPR-44 and
DPR.5F for Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, Unit Nos. ? and 3. The
amendments in the August 6, 1981 submittal were in the areas of (1
Methods of verifving drywell-suppression chamber vacuum breaker closure,
(2) the operabilitv of radiation monitors, (3) the listina of safety
related shock suppressors and (4) several changes of an administrative
nature to correct errors, to establish consistency and for editorial
claritv, By letter dated April 2, 19R4 the licensee withdrew the changes
in parts /?) and (3) above from the scope of this application, Rased on
further interactions with NRC staff the licensee further amended the
application bv letters dated Decemher 2, 1985, October 29, 1986 and July 7
1987

The resulting agenda of charges proposed ty the licensee in these
documents which are acted upon in this amendment are as follows:
From the August 6, 198! application; correction of the
the word "greater" on page 128; and the vacuum breaker
specifications, as amended by the later submittals, on
the Appendix A Technical Specifications. The licensee’
1981 submittal also proposed a clarification of the reporting period
for submission of a written report on page 51 of the Environmental

1

Technical Specifications in Appendix B to the facility licenses,

The December 2, 19R5 suybmittal proposed revisions in the vacuum

breaker specifications irm 3.7.A.4.b on pages 170 and 171; corrected

-

the spelling of "except" in 3,7.A.3.a on page 170; deleted the

"

valve" from the term "vacuum breaker valve" in

redundant word
dﬂAd‘h and ¢ on page '.*(‘.‘ deleted the extraneous words "determined

o hﬂ” ‘?‘(\f’ E,"L.A"' P C‘AQ“ ’.-vn; f“ﬂ"qﬂd "F ﬂ"r“‘ u"\\'» to "Sha“l
in 3,7,A.4.d on page 171; clarified the event for conducting the




subject test in 4.7.A.4.d 2s a "refueling outage" versus the prior
term "refueling”; deleted an ohsolete and ex*ranenus reference to the
initial startup test program and demonstration of electrical output
in 3.7.A.5 and added page 1712 to accommodate the exnansinn of the
specification 3.7.A text,

The Nctober 29, 1986 submittal revised the specification 3.7.A.4.b
requirement to initiate testing within 8 hours to a requirement to
perform testing within 24 hours; consolidated the soecification
3.7.A.4.b requirement for periodic testina following initial
detection of a "not fully seated" position to include the previous
15 day and 24 hour tests based on whether indication exists that the
vacuum breaker is fully seated and eliminated the need for a page
171a.

The July 7, 1987 submittal a2cain revised the specification 3.7.A.4.b
requirement on page 170 back to the form 1t had in the December 2,
1985 submittal, This change was made in response to the staff's
letter dated April 28, 1987,

The NRC staff has published notice of consideration of this amendment in
the Federal Register on June 20, 1984 (49 FR 25369) and on January 29,
1986 151 FP 37;8!. Those notices reflected the Auqust 6, 1981 and
December 2, 1985 submittals. The changes ‘ntroduced by the October 29,
1986 ard July 7, 1987 submittals are within the scope of these notices
since the wording of the more significant item, the 3.7.A.4.b testing
requirement on page 170, has reverted to the wording for this item in the
December ?, 1985 submittal and the provision allowing testing to be
extended from once per 15 davs to a monthly interval under certain
condftions has been deleted,

EVALUATION

By letter dated December 2, 1985, the licensee revised their earlier
propesal (August 6, 1981) for a change in 7S 3,7.A.4.b ralating to
Drvwell-Pressure Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers (DSVB). The licensee
stated that the revised proposal reflected staff's suggestions made during
a meeting on February 26, 1985, Specifically, the revised proposal stated
that the DSVBs would be considered fully closed even though the "not fully
seated” position indication is shown, provided that a leak test is
fnitiated within 8 hours of such detection. This test should confirm that
the bypass area between the drywell and the suppression chamber is less
than or equivalent to a one-inch diameter hole. Additionally, the revised
proposal identified the frequency of followup confirmatory periodic leak
tests should a "not fully seated" position indication exist for any DSVB,

Based on review of the revised proposal, the staff by telephone
conversation on February 5, 1986, suggested some modifications to the
propnsed change in the area of follow-up perindic leak tests, In
response, the licensee provided a submittal dated October 29, 1986 and
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cumulative occupational radiation expnsure, The Commission has previously
fssued a proposed finding that the amendments involve nn significant
hazards consideration and there has been no public comment on such
finding. Accordinglv, the amendments meet the eligibility criteria for
categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 51,72(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR
51.22(b), no environmental impact statement nor environmental assessment
need be prepared in cornection with the issuance of the amendments,

CONCLUSION

The Commission made a proposed determination that the amendments involve
no significant hazards consideration which was published in the Federa)
Register (49 FR 25369) on June 20, 1984 and (51 FR 3716) on January 29,
1933 and consulted with the State of Pennsylvania, No public comments
were received and the State of Pennsylvania did not have any comments,

The staff has concluded, based on the cunsiderations discussed above,
that: (1) there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the
publiz will not he endangered by operation in the proposed manner, and

(?) eych activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's
requlations, and the issuance of the amendments will not be inimical to
the common defense and security or to the health and safetv of the public.

Principal Contributor: T. Chandrasekaran

Dated: February 18, 1988



