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23 PARKER STREET

IRVINE, CALIFORNIA 92718

July 31, 1992

" TELEPHONE .
. (714) 454-4505

R. M. ROSENBLUM
MANAGER OF
NUCLEAR REGULATORY AFFAIRS

Mr. Stuart Richards

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Reglon \Y%
1450 Maria Lane, Suite 210

Walnut Creek, CA 94596-5368

Dear Mr. Richards:

Subject: Docket Nos. 50-361 and 50-362
Inservice Testing Program " ,
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station
Units 2 and 3

In accordance with a commitment made during the October 16, 1991,
management meeting, this letter provides our evaluation of"
certain activities associated with the Inservice Testing (IST)
Program at San Onofre Units 2 and 3. This evaluation was
performed because the circumstances which necessitated SCE’s
request for a Temporary Waiver of Compliance to permit testing of
the Low Pressure Safety Injection (LPSI) pump suction header
check valves were considered avoidable and therefore did not meet
SCE’s performance expectatlons. :

_ BACKGROUND

The ASME Code Section XI, IWV-3411 requlrement for testlng of the
LPSI pump suction header check valves is to full stroke exercise
these valves every 3 months. Valve Relief Request 12 was _
originally submitted with the initial Unit 2 IST program on March
3, 1982. This original request was proposed to partial stroke
exercise these valves during periodic tests of the LPSI pumps
during normal operatlon and to conduct mini- flow tests every
three months. \

This relief request was subsequently revised several times both
to reflect SCE desired changes and to respond to NRC requests.
The final revision (Revision 16 to the IST Program) added a
stroke test using flow from the refueling water storage tank
durlng the fill of the refueling cavity to comply with the
provisions for approval of this relief request included in the
NRC’s September 24, 1990, Safety Evaluation Report (SER) for the
IST Programs. The rellef request was approved in the NRC’s
‘October 2, 1991, SER.
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Valve Relief Request 12 and the method of testing the LPSI pump
~suction header check valves was one of the last of the technical

- issues resolved prior to the July 31, 1991, submittal of Revision
16 to the IST program. At the time of the submittal it was
‘concluded that these check valves could be full stroke tested by
operating the LPSI pumps at 4150 gpm durlng the flll of the
refueling cav1ty.

On August 17 1991, the Unit 2 Cycle 6 refueling outage started
During this outage, on October 2, 1991, the NRC issued the
revised SER approving Valve Rellef Request'lz. It was at this
time that SCE proceeded to plan the testing of the LPSI pump _
suction header check valves. - Although the refueling cavity had
already been filled and fuel was in the reactor vessel, it was
still believed that the-test could be conducted.

At this point an 1ndependent review by . the engineering .
organization identified that the appropriate flow rate for the
LPSI pumps to test these check valves needed to be 5000 to 5300
gpm. The value of 4150 gpm was the nominal design pump flow as
stated in the UFSAR. However, in the event of a single failure,
the loss of one pump will bring the remaining pump to a maximum
flow rate of 5000 to 5300 gpm. At this flow rate it was no
longer possible to test the check valves with fuel in the reactor
in accordance with Technical Specification 3.9.8.1 or 3.9.8.2
since the test would have required one train of the shutdown
cooling system to be removed from operation and the starting
water level in the refueling cavity to be less than the minimum
required cavity level. This necessitated the October 9, 1991
request for a Temporary Waiver of Compllance which was granted by
the NRC on October 10, 1991.

EVALUATION

The c1rcumstances which neces51tated SCE’s request for a
Temporary Waiver of Compliance were avoidable and did not meet
our expectations. SCE’s evaluation identified four problems that
contrlbuted to these 01rcumstances, as discussed below.

Fallure to Rev1se IST Program Implementatlon

SCE’s determination that full flow testing of the LPSI pump
suction header check valves was feasible was made immediately
prior to the July 31, 1991 submittal of the valve relief request.
~ Although it had prev1ously been our practice to revise the -
testing procedures based on the most current revision of the as
submitted IST Program, the testing procedures were not rev1sed at
the time of this submittal. The basic cause of this was
inadvertent oversight on the part of multiple individuals
involved with IST testing and the failure to communicate the
relative urgency of the test planning.
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Lack ,of Documentatlon for IST Program Parameters

The need to conduct the IST testlng with a greater pump flow rate,'

was not identified by the engineering organization until planning
for the test was initiated. This flow requirement was not -
readily identifiable by the personnel involved with the IST
testing since there was no single document available with the
basis for all of the parameters associated with the performance
of ‘inservice testing.

, Weakness,ln Work Control Process -

"The July 31, 1991, letterPrecesszsedrah inter-disciplinary'review
prior to submlttal to ensure its technical accuracy. However,
the review process did not include clear identification of
"ownership" of specific information within the letter as it was
routed for review. This process did not make it clear to’
supervisory and management personnel what information in the
letter was their responsibility. Thus the responsibility for
implementation of the proposed new testing was not specifically
identified. This was a weakness in the process used for the
review and approval of correspondence.

-Fallure to Initiate Commltment Tracklng

All commitments made to the NRC are requlred to be logged ‘and
tracked in the Regulatory Commitment Tracking System. Submittal
of the revised valve relief request on July 31, 1991, was not
recognized at the time as a commitment on SCE's part to implement
the revised testing pending NRC review and approval. The ‘
Licensing personnel involved did not generate specific commitment
entries to revise the IST Program in accordance with this relief
request. Therefore, our primary commitment tracking tool did not
- act as the necessary safety net to ensure that this change to the
program was implemented in a timely manner. Furthermore, a
specific commitment item would have also focused management
attention on the required implementation date for the testing.

The cause of this failure was personnel error on the part of the
Licensing personnel 1nvolved

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

Based on the results of the ‘evaluation summar:zed above, the
follow1ng actlons are being 1mp1emented

1. The De51gn Basis Document group is currently preparlng an IST
‘Topical which will address IST licensing and programmatic
requirements. In addition, the System DBDs will validate the
IST database, currently under revision, to add design basis
parameters and values. These actions will be completed
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consistent with the schedule contalned in the DBD Program

. Plan subnmitted to the NRC on March 26, 1992.

All Llcen51ng’personne1 received additional training
regarding the identification of commitments and use of the
Regulatory Commitment Tracking System. This training was

- completed in November, 1991.

As an interim measure, Nuclear Llcen51ng implemented a second

‘review of letters to the NRC to verify that commitments have

been identified and appropriate actions have been assigned
and agreed to. This was implemented in November 1991.

SCE is evaluating mechanisms to clearly 1dent1fy
responsibility for information included in SCE correspondence
to the NRC. . This evaluation will be completed and
approprlate changes made to the review and approval process

by September 30, 1992.

Personnel involved in this event have been. counseled

If you have any questions or would like additional information on
this subject please let me know.

cc:

Very Truly Yours,

A=

J. B. Martin, Regional Administrator, NRC Region V

M. B. Fields, NRC Project Manager, San Onofre ' :

Units 2 and 3 '

C. W. Caldwell, NRC Senlor Re51dent Inspector, San Onofre
Units 1, 2, and 3 :



