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Southern California Edison Company

P. O. BOX 800
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE
ROSEMEAD. CALIFORNIA 91770

K. P. BASKIN . June ]0’ ]983 TELEPHONE

MANAGER OF NUCLEAR ENGINEERING, (213) 572-1401
SAFETY, AND LICENSING

Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attention: Mr. George W. Knighton, Branch Chief
Licensing Branch No. 3

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Gentlemen:

Subject: Docket No. 50-361
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station
Unit 2

Southern California Edison Company's (SCE's) letter dated
June 7, 1983 submitted a proposed change to the Unit 2 Technical
Specifications. The proposed change requested a delay until October 1, 1983
for those 18 month interval surveillance requirements which cannot be
completed without an extended outage in the intervening period.

As a result of discussions with the staff on June 8, 1983, the
proposed change has been revised. Enclosed for your review and approval is a
copy of the revised proposed change. The revised proposed change reduces the
scope of applicability of the requested delay and includes an expanded safety
analysis which more completely addresses the conclusion that the proposed
change involves no significant hazards considerations.

The due dates for 18 month interval surveillances have been
re-evaluated. The due date for the limiting surveillance has been determined
to be July 25, 1983 vice July 12, 1983 as reported in the June 7, 1983
submittal. Therefore, SCE requests approval of the proposed change by
July 25, 1983.

If you have any questions concerning the enclosed information,
please call me.

Very truly yours,
g ek o K79

Enclosure

cc: Harry Rood, NRC (to be opened by addressee only)
Joseph 0. Ward, California State Department of Health

T'8306140178 B30610 | 1)
_ FDRADOCK 03000361 N
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DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED CHANGE NPF-10-81 AND SAFETY ANALYSIS

‘This is a request to revise Technical Specifications 4.3.1, REACTOR PRUTECTIVE
INSTRUMENTATION, 4.3.2, ENGINEERED SAFETY FEATURES ACTUATION SYSTEM
INSTRUMENTATION and, 4.3.3.6, ACCIDENT MONITURING INSTRUMENTATION.

Existing 5pec1f1cat1ons_

"REACTOR PROTECTIVE INSTRUMENTATION

4.3.1.1 Each reactor protect1ve 1nstrumentat1on channel shall be

demonstrated OPERABLE by the performance of the CHANNEL CHECK, CHANNEL

CALIBRATION and CHANNEL -FUNCTIONAL. TEST operat1ons for the MUUES and at
- the frequencies shown in Table 4.3-1.

4.3.1.2 The Iogic for the bypasses shaII be demonstrated OPERABLE prior
to each reactor startup unless performed during the preceding 92 days.
The total bypass function shall be demonstrated OPERABLE at least once
per 18 months during CHANNEL CALIBRATION test1ng of each channeI affected
by bypass operation.

4.3.1.3 The REACTOR TRIP»SYSTEM RESPONSE TIME of each reactor trip.

. function shall be demonstrated to be within its limit at least once per
18 months. Each test shall include at least one channel per function
such that all channels are tested at least once every N times 18 months

“'where N is the total number of redundant channels in a specific reactor
trip function as shown in the "Tota] No. of Channels" column of
TabIe 3.3-1. :

ENGINEERED SAFETY FEATURES ACTUATION SYSTEM INSTRUMENTATIUN

4.3.2.1 Each ESFAS instrumentation channel shal] be demonstrated : :
~OPERABLE by the performance of the CHANNEL .CHECK, CHANNEL CALIBRATION and
. CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST operations for the 'MODES and at the frequenc1es
- shown in Table 4.3-2.

4.3.2.2 The logic for the bypasses shall be demonstated OPERABLE dur1ng
the at power CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST of channels affected by bypass

~_operation. The total bypass function shall be demonstrated OPERABLE at
-least once per 18 months during CHANNEL CALIBRATION test1ng of each
channel affected by bypass operation.
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4,3.2.3 The ENGINEERED SAFETY FEATURES RESPONSE TIME of each ESFAS
function shall be demonstrated to be within the Timit at least once per
18 months. Each test shall include at least one channel per function
such that all channels are tested at least once every N times 18 months
where N is the total number of redundant channels in a specific ESFAS
function as shown in the “Total No. of Channels" Column of Table 3.3-3.

ACCIDENT MONITORING INSTRUMENTATION
4,3.3.6 Each accident monitoring instrumentation channel shall be -
demonstrated OPERABLE by performance of the CHANNEL CHECK and CHANNEL
CALIBRATION operations at the frequencies shown in Table 4.3-7.

Proposed Spec1f1cat1ons

REACTOR PROTECTIVE INSTRUMENTATION .

.4.3.1.1 Each reactor protective instrumentation channel shall be
demonstated OPERABLE by the performance of the CHANNEL CHECK, CHANNEL
CALIBRATIUN and CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST operations for the MODES and at
the frequencies shown 1n TabTe 4,3-1.*

4,3.1.2 The logic for the bypasses shall be demonstrated OPERABLE prior
to each reactor startup unless performed during the preceding 92 days.
The total bypass function shall be demonstrated OPERABLE at least once
per 18 months during CHANNEL CALIBRATION testing of each channel affected
by bypass operation.*

4.3.1.3 The REACTOR TRIP SYSTEM RESPONSE TIME of each reactor trip
function shall be demonstrated to be within its limit at least once per
18 months. Each test shall include at least one channel per function
such that all channels are tested at least once every N times 18 months
where N is the total number of redundant channels in a specific reactor
trip function as shown in the “TotaT No. of Channe]s" coTumn of

Table 3.3-1.* . :

- * 18 month 1nterva] surveiTTance-requiremehts.which cannot be completed .
without an outage prior to Uctober 1, 1983 may be deferred unti]_that date.

g ENGINEERED SAFETY FEATURES ACTUATION SYSTEM INSTRUMENTATION

4.3.2.1 Each ESFAS instrumentation channel shall be demonstrated
OPERABLE by the performance of the CHANNEL CHECK, CHANNEL CALIBRATION and
CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST operations for the MODES and at the frequenc1es

.- shown in Table 4,3-2 *x*

4.3.2.2 The logic for the bypasses shaTT be demonstated OPERABLE dur]ng
the at power CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST of channels affected by bypass
operation. The total bypass function shall be demonstrated OPERABLE at
least once per 18 months during CHANNEL CALIBRATION testing of each
channeT ‘affected by bypass operat1on ** .
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4,3.2.3 The ENGINEERED SAFETY FEATURES RESPONSE TIME of each ESFAS
function shall be demonstrated to be within the limit at least once per
18 months. Each test shall include at least one channel per function
such that all channels are tested at least once every N times 18 months
where N is the total number of redundant channels in a specific ESFAS
function as shown in the "Total No. of Channels" Column of Table 3.3-3,**

o 18'month interval surveillance requirements which cannot be comp]eted
without an outage prior to October 1, 1983 may be deferred until that date.

~ ACCIDENT MONITORING INSTRUMENTATION

4.3.3.6 Each accident monitoring instrumentationc channel shall be -
demonstrated UPERABLE by performance of the CHANNEL CHECK and CHANNEL -
CALIBRATION operations at the frequencies shown in Table 4.3-7.**

** 18 month interval surveillance requirements which cannot be completed
without an outage prior to October 1, 1983 may be deferred until that date.

Reason for Proposed Change

Because of the extended length of the Unit 2 startup test program, 18 month
surveillance requirements for Reactor Protective Instrumentation, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation (ESFAS) and Accident
Monitoring Instrumentation are becoming due before the anticipated compietion
of startup testing and during Southern California Edison's (SCE) summer peak
load period. Two governing procedures are involved (governing procedures
require the performance of other procedures which implement the requirements
of the Technical Specifications): Procedure S023-II-3.1, Plant Protection
System (PPS) Response Time Test for Channel A, which encompasses the 138 month
surveillance requirements of Technical Specifications 4,3.1.1, 4.3.1.2,
4.3.1.3, 4.3.2.1, 4.3.2.2 and 4.3.2.3; and, Procedure SU23-11-8.15, Accident
Monitoring Instrumentation Channel Calibration, encompassing the 18 month
surveillance requirements of Technical Specification 4.3.3.6. Including the
- lTength of time required for shutdown and return to power, these surveillances .
will require approximately four to six weeks to accomplish. Including the 2b%%
extension of surveillance interval allowed" by Specification 4.0.2, the PPS
surveillance becomes due on July 25, 1983. The Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation surveillance is due on approximately August 29, 1983 on the
same basis. Although SCE has experienced a large amount of downtime recently,
at no time during these periods did SCE expect to remain down long enough to
complete these surveiilances.’ v . _

An outage in July to satisfy these surveillance requ1rements is undesirable
- because it would further interrupt the startup test program, would occur -
during the summer peak load period, and it additionally cyc]es the plant
through shutdown and startup.

The proposed change would defer these surveillance requirements until October .

1, 1983, by which time the startup test program should be comp]ete and after
the summer peak load period. :
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Safety Analysis

The proposed change delays the PPS 18 month interval surveillance requirements
by 2 1/2 months and the 18 month Accident Monitoring Instrumentation
surveillance requirements by about 2 months. The acceptability of these two
delays in that they involve no significant hazard cons1derat1ons is discussed

below.

1)

Delay of - PPb 13 Month Surveillance Requ1rement by /4 1/2 months

The proposed change delays the 18 month channel ca11brat1ons for atl
PPS channels and response time testing for one PPS channel.

| The de]ay of 18 month 1nterva1 PPS channe] ca]1brat1ons does. not

involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of
an ‘accident previously evaluated for the following reasons.

(1) The function of the plant protection system is to mitigate the
consequences. of transients.. The PPS does not contribute to the
initiation of ‘previously evaluated accidents, but serves to
mitigate their consequences. The proposed change affects only
surve111ance intervals for the PPS.

It does not modify the plant or its operation. . Because the PPS

~is not an initiator of previously evaluated accidents, and the
proposed change affects only PPS surveillance intervals, the
proposed change does not involve an increase in the probability
of accidents previously evaluated. »

(2) Channel checks and channe] functional tests performed at
‘ intervals as required by Specifications 4.3.1.1 and 4.3.2.1"

- will ensure consistency between and operability of the channels
affected by this change. It is unlikely that significant
calibration drift would equally affect all .redundant channels.
_Channel checks would therefore detect significant calibration
changes in a given channel during the period of the requested
extension. Channel checks are performed every twelve hours.

. The diversity of parameters monitored by the PPS and the-

- redundancy between channels monitoring each parameter ensure
PPS response in the event previously evaluated accident. " The
“proposed'change therefore does not involve a significant
increase in the consequences of an accident prev1ous]y
eva]uated. : L _ ,

The proposed de]ay of 18'monfh'ihtebva1'PPS.chahnel~caTibfatiens

" does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of

accident from any accident- previously evaluated because it does not’
modify the configuration of the plant or the manner in which it is

' operated. Since no changes to the plant or its operation are made
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by the proposed change there is no ihcrease in the possibi]ity of
creating an accident of a new or different type over what currently
exists without the proposed change.

The proposed delay of the 18 month PPS channel calibrations does not
- involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety for the
. following reasons. :

(1) No setpoints are changed by the proposed change. .Therfore the
- PPS will continue to respond to transient in the same manner as
it would have without the proposed change.

(2) As stated above, any signifieant channel calibration change
which -could result in a reduction of safety margin would likely
be detected,by channel checks_and channel functiona] tests.

- " The proposed delay in PPS response time testing does not 1hvp]ve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated for the following reasons.

(1) As stated above, the PPS is not an initiator of any previously .
evaluated accidents and the proposed change only affects the
PPS surveillance intervals and therefore does not increase the
probab1]1ty of a prev1ous]y evaluated acc1dent.

(2) Because of staggered test1ng, the normal response time testing
interval is 72 months once the mature surveillance schedule is
reached. Since this is the first surveillance interval, the
first channel test is due at 22 1/2 months. The proposed
change would increase this to approximately 25 months. As
noted, the normal interval for this channel is 72 months.
Additionally, the other channels have been tested within the
last 22 months. This situation is clearly different from the

" normal surveillance performed on one channel at 72 months with
“the periods since testing of the other 3 channels are 54, 36
- 18 months.: The requested.delay of 2 1/2 months is. :
"~ insignificant in light of the normal staggered 72 month
surveillance interval. The high level of redundancy within the
* PPS ‘reduces the dependence of system unavailability on
surveillance interval. Additionally, the channel checks and
- channel functional tests required by Specifications 4.3.1.1.
- and 4.3.2.1 ensure operability. : Therefore, the proposed delay
~ will have an insignificant effect on the PPS response to a
transient and the proposed change‘w111 not involve a
‘significant 1ncrease in the consequences an- acc1dent prev1ously
’ eva]uated. L :
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The proposed delay in the response time testing'does'not modify the
configuration of tne plant or the manner in which it is operated and
therefore does not create the possibility of a new or different kind

of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

The proposed delay in response time testing does notlinvolve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety because:

(1) The proposed change does not modify any.setpoints; and,

(2) The proposed change will have an 1ns1gn1f1cant effect on the
PPS response to a trans1ent.

De]ay of 18 Month Accident Mon1tor'Instrumentation Channel

Calibrations

-The proposed change delays the 18 month Accident Monitoring

Instrumentation channel calibrations until October 1, 1Y83.
Calibration of the Reactor Coolant System Subcooling Margin Monitor
is the limiting surveillance requirement and is due .on approximately
August 28, 1983 including the 25% Specification 4.0.2 allowed

-extension.

The proposed change does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated for
the following reasons:

(1) The instruments whose calibration is delayed by the proposed
change serve an accident monitoring function. These
instruments do not initiate any accident previously evaluated.
The proposed change affects only these instruments and
therefore cannot increase the probability of a previously
evaluated accident. .

(2) During the per1od of the exten51on, the channel checks between
redundant channels required by Specification 4.3.3.6 will
- ensure operability and detect any significant ‘changes in -

- channel calibration. The proposed change will therefore have
an insignificant effect on the instruments response in the _
event of an accident and therefore the proposed change will not -

-involve a significant increase in the consequences of an '
accident prev1ous]y evaluated. :

- The proposed de]ay in Accident Monitoring Instrumentation

calibration does not modify the configuration of the plant or the

'i»manner in which it is operated. It therefore cannot create the

poss1b111ty of a new or d1fferent k1nd of acc1dent from any accident

‘prev1ous]y eva]uated.
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The proposed delay in Accident Monitoring Instrument Calibration
does not change any setpoint and, does not have any significant
effect on the ability of the affected instruments to perform their
intended function in the event of an accident. The proposed change
therefore does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of.
safety. , L

Based on the above discussion, Proposed Change NPF-10-81 does not involve a
significant hazards consideration in that it does not: (1) involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident -
previously evaluated; or (2) create the possibility of a new or different kind
‘of accident from any accident previously evaluated; or (3) involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety. In addition, it is concluded
that: (1) there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the
public will not be endangered by the proposed change; and (2) this action will
not. result in a condition which significantly alters the impact of the station
on the environment as described in the NRC Final Environmental Statement.

. PWS:8333



