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Southern Califorria Edison Company

2R FPARKER STREEY

HAVIRE. CALIFCHIMNIA S2718

WELTER I MARSY TELV g
ARG TANT s ANAL, 01 (77 A ahas daln

October , 1992

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Document Control Desk
washington, D.C. 20555

Gentlemen:

Subject: Docket Nos. 50-361 and 5n"-362
Fire Protectic~ Safety Evaluation Report
San Onofre Miclear Generation Station, Unit Nos. 2 and 3
(TAC Nos ."71043 and®1044)

Reference: I E. Kokajko (NRC) to Harold B. Ray (SCE) letter
vaced October 27, 1989, Same Subject

In Dece~' - 1989, Southern California Edison Company (SCE) reviewed the
refererc. . NRC letter and accompanying Safety Evaluation Report (SER), and
noted potential discrepancies between thc NRC's SER a~d previous SCE
correspondence. SCE initially believed thut the potential discrepancies were
not substantive and consequently no formal response to the SER was required.
In April 1992, as a result of our ongoing Design Basis Documentation
reconstitution efforts, SCE reevaluated the referenced SER and now believes
certain documentation discrepancies shculd be corrected to provide a
consistent licensing basis for future activities.

Specifically, our review has concluded that additional clarification should be
provided to explicitly define the current licensing basis regarding:

| 1) The scope of SCE's penetraticy seal evaluation
projgram,

2) The scope of barriers listed in Table 1 of Enciosure 1 of SCE's
November 2], 1988, letter, and

3) SCE's Yard Area deviation request evaluaticn, and

4) Compliance with BTP CMEB 9.5-1 (NUREG-0800) for
San Onofre Units 2 and 3.
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Document Control Desk -2~

Accordingly, the enclosure to this letter clarifies the ‘icensing basis for
each of the items above.

If you have any acuestions or comments, please let me know.

Very truly yours,

it e

Enclosure

CHe ¢ \aatwphliary der\fpser 4

cc: J. B. Martin, Regional Administrator, NRC Region V
C. W. Caldwell, NRC Senior Resident Inspector, San Onoire Units 1, 2&3
M. B. Fields, NRC Project Manager, San Onofre Units 2 and 3
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The NRC's SER characterizes SCE's identification of these barriers with the
foilowing statement:

“By letter dated November 21, 1988 the licensee provided a list of
barriers for which it was determined there is a change in the rating of
the barrier from that originally stated in the FHA...The licensee
included in the Nuvember letter, evaluations for those barriers which are
credited for providing separation between redundant shutdown trains.”

As described in Enclosure 1 of the November 21, 1988 letter, the barriers listed
were those barriers for which the following criteria were met:

1. The rating of the barrier had changed,

2. The barrier had been described in previous SCE deviation
r:quests, and

3. The barriers were credited for proviaing separation between
redundant shutdown trains,

Thus, the SER discussion weuld imply that Enclosure 1 of SCE's November 21,
1988, letter encompassed a larger set of barriers and evaluations than were
actually provided.

: re

Sectior 2.5 of the NRC's SER characterizes the yard area intervening
combustibles differently than previous SCE submittals. The SER states:

“...the closest A and B train raceways containing redundant shutdown
cables are routed through manholes approximately 50 feet apart which are
each located within buildings. There are no intervening combustibles
between the two buildings." (emphasis adied)

The SEK makes similar ctatements for the configuration of redundant train A and
X raceways and train B and X raceways. SCE's deviation request submitted to the
NRC by letter dated November 21, 1988 provided a more accurate represertation of
these yard area manhoies. Specifically, Enclosure 2 of that letter stated:

"The closest A and B train raceways are ... routed through manholes
separated by 50 feet and are located within [separate] buildings. There
is no continuous path of combustibles between the two buildings (other
than asphalt pavement)..." (emphasis added)

The November 21, 1988 letter repeated this type of description for the
intervening combustibles between redundant trains A and X and trains B and X
raceways. As a related item, this same section of the NR(C's SER states “All of
the manhole covers are fitted with tight metal covers which would prevent
flammable liquids from leaking in." Actually, the metal covers are tight
fitting, but may not prevent the intrusion of flammable liquids. However, the
ground is contoured to prevent the flow of liguids to both sets of manholes.
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Therefore, as stated in SCE's deviation request, the spatial separation of the
manholes, the contour of the ground, and the lack of a continuous combustible
path (other than the asphalt pavement) provide an equivalent level of protectinn
to Section 111.G.2 of Appencix R.

. T -

In Section 2.10 of the subject SER, the NRC implies that the current Fire
Protection Licensing Basis for Units 2 and 3 includes the requirements of
BTP CMEB 9.5-1. As shown below, the current Licensing Basis for the Fire
Protection Program is the combined requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix R,
Sections 111.G, I11.J, and 111.0, and the requirements of Apperdix A to BIP
APCSB 9.5-1.

When the NRC originally issued the operating license for Unit 2 in February
1982, License Condition 2.C.(14) parts "a" and “c¢" read as follows:

“2.C.(14) Fire Protection (Section 9.5.1, SER, SSER#4, SSER #5, Section
1.2, SSER #5

a. SLE shall maintain in effect and fully implement ali
provisions of the approved Fire Protection Plan as amended
chrough Amendment 10 and the Staff's Fire Protection Review
described in the SER and Supplements 4 and 5 to the SER. Only
those deviations from the Fire Protection Plan that violate
the requiremen‘s of Sections 111.G, 111.J, and 111.0 of
Appendix R to 10 CFR 50 and are not otherwise subject to
Technical Specifications Limiting Conditions of Operation
shall be reported in accordance with License Condition 2.G.

B Prior to exceeding five (5) percent power, SCE shall identify
and descril)e any deviations of the San Onofre 2 fire
protectior system from the acceptance criteria of Section
9.5.; of ~he Standard Review Plan (NUREG-0800, dated July
1981)."

Part 'a' of the above license condition states that SCE will “maintain in
effect...the approved Fire Protection Plan..." The NRC approved the Fire
Protection Plan in the original SER for Units 2 and 3 (NUREG-0712, dated
February, 1981) and SER Supplements 4 and 5. That February 1981 SER provided
NRC approval for the Fire Protection Program in effect at San Onofre Units 2 and
3 based on compliance with trne requirements of Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1.

Part 'c' of the above license condition required SCE to "identify ... deviations
... from ...Section 9.5.1 of ... NUREG-0800 (BTP 9.5-1)."  Because the July,
1981 version of NUREG-0800, Secticn 9.5.1 contained all of the NRC's Fire
Protection requirements, including the requirements of Appendix R, SCE believed
the NRC required this comparison to facilitate their review of our Fire
Protection Program and determine if San Onofre Units 2 ana 3 complied with 10
CFR 50, Appendix R. As such, SCE did not believe that this compariscn became
part of the Fire Protection Licvenrsing Basis for these Units.
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“The staff previously expressed concern that there may be deviations from
BTP CMEB 9.5-1 that had not been identified and justified by the licencee,
Consequently, a review of the licensee's fire protection submittal was
made tc identify any such deviations. A number of acceptable deviations
have been identified or documented in the .taff safety evaluations. On
the basis that no additional unreviewed deviations exist, this issue is
considered resolved."

This statement appears to indicate that the NRC believes BTP CMEB 9.5-1 to be
the licensing basis for the fire protection program at San Cnofre Units 2 and 3.
As detailed above, BTP CMEB 9.5-1 is not part of c.r approved fire protection
program as documented in our Updated Fire Hazards Analysis.

10 CFR 50.48, "Fire Protection" provides the legal requirements for fire
protection programs., This section of the Code of Federal Tegulations indicates
that compliance with the combination of staff guidance contained in Appendix A
to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 and the technical requirements set forth in Appendix R to

10 CFR 50 is an acceptable method for satisfying 10 CRF 50, Appendix A, General
Desiyn Criterion (GDC) 3.

NRC Generic Letter 86-10 included revised guidance 7Tor compliance with GDC 3 and
provided two acceptable methods as the following:

1. Compliance with BTP CMEB 9.5-1 of NUREG-0800, “"Standard Review Plan"
dated Juiy 1981, or

R Compliance with the combination of staff guidance contained in
Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 and the technical re~uirements set
forth in Appendia R to 10 CFR 50.

The NRC again confirmed these equivalent GDC 3 compliance standards in the
October 27, 1989, SER. As detailed above, SCE satisfies the requirements of
GDC 3 hy method 2 above and considers the fire protection program at San Onofre
Units 2 and 3 to be acceptable on that basis.
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