SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Harold B. Ray
E D l S O Executive Vice President

Ap EDISON INTERNATIONAL Compeny

February 12, 1997

U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Gentlemen:

Subject: Docket Nos. 50-361 and 50-362
Request for Information Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(f) Regarding
Adequacy and Availability of Design Bases information
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) Units 2 and 3

This letter provides Southern California Edison s response to a letter from James M.
Taylor (NRC) to John E. Bryson (Edison), Subject: “Request for Information Pursuant to
10 CFR 50.54(f) Regarding Adequacy and Availability of Design Bases Information,”
dated October 9, 1996 and received by Edison on October 15, 1996. The letter
expresses the NRC's concern that the design bases may not be sufficiently understood
and documented by some licensees to conclude their current facility configuration is
consistent with the design bases or to support operability determinations and 10 CFR
50.69 evaluations in a timely manner.

Enclosures A through F contain Edison’s responses to NRC request items (a) through
(e) and its inquiry regarding design bases review and reconstitution programs. These
enclosures contain descriptive information about various historical and current
programs and processes. These programs and processes are changed from time to
time to incorporate improvements and/or changes to work organization/processes. All
such changes are made in accordance with applicable regulations and Licensing
requirements. Therefore, these program and process descriptions should not be
considered as commitments, but rather as “descriptions” of the current programs and
processes

Edison has completed and planned a number of rigorous engineering and assessment
efforts which assure the adequacy and availability of design bases information.

In 1994 Edison completed its Design Bases Documentation (DBD) Program begun in
1989. This program generated twenty-eight System and Topical DBDs. The program
was intensive, involving in excess of 400,000 man-hours of effort and a rigor exceeding
the requirements specified in NUMARC 90-12, “Design Basis Program Guidelines.”
When NUREG-1397, “An Assessment of Design Control Practices and Design

Reconstitution Programs in the Nuclear Industry,” was issued in 1991, Edison assessed
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its program plan and associated procedures to assure they did not contain the common
weakresses cited by the NRC. Similarly when NRC policy statement, “Availability and
Adequacy of Design Bases Information at Nuclear Power Plants “ (57FR35455) was
issued, Edison’s DBD project team reviewed it and incorporated it into the DBD Manual
and the DBD Program Plan.

Edison’s DBD Program inciuded review of design bases calculations, generation of new
drawings such as instrument loop diagrams and Appendix R safe shutdown logic
diagrams, and acquisition or reconstitution of missing or inadequate calculations. It
also involved documented plant verification walkdowns and reviews of operating
instructions and surveillance test procedures. For the areas covered, the DBD

Program assured Edison that the configuration of the plant is consistent with the design
bases.

The areas covered by the DBD Program account for the majority of the systems
contained in the current Technical Specifications. Systems covered by the Technical
Specifications for which formal DBDs were not developed are: Post Accident
Monitoring Instrumentation, Remote Shutdown System, Containment Systems, Control
Room Emergency Air Cleanup System, Fuel Handling and Storage Systems, Class 1E
120V AC System, and Emergency Diesel Generators. Although these systems were
included within the original program scope, Edison decided not to develop DBDs for
them based on safety classification, risk significance, the extent of available design
bases information, coverage by a Topical DBD, and the influence of other ongoing
programs. Edison advised the NRC of this action.

Edison believes that its decision in 1994 to reduce the original scope of the DBD
Program was appropriate However, Edison is raising its standards in light of the rising
expectations within the industry and the NRC. Therefore, Edison is reactivating its
DBD Program for the purpose of developing DBDs for the Emergency Diesel Generator
and for the Containment Systems. This effort will be performed to the same rigorous
standards of Edison’s original DBD effort and will be completed prior to October 1998
In addition, Edison will perform a safety system functional assessment (SSFA) of the
Ciass 1E 120V AC System and the Control Room Emergency Air Cleanup System.
These assessments will include in-depth vertical slice reviews of actual design basis
documentation and comparisons with the as-built and as-operated piant following
processes similar to those described in NRC Inspection Procedure 93801, “Safety
Systen Functional Inspections.” Edison will complete these efforts prior to October
1998. Detailed assessment plans will be submitted via separate correspondence.

Some issues identified during the DBD Program have yet to be fully resolved During
the DBD Program Edison allowed resolution of less significant issues to be deferred
consistent with other scheduled work based on documented operability and
reportability assessments. Edison will expedite resolution of these issues to assure
closure by July 1997.
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Other efforts provide Edison confidence that systems not specificaily covered by the

DBDs are consistent with their design bases. Edison's responses to Generic Letters
89-10 (Motor Operated Valves) and 89-04 (Inservice Testing) provide assurance that
the configuration and performance of safety related pumps and vaives are consistent
with their design bases requirements.

Edison initiated a Setpoint Calculation Program in 1990. Edison completed the first
phase of this program in 1993. This phase assured that safety related instrument
setpoints and associated surveillance test requirements (with the exception of those
related to a not yet installed upgrade of the radiation monitor system) are consistent
with their design bases. Edison completed the second phase of this program in 1994
This phase assured that values in Emergency Operating Instructions used to support
substantive operator decisions reflect their design bases. Post Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation and Remote Shutdown Monitoring Instrumentation covered by the
Technical Specifications were included in this phase of the program.

The third phase of the program began in 1993. This phase focuses on Technical
Specification instruments which support accident mitigation or assure operation within
initial conditions assumed in accident analyses. To date, approximately 40% of the
required calculations have been completed.

The fourth and final phase of the program will address instrument uncertainties where
the Technical Specifications do not provide specific surveillance test acceptance
criteria. This phase will begin 1997. The third and fourth phases of the program will be
completed by October 1998 and will provide further assurance of consistency between
design bases and Technical Specification requirements. A detailed program
description will be submitted via separate correspondence.

Edison declare d no instruments inoperable as a result of calculations performed in the
first three phases of the Setpoint Calculation Program which, to date, has evaluated the
majority of safety significant instrumentation covered by the Technical Specifications.
Edison expects similar results in the balance of the program.

Edison's current Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR) Review Project will
verify accuracy of UFSAR requirements with respect to design bases calculation
results, implementing procedures, and the as-operated as-tested plant. To date Edison
has reviewed roughly two-thirds of the UF SAR sections and has identified no safety
significant issue. Edison expects similar results in the balance of this project.

To assure consistency is maintained between th.  int and its design bases, Edison
classified its DBDs as Design Disclosure Documents to assure they are controlled and
maintained current. Edison scanned the DBDs and the UFSAR into the site computer
network thereby making them available for their widespread use in the performance of
work activities.
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Edison employs formal controls on its design, configuration control, and procedure
processes, the overall effectiveness of which have been corroborated by internal and
regulatory audits and inspections. NRC inspection Report 95-201 documented the
Integrated Performance Assessment Program (IPAP) at San Onofre covering the period
from Septemoer 1993 to October 1995. This detailed assessment by the NRC found
that processes to control the design bases at San Onofre Units 2 and 3 are adequate.
In the area of engineering, the IPAP report indicated Edison's overall performance was
superior.

in light of programs completed, the effectiveness of processes to control changes to
plant configuration, the expected low likelihood of safety significant issues related to
the adequacy or availability of design bases information, and commitments made
herein to perform additional intensive design bases information verifications, Edison
believes that it has been responsive to the NRC's policy statement, “Availability and
Adequacy of Design Bases Information at Nuclear Power Plants” (57 FR 35455) and
has reasonable assurance that the configuration of San Onofre Units 2 and 3 is
consistent with its design bases.

We trust that you will find our response clear and complete. Should you have any
questions or require additional information regarding this matter please contact me.

Sincerely,
/ %ﬁ

Enclosures
RJLees
cc.  F.J Miraglia, Jr., Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

L. J Callan, Regional Administrator, NRC Region IV

K E. Perkins, Jr., Director, Walnut Creek Field Office, NRC Region IV
J. A Sloan, NRC Senior Resident Inspector, San Onofre Units 2 & 3
M. B. Fields, NRC Project Manager, San Onotie Units 2 and 3

bce:  (See attached sheet)




State of California

County of San Diego
By:
Harold B. Ray
Executive Vice Preside
Subscribed and sworn before me this /9 M day of Eé bruar | , 1917

MARIANE SANCHEZ
) COMM. # 1033753
gda) Notory Public — Colifornia
ORANGE COUNTY
Comm. Expires OCT 14, 1998
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This enclosure responds to information request (a) which solicits a

“Description of engineering design and configuration control processes, including

those that implement 10 CFR 50.59. 10 CFR 50. 71(e), and Appendix B to 10
CFR Part 50."

L OVERVIEW

Edison has established programs and processes for control of the plant and
configuration which are responsive to the requirements of these Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) regulations. Implementation of these programs and processes has
been routinely audited by Edison and inspected by the NRC. These audits and
inspections have demenstrated that the programs and processes are effective in
controlling activities to assure that the design bases of the plant are maintained.
Issues raised by these audits and inspections have been acted upon by Edison in a
timely manner, including appropriate enhancements to process controls to further
strengthen the design and configuration control programs.

I BACKGROUND

The design bases of San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, hereafter referred to as
San Onofre, Units 2 and 3 are defined in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report
(UFSAR), specific Design Bases Documentation (DBD), and selected design analyses,
calculations and other design documentation. The original plant design was controlled
in the 1870s by the Engineer-Constructor (Bechtel) and the NSSS Supplier
(Combustion Engineering, hereafter referred to as ABB-CE) using design control
procedures developed to respond to 10CFR50 Appendix B (Reference 20) Criteria Il
and VI and Regulatory Guide 1.64 (Reference 21). Design documents (i.e.,
calculations, specifications, drawings, etc ) were developed, reviewed and approved in
accordance with these procedures by the originating design organization. Interfaces
were controlled by multi-discipline reviews within the originating design organization
and external interface reviews between Edison, Bechtel and ABB-CE design groups.
The resulting design documents formed the basis for the plant configuration and the
design bases descriptions included in the UFSAR (Reference 5).

Prior to full power operation of San Onofre Units 2 and 3, a Topical Quality Assurance
Manual (TQAM) (Reference 2) was developed and issued by Edison to define the
quality assurance program for the subsequent operations phase of San Onofre Units 2
and 3. The TQAM was based on the requirements of Topical Report SCE-1-A
(Reference 1), which is invoked by reference in the San Onofre Units 2 and 3 UFSAR
Chapter 17 and was approved by the NRC. Procedures were developed within Edison
to implement TQAM design control and configuration provisions. Similar procedures
were developed by Bechtel and ABB-CE for control of design activities within their
organizations. Design changes were prepared by Edison's engineering organizations,
Bechtel and ABB-CE in accordar.ce with these design control procedures to support
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operating phase design changes. The design changes, including the 50.59
evaluations, were required to be reviewed and approved by the Edison engineering
organizations. The configuration of San Onofre Units 2 and 3 was controlled by
procedures developed by Edison organizations and Bechtel. In the mid 1980s,
engineering contractors in addition to Bechtel were assigned design change

responsibility by Edison and procedures were developed by these contractors similar
to those used by Edison and Bechtel.

Between August 1984 and August 1988, Edison experienced a variety of challenges
associated with the transition from a construction project to an operating environment.
A number of design related issues surfaced. As a result of NRC Safety System
Functional Inspections (SSFls) and internal Edison reviews (enclosure F), Edison
made major changes in the San Onofre Units 2 and 3 design control processes in 1989
and 1990. Responsibility for developing design changes was shifted from a
combination of Edison and contractor engineering organizations to a newly established
Nuclear Engineerir,g Design Organization (NEDO) within Edison. NEDO has been
staffed with fully qualified engineers who perform various design control functions and
analysis previously performed by engineering contractors. The Station Technical
organization within Edison continued to perform certain design changes but the scope
of these changes was normally limited to minor changes associated with their day-to-
day plant support function. The design control procedures employed by NEDO and
Station Technical were upgraded to reflect the best elements of those used by the
engineering contractors and those implemented at other nuclear plants. In addition, an
extensive program to develop DBDs, reconstitute missing design calculations, and
validate that the plant systems' configuration conform with the DRDs was implemented.

Under a program begun in 1991, the engineering methodology employed by ABB-CE
to perform core reload and other analyses is being transferred to Edison Nuclear Fuel
Management (NFM) so that these analyses can be performed in-house by NFM
personnel. For the current Cycle 8 reloads, NFM personnel are performing the
analyses, which are then i 2viewed and approved by ABB-CE personnel. Future
reloads are expected to be performed by NFM personnel using procedures developed
for these analyses. The Accident Analysis DBD will document the significant

assumptions and conclusions used in the accident analysis supporting the UFSAR
Chapters 6 and 15 safety analysis.

ll.  DESCRIPTION OF THE DESIGN CONTROL AND CONFIGURATION
CONTROL PROCESSES

The design control, configuration control and management processes implemented at
San Onofre Units 2 and 3, are described below. These processes are defined in detail
in approved and controlled procedures. Design and configuration control processes
have been implemented throughout the design, construction and operation phases of
San Onofre Units 2 and 3. These processes are continually being improved to reflect
enhancements identified through benchmarking the best practices of other utilities and
industries and through lessons learned from internal Edison audits and assessments.
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Exhibit A provides an overview of the design control and configuration control
processes employed at San Onofre Units 2 and 3. Exhibit B provides an overview of
the Edison corrective action process as described in Enclosure D to this submittal.

A. Design Control

The design control processes implemented at San Onofre Units 2 and 3 are defined in
approved and controlled procedures which reflect the guidance of Regulatory Guide
1.64 (Reference 21) and ANSI N45 2 11 (Reference 30).

Process enhancements and procedure revisions have been made since the operating
licenses were issued in February 1982 (Unit 2) an1 November 1982 (Unit 3). The
revisions made in 1989 and 1990 formed the fundamental foundation of the processes
used today. The procedure for "Design Process Flow and Controls" (Reference 101)
provides an overview of the design process controls.

Major plant modifications are processed using Design Change Packages (DCPs) as
described in the procedure for "Development, Review, Approval and Release of
Conceptual Engineering Packages and Design Change Packages" (Reference 102).
DCPs include a description of the design change (i.e., reason for the change,
functional objective of the change, impact of the change on site programs and
procedures and a desigr criteria discussion), a 50.59 safety evaluation, a review of
licensing and design document impact, applicable drawing changes documented in
Interim Design Change Notices (IDCNs) or new drawings, DBD changes, identification
of computer software changes, calculation changes/impacts, construction safety
assessment, material list, test guidelines and vendor documents/references. Changes
to licensing documentation (e.g., Technical Specifications, Licensee Controlled
Specifications, UFSAR, etc ) are also included in the DCP. DCPs are prepared by
design teams and undergo design reviews (1) within the originating design disciplines;
(2) outside the discipline; and (3) outside of the engineering organization by impacted
groups as described in the procedure for "Document Review and Approval C ntrol"
(Reference 107). Field changes to DCPs are formally processed and controlied using
Field Interim Design Change Notices (FIDCNs) in accordance with References (102)
and (107) and the procedure for "Field Change Notice and Field Interim Design
Change Notice" (Reference 103). At completion of DCP installation and associated
verification testing, the modification is formally turned over to the Operations
organization. Following DCP turnover and acceptance, drawing changes included in
the DCP are converted to Design Change Notices (DCNs) to reflect the as-built plant
configuration. New and existing station procedures (e.g., operations, maintenance,
testing, etc.) affected by the design change, are identified and scheduled for updating
to support the turnover or to support future plant neads.

NRC approval of licensing document changes, where required, is normally obtained
prior to DCP issuance. If NRC approval is outstanding at the time the DCP is issued,
conditions are included in the DCP to obtain this approval before design change use in
an operational mode governed by the licensing document change. Following turnover
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and acceptance of the DCP, Nuclear Licensing is notified by Configuration Control.
The licensing documents identified within the DCP are updated/issued in accordance
with the procedures for "Preparation of Amendment Applications for Facility Operating
Licenses"” (Reference 110), "Preparation, Review and Approval of Changes to
Licensee Controlled Specifications" (Reference 111) and "Control of Licensing
Document Changes" (Reference 112), as applicable.

Minor plant modifications, as described in References (103) and (107), are processed
using Field Change Notices (FCNs). An FCN or a package of FCNs (with one
designated as a lead FCN) are prepared by a responsible engineer and reviewed and
approved by an independent reviewer and an engineering supervisor. Reviews may
also be performed by other engineering disciplines based on the complexity of the
design change. Information and evaluations are provided in the FCN package
including ,where appropriate, site program and procedures impacts, design and
licensing document impacts, DBD changes, computer software changes, and
calculation changes/additions. FCNs are required to have a specific 50.59 safety
evaluation unless they pass a screening (see Section IV below} Upon completion of

the FCN installiation, the FCNs are converted to DCNSs to reflect the as-buiit plant
configuration.

System engineers within NEDO and/or Station Technical review design document
changes affecting their systems to assess the aggregate impact of multiple changes
with relationship to the system design bases.

Design drawings and changes are prepared, reviewed and approved in accordance
with the procedures for "Interim Design Change Notice and Design Change Notice"
(Reference 104), "Drawings and Design Change Notice Conversion" (Reference 105)
and "Document Review and Approval Control" (Reference 107). Drawings are
prepared by a responsible engineer or designer and checked by an independent
reviewer to assure that the design is adequate and in conformance with applicable
design calculations, specifications and other design drawing requirements.
Interdisciplinary reviews of drawings are performed, where applicable. Upon
completion of installation and field verification of the design changes, the IDCi'!s,
FIDCNs and FCNs are converted to DCNs to reflect the as-built plant configuration.

Design calculations are prepared, reviewed and approved in accordance with the
procedures for "Preparation and Verificatior, of Design Calculations" (Reference 106)
and "Document Review and Approva! Control" (Reference 107). Checklists are used
by the originator and an independent engineer to verify the design calculation is
adequate and to assure that appropriate design input is included, proper methodology
Is applied, and results are reasonable (including relevant design bases information).
Changes to calculations are controlled in a similar manner to the base calculation
development to assure they are reconciled with plant design bases. Changes to
calculations associated with a DCP or FCN are controlled by Interim Calculation
Change Notices (ICCNs), which are converted to Calculation Change Notices (CCNs)
upon completion and turnover of the DCP or FCN. Calculation results that have no
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Fhysical plant configuration change impact but, which may impact plant procedures,
are submitted to affected station organizations for impact review and initiation of
associated plant procedure changes.

Engineering specifications and changes are prepared, reviewed and approved in
accordance with the procedures for "Specifications/Mini-Specifications” (Reference
108) and "Document Review and Approval Control" (Reference 107). Three types of
specifications are typically used: equipment procurement specifications: field
construction specifications; and ASME Code design specifications. These
specifications are prepared by a responsible engineer, reviewed by an independent
reviewer and other reviewers impacted by the specification to assure the requirements

are technically adequate and conform with applicable codes, standards or other
requirements.

Design documents submitted by vendors in support of equipment procurement are
reviewed and approved by Edison engineers in accordance with the procedu es for
"Processing of Supplier Documents" (Reference 109) and "Document Review and
Approval Control" (Reference 107) to assure conformance with the requirements of the
procurement documents and compatibility with Edison design requirements for the
related DCP or FCN. Changes to design documents submitted by vendors to support
equipment fabrication/installation are reviewed and approved by Edison in a similar
manner. After equipment installation, the vendor design documents are used in
conjunction with the design drawings to define the plant configuration and are updated
and maintaine ' in a manner similar to design diawings as described above.

Nuclear fuel design changes, reload analyses and other core analyses are
documented by generating or modifying calculations and/or by preparing a Reload
Analysis Report (RAR) and reload Facility Change Evaluation (FCE). Assumptions
and inputs for each reload are documented in the Reload Ground Rules which are
based on plant design bases and configuration details. The Reload Ground Rules are
reviewed and approved by the affected engineering groups within NEDO, Station
Tachnical and NFM as well as other affected groups such as Operations and
Licensing. A 50.59 safety evaluation and review of design basis information are
required in support of the RAR and FCE. For San Onofre Units 2 and 3, Cycles 1
through 8, fuel design changes and reload analyses were prepared and approvad by
ABB-CE in accordance with the ABB-CE Quality Assurance manual and procedures as
approved by Edison. For the Unit 2 Cycle 9 reload and the Unit 3 Cycle 9 reload, the
RAR and FCE will be prepared by Edison's NFM organization. Supporting calculations
have been prepared by NFM using ABB-CE methodology and procedures as part of
the reload technology transfer process. These calculations either have been or will be
independently reviewed and approved by ABB-CE. For subsequent reloads, Edison's
procedures will be adapted to the process and utilized. UFSAR and design basis
update revisions will reflect the Cycle 9 reload design. The above processes are
controlled in accordance with the procedures for "Documentation of Safety Analysis"
(Reference 113), "Reload Ground Rules Control Methodology" (Reference 114),
"Installation of CECOR Geometry and Coefficient Libraries" (Reference 115),
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"Shuffling the CECOR Exposure Files" (Reference 116), "Preparation of the Plant
Physics Data Book" (Reference 117), “Control of Nuclear Fuel Management Reduced
Instruction Set Computer 600 Computer Network" (Reference 118) and "Engineering,
Construction and Fuel Services Software Quality Assurance" (Reference 119).

B. Material Procurement

Material procurement activities may affect plant configuration. The Procurement
Engineering (PE) organization assures that appropriate technical and quality
assurance requirements specified in design documents (prepared in accordance with
Section A above) are incorporated into the Purchase Order(s) for replacement or new
components, parts and materials. For safety related/quality affecting items specified in
a Bill of Material (BOM), a Procurement Engineering Package (PEP) imposes
contractual requirements on the supplier, provides instructions to Procurement Agents,
includ’ g delineation of specific suppliers when appropriate, and instructions for
Nuclear Oversight Division (NOD) Material Test and Receipt (MT&R) Group. The PEP
assures that specified safety related/quality affecting ¢, mponents, parts and materials
are purchased from approved suppliers and that the required certifications and
documentation are obtained prior to the item being released for installation.

Purchased components, parts and material are subject io receipt inspection/testing by
MT&R to assure conformance with the PEP requirements prior to release for
installation or use in th2 plant.

When materials or items specified for a safety related/quality affecting application are
not available, or cannot be obtained from a supplier with an Edison approved
10CFRS0 Appendix B quality assurance program, PE performs a Technical Evaluation
(TE). The TE documents the item's contribution to the performance of a safety function
and the critical characteristics of the item that, when verified, would provide reasonable
assurance that the item will perform its safety function as expected. The procedure for
"Quality Affecting Technical Evaluation/Procurement Classification and Acceptance
Process" (Reference 120) defines the applicable controls.

Commercial Grade 'i=ms (CGI) and other items and material that require inspection
and testing upon receipt a* San Onofre to verify conformance with the PEP and/or TE
are subniitted to the MT&R Group. A CGI dedication laboratory is maintained by
MT&R that has extensive capabilities to perform inspection and testing of items and
mi terials including material/chemical analysis, nondestructive examination, electrical
tecting civil material testing and seismic shake table testing. The procedures for
"Material Test and Receipt Lab Program Implementation” (Reference 185), "Material
Test and Receipt Personnei Qualification Standards" (Reference 186) and "Receiving
Inspection” (Reference 187) control the MT&R inspection and testing activities.

When Edison is unable to obtain an identical "replacement-in-kind" for an installed part
or component, evaluations of proposed substitutions are documented in accordance
with established procedures using the Substitution Equivalency Evaluation (SEE)
process. The procedure for "Substitution Equivalency Evaluations (SEEs)" (Reference
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121) describes the process in detail. The SEE may also provide the design or
configuration change documents necessary to authorize installation in specific
applications when, and if, the substitute item is to be installed. SEE's may authorize
installation of piece parts if primary or secondary design documents are not affected.
FCNs in combination with SEEs are used for component level changes or changes
impacting primary or secondary design documents. FCNs are required to have a

specific 50 59 safety evaluation unless they pass a screening (see Section IV
discussion below).

C. DCP Installation

Plant configuration can be impacted during DCP installation and therefore activities
affecting installation are controlled in accordance with the following procedures:

. “Preparation, Review and Approval of Nuclear Construction Administrative
Procedures" (Reference 122)

o “Preparation, Review and Approval of Component Test Procedures” (Reference

123)

“Preparation, Review and Approval of Preoperational Test Procedures

(Reference 124)

“Review, Evaluation and Appro' il of Test Results" (Reference 125)

"Design Change Process" (Ref_rence 126)

"Construction Work Orders" (Reference 127)

"Construction Problem Report" (Reference 128)

“"Component Testing" (Reference 129)

"DCP Turnovers" (Reference 130)

“Conduct of Work" (Reference 131)

“Field Change Notices" (Reference 132).

When the DCP is issued to the field, installation is controlled under Construction Work
Orders (CWOs) by the Construction organization. Certain aspects of the DCP
installation may be performed by the Maintenance organization under Maintenance
Orders (MOs). The DCP turnover package identifies the CWOQOs/MOs that implement
the design change. Each CWO/MO contains a detailed work plan describing the work
instructions necessary to install that portion of the design change. The CWO/MO
references the design documents being implemented. Work instructions may be stand
alone or invoke the reyuirements of detailed construction specifications and
procedures that delineate site specific or industry quality standards. Construction
specifications and procedures (and changes) are reviewed, approved and controlled.
CWOs/MOs are reviewed by Operations Equipment Control (EC) to determine if
Operations procedures and instructions require revision prior to placing the system in
service. Testing to verify proper installation of the work is also performed using
CWOs/MOs and standard or unique test procedures. Test guidelines and acceptance
criteria (including appropriate vendor equipment requirements) that are unique to the
design change are specified in the DCP. Work completion is verified by the work
organization and in selected cases by Quality Control (QC) inspection or test
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witnessing Preoperational test results are approved by Engineering. A Test
Exception Report (TER) is generated if the preoperational test results do not meet the
prescribed limits during testing The TER coritains a resolution block and retest
requirements, whicli are completed by the design organization. A TER log and a copy
of TERs, generated during the conduct of test, are maintained with the test procedure.

After DCP installation and testing, a turnover package is prepared by the Construction
organization and submitted to the station for operability evaluation. Work organization
personnel perform walkdown verifications related to the portions of the plant modified
by the DCP to assure that the plant as-built condition reflects the issued design
documents. When the station operability evaluation of the DCP turnover is complete,
the system is placed back into service by Operations following any required in-service
testing. The Configuration Control organization notifies the Corporate Docurnentation
Management Center (CDMC) to convert the DCP drawing changes to DCNs to reflect
the as-built plant configuration. Control room stick file drawings are updated to reflect
the DCP installation. Partial turnovers impacting system configuration are reviewed by
affected engineering personnel and documented on Interim As-Built (IAB) drawings
that are included on the control room stick file until replaced by the completed design
change configuration on a subsequent turnover. In addition, any station procedure
changes necessary to support the system operation are prepared and issued prior to
declaring the system operable. The Engineering organization uses the Action Request
System to notify affected organizations when a DCP has been issued so that the
procedure development process can be initiated per the procedure for “Identifying and
Assessing Impact to Site Program and Procedures” (Reference 200). Certain
procedure changes or Repetitive Maintenance Orders (RMOs) that may be needed for
future Station activities (i.e., surveillance, testing, maintenance, etc.) are identified by
the responsible station organization prior to DCP turnover. These procedure changes
or RMO changes are tracked by the responsible station organization and are prepared,
reviewed, approved and issued prior to the next procedure use. EC specifies on the
Work Authorization (WA) the procedures required to be changed for equipment
operability (after conferring with the Operations Procedures Group). The Operations
Control Room Supervisor verifies specified procedures and instructions have been
revised before declaring the system operable.

D. FCN Installation

Configuration control under the FCN process is similar to the DCP process as
described above. However, there are certain process differences. Once issued to the
field, installation is controlled by CWOs i the work is performed by the Construction
organization or MOs if the work is performed by the Maintenance organization. There
are typically a series of CWOs or MOs issued to install the modification. The lead FCN
lists all the CWOs/MOs utilized to implement the modification Each CWO/MO
contains a detailed work plan describing the work instructions necessary to install that
portion of the modification. MOs/CWOs implementing FCNs are reviewed by
Operations EC to determine if Operations procedures and instructions require revision
prior to placing the system to be modified in service. Testing to verify proper



ENCLOSURE A Page 9

installation is also performed using CWQOs/MOs and standard or unique test
procedures. Test guidelines and acceptance criteria are specified in the FCN package
where applicable. Work completion is verified by the implementing organization and in
selected cases by QC inspection or test witnessing. Construction or Station Technical
verifies plant as-built conditions associated with FCN instaliation when the work has
been completed. Following work completion, the system is placed into service by

Operations including aiy in-service testing The balance of activities is as described
for DCP installation.

E. Temporary Modifications

The procedure for "Temporary Modification Control" (Reference 133) describes how
Edison classifies Temporary Modifications and defines the process and configuration
control requirements applicable to each classification. The Temporary Facility
Modification (TFM) as described in the procedure "Temporary Facility Modifications"
(Reference 155) is the preferred method of controlling temporary modifications
however other methods such as Nonconformance Reports (see Enclosure D),
Operations procedures, Maintenance procedures, Design Change Documents (FCNs),
etc, may be employed as described in Reference (133) if they are more appropriate for
the situation. Temporary Modifications have a specific 50.59 safety evaluation unless
they pass a screening (see Section IV below) either as part of the procedure
controlling the work activity or as part of the Engineering document (e.g., TFM, NCR,
FCN, etc.) associated with the Temporary Modification.

Barrier Impairments are controlled by the procedure for "Control of San Onofre 2 and 3
Barriers” (Referencs 164). This procedure provides controls over plant barriers (i.e.,
doors, hatches, etc ) that are required to be placed in a temporary configuration for
maintenance, modification or other activities and subsequently restored to the design
basis configuration A 50 59 safety evaluation is performed for each barrier
impairment

F. Software Configuration

Quality affecting plant software and engineering analysis software are developed,
reviewed, approved, revised and controlled in accordance with the procedures for
"Engineering, Construction and Fuel Services Software Quality Assurance" (Reference
119), "Software Development and Maintenance" (Reference 134) and "Control of
Computer Based Systems" (Reference 156) These procedures include provisions for
documenting the software requirements, design, safety evaluation, test plans, test
results, procedure impact, user notification and training. Control of Core Protection
Calculator (CPC) and Core Operating Limits Supervisory System (COLSS)
Addressable Constants Changes are provided in accordance with the procedures for
"Control of Core Protection Calculator Addressable Constants” (Reference 188) and
"Control of Plant Physics Data Books, COLSS Addressable Constants and Reactor
Engineering Data Transmittals" (Reference 189).
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G. Maintenance Activities
Routine Maintenance activities including predictive, preventive and corrective
maintenance are performed in accordance with approved procedures and instructions
that are implemented through the MO process. Configuration control measures are
contained within the MO. "Work Activity Guidelines” (Reference 135) and
"Maintenance Order Preparation and Processing" (Reference 136) define MO
processing controls/responsibilities and MO preparation/review requirements,
respectively. Changes to individual Maintenance procedures and instructions are
reviewed, approved and controlled.

Non-routine or special Maintenance activities are identified and prescribed in specific
Maintenance procedures. For example, “Temporary System Alteration and
Restoration” (Reference 137) defines the special requirements applicable to the
temporary lifting and restoring of electrical leads. Design changes are controlled in
accordance with the processes described in the above paragraphs.

H. Operations Activities

The Operations organization has implemented several configuration control processes.
Each process is described in approved and controlled procedures. The configuration
control processes of particular importance relate to revisions made to plant operating
procedures and to Structures, Systems and Components (SSC) status control.

Revisions tn Onerating procedures (e.g., Operating Instructions, Abnormal Operating
Instructions, etc.) may be necessary for a number of reasons including the installation
of plant modifications. Procedure revisions are required to be reviewed in accordance
with the specific Operations guidance defined in the Operating Procedures Group
Writer's Guide (Reference 138) and with the provisions of the procedures for "Author's
Guide for Preparation of Orders, Procedures and Instructions” (Reference 139) and
"Review/Approval Process for Orders, Procedures and Instructions” (Reference 140)
except in certain cases where time constraints become a factor. When this situation
occurs, expedited and controlled processes are implemented in accordance with the
procedures for "Use of Procedures” (Reference 141), "Temporary Facility Modification
Control" (Reference 142), "Temporary Change Notices" (Reference 143) or "Operation
of Annunciators and Indicators” (Reference 144), as applicable. At the earliest
available opportunity the change(s) implemented under the expedited or temporary
process is formally converted to a revision. Irrespective of the process used to change
procedures, appropriate reviews are conducted to assure that the changes conform
with the design bases requirements including performance of a screening evaluation to
determine the need for a 50.59 safety evaluation.

Plant status control of SSCs is implemented using the WA process described in the
procedures for "Work Authorizations" (Reference 145) and "Work Authorizations Issue,
Release and Modifications" (References 146). Within the Operations organization an
EC group, made up of experienced, operations oriented personnel, review WAs prior
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to issue. WAs include clearance boundary definition and tagging instructions, the MO
or CWO used to perform the work and system alignment/component position and
restoration requirements. Independent verification is required to assure proper
alignment/position and restoration as described in the procedure for "Control of System
Alignments” (Reference 147). EC employs a detailed reference guide for WA
evaluation. The reference guide also addresses evaluating special precautions such
as fire protection, structural integrity, flooding and potential high energy impingement.
Within Reference (145) are special provisions that may be imp'emented by Operations
shift management under certain specific conditions when plant work must proceed in
an expedited manner and time does not permit a formal WA to be processed.

I Vendor Manuals

Vendor manuals containing installation, operation, and maintenance instructions for
equipment are initially received as part of the procurement of the equipment.
Equipment vendors are periodically contacted by San Onofre personnel to assure that
the current vendor requirements applicable to the San Onofre supplied equipment are
available. Vendor information received as a result of the initial equipment procurement
and subsequent contacts are evaluated for incorporation into Operations and
Maintenance procedures in accordance with the guidance of NRC Generic Letter 83-
28 "Vendor Interface For Safety Related Components" (Reference 22) and NRC
Generic Letter 9U-03 "Relaxation of Staff Position on GL 83-28 Item 2.2 Part 2"
(Reference 23) and the process controls included in the procedures for “Vendor
Information Review Program Manual Compilation, Review, and Approval" (Reference
152), "Mainienance Engineering and Services Document Assessment and Tracking

System" (Reference 153), and, "Configuration Document Change Control for Vendor
Information” (Reference 154).

V.  IMPLEMENTATION OF 10CFR50.59 REQUIREMENTS

The requirements of 10CFR50.59 are implemented in accordance with approved and
controlled procedures. Edison utilizes the guidelines contained in NSAC-125
"Guidelines for 10CFR50.59 Safety Evaluations" (Reference 31). Safety evaluations
are performed by personnel with pertinent technical expertise in the UFSAR, Technical
Specifications, Licensee Controlled Specifications, etc. Personnel performing safety
evaluations and screenings have access to design bases information contained in the
UFSAR, DBDs and design documentation using site wide computer systems such as
TOPIC. Nuclear Document Management System (NDMS), Nuclear Consolidated Data
Base (NCDB), and Nuclear Document Information System (NDIS) and hard copy and
microfiche records maintained in CDMC controlled files which are retrievable using
NDIS and NDMS computer systems. The following methods are used to determine the

need for a safety evaiuation and the corresponding preparation and review of the
safety evaluations

. Specific requirements for 50 59 safety evaluations applicable to proposed
permanent facility changes covered by the DCP piocess are defined in the
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procedure for "Development, Review, Approval and Release of Conceptual
Engineering Packages (CEPs) and Design Change Packages (DCPs)"

(Reference 102). A safety evaluation is completed and reviewed and approved
as part of the DCP.

. Evaluations applicable to nuclear fuel design changes are defined in the
procedures for "Design Process Flow and Controls” (Reference 101) and
"Documentation of Safety Analysis" (Reference 113). A safety evaluation is
completed, reviewed, and approved as part of the FCE.

o Minor modifications using FCNs per the procedure for "Field Change Notice
(FCN) and Field Interim Design Change Notice (FIDCN)" (Reference 103) have
a specific safety evaluation unless they pass the screening using criteria
contained in Reference (103). The FCN contains a block which is checked to
indicate "no" if the screening is used or "yes" if a specific safety evaluation is
required The applicability of the screening or the adequacy of the safety
evaluation is reviewed and approved as part of the FCN package. A recent
change to Reference (103) has been issued to require a written basis for the
FCN screening decisions. If the equipment is discussed in the UFSAR, a
focused review is required to assure no change in plant function and/or design
bases have occurred. The results of these reviews are documented within the

FCN description of change with appropriate reference to the UFSAR sections
reviewed for impact.

- Corrections to design drawings to reflect the existing plant configuration are
documented using DCNs per the procedure for “Interim Design Change Notice
(IDCN) and Design Change Notice (DCN)" (Reference 104). The DCNs are
required to have a specific safety evaluation unless they pass a screening. The
screening criteria are included in the DCN instructions (form 26-179-1) and
include considerations of change impact for such items as operational/functional
characteristics, quality group classification, safe shutdown or accident
monitoring functions, piping analysis, containment coatings that could affect
sump performance, containment hydrogen release potential and changes in
function from automatic to manual or vice versa. The DCN form contains a block
that is checked to indicate "no" if the screening criteria are passed or "yes" if a
safety evaluation is required. The acceptability of the screening or the adequacy
of the safety evaluation is reviewed and approved as part of the DCN package.

B Nonconformance Reports (NCRs) document interim and final dispositions
(accept-as-is or repair) for nonconforming materials, parts and components
installed in the plant. Per the procedure for "Nonconforming Material, Parts or
Components" (Reference 148), a screening is performed to determine the need
for a formal safety evaluation. The screening criteria are included in Reference
(148) and include considerations of change impact for such items as cnanges in
function from automatic to manual or vice versa, unreviewed system interactions,
seismic or environmental qualification, quality group classification, unmonitored
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release paths or capabilitizs of radiological instrumentation, and operational
characteristics of replacement items to perform equivalent design functions. The
results of the screening or the safety evaluation are included in the NCR safety

evaluation section, which is reviewed and approved as part of the engineering
disposition approvals

. Specific requirements for 50 59 safety evaluations applicable to Temporary
Facility Modifications (TFMs) and Barrier Impairments are defined in the
procedure for “Temporary Facility Modifications" (Reference 155) and the
procedure for "Control of San Onofre 2 and 3 Barriers" (Reference 164)

respectively. A safety evaluation is completed and reviewed and approved as
part of the TFM or Barrier Impairment.

° Changes to San Onofre procedures and instructions described in the UFSAR or
tests and experiments not described in the UFSAR are required to pass a
screening or have a written 50.59 safety evaluation per the procedure for
"Unreviewed Safety Question Screening Criteria and Environmental Evaluations
for Orders, Procedures and Instructions" (Refererice 149) and the form
“Unreviewed Safety Question Screening Criteria" (Reference 150). The
screening is performed by plant personnel using the following criteria:

"Does the new procedure/procedure change:

1. Alter system/component performance or the design configuration of a
system important to safety?

2. Alter the setpoint data or acceptance criteria of a system important to
safety?

3. Alter the required actions as a result of not meeting the acceptance
criteria?

4 Alter Technical Specification (TS)/Licensee Controlled Specification
(LCS) numerical data or violate TS/LCS provisions?

5. Reduce the required level of approval for a plant activity?

6. Alter processes for handling, processing, monitoring or releasing licensed

radioactive material not contained in plant systems?

Reduce operations margins or the conservatism of system operation for a

system important to safety?"

~

A positive response to any of the questions requires the procedure change to be
reviewed by personnel knowledgeable in the plant licensing and design
requirements. If this review determines a safety evaluation is not required, a
technical justification is included in the procedure change package. If a formal
50.59 safety evaluation is required, it is prepared, reviewed and approved in
support of the procedure change by these personnel. The 50.59 safety
evaluation performed as part of the design change process by Engineering is
typically used as the safety evaluation for procedure changes that are used to
implement the design change scope, provided that the procedure changes are
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V.

bounded by the safety evaluation for the design change. Selected procedures
that are categorized as strictly administrative and do not affect plant
configuration or operation are exempt from the 50.59 evaluation.

Evaluations required as part of the preparation of a UFSAR change package are
defined in the procedure for "Control of Licensing Document Changes"
(Reference 112). This evaluation may be completed as part of the DCP, FCN,
and DCN process and included in the change package. Other UFSAR change
packages (e.g., procedure, correspondence, as-found conditions, etc.) require a
separate screening to determine the need for an evaluation to be performed as
part of the package preparation. Where required, a safety evaluation is
prepared, reviewed and approved as part of the UFSAR change package.

Evaluations applicable to Licensee Controlled Specifications and Technical
Specification Bases changes are defined in the procedure for "Preparation,
Review and Approval of Changes to Licensee Controlled Specifications"
(Reference 111). A safety evaluation is prepared, reviewed and approved as
part of the change package.

Changes to computer program software that affect plant SSC and processes
described in the UFSAR are required to pass a screening or have a written
50.59 safety evaluation. References (119), (134) and /156) control this process.
The screening crileria involve considerations for using the software in the
performance of safety related functions, radiation dose assessment calculations,
Technical Specification supporting calculations, operational function of safety
related equipment, change in the plant or procedure as described in the UFSAR,
and a test or experiment that directs a plant operation or activity.

Changes to plant configuration or procedures not specifically controlled by one
of the above methods that require evaluation under the provisions of
10CFR50.59 are controlled by unique plant procedures controlling these
activities. Examples include CPC/COLSS Addressable Constants changes,
which are controlled per the procedures for "Control of Core Protection
Calculator Addressable Constants” (Reference 188) and "Control of Plant
Physics Data Books, COLSS Addressable Constants and Reactor Engineering
Data Transmittals" (Refsrence 189); Abnormal Alignments, which are controlled
by the procedure for "Control of System Alignments" (Reference 147); and
Offsite Dose Calculation Manual Changes which are controlled by the procedure
for "Assignment, Maintenance, Control and Distribution of the Offsite Dose
Calculation Manuals” (Reference 190).

IMPLEMENTATION OF 10CFR50.71(e) REQUIREMENTS

Edison's Nuclear Regulatory Affairs (NRA) organization is responsible for maintaining
and updating the UFSAR as required by 10CFR50.71(e). Engineeiing is responsibie
for the technical accuracy of its contents. The updating process is defined in and
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controlled by the provisions of the procedure for "Control of Licensing Document
Changes" (Reference 112). The revision process addresses two categories.

Revisions that are initiated through the design change process and revisions initiated
by other processes.

Revisions resulting from a design change are captured as part of the design change
since a review of the UFSAR impact is required. UFSAR changes are forwarded to
NRA at the issuance of the design change. The change is logged into NRA and a hard
copy file maintained in a central location. Once the design has been implemented and
turned over, the final change package is transmitted to NRA by the Configuration
Control organization. This is included with the hard copy file.

Revisions to the UFSAR may also result from changes to procedures, changes to
design calculations or analyses, correspondence, operating license changes, changes
to administrative information, and as-found conditions. Under these situations a
UFSAR cha<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>