
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Application of SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ) 
EDISON COMPANY, ET AL. for a Class 103 Docket No. 50-362 
License to Acquire, Possess, and Use ) 
a Utilization Facility as Part of ) Amendment Application 
Unit No. 3 of the San Onofre Nuclear ) No. 74 
Generating Station ) 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, ET AL. pursuant to 10 CFR 50.90, hereby 

submit Amendment Application No. 74.  

This amendment application consists of Proposed Technical Specification Change 

No. NPF-15-317 to Facility Operating License No. NPF-15. Proposed Technical 

Specification Change No. NPF-15-317 is a request to revise Surveillance 

Requirement 4.8.1.1.2.d of Technical Specification 3/4.8.1.1, "A.C. Sources".  

The proposed change would permit a one time extension to 25 months of the 

surveillance interval for Surveillance Requirement 4.8.1.1.2.d, which requires 

certain maintenance and testing activities be performed.  
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Subscribed on this / +h day of ____2__L ___, 1990.  

Respectfully submitted, 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

By: 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 
-f91 day of _ _A_ __*_ 

MICHELE R. KAHAL 
40 ggTAR YPUSUC *CALIFORNIA 

PINCIPAL OFFICE IN 
ORANGE COUNTY 

My Comminion Exp. Dec. 28, 1990 

Notary Public in and for the State of 
California 

Charles R. Kocher 
James A. Beoletto 
Attorneys for Southern 
California Edison Company 

By:



DESCRIPTION AND SAFETY ANALYSIS 
PROPOSED CHANGE NPF-15-317 

This is a request to revise Technical Specification 3/4.8.1.1, 
Surveillance Requirement 4.8.1.1.2.d, - Refueling Interval 
Testing and Maintenance Requirements.  

EXISTING SPECIFICATION: 

Unit 3: See Attachment "A" 

REVISED SPECIFICATION: 

Unit 3: See Attachment "B" 

DESCRIPTION: 

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) Unit 3 Technical 
Specification Surveillance Requirement 4.8.1.1.2.d requires that 
testing and maintenance of Emergency Diesel Generators (DG) be 
performed on a refueling interval schedule, where "refueling 
interval" is defined as 24 months. These activities must be per
formed with the Unit in a long term shutdown, as the DG is 
rendered inoperable. Due to fuel cycle extensions and other 
factors, the potential exists during the upcoming Cycle 5 refuel
ing outage for the 24 month interval for the B-train DG to expire 
while the A-DG is inoperable for Surveillance performance. (It is 
necessary that the A-DG be done first due to schedule concerns 
unrelated to the DGs.) Having both trains inoperable would result 
in a major disruption of the outage schedule, including cessation 
of refueling activities. In order to avoid this disruption, the 
proposed change would add a one time one month extension to the 
4.8.1.1.2.d surveillance interval. This proposed change is 
identical to a one month extension granted for Unit 2 in Amend
ment 75 for that Unit.  

DISCUSSION: 

1. Schedule Considerations 

Technical Specification (TS) Surveillance Requirement (SR) 
4.8.1.1.2.d requires extensive maintenance and testing be per
formed on the DGs on a refueling interval (defined as 24 months) 
basis. These activities, including a teardown and inspection, can 
typically take 4 to 6 weeks to complete.  

In October 1986, Southern California Edison (SCE) committed to 
performing In-Service Inspection and Testing of certain valves on 
safety related systems on a staggered test basis during each 
refueling outage. Should a problem be found with the first valve, 
the remaining valves of that size and type, i.e., the opposite 
train, must also be inspected. During the Unit 3 Cycle 4 refuel-



ing outage, B-train valves were tested. Therefore, the A-train 
valves must be tested in the upcoming Cycle 5 outage. The A
train must be tested first, so that there will be sufficient time 
to test the B-train counterpart if problems are found. Because 
all train related work must be coordinated, the A-DG must be 
first to undergo 4.8.1.1.2.d maintenance and testing during this 
refueling outage.  

Several additional factors affected the surveillance interval/ 
fuel cycle length. Among the more significant points were: 

1. The Cycle 4 fuel load has a total burnup capability of 
555 Effective Full Power Days (EFPD). This extends the fuel 
cycle at least a month beyond the burnup expected for 
equilibrium fuel loads.  

2. The Cycle 4 refueling outage was extended by several 
weeks because of failure of a Shutdown Cooling System 
Suction Isolation valve and failure of a Reactor Coolant 
Pump Shaft Seal.  

3. In granting SCE's request to extend 18 month + 25% 
surveillances to 24 months + 25% (refueling interval) when 
SCE began converting to extended burnup fuel, the NRC 
elected to not include the + 25% margin for this particular 
surveillance.  

The current start date for the Cycle 5 refueling outage is April 
1, 1990. The expiration date for the first B-train 4.8.1.1.2.d 
surveillance is May 17, 1990. Should any delay to the outage 
start date or any significant problems occur in the completion of 
the A-DG surveillance, the potential exists that the B-DG could 
become administratively inoperable with the A-DG still inoperable 
for surveillance completion. This situation would require entry 
into the action statement for TS 3.8.1.2, which requires cessa
tion of all reactor fuel movement.  

2. Justification 

The effect of a one month (approximately 4%) extension on a 24 
month interval would be minimal. All other DG surveillances 
remain on their original schedules and serve to assure continued 
DG operability. In particular, the DG must be run at least once 
every 31 days. Operability problems, when they do occur, are 
typically found during these operability checks rather than 
during the refueling interval maintenance activities.  

Over the five year period of 1985 through 1989 for both Units 2 
and 3, there have been only three valid (i.a.w. Regulatory Guide 
1.108) test failures out of over 260 valid test runs, for a 
success record of approximately 99%. During this period the only 
failure of the Unit 3 B-train DG was in December 1987, when its 
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radiator fans failed to auto-start. This failure was caused by a 
faulty relay. The failed relay was determined to be caused by an 
isolated manufacturing defect; a faulty contact arm.  

A review of refueling interval surveillances performed under 
4.8.1.1.2.d found two items: 

1. A breaker misalignment, which was classified as a startup 
problem which is not expected to reoccur.  

2. A load regulation problem where load capability was 
continually drifting downward. This second problem was of a 
nature that it would have been found by the monthly oper
ability run.  

These items were discussed in SCE's original request to extend 
the surveillance interval to 24 months. There have been no 
problems found during subsequent performances of these surveil
lances that could prevent a DG from performing its intended 
function.  

SAFETY ANALYSIS: 

This proposed one time change to extend the 24 month surveil
lance interval to 25 months shall be deemed to involve a 
significant hazards consideration if there is a positive finding 
in any one of the following areas: 

1. Will operation of the facility in accordance with this 
proposed change involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated? 

Response: No.  

Extending the surveillance interval for these maintenance 
and testing activities by one month will not result in a 
significant increase in the probability of the DG failing to 
perform its intended function. Failure history for the DGs 
indicates that they are extremely reliable. In addition, 
schedules for other DG surveillances remain unaffected.  
These surveillances will serve to assure continued oper
ability. Therefore, this proposed change will not result in 
a significant increase in the probability or consequences of 
a previously evaluated accident.  

2. Will operation of the facility in accordance with this 
proposed change create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any previously evaluated? 

Response: No.  
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The proposed revision only extends the surveillance interval 
by one month. There is no change to the plant or its manner 
of operation. Also, there are no changes to the surveillance 
acceptance criteria. Therefore, the proposed change does not 
create the possibility of a new or different kind of acci
dent from any previously evaluated.  

3. Will operation of the facility in accordance with this 
proposed change involve a significant reduction in a margin 
of safety? 

Response: No.  

DG failure and performance history indicates that system 
performance will not be adversely affected by the one time 
one month extension. In addition, continued operability 
checks will assure continued DG operability. Therefore, the 
proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in 
a margin of safety.  

SAFETY AND SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS DETERMINATION: 

Based on the above Safety analysis, it is concluded that: 1) the 
proposed change does not constitute a significant hazards con
sideration as defined by 10 CFR 50.92; 2) there is reasonable 
assurance that the health and safety of the public will not be 
endangered by the proposed change; and 3) 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.  
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