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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of ‘
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

AND SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY

Docket No. 50-206

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station
Unit No. 1

ORDER FOR MODIFICATION OF LICENSE
I

Tﬁe Southern Cé]ifofnia Edison Company énd_thevSan Diego Gas and
Electric Company (the licensees) hold Provisibna] Operating License No.
DPR-13, which author1zes Southern Ca11forn1a Edison Company to operate
‘Athe San 0nofre Nuc]ear Generat1ng Stat1on Unit No. 1 (the fac111ty) at
power 1eve1s not in excess of 1347 megawatts (thermal) rated power
.The facility, which is 1ocated at.the licensee s site in San Diego '
County, California, is a pressurized.water reactor (PWR) used for the.

commercial generation of eleétricity.

"The Reactdr Safety Study.(RSS),‘NASH—quo,_identified in a PWR an inter-
system‘1dss 6f coolant accident (LOCA) whicﬁ is a‘significant contributor to
risk of core melt accidents (Event V). The design examined in the RSS
contained in- ser1es check valves isolating the h1gh pressure Primary Coo1ant
System (PCS) from the Low Pressure Injection System (LPIS) piping. The
scenario which leads to the Event V accident is initiated by.the fa11ufe of
these check valves to function as a pressufe 1sofation barrier. This
causes an.oYerpressurization and rupture of the LPIS low pressure piping

which results in a LOCA that bypasses containment.
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In order to betfer define the Event V concern, all light water reactor
licensees Were fequesteq by letter dated February 23, 1980, to provfde the
fb]]owing in accordance with 10 CFR 50.54(f): : |
.. Deséribe the valve configurations and iﬁdicate 1f
an.Event V isolation valve configuration»exists within thé
Class I boundary of the high pressure pipihg connecting PCS
Vpiping to‘low.pressure system}piping; e.g., (1) two.check vaives
in séries, or (Zj;two check Qalves'in seriés with a motor
operated va1ve_(MOV);
2. If either_of the above Event V configurations.ex1st,
indicate'whether'continuous surveillance or periodic
tests aréibeing_perfofméd on such'va]ves,to enéuré integrity.
AisO'indicate whether valvés have been-knoﬂn, 6f found, to lack
integrity; and -~
3. If either of the above Event V configurétions exiét,
indicate whetﬁer-p1ént procedures should be revised
or if plant modifications sth]d be made to increase're]iaﬁility.
Iﬁ addition to the above, licensees were asked to perfbrm individual check

valve leak testing prior to plant startup after the néxt_schedu]ed outage.

By letter dated March 14, 1980, the licensee respohded to our February
letter. Based upon the review of this résponée as. well as the'review of
prévious]y docketéd inforhation'for the facility, I'have concluded 1n con-
sonance'with.the_attathed Safety Evaluation (Attachment 1) that one or moré
valve configuration(s) of concern exist at tﬁé faci]ity;' The attached Tech-
nical Eva]uation‘Report'(TER) (Attachment 2) provides, in Secfion 4.0, a

tabulation of the subject valves.



® | | ® ~ 7590-01

The_staff's concern has been exacerbated due not only to tne Targe
'number of plants which have an Event V configuration(s) but also because
of recent unsatisfactory operating experience. Specffica11y, two plants
have 1eak tested check valves with unsatisfaetory results. At Davis-Besse,
a pressure 1so1ation check valve in the LPIS failed and the'ensu1ng
1nvestfgat10n found that valve internals had become disassembled. At the
Sequoyah Nuclear Plant, 'two Residual Heat Remova1n(RHR) injection check
valves and one RHR recirculat1on check valve failed because va1ves Jjammed

open aga1nst va1ve over- travel limiters

It is, therefore apparent that when pressure 1solat1on is prov1ded
by two in-series check valves and when failure of one va1ve in the pa1r
can go undetected for a substantia1'1ength of-time, verification_of valve
integrity is'required. Since these va1ves'are ihportanf to safety, they
should be tested’periodically to ensure 1ow“prbbabi1ity of gross fai]ure.
As a result, I have determined that periodfc examination of check valves
nust bevundertaken by the licensee_as provided fn Section III below.to
verify tnat.each valve is seated properfy and functioning as a pressure
isoiation device.' Such testing will reduce-the,prera11 risk of an inter-
system LOCA. The testing mandated by this Order may be-accomp1ishedvby
direct vo1unétric 1eakage measurement or by other eqdiva1ent means

Capab1e of demonstrating that 1eakage limits are not exceeded in accord-

‘ance with Section 2.2 of the attached TER.
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.In view of the operating experiences described above and the potential
consequences of check valve failure, I have determined that prompt action is
necessary to increase the level of assurance that multiple pfessure isolation
barriers are in place and will femain intact. 'Theréfore, the public health,
safety and interest require that this modification of Pfovisiona] Operating

-License No. DPR-13 be immediately effective.

I
Accordingly, pursuant to Section 1611 of the Atomic Ene;gy Act of 1954,
-as amended, and the Commissionis regulations in 10 CFR Parts 2 and 50,
IT IS'HEREBY ORDERED'%HAT E?FECTIVE IMMEDIATELY, Proyisiona] Opérating License
No. DPR-13 is modified by the addition of the fo11owing requirements:.
1. -Impiement Technical Specifications (Atf&chmeht 3) Which require .
>:periodic survei1]énce over_the life of the plant and which
specify Timiting conditionéufor operétion for PCS‘pressuré
‘isolation,va19e$. | | |
2. If check valves have not been (a) 1ndi§jdua1]y tesfed within 12
months preceding the date of the Order, and (b) found to comply
with the leakage rate criteria set forth in the Technical.
Specffiéations described in Attachment 3, thé MOV in each line
shall be closed within 30 days of the effective date of this -
Order and quarﬁer]y Inservice Inspection (ISI) MOV cycling
ceased until the check vé]ve tests have been satisfacﬁorilyb

‘accomp1ished. (Prior to closing theiMOV,,pr0cedures_sha11

‘be implemented and operators trained to assure




that the MOV remains closed Once closed the MOV shall be tagged closed

‘to further preclude inadvertent valve open1ng)

The MOV shall not be closed as indicated in paragraph 2 above unless a
supporting Safety evaluation has been prepared. If the MOV is in an
emergenc& core coo]ing system (ECCS), the safety evaluation shall include

a detennfnation as to whether the_requirements of 10 CFR 50.46 and Appendix
K to 10 CFR Part 50 will continue to be satisfied with the MOV closed.

If the MOV is not in an ECCS, the safety eva1uatfon shall include a detere
mination as to whether operation w1th the MOV c1osed presents an unreviewed
safety quest1on as deflned in 10 CFR 50 59(a)(2) If the requirements of
10 CFR 50.46 and Append1x K have not been satlsf1ed or if an unrev1ewed
safety question ex1sts as def1ned in 10 CFR 50,59,,then the facility shall
be shut down within 30 days of the date of this Order and remain shutdown
unt11 check va1ves are sat1sfactor11y tested 1n accordance with the Techni-

cal Spec1ffcat1ons set forth in Attachment 3

" The records of the check va1ve tests requ1red by th1s Order shall be made

ava11ab1e for inspection by the NRC' s Office of Inspect1on and Enforcement.
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IV
The Ticensee or any other person who has an interest affected by this

Order may request a hearing on this Order within 25 days of its publication
' : ' ' ‘ ' o

in the FederaI_Register._\A request for hearing shall be submitted to the
Secretary, U.S. NucIear RegulatoryTCommission. Washington, D.C. 20555. |
A copy of the request shall also be sent to the Executive Lega1 Director at
the same address, "and to Char]es R. Kocher, Assistant Genera] Counse1
Southern California Edison Company, Post Office Box 800 Rosemead, Ca]ifornia
91770, attorney for the licensee. If a hearing 1s requested by a person other '
than the 11censee that person sha]I describe, in. accordance with 10
CFR.2.714(a)(2) the manner in wh1ch h1s or her 1nterest is affected
by this Order. ANY REOUEST FOR A HEARING SHALL NOT STAY THE IMMEDIATE

0

EFFECTIVENESS OF THIS ORDER

If a hearing is requested by the.Iicensee or other person who has an
| 1nterest affected hy th1s Order, the Comm1ss1on w111 issue an order o
des1gnat1ng the time and place of any such hear1ng . If a hearing is held,
the issues to be considered at such a hearing shall be
(a) Whether the 11censee should be required to 1ndiv1dua11y leak
test check valves in accordance with the Technxca] $pec1f1cations
set forth in Attachment 3 to th1s Order.
(b). Whether the act1ons required by Paragraphs 2 and 3 of Sect1on ITI
of th1s Order must-be taken if check va1ves-have~not been tested

'within 12 months preceding the date of this Order. -
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0perat1on of the fac111ty on terms consistent with th1s Order is not
stayed by the pendencyvof.any proceedings on this Order. In the event
that a need for further action becomes apparent, either in the course of .
proceed1ngs on th1s Order or any other time, the D1rector Will take

appropriate actlon.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION.

Darrell G. ffisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing

Effective Date: April 20, 1981 %

‘Bethesda, Maryland

Attachments

1. Safety Evaluation Report

2. Technical Evaluation Report
3. Technwca1 Spec1f1cat1ons



