
UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 

October 19, 1984 

Docket No.: 50-206 
LSO5-84- 10-022 

Mr. Kenneth P. Baskin, Vice President 
Nuclear Engineering 
Licensing and Safety Department 
Southern California Edison Company 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California 91770 

Dear Mr. Baskin: 

SUBJECT: REQUIRED ACTIONS FOR RESTART - SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR GENERATING 
STATION UNIT 1 

By letter dated August 30, 1984, you requested NRC approval for restart of 
San Onofre Unit 1. The staff has previously evaluated the associated 
"return to service plan," submitted on December 23, 1983, as described in 
the Safety Evaluation Report dated February 8, 1984. Based on subsequent 
meetings, site visits, inspections, and analysis audits, the staff is 
preparing a safety evaluation report which will address the seismic capability 
of San Onofre Unit 1 relative to plant restart. However, as we have discussed, 
the following additional information and findings are necessary for the staff 
to complete its.evaluation: 

1. Certification under oath and affirmation that the return to service plan 
is complete, including all required modifications, and is consistent with 
the December 23, 1983 program description, as modified by NRC comments.  

2. Determination that the seismically-induced failure of systems and components 
for which seismic reanalysis and upgrading have not been completed would 
not prevent structures, systems and components required to safely achieve 
a hot standby condition from performing their intended function.  

3. Confirmation that the as-built configuration of the masonry walls is 
consistent with the conditions assumed in their seismic capability 
analyses and tests. This issue was discussed during the site meeting on 
masonry walls in September 1984.  
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4. Confirmation that all analyses for the return to service plan have complete 
quality control certification. In particular, verification that the 
analysis for support SI-01-5011-HOO8 has properly considered all loads on 
the beam. This question was raised during the staff's audit review of 
analysis calculations.  

5. Presentation of a deterministic basis for concluding that the "return to 
service" scope is adequate to ensure public safety for plant-restart.  
Your presentation should also address the time period for which hot standby 
can be maintained and possible contingency measures that are being 
considered for longer-term cooling should it be required.  

This information, along with the information previously developed during the 
course of the review, will form the basis by which the staff will judge 
whether adequate seismic capability has been demonstrated for San Onofre Unit 
1 to permit plant restart. In addition, exemption requests pursuant to Section 
50.12 of the Commission's regulations, and requests for license amendments will 
also be needed for any design or operational aspects of the plant which are 
not in conformance with applicable NRC regulations or the operating license.  

As you know, there are other issues such as the evaluation of the diesel 
generators, environmental qualification and intake structure repairs, as well 
as any issues raised during routine and preoperational testing inspections, 
which will have to be acceptably addressed before the NRC will consider an 
authorization for restart.  

This information request affects fewer than ten respondents and, therefore, an 
OMB clearance is not required in accordance with Public Law 96-511.  

Sincerely, 

Dennis M rutcle d ,,ssistant Director 
for Safety Assessment 

Division of Licensing
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4. Confirmation that all analyses for the return to service plan have complete 
quality control certification. In particular, verification that the 
analysis for support SI-01-5011-HOO8 has properly considered all loads on 
the beam. This question was raised during the staff's audit review of 
analysis calculations.  

5. Presentation of a deterministic basis for concluding that the "return to 
service" scope is adequate to ensure public safety for plant restart.  
Your presentation should also address the time period for which hot standby 
can be maintained and possible contingency measures that are being 
considered for longer-term cooling should it be required.  

This information, along with the information previously developed during the 
course of the review, will form the basis by which the staff will judge 
whether adequate seismic capability has been demonstrated for San Onofre Unit 
1 to permit plant restart. In addition, exemption requests pursuant to Section 
50.12 of the Commission's regulations, and requests for license amendments will 
also be needed for any design or operational aspects of the plant which are 
not in conformance with applicable NRC regulations or the operating license.  

As you know, there are other issues such as the evaluation of the diesel 
generators, environmental qualification and intake structure repairs, as well 
as any issues raised during routine and preoperational testing inspections, 
which will have to be acceptably addressed before the NRC will consider an 
authorization for restart.  

This information request affects fewer than ten respondents and, therefore, an 
OMB clearance is not required in accordance with Public Law 96-511.  

Sincerely, 

Original signed by/ 

Dennis M. Crutchfield, Assistant Director 
for Safety Assessment 

Division of Licensing 
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which will have to be accept, ly reso ed before the NRC will consider an 
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Sincerely, 

Darrell G. Eis nhut, Director 
Division of Lic nsing 
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4. Confirmation that all analyses for the return to service plan have complete 
quality control certification. In particular, verification that the 
analysis for support SI-01-5011-HOO8 has properly considered all loads on 
the beam. This question was raised during the staff's audit review of 
analysis calculations.  

5. Presentation of a completely deterministic basis for concluding that the "return to se vice" scope is adequate to ensure public safety for plant 
restart. Your presentation should also address the time period for which 
hot standby can be maintained and pos'ible contingency measures that are 
being considered for longer-term cooling should it be required.  

This information, along with the infoy'ation gathered during the course of the 
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plant restart. As you kno ,we ao expect the evaluation of the diesel 
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the NRC will consider an aut ization for restart.  

This information request af ec s fewer than ten respondents and, therefore, an 
OMB clearance is not requi ed i accordance with Public Law 96-511.  

Sincerely, 

Har Id R. Denton, Director 
Offi e of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
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Mr. Kenneth P. Baskin, Vice President 
Nuclear Engineering 
Licensing and Safety Department 
Southern California Edison Company 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California 91770 

Dear Mr. Baskin: 

SUBJECT: REQUIRED ACTIONS FOR RESTART - SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR GENERATING 
STATION UNIT 1 

By letter dated August 30, 1984, you requested NRC pproval for restart of 
San Onofre Unit 1. The staff;-has, previously ' the associated 
"return to service plan," submitted on December 23, 1983, as described in 
the Safety Evaluation Report dated February 8, 1984. Based on subsequent 
meetings, site visits, inspections, and analysis audits, the staff is 
preparing a safety evaluation report which will address the seismic capability 
of San Onofre Unit 1 relative to plant restart. However, as we have discussed, 
the following additional information and findings are necessary for the staff 
to complete its evaluation: 

1. Certification under oath and affirmation that the return to service plan 
is complete, including all required modifications, and is consistent with 
the December 23, 1983 program description, as modified by NRC comments.  

2. Determination that the seismically-induced failure of systems and components 
for which seismic reanalysis and upgrading have not been completed would 
not prevent structures, systems and components required to safely achieve 
a hot standby condition from performing their intended function.  

3. Confirmation that the as-built configuration of the masonry walls is 
consistent with the conditions assumed in their seismic capability 
analyses and tests. This issue was discussed during the site meeting on 
masonry walls in September 1984.


