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Mr. R. Dietch, Vice President
Nuclear Engineering and Operations
Southern California Edison Company
2244 Ualnut Grove Avenue

Post Office Box 800 Jpaulson
Rosemead, California 91770 OEEB

Dear #ir. Dietch:
SUBJECT:

CLARIFICATION OF ENVIROMMEWTAL QUALIFICATION SAFETY EVALUATION
REPORT

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Unit No. 1

On November 30, 1982, the NRC staff issued a Safety Evaluation {SE} for
San Onofre Unit No. 1 on the environmental qualification of safety-
related electrical equipment. The SE was based on a Technical Evaluation
Report (TER) prepared by our contractor, Franklin Research Eenter (FRC}.

The thirty (30} day response required by the current SE should address equipment
items in NRC Categories I.B, II.A and IV {note that Category IV was not
mentioned in the previous SER} for which justification for continued operation
was not previously submitied to.the NRC or FRC, Guidelines for justification
for continued operation are provided in paragraph (i) of 10 CFR 50.49. These
guidelines should be utilized in developing your justification for continued
operation.

IT your thirty (30 day response has already been submitted to NRC, you are
requested {0 review your response in accordance with this clarification and
notify the NRC of any changes. The due date of these responses as stated in
the above referenced SER are revised and are now due within thirty (30) days
of receipt of this letter,

The staff has developed a special procedure to address equipment presented in
the TER which is classified as Category II.B {Equipment Mot Qualified), These
items must be resolved as soon as possible. For the Category II.B ijtems,
justification for contirued operation must be provided or the technical issue,
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Mr. R. Dietch -

which nas placed the equipment in Category I1.B must be resolved within ten
(10) days of receipt of this letter. Should your plant have equipment in
Category 11.B, telephone contacts regarding this special procedure should be
expected from the NRC Project Manager. Should issues or conflicts exist,
which prohibit a response in a timely manner, a 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter will
be issued. Upon completion of the plant specific review for all plants, a
cross-reference of non-qualified equipment existing in any plant will be
conducted by the NRC staff to determine if the same equipment exists on
other plants and has been declared qualified. Should the cross-reference
indicate that they do exist in your plant, the staff will contact you to
reconfiri the qualification of these items for your plant.

The ninety (9C) day response required by the above referenced SE transmittal
letter regarding the schedule for accomplishing proposed corrective actions
has been superseded by the requirements of 10 CFR 50,49. Paragraph (g) of the
rule requires that by May 20, 1983, licensees identify electrical equipment
important to safety, within the scope of the rule, that is already qualified,
and submit a schedule for the qualification or replacement of the remaining
electrical equipment within the scope of the rule in accordance with the
qualification deadline specified in paragraph (g). The submittal required by
the rule should specifically indicate whether your previous submittals comply
with paragraphs (a) and (b) of 10 CFR 50.49. 1In addition, you are requested |
to describe in your submittal the methods used to identify the equipment |
covered by paragraph 10 CFR 50.49(b)(2) and to establish any qualification

programs not previously described for such equipment.

The Technical Evaluation Report contains certain identified information which
you have previously claimed to be proprietary. le request that you inform us
as indicated in the proprietary review section of the Safety Evaluation whether
any portions of the identified pages still require proprietary protection. It
should be noted that the NRC's policy on proprietary information, as specified
in SECY-81-119 is that summary data on equipment qualification testing will not
be treated as proprietary by the NRC. This information shall be submitted
within thirty (30) days of receipt of this letter. A general guideine is

enclosed.
Sincerely,
Original signed by/
Dennis M. Crutchfield, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch #5
- Division of Licensing
Enclosure:

Proprietary Review Information

cc w/o enclosure:
ee next mage
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cc :

Charles R. Kocher, Assistant

. G=neral Counsel

James Beoletto, Esquire

. Southern California Edison Company
Post Office Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770

David R. Pigott
Orrick, Herrington & Sutcliffe
600 Montgomeny Street
San Francisco, California 94111 .

Harry B. Stoehr

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
P. 0. Box 1831

San Diego, California 92112

. Resident Inspector/San Onofre NPS
c/o U. S. NRC

P. 0. Box 4329

San Clemente, California 92672

Méybr
City of San Clemente
San Clemente, California 92672

Chairman

Board of Supervisors

County of San Diego

- San -Diego, California 92101

" California Department of Health

ATTN: Chief, Environmental
Radiation Control Unit

Radiological Health Section

714 P Street, Room 498

~ Sacramento, California 95814

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Recion IX Office

ATTH: . Regional Radiation Representat1ve
215 Freemont Street

San Francisco, California 94111

Robart H. Engelken, Regional Administrator
Nuciear Regulatory Commission, Region V
1452 Maria Lane

Walnut Creek, California 94596

April 1,

1983 -
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It is the policy of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission .that the records of
the egency are available for inspection and copying in the NRC Public
Document Room, except for matters that are exempt from public disclosure
pursuant to the nine exemptions of the Freedom of Information Act.

(See 10 C.F.R. 2.790)

Recently, the NRC has had its contractor, Franklin Research Center (FRC),
prepere Technical Evaluation Reports. for all 10 CFR Part 50 licensees. .
These reports evaluate and comment upon the references cited by the :
1icensee as evidence of qualification in accordance with the documentation
~reference instructions estab11shed by IE Bulletin 79-018B"

In a typical evaluation, FRC generates a report of approx1mate1y 750 pages.
_Any page which mentions or comments upon a licensee's referenced material
that was marked or claimed to be proprietary is marked at the top of the
page with the legend "Proprietary Information". FRC has used this marking
in a liberal manner and has not fully investigated the licensee's claim to
determmine whether portions of proprietary reports that they reproduced or
mentioned were in fact "proprietary". A report typically contains 15 to

25 pzges that are marked "Proprietary Information". Usually, no more than '
4 licensee proprietary references are so discussed. In order to make any:
of the reports available to the public, FRC has produced two versions of
each: those containing proprietary information and those having the pro-
prietary information removed. The NRC now seeks the assistance of licensees
in reviewing the proprietary versions of the FRC reports to determine
whsther still more information can be made available to the public.-

For this reason, each licensee has been sent the Staff Equipment Qualification
SER &nd a copy of the proprietary version of the FRC TEchnical Evaluation
Report. It is believed that the licensee can review the few pages containing
propr1e»ary information in a relatively short period of time. The licensee
is to send the third party owner of the reference report, which has been
ctairmed to be proprietary, a copy of those pages from the FRC report that
relates to its test report. The third party owner can quickly review

these pages and determine whether the information-claimed to be proprietary
must still be so categorized.. All reviewers should be aware of the NRC's
policy, as specified in SECY-81-119, that summary data on Equipmerit '
Qualification testing will not be treated as proprietary by the NRC. If

the review identifies no data that requires protection, the NRC should be
notified and that portion of the report will be placed in the Public

Docurment Room. If, however, the licensee identifies to the NRC portions .
that are still claimed to require proprietary protection, then compliance
must be made with the requirements for withholding under 10 C.F.R. 2.790.
This can be accomplished in two ways: (1) If the reference proprietary
report has previously been submitted to the NRC pursuant to 10 C.F.R. 2.790
and the NRC has made a determination that portions are proprietary, then




. . . . . X |
* . N - |
I . A *
: -

those same portions can be protectec again simply by notifying the NRC

that this matericl ic covered in the NRC's acceptance letter of a given date.

If the reference proprietary report has not previously be2a submitted to the

NRC pursuant to 10 C.F.R. 2.790, then the licensee and the proprietary owner

must at this time make such an application and request for withholding from
. public disclosure. '

The NRC recognizes that this proprietary review places an administrative
burden upon its licensees and any third party owners. However, it is the
policy of the NRC to make all non-proprietary information public, and the

“only way to protect the owner of proprietary information is to insure
that the Franklin reports have been appropriately scrutinized.

The NRC will grant extensions of time for these reviews Y f necessary, on
a case-by-case basis. If you have any further questions regarding this
review, please contact either Edward Shomaker, OELD, at 492-8653 or

Neal Abrams, Patent Counsel, at 492-8662.




