_ UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

RELATED TO THE INSERVICE TESTIN‘.G PROGRAM RELIEF REQUESTS

INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR GENERATING UNIT NO. 2

DOCKET NO. 50-247

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Code of Federal Regulatlons 10 CFR 50.55a, requires that inservice testing (IST) of
certain American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Code Class 1, 2, and 3 pumps and
valves be performed in accordance with Section X! of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel
Code (the Code) and applicable addenda, except where alternatives have been authorized or
relief has been requested by the licensee and granted by the Commission pursuant to sections
(a)(3)(), (a)(3)(ii), or (f)(6)(i) of 10 CFR 50. 55a. In proposing alternatives or requesting relief,
the licensee must demonstrate that: (1) the proposed alternatives provide an acceptable level
of quality and safety, (2) compliance would result in hardship or unusual difficulty without a
‘compensating increase in the level of quality and safety; or (3) conformance is impractical for
. its facility.- Section 50.55a authorizes the Commission to approve alternatives and to grant
. relief from ASME Code requirements upon making the necessary findings. NRC guidance
contained in Generic Letter (GL) 89-04, “Guidance on Developing Acceptable Inservice Testing
Programs,” provides alternatives to the Code requirements determined-acceptable to the staff.
Further guidance was given in GL 89-04, Supplement 1, NUREG-1482, “Guidelines for
Inservice Testing at Nuclear Power Plants.”

Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit No. 2 (IP2) is currently implementing the third ten-year
Inservice Testing (IST) interval. This interval began July 1, 1994, and is scheduled to end on

" June 30, 2004. The IST program was developed in accordance with the 1989 Edition of the
ASME Code which incorporates Operations and Maintenance (OM) Standard Part 10 for IST of
valves.

The NRC's findings with respect to authorizing alternatives and granting or denying the IST
- program relief requests are given below.
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2.0 VALVE RELIEF REQUESTS
2.1 Relief Request Number 36

The licensee requests relief from the stroke time testing requirements of OM-10 Paragraph
4.2.1.4 for two solenoid operated valves in the instrument air closed cooling system. The
Code requires that the stroke time of all power—operated valves be measured to the nearest

“second. Instead, the licensee proposes to verify that the valves have opened and closed, but
not measure the stroke time. :

2._1.1 Licensee’s Basis for Requesting Relief
The licensee states:

These valves have no control switches and no indicating lights. They are solenoid
operated from a direct wired signal from contact closure on the Instrument Air
Compressor Motor control circuit. When the Instrument Air Compressor starts, its
‘associated cooling water supply solenoid valve opens. When the motor stops, the
cooling water is no longer necessary and the solenoid valve closes. The solenoid
valves are venfled to open and close based on the presence of cooling flow in the
“bulls-eye” type flow indicators.

Historically, solenoid valve operation has been that they either function correctly or do
not operate at all. Solenoid timing has not proven to be an indicator of valve
degradation. Nominal solenoid stroke time is less than two seconds and therefore
change in stroke time compared to a reference is not required per OM- 10 Paragraph
4.2.1.8e.

2.1.2 Alternate Testing

The licensee proposes:

These valves will be exercised quarterly based on the presehce and cessation of flow
when the Instrument Air Compressors are started and stopped. These valves are
stroke tested but timing will be not [sic] performed.

2.1.3 Evaluation

The valves for which the licensee requests relief, SOV-1177 and SOV-1178, are in the cooling
supply lines to the instrument air aftercooler and the instrument air compressor bearings. Their
function is to open to provide coohng water when the instrument air compressors are in .
service. OM-10 Paragraph 4.2.1.4 requnres the stroke time of all power-operated valves be

_. measured to at least the nearest second. The licensee proposes to exercise these valves on a
quarterly basis. But instead of measuring.the stroke time, they would verify the solenoid
valves had opened based on the presence of.cooling flow in the flow indicators.
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Mr. A. Alan Blind

Vice President, Nuclear Power
Consolidated Edison Company
“of New York, Inc.

Broadway and Bleakley Avenue
Buchanan, NY 10511

SUBJECT: SAFETY EVALUATION OF RELIEF REQUESTS FOR THE PUMP AND VALVE
INSERVICE TESTING PROGRAM - INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR GENERATING
UNIT NO. 2 (TAC NO. MA3302)

Dear Mr. Blind:

By letter dated May 12, 1998, Consolida_ted Edison Company of New York, Inc., submitted

* three relief requests for valves in the Indian Point Unit No. 2 Inservice Testing Program. The
staff has reviewed the proposed relief requests’ agamst the requirements of the 1989 Edition of
Section Xl of the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Boiler and Pressure
Vessel Code pursuant to Section 50.55a of Part 50 to Title 10 of the Code of Federal

Regulatlon

The results of the review are provided in the enclosed Safety Evaluation. For the two solenoid
operated valves in the instrument air closed cooling system, the staff has determined that the
‘'stroke time testing requirement of OM-10 Paragraph 4.2.1.4 is impractical and relief is granted
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55a(f)(6)(i). The relief granted is authorized by law and will not
endanger life or property or the common defense and security and is otherwise in the public
interest giving due consideration to the burden upon the licensee if the requirement were
imposed on the facility. The proposed alternative to the check valve exercising requirement of
OM-10 Paragraph 4.3.2 is authorized pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55a(a)(3)(ii), for the two selected
check valves in the residual heat removal system The proposed alternative to the
requirements of OM-10 Paragraph 4.3.2 is denied for the two auxiliary feedwater system check
valves.

This completes the staff's efforts on TAC No. MA3302. If you have any questions, please
contact me at (301) 415-1421.

Sinéerely,

-

Vi o

~S. Singh Bajwa, Director
- Project Directorate 1-1
Division of Reactor Projects - I/ll
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Docket No. 50-247
Enclosure: Safety Evaluation

cc w/encl: See next page
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These valves have no control switches and no indicating lights. Since these valves cannot be
stroke timed by observatlon of valve position, either remotely or locally, it is impractical to

" measure the valve stroke times by conventional means. Imposition of the Code requnrements
would require that the valves be modified or replaced.

_ The staff has determined. that, while exercising solenoid-operated valves on a quarterly
“schedule ensures that the valves actuate properly, it is not adequate for IST. However, if the
- quarterly frequency requirements of the Code are met, it is acceptable to use diagnostic
- methods for stroke timing. The licensee proposes to verify the opening and closing of the
solenoid valves by the presence of cooling flow in the flow indicators. The quarterly
verification, while not measuring stroke time or monitoring for degradation, does provide an
indication that each solenoid valve is moving to its safety position by verifying actual disk
movement. If during quarterly testing the valves should fail to function correctly, the licensee
should be aware that the corrective action requirements of OM-10 Paragraph 4.2.1.9 still
_apply. The licensee’s alternative method is consistent with the guidance recommended in
Section 4.2.8 of NUREG-1482 and provides an acceptable level of quality and safety by
providing assurance of valve operability.

2.1.4 Conclusion

“Relief is granted from the power operated valve stroke time test requirements of OM-10
Paragraph 4.2.1.4 for SOV-1177 and SOV-1178. The alternative testing provides reasonable
assurance of operational readiness. Based on the impracticality of complying with the Code
and the burden on the licensee if those requirements were imposed, relief is granted pursuant
to 10 CFR 50.55a(f)(6)(i).

2.2 Relief Request Number 37

OM-10 Paragraph 4.3.2 establishes the test frequency for exercising of check valves
Disassembly of valves during refueling outages, as an alternative to quarterly testing, is
allowed by Paragraph 4.3.2.4(c). The licensee plans to implement a refueling outage sample
disassembly and inspection program for two valves in the residual heat removal (RHR) system
~ as an alternative to the Code requirement to disassemble each valve every refueling outage.

2. 2 1 Llcensee s Basis for Requestmq Rellef

The licensee states:

These valves are exercised open during refueling operation to provide routine clean-up
~of the RCS [reactor coolant system] water. The purification system is only placed in
" service if the RCS pressure is less than 50 psig. This precludes exercising the check
valve quarterly. There is no practlcal test method to prove valve closure on cessation
or reversal of flow.



2.2.2 Alternate Testing

The licensee proposes:

These check valves will be nominally exercised open during refueling by normal
operation of RHR Purification.. The valves will be included in the Check Valve Sample

" Disassembly/Inspection Program at Refueling frequency in accordance with NRC '
Generic Letter 89-04.

2.2.3 Evaluation

The check valves for which the licensee requests relief, 829A and 829B, are in the RHR
system. When the RHR pumps are not in operation, these valves prevent letdown flow. For
potential RHR overpressurization events the function of these check valves is to direct water
to the pressurizer relief tank in order to relieve RHR overpressurization. OM-10 Paragraph

" 4.3.2 requires that the check valves be exercised nominally every 3 months. As an alternative
“to the testing, the Code allows dlsassembly every refueling outage to determine operability of
the valves (OM-10 Paragraph 4.3.2. 4(c)). Instead of disassembling each valve every refueling
outage, the licensee proposes to employ the saniple dlsassembly and inspection provision as
recommended in GL 89-04.

The staff Position 2 of GL 89-04 allows for the employment of a sample disassembly and
inspection plan for groups of identical valves in similar applications. This approach is
appropriate for instances where the licensee has determined that it is burdensome to
disassemble and inspect all applicable valves each refueling outage. The staff finds that it is

" purdensome for the licensee to inspect both valves every refueling outage in that it creates a

hardshlp without a compensating increase in the level of quality and safety.

The sample disassembly and inspection plan involves grouping similar valves and testing one
valve in each group during each refueling outage. Guidelines for this plan are stated in
Appendix A of NUREG-1482. The sampling technique requires that each valve in the group
be the same design and have the same service conditions including valve orientation.
Additionally, at each disassembly the licensee must verify that the disassembled valve is
capable of full stroking and the internals of the valve are structurally sound. Also, if the
disassembly is to verify the full-stroke capability of the valve, the disk should be manually
exercused

A different valve of each group is required to be disassembled, inspected, and manually full-

stroke exercised at each successive refueling outage, until the entire group has been tested. If

the disassembled valve is not capable of being full-stroke exercised or there is binding or

failure of valve internals, the remaining valves in that group must also be disassembled,

~ inspected, and manually full-stroke exercised during the same outage. Once this is complete
the sequence of disassembly must be repeated.

The licensee’s proposed alternative is consistent with the guidelines provided in Appendix A of
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NUREG-1482 and provides an acceptable level of quality and safety by providing assurance of
valve operability. '

2.2.4 Conclusuon

The proposed alternative to the requirements of OM-10 Paragraphs 4 3. 2 is authorized

- . pursuant to 10 CFR 50. 55a(a)(3)(u) Compliance with the specified requirements of this

“section would result in hardship or unusual difficulty wuthout a compensating increase in the
' Ievel of quality and safety

2.3 Relief Request Number 38

OM-10 Paragraph 4.3.2 establishes the test frequency for exercising of check valves.
Disassembly of valves during refueling outages, as an alternative to quarterly testing, is
allowed by Paragraph 4.3.2.4(c). The licensee plans to implement a refueling outage sample
disassembly and inspection program for two valves in the auxiliary feedwater system as an
alternative to the Code requirement to disassemble each valve every refueling outage.

2.3.1 >Lic_ensee’s Basis for Requesting Relief
. The licensee states:

. The check valves will be nominally exercised open and closed during testing of 22
 Auxiliary Feedwater Pump. The current testing is adequate to determine that there is
-enough flow through the common return to assure a minimum total auxiliary feedwater
pump recirculation flow of 80 gpm [gallons per minute]. There is no practical test
method to prove full valve openmg on pump operation or closure on cessation or
reversal of flow.

2.3.2 Altemate Testing

The licensee proposes:

The valves will be included in the Check Valve Sample Disasserﬁblyllnspe'ction
Program at Refueling frequency in accordance with NRC Generic Letter 89-04.

2.3.3 Evaluation

‘The two valves which the licensee proposes to place in the check valve sample disassembly -
. program are BFD-50 and BFD-68. The function of the steam-driven feedwater pump
' recirculation check valve, BFD-50, is to prevent damage to the auxiliary feedwater pump by
~ opening to provide greater than 80 gpm recirculation flow. The other valve, BFD-68, is a check
- valve-in the auxiliary feedwater pump’s bearing cooling water return line. Its function is to
"prevent damage to the pump by opening to provide adequate cooling flow to maintain the
bearings below 160 degrees-Fahrenheéit. OM-10 Paragraph 4.3.2 requires that the check
valves be exercised nomlnally every 3 months. As an alternative to the testing, the Code
allows disassembly every refueling outage to determine operability of the valves (OM-10
_ Paragraph 4.3.2.4(c)). Instead of disassembling each valve every refueling outage, the
- licensee proposes to employ the sample disassembly and inspection prov:smn as
recommended inGL 89-04.
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The staff Position 2 of GL 89-04 allows for the employment of a sample dlsassembly and
inspection plan for groups of identical valves i in similar applications. The plan involves grouping
similar valves and testing one valve in each group during each refueling outage. Guidelines -

for this plan are stated in Appendix A of NUREG-1482. The sampling technique requires that
each valve in the group be the same design and have the same service conditions mcludlng

valve orientation.

The valves which the licensee proposes to group together BFD-50 and BFD-68, do not have
the same service conditions and. they serve different functions. This is inconsistent with
guidance provided in NUREG-1482 Therefore the licensee’s proposed sample drsassembly

and lnspectlon planis denied since it has not shown that an altemative should be granted
" pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55a. The licensee may disassemble each valve (BFD-50 and BFD-68)

every refueling outage to_ verify operability as permitted by Code.

2.3.4 Conclusion

Relief from the check valve exercising recjuirements ef OM-10 Paragraph 4.3.2 is denied.
3.0 CONCLUSION |

The proposed alternative described in Section 2.2 (Relief Request #37) is authorized pursuant

~ to 10 CFR 50.55a(a)(3)(ii), on the basis that imposition of the Code requirements would result
" in hardship without a compensating increase in the level of quality and safety. Relief Request
#36 (Section 2.1) is granted pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55a(f)(6)(i) based on the impracticality of

complying with the Code and the burden on the licensee if those requirements were imposed.
The proposed alternative described in section 2.3 (Relief Request # 38) is denied because the
proposed alternative does not meet the service condition provision of GL 839-04, Position 2 or
otherwise show that the alternative is acceptable pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55a(3).

Principal Reviewer. M. Kotzalas

Date: February 18, 1999




