
Stephen B. Brain 
Vice President 

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. September 29, 1992 
Indian Point Station 
Broadway & Bleakley Avenue Re: Indian Point Unit No. 2 
Buchanan, NY 10511 Docket No. 50-247 
Telephone (914) 737-8116 

Document Control Desk 
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Mail Station P1-137 
Washington, DC 20555 

SUBJECT: Clarification of Response to Generic Letter 90-06, 
"Resolution of Generic Issue 70, 'Power-Operated 
Relief Valve and Block Valve Reliability', and 
Generic Issue 94, 'Additional Low-Temperature Over 
Protection for Light-Water Reactors' (TAC Nos.  
M77355 and M77425) 

By letter dated December 21, 1990, Con Edison submitted its 
response to the subject generic letter dated June 25, 1990, 
which suggested several specific actions to improve the 
reliability of Power-Operated Relief Valves (PORVs) and their 
block valves. These actions involved quality assurance, 
maintenance and testing programs, and modifications to 
technical specifications. We indicated that many of the 
suggested actions were already in existence for the PORVs at 
Indian Point Unit No. 2 and that the programs would continue 
to be maintained. We also stated that it was not necessary 
to modify the technical specifications as suggested in the 
generic letter.  

The staff review of our response was communicated by letter 
dated July 28, 1992 which indicated that selected portions of 
the generic letter were declined or modified in our December 
21, 1990 submittal, and requested that we resubmit a response 
that is in keeping with the intent of the generic letter.  
The staff identified three issues to be addressed which 
involve PORV stroke testing and two changes to the technical 
specifications concerning allowed outage times for inoperable 
PORVs.  

This letter provides clarification of our initial response by 
addressing the three issues raised in the Staff review.  
Pursuant to Section 182 of the Atomic Energy Act and 10 CFR 
50.54(f), detailed responses are provided in the attachment.  
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Should you or your staff have any questions regarding this 
matter, please contact Mr. Charles W. Jackson, Manager, 
Nuclear Safety & Licensing.  

Very truly yours, 

/41 

Subscribed and sworn to 
before me this _day 
of September, 1992.  

Notary Public 

KAREN L LANCASTER 
Notary Public, State of New York 

No. 60-4643659 
Qualified In Westchestqr County 

Term Expires q/3o 5 

cc: Mr. Thomas T. Martin 
Regional Administrator - Region I 
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406 

Mr. Francis J. Williams, Jr., Project Manager 
Project Directorate I-1 
Division of Reactor Projects I/II 
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Mail Stop 14B-2 
Washington, DC 20555 

Senior Resident Inspector 
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
PO Box 38 
Buchanan, NY 10511
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CLARIFICATION OF RESPONSE TO GENERIC LETTER 90-06 

The three issues that were requested to be addressed as a result of the 
Staff review, as specified in the letter dated July 28, 1992, are listed 
below followed by our clarification.  

Issue 1 

Discuss how power-operated relief valve (PORV) stroke testing provides 
assurance that the PORVs will perform all necessary safety functions 
adequately at the required system operating conditions.  

Clarification 

The generic letter and the July 28, 1992 staff review letter propose that 
stroke testing of PORVs be performed during Mode 3 (Hot Standby) or Mode 4 
(Hot Shutdown). Average reactor coolant temperature is specified as greater 
than 350OF for Mode 3 and between 350OF and 200OF for Mode 4. Although 
Indian Point Unit No. 2 does not use these Mode definitions, the Hot 
Shutdown condition for the plant encompasses the temperature range from 
greater than 200OF to less than or equal to 5550F, which is consistent with 
the combined range of the two Modes.  

At Indian Point Unit No. 2, the PORVs and block valves are stroked during 
the performance of the surveillance test to verify the operability of the 
Overpressure Protection System (OPS) logic. 'Although the actual times to 
open and close are not determined by this test, the valves are verified to 
open and close. During an evolution to bring the plant to Cold Shutdown, 
the test is performed at Hot Shutdown prior to establishing conditions where 
the PORVs are used for low-temperature overpressure protection. Therefore, 
since the PORVs are demonstrated to open and close during a mode of 
operation equivalent to those recommended in the generic letter, we believe 
we meet the intent of the generic letter.  

As indicated in our initial submittal, stroke testing of the PORVs and block 
valves is performed at Cold Shutdown. This consists of full stroke 
verification and stroke time verification.  

Issue 2 

For those facilities that can accomplish the three safety functions 
identified in the generic letter without relying on PORVs for the feed and 
bleed function, the allowed outage time for an inoperable PORV (for reasons 
other than excessive leakage) may be increased from the recommended 72 hours 
to 7 days.  

Clarification 

As indicated in our initial submittal, the ability to relieve primary system 
pressure using the PORVs is not credited in any Indian Point Unit No. 2 
design basis accident analyses. Additionally, the PORVs are not relied 
upon as the primary means of mitigating a steam generator tube rupture



accident. Typically, the normal pressurizer spray supplied by the RCPs 
would be used with offsite power available. If normal spray is not 
available, then one PORV could be used if it is available. If not, the RCS 
can be depressurized with auxiliary spray supplied by the charging pumps.  
The charging pumps are manually loaded onto the emergency diesel generators 
in the event of a loss of offsite power.  

The cost/benefit comparison presented in NUREG-1316, "Technical Findings and 
Regulatory Analysis Related to Generic Issue 70 - Evaluation of [PORV] and 
Block Valve Reliability in PWR Nuclear Power Plants", relies heavily on a 
large Outage Avoidance Cost (OAC). As accepted in the NUREG, the EPRI 
observation that the capacity losses attributed to PORVs and block valves 
have remained relatively constant over the years infers that little, if any, 
improvement has been made in the maintenance and quality assurance 
procedures for these valves. EPRI was also referenced as concluding that 
valve performances could be significantly improved by proper operation and 
maintenance.  

Considering the above, the OAC discussion in NUREG-1316 concluded that 
placing PORVs and block valves on the quality assurance program list of 
critical valves, improvements in PORV and block valve maintenance programs 
and quality assurance procedures, inservice testing in accordance with 
Section XI of the ASME Code and additional testing for block valves 
requested in Generic Letter 89-10, and upgrading the technical 
specifications on these valves could result in a 75 percent reduction in 
plant capacity losses attributed to PORVs and block valves.  

Our initial submittal indicated that the PORVs and block valves are and have 
been part of a QA program which is in accordance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B; 
are and have been included in the preventive maintenance program; and are 
and have been included in a Section XI test program. Historically, the 
Indian Point Unit No. 2 PORVs and block valves have operated reliably, 
excluding seat leakage. Therefore, since the improvements requested in the 
generic letter were already in place, and PORV and block valve problems have 
not been the cause of plant capacity losses, there is no consequent OAC 
savings opportunity for Indian Point Unit No. 2. Moreover, inclusion of the 
block valves in the expanded MOV test program in accordance with Generic 
Letter 89-10 was part of the backfit analysis for that generic letter and 
cannot appropriately be factored into the backfit analysis for another 
generic letter.  

The only remaining element of the OAC calculation is the upgrading of the 
technical specifications to impose a 72-hour allowed outage time on one 
inoperable PORV. This restriction could result in an increase in Indian 
Point Unit No. 2 capacity losses, which would incur outage costs. Combined 
with the cost of implementing a change to the Technical Specifications, a 
negative cost/benefit value results. It is our position that considering 
the reliable operation of our PORVs and block valves, and the in-place 
quality assurance, maintenance and testing programs, there would be no 
substantial increase in overall protection of public health and safety if a 
72-hour allowed outage time were imposed on the PORVs. Further, the lack of 
any increased health and safety benefit does not justify the costs which 
would be incurred to implement such a restriction.



Issue .3 

The staff would be receptive to extending the recommended 24-hour allowed 
outage time with an inoperable low-temperature overpressure protection 
channel to 7 days provided the plant is not water-solid. For such cases, 
the licensee must identify a pressurizer level which provides a level of 
protection against cold overpressurizat ion comparable to that provided by 
the nitrogen bubble in B&W facilities.  

Clarification 

Technical Specifications for Indian Point Unit No. 2 currently include 
restrictions on equipment operation to protect the reactor coolant system 
(RCS) against overpressure transients when RCS temperature is less than or 
equal to 3050F. This is accomplished by restricting the number of charging 
and safety injection pumps that can be energized to that which can be 
accommodated by the PORVs or gas space in the pressurizer, by providing 
administrative controls on starting of a reactor coolant pump (RCP) when the 
primary water temperature is less than the secondary water temperature, or 
by providing vent area from the RCS to containment for those situations 
where neither the PORVs nor the available pressurizer gas space are 
sufficient to preclude the pressure resulting from postulated transients 
from exceeding the limits of 10 CFR 50, Appendix G.  

The restrictions on starting a RCP with the secondary side water temperature 
higher than the primary side will prevent RCS overpres suri zat ions from the 
resultant volumetric swell into the pressurizer that is caused by potential 
heat additions from the startup of a RCP without any other RCPs operating.  
When pressurizer level is between 30 and 85% of span, protection is provided 
through the use of the PORVs. When pressurizer level is less than 30% of 
span, additional restrictions on pressurizer pressure make reliance on the 
PORVs unnecessary since the gas compression resulting from the insurge of 
liquid from the RCS pump start is insufficient to cause RCS pressure to 
exceed the Appendix G limits. The same method, i.e., control of pressurizer 
pressure and level, is used to accommodate the mass insurge into the 
pressurizer from safety injection and charging pump starts when the PORVs 
are not operational. These operating restrictions are contained in Figures 
3.1.A-2 and -3 of the Technical Specifications.  

An additional restriction is put on the RCP start when the secondary system 
water temperature is less than or equal to 30OF higher than the primary 
water system and the pressurizer level is greater than 30%. This 
restriction is to prohibit starting the first RCP when the RCS temperature 
is between 275 0 F and 305 0 F. The purpose of the restriction is to assure 
that the temperature rise resulting from the transient will not be outside 
the temperature limits for OPS actuation.  

Based on the above, we believe this complies with the staff guidance by 
providing a level of protection against cold overpressurization, and 
therefore justifies an acceptable allowed outage time with an inoperable OPS 
channel of 7 days as currently provided in the Indian Point Unit No. 2 
Technical Specifications.
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