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ROBERT C. MECREDY
Vice President
hfucleor Operotions July 31, 1995

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Document. Control Desk
Attn: Allen R. Johnson

Project Directorate I-1
Washington, D.C. 20555

Subject: Closure Submittal of NRC Generic Letter 89-10
R. E. Ginna Nuclear Power Plant
Docket No. 50-244

Ref.(a): Ginna Motor-Operated Valve Inspection 95-06, dated June
16, 1995

Dear Mr. Johnson:

The purpose of this submittal is to advise closure of the Rochester
Gas & Electric (RG&E) Generic Letter (GL) 89-10 Motor-Operated
Valve (MOV) Test Program at Ginna Station in accordance with GL 89-
10, its supplements, and current closure guidance provided by the
NRC. Program closure is based on the completion of design-basis
capability verification of GL 89-10 MOVs installed at Ginna
Station. RG&E has completed the recommended design and test
activities to establish the design assurance for the performance of
safety-related functions under worst-case design-basis conditions
for applicable MOVs in their existing configuration.

While RG&E is providing closure notification of the GL 89-10
program, we intend to maintain this program for the continued
verification of MOV operability.
The inspection report executive summary (Reference a) noted that
administrative controls were lacking as related to inconsistencies
and omissions in the GL 89-10 program documents. It was concluded
that none of these deficiencies affected MOV functionality. We
believe that our administrative controls for the implementation of
the MOV program have been improved as demonstrated by but not
limited to the following:

Revision of the program implementation document, the MOV
Qualification Program Plan, to address each of the applicable
issues identified by Reference (a).

Creation of a plant procedure for the specific purpose of
ensuring that. the post-test operability verification is
performed prior to declaration of operability.
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Revision of the design-basis calculation that establishes the
basis for the GL 89-10 MOV scope to clarify the inclusion/
exclusion methodology for MOVs at Ginna Station.

RG&E has reviewed the Inspection Follow-up Items (IFIs) and
Unresolved Item (URI) contained within Reference (a) and we
substantially agree with the areas discussed and have made
revisions to the appropriate program documents to address these
items. Still, there are several issues for which we wish to
clarify or reiterate our position regarding specific concerns
identified as inspector follow-up items (IFIs) within Reference (a)
as follows:

RG&E agrees that the grouping methodology inadvertently
employed for MOVs 850B and 4008 was not consistent with the
recommendations provided by Supplement 6 to GL 89-10. RG&E
intends to perform differential pressure testing of these two
MOVs during the 1996 refueling outage. Since the test results
for the sister MOVs indicate significant margin exists, no
operability concerns have been identified. (IFI 95-06-08)

RG&E believes that sufficient technical basis exists to allow
the grouping of MOVs 4609, 4613, 4614 and 4780. These four
butterfly valves possess sufficient equivalency in design and
operating conditions to warrant the application of shared test
data. RG&E has completed differential pressure testing of
MOVs 4614 and 4609, although during the 1995 inspection the
test summary spreadsheets were not fully updated, since the
MOV 4609 test was performed in late 1994. (IPI 95-06-08)

The 200 psid differential pressure value noted for the
turbine-driven auxiliary feedwater pump MOVs 3504A and 3505A,
which was based upon 1992 dynamic tests, is not considered to
be the appropriate value for the GL 89-10 program, since the
results of both differential pressure tests prove that
sufficient thrust is available for the MOVs to close against
the higher design-basis differential pressure as established
by our Design Analysis. That pressure is determined from the
required steam pressure that exists when the turbine-driven
auxiliary feedwater pump delivers 400 gpm to the steam
generators. (Section 2.1 of reference a.)

RG&E continues to maintain that the differential pressure
requirements in establishing test values under the GL 89-10
program be based on design-basis conditions. The program has
been formulated to ensure MOVs are setup to meet design-basis
requirements as opposed to other non-design-basis conditions
that could exist, provided that sufficient margins have been
demonstrated. Other conditions, such as those established in
emergency operating procedures, normal, and abnormal operating
conditions, were reviewed to demonstrate that sufficient
margin does exist. as compared to the design-basis values. We



do not view it to be a contradiction within our GL 89 10
program document, since the review of those other conditions
supplemented, as opposed to being an integral part of, the 89-
10 program. (IFI 95-06-01)

RG&E has established the basis for periodic operability
verification through the use of differential pressure testing.
MOVs designated as high risk with low operability margin
(< 104) are subject to at, least one additional differential
pressure test. This approach will allow the evaluation of the
effects of age-related degradation on those MOVs most
susceptible. (IFI 95-06-06)

Reference (a) stated that an exception to the guidelines
existed as related to RG&E not performing a valve thrust
verification test on MOVs following valve packing adjustment.
Based on RG&Es experience with the Valve Packing Improvement
Program and guidance provided by valve packing vendors, we
continue to maintain that, as long as packing gland torque
remains at or below the reference baseline torque value
following packing adjustment, no significant increase in stem
friction will result and no retest using diagnostic equipment
is necessary. This position does not appear to be directly
contrary to the GL 89-10 guidance and we are reluctant to add
an additional layer of testing requirements absent a general
industry-wide adoption of the retesting approach following
routine packing adjustments performed by maintenance
activities. (IFI 95-06-07)

The inspection report (Section 2.8) states that the Design
Analysis document NSL-5080-002 should be revised to include
the pressure locking thermal binding (PLTB) considerations for
MOVs RHR-850A/B and RCS-515/516 (PORV block valves). As noted
in the inspection report, this issue with regard to the impact
on design-basis differential pressure requirements for motor-
operated gate valves, is currently unresolved pending issuance
of generic guidance by the NRC. RG&E has completed two
studies and believes reasonable assurance exists to preclude
significant concern at this time. The operability of the
susceptible gate valves has been appropriately addressed.
Pending issuance of the NRC planned generic guidance, we
believe it appropriate at this time to keep separate the PLTB
studies evaluated under the Altran technical report and the GL
89-10 Design Analysis. (URI 95-06-09)

Very truly yours,

Robert C. Mecre y



NRC5 WW, KAME3 87

xc: Mr. Allen R. Johnson (Mail Stop 14B2)
Project Directorate I-1
Washington, D.C. 20555

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region I
475 Allendale Road
King of Prussia, PA 19406

US NRC Ginna Senior Resident inspector


