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MEMORANDUM FOR: Eaward L. Jordan, Chairman
Comittee to keview Generic Requirenents

FROM: James K, Sniezek, Leputy Director
Office of huclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: MINUTES OF THE PUELIC MEETINGS ON GENERIC LETTER 85-C4

In June 1589, the Mechranica) Engineering Branch (MEB) of the Office of huclear
Feactor Regulation held four public meetings to discuss Generic Letter £5-04,
"Guidance on Developing Acceptable Inservice Testing Programs.* This generic
letter, issued on Apri| 3, 1885, provides to huloers of nuclear power plant
cperating licenses and construction permits guidance that 1s intended to
irgrove inservice testirg (1ST) programs et nuclear power plarts, The public
meetirgs were well attended with a significant amourt of interest in the
generic letter shown by the licersees,

At each meeting, L. B, Marsh, E. J. Sullivan, and a regional management repre-
sentative proviced brief presentations on the overall goal of inservice testing
and on the contents of Generic Letter 85-04. Following the presentations, the
MEE staff and the contractor that assists in 187 program reviews fielged
questions from the audience. In addition, the staff indicatec that neetirg
minutes would be prepared to respond more fully to the questions. To a large
extert, the questions and responses 1nvolved clarifications ¢f the generic
letter and 1t3 pesitions, explanations of the staff's bases for the generic
letter positions, and interpretations of relevant ASME Code requirements.

A corbinec set of minutes has been prepared for the four public meetings. The
minutes incluce surraries of the NRC presentations anc responses to questions
reisec by the attendees. Transcripts were taken at the Chicago and San
francisco meetings to assist in the Freparation of the minutes. A copy of

the reeting minutes will be distributec to holders of nuclear power plant
opereting licenses and construction permits, Meeting attendees who providec
their acgdress will also be provided with the meeting minutes. Further, the
meeting rinutes together with the transcripts will pe placed in the NRC Public
Decument Room,

The meeting minutes, including staff responses to questions, are consistent
wWith the c¢iscussions between the Committee to Review Generic Requirements
(CRGR) and the NRC staff in preparation for issuance of Generic Letter 89-04,
Because of the wide range of questions on IST issues, however, many of the
steff responses in the meeting minutes extend beycnd the scope of the CRGR
oisctussions, For the most part, the responses that have not been discussed

CONTACT: L.B. Marsh, DET:EMEB
48-20802

1

Attachment 1 to Enclosure 2
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taward L. Jordan wle-

with the CRGR simply clarify or amplify the guidance in the generic letter.

For example, these responses discuss the extension of the check vaive dis-
assembly schedule in Position 2 (see Question 12), ihe use of disassembly/-
inspection of check valves in lieu of full stroke exercising (see Question 16),
the information that should be submitted to Justify an extension of the schedule
for implementation of the generic letter (see Question 56), the schedule for
implementation of the generic letter by plants listed in Table 1 or 2 of the
generic letter (see Question 57), and relief request reviews for future ten-year
upcates of IST programs (see Question 70). Some of the stuff responses address
ireas of inservice testing outside the scope of the generic letter and, thus,
have not been subject to CRGR review. Nevertheless, these response are
consistent with Commission regulations, staff regulatory guidance, and staff
Interpretations of the ASME Code. In the minutes, responses in this category
dre associatec to the main extent with Questions 92 to 112.

The minutes of the public meetings to discuss Generic Letter 89-04 and its
gistribution letter are enclosed for your information and review. From the
above cescription of the meeting minutes, it would not appear necessary for the
CRGR to perform « detailed evaluation of all aspects of the minutes. Further,
the FEE staff has learned that there is significant interest on the part of
incustry personnel in the meeting minutes and that they intend to use the
minutes in implementing Generic Letter 89-04. To facilitate your

consideration of the meeting minutes, the MEB staff will be available at your
convenierce to respond informally or at a meeting to any questions you may

Original signed by

’aTSi@sSﬂ?zghiezet. Deputy NDirector

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures: As statec

Distribution:

Central File TSullivan FdMiraclia
EMEB RF LBMarsh JHSniezek
TScarbrough JRichardson CBerlinger
TScarbrough CHRON JPartlow IST Service List (w/o encls)

*See previous concurrences®

DET:EMEE:* DET:EMEB* DET:EMEB* QET: D+
TScarbrough:rsc EJSullivan LBMarsh JERichardson
8/ 9/89 8/9 /89 E/9/89 8/ /89
OGCEB:DOEA* NRP:* N

CBerlinger FdMiraglia ezek

E,’l?,"89 8/’29/89 /89

Technical Egitor review received on August 23, 1989, The questions asked
at the meeting were not edited to preserve their exact language. Responses
along with the remaining minutes were edited.
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10: LL LICENSEES OF OPERATING NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS AND
HOLDERS OF CONSTRUCTION PEFRIITS FOR NUCLEAR POWER
PLANTS, AND INDIVIDUALS ON THE ATTACHED DISTRIBUTION LIST

SUBJECT: MIKUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETINGS ON GENERIC LETTER BS-04

In Jure 1985, the NRC staff hela four public meetings to discuss Generic
Letter £3-04, “"Guicance on Develoring Acceptable Inservice Testing Programs.”®
Thic ceneric letter, issuec on April 3, 198S, provides guidance aimeg at
1mprovang Ynservice testing (XSTg programs at nuclear power plants,

Atteched for the use of licensees and construction permit holders in developing

& response to the generic letter are the minutes of the pubirc meetings.
Licersees anc perrit holders should review the entire package tecause specific
steff guidence must be considered ir the context of all questions and

responses. Information of particular significance is provided in the responses to
Questicn 56 concerning the information that must be submitted to Justify any
extension of the schedules establishec in the generic letter and to Question

70 concerning the ten-year update of the IST program,

Plezse direct questions or comments regarding the meeting minutes to the
apprepriate KL Project Manager,

Janes G. Partlow
kssociate Director for Projects
Cffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure: As stated
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Region |

6/5/89
ORGANIZAY]ON

Paul Cervenka

Jir Connolly

B111 Kittle
Cornelius Cocdington
Jeffrey Lomm
Ceborah K, Schult:
John Rigert

bob Knight

Shafy Rokerya
hoah Fetherston
Safio Toth
Fatrick She'lgon
Francis Kamisks
Joann west

Clive Callaway
John T, Lingberg
Douglas B. Ritter
Eugene Perry

Jeff Keyharg
Joan F, Etzweiler
J.R. Bashista
Albert A. Koeh)

« C. Ruppert
Binz 1V
kallace
Koodard
heladyna

J. L. Sabins

W. G. Carro))

X)X e
- - - -

GPUN

PSKK/NHY
PSESG-Salem
PP&L

NYPA

PSEAG

LILCO

GPUN

NYPA

Yankee Atomic
NYPA

Yankee Atomic
PSE & G

Beaver Valley
NUMARC

FP&L

PPEL

Con Edison
Niagara Mohawk
Con Edison
TM1-]

NES

PECC

PSESG

NYPA Fitzpatrick
NYPA Fitzpatrick
BECO

BECO

BECO
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6/8/E%
NANT DRGANIZATION
W. £. Galbreatn Duke Power
J. A. Witherspoon Ouke Fuwer
John Zeirler USNRC
Faul Burnett USNRC/DRS/TPS
J. J. Lenahan NRC

M. belforgd

Steve A, Sauncers
J. S. Jackson

C. L. Dunkerly

J. M. Duke

Eten Burns

Phailip J. North
RKobin Lyle

w. E. Campoell, Jr.
Gary Sratn

wavel Justice
Stephen E. Mohn
A. L. Koon

Gere G, Sowlt

Ken Kmet2

John Zucdans

A, korald Jacobstein
Art Caudil)
Kerbert P. Walker
Si¢ Eurns

Buc Syx

Kris Miller

Jim Kolton

Mark Oryden

Stan Pruitt

Al Schnerger

Jehn Kin

Feter Taylor
Arthur Szczepaniec
Karl Jacobs

John B, Lee, Jr.
S. L. Nager

John J. Hayes, Jr,

Southern Company

SER] Grand Gulf

TVA

Baltimore Gas § Electric
TSE

BCP Techical Services, Inc.
Duke Power Company

Southern Company Services, Inc.

USNRC/RES

System Energy

System Energy

Florida Power 3 Light

South Carolina Electric § Ges
SCESG V. C. Summer Station
Enercon Services

Florica Power § Light

Georgia Power Company
Georgia Power Company
Alabanms Power Company
Georgia Power Company
Florida Power & Light
Fiorida Puwer Corporation
Florida Powe~ & Light
Carolina Power § Light
Enercon Services
Yirginia Power

NRC

NRC

N.Y.P.A,

Virginia Power

Duke Power Cumpany

NRC
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Region 11!
6/13/85

ORGAN]ZATION

Bruce J. Sheffel
Larry L. Campbel)
Paul Sherarsnt)
James K, karkress
Laurence Attochman
Dale L, Jones

Gary E. Kknapp
Kobert T, Kerestes
Gary J. Roesner
Dorald W. Zebrauskas
Mort Khazraa
Stephen J, Coleman
Roger Dale Sogruoe
Davie (. Uherek
vames F. Smith
Cavic Mazliach
renneth Kelber
Timothy P. Jaeger
John G201

Steve Sovich

Dave Jones

Joe Edom

Norm Peterson

llark Farrig
Patrick ¥, Finnemore
Corcon Svendsen
veff Gr2eszczak
Gary Bal

Pat Tobin

Doug Kerr

Mark Horbaczewski
¥inze Treagne
Erent Metrow
Lewrence Sage
Steven M. Hutton
Bill Carrel)
Joseph L. Zabina
John C. Rivers
Vince Concel
Stephen Forshe
Stephen P, Brown
Dennis Carlson
Frank Dunder

Russ Temminga

A. John Birkle
veff Cook

George Schrader
David ranuch
Steve Bell

Detroit Edison Company

Toledo Edison

NRC

Commonwealth Edison - Byron Station
NUTECH Engineers

WUTECH Engineers

Commonwea ith Edison - Quagd Cities

111 nois Power Co. - Clinton Power Station
Urion Electric - Callaway
Commonwealth Edison

Toledo Edison

KOX Corporation

LaSalle Station (CeCo)

LaSalle Station (CeCO)

NRC

NOX Corporation

CeCo LaSalle County

Combustion Engineering

Commonwealth Edison

Duguesne Light Company

Ducuesne Light Company

lowa Electric Light § Power

Towa Electric Light § Power

IMPELL

Kisconsin Public Service Corp.
Commonwes 1th Edisor. - Zion Station
Commonwea 1th Edison - Braidwooc Station
Commonwee 1th Edison - Braidwood Station
horthern States Power

NUTECH Engineers

Urescen Station

Point Beach Nuclear Plant

I11inois Dept. of Nuclear Safety
I1'1inois Dept. of Nuciear Safety
Energy Testing Services

Pilgrim Station

Pilgrim Station

Cleveland Electric IMMumirating Company
Perry Power Piant

Impell lorporaticn

NUTECH Engineers

Northern States Power

Lommonwea I1th Edison - Dresden Station
Commorwealth Edison

Consumer Power Company Big Rock Point
Omaha Public Power District

Consumers Power Corcany

Impell Corporation - Dresden Station
I11inois Power
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6/15/8%
hAME ORGANIZRT]ON
Mary Miller NRC

Robert Mcwilliars
ren Trippe)
Steve wiceman
Alan Harris
Bruce wadley

Den Ringle
Clifforg Clark
John Arhar

Terry Pellisero
Steve L. Scammor
Al Atbasi

Johr DeBonis
Faul Croy

oon Hickrman
Rocky Schuitz
Wayne halling
Steve As2talos

Arkansas Power & Light

Houston Lighting & Power - South Texas Project
wolf Creek huclear Uperating Corporation
Katerforg 3

TU Electric - Commanche Peak

TU Electric

NRC

Pacific Ges & Llectric - Diablo Canyon
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. - Diablo Canyon
Supply System

Southern Califoraia Edison

Storne & Webster (c/o0 TU Electric)

So. Cal Ed.

NRC

Cooper Nuclear Station

Gulf States Utility - River Bend

(ygna Energy Services



(ES OF THE PUBLIC MEETINGS TO DISCUSS
GENERIC LETTER 89-04
“GUIDANCE ON DEVELOPING ACCEPTABLE INSERVICE TESTING PROGRAMS®

Cn Aprii 3, 1985, the NR(L issuec Gemeric Letter 89-04 which provides guidance
e1med &t correcting several weaknesses found by the NRC staff in inservice
testing (IST) programs at nuclear power plants, The fssuance of the generic
letter 1s part of an overal) NKC staff effort to improve ST progrems. The
staff 2150 has a long-term goal of making ST programs essentially self-imple-
menting such that establishment of a proper 15T program would be determined
through audits and inspections at the plant site rather than by staff review
before 2 program 15 implemented,

The NRC steff held four public meetings to discuss Generic Letter £5-04 with
holders of nuclear power plant operating licenses and construction permits.
These meetings were noticed in the Federal Register (54 FR 23305) on May 31,
1589, In acoition, the NRC Project Managers were requested to inform the
ingividusl Ticensees of the meeting cates and locations. The meetings took
place in King of Prussia, Pennsylvania on June 5 for NRC Region ] plants;
Atiante, Georgie, on June 8 for Region 11 plants; Chicago, I1linois, on June 12
for Region 111 plants; and South San Francisco, California, on June 15 for
Fegions v and v plants,

Transcripts of the Chicago and San Francisco meetings were taken to provide
assistance 1n the preparation of meeting minutes, The minutes will be
distributed to meeting attendees who provided their address and holders of
nuclear power plant operating licenses and construction permits, In agdition,
the reeting minutes together with the transcripts will be placed in the NRC
Public Document Room,

At e2ch meeting, & management representative of the NRC Region where the
meeting wes hela provided opening remarks. Following those remarks, Tad Marsh,
Chref of the techanical Engineering Branch (MEB) of the Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation (NRR) discussed the objective of inservice testing, its
regulatory foundation, and problems found in 15T progrems. He also provided
brief overview of the KRC effort to improve inservice testing at nuclear power
plents. Ted Sullivan, Section Chief of the Inservice Testing section in the
MEE, then presented a detailed explanation of Generic Letter B9-04 and its
epplicedrlity, Summaries of these three presentations are provided below.
Copies of the slides used during the presentations by Tad Marsh and Ted
Sullivan are ottached to these meeting minutes,
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SUMMARY OF OPENING REMARKS BY REGIOW MANAGEMENT

(Bil1 Johnston, Region 1; A} Gibson, Reg*on 11; Car) Paperiellc, Region 111;
anc Dennis Kirsch, Region V)

Inservice testing of pumps and valves is explicitly required by the NRC regu-
lations. Thit testing however 1s not performed merely to satisfy the
Commission, [nservice testing 1s highly important to the operational safety of
2 nuclear power plant,

It 1s well understood that components important to the operational safety of
the plant must function when needed. Two activities that provide assurance of
the operability of these components are maintenance and inservice testing. In
this regarc, inservice testing is an equal partner with good maintenance
practices.

The NRC headguarters and regiona) staffs are increasing thefr attention to
inservice testing, As evidence of this increzsed attention, Generic Letter
E3-C4 was 1ssued to provide the first MRC generic guidance on inservice
testing. This guicance was developed to acdress frequently encountered issues
invoiving IST programs, relief requests, procedural implementation, anc
technical specification provisions for operability. This generic letter will
be followes by adcitiona] guidance that the NRC staff is preparing on inservice
testing.

As indicated in the generic letter, less emphasis will be placed on program
review by tre NR(C staff four determining the acceptability of IST programs
tefore this mplementation. Rather, the focus wil) be on audits and
inspections of the ST program and procedures at the plant site by NRC
personnel. In light of their importance inm ensuring the acceptadbility of the
procram anc procecures, these 15T audits and inspections will be more cetailed
thar 'n the past.

SUMMARY OF PRESENTATION BY TAD MARSH

The objective of inservice testing 1s to assess the operational readiness of
safety-related pumps and valves. The scope of Section X! of the ASME Code,
however, 1s limited to Code Class 1, 2, and 3 components. Thus, there 1s a
Ci1sperity between the objective of inservice testing and the scope of Section
& R

The Commission regulations in 10 CFR 50.55a require compiiance with the in-
service testing provisions of Section XI. 1In order to account for improvements
to the Coce, the regulations were developed to require that IST programs be
upoated to tne current Coce edition and addenda every ten years. As has been
seen, however, the IST provisions of Section XI have changed little in the last
ten years and, in fact, have become quite stagnant, The regulatfons also allow
licensees to submit for NRC review requests for relief from Code requirements
where those requirements are impractical.
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The establishment of effective 157 programs 1s plagued by & variety of
problems, Many of these prublems are the result of inadequate testing
requirements in the ASME Code. For example, the previsions of Section X for
performance testing of motor-operated valves extend only to stroke time,
Further, the Code requirements for pump vibration testing are weak., Code (lass
¢ and 3 safety valves are not explicitly required to be tested. The Code
incorrectly 1mplies that check valves have » safety function in only one
dgirection, The trending requirements in “ne Code are insufficient., As 1s
dpperent, the inservice testing provisiuns of the Code are lacking 1n many
respects.

In accition to the Code guidance, thece are several other sources of 1ST
problems, For example, there has beer an absence of NRC gurdance on inservice
testing. Previously, 2 regulatory Guide was begun by the NRC staff, but was
never ccrpleted. Further, the large number of revisions to IST programs and
relref requests that require NRC review has caused & backlog in the approva)
process. (ontrary to Standard Technical Specification 4.0.5, licensees have
beer implementing relief requests prior to NRC approval, Lastly, inspection
efforts by NEC personne! have been made more difficult by the unavarlability in
some 1nstances of a Safety Evaluation Report (SER).

The cuelity of inservice testing programs varies significantly from one nuclear
plant to another. While some licensees have good IST programs, other licensees
lack coorcination among the groups (including corporate perscnnel) involved
with inservice testing. At certain plants, inservice testing has been combined
with inservice inspectior despite the fact that these are distinct activities
requirirg personnel with different expertise, This combination of inservice
testing and inservice inspection might be the result of their being addressec
together in Section X1. Another problem ¢s that inservice testing is often
usec a5 & training ground for junior personnel with those individuals moving to
Other areas as they progress. Further, meny plant organizations do not have a
single incividual or organizational unit responsible for inservice testing,
Unfortunately, i1nservice testing is viewed, on occasion, only as an aCtivity to
satisfy the NRC. The 1ST program, however, can be a true benefit to a licensee
by imitiating corrective action before a component must be declared inoperable,
In this manner, inservice testing can also provide important information to be
usec in the maintenance program,

The issuance of Generic Letter 89-04 s a first step toward resolving the large
number of IST problems. It provides generic guidance on eleven significant 187
1ssues 1nvolving alternatives to Code requirements, and interpretation cf the
Code and technical specifications. Guidance is 2150 provided to assist
licensees in the development of acceptable ST programs. The generic letter
clarifies the approval status of current 157 program and relief request
submittals that are under staff review. Finally, the generic letter presents a
method Tor preparing revisions to 1ST programs in an acceptable manner.
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In aggrtion to Generic Letter BS-04, severa) NRC activities are intended to
improve inservice testing at nuclear power plants. In particular, efforts are
uncerway to revise Section 50.55a of the Commission regulations to endorse ASME
standards OM-6 on pumps and OM-10 on valves. These standaros provide improved
guicerce for inservice testing. Consideration is also being given to revision
of the regulations consicdered in other respects. One proposed change would
simply separate inservice testing from inservice inspection in paragraph (g) of
10 CFR E0,5%a for aoministrative purposes, Another change under con-sideration
would 1nvolive the long range plan for inservice testing, such as emphasizing
the need for inservice testing to provide assurance that a2 component wil)
perform 211 of its safety functions as necessary. In addition to Generic
Letter E5-04, other generic guidance may be prepared. Finaily, 1t was noted
that an ASME/NRC symposium on inservice testing was scheduled for August 1-3 of
this year,

SUMMARY OF PRESENTATION BY TED SULLIVAN

In the past, the process to obtain NRC staff review of an IST program and
arproval of the relief requests could consume a considerable amcunt of tire.
First, tre KRC staff would review the IST program submitted by an applicant for
or rolger of a nuclear power plant operating license, From this review, 2 list
of questions would be sent to the utility through the NRC Project Manager, An
ST review meeting would then be held at the plant site, At the conclusion of
the meeting, the staff would request that the program be revised to respond to
1ssues raised at the meeting. Following receipt of that response and its
review, the staff would issue an SER. Genmeric Letter 89-04 is intended to
fuprove IST programs and also to simplify the process for obtaining NRC
epproval of ST program relief requests,

To help specify the method of response by the individual licensees, the
Operating nuclear power plants are categorized in Generic Letter 89-04
sccording to the status of the SER for their 1ST program. In this regard, the
ceneric letter provides two tables listing particular nuclear power plants,

For those plants in Table 1, the staff is nearing completion of an SER. That
15, the 15T review meeting has taken place fairly recently with a subsequent
resubmittal by the licensee, With respect to Table 2, those listed plants have
received an SER on their currently submitted IST program. If a plant received
an SER several years ago but significantly revised the program in the meantime,
that plant was not listed in Table 1 or 2. Similarly, if a plant had not
received an SER on & prior [ST program but had submitted one or more
significant program updates, that plant was also excluded from Tables | and 2.
Fbout half of the operating plants are not listed in either Table 1 or 2. The
staff 15 aware of minor errors in the tables but these have been resolved
through the NRC Pruject ianagers for those plants,

Flants listed in Table 1 or 2 do not need to submit a confirmation letter in
response to Generic Letter 89-04. Nevertheless, it 1s essential that these
licensees review the plant procedures to ensure their consistency with the
provisions of the generic letter. For plants listed in Table 1 or 2, the SER
for the particular plant will constitute approval of tne 1ST program relief
requests, including any deviations from the ASME Code. :
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In the case of plants not listed in Table 1 or 2, the generic letter provides
the means for approval of ST program relief requests from the ASML Code.
Certain steps should be completed, however, for the approval to be valid.
First, the licensee 1s expected to review the ST program and procedures
égainst the positions 1n Generic Letter 85-04 and then revise as necessary to
conform to those positions. A confirmation letter is to be submitted by the
lcensee within six months of the issuance of the generic letter to indicate
conformance with 1ts pruvisions. For any necessary equipment modification, the
licensee should provide in its confirmation letter a schecule for completing
those modifications that 1s consistent with the time period specified in the
ceneric letter, The NRC staff does not intend to perform detailed reviews of
the confirmation letter and any alternatives discussed in those letters. Thus,
an SER will not be issued. Nevertheless, NRC personnel could review this
documentation during plant inspections.

shere a generic letter position 1s impractical for a particular licensee, a
mechanism for approval of an aiternative to that position is provided in
Faragraph B of the generic letter, This mechanism requires evaluation of the
maintenence anc degradation history of the component. 1n this regard, al)
four criteria listed on page 3 of generic letter 89-04 must be addressed and
gocumented 1n the ST program. [If each criterion cannot be addressed, then
Faragraph B 1s not the proper means to obtain approval of an alternative to a
generic letter position, Further, the use of the paragraph B mechanism for
obtaining approval of an alternative to a position in the generic ietter is
limited to areas within the scope of those positions. Deviations to the ASKME
Code outside the scope of the generic letter positions will require submission
of a relief request for review by the NRC staff,

11 1s recognized that the staff approach simplifies the review process for
previcusly submitted relief requests that are not covered by the generic letter
pesitions, when the NRC staff prepared the generic letter, it was determined
thet technical ouidance would be provided on eleven issues. This determination
wd3s based on the total number of relief requests and their particular safety
significance., Therefore, if a plant not 1isted in Table 1 or 2 had a program
submitted anc cocketed before April 3, 1989, any relief requests outside the
scope nf the generic ietter positions are approved proviced that they are not
subsequently changed.

At present, some plants might have aspects of their 1ST program that have not
been approved by the KRC staff, For those plants, licensees should specify in
their confirmation letter the relief requiring NRC staff review and approval,
anc the time frame in which that relief 15 needed. The staff will make @
concerted effort to complete those reviews within the specified time frame,
Overall, the goal is to heve each licensee implementing a fully approve IST
program,

h copy of the current ST program for each plant should be provided to the NRC
staff. In addition, each licensee should provide an updated copy of its 1ST
program to the staff when substantive changes are made to the program. The
subriittal should clearly 1dentify those deviations from the ASME Code that are
approved through the mechanism of the generic letter., QOther deviations from
the ASME Code that have received staff approval or must undergo staff review
should be so indicated.




"X

Licensees should evaluate deviations from the ASME Code fincluded in the current
IST program to determine if plart conditions continue to require relief from
the Code. If the situation has changed, then approva) of that relief through
the Generic Letter may not be appropriate. Of course, where a licensee has
recetved an SER on a particular relief request. that SER ey be followed even
'f 1t appears to conflict with the generic letter. Where the staff believes
that the relief s inappropriate, discussions may be held with the licensee to

recuest a program revision. In significant cases, the staff ey institute
backfit procedures.

Gereric Letter 89-04 15 intended as 2 vehicle for the future a5 well as the
present, For revisfons to the I1ST program covered by the generic letter
positions, the generic letter shoulo be used as guidance for approval of the
revistuns, 1f & program revision 1§ outside the scope of the Generic Letter
positions and the licensee intends not to follow the ASME Code, & request for
relref must be submitted for review by the NRC staff, which will then prepare
an SEF.

Upon implementation of tie generic letter, some NRC staff resources will be
shifteg from IST program reviews to providing assistance ir the inspection of
IST progra=s, An inspection instruction will be prepared with a focus on the
generic letter positions. The NRC staff has a goal of conducting an inspection

of the IST prugram at each plant on a five-year schedule.
QUESTIONS

Folluming the presentations at each meeting, the NRC staff responded to the
extent possible to questions submitted before the meeting, s well as to
wri.ten anc verbal guestions «nd comments from the audience. These questions
heve been grouped according to their subject and then answered by the staff,
In some instances, the staff responses at the meetings have been modified or
exparcec to answer the cuestion in a more complete manner. The applicable
regicral meeting (together with the question number for that meeting) and,
where krown, the name of the individual asking the question, are noted in
parentheces after each question.
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QUESTIONS ON ATTACHMENT )

POTERTIAL GENERIC DEFICIENCIES RELATED TO IST PROGRAMS AND
PROCEDURES TO GENERIC LETTER 8%5-04

Position 1: Full Flow Testing of Check Valves

Question 1

item ] of Attachment 1 to the generic letter request that flow through a check
valve be known for a valid fullestroke exercise test. Does this mean 2 direct
flow ‘ndication and a recorded flow rate is the only acceptable method for the
test? For example, BWR minimum flow lines are not instrumented with flow
indicators. (Region 1 meeting, Question 45 at the meeting, questioner:

Dave wWallace of Fitzpatrick)

Is direct flow rate instrymentation required for verification of full-stroke
cepebility for a1l check valves? For example, the diesel covling water check
valves? (] pd6)

verifying full flow through small check valves in duxiliary systems or gas
systems 15 typically mpractical. As an alternate, will the NRC accept a
Gualitative evaluation of system response or performance in the place of flow
measurements? (Il #lc, John 2udans, Florida Power & Light)

For check valves where design accident flow is not specified, what guidance can
you give for full-flow testing? (111 €28, Don {ebrauskas, Commonwealth Edis~n
Co.)

pQSEC".SQ

Any Quantits*..e measure that has acceptance criteria that demonstrate the
required flow through the check valve may be used to satisfy the full-stroke
requirement., An indirect measure of flow may be acceptable. For example, @
change in tank level over a specified period could be used. In another case,
the acceptance criterion could be based on a change in flow rate of an instru-
mented Tine when flow is admitted from & non-instrumented line containing the
check valve being tested, In any event, some form of quantitative criteria
should be esteblished to demonstrate full-struke capability,

Question ¢

Why 1sn't knowledge of tutal fiow through multiple parallel lines acceptale,
when the total flow through each path was known when it was established? (1
£13, J. ¥W. Connolly, PSNH-Seabrook Station)

Regarding full flow testing of check valves, why is knowledge of total flow
through parallel flow lines unacceptable? This seems to challenge conservative
Technical Specification requirements for flow balancing, (111 ¢34, Gary J.
Roesner, Callaway Nuclear)

VR O e . [



Resgcnse

The otjective of 1nservice testing 13 to evaluate and investigate the possi-
bility of cegracation of componenis and to take corrective action before the
components farl. Verification of tote] header flow rate might not fdentify &
provlem, ceveloping or occurring, with an individual check valve in one of the
parailel flow paths. With respect to the balancing of flow, the Technical
Specification requirement 15 based on the flow from one loop being lost throuch
2 break, C(onscquently, that flow path s restricted or throttled to minimize
srgnmificart civersion of flow. The Technica) Specification requirement was not
intenced to verify individual check valve operadbility. The licensee it expected
to Justify the use of & test method that does not verify ful) stroke of
indivicual check valves.

Question 3

Can check valves with external operators and position indicators be tested only
with these devices anc never exercised with flow or disassembled (1 ¢47)

5 1t the intent of the NRC to require full-stroke flow testing of al) check
velves or 15 1t accepteble to perform manual exercising ang partial stroke
testing of check valves as permittec by Iwv-3522(b)? (11 #la, John ludans,
Florica Power § Light)

Position 1 impites that the only method acceptable to the NRC for full stroke
exercising 1s @ full flow test. No mentioun 15 made of check valves with
exterral features which can be used for full stroke exercising. Do the 6
Criteria presentec have to be addressed in the 15T progrem to justify using an
external operator? (111 #43, Pat Tobin, Northern States Fower, Honticellog

Fesgoﬂse

The ASME Code in IWV-2522(b) allows full stroke testing of cleck valves either
with flow or with a mechanical exerciser. Full flow testing is preferable
where precticel, but Position 1 of Generic Letter 89-04 was not intended to
imply that the ASME Code provisions for mechanical exercising were not
scceptable. Such mechanical exercising is clearly acceptable and is certainly
preferable to valve disassembly as & meens of ensuring valve operability., If
an externz] operator 1s used tc exercise a check valve, the provisions of
IWV-3522(b) must be met, but the six criteria in Position 1 of the generic
letter need not be addressed.

Cuestion 4

What 1s consicered the meximum required accident condition flow? (I #14, J. W.
Connolly, PSNH-Sezbrook Station)

in reference to Jtems 1 and 2 of Attachment 1, please clarify the term "maximum
requirec accicent condition flow." (IV & V #22, John DeBonis, Stone &
webster/Comanche Peak)




Pesgcnse

The phrase "maximum required accident congition flow" 1s intenced to mean et
least the largest flow rate for which trecit 1s taken for this component in a
sefety analysis 1n any flow configuration. The safety analyses are those
containec in the plant's Fina) Safety An2lysis Report (FSAR), or equivalent,
but are not Timited to the accident and transient analyses.

Question §

Is 1t the intent .* the stated position of Attachment ] that a satisfactory
test of a valve in the open direction requires only measurement of ful)
accrdent flow through the valve and not the measurement of differential
pressure (with associated acceptance criteria) as per IWv-3522(t)? (11 11,
John Zudens, Florica Fower § Light)

rResponse

The ASME Code coes not require the measurement of valve differential pressure
when exercising check valves with flow, It should be recognized, however, that
such a measurement might provide useful information for evaluating the
cerdition of the valve,

Question €

For check valves which are never required to open fully (i.e., thermal
Expansion or siphon breakers), verification of design (safety5 function is the
testing required for forward flow, Is this correct? (111 #22)

Fesponse

Ir addition to verifying its safety function performance, quantifiable
acceptance criteria shoulc be developed for the testing of these components.,

For example, a pressure decay test with specified acceptance criteria would be
considered a reascnable test.

Question 7

In reference to Item 1 of Attachment 1, for nun-parallel full flow test, does
the flow cbtained need to be documented Quantitatively, or can it be
Cuelitative (i.e., greater than allons per minute)? (I1V 4 ¥ 923, John
DeBonis, Stone & hebster/ComanchE‘FEak?

What is an acceptable flow condition when, for example, ihe safety amalysis
requires 230 gallons per minute (gpm) flow but 600 gpm can be delivered? wWould
passing greater than, or equal to, 250 aom be a valid full flow test, or would
600 opm need to be delivered? (IV 3 9¢4, D. G. Dobson, Texas
Ut1lities/Conanche Peak)



T
Resganse

The full flow test is intended to demonstrate that the necessary flow rate can
De achieved and to cetect any degradation of the check velve. Therefore,
accectance criteria for the test should involve more than the achievement of
flow 2bove & minimum rate. The écceptance cr.teria should also include the
allowable variation of test results. To enable the test results to be
comparec, the watial parameters for the test should be standargized to the
maximum extent feasible. The acreptance criteris for the full flow test and

the beses for those criteria should be documented ang available for review by
NRC 1nspectors,

Question B

Ir reference to Item 1.3 of Attachment 1, please clarify what the NRC would
expect a “"cualification program” to include (1.e., how extensive). (IV & V
125, John DeBonis, Stone & Weber/Comanche Peak)

kesponse

Position 1 cf Generic Letter B95-04 indicates that, where full flow testing is
impractical, 1t might be possible to qualify other technigues to confirm that
the check veive is exercised to the position required to perform its safety
function. COne of the stated conditions for this approach is that the licensee
should cescribe the test method and results of the program to qualify the
alternzte technique for meeting the ASME Code. The larnguage of Position 1 in
this recarc was chosen to allow the licensees flexibility in qualifying
alterratives to full flow testing. In general, the licensee should demorstrate
that the alterncte test 1s quantifiable and repeatable. The alternate test
shoule also meet the intent of the ASME Code. This qualification of the
dlternate test should be documented by the licensee and available for review by
KRC 1rspectors. The Nuclear Incustry Check Valve Group (NIC) it said to be
investigating the qualification of various testing techniques, such as
ultrasonics anc radiography for check valves. The results of those and other
industry efforts might be of value to the indfvidual licernsee in providing for
the use of aiternatives to full flow testing,

»

Position 2: Alterrative to Full Flow Testing of Check vValves

Question §

Does the Generic Letter Attachment 1, item zc use of “orientation” refer to
physical crientation (e.g., horizontal or vertical) or plant orientation? (I
#15, J. W. Connolly, PSNH-Seabrook Station)



Response

Orientation, #s used in Generic letter 85-04, refers to the physicel
orientation (horizontal or vertical) as wel) as the physical relationship to
mejor components. For example, a check valve st the discharge of & pump has @
gifferent oriertation than one at the pump suction,

Question 10

when manually exercising per position 2c, 1s this done per Code or Just 2

prysical stroke checking for binding? (] 116, J. W. Connolly, PSNH-Se2brook
Station)

khen valves are disassembled and manually exercised in lieu of full-flow
testing, 1s adhererce 1o the quantitative dspects and acceptance criteria of
Ini-3522(b) required? (11 ¢le, John Zudans, Florida Power & Lignt)

Response

The staff believes the requirement in Iwy-3522 (b) of the ASME Code to measure
the force or torgue while manually exercising check valves only applies to
merual exercising from outside the valve where the observation of the valve
interrals cannot be made. This measurement permits & quantitative evaluation
of the perforrmance of the valve in that changes in the measured force or torque
may be 1ncicative of degradation of the valve internals. While the valve is in
@ pertially cisassembled condition the valve internals should be inspected and
the condgition of the moving parts evaluated. This inspection and evaluation
should include verification by hand that the valve disk 1s free to move, but
measurement of force or torque 15 not required. Following reassembly, a
partial flow test 15 expected to be perforined.

Question 11

Does the utility have the option of either inspection through disassembly or
performing functional testing to satisfy IST requirements? Can either be used
regarcless of the previous testing mode? (| #31, John Wiedemann, PSESG)

Fesgonse

Disassembly, together with inspection, to verify full stroke capability of
check valves is an option only where full stroke exercising cannot practically
be performed by flow or by the other positive means a)iowed by IWV-3522,
Aoditionally, partial stroke exercise testing with flow is expected to be
rerformed after the disecsembly and inspection is completed but before
returning the valve to service. If the previous test was performed using flow,
the Ticensee is expected to document the justification for any change from that
test method. Also, for the case where plant conditions prevent full stroke
testing with flow, the licensee should periodically evaluate whether plant
congitions have been altered in such a way that full stroke testing using flow
s possible. If so, the licensee should revise the test procedures to provide
for such testing,
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Question 12

in Tight of the statec position of requiring check valve internal inspection at
least once every six years, 1s it permissible to schedule the inspections for
the total group of valves on & six year frequency vs. each refuel outage? This
15 especially irportant where plant preparations for inspection of muitiple
valves are essentially equal to those for & single valve and they represent a
consicerable cost in terms of monetary outlay as well as schedule and
availability impacts. (l1 #1d, John Zudans, Flordia Power 3 Light)

Fesponse

Position 2 of Generic Letter B3-04 takes advantage of the benefits that can be
obtained through sampling techmiques. The NRC staff, however, recognizes that
the positiun may have @ significant impact on outage time. For example, some
plerts have combined in)ection header check valves that are physically loceted
1n 2 position relative to the reactor coolant system (RCS) loops such that
their cisassembly would require craining the RCS to a leve) that would
recessitate core offloac. In order to alter the inspection freguency as
suggested by this guesticn, licensees should use the criteria in Position 2 to
Justify anc to document the proposed disassembly schedule. The justification
shouic acdress the significance of the loss of benefits of sampling in light of
the concition, service history, and application of the valves, For additionz)
giscussion of this issue, see the response to Question 19.

CQuestion 13

Does cisescembly/inspection require certified visua) testing personnel, or can
deteiled irspection procedures be performed by maintenance personne! without
certifiec irspectors? (11 #25, Jim Holton, Florida Power Corp.

Uo personnel performing the visual inspections addressed on Positiorn 2 have to
be v1-3 certified, ANS] 45.2.6 (i.e., Mech Inspector) certified, or ray
ergineering personnel competent 1n check valve technical requiremerts perform
this visuel inspection (111 #2, Larry Campbell, Toledo Edison)

response

The personrel performing the disassembly/inspection must be qualified to
evaluate the condition of the valve and to assess its continued operability,
The licensee 1s responsible for the cevelopment and implementation of & program
to ensure that 15T personrel are appropriately trained and qualified for
performing the valve disz .sembly/inspections., Generic Letter 89-04 alone does
not impuse any requirements for visual testing certifications (such as VT-2)
beyond those currently in the ASME Code. Nevertheless, licensees must
implement the provisions of ANSI/ASME N45.2.6, “Qualifications of Inspection,
Examinetion, and Testing Personnel for Huclear Power Plants,” according to
their commitments based on the implementation section of Regulatory Guide 1.58B.
The NRC staff encourages those licensees that have not formally committed to
following Regulatory Guide 1.58 to review the ANS] standard and regulatory
guide for guidance in developing 2 program for the gualification of inservice
testing personnel,
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Question 14

1f 2 check valve within o sample group is disassembled/\nspected ir @
non-refueling outage, does the next vaive need tp be inspected at the next

refueling outage, or can it sti]] be scheduled for 1ts origina) refueling
outage? (11 #26, Jim Holton, Florida Power Corp.)

Fesponse

This question is gifficult to answer without more detailed information. [In
general, in order to alter the gisassemdbly/inspection schedule as suggested by
the cuestion, the licensee should Justify and document the proposed change,
The Justification should address the effect of the proposed cisassemdly/in-
spection schedule on the sampling program. The justification should rely on
the maintenance history and known valve condition from previous inspections
rather than sutjective qualitative Juggement, Position 2 in Generic Letter
£5-04 1indicates the criteria that need to be adoressed,

Question 1%
SREILIEN 49

Is 1t the irtent of Position 2 of the Generic Letter 89-04 that during valve
lesting by cdisassembly, that the valve be completely disassembled and each
internal valve part removed, if possible, and 1003 of the part visually
inspected, or may only the valve bonnet be removed and the valve internals
inspected in place without the removal of the internal valve parts unless
evicdence of discrepant conditions are found which then would require further
irspection anc probable remova) of the part? Note: Inspection of the valve
internal parts without removal of the part would be by direct visual
inspection, use of mirrors, or by remote inspection equipment such &8s boroscope
fiteroptics, (111 41, Larry Campbell, Toledo Edison)

Fesgonse

when performing check valve disassembly and inspection to satisfv the
recuirements of the ASME Code for inseryvice testing, disassembly s required
only as far as necessary to assess the condition of the valve and to allu-
manual exercising of the disk, (It must be recognized, however, that the Code
requirements for inservice inspection are different from those associéted with
inservice testing.) If a partial stroke exercise with flow can be performed,
this testing is expected to be performed after the disassembly and inspection
ére completed but before returning the valve to service.

Diszssembly and inspection of a check valve 15 not considered a “test' as
implied by the guestion. Disassembly is not a true substitute for an
operability test using flow, but is allowed as an alternative to a flow test
where that test is not practical. Disassembly and inspection does, however
provide ¢ valuable means of determining the internal condition of the valve,

A recent example of the value of disassembly and inspection involved the
tgentification of broken bolting materfal in Anchor Darling check valves at two

rnuciear power plants. This occurrence is discussed in NRC Information Notice
88-B5, dated October 14, 1988.
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The NRC staff is encoursging the gevelopment and use of alternate technigques to
evaluate the position of check valve ¢isks. The flectric Power Research
Irstitute (EPRI) and the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (INPO) are
recommencing an inspection periocdically for check valves that are subjected to
potentially harsh service conditions. The NRC staff encourages these
activities 2s well, The industry group NIC is also investigating methods to
cencnstrate the operabiiity of check valves.

Questior 16

Even though the check valve flow testing can be performed as required by ASNE
secton X1, may the valve test be performed by disessembly as permitted by
Position 2 in Generic Letter £9-04 when it 1§ considered by the utility that
testing by disassemdly will provide the same or greater assurance that the
valve will function properly? (Note: 1f possible, partial valve stroking
quarterly, or at cold shutdown, or after re-assembly would be performed.) |If
the answer is yes, (a) can the test frequency, sample, etc., as described in
Gereric Letter £95-04 Postion 2 be used in lieu of ASME Section X] requirement-
even 1f the Section X! test could be performed, 1.e., at cole shutdown; (b)
must a relief request be processecd or may this “test by disassembly” be noted
in the valve 15T prooram subrittal to the NRC; and (c) must & relief request be
processec or may the frequency sample, ctc., be noted in the valve IST program
submittal to the hRC? (111 #3, &, 5, 6, Larry Campbell, Toledo Eciscn)

Response
R ey

The various methods aired at evaluating the operability of check valves are not
eguelly acceptable to the KRC staff., At the cutset, the ASME (ode reguires a
full stroke exercise using flow (or a mechanical exerciser) to be performed
querteriy. Where full stroke exercising cannot be perforred quarterly, the
Coce allows the performance of this test during cold shutdowns. Full stroke
exercising during refueling outages may be an acceptable alternative if the
1est cannot be performed at cold shutdown, but this dpproach would reguire
submission of a relief request. For those cases where full stroke exercising
canrot be performed quarterly, durng cold shutdown, or during refueling
cutages, cisassembly and inspection in conformance with Position 2 of Generic
letter B9-04 1s allowed as an alternative. If the provisions of Position 2 are
followed, a relief request need not be submitted for NRC review but this
ceviation from the ASKE Code shoud be documented. (see also Lhe response to
Question 15)

Question 17

May the valve testing by disassembly/visual inspection identified in Position 2
of Generic Letter £9-04 be applied to reverse flow testing of check valves?
(111 #7, Larry Campbell, Tolego Edison)
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Response

Position Z of Generic Letter B9.(4 addresses the use of disassemdbly ang
Inspection as an alternative to forwargd flow testing of check valves. The use
of disassembly and inspection to verify closure capability (i.e., back flow)
may be found to be acceptable cepending on whether verification by flow or
pressure measurements 1s practical. As the generic letter does not address
this use, however, the submission and approval of a relief request before
implementétion 15 required. Disassembly and inspection 15 not acceptadble for
geronstration of leak-tight integraty,

Question )8

we are only atle to perform a partia)l flow test of the accunulator discharge
Check valves cue to limitations based on system configuration. Do we have to
supplement this test with disassembly of the check valves? (111 420, Wisconsin
Public Service Corp.)

Fesponse

The safety injection accumulator discharge check valves are typiceliy very
¢ifficult to exercise with flow to the position required to perform their
safety function., If a pertial flow exercise is al) that can Le performec, then
sore other technique, 45 ciscussed in Position 1 of Generic Letter 89-0¢, might
be developed to periodically verify the Cépelility of these valves to move to
their safety function position, If this 15 not feasible, the licensee 1s
expected to follow the provisions for the disassembly alternative contained in
Fosition 2 of the generic letter,

Questior 109

kegarding disassenbly of check valves, please define “extreme hardship" when
SPeaking with regard to extension of disassembly interval, (I1] #3536, Gary J.
Roesner, Callaway Nuclear)

ﬂesgonse

The existence of “extreme hardship” that would allow extension of the
gisassembly schedule in Position 2 of Generic Letter B9-04 §s dependent on the
particuler circumstances at the plant. To determine whether extreme hardship
exists, the licensee should conduct a detailed evaluation of the various
competing factors. First, the licensee should determine the effect on plant
salety that would result from the proposed schecule extension. The maintenance
1story of the component and + cher information relevant to its relisbility
should be reviewed to detcrmi e whether the decrease in assurance of pient
safety resulting from the sc 2dule extension 1s justified. A need to offload
the reactor core, such as when testing the combined injection header check
vaives at some plants, or to cperate at mid-level of the reactor coolant loups
Tey be considered. The ragiation exposure that would result from the
g1sassembly and inspection is & factor to be considered under the ALARA (As Low
Rs Feusonably Achievable) principle, but it should be judged in combination
with al]l of the other factors.
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Question 20

Position 2 goes into the scheduling of disassembly/inspection in a very
detaiiec manner., Are other scheauling schemes acceptable as long as they have
e2ch valve cisassembled/inspected within 6 years? Would approva? of an
alternate schecule have to be in the form of an SER or acceptance of details
provided in & confirmation letter (existing schedule for gisassembly/in-
spection agreed upon n IST program review with NRC, but SER never issued)?
(111 #é4, Pat Tobin, Northern States Power, Monticellp)

Resgonse

As statec in Position 2 of Generic Letter B5-04, the burden is on the licensee
to cemonstrate the extreme hardship necessary to comply with the identifiec
sample cisassembly/inspection schedule. The staff considers ihe sampling
espect of the position to pruvide assurance of the continyed operability of the
valves that are not inspected during any given outage. Therefore, the licensee
should Justify through the provisicns listed in Position 2, any deviation fror
the stated schedule. That justification should be provided in the IST program
submitted to the NRC staff, but need not be included 1n the confirration
letter, where the provisions of Position ¢ for an alternate disassemdbly
schecule are followed, it 1s acceptable to implement the alternative and an SER
will rot be issued. The NRC staff, however, mey review the alternative and its
Justification during plant inspections.

-

Position 3: Back Flow Testing of Check Yalves

Question 21

nith reference to generic letter item 3, if a leak test is performed to verify
Category ( check valve seat pesition, would any leak rate be acceptable so long
as the system meets 1ts minimum requirements to perform 1ts safety function?

(1 #18, A) Koeh), NES)

Fesponse

when performing a test to verify closure capability of a check valve that does
not have & defined seat leakage limit, the achievement of the necessary system
flow rate through the intended flow path might be an adequate cemonstration of
the closure capability of a check valve. For example, when verifying the
closure capability of the check valves on the discharge of parallel pumps,
achievement of the required safety flow rate from one running pump with the
idle pump's discharge check valve providing the barrier for recirculation flow
would be considered an acceptable test configuration., In addition, the
licensee should evaluete the consequences of the back flow threugh the check
valve. This evaluation shoula consider the loss of water from that system and
connecting systems, the effect that the leakage might have on components and
piping downstream of the valve, ary any increase in radiological exposure
resultiry from the leakage.
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Question 22

Are the i1tems listed in Attachment 1, number 3a, d, e, f, specific to PWR's?
The nomenclature is not familiar to BWRs. (] f24, John Lindburg, PPAL)

section 3 of Generic Letter 89-04 deals with back flow testing of check valves.
It nes 2 list of severa) valves that NRC states provide @ safety function,
Some of these valves do not appear to provice & safety function and we would

11ke to hear the KRC's reason for classifying these valves as safety related,
(111 915, Wisconsin Public Service Corp.)

Resgonse

A1l of the listed systems do not necessarily apply to each plant, A licensee
should evaluate at least the listed Systems to determine f they apply to 1ts
facility and should meke any necessary modifications to ts IST program, In
recard to a particular question, items 3d, e, and f are specific to pressurized
water reactors (PwKs) while 3a (feeowater header check valves) may be
arplicable to both boiling water resctors (BWRs) and PWRs. (ne example
provided in Fosition 3 to the generic letter is the volume control tank outlet
check valve in the chemical and volume contro) system. This check valve may
serve an wmportant safety function at some PWR plants to separate the
non-safety grade water source from the safety grade source.

vestion 23

In regard to Attachment, Position 2, how 1s individual seat leakage determined
for 10 CFR 50, Appencix J, Type C, tested valves? Tech Specs specify only
penetration totals. (I ¢35, J. W. Connolly, Seabrook Station)

F?QSEOHSC

IWV-342€ of Section X! of the ASME Code requires that a permissible leak rate
be specified by the plant owner (licensee) for a specific valve., If leak rates
are not specified by the licensee, permissible leak rates are provided in
IWV-3426. 1t should be noted that Section X! provides no criteria or guidance
for licensees on the method to establish or to specify the permissible leak
rete of 2 particular valve. Apparently, the Code recognizes that leak ceiz-ior
of a valve varies accorcing to the type of valve, the vendor, the valve size,
the service conditions, the safety-r- ted functions, and other factors, and
thet there 1s no simple leek rate ro  that may be applicable to 211 valves.

In general, the leak rate limits sho.  be set within certain bounds. If the
Teak 1imits ¢ce too low, unnecessary .pairs or adjustments to the valve can
result. If too high, failure of the tests required by Appendix J to 10 CFR
Part 50 could occur, leading to concerns for leak-tight integrity of the
containment. Appropriate permissible leak rates can only be ceveloped and
refinec by analyzing and trending the leak rate data of specific valves or leak
rete data from similar valves at other plants. Therefore, the NRC staff is not
it & pesition to specify leak rates. The licensee should document its methods
for establishing the initial permissible leak retes and procedures for
improving the leak rate limits.
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In regard to Attachment 1, Position 3, does this backseat check require a
full-stroke exercise and is 1t performed at the Code specified frequency

regard7§ss of normal plant positions? (1 #36, J. w. Connolly, Seabrook
Station

In reference to item 3 of Attachment 1, does & valid back-flow test on a check
valve first require the valve to be excrcised to the open position then back
Lestec, or 1s it valid to merely perform the back flow test? (1v & v 929, 0. G.
Dobson, Texas Utilities/Comanche Peak)

Fesgcnse

If a particular valve performs a safety function only in the closec pesition,
cemonstretion of a full-stroke open before verification of closure capability
15 nct required by the ASME Code. This closure verification 1s required to be
perfcrred at the frequency specified by the Code. If (1) the valve performs o
safety function in the closed position, (2) the normal position for the valve
's closed, and (3) this position can be verified during normal plant operation,
then guarterly cocumentation of this verification satisfies the Code
requirements. 1f a velve performs a safety function i1n both the oper and
closed positions, however, the Code requires that the valve be exercised to the
open position and then be verified to close.

Question 25

Previcus to this, 1t was permissible to verify closure of stop-check valves
simply by operztion of the stem (shaft). 1Is this acceptable instead of reverse
tlow testing? (I #1b, John Zudans, Florida Power & Light)

response

Yerification of closure capability of stop check valves by using the handwheel
meets the ASME Code recuirements. This, however, is not the preferred method
of test, The LPC staff considers reverse flow testing to be a more reliable
incication of valve operability,

Question 26

Regarding tack “low testing of check valves, what 1s the position of the
generic Jetter in the phrase "verify by other means?*
(111 439, Mort Khazrai, Toledu Edison)

iesgonse

The majority of the wording in the sentence in which this particular phrase
appears was taken cirectly from IWV-3522 of Section XI of the ASME Code. The
NRC steff included the phrase "by other positive means® to be consistent with
the wording of the Code. When Generic Letter £9-04 was written, the staff did
not have in mind any particular techniques that it would consider acceptable.
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Position & Pressure Jsolation Valves

Question g7

Is 1t the ntent of Generic Letter BS-04 that the only Reactor Coolant System
Pressure Isclation Valves (PIVs) to be incluced 1n the IST program are those

listed 1n the Technical Specifications and those which are Event V PIVs? (111
#8, Larry Campbell, Toleco Edison)

for plarts licensed prior to 1979 which do not Tist a1l RCS Pressure lsolation
Velves in their Technice) Specifications, is 1t the intent of Fosition 4 of
Generic Letter 85-04 that only Plvs listed in the Technical Specificetions and
PIVs which are "Event V" be included in the 1ST Program? (111 ¢9, Larry
Camptell, Tolese Edison)

Does the NRC articipate requiring (in the future) that all RCS PIvs be included
In the IST program? (111 410, Larry Cempbell, Toledo Edison)

Pesponse

The position 1n Generic Letter B9-04 represents only a limited area of the
staff's conterns regerding PIVs. The generic letter position only applies to
those Flvs iisted in individual plant Technical Specifications. However, the
staff recognizes that the PIVs in the Technica) Specifications for many plants,
particulariy older plants, are a subset of the PIVs in the plant. In view of
this fact and other concerns regarcing PIvVs, the staff has recently undertaken
d program to reeveluate various aspects of Flvs, 1ncluding testing., Sample

Inspections are teing planred for several nuclear power planis as part of this
NRC program,

Question 2B

what, 1f anything, 15 being done with the licensee responses to Generic Letter
B7-0€? The generic letter references PlVs in Section &; however, it appears
thet there are no changes required due to Generic Letter 87-06. 1Is this true?
(111 418, Wisconsin Public Service Corp.)

Fesponse

The responses to Generic Letter 8706 are being used as input for the
resclution of Generic Issue 105, “Interfacing Systems LOCAs at Light wWater
Feactors," under investigation by the KRC Cffice of Nuclear Regulatory
Fesearch. Mo further [icensee action is required at this time with respect to
Gereric Letter 87-06.
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Position &, Limiting Values of Full-Stroke Times for Power-(perated Yalves

Question 29

ttachnent 1, Position 5 1n part states: "The deviation should not be 50
restrictive that 1t results in & valve being declared inoperzble due to
reascnable stroke time variations. However, the deviation used to establish
the 1imit should be such that corrective action would be taken for a valve that
may not perform 1ts irtended function.” Given that MOVs operated by AC
inouction motors fail 1f slowea by more than approximately 10%, 2 valve
rormally stroking in 15 seconds will fail to operate by a chenge of 1.5
seconcs. By comparison, a reasonable geviation from normal stroke time of 1%
seconcs caused by error 1n measurement might be 2 secongs. The fact that the
reasonable ceviation for this 15 second valve 1s larger than the possitle
actual ceviatior before farlure makes the two quoted goals of Attachment 1,
Fosition 5, mutually exclusive. Reguest resolution.

(1 #32, D. B. Ritter, PPSL)

Fesporse

The staff agrees that stroke times for AC motor-operated valves probadbly will
net chenge appreciably before failure, especially for MOVs that have relatively
snort stroke times, If the ASME Code-identified testing does not provide
useful infornztion for evaluating the continued operability of these valves,
then the licensee should propose &n alternative to the Code requirements that
cues provide such informition. The Code requires the licensee to establish
imiting values of full stroke time for al) power-operated valves and also
requires reasurement of stroke time to an accuracy of within 10 percent for
this particular case. The Code does not prohibit the measurement of stroke
time more accurately or the setting of the limiting value at less than 2¢
percent sbove the norma] stroke time. The NRC and industry recognize that the
Coce-specific criteria are not sufficient for assuring operability of AC
motor-operated valves. In light of this recognition, the staff {ssued Eulletin
€5-C3 to require that licensees establish program to ensure that operator
switches for MOVS in certain important plant systems are selected, set, and
meintaired properiy. As a result, in part, of the response to that Bulletin,
the scope of the effort has been expanded in Generic Letter 85-10 to incluce
many cther MOVs important to plant safety, NRC staff actions such as these
will be need to compensate for weaknesses in the IST provisions of the ASME
Loge unti] an adeguate [ST stancard is available.

Question 30

In regard to Attachment 1, Position &, what is co sidered a reasonable
ceviation from the reference stroke time? (1 437 J. W. Connolly, Seabrook
Station)
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if regarc to Attachment 1, Position &, can the devietion be different for
vaives with different functions end/or sctuators? (] #2328, J. M. Connolly,
Seabrook Station)

what 15 meant by “re2sonably limiting value of full-stroke time?* (] f48)

nratl metlhods ere considered acceptable for establishing the limiting value for
full stroke times for power operated valves a given in Position § of Generic
Letter £5-042 (111 #50)

Ir reference to Item 5 of Attachment 1, 1s there any generic guidance on what
15 acceptetle to the NRC on this iten? (IV & v #11, T, F, Hoyle, washington
huclear Z)

What 1s “reasunable* value for deviating from the reference stroke time
estaliished for velve testing (IV & v P1E, Arkansas huclear ]| anc 2)

kesponse

The hRC staff has attempted to previe» the genera) philosophy for estallishing
the limitirg stroke time. The establisnment of specific values for the
liriting stroke time is dependent on a variety of perameters relevant to the
perticular valve and the concitions at the plant, The parameters include
opereting characteristics, Operating environments, actuator types, and valve
stroke times. In that the test should confirm the operability of the corponent
énd not the system, the limiting value 1s not to be considered & function ¢f
the valves's safety significance. As the Timiting velue 15 specific to the
valve, the staff 1s rct in a position to provide values for limiting stroke
lires. The licensee needs to use its best Judgement in assigning these values.
The Justification for the assigned values 1s expected to be documentec ang
available to the plant site for review by NRC personnel, One aspect of the
steff review will be a comparison of the Timiting stroke time to the technical
specification valye,

Cuestion 31

In regard to Attachment 1, Position § (paragraphs 2, 3 and £), why are Tec
Specs or Safety Analysis limiting criteria not acceptable for valve operability
1t maintenarce is triggered by component evaluation? (] #4], Eugene Perry,
Lorsolidated Edison)

With respect to the application of stricter acceptance criteria for valve
stroke tines, apparently the KRC has some idea as to the philosophy and lirits
that would te acceptable. This information should be shared with licensees.
(11 #17)

Define the "limiting value of full-stroke time." Is this number the
cperetility number for the valve even 1f the Tech Spec stroke 1s much higher?
{11 #1&, Mark Cardile, Georgia Power)
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Response

The Technical Specifications provide assurance thit important plant systems are
capetie of performing their safety functions in o timely manner during selectec
plant accidents. The provisions of Section X of the ASME Code are intended to
ensure the continued operability of particular plant components. The distinct
bases for these two documents lead to criteria that ray differ significantly,
Nevertheless, the Technical Specifications and ASME Code are both needed to
provice configence that the nuclear power plant can be operated safely,
Therefore, the more restrictive criteria of the two cocuments must be followec
even though this might result in a component or systenm being declared
'noperatie. The response to questions on position B of Generic Letter B$-04
als0 address the relationship of the ASME Code to the Technical Specifications.

Question 32

Is 1t required to measure stroke times of valves that are not provided with
recete position andication? (11 411, John ludans, Florida Power and Light)

&esg:rse

The ASML Code requires the neasurement of stroke time for all power-operated
velves regarcless of whether they have remote position indication. The staff
Fes endorsed this requirement, Without specifics, the staff 1s not in &
pesition to comment on alternate technigues that may be found acceptadle,

Question 33

when corsigering comparison of power-operated (stroke time) valves according to
vaive type, valve actuators, valve size, etc., we find there is no consistency
when using this comparison, However each valve consistently tests well, We
are currently looking at 8 guantitative method of establishing maximum
dllomable struke times, Is this an acceptable method?

(11 428, Jim Holton, Florida Power Corp.§

Fesg:nse

1f we understand the irtent of the opening sentence of the question, we dgree
that criteria for setting the limiting value of full-stroke time may vary for
e2ch valve type, stroke time, size, etc. The use of a Quantitative multiplicr
on & reference time may be an acceptable method for setting these valyes,
However, 2s discussed in sone of the responses above, the licensee should
document the jJustification for its quantitetive methods of establishing maximum
allowable stroke times. This justification should be available at the plant
Site for review by NRC persorne’,



Question 34

when the stroke time of & power operated valve exceeds its [limattng value for)
stroke time, 25 established in accordance with Position & of the Generic Letter
£9-04, but 15 still within 1ts plant Technical Specification or FSAR stroke
time limit, can performing an eveluation which deterrines 1f the valve may
remein operable be used to satisfy Position § in jieu of making 1t mandatory
that the valve be ceclared wnoperable? (111 412, M. J. Richter, Commonwealth

tdison)

Kesponse
kesponse

The Timiting vaive of full stroke time 15 required to be established for all
power-operated velves, The limiting value should be that point at which the
licensee seriously cuestions the continued cperability of the valve. It is
cxpected to be a velue determined to be reasonable for the individual valve
based on that valve's characteristics and past performance, but not to exceed
ary safety analysis requirements. The value should not be based so 1y on the
syster requirements or values specified in safety analyses for syster
performence. when the rdentified limit value is exceeded, the licensee shall
geclare the component inoperal ie and shal) enter an appliceble Technical
Specification limiting cordii on for operation (LCO{. Fellowing the
ceclaration that the valve is inoperable, the licensee may perform an analysis
to 1dentify the root cause of the problem with the valve. If this analysis
clearly demonstrates that the valve remains capable of performing 1ts safety
function, the analysis might constitute the corrective action required by the
Code. The analysis should be documented.

Question 3%

11 the Tamitirg value of full stroke time is less than the “alert limit"
1centifiec 1n the Code, does the trending still have to be done? (111 ¢51)

FESPGHSE

If the Timiting velue of full stroke time is exceeded, then the licemc<ss shall
declere the valve inoperable and shall perform corrective action. Where the
limiting value 1s less vien the 25 percent or 50 percent "alert limits® for
trending as specified in the ASME Code, trending as envisioned by the Code
tecomes a moot point, The licensee could identify a reduced percentage alert
Timit for this valve to provide early warning of problems with this valve, but
this 15 not required either by the Code or by Generic Letter £9-04.

Question 36

In reference to Item 5 of Attachment 1, is ,tem 5 in fact a rewrite of the
stroke time criteria that are to be applied in accordance with OM-107

(1v & V #21, D. G. Dobson, Texas Utilities/Comanche Peak)
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Fesponse

The information in Position 5 of Generfc Letter E5-04 was not intended sinply
10 be 4 rewrite of the information 1n ASME Standard OM-10. This position has
evolved over the years and 1s considerec reasonable by the staff for
estavlisning 1imiting values of full stroke time for power-operated valves, 4s
such, the position represents a clarification of existing ASME Code
requirerents. For 1ts part, ASML Standara OM-10 does not provide guidance for
the establishment of the limiting value of full stroke time, This standarg,
however, does recuire that & valve be declared inoperable immediately upon
giscovering that 1t fails to exhidbit the required chance of obturator position
or exceeas the limiting value of full stroke time.

Question 37

Since establishing maximum stroke time limits may irn some cases at first prove
too restrictive, 1s it acceptable for corrective action to be an engineering
eveluation which 1ncreases the time limit (based on more detailes analysis)?
CiY BV #2323, Alar Harris, waterford 3)

kesponse
e e

The Commission regulations in 10 CFR 50.59 allow licensees to perform
engineering evaluations of plant structures, systems, and components., If the
stroke time limit 15 exceeded, the valve must be declared inoperalle and any
applicable Technicel Specification limiting condition for operation entered.
At that point, an engineering analysis méy be performed to verify that the
valve 15 capeble of performing its safety function. This amalysis should
\nciude more than a determination that the new value is less than the FSAR or
Techrical Specificatior )imit. For exgmple, a root cause investigation should
be performed to determine the reasons for the stroke time increase,

Cuestion 38

We have beer informed that we could omit the valve stroke tiwe limits from our
IST Submittal. where can we find guidance on what 1s really required in a

submittal (minimum scope)? (IV & V 937, Paul Croy, Southern Califurnia Edison,
San Onofre)

Do specific valve stroke time requirements (or limits) reed to be specified in
the 157 plan, or 1s specification in irplenenting procedures sufficient? If
procedures are zufficient, can existing lirits referenced in the plan be
removed in a future revision? If plan specification is required, is this
lirted to Technical Specification and safety analysis stroke time limits, or
must owner specified stroke time limits that are required also be in the plan?
(IV & ¥ 938, Terry Pellisero, Pacific Ges & £lectric, Diablo Canyon)
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Response

The specific limiting values of full stroke time for each power operated valve
¢s cetermined according to Position § of Generic Letter BS-04 are not requirec
to be 1dentifiec 1n the IST program. These Iimiting values, however, should be
Proviged 1n a4 document such #s the individual test procedure or & general
procecure that rgentifies the criteria for establishing these values. The
concern for the specification of Timiting values 15 the result of WEAKNESSES
that the KEC staff has found while reviewing IST procedures, As a general
rule, IST programs should contain sufficient information to indicate what
barameters are being measured, how tests are being performed, and the bases for
the acceptatihity of any departures from the ASME Code. For example, the

progrem should wndicate forward flow testing or back flow testing, or both, for
check valves,

Postior €, Stroke Time Measurements for Rapid Acting Yaives

Question 3%

nith reference t¢ the Generic Letter item &, paragraph 4, where goes the
two-seconds come from anc what 15 the bases for the two-second only criteria,
could this be & minimun of 3 or 4 seconas? (I #19, Al Koehl, NES)

FeSEOﬂSC

The two-second criterion 1s based on the staff's consideration of the response
time of personnel and ecuipment and the difficulties involved in applying the
FSME Coce requirements in this situation. Any alternative to Position € of
ceneric Letter B9-04 or the ASME Code requirements may be subnitted, dlong with
¢ sounc basis, for staff review through a relief request. As relief reguests
ccrtaining alternatives to the Code requirements are expected to address the
fundamental purpose of inservice testing, see the summaries of the opening
presertations for a discussion of this subject.

Question 40

Generic Letter £9-04 states that previous analysis (IWv-3417(2)) can be
repleced with & conservative "reference value" comparison. Generic Letter
85-04 stetes this should be documented in the IST program. Should this change
be rade by relief request or by a text change to the program body? (1 #23, Jeff
kyhard, liine Mile Station)

Generic letter position on power operated valve stroke times of greater than
ten seconds 15 to place the valve in increased frequency 1f stroke time 1s
reater than 255 of the Lase line stroke time.

?IXI #38, Mort Khazrai, Toledo Edison)



» -
Response

When the staff prepared the discussion in Position 6 of Generic Letter £5.04,
the objective of the first paragraph was to set the stage for the discussion on
“rapic acting® valves, and 1T wes not intended to adoress 211 aspects of stroke
time for power-operated valves. Nevertheless, the staff believes that the use
of a reference value stroke time as a base Tire for compirison of routine test
values 1s a petter method of evaluating change in valve performance than that
specified ASME Code I1WV~3400. Therefore, if a licensee wishes to use reference
values rather than previous test values for comparing stroke times for valves
with normal stroke times ecual to or less than two seconds, the generic letter
proviges the vehicle for this deviation from the Code anc 2 relief request neec
nct be submitted. As the generic letter does not address valves with norma)
stroke limes greater than ten seconds, a licensee must submit 2 relief request
for steff review and approvel before using reference values as ¢ base line for
stroke tines for these valves.,

uestion &1

Can an MOV or power-operated valve have & dual classification unger "rapid
acting” and “less than 10 seconds?" For example, we have valves that stroke
closec 1n less tharn 2 seconds and open in less than ten seconds. Therefore, 1s
the clessification and the previous test (or reference test) percentage based
on opering time or closing time? (1 434, Jeff Neyhard, Nine Mile Station)

&esgonse

If the valve performs 2 safety function in both positions, and the stroke time
In cre cirection s less than two seconds, then for that stroke direction, the
licensee may use either the dcceptance criteria of ASME Code or the staff's
position for rapic acting valves, Where the stroke time for the valve in the
Olher cirection is greater than two seconds, the ecceptance criteria for that
stroke time range, as fdentified in the Code, should be followed when testing
the valve in the greater-than-two-second direction. Similerly, the alternative
concerning measurements of changes in stroke time allowed by Generic Letter
E5-04 mey be used for the stroke direction that has a stroke time of less than
two seconds. (NOTE: Although both MOVs and power-operated valves are
mentioned, the question is more applicable to air-operated valves. Normally,
MOVs do not have widely different stroke times for the open and close
directions, )
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Positicn 7, Testing Indivicual Contro) Fod Scram Valves in BwRs

NO questions.

Positiun &, Starting Point for Time Period in TS ACT;ON Statements

Question 472

10 CFR 50.5%52(e) states that IST programs comply with Section XI. Section X]
states for .c.ves that "If the condition s not, or cannot Le, correctec within
¢& hours, the valve sha)) be declared noperative.® Tais is in girect
cisagreement with the Generic Letter which states that the LCO must be declared
immediately. How €9 you Justify this disegreement with the Code?

(1 #5, Dave vallace, Fitzpatrick)

Gereric Letter 89-04 irplies that the 24 hour time period for declaring valves
Operable versus inoperable does not epply. Can the utility continue to use the
2é hours before declaring & valve roperable? (] ¢27, Jeff Neyhard, Kine Mile
Station)

Position B specifically states that licensees cannot use the 2&-hour grace
period for ceclaring & valve inoperadble (IWV-3217(b)) and must make such
declaration irmediately upon recognition of exceeding a stroke time limit.
Position £ states that the intent of developing more restrictive strove time
Timits is to 1centify & velve problem "bpefore the valve reaches the point where
there 15 @ high probetility of failure to perform if its safety function is
called upon. Per Position 8, exceeding the more restrictive limit does not
imply that the valve is fnoperable but that the prebability of failure s
increased. with this philosophy, the 24-hour grace period 1s even more
resasorable. (11 #8, John Zudans, Florida Power and Light)

This question s in reference to Item B of Attachment 1: *“Starting point for
tue period in Technical Specifications ACTION statement.® This i1tem
elimirates the 24-hour clock for valves which exceed Section X! limits. In
most cases, the Technical Specifications limits are higher than the Section X!
limit. This item needs discussion., (1] f15, John Kin, Virginia Power)

&esgonse

The Standard Technical Specifications in Section 4.0.5 specifically states that
the more restrictive requirements of the Technica) Specifications take
precedence over the ASME Code. For example, the Technical Specification
definition of OPERABLE does not grant a grace period before a device that is
not capatle of performing its specified function is declared inoperable. That
defirnition takes precedence over the ASME Code, which allows up to 24 hours
before ceclaring inoperable a valve that (1) is incapable of exhibiting the
required change of disk position or (2) has exceeded ite Timiting value of full
stroke time. Therefore, if @ valve is tested and the dat2z indicate that it is
inoperable és defined by the required action range, then that valve must be
declared inuperable at that time and not 24 hours later. This elimination of
the Z4-hour grace period before declaring a valve inoperable is consistent with
the requirements of ASME Standard OM-10.



Question 43

If 1t is obvious that & test has been rur incorrectly (1.e., a recorded
paremeter 15 cut of the range of the device being tested), do we sti1l enter
the action statement before re-running the test? (1 #2€, B111 Kittle, PSEAG
- Salem)

when a piece of equipment enters the required action range, why must the Tech
Specs action statement be entered without some Lime to reflect on why 11 has
Enterec the required action renge? A reasonable spproach would be to establish
& limited reflection time, for exampie the existing shift, tu review how the
test w2s conducted and review PTEvVIOUS tests to see what the problem is., In
declaring equipment inoperable whern it really may not be upon review of how the
LEST wes concucted, generates needless paperwurk and impacts INPD éveil-ability
stetistics (i.e., HPCI, RCIC, RHR). (1 428, Bob Einz, PSEAC Hope Creek)

Fesponse

For some time, tre hRC staff has been concerned with the unrestrictec grace
perioc for ceclaring a component inoperable allowed by the ASME Code. Ore
example of this grace period is the Zé-hour delay a)lowed by IWY-3417 of
Section X1 following a failure of & valve to exhibit the required change of
¢isk position., The staff's concern in this area has been expressed to
indivigual licensees on many occasions. In order to provide guidance that is
consistent with the Standard Technica) Specifications and that can be appliea
generically, the steff developed Position 8 of Generic Letter B9-04 which
Steles that the unrestricted grace period in the ASHE Code f{s unacceptable.
Cnce a component 1s declared inoperable, the action statement in the Technice)
Specifications would provice time for evaluation of the situetion, inclucing
perfurming the test, before change 1s required in plant cperating mode. A
licersee may propose alternatives to the hRC staff's position. for example, &
valve struke time that s less than the limiting stroke time could be
establishec as an alert time, If the alert time 15 exceeded anc¢ the limiting
time 15 rot, the licensee would fnitiate a 2é-hour period for evaluating the
concition of the valve before declaring 1t inoperable.

Question 44

Rddress the conflicts between the background of the generic letter which states
"The intent of testing is to detect degradation affecting cperation and assess
whether adequate marging are maintained” and Position B regarding the starting
point for Technical Specificaiton ACTION statements. This will require
ceclaring components iroperable which are capeble of fulfiliing their safety
function (i.e., operables. (11 #33, Philip J. korth, Duke Power)
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Resgonse

The staff does not see a conflict between the statement in the background and
Position B of Generic Letter B9-04. Testing is intendec to detect degradation
of a component and to provide assurance that ddequiate margins are maintaineo.
wnere testing 1ndicates that a component has undergone such degradation that
1ts operability is in question(e.g., the Timiting value of full stroke time for
@ valve has been exceeded), Position 8 of the generic letter requires that

the component be ceclared inoperable.

Ques*ion 4%

Referring to paragraph 8, after testing a pump and declaring i1t inoperable, 1s
1t acceptable to replace the process instruments with test instruments which
dre more accurdte then retest, rather than recalibrating process instruments?
(IV & V #14&, Arkansas Nuclear ] and 2)

kes, nse

Accuracy of the instrumentation 1s an important consideration in the per-
formance of & test. In addition, the test must be performed in a manner that
dllows the test results to be compared for trends. This consistent per-
formance of a test is sometimes referred to as "repeatability,® Where instru-
ments with different characteristics (such as with respect to range and
accuricy) are used for each test, the ability to monitor the results for trends
may be lost. Therefore, the steff prefers that the same set of instruments be
useo 1n performing tests on a particular component. This can be accomplished
most reedily by use of properly calibrated process instruments installed in the
system. The installation of test instrumentation that are more accurate that
the process instruments 15 allowed by the ASME Code. For the example cited by
the question, after declaring the pump inoperable because of the test results
from process instruments, the operability of the pump may be verified by more
eccurate test equipment. Because the same instruments should be used for test
tu monitor the results for trends, the licensee should recalibrate the process
instruments for their continued use or should establish a procedure to use the
more accurate test instruments from that point forward.

Question 46

In reference to Item B of Attachment 1, 1t states that the provisions to
recalibrate in IWP-3230(d) can only be done after the component 1s cdeclared
inoperable. What if, during a pump test, before test data is taken, it is
clearly observed that a gauge is malfunctioning. Do | need to declare the pump
iroperable, or can | stop testing and recalibrate?

(IV & V #36, Ken Trippel, Houston Lighting & Power/South Texas Project)
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Response

If a test 15 underway (regardless of whether test data have been taken) and it
is cbvicus that & gauge is malfunctioning, the test may be halted anc the
instruments should be promptly recalibrated. One exampie might be a wildly
fluctuating gauge. It should be noted, however, that, in many sftuations where
anomalous data are indicated, it Méy not be clear that the problem lies with
the gauge. In these cases, the licensee should attribute the problem to pump
performance. The licensee woulc then declare the pump inoperable and evaluate

the concition of the pump during the time allotted by the applicable Technical
Specification.

Position $, Pump Testing Using Minimum-Flow Return Line or Without Flow
Measurirc Devices

With reference to the Generic Letter item 9, in cases where only the minimum
flow return line 15 the available path, would the generic letter be revised to
consiger recucirg the 5 minute time required for stabilizing the pump as
requirec by IwP-3:00(a) to a lesser time such as 2 or 3 mirutes in order to
minimize the possibility of pump damage occurring during the pump's operationa)
test? (1 #20, Al Koehl, NES

Fesgonse

The staff does not intend to revise Generic Letter B9-04 to change any current
positions or to accress scditiona] issues. If there is a problem concerning
complignce with the ASME Code, requests for relief from the Code may submitted.

Question 48

In mini-flow recirculation lines are instrumented for flow, are guarterly tests
alone, which measure flow, differential pressure, and vibration, acceptable?
(IV8 V ¢1B, waterford 3)

Pe590ﬂse

Mini-flow recirculation line tests are not prohibited by Section XI of the ASME
Code. The staff, however, believes that a mini-flow test can be detrimental to
& pump and 1s not a desirable test configuration, These tests produce data of
marginal value and provide 1ittle confidence in the centinued operability of
the pump. The staff would prefer a more comprehensive test performed at sume
recuced frequency rather than relying only on the mini-flow test that is
perforred quarterly, This particular issue may be a topic of another generic
letter addressing inservice testing in the future.
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guestioﬂ 49

Many mini-recirculation lines have no means to
prior 1o taking data. Thus, this recirculation
Since Table IWP 3100-2 1imits are placed in giff
criteria should be usec to place limits on flow?
syster, measured flow will cermonstrate some variat
instrumert repeatability, operator interpolation of needle position on meter
face, etc. Table IwP 3100.2 Iimits do not seem appropriate for flow in this
case. To allow both flow anc differentia) pressure to vary within 13% ranges
Coes nct 2ppear to muet the intert of Section IWF. (IV & V #19, Waterfora 3)

edjust flow to a reference ve lue
flow 15 relatively fixeg,
erentisl pressure, what

Even with a fixed-flow

ion test-to-test due to

Response
. ——— e ————

In most cases, mini-flow recirculation lines do not have flow adjustment
capabrlity, The ASME Cude recogrizes this in INP-3110, which permits the yse
of one or more fixea sets of reference velves for pump testing. The Coce
dertifies acceptance criteria for both differentia) pressure and flow rate in
Teble InF-3100-2. It 15 not permissible for both parameters to very during a

test, With cre parameter set at a reference value, the other parameter 1s
CLrmpared Lo the acceptance criteria.

Question &0

It 15 =ore desirable to test pumps &t substantial flow conditions thar on mini-
recirculation lines. Should entire trains of safety systems be declared
inoperable and 72 hour action statements entered solely to realign these
systems for inservice testing? Does the obtaining of “better® purp data
Justify the increasec risk to the public during the time the system cannot
perform 1ts safety function? (IV & §20, waterford 3)

Fesgonse

As stated in the gquestion, 1t s more desirable to test pumps with substantial
flow thin in mini-flow recirculation configurations., The NRC staff, however,
does not agree with the questioner that the performance of inservice testing
results in incressed risk to the public., Inservice testing is intended to
provide assurerce of the continued operability of pumps and valves. To provide
this assurance, 1t 15 consfdered acceptable for a Technica) Specification
action statement to be entervd on infrequent occasions in order to test a
componert, Where 2 system must be taken out of service to perform a test,

it 15 likely that, in the event of a plant emergency the system could be
realigred for operation in short order, Where one train of a safety system
will be disabled for an extended period or both trains of the system must be
mede Ynoperetle to perform a test, the licensee should propese a testing
schedule that provides for verification of component operability with testing

performed during period (e.g., refueling outages) when availability of the
system 15 not essential to plant safety.
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Position 10, Containment lsolation Valve Testing

Question £]

In regard to Attachment 1, Position 10, why can't valves other than containment
1solation valves (CIVs) that are 6 Inches or larger be exempt from the needless
requirement of Iwv-3427(b)7 (1 #40, J. ¥. Connolly, Seabrouk Station)

Does the exemption from IWV-3427(b) pertain to pressure isolation valves ‘Plvs)
as well as Appendix J valves? (11 98, John Zudans, Florida Power ang Light)

Do FiVs have relief from IWNV-3427(b)? 1Item 10 on Attachment 1 only discusses
Civs (111 ¢46)

Resgonse

The relief from 1wv-3427(b) of the ASME Code granted through Generfc Letter
85-04 only applies to ClVs under cortainment leak rate testing. This pesition
h35 writter in response to numerous relief requests concerning ClVs from
lcersees that cited difficulties in trencing leak rate data. we were not
dware of similar cifficulties with Plvs during reactor coolant system leak
testing. The relief from the explicit requirements of INV-2427(b) should not
be taken as an indication that the NRC staff 1S disregarding the value of
trending CIV leak testing data. Until more information is available on
dppropriate leak rate l1imits and on reasorable scatter of data, however,
Position 10 will remain i effect for Clvs. The NRC staff anticipates
developing a more comprehensive position of the subject in a future generic
corrunication to licensees,

Positior 11, IST Program Scope

Question &2
SMEITION <&

IWV-1200 specifically exempts control valves from testing, Why are these
valves included in the list of example in IST program scope as part of
Attachment 17 ( 1 #6, Dave Wallace, Fitzpatrick)

Response

IWV-1200 of the ASME Code does not exermpt valves that have a required safety
function from the provisions of Section X1. Code interpretation X1-1-83-5¢
states that 1t 15 & requirement of Section X! that flow control valves that
have one or more defined safety-related functional requirements be classifieed
Category A or B, as applicable, and tested in accordance with the requirerents
of Subsection IWV. This philosophy applies to all contro) valves that have one
or more defined safety-related functional requirements,
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Question 83

Please clarify the last three lines of Generic Letter ftem 11 of Attachment ).
(1 #10, Shafi Rokerya, New York Power Authority)

The scope statement of Position 11 15 nweh too vague. The position with
respect to progrem scepe must be clarified anc explained to provide further
GulGence and should elso adaress the backfit 1ssye, In agdition, fn the past,
't has been the practice of adding acditional cor onents to the scope of 1S7T
Programs via the authority of 10 CFR SO.SSa(g)(iig. How will this be addressed
in the future? (11 #5, John iudans, Florida Power § Light)

Do safety-relatec components outside of Class 1, 2, and 3 need to be tested in
eccorocrce with the (ude and be included in the JS7 program, or 1s it the
ntent to have some form of testing to demonstrate cperability, (111 125,
Yince Treague, Point Beach)

In reference to Item 11 of Attachrent 1, please clarify the intent of the last
sertence of this 1tem: “Therefore, while 10 CFR 50.55a delireates the testing
requirerents for ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 pumps and valves, the testing of
purgs ang valves 1s not to be limited to only those covered Ly 10 CFR 50,864, "
(1V. 8 v #10, T. 1, Hoyle, washington Nuclear 2)

How will the WRC review pump and valve testing not included in the scope of the
IST progren? Will the ASME Code requirements be dpplied to these components?
(IV & v ¢15, Arkansas huclear ] ang 2)

Respcrse
Critericr 1 in Appendix A to 10 CFR Fart 50 requires, among other things, that
comporents important to safety be testec to quality standards commensyrate vith
the 1rportance of the safety functions to be performed. Appencix P to Part 50
describes the quality assurance program, which includes testing, for
sefety-related components. Paragraph (g) of 10 CFk 50,554 requires the use of
section X1 of the ASME Code for nservice testing of components covered by the
Code. For other components important to safety, the licensee also has the
burden of demonstriting their continued cperability. The list proviced in
Positiun 11 contains examples of cemponents that have been shown by our
experience to frequently umitted from a routine testing program. The licensee
should review the safety significance of these identified components to ensure
that the inservice testing is ddequate to demonstrate their continued
Operability. NRC inspectors will evaluate the adequacy of such testiro. The
Code-required IST prougram s @ reasonable vehicle to provide a periodic
deronstration of the operability of pumps and valves not covered by the Code.
If non-Code componerts are included in the ASME Code IST program (or some other
licersee-developed inservice testing program) and certain Cogde provisions
cannct be met, the Commission regulations (10 CFR 50.5%5a) do not require a
“request for relief” to be submitted to the staff. Nevertheless, documentation
that provides essurance of the continued operability of the non-Code components
through the perforned tests shuuld be availeble at the plant site.




Question &4

The Diesel Generator atr start system direction that wes i1n the i1nitial graft
of Generic Letter 89-04 has now been dropped. Can we remove the testing from
our prograr?  (Not that we would, | fee) it is a guod practice) (1 ¢22, Jeff
heyharc, Nine Mile Station)

In Fosition 11, why were the emergency diesel generator support system
components celeted from the list 1n the final version of the letter? (1] ¢3,
John Zyudans, Florida Power § Light)

Response

Typicélly, the Emergency Diese] Generator air start system 1s not Code Class |,
¢, or 3 and, therefore JU CFR 50.552 does not require the testing of these
components to be performed under the provisions of the ASME Code. Emeryency
Diesel Generator air start, cooling water, and fuel oil transfer systems,
however, are corsicered safety related. £s such, Appendices A ang B to Part 50
recuire thet trey undergo cumponent testing,

Questipr &t
LA Z AR T

Are the 1tems listed in Attachment 1 numder 1lc, d, and e specific to PNRs? (1
#24, John Lindburg, PF&1)

FESE:ESG

The 1isted 1ters were not intended to apply to every plant. Each licensee
shoule review the list and determine those itens applicable to 1ts facriity,
in response to the specific question, items llc, d, and e do not apply to EwRs.



OTHER QUESTIONS DURING GENERIC LETTER 83904 MEETINGS

schedule for Implementing the Generic Letter

Question &€
SRS 2o 8

The scope of the Generic Letter 15 broad and requires more than the 2llotted
€ morths for response. What Quidance can be given for extension of the
response date? (1 48, Dave Wallace, Fitzpatrick)

oW much 15 expected to be done at the end of € months? (1450)

wrat s the schedule requirement for implementing additional or revised
testing arising from the activities related to the generic letter? Keep in
ming that the results of reviews ang evaluations must be avarlable prior to

Fevising and implementing the related procedures. (11 #8, John ludans,
Florica Fower & Light)

Do the requirements to conform to the stated positions of the generic
letter within € months of the Gite of the letter mean that all procedures
hive to be revised and dpproved within this ¢ month period, or i1s 1t
dcceptable to have procedures in the process of being revised within the €
ronth period? (111 ¢#15, M. M. Richter, Commonwealth Edison)

Due to outage schedules and constraints, are there &ny provisions for

not completing all equipment modifications within 18 months of the date of
cenfirnatory letter, or the first scheduled refueling outage following the
cenfirmation letter? (111 116, M. H. Richter, Commonwea 1th Edison)

How are extensions of the October 3, 1989 deadline viewed; what factors are
corsidered on such requests? (i11421, Point Beach Nuclear Plant)

Lo utilities have to contact their Project Managers to schedule immediately
¢ meeting to resolve any requested relief FeQuests outside the generic
letter (prior to required test frequency) to obtain approval and avoid
violation after submittal, or will there be a grace period? (11144])

Fesponse
With regard to plants not listed in Table 1 or 2 of Generic Letter 89-0¢,

the intent 15 that, by the end of six months, (1) the 15T program would be
revisec to incorporate all the requirements of the generic letter, (2) the
procedures would be written and implemented, (2) the confirmation letter and
éry necessary additioral relief requests would be submitted to the NRC, and
(4) a schedule would be provided for any plant modifications necessary to
comply with the requirements. It is additionally fntended that any necessary
€quipment modifications be completed within 18 months of the date of the
confirmation letter or the first scheduled refueling outage following the
corfirmation, whichever occurs later,
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schecule, however, will be specified ir the SER. T~ rchedule for Table |
plents 15 keyed to the SER because the Iicensee nes -h opportunity to
reéview the SiR before having to commit to an implencntation schedule,
hevertheless, the staff encourages Table 1 plants to begin verifying that
plant procedures are consistert with the generic letter before receipt of
therr SER. Table 2 licensees should verify that plant procecures are

corsistent with the generic letter positions within six months of fssuance
¢t Generic Letter B9-D4.

Confirrction Letter

Question 5B

With our confirmation letter will be a couple of relief requests. How
will trey be handled? Can we assume relief is grantecd? [o we have to wait

,

for your SER? (] #30, Joann West, Beaver Valley)

wret 15 the level of information expected in the resporse to the gereric
etler? How detailed must 1t be? (11 127, Garry Galbreath, Duke Power)

15 "relief" requirec for items per Generic Letter B9-04 which giffer from
the ASML Coce? (111 #22, Point Beach Nuclear Plant)

Response

A confirmation letter from a particular licensee mey contain severa)l forms
of inforretion, depending on the 18T program. The confirmztion letter
should accress the extent to which the licensee's program and procedures
mEEL the positions attached to Generic Letter B9-04. 1t is anticipated that
most licensees will have to modify their 37 programs as a result of the
generic letter. The revised program should accompany the confirmation
letter. In cases where a generic letter position that approves an alterna-
tive 1o the ASME (ode is being followed, a relief reguest 1s not regquired,
tut the deviation from the Code should be documented in the ST program
2long with 1ts method of approval (1.e., through the relevant generic letter
position). As & suggestion, licensees meéy reserve the use of the term
“relief request” for those cases where specific staff review and approval
are neeged before implementation,

if & licensee cannct meet one of the generic letter positions, an alternate
lest methoo may be performed, providing the provisions of Paragraph B of the
ceneric letter are met. This Paragraph B approach for generic letter
positions coes ndt require a relief request but the Justification should be
retainec in the IST program. In that the generic letter does not supersede
the requlations in any way, the option still exists to submit requests for
relief from the Code for program-related positions in the generic letter.
For plants not listed on Table 1 or 2 (i.e., plants that will pe submitting
@ confirmetion letter), any requests outside the scope of the generic letter
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that were sutmitted before Apri) 3, 1589 are approved by the 1ssuance of the
Generic Letter, If a relief roguest 'S submitted after April 3 0~ a reltef
request submitted before April 3 1 modified, the requested relief may

rot be implenented until receipt of staff approval. The cate by which

these relref request approvals are neeged should be specified 1n the
confirmation letter so that their réview may be prioritized.

Yerification of Generic Letter Implementation

uestion §9

When and how 15 guidence going to be provided to the Regional offices
on 1nspection anc enforcement of the fssues stated in the Generic Letter?
(1 #3, Lave wallace, Fitzpat ick)

Regarcing the approva) of the IST Program scope and related relief requests,
1t appears that NRC 13 not planning to perform detailed review and is merely
stating that their responsibility re. 10 CFR <0.5%2 15 satisfied by the
GENEric Jetter supplementes by plant site inspections, This eliminates the
pre-approval ciscussions done previously; however little guicance 1s
Previged to give licensees' confidence that the subjective opinions rf the
various inspectors can be anticipated before the fact. It would hely 1f
there were some mechanism whereby a utility could receive an official
opinion/gcetermination with respect to program scope and relief request
Gueries In a timely manner. (11 96, John Zudans, Florida Power § Light)

wWith respect to inspections, will there be an irspection module developed,

Or 15 tris to be an “ad hoc* type of inspection? (11 #27, Ron Jacobstein,
Florica Fower & Light)

To what extent is the NRC planning to make their guidance uniform policy for
¢il 1nspections? It 15 very important that uniform policy be applied at al)
facilities, regardless of the composition of inspecting teams, (11 #38, John
Zucans, Florida Power & Light)

Many 2alterrnatives that are given seem vague and subject to interpretation.
Who decides adequacy and what are the ramification of differences between
licensees and the NRC? (111923, Point Beach Nuclear Plant)

What guidance will Region/KRR auditors use in dccessing IST Programs for
Table 1 or 2 plants? wWil) they use the SER or the generic letter? (IV &V ¢3,
T.F. Hoyle, washington Kuclear 2)

Fesgonse

The NRC staff has teen performing activities to provide assurance that
applicetion of the generic letter by the inspectors will pe consistent,

For example, 2 rmeeting to discuss the generic letter was held in Rockville,
Faryland, in Apri) 1585, and each HRC Region office was represented. A
temporary instruction (T]) will be written by NRC/NRR, providing guidance to
the regional inspectors on prioritized inspection activities for ST and the
Ceneric Letter 85-04, It is intended that the T1 will be complieted in six
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10 eight months, Peripdic hER/Region counterpart meetings will be held tp
énsure consistency on the JS7 subject matter, Additionally, the inspection
teams are expected to be made up of NRC/NRR, NRC Fegion, and contractor
personnel, thereby proviging for consistent communication. These inspections
will assast the staff in verifying the aodequiacy of the ST program rather
than verifying 40equacy by the traditional staff review. It 1s intended

that the inspectors wil) rely on the Generic Letter, the temporary 1nstructior
&nc the particular SER for Teble ) 4ng 2 plants, These inspections will not
be pertcrmed on an ad hoc basis, Although only relief reguests wil) receive
NrC review before their implementation, licensees may direct guestions
cencerring Interpretation of requirements on the JS7 program and procedures
to the NRC staff through their Project lanager,

Question €0
=R On LY

If the SER does not constitute NRC concurrence that the generic letter
recuirenents (at least those that are routinely addressed in the program
submittal) are ret, then how will issuance of SERs to Table l or Table 2
Flants constitute NRC appreval of the ST program? (11 ¢19, Sic Burns,
Alatera Fower Company)

Will 21 SERs issued in the near future, or recently issued, incorporate all
the 15sues in the generic letter? (] #41)

Response

It 1s recognized that the positions in Generic Letter 89.04 go beyond the
4rEas coverec ty past SERs on inservice testing. Positions 4, £, and 8 dea)
wIth procecural matters that are not reflected in the ST programs ang SERs,
Trherefore, 1t cannot te expected that an SER would constitute concurrence
that all of the generic letter positions have been met, The SEfs for Table )
enc ¢ plants explicitly contain dpprovel only for reljef requests., These
SERS can be considered as providing IST program approval only in that the
practice has been to perform a thorough review ang 1centify prodler areas
thet reed resoiution.

Upcates and Pevisions of the 1$T Programs

Question €1
LAAE PRI P

if relief requests exist that do what one, or any, of the positions state,
should these recuests be retracted with the confirmation/resubmittal?
(11 928, Jim Holton, Florida Power Corp.)

Uo "changes to the program” inclucde administrative changes such as referenging
different procedures, or Just intent of program? (11 932, Jim Kolton, Florida
Fower Corp.)

In instances when @ licensee modifies their JST program beyond ¢ ¢ currently
subriitted to the NRC, [as discussed in) Faragraph D of the generic letter,
end reviews the mudification écaInst the pesitions found in Attachment 1, 1is
1t reguired that the ]ST prograr modifications be submittegd to the MRC:

(111 414, K. K, Richter, Cormonwea 1th Edisen)
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Cur plant 15 on Table 1. We have revised the program to 1dentify Generic
Letter E5-04 as a reference and mage some minor change: consistent with the

letter, [0 we need to resubmit the program? (111 #2€, Steve Bell, IMTHnors
Fower )

Are all future revisions to the IS7 program required to be submitted to the
Commission? Section D of the generyc letter 15 silent on this subject.,
UIV.& v 95, T, F, Hoyle, Washington Nuclear 2)

Does the generic letter mean that program subrittals are ro longer required?
Uncer what circumstances are submittals sti)) required? (IV & V 912, Arkersas
Kuclear One)

Shoulc we provide changes to the ARC as 500N as made even 1f numerous

“trivial” or “typo" Changes are being 1ssued? What about the “turplete angd
dccurate” requirement in 10 CFR 50,82 (Iv & ¥ #30, Paul Croy, Southern Califernia
Edysorn/San Onofre)

Should upreted plans cocument specific relief requests that were approved on
@ prior cete? [IV & ¥ #24, Rlan Harris, waterfore 3)

Since programs are revised frequertly and in a piece-meal fashion, does the
hEC expect each change to be submitted a5 soon as 1t's made, or 1s once per
year, once per two years, etc. adequate? (IV & V #35, San Onofre ])

Response

The KRC staff should have the current ST program being implemented ot

each plant even 1f this means that a licensee sends rultiple submittals to
the WAl e2ch year, The most up-to-date version of an IST program will not
Le used for the purpuse of the staff performing compiete program reviews as
has teen dore in the past, Rather, 1t is neeced to prepare for IST irncpections
énc 1o assist in the review of relief requests. The staff would prefer to
have 2 complete program rather than individual changed pages. The identi-
ficetion 1n the program of the mechanism for approval of specific relief
requests would be particularly helpful. That is, the program should
indicete whether the approval is (1) through a position in Generic Letter
89-04, (Z) by virtue of the relief request being outside the scope of the
positions 1n the Ceneric Letter and submitted before April 3, 1989, (3)
through the mechanism described in Paragraph B in the gereric letter, or
{¢) cbtained using a relief request that will need staff approval by @
specific cate. (Currently-approved relief requests that follow a generic
letter pesition should not be retracted but the source of approval (i.e.,
the generic letter) should be identified in the ST program. MNon-technical
4nc minur typographical changes may be held until the licensee has collected
several such changes., This is considered to meet the intent of 10 CFR 50.9
for complete and accurate information. For plants not listed in Table 1 or
2, revisions to the IST program should be sent when the confirmation letter
15 submitted.
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Question €2

If vilves are adced to or removed from the system, does the change to
the program require resubmittal? (]1 #32, Jim Holton, Florida Power Corp.)

Can components be deleted without prior NRC approval? (111 #45)

Fesponse

heither the Commission regulations in 10 CFR 50.55a(g}, in general, nor
Generic Letter B9-04, in perticular, require the licensee to obtain NRC
dpproval on each test on every component in the ST program, As long as
the prograr 15 consistent with the regulations, the ASME Code, ang the
Generic Letter, relief is not required. To amplify, deletions from or
eccitions to the IST program do not necessarily require NRC approval, The
turgen 15 on the licensee to verify that their ST program 15 complete ang
all comporents that require IST are included and tested to the extent
frectacel. If 3 particular component is deleted from the ST program,
documertation of & reascr in an appropriate place is recommended.

Cuestion €3
o AR

Please clarify the intent cf the last sentence of [Section D]: “The
modified program should comply with the gisposition of relief reguests in
ény epplicatle SER based on 2 previously submitted 1ST prograr.® The
Serience quoted above seerms to apply to Table 1 or Table 2 plants only,
Also, the sentence seems to allow the use of an extension of a previously
grentec reitef request. (IV &V #4, T, F. Hoyle, Washington huclear 2)

Fesponse

Section D of the Generic Letter £9-04 epplies to all plants, Previously
approved relief recuests remain valid, However, if a .~lief request has
been cenied in an SER, the SER usually provides information on the reason
the relief request was denied and recommendations on appropriate actions for
the licensee. The last sentence of Section D is indiceting that these
recomnenced actions should be followed.

Question 64

It is clear that 1f an NRC position is covered by Attachment 1, then the
licensee must either comply with or follow the alternate provisions contained
in Section B of the gereric letter. But for program changes not covered by
Attachment 1, [Section D] states that the provisions of 10 CFR 50.5%5a(g)
should te followed. This infers that a relief must be submitted. Further,

in accorcance with the plant Technical Specifications, relief must be

grentea prior to implementation. (1V &V 44, T, F, Hoyle, Washington Nuclear 2)
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Question €7

If revised relief request submittals &re not considered approved, then

€O we cortinue working to the presently dpproved request? (11 430, Jim
holton, Floride Power Corp.)

-

Response

The 2pproved relief request is controlling until the licensee receives
dpproval of @ revised relief request, As we have indicatec above, if plant
cperations end ASMECude requirements dictate relief request approval by a
certéin cate, the licensee should indicate that date in the submitta)
containing the relief request.

Guestion 68

Does a relief request that is grancfathered but no longer required stil)
need approval? (11 s44)

Kesponse

By granafethered relief request, we 2ssume that the question 1s referring to
2 relvef request not covered by the positions in Generic Letter 89-04 but
subriitted before April 3, 1985, aithdrawal of relief requests, regardless
of the prior approval status, 1s permitted without NRC review, presuming the

IST program remains consistert with the regulations, the ASME Coce, or
Gereric Letter £5-04,

Question €9
"—-——-——-—-—-.

Is a continuous feedback system required to provide a mechanism to
reverify that relief requests are still valid based on ongoing maintenance
and plant modification activities? (111 $52)

Fesgonse

The licensee 15 expected to have a feedback system that wil) maintain

the IST program as 2 living document that will be updated to be consistent
with changes in plant configuration, If a particular relief request s no
longer required because of changes in hardware, system gesign, or new
technology, the licensee is expected to revise the program tc withdraw the
relief reguest. Conversely, if a system modificetion results in the
ecdition of a component to the IST program, the feedback system should
ensure that the Code recuirements ur Genmeric lLetter 89-04 provisions are
ret, or that a relief request is subnitted, as appropriate.
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Question 70

Relief request requirements are changed in the Generic Letter, Freviously
épproved relief reguests are now being challenged because the NRC uses a

cifferent reviewer. This dppears to be a backfit issye. (1 #4, Dave Wallace,
Fitzpatrick)

If relief was granted by the NRC for an item guring the first interval, is
the same relief grantec curing the second interval even though the relief g
not in compliance with GL 89-04? (1433, Joe Bashista, THI-I?

In the 1st 10 Year submittal, an SER dpproved a relief request which 1S not
consistent with the alternative positions in Generic Letter 89-04, Does the
generic letter void previously approved elternatives/relief requests (via an
SER) or may these elternatives/relref Fequests not consistent with Generic

Letter BS-04 sti1) be considered valid &nd 50 documented in the JST program?
(E11 431, Toledo Eaison)

when will it be known what the ctaff's position is on §
FECUESLS that contradict Generie Letter 89-04 cictatea
Cary J. Foesrer, Calleway Kuclear)

ER approved relief
testing? (111 ¢33,

Fesponse

We assume that the questions are not referring to interim reliefs but
rather relief recuests on which the NRC steff prepares an SER. Assuming
that the reviewed informatior, »as complete, accurate, and remaint up=-to-
date, an approvec relief récuest may be currently followed even 1f it
conflicts with the Generic Letter., These types of situations will pe
reviewec in preparation for inspections, Differences between the approved
relief request and the Generic Letter wil) be discussed in an effort to
obtain Ticensee agreement to adupt the Generic Letter position, Where
dgreement cannot be reached, the staff may consider initiatior of backfit
procedures. Felief reguests are subject to review by the NRC staff at the
len-year update for censistency with current HRC regulateory positions,
including those contained in Generic Letter §9-04. Reliefs that are

inconsistent with the Generic Letter would likely not be approved for a
Succeeding ten-year interval.

Question 71

What is the long term status of the "relief* system? (111 422, Point Beach
Nuclear Plant)

Response

The section of the Commission's regulations PErtaiIning to the relfef
request system is 10 CFR 50.55a. This regulation is not, ang cannot be,
Superseded by Generic Letter 85-.04. A revision to this regulation {s under
consideration., With Fespect to the "relief” system as described in the
requlation, the staff méy, 2t some time in the future, issue additional

guidance to provide a pre-approval mechanism much as the generic letter
coes in certain of its positions.,
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Question 72
Sl L L

To conform to generic letter positions, what does “document in the
program” mean? Should relief reguests be generated with the ungerstanding
thet the generic letter grants them? Or does a statement ncluded in the
program cescribing how the deviation conforms to the generic letter
suffice? (IV & v 921, waterford 3)

Response
—

The 15T program should include the deviation from the ASME Code that the
licensee intends to take, and the basis for the change just as a program
would normally contain. There should be sufficrent information in the
program to cemonstrate that Generic Letter 89-04 s applicable to the

situation 1n question and that the testing being performed conforms to the
generic letter,

Question 73

Is the following statement correct? A relief reouest submitted prior

to April 3, 1989 but not discussed on any SER and is not a subject of
generic letter attachment ] is epproved for use without any further utility
reviews., (111 949)

Felief reguests that were on the docket before April 3, 1589, for plants

that are rot 1n Table 1 or 2 in Generic Letter E95-04 and are topics that

WEre not ciscussed in Attachment 1 are zpproved by this generic letter, Any
relief recuests cutside of the Generic Letter pesitions that are submitted
after April 3, 1989, will require staff review and approval before 1mple-
mentation. The response to Question 74 explains the basis for this approach,
Other statements regerding utility's required actions for the review of imple-
menting procedures additionally apply.

Questiun 74

What 15 the LRC's basis for steting that approval is by virtue of the
gereric letter for previously submitted relief requests when such reliefs
could be outside the scope of the posiItIons in the generic letter and have
rot undergone hRC review? (111 #37, Erent Metrow, 11linois Dept. of Nuclear
Safety)

Response

From the cenera) knowledge of the relijef requests, the MRC staff selected
the technical issues considered the most significant to be addressed by
Generic Letter ES-04. The NRC staff checked a sampling of the current 1S7
progrars to provide confidence that those 1ssues not addressed in the
Gereric Letter were not highly safety significant., Additional issues that
would require the NRC staff to perform a cetailed regulatory analysis may be
addressed in future ceneric guidance,
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Cuestion 75

Regarding a multi-unit site, if one unit has an approved SER which granrts
relief un 1tems which do not meet all the criteria of the generic letter,
can the approvec SLR provide a basis for the Other umit to go ahead anc
inpiemert the relief request Prior to NRC re-review (assuming desfgn
cifferences co not exist between the two units)? (111 g48)

Resporse

when reivef 1s granted in an SER for One particular unit on a multiple unit
site, that relvef applies only to that one unit even 1f the other unit is
essertially 1centical. If an SEk is written for two (or more) units, the
relief woulc apply to all units specified in the SER. The SER for one unit
may nct be used as @ basis for implementing the request before staff
dpproval., See also the response to Question 66.

Cuestion 76
If an SER that 15 received by a plant or Table ] after the generic

letter was issued cenies a relief, and another plant that is not getting an
SER lias the same relief request grandfathered (approved), is this fair?

(11 #42)

Pesponse

Such situatiors will be considered by the NRC staff when prepering for
plant inspections, Differences between the dpproved relief request arg
Gereric Letter 85-04 will be discussec at that time to try to obtain
licensee eoreerent to follow the generic letter. If agreement cannot be
rezcheg, the staff will ccrsider the need to initiate backfit procedures.

Cuestion 77
AL 2 L LR

Does the first sentence of [the IST PROGRAM APPROVAL] section apply to
Table 1 and Table 2 plarts? The last sentence infers it does not. (IVaVes,
T. F. Hoyle, wWashington Nuclear 2)

Fesnonse

The first sentence of the *IST PROGRAM APPROVAL" section of Generic

Letter ¢5-04 states that “[t]his generic letter dpproves currently
submitted 1ST program relief requests for licensees who have not received
an SER provided that they (1) review their most recently submitted IST
progrems and implementation procedures against the positions delineated in
Attachment 1 ang (2) within € months of the date of this letter confirm in
writing their conformance with the stated positions.” This sentence applies
only to plants not listed in Table 1 or £,
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Question 78

In the agproval process, when an SER conditionally gives relief ang
recuires further plan cnanges, is an SER suppiement providec, or 1s relief
approvec by letter, or is the re)ief granted based on conformance to the
SER stipuletion? (IV & V 432, Alan Harris, waterforg 3)

Dieblo vanyon's SER grants several relief requests with cornditions., We are
revising reliefs to meet these conditions. Nill we need NRC approval of

revisea reliefs prior to implementacion? (IV & V #39, Juhn Arhar, Facific Gas &
tlectric/Diablo Canyon)

Resganse

If the conditional approval specifically identifies what must be done

o obtain relief, then conformance with the condition is complying with the
relvef. A revised program should be sent to the NRC stating that the
cercitions have been met, In that case, a follow-up SER would nut be
1Ssuec.  where the relief request 15 dented and the staff asks for more
inforration (e.g., acditiona) znalysis or basis), then a specific request

must be macde to the staff for 1ts review and dapproval before 1mplerentation
Ey the licensee.

Fecent arc Upcomine SERs

Question 76

For @ Tatle 1 plant, can changes be made to the IST program in accordance
»1th the gereric letter, even thouch the SER has not been received? (11 938,
A1 Koon, South Carolina Electric & Gas/Summer huclear Station)

Fesponse

Any licensee may revise 1ts IST program to conform to Generic Letter B9-04,
The licensee should provide changes to the ]ST program to the NRC as
ciscussec 1n the respornses to Questions €1 and €5,

Question B0

Will the mplementation schedule for procedure changes ang hardwere changes
be specified in the SER? Will this schedule be similar to the generic
letter; e.g., will the licensee have six months to effect procedure changes
and 18 months/next refueltn§ cutage to make hardware changes? (Iv & V #2s 1:-F,
Hoyle, washington Nuclear 2

Response

The inplementation schedule for procedure and hardware changes will be
contained in the SER. The KRC staff expects the schedules to be similar to
those 1n the Generic Letter B5-04., See also the response to Question 57.
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Question 81

Before the SER 15 1ssued or for the first six months thereafter, 15 it
permissible for the licensee to use 1ts current 15T program as submitted to
the NRC? (IVAve3, T. F. Hoyle, Washington Nuclear 2)

HFesponse

Licensees should use the current version of their 1ST program. The
Generic Letter 1n effect provides interim dpprovel of the existing program
for Table 1 licensees until the SER 15 1ssued.

Question B2

If a plant with an SER on its 187 program has a 10 year review up

coming, how should that pe hancled? Resubmittal? (111 935, Gary J. Roesner
Callaway Nuclear)

Fesponse

A pient with an SER that is Freparing a revision for the 10-year update
shoulc revise the program to be in conforrance with the provisions of
Generic Letter 83-04. The licensee coes need to submit the program update
to the NP(. The prograr should indicate which reljef requests require NRC
review and approval and which relief regquests are aireacy approved through
the generic letter, Staff review and epproval of the unapproved relief
requests ere requirec before the licensee implement the néw progran,

Alternatives to Positions in the GCeneric Letter

Cuestion B3

Are the new criteria always to be used even if it is not applicable?

Can 1t be partially implemented if the licensee feels the relief request is
sufficiently justified by specific in house experience? (1 ¢4, Dave wallace,
Fitzpatrick)

Respense

Certain positions in the Generic Letter 89-04 are not fully applicable to
411 plents, For example, the components listed in positions 3 and 11 are
not applicable to all plants, Further, Position 7 s applicable only to
Ewks, Alternatives to the positions of the generic letter, or partial
implementation as this question suggests, should be justified in accordance
with Paragraph B of the letter, Specific in-house experience is only one
cf the sources of inforration that should be utilized when evaluating
alternative testing, and is not a substitute for the criteria in Paragraph
E of the generic letter.
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uestior 84

Will any deviations from the requirements in the Generic Letter be reviewed
#nc an SER yssued for those relief requests? (1 #42)

Is & relvef request required when only 2 or 3 of the 4 1tems fdentified 1n
Generic Letter Item B, page 2, can be met? (1 045)

Generic Letter BS-04 states in Feragraph B, that when licensees are

urable to comply with the positions of Attachment 1, evaluation of
¢lternate testirg should address [four criterial. 1Is it mangatory for each
instance to address all 4 of the above 1tems? In some instances or
S1tuations, the above items may not apply, or only a portion may apply,
wher evaluating an alternate test to one of the Positions of Attachment )
of Generic Letter BS-04, mdy the alternate test be implemented without
prior NRC approval providing an evaluation is performed and cocumented and
retained n the IST Program? [oes the documented aiternative test
evaluation in the IST program have to be formally submitted to the NRC as
an IST prugram revision, and if so, in what time frame? (111 913, M. k.
kichter, Commonwealth Edison)
Un Fage 2 of Ted Sullivan's review, he incicated thit the NRC wil) not

15sue SERS 1n Attachment ] ftems and Justified alternatives. Are the
Justifiec alternatives the ¢ points on past component history? Can | use
trese & alterratives to justify a ceviation from the Attachment 1 positions?
If so, are these then approved by the generic letter? After 15suing a
confirratory letter, can | g0 through the above process to get “automatic”
Or pre-approval of Attachment 1 exceptions in the future? Can the 4 points
be vsed for norn Attachment 1 items following a similar process? (111432)

-

with Tecnnical Specification 4.0.5) specific written approval requirec prior
to implerentation? (IVEV#8, T.F. Hoyle, mashington Nuclear 2)

For relief requests nout covered by this generic letter, 1s (in accordance

Assuming that Section X1 will not be followed, Paragraph B of the Generic
Letter E5-04 provides guidance for the situation in which & Ticensee is
uriable to comply with one of the positions of the Generic Letter because of
design considerations or personnel hazard (as opposeo to inconvenience).

Irn such a situation, a licensee may develop an alternative testing method
provicec an evaluation is performed that addresses four specific criteria,
The 2lternate test would not be dccepteble unless the data asscciated with
those criteria are sufficient to justify its adequacy for detecting degraca-
tion anc ensuring cortinued cperability, Where the four criteria

ere satisfiec, the alterrate test is considereg approved by the generig
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letter and may be implemented. The specific justification is expected to
be cocumented in the ST program submitted to the NRC, but neec¢ not be
cocumented 1n the form of a relief reguest. This documentation will be

Sublect to review for completeness, dccuracy, anc applicability guring NRC
Inspections,

if at some time, the circumstances change such that the justification
ovtained through Paragraph B is no longer valid, then the licensee must
submit a relief request for staff review before continuing the alternate
test. Faragraph E mey also be used when future revisions to the 157 progran
relating to the generic letter positions are preparec. I1f all four c iteria
cannot Le met, then a relief request must be submitted to the NRC anc the
ilternate test method cannot be implemented until staff dpproval 15 received.
For technical issues outside the scope of the positions in the generic
letter, the alternative provisiuns of Paragraph B may not be appliec and, in
these cases, & relief request must be submitted for KRC approval before
implementation,

-

Question 85

Since 10 CFR 50.55a(g) 15 a top tier cocument, s 1t stil) permissible

t0 use 115 provisions of the relief request process when the recuirements

of the Cove/generic letter cannctl be met? iust these relief requests be
approved prior to implementation in accordance wit. plant Technical Specifie
cetion 4.C.57 If a recuired test cannot be done, should the utility use the
exicency provision? (IVAVE?, T. F. Hoyle, washington Nuclear 2)

The previsions of 10 CFR $0.55a(g) remain available for the licensee's

use for sutmitting relief requests and obteining approvals., In accorcance
with the Technical Specifications, approval of relief requests is requireo
Letore 1mplementation., Relief requests should indicate the date by which
epproval 15 needed. Generic Letter B9-04 1s providing another methoc of
receiving approval of deviations from the ASME Code requirements, The
licensee may prepare a case to Justify postponement of a particular test on
the basis of exigency. At this point, we are unaware of any aspect of
Generic Letter BS5-04 that would qualify for the exigency provisioun,

Question 86

was the generic letter yssued as opposed to changing the regulation?
Prior tc regulation changes, will comments be solicited from the licensees?
(IV.& v 912, Arkirsas luclear 1 and 2)

Response
Generic Letter B5-04 is not considered an alternative to the regulation but

15 @ vehicle to ottein preapproved relief from certain ASME Code requirerents,
If the reculation 1s changed, the norma) rulemaking process will te followed
and comments wiil be solicited.
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Peouests for Acditional Inforration (RAI)

Question &7
R & &

How U0 piants which have received requests for additional information
(RA1) from the NRC but are not on the list of plants to receive an SER get

FAL 1tems resulved that are not dddressed 1n the Generic Letter? (141,
Dave wallece, Fitzpatrick)

Uoes the Generic Letter or the RA] take precedence and which one must
be complied with? (1#43)

We received B85 questions (RA] from NEC) of which some were general in

terms. A couple cealt with Justification wording in which the questioner
recommencged & more cetailed Justification, 21though the alternate methoe
would remain the same. wWould we have to reke these recommended changes ang
resudmit, or can we leave them alone? |If révision 1s more of an agministra-
tive worging 1ssue, then are they considered to require an SER?
(11 931, Jwm Holton, Florida Power Corp.)

nhiat co | co about an FA] that | received prior to the ?enerac letter
anc Yssues in the RA] are outside Attachment 12 (11¢43

&esgcrse

There are a stell number of plants that have received RAIs and that have not
hec an IST review meeting to discuss the RAL. Utilities n this category
are plants not on either Table ] or 2 and that are expected to respond to
Generic Letter 89-04 with a confirmation letter. Utilities that have
recerved RAIs do not need to respond explicitly to the RAls, but should

use them tu 2ssist in responding to the generic letter. The RAls provide

én irgication of possibly weak or Questionable aspects of an ST program.
For those ceses where the intent ot an KRC question is unclear, licensees
méy obtain clarification through the KRC Project Manager,

Cuestion 88

Some questions in a recent RA! are in conflict with previously approves
relief requests. Which une must be complied with? (] 144

Fesgonse

Previously approved relief requests remain valid despite what might appear
to be & conflicting position in an RAL. This staterent assumes that the

previously approved relief was granted on the basis of accurate and complete
information available to the NRC staff at that time,



Modrificition of the Generiyc Letter

Question 89

15 a NUREG to be 1ssued on this Generic Letter to clarify underlying issues?
(1 97, Dave wellace, Fitzpatrick)

Fesganse

There 15 no current plan to Prepare a NUREC document tu clarify ary under-
lying 1ssues with Generic Letter E5-04. These minutes will be sent to al)
Ticenszes and attendees who provided their address.

Question 90

Will Gereric Letter B89-0¢ be upcated from time to time te provide accitiona)
pesitions on IST programs in areas such 8s the following? The ASME Section
¥i Code does rot require leak testirg for valves where leakage 15 continuously
menitorec, however, for PwR plarts the NRC often requires leak testing for
Category A velves such as the RCS accurmulator/core tloog dgischarge check

valves which are ronitored continuously for seat leakage. (111 #11, Larry
Campbell, Toledo Edison)

esponse

The staff has ro plan to 1ssue a supplement to Generic Letter 85-04,

Another gereric ietter on IST may be 155uec 1n the future, but would cover
few LOPICs or expand on the current scope of components coverec by the IST
pregram recuired by the ASME Code. The Code does require that valves whose
leak tight integrity is important for perfornance of their safety function
be ircividually leak rate tested, From the staff's experience, most
contiruously monitored leakace detection Systems do not verify the leaktight
integrity of each valve in the flow path and the staff does not consider
these systens to meet the Code requirements.

Backfit Concerns

Question 61

The Gereric Letter states that “In ceces where conformance with the stated
POSILIONS woulc result 1n equipment modifications, the licensee should
provide in his conformation letter a schedule for corpleting the required
nooifications.” The Gereric letter 90€s on to state acceptable schedules
for completion of these mods., Are these modifications subject to the
provasions of 10 CFR 50.109 backfitting? (192, Dave wellace, Fitzpatrick)

Please confirm that the NaC's opinion and present position i1s that the
ceneric letter 18 not considered a tackfit for all utilities, (11417,
F. vacobs, New York Power Authority)
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Does the staff intend to do & backfit analysis regarding this position? we
currently have approved relief requests for the first Ten Year Interva) ir
which the staff has found our lack of 1nstrumentation acceptable., This
applies to other positions as well, (1] #34, Ph1lip J. North, Duke Power)

Do the modifications that are needed to conform with the stated positions
require & backfit, If modifications are necessary to comply with the stated
pesitions, are relief requests necessary 1f 1t 15 deemed impractical to rake
the mocifications? [f not through relief, how do we deal with these 1s5ues?
what 1f no maintenance history 1s available to substantiate reljef? (IV & ¥
€17, Arkansas huclear 1 and 2)

Defend or explain your basis for saying the generic letter does not requirs
8 backfat, (IV & v 926, Fau) Croy, Southern Calafornia Edison/San Onofre)

Pesponse

Generic Letter £5-04 was preserted to the NRC's Committee to Keview Generic
hequirerents (CRGR) as a backfit issue, and certain positions were i1dentified
45 Cherges to past staff positions. As discussed with the CRGR, the staff
geterminec that those positions in the generic letter that represerted
chences from previous staff pesitions were necessary in order to bring
Ticensees 1nto compliance with the Commission's regulations, Therefore,
ccording to 10 CFR 50.108 (a)(4)(1), & backfit analysis was not required to
Justify 1ssuance of the generic letter. If the positions in the generic
letter cannot be met, the optiun giscussed in Paragraph B may be available.
Further, 1f the licensee wil) not be following the generic letter positions,
Faragreph & of the letter, and the ASME Code will not be followed, the
licensee may submit to the NRC staff a request for relief from the ASME
Coce.

Use of OM-€ and 10

Question 62

When adaressing cold shutdowns, OM-10 uses statements 1ike "sufficient
curation” and "shall continue.® When trying to impiement these statements,
operations personnel frequently ask what is the NRC's cefinition ef a cold
shutouwn of sufficient duration. 1Is cold shutdown testing expected to be
back to back tests or can 1 or 2 day breaks be acceptable (i.e. stal)
continue 1s not easily cefined)? (1 #39, Jeff Neyhard, Nine Mile Station)

In 1987 and early 1588, the NRC rejected a general relief request to use
Ok-€ criteria for flow anc celta pressure for pumps. Can we now revise
our program to use the criteria of OM-6 and OM-10? 1f the answer is yes,
do we neec a relief request? (1 #21, Jeff Neyhard, Nine Mile Station)

What 15 the time frame for the 10 CFR 50.55a(g) change? 1Is the NRC willing
to accept the currently approved OM-6/0M-10? (11¢24, Garry Calbreath, Duke
Fower)
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Will any of the guidance provided in the generic letter chance with the
inplementation of Part 6 and Part 10 of O&M? (1] #40, J. Zudans)

Once OM-6 ang OM-10 are épproved, will 1t be required to implement them
imreciately (within € months) or will they be implemented at the next
program upcate? (111 27, Larry hochman, Nutech)

Fesponse

Rulemaking to reference ASME standards UM-6 and 10 in the regulations is
uncerway at this time., It can be $41C, however, that, in some recent relief
request eviluations, the use of the purp allowsble range limits identified
n OM-6 for flow rate and differentia) pressure has not been found acceptable
1o the staff. The staff has rot compieted its assessment of the inter-
relaticnship of Generic Letter €5-04 ana 016 and 10. wWhen appropriate
references to OM-6 and 10 are incorporated in the regulations, these standargs
Tdy De used by the licensee a5 the regulations permit the use of more recent
referenced stancards. We anticipate that rulemaking to reference these
tandaros will te 15sued for public corment in the near future.

solencid-Cperated Valves (SOVs)

Question §3

70 perforr position ingication testing on solencid operated valves, 1§

4 Tight check acceptable or must the positicon verification be performea by
fLrrarg the system or injecting air, ete. to prove valve position? (] 129,
Jeff heyharc, Nine Mile Station)

Is a remote position verificition required for SOYs with no positive means
avarlatle? (111 e47)

PQSECHSQ

Yerification of remote position indication is required to ensurethat

the indicetion accurately reflect: actua) valve position., This could take
the form of a differential pressure test, flowrate Reasurement, or other
change ir some parameter that positively shuws that the valve is n the
indicated position., An indirect verification, vsing techniques such as
recivgraphy, may also be acceptable.




Gereral Cuestions

(uestion &4
LA SR L

Please clarify what 15 meant by “one part of a broad effort” in the

Background section of the Generic Letter. (1 #11, Shafi Rokerya, New York
Fower Authority)

Resg:"se

Generic Letter 89-04 15 part of a larger program to improve ]ST

throughout the 1ncustry and to provide adcitiona) infermation end
clarification or the subject to all affected parties, The joint ASME/NRC
Symposium on IST to be held in washington, D. C., in August 15€S 15 also pert
of this effort. Additional generic reculatory guidance may be prepared on
Other 15T aspects. For & ciscussion of the "broed effort* that NRC 15

fFursuing, refer to the surmary of the presentation by Tad Marsh provides
In Lhese meeting minutes.

Cuestion 6%
A AR L

How €0 the Generic Letter B9-0¢ requirements differ from the ASME reguirements?

(1 #12, John Wiedemann, PSESG)

-

response

Generic Letter B%-04 is intendea to provide fundamertel information on
the NRL's nterpretation of certain Technical Specifications ang ASHE Code
requirements, and to icentify certain alternetive testing that the KRC
steff finds acceptable, The generic letter also goes beyond the ASME Code
in that 1t covers procedural 1ssues in addition to programmatic issues.

The generic letter rmay contain Code interpretations that differ fror those
cf certain licersees, The one area that we are aware of in the generic
letter that is ¢ifferent from the Code 1s contained in Position B on the
startine point for the time period in Technical Specification action
statenents, This position 1s consistent with other Technical Specification

stzrting points. This position is also articulated in the bases for certain
of the Standard Technical Specifications.

Question %€

In a refueling outage that is greater than 3 months, how is the cold
shutcomn frequency handled? C(an we perform the cold shutdown procedure
Once curing the cutage or do we perform the cold shutdown procedure every
3 morths during the outage? (1417, Jeff Neyhard, Nine Mile Station)
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&esgonse

wher & compenent 15 required to be in Service curing the cutage, the testing
1S expectec to be performed Quarterly curing the Outage. when a tomporent
15 rot required to be operable guring an outage, the testing need not be
performed guarterly. In accordance with IwV-34]6 of the ASME Code, however,
those valves must be tested within 30 ciys before return uf the syster to
operadble status, Further, as recuired by IwrF-3400(a), pumps must be tested
within one week after the plant 15 returned to norma ] operation.

Question 67
L AZ A NLLE 1

Is radiography on check valves an acceptable method for determining
valve position? (1 425, Bil Kittle, PSERG - Saler)

Response

Raciography ray be utilized if it clearly incdicates the actua) positicr of
Lthe valve cisk.

Questien S8

Most plants have been given relief from measuring pump bearing temperatures
per IwP-4310. Is 1t the pelicy of the LRC that thig w11l continue to be an
1tem of “generic” relief? (11 #10, John Zudans, Florida Power & Light)

ieskonse

It 15 true that some plants have been given relief from measuring pump
beering terperatures on the tasis of the impracticeiity of measuring
temperature for specitic pump gesigns. This 1ssue has not been treated as

en 1tem of “"gereric relief” because each relief request has been fndividually
evaluated, For the foreseeadle future, NRC will continue to

evaluate trese relief requests on & case-by-case basis,

Cuestion ©%

where pump parameter measuring instruments do not meet the specific requirements
of the Code but 6o satisfy the fundamental technical requirements for

testing, would it be acceptable to allow relief? (11 912, John Zudans,

Floride Power & Light)

Fesgonse

It woulc be difficult to answer this Question without more specific
information. There have been cases where relief requests in this ares have
been epproved. In those cases, however, the basis for relief has been that
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Lhe instrumentation has been adeguate to meet the fundamental objective of
Celeciing degracation. In relief requests of this type, the licensees
shoulc acdress the reason that the ASME Code requirerents are not currently

CEIng met anc the basis for conclucing that the fundamenta)l objectives of
IST are being accomplished.

Questicn 100

The scheduie for exercising nanual valves should be extended to semething
less than once each gquarter. s this feasible? (11 413, John lugans,
Florica Power and Light)

kesponse

we are not aware of a pasis for exercising ranual valves at a2 frequency
cifferent from other valves. Because this subject is not specifically

relatec tc Gereric Letter 83-04, 1t was not acdressed at ary length curing the

meeting.  If the licensees are aware of reasons why the frequency should be

cnangec, we recommend that this subject be explored with the ASME O&M
workinc Group on Valves.

Question 101

It has beer said that some plants have excellent 1ST organizations. Whe are
they? (11 #16, Charlie Dunkerly, Calvert C1iffs)

Fesperse

Dresgen 15 one example of a facility with a good 157 organization,

Cuestion 10

low do we handle cold shutduwn justifications in the future? (11 420, Art
Cavcill, Georgra Power/Yogtle Project)

kKesponse

Cold shutduwn justifications were previously reviewec by NRR for adecuacy,
In the future, they will be reviewed during IST inspections. The cold
shutdown Justificetions are expected tc be cescribed in the IST program
the licensee provides to the NRC staff.

Cuestion 103

After this meeting, what is the process for getting further Questions
answerec regarding the gereric letter? (1] #21, Garry Galbreath, Duke Power)
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ReSQOnse

These meeting ninutes will be gistributed, which should answer most of the
ngustry’s auestions., If after reading the meeting minutes you still have

Questions, you may contact the cognizant personnel through the NRC Frogect
Marager,

Questiun 1048

Does "needed to mitigate the consequences of an accrdent” mear an accident
és cescribed 1n Chapter 14 of the Fina) Safety Analysis Report (FSAR)?
(i1 936, Charlie Dunkerly, Calvert Cliffs)

Fesponse
had 83 AL L 4

We assume Lhat the question 1s directed to the chapter of the FSAR gescridbing
accigent analyses performed by the licensee. Those analyses are intenced to
provide conficence thet the public health and safety will be protectec 1n
the eveny of certain accicents anc anticipated transients at a nuclear power
Flant. The term “accident” is also Used 1n different sections of the
Comerssion's regulations, For example, Appendix B to 10 CFR Part &0
establishes cuality assurance requirements for the gesign, construction, and
operation of “structures, Systems, and corponents that prevent or mitigate
the consequences of postulated dccidents that could cause undue risk to the
hedith ang safety of the public.® Part 100 describes structures, systems,
eng components that must be designed to remein functiona) during a "safe
shutcown earthouake” as those necessary to ensure: "(1) the integrity of the
reactor coolent pressure boundary, (2) the capability to shut down the
Fesctor 4nd maintain it in 2 safe shutdown condition, or (3) the capability
10 prevent or mitigate the conssquences of accidents which could result in
potential offsite exposures comparable to the guideline exposures of this
Pért.” As can be seen, the term "accident” 1s used by the Commission to
cescribe 4 truad range of possible adverse events 4t 2 nuclear power plant,
Therefore, 21though most of the accidents of concern to IST ere dddressec 1n
the accicent analyses chapter, licensees should be aware that there rdy be
vther accident erelyses in the FSAR that need to be censidered.

Question 108

This question is in reference to 10 CFR 50.552(g)(4): *...t0 the extent
practical within the limitations of design, geomeiry, and materials of
construction of the components.* |In reviewing this wording, along with
the stetements of consiceration, do you think this rule was intended to
impose plant modifications as a result of meeting subsequent editions and
écoenca? Thet is, once tre staff evaluates a iicensee's determination of
'mpracticelity, will the NRC impose plant mocifications as alternate
requiremerts? (11 #37, Mark Dryden, Florida Power & Light)
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Response
R

The NRC staff in the Mechanical Engineering Branch of NRR has had

lengthy ciscussions with the NRC Office of the Gereral Counsel on this
matter. The current interpretation of the rule 1s that 1t 15 not intended
10 require a tlanket imposition of all plant modifications that would be
necessary to comply with subsequent editions and accenda. The rule does
require ar evaluatior cf the impact on the licensee, that is the
\rpracticality of making the modifications, as part of an assessment of the
recvests tor relief from the ASME Coge requirements. The lega) staff has
Statec that there 15 nothing in the regulations that relieves licensees from
making all harowere mocifications to the plant to comply with changes to

IST requirerents throughout & plant's life in later editions of Section XI.
Some harogwere modifications can be required. The difficult issue to resolve
s how much mey be required. For example, major equipment or piping
mocrfications may be beyond the limitations of practicelity in meeting
subseauent editiuns of the Code, We, however, regard modifications such as
the 1nstallation of instrumentation to be practical as used in 10 CFR
<C.55(g)(4).

Question 106

For plarts that do not have operating licenses, 10 CFk 50.55 requires
that you epply the coces that are in effect 12 months prior to plant
Startup. where does the € month conformance letter stand for construction

plants in this situation? (1] #32, Jackie Jackson, Tennessee Yalley
Authority)

F’t’SEChS?

There 2re only two plants expected to receive operating licenses for

wWhich the staff's review of the IST program has not been completed. These
plants are Comanche Peak and wWatts Bar. These two plants wil) be treated
essertially as Table | plants in that a review will bz completed and an SEK
155u€d. The reviews of the Comanche Peak ang watts Bar IST programs,
however, ray not be completed in the same time frame as the reviews for
plants listed in Table 1. To obtain the scheduled completion cates for the
IST pregram reviews, the Comanche Peak ang Watt: Bar organizations should
contect their respuctive NRC Project Managers,

Question 107

Currently, we only test the 1CS Pump suction check valves I1CS 3A(B) to
verify they open as part of the JCS pump test. Originally, the only safety
function recogrized was for the valves to open to provide a water source,
the PWST, to the ICS pumps, During an independent review of the IST
Frogram, 1t was determined that these valves nay also have a safety function
10 clcse when the pumps are tahing suction from the KHR system, These
valves, 1f they failed cpen, could provide arother flowpath (to the EW5T)
besrdes the normal flowpath to containment. This flowpath would also
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81low potentially contaminated water from the containment sump into the
FuST (NOT DESIRABLE). As part of our company's in-house safety systenm
furctional inspection, 1t was determinec that 1f these check velves failee
open, adequite flow to the containment would still be achieved., We are
4150 converting the manual valves upstream cof 1C5 3A(B) into motor operated
valves 1n orger to prevent Sump water form getting into the RwST. Do these
Check valves need to be leak testecd? (111017, wWisconsin Public Service
Corp. )

Should Category & be applied to valves other than containment fsolation
valves (e.g., valves which isolate WYAC camper air accumulators: checks/SOVs)?
CIV -8 ¥ 07, Wayne Wolling, Gulf States Utility/River Bend)

Fesgonse

The NRC staff ras a generic concern with the current practice of categoriza-
tion of check valves, The ASME Code essigns al) check valves as Category C.
If seet leakage of a check valve is limited to a specified amount, the Code
4150 requires that valve to be assigned to Category A, whereas Category C
Creck valves are required by the Code only to be exercised on a periodic
basis, (etegory A/C check valves must be leak tested 1n aodition to being
exercised. The NRC staff has found that, 1n many instances, check vilves
8re not being assigned to Category A/C cespite the fact that crecdit 1s taken
by the licensee for the check valve providing an essentially leak tight
function, The categorization of a check valve 1s not dependent solely on
the function performed by the valve, such as whether it 15 a containment
150lét10n valve., When deterriining the proper categorization of a check
valve, & licensee should take all appliceble aspects into account., For
example, the licensee should determine (1) whether the flow requirements for
connected systems can be achieved with the maximum possible leakage through
the check valve, (Z) the effect of any reducec system flows resulting from
the leakage on the perforuarce of other systems and components, (3) the
consecuences of the loss of water from the system, (4) the effect that
tackflow through the valve may have on piping and comporents, sucii as the
effect of high temperature ang therral stresses, and (5) the radiological
eéxposure to plant personrel and the public caused by the leak. 1f any of
the abuve considerations ingicate that Category C testing may not be
4cequite, licensees should 2551gn the check valve to Category A/C and should
comply with the associated leak testing requirements.

Question 108

What 1s the NRC's opinion, per Generic Letter 89-04, of non-quantifiable
ceronstrations of perfurmance? For example, a solenoid valve has no
pesition indication thet can be observed or tined, but bearing temperatures
show ro overheating, (111 #24, Point Beach Nuclear Plant)

Pesgorse

The NRC stafr is discouracing the use of qualitative criteria in component
testing. Licensees should strive to cevelop a quantitative method of
determining the «bility of a component to perform its requirea functions.
With resnect to the specific guestion, more cdetails would be necessary
before arriving at the acceptability of the suggested method.
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Question 106

Shouid LaSalle County Station be on Table 2 of Generic Letter 85-04?
If not, why? Zion Station underwent the same review 2 months after LaSa)le
anc they appear on Table 2. (111 925, Roger Sagmoe, Communwealth Edison Co.)

Response

Although the LaSalle nuclear power plant received an SER about @ year

200, 4 significant revision to 1ts [S7 program was subsequently sutmitted
for NEC review, The NRC staff uetermined that a review of the JST program
ceuld not be completed in the necessary time frame. In the context of
Generic Letter §5-04, LaSalle, therefore, ras been classified as o plant
that coes not possess a current SER and will not be receiving an SER. As a
result, LaSalle 15 expected to responc to the generic letter in accordance
with the 1mplementation provisions for plants not listed in Table 1 or 2.

Ceestion 110

mhal acaiticnal NRC guicance can be provided on testing skicd-mounted pumps
érc valves (1.,e., diese! generator systems: lube 01 pumps/valves, internal
engine cocling; RCIC systems - condensate/vacuum pumps with only one source
of power, etc.)? Must of these purps and valves do not have the necessary
test nstrumentation to support ASME Section X! testing and do not fall
within the scope statements of INP and IWV. Will modi ications neec to be
pericrmedr (111 430, Roger Sagmoe, Cormonwealth Edison Co.)

response

The p.rpose of inservice testing 15 to provide assurance of the operability

of comporents and to cetent cegradation in their performance. Where &
particuiar component 15 integrated with other components in & system, 1t may

be cifficult to perform an individual test of that component, In specific
cases for which inCividual testing is not feasible, ar alternate test should be
preposed by the licensee. [n developing an alternite test, the licensee

should ettempt to develop quantitative criteria Lo evaluate the operadbility

ang cercition of the component,

Question 111

1s temporary flow instrumentatiun (1.e., portable flow meter) permitted in
Tieu of a mcaification to install permanent flow instrumentation? 1f so, is
relief requirea? (111 #4C)
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Resgonse

The staff does not interpret the ASME Code as excluding the use of portatle
flow rate Instrumentation, such as yltrasonic. We have seen arfficulty,

however, 1n meeting the Code-specifieg dccuracy requirements with these
mstruments,

Cuestion 112
M

Is trending & reguirerent for PUmps? 15 1t 2 requirement for valves?
The Coce and the regulations do not address this, nor agves the ?eneric
letter, (1VEVeZB, wayne Wolling, Gulf States UtiTity/River Bend

F‘.E‘SEOHSE

ke define “trending" as the analysis of test cata to detect degradatior of
the tested comporent and to enable preventive mainterance to be performea
before significant challerges to component operability occur, The ASME Coce
contains few reguirements for trending of test data. For eéxample, the ASME
Code 1n [mv-3417(a) Provides for more frequent Stroke-time testing of
power-operated valves where an Increase in stroke time is seen from a
previous test, The KRC staff allows a reference value to be used for this
comparison in Position 6 of Gereric Letter £9-04. In INV-3427(b), the Code
provices for more frequent testing, and possibly maintenance, where the leak
rate of a large valve increases beyond a specified amount from ore test to
another. In Position 10 of the generic letter, the NRC staff explains

1ts view that this provision of the Code may not pe worthwhile ard may be
suspended.  Although the ASME Code is weak in the irea of trending, the NRC
staff remains of the view that trending s valuadble tool in the 15T program.
The Comrission's regulations can pe Interpreted to require efforts in this
érea. More explicit ouicence for trending may be developed in the future,
In the meantime, we recommend that licensees analyze 15T data to take
ecvartage of the benefits of trenging,
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INSERVICE TESTING
GENERIC LETTER B3-04
REGIONAL MEETINGS

. RTTENDANCE SHEETS IN BACK
g NAME TAGS

CAFDS FOR GUESTIONS - NAME, COMPANY, GUESTION

‘ MEETING MINUTES WILL BE PUBLISKED
: CUESTIONS - WE'LL ANSWER THEM ALL
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10:00-10:15
10:15-10:30
10:30-11:00
11:00-12:30
12:30- 2:00
2:00 - 4:00
4:00 - 4:30
4:30 - 5:00

OPENING REMARKS - REGION MANAGEMENT
EACKGROUND ON GENERIC LETTER 89-04 T. MARSH
APPROACH OF GENERIC LETTER 89-04 - T, SULLIVAN
CUESTION/DISCUSSION SESSION 1

LUNCH/NRC STAFF CAUCUS

QUESTIONS/DISCUSSION SESSION 11

EREAK/NRC STAFF CAUCUS

CLOSING REMARKS - NRC






" PROVIDES GENERIC GUIDANCE ON ELEVEN SIGNIFICANT 1ST
PROELEM AREAS

PROVIDES GUIDANCE ON DEVELOPING ACCEPTADLE IST PROGRANS

* CLARIFIES APPROVAL STATUS OF IST PROGRAMS
(1.E., RESOLVES 1S 4.0 S 1SSUE)
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FUTURE

NEW ASME STANDAKDS O&M 6 PUMPS

Og¥ 1C VALVES
quiFY i0 CFK 50 JJA

FURTHER GENERIC LETTERS
IST SYMPOSIUN - AUGUST 1 - 3, 1989



APPROACH USED IN GENERIC LETTER (GL) 89-04

THREE GKOUPINGS OF PLANTS

TADLE 1 PLANTS
* SER NEARING COMFLETION
* SER CONSTITUTES APPROVAL

TAELE 2 PLAKTS

SER ISSUED ON CURRENTLY SUBMITTED PROGRAN
" SER CONSTITUTES APPROVAL

TRAELE 1 AND 2 PLANTS

DO NOT NEED TO RESPOND TO 6L
" NEED TO ASSURE PROCEDURES CONSISTENT WITH GL



PLANTS NOT ON EITHER TABLE

GL CONSTITUTES APPROVAL PROVIDED LICENSEES:

= REVIEW PROGRAMS AGAINST ATT/.CHED POSITIONS, AND

- CON ﬁChFORMA CE OR JUSTIFY
L

FIRN STIFY DEVIATIONS FROM
ATTACHED POSITIONS IN SIX MONTH

S. AND
- MAKE ANY MODIFICATIONS WITHIN SPECIFIED TIME

5}1\78 TO ATTACHED POSITIONS MAY BE IMPLEMENTED
AF

= MAINTENANCE AND DEGRADATION HISTORY EVALUATED

- DEVIATION JUSTIFIED AnD DOCUMENTED

Y -

KESULTING IST PROGRAM TO BE PROVIDED TO NRC

NRC WILL NOT ISSUE SERs ON
- CONFORMANCE WITH ATTACHED POSITIONS

- JUSTIFIED ALTERNATIVES To RTTACHED POSITIONS

NRC WILL ISSUE SERs ON

- NEW RELIEF REQUESTS ON AREAS NOT COVERED BY ATTACKED
POSITIONS



PROGRAM UPDATES/REVISIONS

FOR PROGRAM CHANGES COVERED BY RTTACHED POSITIONS
- SANME GUIDANCE AS ABOVE

L

FOR PROGRAM CHANGES NOT COVERED BY ATTACHED POSITIONS

- STAFF WILL EVALUATE PER 10 CFR 50.55a1(6)

RELIEF REQUESTS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED
- WILL NOT BE REEVALUATED

- APPROVAL REMAINS IN EFFECT

CONFORMANCE WITH
CL
~ FOCUS ON ATTACHED POSITIONS

- OTHER AREAS MAY BE INSPECTED



