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U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Document Control Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555 (
Centlemen:

.

Subject: 120 Day Response to Generic Letter 89 10, Supplement 3
Cooper Nuclear Station
NRC Docket No. 50 298, DPR 46

References: 1. Generic Letter 89 10, Supplement 3. ' Consideration of the
Results of NRC Sponsored Tests of Motor Operated Valves,"
dated October 25, 1990

2. Letter from C. R. Horn to NRC dated December 10, 1990, "30 day
Response to Generic Letter 89 10, Supplement 3"

The Nebraska Public power District (District) hereby provides its response to
the 120 day reporting requirements contained in Cencric Letter 8910,
Supplement 3 (Reference 1). By letter dated December 10,1990 (Reference 2),
the District provided its response to the 30 day reporting requirements of the
generic letter.

Generic Letter 89 10, Supplement 3 requires licensees to, within 120 days of
receipt of that letter, 1) provide the criteria applied to determine if any
deficiencies exist in the HpCI, RCIC, or RVCU isolation valves, or any other
valves considered more safety significant, 2) identify any MOVs found to have
deficiencies, and 3) provide a schedule for any necessary corrective actionc.
Generic Letter 89 10, Supplement 3 further states that based on the generic
safety assessments prepared by the NRC staff and the BVR Owne J' Group
(BVROC), the staff believes that adequate justification exists for those
plants to which the safety assessments are applicable to take 18 months or the
first refuelinr outage following issuance of the supplement, whichever is
later, to res s e any deficiencies identified during licensee evaluation of
these valves.

As stated in the District's 30 day response to Generic Letter 89 10,
Supplement 3, the District has determined that the BWROC and NRC staff safety
assessments are applicable to Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS). Additionally, the
District determined that there were no other CNS MOVs of greater safety
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significance than the HpC1, RCIC and RWCU isolation valves, in light of the
NRC testing.

The District has completed its evaluation of the six isolation valves at CNS
taking into consideration the NRC sponsored valve testing, and has determined
that no deficiencies exist in the six isolation valves. However, as discussed
in more detail below, the District did identify one valve which did not
contain as much margin as the remaining valves. The District's evaluation
included a review of the MOV design basis service conditions, actuator
capability, actuator setup, including switch settings, and evaluation of the
NRC sponsored valve tests. The District's evaluation was based on the
following criteria:

MOV thrust capability*

HOV actuator setup (torque switch bypass)*

NRC sponsored MOV test results*

Applicability of MOV tert results to CNS valves*

Expected valve friction factors*

The District calculated the available actuator thrust for the six CNS
isolation valves. These calculations determined that in all but one case,
available thrust was significant1r higher than the values provided by the NRC. 7

Additionally, the District verified that each valve actuator is set to bypass
the closing torque switch for 97% of the closing valve stroke. The District
performed calculations on each of these valves which determined that all
valves are capable of isolating flow prior to reaching the 97% limit switch
setting which returns the torque switch to the actuator control circuit.

The District also performed an evaluation of the results of the liRC sponsored
valve tests. This evaluation examined the NRC test valves and conditions and

I compared them to the CNS valves considering valve design, valve size and
rating, manufacture, materials of construction, and service conditions. Based
on this evaluation, the District has concluded that the NRC sponsored test
results are not fully applicable to the CNS isolation valves. This conclusion
is based on dissimilarities identified between the CNS valves and required '

service conditions when compared to the NRC tested valves and test conditions.
Additionally, much of the NRC data obtained late in the test program following
a large number of valve strokes at or near design basis conditions is
potentially inapplicable due to probable valve damage sustained early in the
program. At CNS, these valves are required to stroke closed only once in
response to a design basis pipe break event; therefore, the valves will not be
required to stroke following an event which may possible causo internal valve
damage.

Notwithstanding this conclusion, as mentioned above, the District did compare
the NRC test results with the expacted cap' ility of the CNS valves. This
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cottparison revealed that one valve, RWCU MOV M015, does not contain as much
margin for valve disk friction factor as the remaining valves. The District's
evaluation determined that this valve is capabic of overcoming a valvo disk
friction factor of 0.49, wherens the remaining valves are capable of
overcotting valve factors of 1.07 or greater. Regardless, RWCU MOV MOIS does
have significant snargin compared to the historically typical design valve
factor of 0.3.

I',ccause of the inapplicability of the NRC test results to the CNS valves, no
information exists to call into question the capability of the CNS isolation
valves to perform their design basis safety function. tiowever, due to the
safety significance of these isolation valves, the District will upgrade RVCU.
MOV M015 to provide greater design margin during the upcoming refueling
outage, currently scheduled to commence in October, 1991.

In accordance with 10 CPR $0.54(f), and as requested in Genetic Letter 89 10,
Supplement 3, this response is provided under oath.

Pit se e ntact me if you have any questions.

.IMih0"
Nuclear Power Group Manager

CRil/MJ B

cc: NRC Regional Office
Region IV
Arlington, TX

NRC Resident inspector
Cooper Nuclear Station
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STATE OF NEBRASKA)
)

PLATTE COUNTY ).

C. R. llorn, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that he is an authorized
representative of the Nebraska Public Power District, a public corporation and
political subdivision of the State of Nebraska; that he-is duly authorized to
submit this response on behalf of Nebraska Public Power District; and that the
ststem ts contained herein are true to the best of his knowledge and belief.

/ .

/aa A / a-
(J G. R. llorn

,

// day'of
Subscribbind dy presence and sworn to before me this, , 1991.
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