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W. T. Cotty

August 7 ' 1992

.8, Nuclear kegulatory Commiss{on
Washington, D.C., 205585

Attention: Chief, Rules and Directive Review Branch

Subjeat Grand Gonlf Nuclear Station
Unit 1
Dockat No. S50<416
License No, NPF«29
Comments on Generic Letter B9-10, Draft 8 pplement §

GNRO-92/00106

Goent lemen :

The Grand Gulf Nuclear Statien (GONS) Staff has reviewed the draft
Supplement. 5 to Generic Letter (GL) 89-10, "Inaccuracy of Motor-Operated
Valve Diaguostic Fauipment Resulting from Valve Stem Directional Effects,”
as noticed in Volume 57 of the Fedoral Register, dated July 8, 19972,
Compents resulting from our review are delineated in the attachmwent,

We appreciate the opportunity teo comeent on this proposed supplement to
GL R2-10 and roguest NPC consideration of these comments in formulation of
the final dorument. Please contact M. K, Brandon at (601) 437-6488 should
there be any questions regarding our comments.

You truly,
// “
CER/mtc

attachment: Comments on Draft Generic Letter 89-10, Supp’ ent §
6e: {See Next Page)
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Entergy Qperations, inc.
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Mr., J. L., Mathis (w/a)
Mr. R. B. McGehes (w/n)
Mr, N. 8. Reynolis (w/a)
Mr. H. L. Thomas (w/v)

Mr. Stewart D. Ebneter (w/s)

Regional Administrator

U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission J
Region 11 J'
101 Hltl.!t“ 'to, leo) Suite 2900 :
Atlanta, Georgia 30323 .

|
l
Mr, D. C, flintz (w/a)

Mr, P, W, 0'Connor, Project Maiager (w/2)
Of¢ice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
1U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

%41 Stop 13H3

yashington, I €. 20555
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ATTACHMENT

GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION
COMMENTS UN DRAFT GENCRIC LETTER 89-10, SUFPLEMENT §

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

SIER30213, Column 2, Last Paraqraph

An MOV calculated to have different than expected margin due to
instrument error 1s not necessarily inoperable. This paragraph
implies that NRC considers any infringement on a conservalive
margin as justificaticn to deciare & valve inoperable. 1f the NRC
is taking the position that tirust settings that infringe on the
calculated margins result in an MOV bein? inoperable, then this is
a new interpretation which requires justification by an
appropriate backfit analysis. The still undeterminad long-term
accuracy and 'o§eatabi1ity of ANY diagnostic equipment available
today leaves all thrust settings a= no more than a ballpark
estimate that the original manufacturers’ supplied torque switch
settings are reasonable, and that gross degyradation s not presert
in the valve-actuator assenbly,

In assessing the significance of margin reduction, licensees
should rely on the guidance of Generic Letter 91-!8 for dealina
with degraded and/or nonconforming conditions,

Suggested Rewording

If a licensee finds an MOV Coes not have adequate margin, the
1icensee should take action as designated by their applicable ..
89-10 and/or nonconformance progrnns. as supplemented by the
guidance cf Generic Letter 9]1-18.

STERI0273, Column 3, Reporting Requirements (General Comment)

Specific immediate actiun over and above the overall action
required for GL 89-10 response is not justified. The uncertainty
associated with any vendors' equipment will not be knrm until
vears of field data is accumulated and reviewed. This issue could
easily be covered and commitments determined, as necessary, during
each plants’ follow-up inspections. A special report on just the
use of MOVATS equipment without svaluating other vendor equipment
errors seems somewhat narrow-focused and premature considering the
limited amount of dsta avarlablc. An industry wide notice, such
as a information-only Generic Letter ur an NRC Information Notisy,
would seem more appropriate. This document should provide
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ATTACHMENT

GRAKD GULF NUCLEAR STATION
COMMENTS ON DRAIT GENERIC LETTER 89-10, SUPPLEMENT §

uidelines on the information to be contained in a licensee’s

inal GL 89 10 response ensuring that open vs. close errors have
properly been addressed. This would also allow time for further
informaticn industry-wide to be cellected, and give a structured
method to respend to other diagnostic test equipment issues as
they arise. It is certain thit other vendor problems and other
error mechanisms will develop as more valves are tosted and more
information is generated. The specific action time allotted for GL
89-10 response was done so because the industry and the NRC agreed
that major safety concerns did not exist with MOVs, in general.
Grand Gulf believes that this remains the case,

Additionally, the requested response time is overly restrictive
and burdensome on a licensee., In light of the more reasonable
time period allowed for actions in response to the originai
Generic Letter 89-10, the period of time which different test
equipment inaccuracies have been recognized, and the everpresent
remaining uncertainty 'n testing mechodologies, a rapid response
is not appropriate or beneficial.

S7FR30273, Column 3, Reporting Requirements, ltems (c¢) and (d)

The identification and reporting of MOVs that are not sized and
set to provide sufficient margins are curreatly controlled by the
existing MOV programs to which each licensee has committed and
which the NRC has audited and found saticfactory for most
utilities. There are no new findings or problems addressed in the
proposed suppiement that would invalidate or require modification
to a licensee's current program to determine reportability and
acceptability of valve sizing concerns. Therefure, a request for
specific reporting of individual MOV sizing outliers and specific
corrective actions is inappropriate ard inconsistent with
current’y accepted practices. It appears that the actions
requested in items (c¢) and {d) could result in a new and
continuous reporting burden that could be cycled indefinitely as
different findings regarding the assumpticns and margins
associated with valve testing occurs.

Items (c) and (d) should be deleted as this action is currently
addressed by existing programs.

Page 2 of 4



ATTACHMENT

GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION
COMMENTS ON DRAFT GENERIC LFITER 89-10, SUPPLEMENT &

$7FR30274. Column 1, Paragraph 2

To assume that MOVs set below actuator manufacturer’s original
recommendations have decreased confidence seems misleading and
counter-productive. There have been substantial changas in the
way switch settings are derived, such as re-establishing maximum
expected differential pressure in present design vs. original
design bacis, applying calculated voltage drops rather than
nominal cesign, and resetting torque swiiches with diagnostics
that include @'l known errers and allowances. Therefore, Grand
Gulf recommends that sentences 4, 5, & 6 be deieted or reworded.
The inference that the industry as 2 whole hat reduced their
accident mitigation capabilitias by premature diagnostic testing
with unproven technology is inappropriate and unfounded.

Sugaested Rewording for Sentences § and 6

The statf recommends evaluation of these MOVs to ensure their
confidence to perform has not been reduced, IFf performance
confidence has bLeen reduced on any MOV, then an appropriate non.
conformance evaluation should be implemented,

$7FR3u2T74, Column 2, Last Paraaraph

It is confusing that NRC has accepted ITI-MOVATS conclusion of
Part 21 non-reportability, but NRC appears to be dogmatic on
imposing a restrictive response time criteria (as wouid be

associated with a safety-significant Part 21 reportable condition)

on the licensess,
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