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4. Sixiy-six gther valves (two inches and under) were in the IST grogram. but not in the
SOER Check Valve Program. The NRC Staff requested that Byron consider using
additional criteria, such as system cleanliness, operational frequencies, and water
chemistry when ovaluating safety significant valves for possible inclusion in the
SOER Program.

5. Corporate Nuclear Operations Directive (NCD-TS.4) allowed the use of the IST
rogram testing as an indicator of check valve degradation in lieu of disassembly and
nspection or diagnostic testing. The NRC Staff requested justification for using the
IST program for this purpose.

CECo RESPONSE
Concerns 1 and 2 have been satisfactorily resolved as described in Reference 2.

Concerns 3, 4. and 5, although identified at Byron, are generic in nature and have been
reviewed from a programmatic standpoint at all six stations. The resolutions of these
concerns are as follows:

Concern 3: The six containment isolation valves in question at Byron have been
reviewed using the same criteria as applied to valves already in the check
valve program. B{ron Station and our Corporate Nuclear Engineering
Department (NED) have determined that these valves will be assigned &
Levei B Priority (diagnoustic testing required) and be included in the check
valve pro?ram for Unit 2, Refueling Outage #4 (B2R04), in Sentember, 1993,
and Unit 1, Refusling Outage #6 (B1R06), in September, 1994,

A population of similar valves (greater than two inches; in the IST program
but not in the check valve program) have been identified at each of the other
five stations. Each Station, with NED assistance, will assign an appropriate
priority level for each of these valves (using the check valve program criteria)
and incorporate them into the respective Station's SOER Check Valve
Program tor refueling outages starting after January 1, 1994.

Concern 4: The sixty-six valves in question at Byron were reviewed corsidering the
following criteria:

System cleanliness (stagnation, silt conditions,

Susceptitiility to corrosion (materials of constructiv.;, w:ter chemistry)
Safety Significance

Vaive failure history - thic criteria was used as indicator of valve
problems due to:

ik i

a. Fiow stability (location with respect to turbulence)
b. System severity (Lperational frequerncies ard flow transients)
c. Valve design (type, size, etc.)
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Concern 5;

Bascd on these criteria, Byron Station and NED have determined that all 70
valves (four additional valves were identified during the review) will be added
to the SOER Check Valve Program. These valves were further evaluated,
focusing on safety significance ot a potential failure and actua! failure history,
and placed in one of four groups:

1. High safety significance - high failure history (Priority Level A or B)
2. High safety significance - low failure history (Priority Level C)

3. Low safety signiticance - high failure history (Priority Levei C)

4. Low safety significance - low failure nistory (Prioriiy Level C)

Valves in Group 1 will be assigned either a Leval A Priority (disassembly and
visual inepection required) or Level B Priority (diagnostic testing required).
Valves in GGroups 2, 3, and 4 will be assigned a Level C Priority (maintenance
history review required every refueling outage). One valve at Byron was
placed in Group 1 and assigned a Level A Priority. The remaining 69 valves
were placed in either Group 2, 3, or 4 and assigned a Level C Priority.

These valves will be included in the check valve program for Unit 2,
Refue'ing Outage #4 (B2R04), in September, 1993; and Unit 1, Refueling
Outage #6 (B1ROE), in September, 1994,

A population of similar valves (two inches and under; in the IST program but
not in the SOER Check Valve Program) have been identified at each of the
other five stations. £ach Station, with NED assistance, will assign an
appropriate priority level for each ¢! these valves using the methodology
described above. Other criteria, such as ALARA considerations, may also be
used in determining the appropriate priority level. These valvas will be
incorporated into the respective Stations's SOER Check Valve Program for
refueling outages starting after January 1, 1994,

Corporate Nuclear Operations Directive, NOD-TS.”, (Revision 1), "Check
Valve Program”, currently allows deferral of check valve program inspections
based on successfui ISVIST testing (Note: This applies only to containment
isolation check valves and pressure isolation check vaives that are required
tc be leak tested and full stroke exercised in accordance with ASME Saction
Xl). Step §.2.3.1.a currently states: "For Level A valves, inspections required
by the check vaive program may be deferred until the ISIIST tests indicate
the need for repair " Step 5.2.3.1.b also states: "For Level B valves, the
ISVIST activities (leak tested & d full stroke exercised) may be performed in
lieu of a diagnostic testing.”

NED and our Corporate Inservice Inspection/Materials Group have reviewed
this policy and concluded that full stroke testing and leak rate trends cannot
pe used definitively to predict check valve degradation. It is therefore
inappropriate to defer inspections required by the check valve program <2 a
result of a successful IST program test.
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It is worthy to note that in certain cases, leak rate testing provides the ability
to detect seat degradation whereas visual inspections and diagnostic testing
may not. Leak rate testing also offers the ability to detect other kinds of
check valve degradation depending on the type of valve and its construction.
CEZo will therefore continue to use leak rate testing as a valuable evaluation
tool, however, NED will issue a letter to clarify the use of leak rate testing by
January 1, 1993. NOD-S.9 will also be reviser to clarify this position and
delete the statements regarding deferral of check valve program inspections
and aiagnostic testing in lieu of IST testing by January 1, 1994,

Commonwealth Edison Company appreciates the NRC Ctuff's insights and comments
regarding our SOER Check Valve Program and believes that all concerns expressed in
the subject inspection report (Reference 1) have now been adequately addressed and
resolved. Please address any further questions to this office.

Very truly yours,

\
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David J. Chrzanowski
Nuclear Licensing Administrator
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