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ILLINOIS POWER COMPANY, ET AL.
CLINTON POWER STATION, UNIT NO. 1
KET NO. 50-4

1.0 INIRODUCTION

The Code of Federal Regulations, 10 (FR 50.55a(g), requires that inservice
testing (I8T) of certain ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 pumps and valves be
performed in accordance with Section X1 of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel
Code and applicable addenda, except where specific written reliaf has been
requested by the licensee and granted by the Commission pursuant to
Subsections (a)(3)(1), (a)(3)(1i), or (f)(6)(i) of 10 CFR 50.55a. In
requesting relief, the licensee must demonstrate that: 1) the proposed
alternatives provide an acceptable level of quality and safety: (2) compliance
would result in hardship or unusual difficulty without a compensaiing increase
in the lTevel of guality and safety; or (3) conformance with certain
requirements of the applicable Code edition and addenda is impractical for its
facility. Generic Letter (Gi) 89-04, "Guidance on Developing Acceptable
Inservice Testing Programs," provides alternatives to Code requirements which
have been determined by the staff to be acceptable, provided the alternatives
are implementey in accordance with the guidance delineated in the applicable
positions,

These regulations authorize the Commission to grant relief from ASME Code
requirements upon making the necessary findings. The NRC staff's findings
with respect to granting or not granting the relief requested as part of the
licensee's IST Program are contained in this Safety Evaluation (SE).

In I11inois Power Company's June 25, 1992, submittal, Revision 11 of the
Clinton Power Station (CPS) IS™ Program was provided. Revision 11 addressed
eighteen anomalies identified in NRC's September 30, 1991, SE. Table 1}
describes each anomaly and indicates the action taken by I11inois Power
Company to address the concerns. Any additional action is also described in
Table }. Evaluations of the new and revised relief requests are provided
below.

2.0 RELIEF REQUEST 3006

Relief from the requirements of ASHME Section X1, Subsection IWP-3210 and Table
IWP-3100-2, for acceptance criteria of measured values for pump testing is
requested. [WP-3120 tabulates the allovable and alert ranges of inservire
test quantities (differential pressure 0P)) in relation to the reference, or
baseline, values, Table IWP-3100-2 requires an acceptable DP range of 0.93 x
baseiine DP to 1.02 x baseline UP and an alert range of 0.9 x baseline DP to
1.03 x bareline DP.
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The relief reguest pertains tu the four water-leg pumps (1£12-C003, 1E21-C002,
1622-C003, and 1£51-C003). These pumps are required to maintain the water
level in the associated emergency core cocling systems (ECCS) to ensure the
| prevention of a water-hammer transient in the event of an ECCS itiation. 1In
' addition, these pumps have similar characteristics. A1l four ¢ Gould model
3196 ST, with the primary difference being impeller diameter . hey are tested
. at flows ranging trom 50 to 64.5 gpm with baseline DP ranging from 44.4 to
i 48 3 psid for the 1£12-0002, 1€21-C002, and 1E22-C003 pumps and 29.4 psid for
| 1£51-0003. A1 pumps are ASME Lode Class 2. :
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2.1 Llicensee's Basic for Relief The licensee states:

Bacause the water-leg pumps operate at a low DP and the Code-
specified acceptable ranges are based on a percentage of the |
baseline, a small increase in DP can result in the pump reaching 3
the alert or actien range when the pump s operating within design i
paramelers. :
|
|

Using data for the HPCS [high pressure core spray] water-leg pump
(1622-L003) as a representative example, which has a baseline DP
L‘ of 48.5 psid, the Code-required acceptable range varies from 45.]
to 49.5 psid, or less than 4.4 psid. Llikewise the Code-required !
- alert range for 1E22-C003 varies from 43.7 to 50 psid, for a range
| of 6.3 psid,

| alert range boundaries (0.93 and 0.9 o1 baseline DP) are

| achievable without undue hardship. However, based upon the Code
| required vpper acceptable and alert range boundaries of 1.02 and
1,03 baseline DP, a deviation of only 1.0 psid above baseline DP
is sufficient te force any of the CPS water-leg pumps onto
increased frequency, and an increase greater than 1.5 psid above
the baseline DP will place the pumps In the actign range.

2.2 Mternative Testing The licensee proposes: :

I11inois Power will utilize the following allowable, alert, and
action ranges for water-leg pump differential pressure.

|
CPS [Clinton Power Stalion] believes the lower acceptable and i
.
:

Acceptable Range | {(0.93 to 1.05) x (Baseline DP Value)
Alert Range (0.90 to 1.10) x (Baseline DP Value)
< (0.90) x (Baseline DP Value)

————i ———— o

Action Range

Based upon (PS's operating experience, (PS feels that the revised
upper ranges will provide goed indications of pump degradatien i
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without the unnecessary burden of requiring the pumps to be tested
on increased frequency or declaring them inoperable for minor (1
to 2 psid) variations in DP. CPS has evaluated minor fluctuations
of this type and has determined that this performance is not an
indication of pump degradation, and the pumps are operating within
design allowable limits.

In addition, as these pumps are normally running, line pressure is
continually monitored via pressure transmitters by the Main
Control Room and any failure will be immediately observed by
fontrol Room personnel.

2.3 Evalyation The Code requirements tor establishing alert and required
action ranges are to ensure that increased tasting is imposed or required
corrective actions are taken when pump test results indicate degrading
performance. Generally, a pump will not indicate improved perform- .ce
(increased differential pressure results); therefore, the upper limits are
established to indicate that a problem in the test method or test
instrumentation exists, rather than a degrading condition in the pump itself,
For pumps which have such a& narrow margin of acceptable values, such as the
subject water-leg pumps, an increase of 1 to 2 psid may not be indicative of
an actual problem. A 10% increase on the order of 4 to 6 psid would " a
reasonable margin for the upper limit requiring corrective action tc ussess
what condition, such as instrument fluctuations, has caused the increase,
This is supported by later editions of the Code which have been approved by
NRC,

The requirements of Table 1WP-3100-2 were changed in Operations and
Maintenance (0M) Standard Part 6, Inservice Testing of Pumps in Light-Water
Reactor Power Plants, baszd on the general consensus that test failures that
resulted from “higher than reference value" hydraulic measurements were caused
by instrument fluctuations. The "high” alert values for hydrauli~ pirameters
were deleted. The “high" required action values were increased from 1.03 to
1.10 times reference value. The "high" reguired action values were maintained
to assure test repeatability, thereby maintaining the quality of the vibration
testing of the pumps. The NRC approved the use c¢f OM-6 as alternative rules
for pump testing in Revision 8 (November 1990) of Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.147,
Inservice Inspection Code Case Acceptability ASME Section XI Division 1, Code
Case N-465. However, in order to implement OM-6 per RG 1.147, the testing
must comply with all of the requirements, or relief is required.

CPS does not comply with all of the requirements of OM-6, particularly in the
vibration measurements of velocity (inches per second) rather than
displacemer: (amplitude). Therefore, while the increased limits of OM-6 for
differential pressure cannot be implemented for all pumps at CPS, relief is
appropriate for the subject water-leg pumps to avoid declaring the pumps
inoperable when no actual pump problem exists within the narrow margin of
acceptable test values. The proposed alternative testing provides an
acceptable level of quality and safety for assessing the operational readiness
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requirements of the diesel generator and the baseline flowrate
provided by the DO pumps, compliance with the Code requirements
constitute a hardship with no appreciable gain in safety.

3.2 Alternative Testing The licensee proposes:

111inois Power w111 utilize the following Allowable, Alert, and
Action ranges for Diesel 0i] pump flowrates.

P e s a e S RS |
Acceptable Range > 14 gpm and < 19 gpm o

> 19 and < 20 apm

Alert Range > 13 and < 14 gpm or

Action Range < 13 gpm

Based upon CPS's operating evperience, CPS feels that the revised
upper ranges will provide good indications of pump degradation
without the unneceesary burden of requiring the pumps to be tested
ori an increzsed freauency or declared inoperable for minor (< 0.5
gpm) variations in flow rates.

3.3 Fvaluation The Codé requivements for establishing alert and required
action ranges arve to ensure that increased testing or required corrective
actions are taken when pump test results indicate degrading performance.
Generally, a punmp will not indicate improved performance (increased flow rate
results); therefore, the upper limits are established to indicate that a
problem in the test method or test instrumentation exists, rather than a
degrading condition in the pump itself. For pumps which have such a narrow
margin of acceptable values, such as the subject DO pumps, an increase of 0.5
gpm may not be indicative of an actual problem. A 10% increase on the order
of 1.5 to 2 gpm would be a reasonable margin for the upper lim‘t requiring
corrective action to assess what condition, such as instrument fluctuations,
has caused the increase. This is supported in later editions of the Code
which have been approved by NRC.

The requirements of Table IWP-3100-2 were changed in Operations and
Maintenance (0&M) Standard Part 6, Inservice Testing of Pumps in Light-Water
Reactor Power Plants, based on the general consensus that test failures that
resulted from “higher than reference value"' hydraulic measuremenis were caused
by instrument fluctuations. The “high" alert values for hydraulic parameters
were deleted. The “high" required action values were increased “rom 1.03 to
1.10 times reference value. The "high" required action values were maintained
to assure test repeatability, thereby maintaining the quality of the vibration
testing of the pumps. The lower iimits for flow rate were increased for
positive displacement pumps, and for centrifuga' pumps, the alert Timit was
eliminated, with a required action limit of 0.90, based on the main emphasis
of OM-6 pump operability being on vibration.

|
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4.1 Licensee's Basis for Relief The licensee states:

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has concluded that the
applicable leak ‘ate test procedures and requirements for
containment isoiation valves are determined by 10CFRSO,

Appendix J. The ASME Code requires individual valve leak rate
tests, while 10CFRS0, Appendix J, ullows testing of valves in
groups. By establishing conservet ve acceptance criteria for a
valve group (containment penetration) such that none of the valves
can be signiticantly degraded, considerable savings in personnel
radiation exposure and scheduling flexibility can be achieved.
This approach is of benefit to [11inois Power and provides
equivalent levels of quality and safety to those achieved through
individual testing. As the purpese of these valves 1s to isolate
the containment, testing in groups, i.e., by containment
penetration, would verify the integrity of the containment
boundary. By establishing conservative acceptance criteria, the
condition of the valves within reasorable 1imits can also be
establisned by this method.

4.2 Alternative Testing The licensee proposes:

The maximum permissihle leakage rate for a specific containment
penetration (inboard and outboard isolation valves combined) will
be specified utilizing conservative acceptance criteria which
allows for detection of valve degradation within reasonable limits
instead of a leakage rate for individual valves as required by
IWV-3426, Analysis of leakage Rates. Attachment 1 to this relief
request [not restated in this SE] prevides a technical basis for
the acceptance criteria. The evaluation of test results will be
based on the penetratien leakage rate (inboard and outboard
isolation valves combined) instead of on the indi-idual valve
leakage rate as requivad by IWV-3427, Corrective Action.

4.3 Evaluatign Anomaly 4 of the previous SE indicated that leak rate testing
of valve groups is acceptable when it is impractical to test indivicualiy
provided the limits for leakage are established such that leakage through any
individual valve in the group can be detected and the appropriate corrective
action taken. The licensee has indicated that a leakage T1imit will be
established for a group of valves based on the leakage which identifies valve
degradation. The licensee’s attachment to the relief request describes the
method for establishing how the leakzge 1imit will be established to ensure
conservative acceptance criteria. Tha method is based on representative sizes
of valve wear (degradation) which would result in zzcessive leakage and were
verified during refueling outage RF-3 by experimentation using a Tocal leak
rate testing machine and precisely machined orifices of various sizes. Thus,
the licensee has addressed the concern of Anomaly 4 regarding conservative
acceptance criteria.



Relief Request 2034 expands the applicability of the previous requested relief
to all containment isolaticn valves such that testing in aroups is an
acceptable alternative even when leak testing of an individual vaive is
practical, and to test in the reverse direction as allowed by Appendix J.
Generic Letter 89-04, Guidance on Developing Acceptable Inservice Testing
Programs, Attachment 1, Position 10, states that “the staff has determined
that the leak test procedures and reguirements for containment isolation
valves specified in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix J are equivalent to the
requirements of IWV-342]1 through 3425," but that “the licensee must comply
with the analysis of leakage rates and corrective action requ‘rements of
Paragraphs IWV-3426 and 3427(a)."

Compliance with [WV-3426 and [WV-3427(a) can only be achieved hy testing
individual valves. However, the rulemaking which approved the 1989 Edition of
Section X1, and by reference OM-10, Inservice Testing of Valves in Light-Water
Reactor Power Plants, discusses leakage testing of cuntainment isolation
vaives, The rulemaking takes exception to OM-10, Paragraph 4.2.2.2, for leak
testing containment isolation valves in accordence with Appendix J, and
imposes the additional requirements of Paragcaph 4.2.2.3 to containment
isolation valves, as well as cther Category A valves. However, Paragraph
4.2.2.3 addresses the conditions which allow for exception to testing in the
same direction as when the valve is parforming its function, and addresses and
allows testing valves in groups (valve combinations), Additionzlly, the owner
i¢ to specify the permissible leakage for a specific valve or valve
combinativa. Corrective actien is also addressed for vilves or valve
combinations,

Estabiishing acceptance criteria which provides limits for a group of valves,
based on ‘identification of increases in leakage indicative of degrading
conditions in one valve, can provide a comparable 'evel of assurance to
testing of individual valves through the corrective actions taken. Once a
leakag: irzreas exceeds the acceptance criteria, the leakage pathway must be
identif ed by methods structured for individual valves, repairs made when the
leakege pathway 1s cdetermined, anu retesting performed to ensure all potential
pathways were repaired such that leakage is within acceptable 1imits following
maintenance. This procedur- eliminates unnecessary individual valve leakage
testing solely to mest two different regulatory requirements. Essentially, no
additional information would be gained by performing individual valve leakage
testing when the initial testing of a valve group indicates minimal or nc
leakage. When the group leakage does indicate increased leakage, an
assessment to determine the leakage natnway would address individual valves.
However, this procedure must comply with the requirements of Appendix J and
OM-10 related to the direction of the test pressure against the seat of the
valve,

The proposed alternative testing appears tc be cons.stent with the
requirements of OM-1C with the exception taken in the rulemaking. Therefore,
the alternative testing can provide an acceptable level of quality and safety
within the reguivemenis approved by NRC for later editions of the Code (with
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5.3 Evaluation The previous NRU SE granted interim re’ief for the licensee
to use a disassembly and inspection process for verifying the closure
capability of the in-series check valves, such that during the interim an
alternative te-ting method could be developed to verify closure by some other
means. Disassembly and inspection of check valves is not equivalent to a
test. Performance of a test that verifies the two in-series check valves
guarteriy, with appropriate acceptance criteria and corrective action for the
pair of valves, 1s considered a better alternative than disassembly and
inspection of the individual valves. There are a number of risks associated
with di.assembly and inspection, and 1t is not considered an acceptable
alternative for closure verification when other means are practical.

The Ticensee's proposed alternative addresses the concern identified in the
previous safely evaluation, and it wil) verify closure by a means other than
disassembly and inspection. Due to the design of the system, verification of
the closure of individual valves 1s impractical. There are no test
connections provided between the valves to permit individual valve testing and
it would be a burden to reguire the licensee to install these test connections
if individual testing requirements were imposed. The testing of the valves in
pairs, with acceptance criteria established for the pair of valves such that
corrective action will be initiated for both valves, provides sdequate
assurance of the op~rational readiness of the valve pairs at the Code required
frequency. As stated in the relief roguest, the safety analysis for CPS
credits only a single unt, and 15 not based on assuming dual valves. The
Ticensee should apply the same leyel of grality assurance to both in-series
valves in order to treal them as a single unit (3.e., both valves should be
considered safety related for testing purposes) and include both valves in the
1ST program as a single unit.

5.4 Conclusion The staff concludes that relief should te granted to verify
closure of the five pairs of check valves as a unit rather than by individual
valve testing pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55a (f)(6)(i1) based on (1) the
impracticality of performing the testing in accordance with Code requirements
for individual valves, (2) the burden upon the licensee if the reguirements
were imposed, ani (3} the proposed alternative testing providing adequate
assurance of the operational readiness of the valve pairs.

0 ReLIEF KEQUEST 2033

Relief 15 requested for valves 1G33-FC5] and 1G33-FO52A/B. injection check
valves which compiete the flow path between the reactor water cleanup (RT)
system and the reactor pressure vesse . These valves are ASME Class 2,
Category C [relief reguest states Category B which is incorrect for check
valves), 4-inch valves of identical design. Section XI, Iw/-3520, requires
these valves be full-stroke exercised individually every 3 months.
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6.1 Licensee’s Basis tor Relief The licensee states:

l 1G33-FN52A/E are poarallel valves in the piping system and both of
| these valves are ir seriss with 1G633-F051. These valves are

| located in series with no test connections provided between them
o to permit individuai valve testing. 11linois Power Company

! considers valves 1G33-FO52A and 1G33-F051 (both are in series) as
E a single entity and will test the valves as such. Valves 1G633-
FOS2B and 1G33-F051 (buth are in series) are also considered as a
single entity for testing purposes and will be tested as such,

: These units (valves) cannot be tested everv three (3) months sirce

| they are licated in the Steam Tunnel and physical access is
restricted during normal plant operation due to the hiok radiation

| field in this area. Testing these valves during cold shutdown

' will either require the Reactor Watcr Clearup (RT) System to be

out of seryice or will require flow to be bypassed to the

condenser. Testing these valves with RT system flow bypassed to

the condenser may create spurious differential flow signals and

may cause containment isolation valves in this system to isolate

| and subsequently trip the RT pumps, which will likely reguire

| filing a Licensee Event Report (LER). Either method will cause
the RT sys*em to be out of service and create prtential delay for
plant starwep. This will cause unnecessary hardship for 111inois
Power Compar, without any significant gain in safety.

6.2 Alternative Testing The ‘icensee proposes:

111inois "ower Company considers these check valves in zeries as a
single ¢ ¢y and will perform the closure test every refueling
outage 4 single unit. Acceptance criteria will be established
and in the event of not meeting this Criteria, appropriate action
will be initiated for the entity and the deficiency will be
corrected.

|
|
r
|
|
l
r
i
| 6.3 Evaluation The previous NRC SE, Paragraph 3.10.2 of the TER, discussed

r the apgplication of a sample disassemhly and inspection program for verifying

{ the closure capability of these valves due to the impracticality of individual
valve leak testing to verity closure. It was recommended that the licensee

[ ~nvestigate nonintrusive methods as alternatives to disassembly and

; inspection,

:

!

v

|

I

)

|

i

The proposed alternitive discussed in this new relief request would verify
closure by a leak test of two of the three valves at a time. Each of the
parallei valves would be tested in series with 1G33-F051. The licensee's
basis for relief indicates *hat thev will treat the two groups as two single
entities, but they do not L(ate that the safety analysis assumptions treat the
design as crediting only a single valve. In effect, testing of the three
valves could pass if only a single valve is capable of closure (1G33-F051).
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Using pump pressure to exercise these vaives during cold shutdown is
also not in the interest of plant safety. Although temperature could be
matched fairly closely between the injection source (emergency core
tooling systems) and the reactor, a minor therma)l mismatch between these
temperatures creates an undesirable effect on the fatigue 11fe of the
reactor nozzles.

In addition, the injection lines asscciated with the residual heat
removal system nozzles are not equipped with internal sparge-s.
General Electric Service Information Letter 401 identifies
problems in injecting water through this flow path and the
potential damage to nuclear instrumentation or fuel assemblies
which could occur 1f this flow path were used for other than
emgrgency conditions,

7.¢ Alterpative Testing The licensee proposes:

1V inoiy Power Company will partial-stroke exercise these valves
using the air operators during cold shutdown and full-stroke
exercise the valves by removing the air ectuator during refueling
outages and weasuring the torque required to 1ift the disc and
then move the disc through a full-stroke.

7.3 Evaluation Section XI requires full-stroke exercising of check valves
quarterly, or during cold shutdown, to verify that the disc opens adequately
to allow design basis flow, and to verify that on cessation of flow, the disc
reseats and no obstruction is preventing closure. Mecha:. al opening force
ard the associated requirements to verify opening using a mechanical exerciser
are discussed 1n IWV-3522(b). The force or torque delivered to the disc by
the exerciser must be limiteo to less than 10% of the eguivalent force or
torque represented by the minimum emergency condition pressure differential
acting on the disc, or to 200% of the actual observed force or torque required
to perform the exercise on the valve when the valve is new and in good
operating condition, whichever is less.

For testing during power operations, the injection of water cooler than
primary water would cause power transients. No other flowpath is available
for testing the subject valves. Therefore, 1t is impractical to perform
testing quarterly. Imposition of the quarterly testing would be a burden in
that an alternative flowpath which would not inject water into the reactor
vessel would have to be installed in the ECCS systems.

Full-stroke testing the valves durinyg cold shutdown conditions could delay
startup due to the time involved in removing the air operator and performing
the testing. (NOTE: The licensee refers to guidelines for cold shutdown
testing provided in GL B9-04. In fact, GL 89-04 did not provide guidelines
for cold shutdown testing.) A second important issue related to the
impracticality of perferming testing during cold shutdown is the effect of
flow impingement on the reactor internals when injecting through the lew
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pressure injection nozzles. The referenced General Electric Service

Information Letter, SIL-401, concludes that the flow should not be injected in
non-emergency conditions due to thermal fatigue (puwer operating conditions)
and the possible damage caused during non-power opperating conditions. €E.en
with flow deflectors, flow could cause channel wear or burnishing of the fuel
channels. Imposition of the Code requirements would be a burden on the
licensee in that damage to fuel channel or other reactor internals would
immediately, or over a period of time, result.

The 1989 tdition of ASME Section X1 has been incorporated by rulemaking to 10
CFR 50.55a. WV specifies that, for inservice testing of valves, OM-10
provides the requirements, OM-10, Paragraph 4.3.2.2(e) specifies that if
exercising 1s not practicable during plant operation or cold shutdowns, it may
be limited to full-stroke during refueling ocutages. Therefore, the deferral
of the testing of the subject check valves to refueling ocutages provides
adequate assurance of the operational readiness of the valves. The Code
reguirements for the use of the mechanical exerciser nust be met.

7.4 Cenclusion The staff concludes that relief should be granted for
deferral of testing to refueling outages for the subject injection check
valves pursua,ut to 10 CFR Z0.8%5a(f)(6,(1) based on (1) the impracticality of
performing the testing quarterly or during cold shutdown conditions, (2) the
burden on the licensee 1f the reguirements were imposed, and (3) the
alternative testing providing adequate assurance of the operational readiness
of the valves, provided the Code requirements for the use of mechanical
exercisers are mel,

Attachment: Table |
Principal Contributer: P. L, Campbell
Date: September 25, 1992
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Table 1

Safety Evaluation for Clinton Power Station
Response to NRC September 30, 1991, Safety Evaluation Anomalies
I11inois Power Response Dated June 25, 1992

Anomaly 1
Relief Request 3006

Description of Anomasly 1n NRC SE
Dated September 50, 1991

T inois Power Response to
Anoms iy

The |icensee requested general relief from the
Cogde specified allowable ranges for pump flow
rate and differential pressure. General relief
was not granted. The Licensec was 1o reguest
retief on 2 pump specific basis,

R 1006 was revised to address only the
four water-leg pumps 1E12-0003, 1621
G0z, YE22-C003, and 1851-0003. The
revised relief request provided
additiona!l justiticat:on for alternative
acceptance criteria for these four pumps
tacsed on historical pump performance

Remaining Action

Revised B8R 3006 is
evaluated in the current
SE, Section 7.0. FHelief
15 granted per 10 CFR
50.55a (a)3)13.

Anomaly 2
Relief Peguest 3002

The licensee proposed to calcutate the flow rate
‘or the diesel generator fuel o1l transter pumps
and requested relief from the Code specifred
altowabie ranges for pump flow rate. The
proposed allowable ranges were not acceptable
because they coutd allow substantial pumpy
degradation sithout corrective action reouired.
Relief was denied. 11 the calculated methode
coutld be as accurate as the (ode, relief may be
acceptable; otherwise, the licensee should
consider irstallation of flow instrumentation.

The pump flow rate can be calcutlated with
sutficient accuracy and repeatability te
meet the Code reguirements. &R 3007 was
revised to provide addtional
justification for the ailcuable pump flow
rate ranges proposed for these pumps
basad on historical performance.

Revised RR 30062 1s
evaluated in tue current
SE, Section 3.0. Reliet
is granted foi the
proposed upper {imits,
per 10 CFR 50.5%a
(a){3)3¢i), but not for
the proposed lower
Limits. The revised
retief request no longer
addresses tle calculation
of flow which was
previously approved.

This should be reinstated
to the reiief request
untess the licensee no
tonger intends o
talculate flow,
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anomaly 3
kol iet Request 10602

Description of Anomaly in NRC ST
Bated Septomber 30, 1991

| The {icensee reguestod relset from teating

safery related pungs or valves when the
rechndant suebsvstem 15 out of service tor
maintenance or repalrs, ardd perform the seguired
testing within 7 daye after the subsystem 1s
rectored, Reliet was not granted on 3 gener sl
basie. The licensee was to submit specific
retief requeste for components whece a Technical
Specification Adtion Statesnt could be

ext eeded,

‘w

Hinois Power Responss 1o
Anomal y

8% 10C2 has been withdrawn, The tosting
“ill be performv 0 tn accordance sith the
Code requiroment s,

Romaining Action

Mo further acTion is
regu red,

Bnomaly &
Relief Request 2011

Relief was requested from the Code reguirement
to individually feak rate te<t certain
tontairment isolation valves in pairs. Testing
N groups was accepted for reliet provided group
fesknge limits are consefvatively set such that
excessive teakage through any individual valve
in “he group can be detected and the sppropriate
corrective action taken,

Luring the 8F -3 refueling outaze (1992),
the |icenses performed a series of tests
to dete mine if seatl leakage was related
te the size of a valve, or was mers
closely relared to the 417e of &
postulated score on the scating surface.
Based on these test<, additicnal
justification far the proposed acceptance
criteria of the valurs groups has been
trc luded in a new relie! reguest, R5
2034,

BR 2011, as revised,
documents that the
guidance in G B9 04,
Position 10, for not
applying 1Wv-3427(b) %o
contairment isolation
valves, s approved per
Gt B9-04. Implementation
is subject to NRC
inspe-tion. New RE 2034
is evatuated in the
current SE, Section 4.0,
Kelief 15 granted per 10
CF8 50.55a(a)(3)(1).

Ancmaly S
Pelief RPeguest 2021

Relief was requested from the Code requirement
to perform post-maintenance testing for valves
that underge ssintenance which could affect
vatve performance (packing adjustmeni) Relief
was granted with guidance to be apptie’ when the
post-maintenance testing was to be deferred,

Brvmaly &
Felief Request 2027

R 2021 was withdrawn, FPost maintenance
testing will be performed in accordance
with the Code following valve stem
packing adjustments.

No further action is
reguired,

Re'jef from the Code requirement to perform
Section X1 leak rate tests on the drywell
isolat ,on valves was requested. interim relief
to perform a dryweil bypass leakage test as an
alternative was qranted.

The dryweil isolation valves have been
reevaluated and are now catesors ved as
Category B or € valves. Therefare,
individual valve teak rate testing is not
requiter. RR 2027 has been withdrasn.

No further action is
required.
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Aromaly 7
Retief Reguest 2011

Description of Anomaly n WREC SF
Dated September 30, 1991

 —

The lLicensee reguested relief from the leak rate
testing requiroments for the escess flow check
vilves and proposed to verify leakage 19 not
excessive during the containment integrated teak
rate test every 40 monthn. We'vef was granted
provided the Licersee alse demonstraras that
each sacess flow check actuates to restrict flow
when Lubjected fo the set differontial prossure.

1iinois Power Response to
Ancemiat y

Tie §1ST prearam and ioplement - g
procedures currently ver ity that sach
excess flow coeck valve actuates to
restrict flow when aubjerted 1o the set
Hifterentisl pressure.

Rema intng Actron

No further action is
required.,

Anomaly 8
Relief Fequest 2008

The licenses requested ralief from the

ererc’ “ing frogquency requirements of the Code
tor the water-teg keep-fill check vrlves ad
proposed to verity valve closure by sampla
disassembly and inspection during refueting
outages. Interim relief was granted 1o allow
the licensee a period of time to develop other
testing methods

¥R 2008 has been reviced to propese
testing the nosertes check valves as a
single unit on a quarterly basis,
Reactor sater cleanup (heck valves have
been re~oved from RR 2008 and 2 mow

rel tef request (RR 2033) has been
submitted to address thews valves,

Ervised RR 7008 is
evaluated in the current
SE, Section 5.9 Relvef
is granted per 10 CFR
S0.55atf)(8)(i). #BR 2033
is evaluated in the
current SE. Section 6.0,
Reiief 15 denved.

Anomaly &
Reiref Bequest 2012

The licensee requested relief from the
exercising frequency and stroke time measurement
requirements of the Code for the mein steam
automatic depressurization system values and
propesed to exercise these valves during

refuel ing outages but not measure stroke Time.
Reiief was granted provided the !icenses develop
a methed to monitor for degrading conditions

ER 2012 has been revised to refiect that
the stroke time testing of these rapid-
scting valves will He consistent with GL
89-0D4, Position 6. The mplementation
will be imitvated in the next scheduled
performance of these tests during the
fourth retuel ing ocutage scheduled to
begin in Dcreber 1993,

The application of the
alternative testing of Gl
89-04, Position &, 1s
approved by Gi 89-04,

| provided the guidance
delineated in the
position 1s followed.
#elief for extencion of
the test frequency was
approved n the previous
SE.  implementation i
subject to NRC
inspection.

Aromaly 10
Kelief Pequest 2031

The licensee requestad relief from the safety
relijef valve test method requirements of the
Code for the main steam safety relief valws and
propesed to replace 8 of the 16 valves eacn
refueting outage with valves that have been
returbished. with not testing of additional
vaives based on failures. Relief was denied.

2R 2031 has been withdraun. Iesting of
the main stesm safety relief valves will
be in accordance with the Code
requirements.

No further action is
required.
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Description of Anomaly n NRC SE
Dated Septembor 30, 1991

titinois Poser Resgonse to
Aromal y

Revised &R 2076 is
evaluated in the current
SE, Section 7.0, Felief
s granted per 10 (R

S0 .5%a(4306301), proviged
the Code requirements for
the use * mechaniral
EWOTLTREVS Bre met

The lLicensee had reguested relict for five
Belief Quequest 2014 valves which <houid be tull <troke sxerciced

‘ b during rold shutdowns, Reliat was not granted
tor these free salves

RE 20746 has pwen revised 1o provide more
techmical st ification for mot
performing a full -strcke aerdise during
cold shytdown conditions.

Anomsty 17
Relict Fequest 2029

No further action is
requl red.

The iicensee propused te verify close o of the
check valves in the asir Lines to valves operator
sccumul ators by perfarming & gressure drop test
of each acoumilator. Relied wac granted
provided the {icensee specifically identifies
acceprance criteria for thése preossure deop
tests in the IST program and test procedures.

The IST provram and joplement ing
pfoceds es currently provide acceptan o
criteria for these pressure drop tests.

Anomaly 13
felisf Hequest 2030

No further action is
required.

The licensee reguested reliet torm the
exercising freauenty requirements of the Cade
for closure of valves IE1Z-FOSOA/E and proposed
to exercise these valves closed once every tuc
years in conjunction with the Code required leas
test. Reltef was denied based on inadequate
justification.

¥R 2030 has beer withddrawn. Tssting will
be performed in accordance with Code
rEeQu i rements

fetief from the ttrake time measurement
requirements for 1 12-F085 was requested.
Interim relief was granted to allow the licenses
a period ef tim- to develop 3 sethod 1o monitor
| the valve for de cadation,

Enwemaly 14
Relief Fequest 2007

The 187 program has been reviced to
reflect that valve 1E12-F095 dors not
have an active safery function, and,
therefora, stroke time measurement 1s not
requicred. RR 2007 has been withdrawn,

No further action is
required.

Anomaly 15
felief Request 2020

The lLicensee requested relief from full stroke
exercising testabie check 1ES1-F066, proposing
to partial-stroke sxercise the valve during cold
shutdouns, Interim relief was granted to aliow
the Licensee a periocd of time to develop a
method to full-streke this valve during cold
shutdown

~

®B 2020 has been withdrawn. Testing will
be performed in accordance with the Code,

Wo further action is
required.
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Anomaly 16
Relyof Regquest 2030

Descryption of Anomaly in BRC 56
Dated Septomber 30, 1991

Relief from the (ode evercining frequency
requirements for clogure of ual e 1ES51-FOLD was
requested, with a propesel to exercise thic
valye closed once every two years in conpunct ion
with the Code required teak test, EBelref was
denied,

tilineis Power Response to
Arvome |y

R 2030 hps been withdrawn. Testing will
be pertformed 1n secerdance with the Code.

No turther action s
required.

priomaly 17
Reliet Request 2030

Felief from the Lode oxe cising frequency
requirements for closure of valve 1C4T-F006 was
reguested, with & propocat to exefcise this
valve closed once every two years in conjusction
with the Code reaquired leak test, However, the
15T program indicates that this valve 14 full
stroke exercised durino cold shutdoens and there
1s no apparent reacon that 1t cannot be wverified
closed at the frequency. Interim relief was
granted to allow the {icensee 1o devetlop test
procecheres to verify closure during cold
shutdowns .

FR 2030 hay been withdrawn. Testing will
be performed (v accordance with the Code .

No further action 1s
reguired.

Anomaty 18
I Relief Request 2017

kelyef for not exercising the reactor water
cleanup system isolation valves gquarterly or
during cold shutdown was requested. ®Relief was
denmied based on inadequate justification,

fR 2017 has been withdrawn. Testing wili
be performed in accordsnce with the Code.

No further action 1s
required.

Anematy 19
Rel et Request 2026

Interim relief wac granted for testing of the

diesel generator air start valves by observing a
decrease in air receiver pressure. The licensee
vas to develop a means to monitor the valves for

degradat jon,

These valves ar not ASME Code Class 1,
2, or 3 valves therefore, the relief

request has beco revised o state that
the testing 15 “amgmented" ana does not

| require MRC apy  val.

No further action is
required.

Anomaly 20
Relief Request 2024

The justification provided d
apply to the HCU- 114 valves s the: are
Category € check valves which vt requice
stroke time measurement. A more -pecific
technical justification should be provided for
these valves.

t specifically

These valves are not ASME Code Class 1,
2, or 3 valves; therefore, the relief

request has been revised to state that
the testing is “augmented' and does not

| require NRC approval.

No further action is
reguired,
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Description of Anomaly 1n RRC SE
Dated September 50, 1991

The test frequency ihterval sxtensions requested

iIiinois Power Response to
Ancenaly

RE 1007 has been revised to apply only to

No further action s

Remaining Action

r_.

Felief Request 1001 in RR 1001 should not apply te safety and relief thate teats which are reguired on a required.
valves which are tested once every five years n quatter iy or shorter test.og frequency.
accordance with the Schedule cxtabl ished by The ccope of vhe revised relie’ reguest
Table 1Wv-3519-1. This rest sohedule covers a ts bounded T the approval in the
long time period and slrecady has ~me butlt o previogs SE.
uchedul ing ftexibility. The propesed extension
should not be necessary. 5 M s '




