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Question 1:

"Has water hammer due to valve closure been considered in the
determination of pressure differentials? If not explain.”

GPC's Response to Question 1:

The methodology contained in Appendix B to NEDC-31322 "BWROG Report and
Operational Design Basis of Selected MOV'S", dated September 1986, has
been wused to calculate additional dPs due to water hammer for
forty-eight of the fifty-one Bulletin 85-03 scope valves. The three
other valves, HV-3009, HV-3019, and HV-5106, are in the steam supply
line to the turbine driven auxiliary feedwater pump. The additional
water hammer dP 1is, therefore, not considered significant. This
philosophy 1s consistent with NEDC-31322.

In most cases of the forty-eight remaining fluid system valves
evaluated, the calculation results indicate that the additional dP due
to valve closure water hammer is less than 1% of the current maximum
dPs. The worst case calculation resulted in a value approximately 7%
higher than the current maximum dP. Based on these results, we

conclude that no change in current testing practices or setpoints is
necessary.

Question 2:

"If MOVATS 1s planned for application to some MOVs which are not
included in its database, commit to and describe an aiternate method
for determining the extra thrust necessary to overcome pressure
differentials for these valves."

GPC's Response to Question 2:

In an attempt to qualify the remaining twenty-nine valves, a discussion
was held with MOVATS representatives regarding application of the
MOVATS database. 1In general, it was concluded that the database leads
to unacceptably conservative thrust values.

For the three steam supply valves to the turbine driven auxiliary

feedwater pump, 1-HV-3009, 1-HV-3019, and 1-HV-5106, GPC did reference
the MOVATS database to provide a basis of operability as noted in
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item 6 of our September 4, 1987 response. System alignment to achieve
the maximum differential conditions for dynamic dP testing on these
would have required locking closed four of five safety relief valves.
Establishment of this system configuration was considered impractical.
However, the results of the vendor supplied thrust requirements used to
set up these three valves were verified against the MOVATS database.

As noted in our September 4, 1987 submittal, sixteven suction valves
were excluded from dynamic testing due to the differential pressures
involved and to avoid potential pump damage from unintentionally
starving a pump. Operability of those valves can be demonstrated
during performance of the operating procedures noted below:

Suction valve Procedure
1-HV-8807A & B 14825-1 "Quarterly Inservice Valve Test"
1-HV-8924
1-HV-8104
1-HV-5113,
1-HV-5118
1-HV-5119
Lv-01128, C, D& E 14850-1 "Cold Shutdown Valve Inservice
-HV-8806 Test"
1-HV-8923A & B 11105-1 "Safety Injection System
Alignment for  Startup and Normal
Operation"
1-HV-8471A & B 11006-1 "CVCS Alignment for Startup and

Normal Operation"

The static head developed during performance of these procedures
represents the maximum practical differential pressure conditions
permissible for testing. Vendor supplied thrust values, including the
thrust necessary to overcome these pressure differentials, can thereby
be verified to be adequate each time the valve is repositioned as part
of these procedures.

Additionally, of the ten valves on the discharge piping of the
Auxiliary Feedwater System (AFW), the eight AFW system discharge valves
(used for flow control) were excluded from dynamic testing based upon
their exemption from inservice test requirements pursuant to the






