January 3, 1996 SECY- 96- 004

FOR: The Conmi ssi oners

FROM James M Tayl or /s/
Executive Director for Qperations

SUBJECT: PROPOSED NRC GENERI C LETTER 89- 10, SUPPLEMENT 7,
" CONS| DERATI ON OF VALVE M SPOSI TI ONING | N
PRESSURI ZED- WATER REACTORS"
(TAC NO. MB2072)

PURPOSE:

To informthe Conmi ssion, in accordance with the guidance in the
Decenber 20, 1991, nenorandum from Sanmuel J. Chilk to Janes M
Tayl or regardi ng SECY-91-172, "Regul atory I npact Survey Report -
Final ," of the staff’s intent to issue the subject generic letter
suppl ement. This generic letter supplenment will renove the
recommendati on that pressurized-water reactor (PWR) |icensees
consi der notor-operated valve (M) m spositioning in respondi ng
to Ceneric Letter (G.) 89-10, "Safety-Rel ated Mt or- Qperat ed

Val ve Testing and Surveillance.” A copy of the proposed generic
| etter supplenent is attached.

DI SCUSSI ON:

In G 89-10, the staff requested that |icensees and construction
permt hol ders devel op a programthat "should provide for
testing, inspection, and naintenance of [safety-related] MOVs so
as to provide the necessary assurance that they will function
when subjected to the design-basis conditions..."” by June 28,
1994, or by three refueling outages foll ow ng Decenber 28, 1989
(whi chever was later). The recomended actions stated (in part):
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Any MV in a safety-related systemthat is not bl ocked from
i nadvertent operation fromeither the control room the
notor control center, or the valve itself should be

consi dered capabl e of being m spositioned (referred to as
posi ti on-changeabl e MOVs) and shoul d be included in the
program \Wen determning the maxi numdifferential pressure
or flow for position-changeable MOVs, the fact that the MWV
nmust be able to recover from m spositioning should be
consi der ed.

Supplenent 1 to G. 89-10 limted the prevention of inadvertent
MOV operation within the context of the generic letter to the
potential for MOV mispositioning fromthe control room
Supplenent 4 to G. 89-10, which was issued on February 12, 1992,
w t hdrew for boiling-water reactor (BWR) |icensees the
reconmendation that MOVs in safety-related systens that are not
bl ocked frominadvertent operation fromthe control room be
consi dered capabl e of being m spositioned in assessing the
adequacy of the MOV and plant design. Proposed Supplenent 7 to
G 89-10 will withdraw this reconmendati on for PWR |icensees.

The staff’s conclusion that the MOV m spositioning issue should
be renoved fromthe scope of G 89-10 for PWRs is based on the
foll ow ng considerations. First, the staff now concl udes that
the inportance of valve m spositioning may have been overst at ed,
especially in light of other actions to inprove the capability of
valves to function and to reduce the |ikelihood of valve

m spositioning. Second, the valve m spositioning issue is beyond
the design-basis requirenents for the plants because it involves
the assunption of nmultiple failures. Third, this action will be
consistent with the judgnents made in GL 89-10, Supplenent 4, to
renove the recommendation for BWRs. Fourth, efforts to date by
Brookhaven National Laboratory and the staff have shown that a
guantitative assessnent of the risks associated with val ve

m spositioning is very difficult and | argely beyond the state-of-
the-art for current probabilistic risk assessnents. However,
qualitative insight fromthe review of several studies suggests
that valve mspositioning is of limted safety significance and
that it is best addressed by focusing on the physical phenonena

t hat make sone val ves vul nerable to failure when m spositioned.
Since its studies do not provide a strong technical basis for
concluding that retaining the reconmendati on would result in
substantial increase in the overall protection of the public
heal th and safety,” (10 CFR 50.109(a)(3)) the staff concl udes
that the appropriate action is to informPWR |icensees that MOV
m spositioning need not be a part of their MOV program unl ess
they address it voluntarily.

a

A notice of opportunity for public comment on the proposed
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generic letter supplenment was published in the Federal Register
for a 30-day public comment period on July 26, 1995. Four
comrents were received (from Nucl ear Energy Institute, Florida
Power Corporation, Centerior Energy, and Virginia Power). Al
four conments supported issuance of the generic |etter suppl enent
as witten. Centerior Energy al so suggested that the suppl enent
clarify how |licensees should adm nistratively handl e any
conmtrments they m ght have nade related to val ve m spositioning.
This conment was accepted and is incorporated in the staff
position section of the supplenent (that is, "Licensees that have
al ready taken action or nade commtnents related to val ve

m spositioning may take advantage of this relaxed staff position
provi ded the |icensees docunent this change in their Ceneric
Letter 89-10 prograns.").

Copi es of the conments received are available in the NRC Public
Docunment Room (PDR). A copy of the staff evaluation of these
comments is available in the NRC central files and will be made
available in the PDR after the generic letter supplenent is

i ssued.

The proposed generic letter supplenment was reviewed by the
Commttee To Review Ceneric Requirenments (CRGR) during its
neeti ng nunber 257 on May 10, 1994, and again at neeting nunber
276 on July 14, 1995. The staff incorporated all conments
provided by the CRGR in those neetings. As previously stated,
the proposed generic letter suppl enment was subsequently issued
for public comment on July 26, 1995. In light of the public
comrents on the proposed suppl enment and because the suppl enent
had not changed substantively since the CRGR s earlier review, on
Decenber 18, 1995, the CRGR staff indicated that NRR could
proceed with issuance of the generic letter supplenent w thout
further interactions with CRGR

The O fice of the General Counsel reviewed this generic letter
suppl ement and has no | egal objections to its issuance.

The staff intends to issue this generic letter suppl ement
approxi mately 10 working days after the date of this information
paper.

Janes M Tayl or
Executive Director
for Qperations
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Attachnent : Proposed Ceneric Letter 89-10, Supplenent 7,
" Consi der ati on of Val ve M spositioning in Pressurized-
Wat er Reactors”
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UNI TED STATES At t achment
NUCLEAR REGULATCORY COVM SSI ON
OFFI CE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATI ON
WASHI NGTON, D. C. 20555-0001

{ DATE}
NRC GENERI C LETTER 89-10, SUPPLEMENT 7: " CONSI DERATI ON OF VALVE
M SPOSI TI ONI NG | N
PRESSURI ZED- WATER
REACTORS"

Addr essees

Al'l hol ders of operating |icenses (except those |icenses that
have been anended to a possession only status) or construction
permts for nuclear power reactors

Pur pose

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Conm ssion (NRC) is issuing this
generic letter supplenent to notify addressees about a revised
NRC position regardi ng consideration of valve m spositioning
within the scope of Generic Letter (G) 89-10 for pressurized-
wat er reactors (PWRs). Although this generic |etter supplenent
forwards a new staff position, no specific action or witten
response i s required.

Backqgr ound

In GL 89-10 (June 28, 1989), "Safety-Rel ated Mtor-Operated Val ve
Testing and Surveillance,” the staff recomended, anong ot her

t hings, that any notor-operated valve (M) in a safety-rel ated
systemthat is not blocked frominadvertent operation fromthe
control room the notor control center, or the valve itself, be
consi dered capabl e of being m spositioned (referred to as

posi ti on-changeabl e MOVs) and be included in |icensee MV
prograns. \Wen determining the maxinumdifferential pressure or
flow for position-changeable MOVs, the |icensees were asked to
consider "the fact that the MOV nust be able to recover from

m spositioning ..." Supplenment 1 to G 89-10 limted the
prevention of inadvertent MOV operation within the context of the
generic letter to the potential for MOV m spositioning fromthe
control room

The Boiling Water Reactor Omers Goup (BWROG) submtted a
backfit appeal on the recomendati ons for position-changeabl e
valves. The staff, wth the assistance of Brookhaven Nati onal
Laboratory (BNL), reviewed and eval uated the i ssues concerning
the m spositioning of valves fromthe control room and determ ned
that the recommendations in G. 89-10 shoul d be changed for BWRs.
The BNL study, which used probabilistic risk assessnent (PRA
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techni ques, and the NRC staff eval uati on and concl usi ons were
transmitted in a letter fromthe NRC to the BWROG dat ed

February 12, 1992. The concl usions were comuni cated to industry
and the public at large via Supplenent 4 to G. 89-10, also dated
February 12, 1992. Supplenent 4 indicated that the NRC woul d
performa simlar review for PARs and stated that GL 89-10 m ght
be revised, if warranted, to clarify the NRC position regarding
consi deration of MOV m spositioning within the scope of G. 89-10
for PWRs.
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Description of CGircunstances

By letter dated July 21, 1992, the Westinghouse Owmers G oup
(WDG) asked the NRC staff to notify PWR |icensees that the
provi sions of GL 89-10 for val ve m spositioning are not
applicable to PWRs, based on argunents simlar to those nade by
t he BWROG

Di scussi on

Under contract to the NRC staff, BNL performed a study simlar to
the one performed for BWRs of the safety significance of

I nadvertent operation of MOVs in safety-rel ated piping systens of
three PAWNRs. Consistent with Supplenent 1 to GL 89-10, the scope
of the study was limted to MOVs in safety-rel ated systens that
could be m spositioned fromthe control room However, because
the avail abl e PRA nodels do not include active m spositioning of
MOVs or the physical phenonena that could inhibit repositioning,
BNL' s study of available plant nodels was limted in its ability
to address this issue. Gven this |imted scope, BNL concl uded
that the risk insights fromthe m spositioning of unlocked MMVs
were simlar for both PARs and BWRs. Al though PWRs tend to have
a higher core danage frequency (CDF) than BWRs, which would
suggest that the net increase in CDF fron1n1sp05|t|on|ng of MOVs
woul d be higher for PWRs than for BWRs, PWRs typically have a

| ower conditional containment failure probability, whi ch woul d
tend to bal ance the overall risk to the public.

The NRC is renoving the recommendati on that MOV m spositioning be
consi dered by PWR |icensees in responding to GL 89-10, as was
done for BWR |l icensees in Supplenent 4, in light of the
foll ow ng:

° Corrective actions have been taken by |icensees
subsequent to the Davis-Besse event (i.e., detailed
control room design reviews, independent valve position
verification prograns, and operator training
i mprovenents),

° Corrective actions are being applied to many of the
nost inportant val ves under the other provisions of G
89- 10,

o O her operational events are absent (other than Davis-

Besse) in which mspositioning MOVs fromthe control
room actual ly set up conditions that prevented
reposi tioning, and
° The results of the BNL study for PWRs.
| npl enentation of this relaxation by |licensees is voluntary.

Staff Position
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The staff no | onger considers the inadvertent operation of Ms
fromthe control roomto be within the scope of G. 89-10 for
PWRs. However, the staff believes that consideration of valve
m sposi tioning benefits safety.
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Li censees that have al ready taken action or nade commtnents
related to val ve m spositioning nmay take advantage of this
rel axed staff position provided the |icensees docunent this
change in their G. 89-10 prograrns.

Modi fying the provisions in GL 89-10 for valve mi spositioning
does not affect the GL 89-10 recommendations for |icensees to
revi ew saf ety anal yses, energency procedures and ot her pl ant
docunentation to determne the design-basis® fluid conditions
under which all MOVs in safety-related piping systens may be
call ed upon to function. This position also does not supersede
t he NRC generic reconmendati ons or regul ati ons on val ve

m spositioning that pertain to such other issues as interfacing-
systens | oss-of-cool ant accidents (I SLOCAs) or fire protection
(10 CFR Part 50, Appendi x R

Backfit Di scussion

This letter represents a relaxation of reconmendations set forth
in GL 89-10 and prior supplenents. |Inplenentation of this

rel axation is voluntary and this generic |etter suppl enent
requests neither actions nor information fromlicensees.
Therefore, this generic letter supplenent is not considered a
backfit and the staff has not perfornmed a backfit analysis.

Federal Reqgister Notification

The proposed generic |etter suppl ement was published in the
Federal Register for a 30-day public comment period on July 26,
1995. Four comments were received (from Nucl ear Energy
Institute, Florida Power Corporation, Centerior Energy, and
Virginia Power). Al four comments supported issuance of the
generic letter supplenment as witten. Centerior Energy also
suggested that the supplenent clarify how |icensees shoul d

adm ni stratively handle any conm tnents they mght have nmade
related to valve mspositioning. This comment was accepted and
Is incorporated in the staff position section of this suppl enent.

This generic letter requires no specific action or witten
response. |f you have any questions about this matter, please
contact the technical contact |isted bel ow or the appropriate
O fice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) project manager.

Dennis M Crutchfield, Drector
Di vi si on of Reactor Program Managenent
O fice of Nuclear Reactor Regul ation

'Design-basis conditions are those conditions during both normal operation and abnormal events
that are within the design basis of the plant.
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Techni cal contact: David C. Fischer, NRR
(301) 415-2728

Lead project manager: Allen G Hansen, NRR
(301) 415-1390

Attachnent:
1. List of Recently Issued NRC Generic Letters



