NRC INSPECTION MANUAL |1 PB

I NSPECTI ON PROCEDURE 62708

MOTOR- OPERATED VALVE CAPABI LI TY

PROGRAM APPLI CABI LI TY: 2515

62708-01 | NSPECTI ON OBJECTI VE

01.01 The objective of this procedure is to independently
assess the extent of condition of performance issues associ ated
with notor operated valves (MOVs) when directed by Suppl enent al
| nspection Procedure 95002, "lInspection For One Degraded
Cornerstone or Any Three White Inputs in a Strategic Performance
Area." This procedure can al so be used to hel p assess the adequacy
of the licensee’s evaluation of notor operated val ve performance
i ssues, consistent with the requirenments of | P 95002.

62708-02 | NSPECTI ON REQUI REMENTS

The scope of the inspection is focused on those specific
requirements |isted bel owthat are necessary to assess t he adequacy
of the licensee’s evaluation and to i ndependently assess the extent
of condition associated with notor operated valve performance
i ssues. The inspection planw |l be consistent with the objectives
of I P 95002. The inspection may i nvol ve an in-depth revi ewof such
i censee activities as MOV cal cul ati ons, anal yses, di agnostic test
results, post-maintenance tests, corrective actions, preventive
mai nt enance, and trendi ng.

02.01 MOV Sel ection. Select a sanple of risk-significant MOVs
from nore than one system The selection of MOWs should al so
include consideration of wvarious valve sizes, types, and
manuf acturers. The sanpl e size shoul d be appropriate for the scope
of the inspection.

02. 02 MOV Program Scope. Revi ew MOV program scope changes
since the conpletion of the G. 89-10 programrevi ews to determ ne
that the appropriate safety-related MOVs are included in the
program (Appendix A provides guidance for reviewng the MW
pr ogram scope. )

02. 03 Design Cal cul ati ons. Revi ew design docunents and
calculations for: MOV functional requirenents under nornal,
abnormal , and accident conditions; notor and actuator sizing;
nmet hods for selecting, setting, and adj usti ng MOV swi tch setti ngs;
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and nodifications to the system or valves that could affect the
MOV's capability in the as-nodified configuration

02. 04 Testing. Revi ew test docunents for adequacy of test
procedures, test equipnent, training of test personnel, acceptance
criteria, and test results. If the inspection schedule permts,

observe actual testing of MOVs.

02. 05 MOV __ Tr endi ng. Review MOV trend reports, failure
anal yses, corrective actions, nonconfornmance reports, or other
pl ant docunents that may indicate that an MOV is not properly
si zed, has i nproper switch settings, or i s not properly maintail ned.

02. 06 Preventive Mintenance. Review MV preventive
mai ntenance to determne whether it is appropriate for the
frequency of operation, working environnment, and operational
experi ence.

02. 07 Corrective Actions. Determ ne whether the licensee is
periodically review ng data on MOV failures and the effectiveness
of the corrective actions.

02.08 Post - Mai nt enance Testi ng. Review a sanple of MW
mai nt enance packages and verify that the post-nai ntenance tests and
results denonstrate that the MOVs are capabl e of performng their
desi gn functions.

02. 09 Revi ew t he adequacy of |icensee’ s processing and control
of operating experience information and vendor notifications.

02. 10 Review MOV periodic verification test results, both
static and dynam c, and verify that information fromthese tests
are incorporatedinto the design and setup cal cul ati ons for safety-
rel ated MOvs.

02.11 Revi ew changes made i n prograns affecting safety-rel ated

MOVs since the conpletion of the NRC review or inspection of the
G 89-10, G 95-07 and G 96-05 prograns.

62708-03 | NSPECTI ON GUI DANCE

Ceneral CGui dance

Inresponsetotheidentification of plant-specific MOV perfornmance
i ssues, and as directed by the NRC s action matri x, the NRC staff
may determ ne that an inspection of the |licensee’s MOV programi s
appropriate using I P 62708. In planning the i nspection under this
procedure, the assigned regional inspector should review the
identified MOV performance issues. The inspector should then
prepare an inspection plan incorporating one or nore of the
specific inspection requirenents outlinedin Section 62708-02 t hat
the inspector considers necessary to perform an independent
assessnent of the extent of condition associated with the MOV
performance issues. The inspection plan my also include
requirenments for evaluating the effectiveness of the |icensee’s
eval uation of the performance issues, as directed by IP 95002.
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Based on t he sel ected i nspection requirenents, the inspector shoul d
estimate the resources necessary to perform the inspection as
di scussed in Section 62708- 04.

To the extent applied, this inspection procedure nay be i npl enent ed
to assess t he adequacy of cal cul ati ons, anal yses, switch settings,
post - mai nt enance tests, corrective actions, preventive nai nt enance,
and trending that are used to support MV performance during
normal , acci dent and abnormal conditions. Review of other areas
associated with MOVs, such as surveillance testing, operations,
mai nt enance, and quality assurance and sel f-assessnent, are al so
addressed in the baseline and other supplenental procedures.
However, when a weakness in any of these areas is identified, the
regi on shoul d consi der perform ng additional reviews to determ ne
whet her significant weaknesses exist inthe licensee s overall MWW
program

I n response to generic concerns regardi ng MOV perfornmance, the NRC
staff issued G 89-10 (June 28, 1989), which requested that
nucl ear power plant |icensees and construction permt holders
ensure the capability of MOVs in safety-rel ated systens to perform
their intended functions by reviewi ng MOV desi gn bases, verifying
MOV switch settings initially and periodically, testing MOVs under
desi gn- basi s condi ti ons where practi cabl e, i nprovi ng eval uati ons of
MOV failures and necessary corrective actions, and trendi ng MOV
probl ens. |nspections were conducted to review G. 89-10 prograns.
Docunent s contai ni ng MOV desi gn requirenents, cal cul ati ons, basis
for swtch settings, corrective actions, trending, preventive
mai nt enance, and post-nmaintenance testing were reviewed and
approved during the cl oseout inspections. Docunents that are used
to denonstrate that MOVs are capabl e of operating during normal,
accident, and abnormal conditions are required to neet the
requi rements of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendi x B, and therefore, controls
are required to be in place to ensure any revisions to the
licensee’s (L 89-10 programare properly maintai ned and avail abl e
for review

On Septenber 18, 1996, the NRC issued G. 96-05, "Periodic
Verification of Design-Basis Capability of Safety-Rel ated Motor-
Oper at ed Val ves, " requesting t hat each nucl ear power pl ant |icensee
establish a program or ensure the effectiveness of its current
program to verify on a periodic basis that safety-related MOVs
conti nue to be capabl e of performng their safety functions within
the current |icensing bases of the facility. |In npbst instances,
risk insights were used to develop MOV diagnostic static test
schedul es devel oped in response to G 89-10 and/or G 96-05 and
these risk insights should be considered during MW sel ection

MOVs may be risk ranked with respect to their relative i nportance
to core-damage frequency and other considerations added by an
expert panel. The risk-ranking process nmay also include the
consideration of the margin between actuator capability and the
thrust (or torque) required for the val ve to operate during desi gn-
basi s conditions. The MOV sel ection should i ncl ude MOVs ranked as
hi gh risk and [ ow capability margin if possible. The NRC staff
conpl eted or plans to conplete its reviewof |icensees’ actions in
response to GL 96-05 in a safety evaluation (SE) for each unit.
Each SE describes the MO risk-ranking nethodology that was
revi ewed and approved by the NRC staff when closing out G 96-05.
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Several licensees did not use risk insights to rank their MOVs in
t he devel opnent of their G. 89-10 or (L 96-05 programs. GCeneric
MOV risk insights for boiling water reactors (BWRs) may be obt ai ned
from BWR Omers G oup (BWROG Report NEDC-32264A (Revision 2),
"Application of Probabilistic Safety Assessnent to Generic Letter
89-10 I npl enentation.” Generic MOV risk insights for Westinghouse
plants nay be obtained from Westinghouse Omers Goup (WG
Report V-EC- 1658 (Revision 1), "Ri sk Ranking Approach for Mbtor-
Operated Val ves in Response to Generic Letter 96-05." These risk
ranki ng approaches were revi ewed and approved by the NRC staff in
SEs dat ed February 27, 1997 (BWROG), and April 14, 1998 (WOG). The
WOG MOV ri sk-ranki ng approach can al so be used to provi de insights
for ranking MOVs in Conbustion Engi neering and Babcock & W/ cox
design plants based on their safety significance, except that the
generic |ist of highrisk valves in WOG Report V-EC-1658 only apply
to Westinghouse design plants.

MOV basel i ne i nspecti ons were conduct ed during the cl ose out of G.
89- 10. The results of these inspections are described in NRC
i nspection reports. Changes that have been nade to MOV prograns
since the closeout of G. 89-10 should be considered during MW
sel ection. These changes nmay involve revised MV design basis
pl ant nodi fications, power uprate, safety relief val ve setpoint or
t ol erance changes, revised cal cul ati ons, MOVs added to or renoved
fromthe MOV program or the incorporation of newindustry gui dance
into the MOV program

Also in GL 89-10, the NRC staff identified pressure |ocking and
thermal binding as potential performance concerns for safety-
related MOVs. On August 17, 1995, the NRC issued G. 95-07,
"Pressure Locking and Thermal Binding of Safety-related Power-
Operated Gate Valves," to request that |icensees perform or
confirmthat they had previously performed, (1) eval uations of the
operational configurations of safety-related, power-operated
(including notor-, air-, and hydraulically operated) gate val ves
for susceptibility to pressure | ocking and thermal bi ndi ng and (2)
further anal yses, and any needed corrective actions, to ensure t hat
safety-rel at ed power-operated gate val ves that are susceptible to
pressure | ocking or thermal binding are capable of perform ng the
safety functions within the current licensing basis of the
facility. The NRC staff has conpleted or plans to conplete its
review of |icensees’ actions in response to GL 95-07 in an SE for
each unit.

Speci fi c @i dance

03.01 MOV Sel ection. MW risk insights and performance shoul d
be considered during MOV selection. For exanple, review of MW
trend reports, nonconformance reports, |icensee event reports,

mai nt enance history or other plant docunents may indicate that an
MOV is not properly sized or has inproper switch settings. The
i nspector should focus on MOVs that are categorized as high risk
and | ow capability margin. The selection of MOVs should include
t he consi derati on of vari ous val ve si zes, types, and nanufacturers.
Addi ti onal guidance on MOV selection is provided in the genera
gui dance di scussi on above.
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03. 02 MOV Program Scope. Since the conpletion of inspections
of GL 89-10, sone |icensees have nodified the scope of their MW
prograns. The |icensees are expected to justify any changes in the
scope of their MOV program For exanple, the staff evaluated a
proposed change in the scope of the G.L 89-10 programat the Hatch
nucl ear power plant. The results of the staff reviewis provided
inan SE forwarded to J. T. Beckham Jr., Georgi a Power Conpany, by
K. N. Jabbour, NRR Division of Reactor Projects I/11, on Cctober
16, 1995.

Where a |icensee has nodified the scope of its MOV program since
t he previous inspection, the inspector should determ ne whether
the | i censee has adequately justified the renoval of any MOVs from
its MO program The inspector should al so review any
nodi fi cations i nvol ving MWs and verify that the MOVs were properly
i ncorporated into the |icensee’s MOV program Consi derations for
the review of the |licensee's scope of its G 89-10 program are
provi ded in Appendi x A

03. 03 Design Cal cul ati ons. Review the nethods used for
selecting, setting, and adjusting swtches. Mot or  si zing
cal cul ati ons must consi der degraded voltage and el evated anbi ent
tenperature conditions. For exanple, the inspector should ensure
that the lowest notor termnal voltage commensurate with the
desi gn-basis conditions has been factored into the MOV program

Use of appropriate actuator efficiency and the proper application
factor must be justified. Adequat e bases nmust exist for stem
factors, valve factors, |oad sensitive behavior and ot her assuned
paraneters that are used in calculations used to size actuators.

I n Techni cal Update 93-03, Limtorque Corporation provi ded gui dance
on determning the effect of increased notor tenperature on ac-
powered actuator capability. In Technical Update 98-01 and its
Suppl enent 1, Limtorque Corporation provi ded updat ed gui dance for
predicting the torque output of its ac-powered notor actuators.
Commonweal t h Edi son devel oped a nethod for determ ning capability
for ac-powered notor actuators that is based on a conprehensive
not or and actuator test program The NRC staff has revi ewed and
accepted the Commonweal th Edi son net hodol ogy for estimating MW
not or - act uat or output capability, based on test data obtained by
the licensee in plant-specific GL 96-05 SEs. In its letter dated
July 17, 1998, forwarding Technical Update 98-01, Limtorque
i ndicates that a future technical update will be i ssued to address
the application of dc-powered MOvs.

The Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI)devel oped the MW
Performance Prediction Methodology (PPM to define a bounding
thrust (or torque) required to operate a gate, gl obe, or butterfly
valve within the scope of the EPRI MOV PPM (EPRI TR-103237-R2,
dated April 1997). The NRC staff concluded that the EPRI MOV PPM
constituted an accept abl e net hodol ogy to predict thrust and torque
requirenments followng the conditions and limtations in an SE
dated March 15, 1996, and an SE suppl enent dat ed February 20, 1997.

The following is a list of some issues to be addressed and
assunptions to be justified as applicable:
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a. Valve factor (including area assunption).
b. Stemfriction coefficient.
c. Load sensitive behavior (rate of | oading).

d. Mrgins for stem lubrication degradation and springpack
rel axation.

e. Mtor performance factors:

. notor rating

efficiencies used in open and cl ose directions
application factor

power factor used in degraded voltage cal cul ations
anbi ent tenperature

oRwONE

f. Basis for extrapolation nethod of partial differential
pressure thrust neasurenents.

g. Torque switch repeatability.

h. Use of Limtorque, Kalsi, or other sources for increasing
thrust and torque allowable limts.

i. Equipnment error.
j . Degradation assunptions.

k. Justification for grouping of MOVs for application of test
data, performance characteristics, structural operating
limts, and comon-cause failure anal yses.

The Idaho National Environnental and Engineering Laboratory
devel oped a conmputer programto assi st inspectors in assessing the
capability of MOV gate and gl obe val ves powered by Limtorque
operators. The Mechanical and G vil Engi neering Branch of NRR or
the regional MOV valve inspector may be contacted for further
i nformation regardi ng use of the conputer program

Following the initial verification of MOV capability under design-
basis conditions, the MV switch settings will need to be re-
verified if the MOV is replaced (which would constitute the need
for a conpl et e denonstrati on of desi gn-basis capability), nodified,
or overhauled to the extent that the |icensee considers that the
existing test results are not representative of the MOV in its
nodi fi ed configuration. Because of the interrelationship of
various operating paraneters, the performance of the MOV can be
affected by routine naintenance work, such as valve packing
adj ust nent s.

03. 04 Testing. The follow ng should be considered during the
review of MOV test prograns:

a. The |i censee shoul d use t he best avail abl e MOV t est dat a when
sizing and setting its MOVs.

b. The |licensee should consider industry test data.
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c. Thelicensee should have justificationfor its assunption for
each paraneter in its MO calcul ati ons.

d. The licensee should assume a reasonable value based on
industry test data for a paranmeter where it does not have
pl ant-specific justification for the paraneter.

e. Wuwere the licensee assunes realistic values based on test
data for all paraneters, the licensee should take action
where the cal culation predicts MOV capability problens.

f. The licensee should undertake pronpt evaluation of test
results to determ ne capability under desi gn-basi s conditions
prior to declaring the MOV operable and returning it to
servi ce.

g. The licensee should have justification for the accuracy of
its MOV di agnostic equi pnent.

h. The licensee should nonitor test data to affirmassunpti ons.

i. Thelicensee should have justification for applyingtest data
to val ve groups.

Where a | icensee follows a different approach than outlined above,
the |icensee should justify its approach.

When observing MOV testing, the inspector should: (1) wtness
licensee testing of MOVs, (2) verify test equipnent is setup and
calibrated in accordance with vendor reconmmendations, (3) verify
qualification of test personnel, (4) determ ne test equipnent
i naccuracies and test data accuracy, and (5) verify test results
are adequately reviewed prior to declaring Ms operable.

Where a | i censee uses di agnosti c equi pnent during MOV testing, the

i nspector should verify that the licensee has justified the
accuracy of that equi pnent. The i nspector should al so verify that
the licensee has an adequate training program for personnel

operating MOV diagnostic equi pnent and anal yzing the information
obtained. As part of that training, the |licensee should ensure
that plant personnel understand the inherent sensitivities and
limtations of the diagnostic equipnent.

03. 05 MV Trending. The MOV data on failures and corrective
actions should be periodically reviewed by the |icensee as part of
a nonitoring and feedback effort to establish trends of MW
performance. In addition to plant specific data, the nonitoring
and feedback effort should include industry-wde MOV data.
Exanpl es of MOV paraneters that may be trended include valve
factor, stemfactor (as-found and as-left), rate of | oading/l oad
sensi tive behavi or, actuator torque output, bearing coefficients,
running | oad, notor current and voltage, torque switch settings,
capability margin, and thrust and torque at control switch trip.

03. 06 Preventive Mai ntenance. The i nspector shoul d verify that
the Iicensee has inplenented periodic MOV preventive nai ntenance
based on MOV frequency of operation, working environnent and
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oper ati onal experience. Exanpl es of the licensee’ s preventive
mai nt enance activities may include the followng itens:

a. Checking for indications of grease or oil |eakage fromthe
various sealed joints and shaft protrusions.

b. Checking the nounting flange and val ve yoke for cracks or
damage.

c. Checking fasteners for tightness.

d. Lubrication of wvalve stem min gear case, and limt
sSwi t ches.

e. Checking valve stemand stem nut threads for danmage.

f. Checking that the ball in the grease relief valve, if
installed, is free to nove.

g. Sanpling and analysis of the grease in main gear case.
h. Checking spring pack for hardened grease.

i. Checking that T-drains, if installed, are clear.

j. Check limt switch conpartnent for cleanliness and general
integrity of gears and wire term nals.

03. 07 Corrective Actions. The inspector should verify that the

licensee’s adm ni strative procedures require t hat MOV

failures/ mal functions/deficiencies be pronptly identified and

corrected. The inspector should verify the adequacy of the

licensee's analysis of MOV failures, justification of corrective
actions, and trending of failures and corrective actions for the
sel ected MOVs. The i nspector should reviewrecent MOV fail ures and
the resulting corrective actions. The licensee’'s failure anal ysis
should include the results and history of each as-found
deteriorated condition, malfunction, test, inspection, analysis,
repair, or alteration. For exanple, atorque switch adjustnment may
be made to overconme an increased actuator |oad instead of
identifying and correcting the cause of the increased actuator
| oad. The application of a greater actuator torque all ows the MOV
to be returned to service but could lead to a repetitive or nore

serious failure. The inspector should also verify that the
licensee perforned the appropriate |evel of root cause anal ysis
based on the significance of the MOV

failure/ mal function/deficiency.

03. 08 Post - Mai nt enance Testing. The inspector should verify
that the | icensee’s procedures require that MOVs be properly tested
prior to return to service follow ng nmai ntenance. The inspector
shoul d revi ew sel ect ed MOV nai nt enance packages and verify that the
post - mai nt enance tests denonstrate that the MOV is capable of
performng its design function. For exanple, MVs are set up to
deliver thrust or torque val ues determ ned by cal cul ati ons based on
design-basis conditions. Stroking a valve follow ng maintenance
that could have adversely affected the capability of the MOV to
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provide the required thrust or torque does not denonstrate that the
MOV i s capabl e of operating during design-basis conditions. Since
post - mai nt enance testing under design-basis conditions is not
al ways feasible, the Iicensee nust use other nethods to ensure the
mai nt enance perforned has not rendered the MW incapable of
performng its intended function.

If the |icensee chooses not to test an MOV fol | ow ng nmai nt enance,
the licensee should be able to justify that a test was not
necessary to denonstrate the capability of the MOV to performits
safety function. For exanple, val ve packi ng adj ustnent can affect
MOV operation since the adjustnent of packing could increase the
torque required to open or close the MOV. |In sone instances, it
may be difficult totest an MOV fol |l ow ng t he adj ust nent of packi ng
during plant operation because plant conditions prohibit the
cycling of the MOV. The inspector should verify that the |icensee
has an adequate basis for not testing the MO followng the
adj ustnent of the packing. For exanple, test data previously
obtai ned could be used to denonstrate that the MOV s thrust or
torque capability is not adversely affected at specific packing
adj ust nent settings.

The NRC staff provi ded gui dance on pre-|ubrication of val ves prior
toinservice testing in a nmenorandumdated July 2, 1996, fromF. J.
Hebdon, NRR, to Jon R Johnson, Region Il. 1In the attachnent to
the nmenorandum the staff states that the performance of
maei nt enance on a conponent to ensure its proper operation prior to
conducting atest negates the validity of the test in assessingthe
operational readiness of the conponent. |In Anerican Society of
Mechani cal Engi neers (ASME) Code Case OVWN-1, "Alternative Rul es for
Preservi ce and I nservice Testing of Certain Electric Mtor OQperated
Val ve Assenblies in LVWR Power Plants," the ASVME states that certain
mai nt enance activities, such as stem lubrication, shall not be
conducted if they mght invalidate the as-found condition for
i nservice testing. The inspector should consider this guidance in
evaluating the |licensee MOV prograns.

03. 09 No gui dance provi ded.
03. 10 No gui dance provi ded.
03. 11 No gui dance provi ded.

62708- 04 RESOURCES

Thi s i nspection procedure provides guidance that could be used to
assess the entire MOV program However, since the scope of the
i nspection is focused on an i ndependent extent of condition review
and oversight of licensee self-assessnent and may be limted to
specificinspectionrequirenentsidentifiedin Section62708-02, it
is estimated that it may take an i nspector a m ninmumof 8 hours to
acconplish. [If the nature of the probl ens pronpting the i nspection
are extensive requiring a nore broad review, then noretine wll be
required to acconplish the inspection. On average, it took two
i nspectors know edgeable of Ms and G. 89-10 recommendati ons
approximately 70 hours of onsite inspection, and 80 hours of

| ssue Date: 09/12/00 - 9 - 62708



of fsite preparationto conplete the G. 89-10 cl oseout i nspecti on at
each site.

O her factors that affect the amount of time required to conplete
t he i nspection are t he know edge and experi ence of the i nspector(s)

and the nunber of safety-related MWs in each unit. It 1is
recomrended that i nspector(s) know edgeabl e of GL 89-10 and G.L 96-
05 reconmendat i ons and MOV nechani cal and el ectrica

characteristics performthe inspection. Sone early-vintage units
may have fewer than 30 safety-related MOVs, while |ater-vintage
units may have nore than 150 MOVs. The nunber of safety-related
MOVs shoul d be considered when determ ning the anobunt of tine
needed to acconplish the inspection.

62708- 05 REFERENCES
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END

Appendi x
A Consi derations In Review ng The
Scope of Licensee MOV Program
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APPENDI X A

CONSI DERATI ONS | N REVI EW NG THE SCOPE OF LI CENSEE MOV PROGRAM

1.

The scope of the MOV programextends to safety-rel ated MOVs
as defined in the NRC regulations. In G. 89-10, the staff
requests licensees to determne the design basis for the
operation of each safety-related MOV including the maxi mum
differential pressure expected during both the opening and
closing of the MOV for both normal operations and abnor nal
events, to the extent that these MOV operations and events
are included in the existing approved design basis.

In Supplenment 1 to G 89-10, the staff stated that safety-
related MOVs that are always in their safety position, or
woul d have no affect on the operation of the safety train if
pl aced in the nonsafety position, could be renoved fromthe
GL 89-10 program However, contai nnment isol ation val ves wi ||
al ways have a safety function to close regardless of their
syst em performance requirenents.

Section 3.1.2 of NUREG 1482, "Quidelines for |Inservice
Testing at Nuclear Power Plants,” issued by G. 89-04
(Suppl enmrent 1), "Gui dance on Devel opi ng Accept abl e I nservice
Testing Prograns,” dated April 4, 1995, discusses the
capability of plant conponents and surveillance testing. In
this regard, safety-related MOVs that are placed in a
position that prevents the safety-related system (or train)
from performng its safety function nust be capable of
returning to their safety position, or the system(or train)
must be declared inoperable and the appropriate plant
techni cal specifications foll owed.

In the second footnote in GL 89-10, the staff states that
desi gn-basis events are defined as conditions of normal

operation, including anticipated operational occurrences,

design-basis accidents, external events, and natura

phenonena for which the plant nust be designed to ensure the
function delineated as "safety-related" can be perforned.

The staff further states in the footnote that the design
bases for each plant are those docunented in pertinent
licensee submttals, such as the final safety analysis
report. InBulletin 85-03, the staff requested BWR plants to
ensure that MOVs in the Reactor Core I sol ati on Cool i ng system
can performtheir safety function.

The consideration of pipe breaks in conjunction with the
ability of MWs to close should be consistent with the
staff's licensing reviewfor the individual facility (i.e.,
i naccordance wi th Standard Revi ew Pl an (SRP) Section 3.6. 2).

Suppl enents 4 and 7 to G 89-10 renoved the reconmendati on
that |icensees of BWR and pressurized water reactor nucl ear
pl ants, respectively, consider i nadvertent m spositioning of
MOVs as part of their GL 89-10 prograns.
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7. The consideration of long-term passive failures in piping
shoul d be consistent with the staff's licensing review for
the individual facility and shoul d be i n accordance with SRP
3.6. 1. Further, the Ilicensee's evaluation of passive
failures mnust consider valve and punp seal failures as
di scussed in SECY 77-439.

8. Licensees may rely on analysis results for each design-basis
event and each systenis required capability to satisfy event
acceptance limts provided in the updated final safety
anal ysis report (FSAR) where the |licensee can denobnstrate
that the information in the updated FSAR is consistent with
the licensing basis of the facility.

9. Licensees are required to neet the single failure criterion
inthe NRCregulations. Oher criteria may al so apply at the
same tine (e.g., loss of offsite power). Further, safety
systens are required to neet the redundancy provisions of
Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50. The consideration of the
single failure <criterion as applied to anticipated
operational transients should be consistent with the staff's
licensing review for the individual facility.

10. The safe shutdown licensing basis for each facility is
defined in licensing docunents. Valves that are operated
during conditions bel owthe saf e shutdown | i censing basis are
not required to be in the scope of the MOV program provi ded
that the |licensee does not have any other comm tnents that
t he MOV nust operate during certain conditions. For exanple,
if the safe shutdown |icensing basis is Hot Shutdown, val ves
that are operated during conditions bel ow Hot Shutdown are
not in the scope of the MOV program However, the MOV woul d
be included in the MOV programscope if the |licensee has an
Appendi x Rcommit nent that requires the MOV to operate during
certain conditions.

END
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