VERMONT YANKEE
NUCLEAR POWER CORPORATION

L o % | 4 Ferry Ron

October 30, 1992
BVY 92-124

U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Document Control Desk
Reference: &) License No. DPR-28 (Docket No. 50-271)
b) Letter, USNRC to VYNPC, Electrical Distribution System Functional Inspection
of Vermont Yankee, Report Nu. 50-271/92-81
c) USNRC Memorandum, W F. Kane to S A Varga, *Meeting Minutes from the
Statf's IST Review Meeting with Representatives of Vermont Yankee Nuclear
Power Corporation held on October 14 and 15, 1887 at Region | (TAC §7618)*
dated March 30, 1988
d Vermont Yanrkee inservice Testing Program, Rev 12
e Supplementary Information, H.M. Metell, VY, 1o N. Della Greca, USNRC, faxed
August 13, 1992
f NEMA AB4-1991, "Guidelines for Inspection and Preventative Maintenance of
Molded Case Ciroult Breakers Used in Commercial and industrial Applications*
Q USNRC Information Notice 92-51, "Misapplication and Inadequate Testing of
Molded Case Circuit Breakers”, July 9, 1992
h) Maintenance Request 90-2812
] NUMARC 90-12, *Design Basis Program Guidelines”, October 1990
I\ SECY-90-365, Taylor to Commissioners, *Design Document Reconstitution

K

Programs In“iated by Utih les”, October 26, 1990
EPRI Report, EPRI NP-7410, Vol 3, Breaker Maintenance

SUBJECT: Response to NRC Electrical Distribution System Function Inspection of Vermont Yankee,
Report No. 50-271/82-81, Reply to a Notice of Vioiation

Dear Sir:

This letter responds to Reference b) which indicates that certain activities were not conducted in full
compliance with NRC requirements. The apparent violations were identified in Reference b) as a result of the
NRC Electrical Distribution System Functional inspection conducted during the period July 6 to August 7, 1992
and have been classified as so.arity level V. This response addresses the“e apparent violations. As
suggested in Reference b), unresolved items will be addressed under separate cover.
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APPARENT VIOLATION A
Section 5.2 4 - Molded Case Circuit Breakers - Item 92.81.02

10 CRF 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI, requires, in part, that: "a test program shall be established
to assure that all testing recuired 1o demonstrate that structures, systems, and components will
perform satistactorily in service is identified and performed in accordance with written test
procedures which incorporate the requirements and acceptance limits contained in applicable
design documents. The test program shall include, as appropriste, proof tests prior 1o
installation, pre operational tests, and operational tests during nuclear power plant... operation,
of structures, systems and components.” Test control is required by Section X! of the Yankee
Atomic Electric Company Operation Quality Assurance Program Manual (YOQAP-1.A),

Contrary to the sbove, on August 7, 1992, Vermont Yankee did not have a test program for
safety related molded case circult breakers to periodically demonstrate thal the breakers would
trip within the desian time current band. The trip characteristics of most of these broakers had
not been verified by 'est since Vermont Yankee's commaercial operation more than twenty years
ago.

RESPONSE
Vermont Yankee has reviewed the above item and has noted that

Vermont Yankee faxed sample MCCB (Molded Case Circuit Breakers) design time-current
testing data sheets to the NRC on 8/13/92 (Relerence e). VY collected this data during
periodic MCC cubicle inspections per procedure OP 5210 “MCC Inspectiois*. Specifically
this data included manufactures design verification testing of overcursent trips in the thermal
flong time) and instantaneous regions of the manufacturer's time-current curves. OP 5210
provides the procedural controls for receipt inspection, initial installation and field testing of all
molded case circull breakers, and serves as Vermont Yankee's programmatic control for
MCCBs

Although the EDSFI Inspection Report (Reference b, Page 24, Para. 3) did not acknowledge
the design time-current testing, the report did acknowledge the other programmatic testing
performed by OP 5210 which included

* visual inspection,
* mechanical cycling of the breaker,
* measurement of insulation and contact resistance

Vermont Yankee wrote OP 5210 in March 1992 a: - iemented it during the Spring 92
refueling outaga. OP 5210 is nrimarily based on the Erril Report NP-7410 (Reference k) on
MCCBs, vendor manual information and NEMA AB4- 1991 (Reference f). Subsequently, the
NRC issued the MCCB Testing Information Notice on July 9, 1992 (Reference g which
endorsed use of NEMA AB4-1991 and other industry p-actices. It can be seen that Vermont
Yankee pro-actively addressed MCCB inspection/testing prior 1o the EDSFI and before the
NRC Information Notice was issued
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The EPRI report on MCCHBs (Reference k) recommends overcurrent trip 1esting only for those
MCCBs which exhibit some abnormality during the inspection/testing process. For Vermont
Yankee 235 breakers were Inspected/iested during the Spring 1992 Refusling Outage (73 of
which were salety related) with 47 breakers overcurrent trip tesied. This testing showed that
all 47 breakers tripped satigfactorily with no failures to trip within the published manufacturer's
tolerance curves

A search of NPRDS data showed, Vermont Yankee's history of MCCBs failures are less than
the industry average

Based on the above, Vermom Yankee has concluded that the intent of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion XI has been met for Motor Control Center MCCBs. Aller performing the above review of Vermont
Yankee's program for MCCBs It is felt that we have an adequate program but it might be enhanced If a
representative sampie of MCCBs was time-current tested each cycle. Vermont Yankee will evaluate this
possible program enhancement which would do some level of preplanned breaker time-current testing, provide
3 sampling system which could be expanded or contracted based on testing results, industry experience and
NRC information. Additional details on Vermont Yankee's MCCB program are provided in Appendix A,

APPARENT VIOLATION B

Section 4.2.2 - EDG Air Start System ltem 92-81-01

10CFR 50.55a, Paragraph (g)(4)(li) requires that inservice examinations of components, inservice
tost 1o verify operationsl readiness of pumps and valves whose function is required for safety,
and system pressure tests must comply with the latest edition and addenda of Section X of the
ASME Code.

fhe ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, S “tion XI, paragraph IWV-3520 requires, in part:
“Check valves shall be exercised to the position required to fulfill their function unless such
operation is not practical during plant operation... Vaives that are normally open during plant
operation and whose function is to prevent reversed flow shall be tested in manner that proves
that the disk travels to the seat promplly on cessation or reversal of flow.”

Contrary to the above, on August 7, 1892 the NRC determ'ned that two check valves in the
emergency diesel generator starting air system were not tested in a manner that proves that the
disk travels to the seat promptly on cessation or reversal of flow.

RESPONSE

Vermont Yankee has reviewed the above llem and has noted that

The present method of testing EDG (Emergency Diesel Generaton air giart ie¢aiver check
valves was reviewed, discussed and agreed 1o by the NRC in Reference ¢). These discussions
were extensive and recognized the limitations imposed by the installed configuration. On this
basis, Vermont Yankee considers 10 CFR 50 55a and ASME Section XI was mat,
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FH 50, Appendix B terion | requires that measures be established 1o assure that the
design bases, as definec ) { 50.2. are correcily transiated into specification, (haw:*g'
procedures and instructions. 10 CFR 50 2 defines design bases as thatl information which

tities the specific functions to be performed by & component, and the specific range chosen

t controlling parameters as reference bounds for design. Criterion Il further specities iyt
lesign ¢ "‘”‘\J“-" Ing lm.lmu field ¢ H.u-;“'g De subiect 10 (3s~g|ur» control measures commensuiatg
with those h‘:‘:l‘lpﬂ {10 the original <f(’,',sg.‘

itrary 10 the above, on or before August 7, 1992, Vermont Yankee did not have measures
ctions, procedures or drawings in all safety-related cases, 1o adequately identity

fuse types 10 ensure appropriate replacemant
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vermont Yankee also developed a controlied fuse list which listed pertinent fuse information for many
commanly accessible fuses. | was compiled for each panel by wiring diagram review 10 identity panel fuse
location and by field walk downs. An engineering review of each fuse size was performed o verify the tuse
size met the design criteria. Vermont Yankee did not intend to have this list be all inclusive, but 10 be available
as an ald. Maintenance and I8C personne:, who replace virtually all fuses, have been made aware of the list
and may use it or may use appropriate specifications, dravings, instructions, and procedures as needed. This
methodology was demonstrated during the EDSF| when an inspector noted that SLC (Stand-by Liquid Controf)
fuses were not listed on the fuse list. Vermont Yankee's investigation of an associated Maintenarce Request
(Reference h) showed the proper identificatiun of the fuse was provided for SLC fuse replacement. In this
example the correct fuse was found within the vendor manual.

Operations personne! replace fuses in urgent situations only, and follow up with a work orger. The fuse
list I8 & useful 100! for these situations. Engineering, by AP 6000, *Plan. Design Change Requests® and AP
6004, *"Engineering Design Change Requests” will provide appropria.e drawings, specifications, and
procedures for design needs

The Information provided above and in the attached appendices provides a more comprehensive
explanation of our programs and practices in the areas of apparent violation than we were able 10 provide
during the inspection period. This information suggests that these areas may not be in violation. Therefore,
vermont Yankee respectiully requests the NRC to reconsider the apparent violations In light of the information
provided within this letter. We have found the EDSFI inspection 10 have been a worth while activity and want
10 assure you that we are working diligently 1o address the areas of concern mentioned in the report.

Very truly yours,

VVermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation
) y — o

pmsaf bt

‘JIMOO P. Pelletier
Vice President, Engineering

ec USNRC Regional Administrator, Reglon 1
USNRC Resident inspector, VYNPS
USNRC Project Manager, VYNPS



APPENDIX A

DETAILED RESPONSE TO APPARENT VIOLATION - SECTION 5.2.4 MOLDED CASE CIRCUIT BREAKERS
ITEM §2-81.0:

WGRAM DESCRIPTION
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Although it Is true that a significant number of breakers in the plant have not been overcurrent trip
tested since original Installation, the 1esting that has been performed on these breakers (visual and mechanical
testing and post maintenance testing) does not reveal a reason 1 suspect the breakers are degraded.

INDUSTRY STANDARDS AND PRACTICES

There - =~ - ;ensue In tr = industry as to w™a* minimum scope and fraquency of testing is necessary
1o prove the ab... .. 1 breaker to perform its safety funcuon. There also is no established firm technical basis
1o justity a required scope and frequency of testing in the industry.

There are a number of guidelines ard reports which address the subject and provide recommendations
but none firmly establish a required frequency or scop. or provide any sound engineering basis for that
requireme.t. The following are examples of industry documents which address the testing of molded case
breakers:

@ EPRI Report EPRINP-7410 Vol 3, Breaker Maintenance, provid=s the most in depth discussion
of the subject and makes a recommendation in scope and frequency. M: vever, it falls short
of providing a sound engineering basis for the recommendation. In fact, ..+ document states
in Section 3.0, Periodicity and Program Development Guidelines, that their recommendations
are submitted as a baseline and that every plant should adjust the test frequency on the basis
of thelr experience. It also recognizes that the number of MCCBs at a ¢iant are many and
resources are limited. It states that "if the program is too aggressive, fewer resources may be
avaha.'s for other necessary programs.”

b) NEMA Standard AB-4, Guideline for Inspection and Preventive Maintenance of Molded Case
Breakers used in Commercial and Industrial Applications, addresses scope but does not
address a required frequency In section 4, Preventive Maintenance, it states “when
inspections determine an abnormal condition and indicate possibility of damage, it may be
nacessary to perform certain maintenance steps. This section is intended to assist the user
in performing the.. steps.“ The overcurrent testing of breakers is not included in the scope
of this section. The program at Vermont Yankee exceeds this guidance since at Vermont
Yankee overcurrent testing is performed it abnormal conditions are identified. OP 5210 was
written based heavily on the contents of this standard for the scope of testing.

¢ The Draft USNRC Generic Letter (which has never been issued) addresses only the overcurrent
testing of the instantaneous device and consequences of premature tripping due to misapplied
breakers or improper trip testing. This letter basically adopted the testing methods of NEMA
AB-4 The document stated "addressees are not expected 10 Initiate a comprehensive
retesting program to reverify the instantaneous trip feature of MCCBs with safety functions
involving this function except for individual MCCB testing In those specific cases in which (1)
premature tripping of instalied MCCBs is experienced during testing or operations, or (2) other
specific information if obtained which may impugn the operability of particular installed safety
related MCCBs or the suitability of previously tested, warehoused MCCBs, for installatior in
safety related applications. * Vermont Yankee's program follows this philosophy of testing in
the case of (1) or (2) above.

d) USNRC Information Notice 92-51, Misapplication and Inadequate Testing of Molded Case
Civcuit Breakers, was issued instead of the Generic Letter. This Notice, which states the
suggestions contained in the Notice are not NRC requirements, addresses the same issues as
the generic letter in an abbreviated format. It ziso endorses NEMA AB-4 but complicates the
matter by warning that application of the manufacturers tolerances "may rot always ensure that
the MCCBs meet plant-specific breaker coordination, circuit protection or technical
specificatior requirements.”
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INCLUSION

Fhe Vermont Yankee program and testing philosophy is consistent with the intent of NRC information
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