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On October 2, 1926, while shutdown for refueling, Vermont Yankee (VY), during the performance of an Inservice Testing
Program component safety function validation, determined that the control logic of the Core Spray (CS) minimum flow bypass
valves prevented manual valve closure from the control room. This condition was not specifically addressed in VY design basis
documentation. Investigation indicated that the original design intent of CS and Low Pressure Coolant Injection (LPCI) systems
considered them to be "extensions of the primary containment.” This position is taken in the VY Final Safety Analysis Report
and reinforced by a 1984 General Electric Service Information Letter (SIL 414). However the extent to which that design intent
superseded or negated containment isolation or testing requirements relative to 10CFR50 Apnendix J was not documented.
While the isolation function of these valves does not appear to have been part of the origina’ design basis of the plant, and their
isolation capability 18 not spectfically cited in VY Technical Specifications, they were cited as isolation valves in the NRC Safety
Evaluation Report which documents VY's conformance with 10CFR50 Appendix J requirements. This implied that VY had the
ability to remotely operate these valves. This implication is in a licensing basis document, outside of plant Technical
Specifications. As the CS system integrity was intact, providing a viable fission product barrier, consistent with the original
plant design, the condition is considered to have presented significant risk to neither the health nor safety of the public. VY has
installed a modification which establishes remote manual closure capability for the CS system minimum flow bypass valves.

VY submits this voluntary report as a follow-up to the Emergency Notification System report made on 10/02/96
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DESCRIPTION OF EVENT

On October 2, 1996, while in cold ¢ . .own for refueling, VY, during the performance of an Inservice Testing Program
component safety, function validation, -« *termined that the control logic of the CS (EIIS = BM) minimum flow bypass valves
prevented manual valve closure from tne control room. This condition was not specifically addressed in VY design basis
documentation.  However, the CS minimum flow bypass valves are cited in the NRC Safety Evaluation Report which
documents VY's conformance with 10CFR50 Appendix J requirements as primary containment isolation vaives (ENIS = ISV) with
remote closure capability. VY therefore verified that primary containment was not required for ongoing plant activities and
began preparations for establishing remote manual closure capability for the CS minimum flow bypass valves via a control logic
design change. The design change was implemented on October 11, 1996,

CAUSES OF EVENT

The apparent cause was an inadequate technical review of the subject valve control circuitry which resulted in VY incorrectly
identifying the CS minimum flow valves as isolation valves implying that they were capable of remote manual closure

A contributing cause of the event was an inadequate review of industry operating experience. A comprehensive review of the
cited SIL should have identified that VY CS minimum flow bypass valves were not capable of being manually closed from the
control room. That same review could have identified the inconsistency between our NRC SER for Appendix J and the system
operational capability.

1S OF T

Investigation concluded that the original design intent of CS and LPCI systems considered them to be "extensions of the
primary containment.” This position is taken in the VY Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) and reinforced by a 1984 General
Electric Service Information Letter (SIL 414) which specifically identifies what it terms a "modificati = to enhance the core
spray system." The enhancement is a modification which establishes manual closure capability for the CS minimum flow
bypass valve. The SiL states. in regards 10 the lack of remote manual closure capability, "This is within the design basis of the
plant as the core spray piping is considered an extension of the containment...”

While the isolation function of these valves does not appear to have been part of the original design basis of the plant, and their
isolation capability 18 not specifically cited in VY Technical Specifications, the extent to which that design intent supersedes or
negates containment isolation or testing requirements relative to 10CFR50 Appendix J was not documented. Originally, the
affected Emergency Core Cooling Systems were truly considered to be extensions of primary containment. In docketed
correspondence VY communicated that "These penetrations do not contain containment isolation valves per se, but contain
system operating valves." This position was not challenged, and VY simply received recommendations that justifications for
exempting the identified loop isolation valves from Appendix J requirements be changed, indicating that it was better expressed
that the "valves in such lines do not have to close and outside loop s leak tested (loop made extension of containment).”

VY TS's list the valves in the ECCS systems which are subject to Local Leakrate Testing (LLRT), and those

ECCS system primary c . ntainment penetrations not subject to LLRT. VY TS's are silent as to the status of the LPCl and CS
loop isolation valves, including the minimum flow bypass valves, relative to containment penetration testing requirements. Thus
the case for the affected loops being considered an integral portion of the primary containment is strengthened.

Although the preponderance of documentation indicates that the CS minimum flow bypass valves were not originally intended
to support & containment isolation function, docketed correspondence relative to Appendix J compliance identifies these valves
as containment isolation valves implying remote closure capability. VY recognizes that having remote manual closure capability
for these valves is both prudent and desirable, however the remote manual closure capability is in addition 1o the original CS
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system design basis.

VY has installed a modification which established remote manual closure capability for the CS system minimum flow bypass
valves as implied in the NRC SER describing our method of Appendix J conformance.

ifican:

The manual closure capability of the subject valves is a feature considered to have impact upon one of VY's principle safety
barriers, the primary containment.

However, since the CS systems were intact, providing a viable fission product barrier consistent with the onginal plant design
the conaition is considered to have presented significant risk to neither the health nor safety of the public.

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

A design change was implemented to establish remote manual closure capability for the CS minimum flow bypass valves
(complete 10/11/96).

IT INF 1!
1 Three major projects currently in process at VY will improve component design basis documentation,
8. The Design Basis Documentation project.
b. The In-service Testing Program valhdation and upgrade project.
c. The Component Safety Classification project
2. Technical Support Department will implement the Operating Experience Program upgrade currently in progress.

There have been no similar events reported over the past five years.
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