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Mr. H. G. Parris
Manager of Power MD

Tennessee Valley Authority Atﬁgﬁﬁgy OELD
500A Chestnut Street, Tower 11 01&E
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37401 ACRS (16)

Dear Mr. Parris:
Subject:

Loose Parts Monitoring Program for the Watts Bar
Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2

Your February 25, 1982, submittal regarding the Toose parts monitoring system at
the Watts Bar Nuc]ear P]ant Units 1 and 2, has indicated that the system was in
conformance with Regulatory Guide 1.133, Rev1s1on 1, "Loose-Parts Detection Pro-
gram for the Primary System of Light-water-Cooled Reactors," issued in May 1981.

Recently, the staff had our consultant, Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL),
review the LPMS information submitted by your staff. The attached table contains
the results of this review and lists a number of areas where your submittal has
provided insufficient information. The purpose of this letter is to request that
your staff address these concerns in its final design report. Submitting this
information, along with the information already provided and the results of the
preoperational tests, will ensure that a complete and comprehensive LPMS report
is provided by TVA.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please contact the project man-
ager, T. J. Kenyon, at (301) 492-7266.

The reporting and/or recordkeeping requirements contained in this ietter affect
fewer than ten respondents; therefore, OMB clearance is not required under P.L.
96-511.

Sincerely,

Vota

Elinor G. Adensam, Chief
Licensing Branch No. 4
Division of Licensing
Enclosure:
As stated

cc: See next page
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WATTS BAR

Mr H. G. Parris

Manager of Power

Tennessee Valley Authority
500A Chestnut Street, Tower Il
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37401

cc: Herbert S. Sanger, Jr., Esq.
General Counsel
Tennessee Valley Authority
400 Commerce Avenue
E11B33
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902

Mr. W. Luce

Westinghouse Electric Corporation
P.0. Box 355

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15230

Mr. David Lambert

Tennessee Valley Authority
400 Chestnut Street, Tower II
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37401

Mr. J. F. Cox

Tennessee Valley Authority
400 Commerce Avenue, W10B85C
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902

Resident Inspector/Watts Bar NPS

c/o U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Rt. 2 - Box 300

Spring City, Tennessee 37831

Mr. David Ormsby

Tennessee Valley Authority
400 Chestnut Street, Tower II
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37401

James P. 0'Reilly, Regional Administrator

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Region II

101 Marietta Street, Suite 3100

Atlanta, Georgia 30303
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DETAILED COMMENTS

The staff has reviewed the subject LPMS descriptions with regard to specific
areas of nonconformace to R.G. 1.133, and have compiled the results in the accom-
panying table, which is keyed to Section C (Regulatory Position) of the RG.

In addition to the table, it is appropriate to identify and discuss some
particular areas of deficiency that we feel are especially important to the estab-
1ishment of effective loose-part detection programs.

1. Periodic data review and long-term maintenance and calibration

Our previous survey of LPMS implementation by the industry revealed that once a
system is installed, calibrated, and placed in initial operation by the LPMS supplier
it is typically neglected by the plant operating personnel with regard to its con-
tinued operation, maintenance, assurance of calibrations, and monitoring of output.
In this context, we observe that your February 25, 1982, submittal failed to address
these important areas, as defined in Section 3.a of RG 1.133.

2. Alert logic and consistency with recommended detection sensitivity

Your February 25, 1982, submittal described a method to reduce false alarms that
is based on self-adjusting threshold logic which "tracks" varying acoustic background
noise at different plant operating conditions. Properly implemented, this feature
is acceptable (see RG 1.133 Sections 2.d and 3.a(?2)(e)), but the proposed calibration
and verification of required system sensitivity at plant shutdown conditions implies
to us that, under normal operating (higher background noise) conditions, the 0.5 ft-1b
sensitivity requirement may not be met or, worse yet, the system may automatically be
rendered insensitive to the detection of safety-significant Toose parts without the
knowledge of the plant operators.

3. Reference to technical specification

While RG 1.133 Section 4.f requires the SAR to make reference to a Tech Spec
which defines a limiting condition for operation with regard to inoperability of the
LPMS, your February 25, 1982, submittal did not address this subject.

The staff will ensure that an appropriate limiting condition for operation will
be included in the Tech Specs.
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SUMMARY OF REVIEW OF LPMS DESCRIPTIONS *

" RG 1.133 Section

Watts

C.1 System Characteristics

C.

i.

Two sensors at each natural collection
region

Sensitivity of 0.5 ft-1b within 3 ft
of sensor

Physical separation of instrumentation
channéls

Automatic data acquisitioﬁ (tape
recorder)

Automatic comparison of signal to an
aier; level

Periodic system operationai
verification anﬁ calibratiﬁn

Ability to function after ;eismic
event

Quality of system components

Ease of repair to minimize radiation

exposure -

NI

* ‘ .
Attachment to letter dated March 18, 1982, from D. N. Fry (ORNL) to Y. Bsii

(NRC).

** Symbols explained in KEY on final page
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Watts

kG 1.133 Section Bar
C.2. Establishing the Alert Level
a. Logic to recégnizé LP 4n preseﬁce of
noise 1
b. Override of noise caused by control
rod movement, etc. Cc
c. Alert level a function of plant
operating conditions 1
d. Compensation for different background
noise on sensors C
C.3. Using the D#ta Acquisition Modes
a. Manual Mode
(1) Pre-op tests to establish alert
level NI
(2) Startup and power operation
a. Submit alert level within 90
days after startup NA
b. Perform channel check each
24 hours NI
¢c. Listen to audio oﬁtput each
7 days NI
d. Perform functional test each
31 days . NI
e. Verify background noise :ach'
§2 days NI
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. Watts
RG 1.133 Section Bar
(3) Verify channel calibration eaéh
18 months 1
b. . Automatic data recording when alert
level ;s exceeded c
C.4. Content of Safety Analysis Reports
8. Sensor type, location, mounting,
and criteria for these I
b. Description of data acquisition,
recofding, and calibration I
Ce. Majorvsources of extraneous noise N1
d. Quality assurance of data NI.
e. Description of alert level
determination and alert logic C
f. Reference to technical specification NI
g. Description of diagnostic procedures
used to confirm loose part NI
h. Channel check procedures NI
i. Maintenance procedures to minimize
radiation exposure NI
j. Training program 1
k. Verification that LPMS will function
after a séismic event c
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Watts
RG 1.133 Section Bar
C.5. Technical Specification for Loose-Part
Detection System KA
RA

C.6. Notification of a Loose Part

KEY: C - Conformance vifh RG 1.133
NC - Nonconformance with RG 1.133
I - Insufficient information provided
NI - No information provided

NA - Not applicable at this time




