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May 21, 1979

ATTPCHMENT TO LICENSEE EVENT REPORT 79-008/0lT-0

Wisconsin Electric Power Company
Point Beach Nuclear Plant
Dockets 50-266 and 50-301

On May 2, 1979, we filed a 24-hour written notification
which identified a possible, but unlikely, plant configuration
and accident scenario that could lead to simultaneous safety
injection in both units and result in the possibility of
overloading the plant's Diesel generator during the sequencing
phase. The simultaneous events needed in order to result
in this condition were: a LOCA in one unit, loss of AC power
to both units; and in the other unit, one of the safety
injection actuation instrument channels which was powered by
a DC battery through an inverter to be placed in a tripped
condition due to either testing or failure. The affected
unit initiates safety injection because of the accident and
the unaffected unit receives a safety injection signal due
to the loss of off-site AC power causing the instrument
channels powered by AC to' lose power and go to a tripped
condition in combination with the DC-supplied instrument charnel
already in a tripped condition because of testing or failure.
Although the probability of having all three of these situations
occurring together is extremely remote, we determined to
take appropriate action to avoid this condition, should any
additional safety injection actuation instrumentation need
to be placed in a tripped condition.

During our evaluation of this possible plant configuration,
we were called by Mr. Trammell and other members of the NRC
staff with an additional concern that the instrument channel
powered by the battery could be assumed to be in a tripped
condition as a result of the arbitrary single failure
assumption made in accident analyses. This application of
the single failure criterion to the unaffected unit was
not used in the original design and safety evaluation of
the plant, and we consider the non-mechanistic application
of this criterion to the unaffected unit to be an inappropriate
extension of this criterion.

We agreed, however, that the placing of an instrument
channel supplied from a battery source in a tripped condition
had a small, but finite, probability which could potentially
result in safety injection actuation when the AC-supplied
instrument channel tripped on loss of power. In order to
avoid this remote possibility, we proposed a modification
in our letter to the NRC. dated May 7, 1979, which changed
the power supply of the AC-supplied instruments in the
safety injection actuation circuitry to a battery power source.
Refer to attached Figure 1 for details of the modification.
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Following implementation of this modification, a loss of
AC would not cause any safety injection actuation instrument
to go to a tripped condition because the DC power supply
would continue to power the instrument. A mechanistic
single failure of an instrument, or having placed an instrument
channel in a tripped condition due to testing or previous
failure, woLld not cause safety injection actuation in the
unaffected unit should loss of off-site AC power occur.
No active single failure at the time of loss of off-site
power will result in safety injection in the unaffected unit.
We consider the probability of an instantaneous loss of a
DC buss, at the time of an accident, coupled with loss of
off-site power to both units or the probability of an instru-
ment being in a tripped condition at the time of an accident
in the other unit with a loss of off-site power to both
units coupled with a single failure that makes up the
remaining part of the safety injection actuation circuitry
to be of such low probability that it need not be considered
in the design of the plant.

,.

The proposed modification to the power supplies for
the safety injection actuation channels and the logic change
to a two out of three pressurizer low pressure actuation of
safety injection was approved by the NRC in a letter dated
May ll, 1979. The two out of three pressurizer pressure
modification was completed May 17, 1979, and the power
supply cPangeover May 18, 1979. The final filing of this
report was delayed a number of days to complete the
modifications and enable us to close out the subject in
this one report.
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FIGURE 1
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PROPOSED f40DIFICATIO:1

L.

Unit 2 Unit 1 PC 469
Channel'II PC 430

~

"A" Channel I Circuit White PC 949Battery Red Breaker RackInverter

Unit 1
Channel IV PC 479Circuit ,e owBreaker p

e

.

Unit 1 Unit 2 PC 469
-

"B" Channel III Channel II PC 430. .

Battery Blue Circuit White PC 949
/~~ Inverter Breaker Racks-

Unit 2
. . Channel IV PC 479Ci rcuit Yellow

Breaker Rack

.

The channel II and IV safety injection pressure circuits that are presently powered
by plant AC will be powered from opposite unit inverters. The Unit I circuits willbe on the "A" battery and the Unit 2 circuits will be on the "B" battery. These
changes will involve four conduit runs and associated wiring from breaker panels
to the analog racks. The additional wiring will be run to receptacles in the
white and yellov; analog racks. Circuits PC 469, PC 430, PC 949 and PC 479 will
then be plugged into the newly wired receptacles.
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