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'

This Technical Evaluation Report was prepared by Franklin Research Center
under a contract with the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Co=nission (Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Division of Operating Reactors) for technical
assistance in support of HRC operating reactor licensing actions. The
technical evaluation was conducted in accordance with critoria estr.blished by
the NRC. .

Mr. T. J. DelGaizo contributed to the technical preparation of this
i

reporc through a subcontract with WISTEC Services,'Inc. -
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1. RACKGROUND |

On,Jor/e 25, 1976 [1], the ERC requested Northern States Power Co=pany (NSP)
to review the containment leakage testing program at Prairie Island Units 1 and
2 and to provide a plan for achieving full compliance with 10CFR50, Appendix J,
Containment Leakage '14 sting. This plan was to include appropriate design
modifications, changes to technical cpecifications, or requests for exemption
from the require =2nts pur:uant to 10C.7.50.12, where necessary.

On August 9, IS76 [2], N3P responded to the NRC's request, identifying the
'

following departures from the requirements of 10CFR50, Appendix J
t

Contain=ent fan coil unit isolation valves not Type C tested.o
,

*,*

Airlock door seals tested at 10 psig rather than at 46 psig.o..

"

So=e isolation valves tected in a direction opposite to thato '

existing under accident conditions.-

Some Type C tests of containcent isolation valves parformedo
-'

hydraulically rather than pneucatically, and an air / water
leakage correlation factor applied.

'

Airlocks tested every 3 days when in use, rather than aftero
each use, by pressurizing the door seals.

On Novecher 2, 1977 [3], NSP requested authorization to substitute a

statistical containment leak rate test completion criterion for the 24-hour
tert duration requirenent of Section 7.6 of ANSI N45.4-1972. The ctatistical

procedure was designed to verify that the measured leakage rate, at the 954
confidence level, is less than the leakage rate acceptance criterion. The
iscue of Tfpe A testing in less than 24 hours, however, is being reviewed by-

.

the HFO staff on a ge'n'eric basis and therefore is not a part of this report.

On May 30, 1980 [4], NSP responded to a reque?t for addiuional information
frcxn the NRC dated April 11, 1980 [5). In this submittal, NSP provided
additional justification for previously submitted ejcemption requests.

The purpose of this report is to provide technical evaluations of
outstanding issues regarding the implementation of 10CFR50, Appendix J, at

~

!
~
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Prairie Island. Consequently, technical evaluations of requests for exe.ption
'

fro = the requirements of Appendix J, as submitted in Reference 2 and a=plified
in Reference 4, are included. In addition, Reference 2 indicated that a

previously submitted Lict.se A=endment Request dated August 7, 1975 [6] is
significant to the implementation of Appendix J at Prairie Island. ESP stated
that the technical specification charges of this License Amendment Request
along with the exe=ptions fron certain requirements regarding the above-
cantioned dapartures are nacassary to provide conformance with 1.ppendix J.
Therefore, technical evaluations of the preposed technical rpecification

.

changes of Reference 6 are also included in this report.
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2. EVALUATION CP.ITERIA ~
.

Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Part 50 (1CCFR50), Appendix J,
Contain=cnt Leakage Testing, contains the criteria used for the evaluation of
exemption requests. Where applied to the evaluations, the criteria are either
referenced or briefly stated, where necessary, to support the results.
Furthermore, in recognition of plant-specific conditions which could lead to
requests for exe=ption not explicitly covered by the regulations, the MC
directed that the technical review constantly c=phe. size the basic intent of
Appendix J, i.e., that potential containment atmospheric leakage paths be
identified, monitored, and maintained below established limits.

.
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3. TECm1IC;J EVAI,UATICN -
.

1
>

3.1
REQUTC FOR EXH3.PTION FROM THE REQUIREETS OF APPENDIX J

<
'

In Reference 2, NSP stated:
1

; It has been our understanding that exen:ption from certain'

requirements of Appendix J has been granted as a result of theI

Co= mission's review of the Prairie Island testing program and
issuance of appropriate Technical Specifications prior to

{ licensing.

For the purpose of a generic review cf the ctatus of implementation of;

3

10CFaf0, Appendix J, at all operating reactors, licensee responses to the NRC's
generic lett'er (Reference 1 in the case of Prairie, Island) are evaluated on
their own merits or on subsequently provided information.1

> .

Consequently, all,

reported deviations from the requirements of Appendix J which require exemp-
( tions are cor.sidered to be requests for exemption regardlers of possible prior
! reviews or agreements. The items evaluated in the foll:ving subparagraphs are,,

i

j
treated as requests for exemption from the requirements of Appendix J even if ,

_

1

the correspondence from NSP never formally requested that exemptions be;

;
] granted.

i

;

*
.

i 3.1.1 Fan Coil Unit Isolation valves
1

; In Reference 2, ESP stated:
1

1

j
Containment Fan Coil Unit isolation valves are not subjected to Type C I

j tests as required by Section III. A.1. (d) of Acpendix J. The Technical! Specifications cpecifically exclude these valves from local leakage tests
;

since they are considered to be installed in systems which are " sealed"
to containment leakage.

In Reference 5, ESP stated: .,

Fan coil units inside containment are provided with water from the plant
cooling water system when they are operating in their safeguards mode.
Portions of the cooling water system serving the fan coil units are free |

>

from single failures, designed as Class I seismic, and are missile s
4

protected. Cooling water system pressure exceeds maximum postulated
.

: containment accident pressure. There is no potential for leakage of'

radioactive material out of the containment via the cooling water system.i
s

|

/% -4-
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In the event of accident, the cooling water supply and return isolation
valves remain open to satisfy their safeguards function. In the event of
a fan coil unit or associated piping rupture the containment manual
isolation valves would be closed to prevent the entry of non-borated
water into containment. Pressure against the closed isolation valves is
maintained by 1/2-inch equalizing lines. The water supply for this
" seal" is provided by t!ie cooling water system pumps (3 mator driven and
2 diesel driven) which take suction from the Mississippi River.

Evaluation
,

Section II::. A.l. (d) of Appendix J requires ?fpe C testing of contain=ent
. isolatien valves in syste=s that are normally filled with water and operating '

under post-accident conditions. Section II.B., however, defines containment
icolation valves as those valves relied upon to perform a containment isolation
function. Section II.D defines leakage as the eccape of containment air to
outside atr.osphere. Therefore, although the fan coil un ts are normally,

fillec vith water and operating under post-accident conditions, Type C testing
, of the centain=ent icolation valves is not required if the valves are not

relied upon to prevent the escape of containment air to the outside at=osphere.

ESP has stated that there is no potential for leakage f radioactive
caterial out of the containment via the cooling water system. NSP's,

'

justificG*, ion for this statement is that the system is a closed system inside
contain=ent designed to perform a post-accident safeguard function, designed
;.iei =ic I, missile protected, free from single active failure which would
prevent operatien, and operates at pressures in excess of postulated maximum
c:.tain:ent atm: phere. :''urthermore, in the event of a piping rupture of this
sycte=, leakage past the isolation valves would be into the containment and
not out. Consequently, FRC concurs with ESP that the isolation valves of this
system are not relied upon to prevent the escape of containmsnt air to the *

outside atmosphere. -The fan coil unit isolation valves c.ay be excluded from
Type C testing and no execption from the requirements of Appendix J is
necessary because Appendix J does not require the testing of these valves.

4 -5-
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?

3.1.2 Testine cf Centain ant fairlocks '
-

i

J' In Reference 2, ESP stated:

|, Airlocks door seals are not tested at Pa as required by Section
II.B.2. The Technical Specifications permit this test to be
performed at 10 psig. We believe this is an appropriate {

i
'

I pressure to use since a higher pressure will produce erroneous
results.

t

,

| Airlocks are not tested after each use as required by Section
i III.D.2. i

The Technical Specificatica permits tccting to be'

conducted every three days if an airlock is in use byj
pressuri:ing the dcor seals. We believe that the requirement

; to test an airlock af ter each opening is not practical..

1

In Reference 5, ESP stated:
/.

4

j The Prairie Island Technical Specifications require ~-airlock,

i
door leakage to be less than the design leakage of the door.

seals reported by KPS in Supplement No. 1 to the. Initial Unit
16. 1 Reactor Containment. Building Leak Rate Test Report.

i
,

4 -- The

|
value reported was an arbitrary 1 cc/ min / lineal inch of
resilent seal at test pressure (Pt = 10 psig). There is noi .

need to correct leakage from test pressure to peak accidenti
l pressure (Pa) since the leakage acceptance criterion is not

.
stated in terms of full pressure.

l An attempt to clarify this issue was made in ESP's Prairie
Island License A=endment Request dated August 7,1975.

i Refer '

I to Exhibit A, Item 1(c) . Na action has been taken on this
request by the NRC Staff.

j If extrapolation were necessary, the following method could bea uced.
j If Pt is the gauge test pressure ut.ed and Pa is the

ecuge pressure that the results are to be corrected to, a
conservative factor to apply to the leakage measured at Pt
would be Pa/Pt.

!
Evaluation "

.,-
,+

j
Sections III.B.2 and III.D.2 of Appendix J require that containment

airlocks be tested at peak calculated accident pressure (Pa) at 6-month
{ intervals and after each opening when opened in the interin between 6-month
! tests.

These requirements were imposed because airlocks represent potentially
i large leakage paths which are more prone to human error than other containment.j _ . . _

;

i
4

4[El FrankDn Researrh CenterI -6-,
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j penetrations.
?fpa 3 penetrations (other than airlocks) require testing in

) <

accordance with Appendix J at intervals not to exceed 2 years.
j

!. Appendix J was published in 1973. A co=pilation of airlock events from
j

Licensee Event Reports submitted since 1969 shows that airlock testing in
accordance with Appendix J has been effective in pec=pt identification of
airlock leakage but that rigid adherence to the after-each-opening requirement
may not be necessary.

Since 1969, there have been cppecxi=ately 70 reported instances in which
.

!

airlock testing results have exceeded allowable leakage li=its. Of these
events, 25% were the result of leakage other than that resulting from improper

,
!

t. seating of airleck door seals. -

These failures were generally caused byf
{ 1eakage past door-operating mechanism handwheel packing, dcor'-operating

\
-

,

j cylinder shaft seals, equalizer valves, or test lines. These penetrations are: .

1

not unlike other Pfpe B or Tfpe C containment penetrations except that theyi
j

may be operated more frequently. Since airlocks are tested at.a pressure of
i
1 - Pa every 6 months, these penetrations are tested, at a minimum, four times more

.,

j frequently than typical Type B or C penetrations. .
.

The 6-month test is there-
!

fore considered to be both justified and adequate for the prompt identification]

| of this leakage.
2 .

| I= proper seating of the airlock door seals, however, is not only the most
} frequent cause of airlock failures (the remaining 75%), but also represents

the large potential leakage path. While testing at a pressure of Pa after
f each cpening will identify seal leakage, seal leakage can also be identified

by citernative methods such as pressurizing between double-gasketed door seals
;
;

i (for airlocks designed with this type of seal) or pressurizing the airlock to
,

'

i

i pressures other than Pa. Furthermore, experience gained in testing airlocks
{

; *

) since the issuance of Appendix J indicates that the use of one of these '

a
;

alternative methods may be preferable to the full-pressure test of the entireJ

; airlock.
1
i

Reactor plants designed prior to the issuance of Appendix J often do not
have the capability to test airlocks at Pa without the installation of
strongbacks or the performance of mechanical adjustments to the operating

i
4

!
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, mechanis=s of the inner doors. This is because the inner doors are designedi

to seat with accident pressure on the contain=3nt side'cf the door, and
therefore, the operating mechaniscs were not designed to withstand accident,

4

pressure in the opposite direction. When the airlock is .sauri=ed for a
'

local airlock test (i.e., pressurized between the door. .ssure is exerted
on the airlock side of the inner door causing the door to unseat and preventingi

1

the conduct of a meaningful test. The strongback or mechanical adjustments<

prevent the unseating of the inner door, allowing the test to proceed. The

installation of strongb:cks or performance of eachanical cdjustments is time!

consuming (often taking several hours), may result in additional radiationi

exposure to operating personnel, and may also cause degradation to the operat-
4

{ ing mechanism of the inner door with consequential loss of reliability of the,

\. airlock. In addition, when conditions require frequent openings over a short
'

period of time, testing at Pa after each opening becomEs both impractical;

(tests often take from a bours to several days) and accelerates the rate of
. exposure to personnel and degradation of mechanical equipment.

-

For these reasons, it is concluded that the intent of Appendix J is
j

satisfied and the undesirable effects of testing after each opening are
-

reduced if a satisfactory test of the airlock door seals is performed within 3

f
days of each opening or every 72 hours during periods of frequent openings

;

whenever containment integrity is required. The test of the airlock door3

i

seals =ay be performed by pressurizing the space between the double-gasketed i

a

1 seals (if so equipped) or by pressurizing the entire airlo A to a pressure |

i les: than Pa that does not require the installation of strongbacks or
performance of other techanical adjust =ents. If the reduced pressure airlock
test is employed, the results of this test must be concervatively extrapolated

{ to the results of the Pa air test. Further, a 1980 revision to Section
{

-

III.D.2 of Appendix J incorporated the above provisions into the regulation.
:
'

In view of the foregoing discussion, NSP's proposal to test airlock door
seals at 10 psig every 3 days when the airlock is in use is acceptable in1

!

meeting the after-each-opening requirement of Appendix J, but unacceptable in ..
|

meeting the requirement for the semiannual test. !

A Type B test of the entire'

airlock assembly every 6 months at peak calculated accident pressure (Pa) is!

!
4

i Mnn -8-
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e: ential to the verification of airlock integrity and must be performed'in
accordance with Appendix J.

Furthermore, both the acceptance criteria of 1 cc/ min / lineal inch of

resilent seal and the extrapolation factor of Pa/Pt, discussed in Reference 5, -

are unacceptable. Section III.B.'3 of Appendix J requires that the total of
all Type B and Type C tests (local leakage rate tests) be less than 0.6 La
(maximum allowable contain= ant integrated Icakage). Therefore, Appendix J
requires that the airlock lechage at Pa, when ec bined with lockage from local
testing of penetraticns and icolatica valves in accordance with Appendix J,
does not exceed 0.6 La. Since this leakage rate is in terms of Pa, the results -

of testing at Pt must be conservatively extrapolated to Pa.
f1 .

The extrapolation that consists of multiplying the leakagt rate measured-

*

at Pt by Pa/Pt to determine the leakage rate at Pa, as proposed by NSP, is not
considered acceptable because it is not necessarily conservative. In the

absence of knowledge of the leakage path geometry, it is possible that the
leakage pcth consists of the space between two very closely spaced surfaces.
Since air is co. pressible, the mass flow rate measured at Pt should be
multiplied by:

.

[(Pa + Patm) - (Patm) } (ut)
[(Pt + Pats) (Patm) ) (pa)-

where Pa and Pt are in psig. Pcts is diccharge prescure for the leakage path
in psia, ya is the visosity of air at the te=perature at which a test at Pa

i

would be performed, and ut is the viscosity of air at the temperature of the '

i

test. For example, if Pa = 60 psig, Pt = 10 psig, Pata = 14.7 psia, and ut
,

= pa, then the extrapol'ation factor is 13.6 rather than 6 as obtained from
the formula Pa/Pt. -

3.1.3 Direction of Test Pressure

In Reference 2, NSP stated:

In a s=all number cf cases isolation valves are tested in a direction.

opposite to the existing under accident conditions. There is no provision

A -9-
Ed Frenlin Rece:rch Center

^ W N wo===
__._.-& ._ - -- --._ m



_ _ _ -. . _

*
-

. s
. ,. .

!

|
. .

.

TI2-C5257-43/44

for tasting these velves in the correct direction. There is no assurcnce
that testing these valves in the reverse direction results in a
conservative leakage measurement.

In Raference 5, E3P stated:

Testing of blind flanges involves pressurizing the piping between the
inboard and outboard flanges. The inboard flange is pressurized in the
reverse direction. This is a conservative test since test pressure acts
to unseat the inboard flange. Testing of airlock overall leakage is, for
the same reason, a conservative test since the inner door is pressurized
in the reverse direction which tends to open the door.

Testing gicbe valves in the reverse direction is acceptable if this
results in applying pressure under the seat. Testing butterfly valves in
the reverse direction is also acceptable if they are constructed for
sealing in either direction. Reverse direction testing should also
pressurize the valve stem seal (if any) or the integrity of the stem seal
should be verified in some'other r.anner. This position is consistent'

with the requirerents of IW-3423 of Section XI of the ASME Boiler anda

Pressure Code,1977 Edition, Su==2r 1978 Addenda, which is used in
.

canducting the inservice inspection program valve leakage tests. '14 sting
gate valves in the reverse direction is generally unacceptable.-

Each of the penetrations tested in the reverse direction,will be reviewed'

to determine if it meets the above criteria. Procedure changes or modi-
fications will be made to allow testing in the direction of post-accident

, pressure if they are found to be feasible. This review will be completed
prior to the conduct of the 1981 refueling outage Type B and Type C tests.

.

Evaluation

Section III.C.1 of Appendix J requires that Type C tests be performed by
local pressuriration applied in the sa:e direction as that for which the valve
would be required to paform its safety function, unless it can be determined
that the results from tests in which the pressure is applied in a different
direction will provide equivalent or 2: ore conservative results. In Reference
5, NSP has provided criteria by which it will determine whether or not reverse

.

direction testing in the case of the valves at Prairie Island will provide
equivalent or conservative results.

FRC concurs that the criteria specified by NSP for this determination are .

sufficient. Reverse direction testing of valves which satisfy the criteria is
acceptable and no exe=ption is required. Reverse direction testing of valves

| |

l
I
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which do not satisfy the criteria is unacceptable and exemptions are not'
appropriata.

3.1.4 Water Testino of Isolation valves

In Reference 2, NSP stated .

All Type C tests are not conducted using air or nitrogen pressure as
.

required by Section III.C.2 The Technical Specifications permit a large
nu=ter of isolation valves to be hydrost tically tested at Pa. The test
results are corrected to equivalent gas leakage by applying an appropriate
air / vater leakage correlation factor. It is not practical to drain and
vent these penetrations to conduct an air or nitrogen test.

In Reference 5, NSP stated:
,

The Prairie Island Technical Specification currently. allows water tests
of the following penetrations:.

RZR Supply and Ret.2rn '
.. Charging Line

. Reactor Coolant Pu.p Seal Supply and Return
,

Safety Injection
,

Contain=ent Spray
Contain=ent Sur:p ECCS Suction
Iow Head Safety Injection

All of these lines will remain water filled and intact outside
containment following a less of coolant or steam line break accident.
Present practice is to apply an air / water leakage scaling factor of
approxi=ately 60. This scaling factor effectively limits the permitted
water leakage to a total of a few liters / min to permit the overall
containment penetration leakage rate criterion to be saticfied. Leakage
rates of this cagnitude do not raise serious questions concerning
available makeup inventory of any of the systems involved.

Evaluation

.

Section III.C.2 Of Appendix J requires that valves, unless pressurized
with fluid from a seal system, be pressurized with air or nitrogen at a
pressure of Pa. This is because Appendix J is concerned with measuring the
rate of escape of containment air to the outside atmosphere, and therefore,

.

the test.cedium must closely approximate post-accident containment air. Where

_ _ _ it is not convenient to test certain valves with air or nitrogen, water
testing may be acceptable where the measured leakage rate can be conserva-

4 -n-
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i
i tively correlated to equivalent air leakage. However, to date, no accep' table

{ correlation factor has been de:::onstrated by any licensee nor is ESP's proposed
scaling factor of 60 considered' acceptable. Nevertheless, where it can be

f demonstrated that, because of the design of the system (i.e., safety-related,
f uissile-protected, designed t1 remain intact and water-filled or operational
'

post-accident, etc.), the isolation valves will be water sealed throughout the
I

post-accident period, Appendix J does not require testing with air or nitrogen
becauce these valves are not relied upon to prevent the ercape of containmant

,

air to the cutside atmo::phere.
i

ESP's justification provided in Reference 5 that leakage rates of a few
1
j liters / min do not raise serious questions concerning available makeup
s ,

! inventory of any of the syste=s involved does not' provide ample' assurance that
these valves will remain water sealed throughout the post accident period. A2,

| clear deconstration that valves.will remain water sealed is one that meets the
! Appendix J criteria for seal systems given in Section III.C.3.b...

! .
,

'

3.1.5 Draining of Systems for Tvoe A Testing
f

j In Reference 2, Table 1, Item 4, ESP stated:.

!

l

The pri=ary system is vented to the containment atmosphere, but coolant
is not drained to expose systems communicating with the primary system to.

. the air test pressure. Each system is, however, subjected to Type C test
; if practicable.
'

.i

Purther explaining this statement in Reference 5, NSP provided the
; following:

.

| Section III. A.1. (d) of Appendix J requires "... portions of the fluid
i

i systems that are part of the reactor coolant pressure boundary and are
"

)
open directly to the containment atmosphere under post-accident,

j conditions and become an extension of the boundary of the containment
] shall be opened or vented to the containment atmosphere prior to and
j during the test. Portions of closed systems inside containment that
j penetrate containment and rupture as a result of a loss of coolant
: accident shall be vented to the containment atmosphere". We believe this
| requires that draining and venting of those systems inside containment

which may co::cunicate with the post-accident atmosphere either through4

| design or due to failure of non-seismic or non-missile protected piping.
; Systems designed for the accident environment (such as the seismic,
4

I

a -12-
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I
4

. =issile protected fan coil units and the secondary side'of the steaa
. generators) need not be drained and vented.
.!

Section III. A.l. (d) does not require systems which are normally operating
and filled with water following an accident te 5e vented to the;

'
containment. Type C tests of isolation valves in these systems are
required, howevere

a

Prairie Island does not conform to the requirements of Section<

; III. A.l. (d) since many of the isolation valve. tests are performed usingi vater and not air as required by Section III.C of Appendix J. As
| discussed in Itas 2.4, however, we believe water tests are mora
! appropriate for these isol: tion valve.s. Also, as discussed earlier,
I tests are perforced in sore cases with pressure applied in a direction

opposite to post-accident pressure. The validity of this testing will be
reviewed as noted in our response to Item 2.3.

t,
. ., t

1 Evaluation
i
<

, -

.. .
j FRC concurs with NSP's interpretation of the venting and draining.

i

requirements of Section III. A.l. (d) . As to testing of isolation valves with
j - water in lieu of air or nitrogen and testing of valves in the reverse

'

direction, these items have been evaluated in Sectiens 3.1.4 and 3.1.3,
respectively.,

i

3.2 PROPOSED TECENICAL SPECIFICATION CHANGES

In Reference 6, ESP submitted a License Amendment Request which included

proposed revisions to Technical Specification 4.4.A. Containment Leakage
,

j Tests. Although sub=itted prior to the NRC's generic letter of June 1976,
i this License A=endment Eequest had been submitted to provide conformance with

the requirements of Appendix J. 24chnical evaluations of the proposed changes
are provided in the following subparagraphs.

i. -

:, 3.2.1 Procesed Soecification 4.4.A.2, Tvpe B and C Tecting
I
4

This proposed specification requires that Type B and C tests (except for,

i airlocks) be performed at 46 psig (Pa) in accordance with Sections III.B and
j III.C of Appendix J.

!

!

!
!

|
>
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|

Evaluation ' ~

-

This proposed specification is in accordance with Appendix J and |
is acceptable. -

3.2.2 Prbposed Specification 4.4.A.3, Airlock Testing

This proposed specification requires airlock testing at 6-month intervals
es

and airlock seal testing, by pressurizing the intergasket space, every 3 days
when in use at a pr23sure of 10 psig.

Evaluation

This prop' sed specification does not conform to the requirements ofo
8 '

Sections III.B.2 and III.D.2 of Appendix J with regard to testing of,

containment airlocks and is, therefore, unacceptable. Fo[adetailed,

evaluation of NSP's airlock testing proposal, see Section 3.1.2 of this report.
{

..

3.2.3 Procosed Soecification 4.4.A.4, Evdrostatic Testino of Isolation Valves
,

The proposed specification provides that penetrations which are
- hydrostatically tested at 46 psig with the measured leakage converted to

1

equivalent gas leakage use a volumetric scaling factor of 280 sec/ min air I
'

leakage to 1 cc (at 46 psig)/ min of water leakage.

Evaluation

Section III.C.2 of Appendix J requires that Type C testing be performed
|

(with air or nitrogen as a test I:edium. NSP's proposal to perform this testing
hydrostatically and convert the results to equivalent air leakage is
unacceptable for the reasons given in Section 3.1.4 of this report.

,

I
|

| 3.2.4 .Prooosed Soecification 4.4.A.7, Type B and C Testing Acceptance Criteria

The proposed specification requires that Type B and C test be considered
| satisfactory if the combined leakage rate of all components subjected to Type

B and C testing does not exceed 60% of La and if additional conditions are met.
!

|

I
'

.
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Evaluation "
.

,

Sections III.B.3 and III.C.3 of Appendix J require that the cor.bined
total cf the Type B and Type C tests are not exceed 0.6 La. Consequently,
this proposed specification is acceptable. The additional requirements
imposed by NSP in 4.4.A.7.a and 4.4.A.7.b are not material to the requirements
of Appendix J and are not evaluated as part of this report, but are left to
the discretion of the Licensee. '

3.2.5 Precosed Soecificatien 4.4. A.8. Retest Recuirements

The proposed specification requires retest schedules for Type A, B, and C
tests be in accordance with Section III.D of Appendix'J. '

Evaluation * ^

. ,

This requirement conforms to Appendix J and is acceptable.
.

.

3.2.6 Procosed S:>ecification 4.4. A.9, Inspection and Reporting

The proposed specification provides various requirements regarding the
inspection and reporting requirements for the Type A, B, and C tests.

Evaluation

This proposed specification is in accordance with Section V of Appendix J
and in accordance with information previously reviewed by the NRC, and is
acceptcble.

3.2.7 Pronosed Table 4.4-1, ranetration Designation for Leakage Tests

The proposed table provides a listing of containment penetrations and the !
'

type testing performed. I
'

Evaluation

Subject to the findings of Sections 3.1.3 and 3.1.4 of this report
regarding- the testing of penetrations, this proposed table is acceptable.

A -15--
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; 4. CONCLUSIONS

,

Technical evaluations of all outstanding issues regarding the
implementation of 10CFR50, Appendix J, at Prairie Island (requests for,

exemption and proposed technical specification changes) were provided. The
!

i conclusion of these evaluations are provided below:
;

Fan coil isolation valves may be excluded from Type C testing, and noo

exe=ptica is needed because Appendix J does not rcquire testing of
j taese valves.
,

NSP's proposal to test airlock door seals at 10 psig every 3 days wheno,

I
! the airlock is in use is acceptable, but testing airlocks at 10.psig

is not sufficient to satisfy the requirement to test at Pa every 6
i'

'
conths.

|

*

NSP's proposal to determine the adequacy of reverse direction testingo

for certain valves in accordance with MSP's stated criteria is
.

! acceptable. Reverse direction testing of valves which satisfy the~

criteria is acceptable, and no exemptions'are necessary. Exemptions

4
-

are not appropriate for valves which do not satisfy the criteria.;

ESP's proposal to test certain valves hydraulically and to convert th3; o
'

results to equivalent air leakage using a scaling factor of 60 is
j unacceptable.

-

:
1

; o NSP's interpretation of Section III. A.l. (d) regarding the draining andj venting of systems during Type A testing is agreed with by FRC.
)

1 o The proposed changes to the Technical Specifications at Prairie Island
submitted by NSP in August 1975 were found to be acceptable with the
exception of airlock testing and hydraulic testing of isolation valves,

- for the reasons enumerated above.
!

!
I -

1

1

i

i
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i
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