
.. - . - . .. .__ -.. . - .-. . - -_ . . .

LICLNSbh EVLNI HEPORT Update Report--Previous
,

CONTHOLULOCK: | | | | | | |h (PLEASE PHINT OR TYPE A Nl fNF
*

'11 N)
1 6

lo It ] | W | I | K |N |P |1 |@l 0 | 0 | -| 0 |0 |0 |0 |0 | - | 0 | 0 |@| 4 | 1 | 1 |1 | 1 |@| | |g
' O O LiCEN$LE COOL 14 lb LICENSE NUMUEH 28 26 LICENSE TYPE JO b7 CA T bil
CON'T

La LLI %'?|0 LtJ@le Is I o I o I o I 3 I o B l@l 11 oI o I 4 I 812 l@l 012 I o I i I 813 |@-
# 8 60 68 DOCKET NUMSEH MB 69 EVENT DATE 74 7b nEPOf tT DATE 80 ,

EVENT DESCRIPTION AND PROB ABLE CONSEQUENCES h !

f5T 1 i See attached. g,

; 1 o 131 I l

j o |41 | j

In isl | I,

^

O s | l,

' l.o_L7 ] I i_

10181 | |
;, S . SO

'MM" *^"# s&^ssE su'81%E s"ne, Co CouroNtNT COoE

I s l A |h [A_jh [B_j h | I| N | S | T | R | U lh W@ [z_j @a o
# 8 9 10 11 12 13 18 19 20

_ SEQUENTI AL OCCURRENCE REVISION
REFO,RTL E ft EVENT YE AR REPoet T NO. CoOE

O ,grg/RO |8121 L_1 10 1 31 01 L<.1 lo ll i Lx_J L-J Ll_J
TY E NO.

,, 2 8 22 23 24 2G 27 28 29 30 39 32

T KE AC 0 o PL NT ET HOURS S8 4T FOR1 S. SU PLI
'

MANU ACTurEf4

Lx_l@l cl@ Lz_l@ Lz_J@ l ol ol 01 o f LN_j @ [N j@ (N j@ | B | 0 | 8 | 0 |@33 J4 3b 36 31 40 41 42 _
_

43 44 47

CAUSE DESCRIPTION AND CORRECTIVE ACTIONS h
M l During the performance of local leak rate testing innt- rnfiinling caos were inndvertent1vl
| q q [ placed on the ends of the sensing lines. These sensing lines contained 3/8 inch |

, , | Swage-Lok fittings similar to all other vents and drains normally required to be capped |

, 3 | subsequent to leak rate testing. Caps were immediately removed. The local leak rate |_

g testing procedure will be upgraded and the penetrations tagged to prevent future occurrepce;, ,

o 8 o so
ST S % POWE R OTHERSTATUS l$ RY D,5COVEfiY DESCRIPTION

| |5 | W@ |1 | 0| 0|@| NA | Q@| Containment entry at operations request |
' 1 44 4 46A TiVITY CO TENT 80

RELE AsEo or r.ELEASE AMOUNT OF ACTIVITY LOCATION QF RELEASE

[Z_j @ |Z |@| NA | | NA |1 G
,

# *
PERSONNEL EXPOSURES

DEsCRi,r,0N@NUoeER Tv,E

| ol o | o l@Lz_J@| NA |!
i 7

'' ' '' a' ' ' ,EnsON~ E L .mV,'iEs -

OEsCni, TION @Nuo En

Io|ol01@| NA |i a
,7 8 0 at 12 80

LOSS OF oR DAMAGE To FACIL1TY
TYPE DE SCRiPTION

[Zj@! NA B302080231 830201 |: o
PDR ADOCK 05000305, 8 e iO

- S PDR *,
PunticiTv

45 NRC USE ONLY

T TT 1 LY_J@DL5CstiPTIONl Press release issued by licensee on 10-6-82 | ||||j|||||||[{
1%SUEp ,

i O 9 to 68 69 80 3
a

) * *
NAME oF PHEPAHLR PHONE:

-

- _ . - - .- - - . . , --. - - . - - - . . - . . - . - - - . - - . . - - - - - - - . - .._-_-_-



.. . . _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4

Docket No. 50-305 LER 82-30/01X-1
Update Report

WISCONSIN PUBLIC SERVICS CORPORATION
KEWAUNEE NUCLEAR POWER PLANT

This report supplements the information presented by WPSC to the NRC during
the enforcement conference of October 22, 1982 in Glen Ellyn, Illinois. The
information presented at the enforcement conference will be summarized in a
final LER update report by March 15, 1983.

10 Event Description and Probable Consequences
Several tastrumentation lines were found to be capped, rendering the contain-
ment pressure transmitters (narrow and wide range) and the containment vacuum
breakers inoperable. Refer to telegram dated October 5, 1982, from D. C.
Hintz (KNPP plant manager) to J. Streeter (NRC-Region III), and LER
50-305/82-30.

Safety Significance

This event has been carefully evaluated by WPSC to accurately determine its
safety significance. The safety significance of inoperability of th~e
Engineered Safety Features Actuation signals which are derived from contain-
ment pressure (i.e. safety injection actuation at 4 PSIG, Main Steam Isolation
at 17 PSIG and Containment Spray Actuation at 23 PSIG) was discussed at the
above mentioned enforcement conference. The effect of this event on peak clad
temperature calculations, off-site dose consequences and equipment qualifica-
tion has also been previously addressed.

This report addresses the following concerns:
a. the possibility that containment pressure exceeded allowable limits

during the time that the pressure transmitters were inoperable;
b. the significance of the inoperability of the containment vacuum '

breakers; and
c. the potential for erroneous operator action during the course of an

accident caused by misleading containment pressure transmitter
indications.-

a. Containment Pressure

The KNPP technical specifications require that containment pressure be main-
tained at or below 2 psig during operation. This pressure limit is based on
the calculated margin to containment design pressure if a LOCA is assumed to
occur. WPSC has evaluated the possibility that containment pressure exceeded
this limit during the period between the startup of the Kewaunee Plant
following the 1982 refueling outage and October 4, 1982 when the caps were
removed from the containment pressure transmitter instrumentation lines. We
have concluded that it is unlikely that containment pressure exceeded 2 psig.

,

This evaluation included a re"iew of historical data, which may be relevant to
the concern of containment pressure. This data included service water tem-
perature, ambient containment temperature, containment venting history, and
(qualitatively) mass input to the containment vessel. Based on this review,
three empirical observations were made:

1. Containment pressure shows a possible correlation to service water
temperature (service water is used as the cooling fluid in the
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containment fan coil units) only when service water temperature
exceeds 55*F for a prolonged period of time. When this occurs,
containment pressure appears to increase slowly until the increase
is terminated by venting the containment.

ii. Containment pressure exhibits a very monotonic behavior: in
general, containment pressure will remain steady or slowly
increase until venting occurs. Containment pressure will not
decrease significantly until venting occurs. It should be noted
that slight variations in containment pressure (the order of a few
tenths of a psi) have been recorded, apparently due to fluctuations
in ambient (barometric) pressure or varying meter readings by
different operators.

iii. Containment pressure is largely dependent on mass input into the
containment, which could come from a variety of sources (RCS or
steam leakage, air inleakage from the instrument air system).

We are confident that the mass input from external sources was minimal during
the period following the 1982 refueling until October 4, 1982. This is Joe to
an agressive leak repair and minimization effort, which has proven successful
as evidenced by the small number of containment vents that have been required
since the 1981 refueling, and the low RCS leakage as measured during routine
surveillance. Therefore, the third observation is of significance in the
negative sense only: rapid increases in containment pressure are not expected
when mass input from external sources is minimal.

During the period following the 1982 refueling outage until July 20, 1982,
when the containment was vented for personnel access, the service water tem-
perature did not exceed 55*F for prolonged periods. In accordance with the
first observation, it is extremely unlikely that containment pressure exceeded
2 psig. In fact, based on our historical observations, it is more likely that
containment pressure remained essentially constant, well below the 2 PSIG
limit.

During the period between July 22 and October 4,1982, when the containment
was vented following removal of the caps on the containment pressure instru-
mentation lines, the service water temperature increased to a value above 55*F
and remained there for a period of time. Consequently, we would expect an
increase in containment pressure in accordance with the first observation. '

Furthermore, this increase would be expected to continue until terminated
manually by venting. Based on these observations it is reasonable to assume
that the containment pressure of 1.85 psig observed on October 4, 1982, was
the maximum containment pressure reached during the time period between July
22 and October 4, 1982. Therefore, we conclude that the technical specifica-
tion limit of 2 psig was not exceeded during the time that the instrumentation
lines for the containment pressure monitors were capped.
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b. Containment Vacuum Breakers

As noted above, the instrumentation lines for the containment vacuum breaker
system were also found capped during the period following the 1982 refueling
outage and October 4, 1982. Section 5.4.3 of the KNPP FSAR discusses the
vacuum breaker system and its design bases. As can be readily seen from this
discussion, several conservative, and in some cases unrealistic, assumptions
are made in the analysis to show the adequacy of the vacuum breaker system.
These conservative assumptions include:

1. no heat energy is being added to the containment atmosphere,
ii. two internal containment spray pumps are operating at full capacity

iii. four containment fan coil units are operating at full capacity, and
iv. initial conditions in the shield building and annulus are 120"F and

14.7 psia

In actuality, during the period of concern the reactor was at or above hot
shutdown, providing a significant heat input into the containment, effectively
negating the cooling effect (for the purposes of this analysis) of two of the
containment fan coil units. Secondly, the initial containment pressure is
likely to have been slightly above 14.7 psia (or at a slight positive pressure
with respect to the annulus). Finally, the assumption that both trains of
containment cooling actuate is extremely conservative in this case, since
the only automatic actuation signal for the containment spray pumps is on
containment pressure, which was inoperable. It is more realistic to assume a
single failure of one of the actuation signals; therefore, either an addi-
tional train of fan coil units, or a single containment spray pump, would be
the only likely energy removal mechanisms for this event. These more

,

I realistic assumptions reduce the energy removal mechanisms to, at most, one-
I fourth of that assumed in the FSAR analysis. This would significantly

increase the time available for operator action. Based on a review of the
emergency operating procedures, it is felt that the operator would easily
recognize an inadvertent actuation of containment spray and take appropriate

l action.

It must be recognized, however, that the vacuum breaker system is not an engi-
neered safety feature; and its operation is not essential for protection of
the health and safety of the public. This fact is evident in that the vacuum

I breaker system is not a " technical specification item." While failure of the
'

vacuum breaker system to operate during an overcooling event might result in a '

differential pressure (dp) between the containment and shield building which
exceeds the design dp, it will not have any consequences on the health and
safety of the public since no radiation is involved. It should be noted that
an inadvertent actuation of the ESF in no way jeopardizes the cooling of the
core--in fact, the opposite is true.

We conclude, therefore, that the inoperability of the vacuum breaker system
did not have any safety significance, and probably would not have resulted in

I
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exceeding the design dp of the containment if an inadvertent ESF actuation had
occurred.

c. Operator Action

There is a justifiable concern that due to the caps which were placed on
the instrument lines for the containment pressure transmitters, an operator
may have taken erroneous, harmful action during the course of an accident.

WPSC has reviewed the emergency operating procedures to determine if, by
following the procedures, the operator would take erroneous action that would
lead to an inability to maintain core cooling or containment cooling. We
have concluded that core cooling and containment integrity would not'be
jeopardized since SI termination criteria includes parameters in addition to
or independent of containment pressure. Consequently, the worst-case action
that the operator may take, based on erroneous containment pressure indication
would be to stop the containment spray pumps. Since the pumps would not have
automatically started anyway, and since it has been shown that the containment
pressure would remain within allowable limits, we have concluded that erro-
neous operator action as a result of this event is not a safety concern.
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