





UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISS]ION
CFEICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
WASMINGTON, D.C. 2045¢

Apri) Ui, 198%

NRC INFORMATION NOTICE WO, 89-42: FAILURE OF ROSEMOUNT MODELS 1183 AND 1164
TPANSMITTERS

Address

A1l hulcers of operating licenses or construction permits for nuclear power
reactors,

P!rEQ!!:

This information notice 15 being provides to alert addressees about recent
fariures of Rotemount mooe's 1123 and 1154 pressure and differential pressure
transmitters. It 15 expected thet reciplents wil) review the information for
epplicabiliity to thetr factlities anc consider actions, as appropriate, to
avold sinilar preblems. Mowever, suggestions contained 1n this information
notice ao not constitute NKC recuirements, therefore, no specific action or
written response s required,

ription of Circumstances:

Ouring 198€ and 1587, five Rosemount model 1163 MDEPC differential pressure
transmittiers malfunctiored at Northeast LUtil1tdes' (ML) Millstone Nuclear

Power Station, Unft 3. During power uvperation, the ¥1)llstone operators noted
that the sfonals from the Rosemount 1163 transmitters were deviating from
reoundant channel signals end that the transmittere were indicating reduced
levels of process nofse. The transmitters were dec'ared out of service by

NU personnel, anc the affected channels were placed in the tripoec c~ndition.,
After ettempts to calibrate the transmi®ters fatilec, WI! returre: the trans-
mitters to Rosemount and infcrmed them that the malfunctions hae occurred

with transmitters of the same mocde! and related seris) numbers, Destructive
testing performec by Rosemount Ceterminec th:t the failyres were ceused by the
loss of of) from the transmitter's sealed tensing module. Mowever, Rosemount
indicated that the fatlures appeared to be random &nd not related to cn; generic
problem with Rosemount 1153 pressure transmitters. NU submitted a 10 CFR Part 21
retification to the NRC on this issue on March 25, 1388, and provided acditiona)
information or the failures vie o letter dateo Apri) 13, 1989,

Liscussion:

After adoftiona) eva'uations by NU and Rosemount, Rosemount fssued a letter
to 1ts customers on December 12, 1568, regardirg the potentia) malfunction
of models 1185 and 1154 [ressure and ¢ifferentia) pressure transmittere. The
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Fosemcirt letter wes supplemented with a letter dated February 7, 1089, to
Custoners who had purchased Lransmitters from specitic lots that were fdent-
‘led by kosemount as befng potentially defective, Rosemount 1ssued o teparate
'etter datec Pebruary £, 1989, to customers who had purchasec mode! 112 and
LIB4 transmitters from lois that were not consicered suspect. Posemount 1ndi.
Coted thet transmitters from the suspect Jots were susceptible to & loss of
“1licone 011 from the trensmitter seeled sensing module anc te possible fatl.
vre, Accorcing to Koserount, as the of] Yeaks cut of the sonttn? module the
transmitter s perfornence gradual)y cetericrates and may eventus ly Tead to

¢ oetectalle fatlure,

Some of the symptoms that have been observed during operaticr and before
fatiure Include slow drift 1n efther direction of about 1/4 percent or more
per month, Jack . response over the transmitter's ful) range, increase in
the trarsmitter's time response, deviation from the norma) signal fluctuations,
decresse 1n the cetectable rcise level, ceviation of signals. from one channe!
Culiparec with redundant channels, “one sidec” signal noise, and slow response
to & transient or inatifty to follow 4 transfent. Some of the symptoms
observed by NU personnel during calibration 1nclude the fnability to responrc
over the transmitter's entfrc range, slow response to either increasing or
decreasing hydraulic test pressure, and drift ¢f greater than 1% from the
previous celibretion,

Although some of the defective trarsmitters have shown certain symptoms before
their fatlure, 1t has beern reportec that fn some cases the fallure of a trans.
mitter mey not be detectable during operation. In additiun, Rosemount now
indicates that the potential for malfunction may not be 1imited to the spect-
fled manufacturing lots previously fdentifigo 1n the February 1989 letter,

't 15 important for addressees to determine whether any Rosemount models 1163
end 1186 pressure and cifferentie] pressure transmitters, regardless of their
marutacturinge date, are 1nstalled in their facilities and te take whatever
actions are cdeemed necessary to ensure that any potentie) fatlures of these
transmitters are fdentiffea. Although 1t may net te possible to detect the
(rset ¢ ‘a3 ure 1n 8’ irLtances, Line transmitiers have €ahidiiec sune of
the aforementionen symptoms before fatlure, It 1s importent for potentia)
fariyre mogdes to be fdentified and that operators tLe preparec for handling
potentts! malfunctions. [n acdition, careful examination of plant gata,
calitration records, and cperating experience may yleld clues that fdentify
potentislly defective transmitters., Adaressees may wish to contact Rosemount
fur assistance {n determining appropriate corrective actions whenever eny of
the aforementioned cymptoms are observed c¢r 1f fatlures are fdentified,

On Aprdl 13, 1985, the NRC staff met and ciscussed this matter with kosemount
and several industry groups. Rotemount has launched » program to 1dentify the
root cause of the loss of o) from the sersing module and to deterrine recom-
mendations for fts customers to address potentially cefective trensmitters.



IN B8.42
April 21, 1989
Page ! of §

Ne specific action or written response 15 required by this fnformation notice.
I you have sny questions rn?crd1n¢ this mattar, please contact one of the
technicel contacts 1isted below or the Regiona) Administrator of the appro-

priste regional office.
pe g:’ ’ - ‘
4 E:’ /’ .
“harle ‘?T{:i;s1.:%1iif:i;: -

Divistion of Operationa) Events Assissment
Cffice of Nuclear Reactor Pegulatiun

Technica)l Contacts: rama) Natdu, NRK
(301) 492-0980

Jaime Guillen, NRR
(301) 4%2-1170

Attachoent: Lfist of Recently Issued NRC Information Notices
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$/30/89 TELEPHONE CALL RECORD S/11/89
$0-423. RI-89-A-0082,

About 4:00 p.m., $/10/89, Buresh Chaudhary, A
Materials and Processes Bection, and I called. about

his sllegations., The following information vas obtained.

~ His concern about a geclogic fault is based ugon an event ir
1973 or 1974, He and other vorkers used a pressure hose to clean
rock for immediate NRC inspection/photcgraphy. One day vhen they had
nothing to do, they dug down about § feet. Their boss complained,
-tatin? that the NRC would photograph every inch of rock., That
supervisor vas a construction foreman who, as far as the alleger
knows had no training in geclogy. The alleger acknowledged that the
Millsione site contains wuch fractured limestone, but said that he
had taken a course in which the teacher said there vas an old fault
on the site, The alleger acknoviedged that an old fault is one vhich
has exhibited no motion for 5 million years, and that extensive
borings and analyses vere made to assess the luitub111t¥ of the site.
He stated that he can distinguish betveen cleavage and fractured rock
and recognizes that § feet is not vorz deep, but that he is still
convinced that there is a fault and that it is a vary straight line.
He remeabered his supervisor's first name, Ray, but not his last.

= The alleger did not realize that it vas not the NRC whe
photographed the rock faces he and others prepared. He also said
that they knew a veek ahead vhen the NRC wvas going to be on site and
that everything vas cleaned up in preparation. He maintained this
assertion after the unannounced inagoetion polic{ in place at the
time vas described to him. Later, he stated that, in the '82-'86¢
time framwe, every time the NRC came in, they would clean up in
aavance. Also, near the end of the conversation, he stated that Dave
Collins, the inspector to whom he wade his allegation (on 4/28/89),
was his first face to face contact with the NRC. When I peinted out
that there are full-time resident inspectors at Millstone, that
didn't sec to register and the alleger continue to express his
belief thu' inspections were praopared for.

« The instance of the lupowilor.,_w alleged to have
ordered QA inspectors to sign coff on substandard concrete wvas
identified as having happened in the fuel building in the '82-'86
time frame, The pour was just off the main beam. There were 7
concrete trucks and there vere supposed to be 2x6és used. The
concrete didn't pass the slump test and the 2x6s ve ¢ ™o
QA inspectors refused to sign off on the concrete. w
hollered for about 20 minutes and said to sign off or get the hell
off the job. One of the QA inspectors then signed off. Without the
2x68 the concrete didn't stay and the 2xés had to be added and the
pour redone. But the result wasn't O.K. because of failing the slump
test., Also, during this time frame, whole section of concrete vere
poured with styrofoam in it. Also, the bulge in the fuel handling
building exterior walls will not be fixed becaise it's llroad{ poured
and it would cost teo much to fix. The ullogo: acknowledged that a
thicker wall did not affect the strength of tre rebar-concrete, but
continued to maintain thet the wall would not be fixed because of the
cost.,
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L *A/89 TPLEPHONE CALL RECORD $/11/69
50-423. RI-89-A-0052,

uz recommendation is that ve have another sllegation panel meeting on
this allegation, vith DRE Engineering and Ol attendance, to decide on
further follow=up. The follovwing appear to need consideration.

« DRE reviev of the technical allegations appears to be
appropriate to determine whether there is valid reascn to justify
further inspection., A DRS memo to the allegation panel can then be
used to provide their recommendation and bases for further inspection
or evaluation, and to provide a basis for DRP development of a
follow~up letter to the alleger.

= On the indicators of potential retributien for not signing off
on reportedly substandard concrete, and for identifying concerns to
the ¢, O can provide us vwith their assessment of the merit and
need for further follovw~up.

= On the licensee preparation for inspection aspect, the
alleger's basis seems inadequate to warrant follow-up, espenially
since the resident inspection program provides an on site presence
which would necessitate continual readiness in most areas.

= On the concern about roporting radon contamination, 1
recommend that DRSS provide us a feeder input for inclusion in a
letter to the alleger. DRSS attendance at the allegation panel
meeting would be welcome, but does not seem & justifiable time
expenditure.

e

Ebe

copy!
B. Barr

R. Bellany

8. Chaudhary
W. Pasciak

M. Perkins

W. Raymond

J. Btrosnider
C. White
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