UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGIDN 111
799 ROOSEVELT ROAD
- GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 60137

DEC 3 4915

Northern States Power Company Docket No. 50-263
AITI: Mr. Leo Wachter, Vice President ‘
Power Production and System
Operation
414 Nicollet Mall
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401

Gentleman:

This refears to the inspection conducted by Mr. Kohler of this
office om liovember 11-15, 1975, of activitiss at the Monticello -
Nuclear Generating plant authorized by HRC Overating Licenss
No. DPR-22 snd to the discussion of our findings with Mr. Larson
end othexrs of your staff at the coaclusion of the inspection.

A copy of our report of this inspection is enclosed and identi-
fiea the aress examined during tha inspection. Within these
arges, ise icspection consisted of a selactive examination of
procedures and representative recerds, interviews with plant
personnel, and observations by the inspector. .

No 1tems of norcomplisnce with HRC requirements were identi-
fied within the scope of this inspection

In accordance with Section 2.790 of tha IRC's "Rules of
Practieo,’ Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulaticns, a
copy of this letter and the enclosed inspection report will
be placed ia the }RC's Public Document Rocm. If this report
contalns any information that you or your contractors believe
to be proprietsry, it is necessary that you make a vritten
application to this office, within twenty days of your
receipt of this letter, to withhold such information from
public disclosure. Any such application must include a full
etatement of the reascons for which 1t is claimed that the
information is proprietary, and should ba prepared so ths
proprietary information idencified inm the epplicatiocn is
contained in a separate part of the document, Unless wa v
raceiva an application to withhold information or ara other-
wise contacted within the specifiied time period, the written
material identified in this paragraph will ba placed in the

Public Decument Room,




Northern States Power
Company

No reply to this letter 15 necessary, however, ghould you
have any questions concerning this inspection, we will be

- DEC

glad to discuass them with you.

Enclosure:
IE Inspectiocn Report
No. 050-263/75-17

cc w/encl:
C. E. Larson, Plant
Hanager

bee w/encl:

PDR

Local PDR

NSIC

TIC .

Anthony Roisman, Esq.,
Attorney

81nceie1y yourxs,

-"Gaston Fioreili, Chiaf
° Reactor Operations and
" Nuclegr Support Branch.
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Hff.LIceﬁseé:"Northern States Power Company

II::UNITED’STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
|OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION III

: :Repott of 0petations~Inspéétioh:’-ﬁ;i“.>-2f‘

" IE Inspection Report No. 050-263/75-17. ~ . ..

- 414 Nicollet Mall .
Minneapolis, Mlnnesota : 55401

_.'Mbnticello Nuclear Generatlng Planti,lk I‘i "‘License No. DPR-22
. Monticello, Minnesota . .. .~ ..7 .. -.Category: C

'Type.of-Licetéee: BWR (GE) 575 Mie

. Type of Inspection: Special, Announced

- Dates of Inspection: November 11—15 1975-' o : 1;,__’.3 . .

o : ' A T

- Principal Inspector:, bJoel E. Kohler o T 4%%?212@”’ »
o R . i ] o . . o . B ( ate)

VAccompanying Inspectors: None

Other Accompanving Personnel: None

Reviewed By: W. S. Little, Section Leader e T,
S . Nuclear Support . Lo aiw-ﬁ'ﬂig*,f'(Datei »
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' SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

'.d Iosoection Sommerz

‘:The'inspection on November 11—15 (754175“ consisted of a review and
witness of the 1975 Montlcello Integrated Leak Rate Test. Coe

Enforcement Items

' None..

o Licensee Action on Previously Identified Enforcement Items
 None.

Other Significant Items o

A.. Systems and Components

1. During the ILRT, a ball valve in the TIP system was found
to be leaking at approximately 500 scfh. -The ball valves
in the TIP penetrations are non testable and are mnot 1ncluded
in the local leak rate test program.

L2 Unresolved Ttem — The licensee was asked in a telephone call - .
following the inspection to consider corrective action for
penetrations identified as leaking excessively in two or

. more local rate test programs. This will be followed up at
a later inspection. (Paragraph 3, Report Detalls)

B. 'Facility Items (Plans and Procedures)

1. ' The containment was calculated to have an "as found" integrated-.
leak rate of approximately 4 w/c/day which is in excess of the
technical specification limit of 1.2 w/o/day.

2. The as left containment integrated leak rate at the conclusion
of the test was approximately .25 w/o/day.

3. The licensee plans to run the uwest iuvesrated leak rate test
(ILRT) during the next refueling outage as required by their
Technical Specification. This time interval prior to retest
may be as great as 24 months which exceeds the approximate 18
month minimum interval required by 10 CFR 50, Appendix J,
Section III.A.6(b) Justification for this departure from
Appendix J requirement will be addressed in a License
Amendment Request to be submitted to the Division of Reactor
Licensing prior to December 31, 1975. V
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C._~_Ménager1al'ltemé."
i_;D..- Sbﬁcompliance Ideﬁtifiedﬂand berééﬁedfbylthé Licensee'd.

""E. Deviations

".None.

I

None. -

None.

F. Statﬁs-of Previously Reporﬁed Unresolved Items.

.None.

Management Interview

A management interview was conducted by4Mr. Kchler with Mr. Larson,
Plant Superintendent and other members of his staff at the conclusion
of the inspection. The following items were discussed.

A. The inspector stated that contaimment leakage from the ball valve
in the TIP system found leaking during the ILRT was a reportable.
-occurrence. The licensee stated that the valve would have to be
examined after depressurization before a determination could be.

made regarding its reportability.. Examination subsequent to the
inspection resulted in the licensee concluding that this event
was reportable. (Paragraph 35, Report-Details)

B. The licensee was asked whether future modifications to the TIP
' system penetrations would be made so that these penetrations could
be classified as testable and included in. the local leak rate test
program. The licensee had not reached a conclusion at the completion
of the inspection. (Paragraph 6, Report Details) 4

c. The licensee -had not established acceptance criteria for leakage
’ from the refcrence vessel. The licensce stated he would develop
such criteria. The laspector has no more quustions regarding this
item. (Paragraph 7, Report Details) . SR
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‘M. Hammer, Enginner
. B. Jenness, Engineer

- H. Nimmo, Maintenance Superv1sor E;A;.b

REPORT DETAILS .

Persons Contacted

C.'Larson, Plant Superlntendent .
D. Antony, Plant Englneer, Operatlonsx_u

D. Goranson, Engineer

‘M. Clarity, Superlntendent,Plant Englneer and Radlatlon Protectlon :: 

H. Theobalt, Engineer

General

vThe inspector observed the 1ntegrated leak rate test. Conduct

of the test was compared with the requirements of the licensee's
test procedure, the technical specifications and 10 CFR 50,
Appendix J. '

As Found Containment Leak Rate

The results of the licensee's local leak rate test program were
obtained. The containment leakage in the as found condition
was estimated by the inspector to about 4 weight percent per

day. The following leakage was considered significant in contributing
‘to the as found containment leakage. : T

Penetration Leakage (scfh) at 41 psig
Seismic Restraint Part D . 15
A0-2561 | .07 168
25618 S
Main Steam Drain Line ' oo 306
HPCI-9 : 3 |
CRD Return Line (CRD-31) “ .. 450
XP-6 IR 60
Core Spray A Injectlon Check- 29
oo Gprnr " oMk o102
Ball valve in TIP bybttm - - 500
h 1652
(1) 1652

344 x. 9 w/o/day 4.3 w/o/day
.9 w/o/day.is equivalent to approximately 344 scfh.
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(1)

Leaking Penetrations Identified In Previoué Locai Leék Rate Tests'

s - The inmspector obtained the results 6f the 1§73, 1974 and 1975"

local leak rate test program and has identified the following

. penetrations as showing excessive léakage in two or more tests. -

i o B T ”? Leakage (scfh)
Penetration - Lo 19730 1974 1975

" Main Steam Drain Line (M02373) = 26 .. =~ 484 306
~HPCI-9 : 940 o 65.6 21

" CRD Return Line (CRD-31) ~ . .. "= 98 *’'#&° . ~.° -450
"XP-6 (Standby By Control) i Note 1- .- .. o 60
Core Spray Injection Check A - -~ 970 .. & -331 .. - 29
Core Spray Injection Check B~ Note I . ~ -396 ~103

'Thé licensee was asked in a followup teléphoné call whether he

was considering corrective action for these penetratioms. “The
inspector will follow this item in a subsequent inspection
and has no further questions at this time.

TIP Leakage

“The ILRT began on 0900 November 14, 1975, ﬁpon attaining a cdntainmeht
internal pressure of 41 psig. During the first 16 hours of the ILRT, -

the containment leakage rate was calculated to be about 1.6 w/o/day,
exceeding the allowable leakage rate of .9 w/o/day. At approximately
0100 on November 15, 1975, a leak was discovered in .a ball valve

.~ of one of the TIP penetrations. Upon isolating this leak, the

containment integrated leak rate dropped to about .25 w/o/day.

The inspector estimated that the ball valve was leaking at about

~ 1.35 w/o/day equivalent to about 500 scfh.

Reportability of TIP Leakage

At the conclusion of the inépection the inspector stated that the
leakage through the ball valve in the TIP system was a reportable
occurrence. The basis the inspector used for this conclusion was

~that it ~ '<ed one of the boundaries {the containment) to exceed

its allowable leak rate.

The licensee stated that reportability of this occurrence could

not be determined until the valve was examined after containment
depressurization. Although the valve was.not leak tested before
pressurization, preventative maintenance was performed on the wvalve.
The licensee took the position that the leak would not be reportable
if it could have been attributed to the preventative maintenance
performed on the valve. : » 2

Would not hold test pressure.
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R .:“-f :: 'After depressurization the licensee determined that the leakage was -
) ' ' a reportable occurrence. - :

'Al7.  'Possib1e Modificatlons to Ball Valve TIP Penetrations

' The licensee has c1a351fied the TIP. penetratlons as non testable. “u,_“
The licensee was asked whether future modification of these three
penetrations would be made so that they could be classified as ,
testable and included in the local leak rate test program. At the'-'
~ conclusion of the inspection no decision has been made by the
' licensee about de51gn modlflcatlons to the TIP system.

!

.“8; VAcceptance Criteria For Reference Vessel Leakage

“Before containment pressurization and after containment depressur-
i{zation the licensee is required to perform a leak test on the
reference vessel used in the ILRT. The reference vessel had a leak
rate of .1 w/o/day at 50 psig before the test. Excessive leakage
of the reference vessel after containment depressurization would
invalidate the results of the ILRT.: '

The licensee had not developed any acceptance criteria for .allowable
reference vessel leakage after containment depressurization and

. . stated he would do so before the next ILRT. The inspector has no
more questions regarding this item at this time.



