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EVENT OESCiUPTIOrj AND PROUADLE CONSEQUENCES h

] | During normal operation, when performing surveillance tests on unit 1, the pressure
|

g| used to comply witti T.S. 4.7. A.2.j was found to be nonconservative. Primary
|

g| containment gross leakage rate was recalculated and found to be in excess oE tech
|

.g| spec limits (T.S. 3.7.A.2). There was no effect on public health and safety. g

g| Secondary containment integrity was inaintained.
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CAUSE OESCRIPTION AND COnHECTIVE ACTIONS h
,

]| vm.ncinne i,cna en enrrnce rhn cross leak rate for temperature and pressure were [

]l incnvrnceiv ryned. The nrocedure was revised. A drywell air compressor found to be [

]l leakine was isolated and repaired. Leakage rate was measured and found to be |

{ ] I within tech spec limits. No further recurrence control is required. |
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Unit 1 was operating at 99.5 percent power; unit 2 was in a refueling outage;,

unit 3 was operating at 99.9-percent power. Only unit 1 was affected by theevent. When performing surveillance tests, it was di.scovered that the procedure
used to show compliance with Technical Specification (TS) 4.7.A.2 was
nonconservative. The procedure was revised on August 10, 1982 and the section
used to refine gross calculations had not been previously used. The equation
used to apply pressure and temperature corrections was not typed correctly. When
applied as typed, it indicated leakage was within technical specification,

limits. /The magnitude of the correction factor initiated an investigation. A
reevaluation using the correct equation indicated that the leak rate limits of
T.S. 4.7.A.2.g had been exceeded. "A" drywell air compressor was f'ound to be
leaking. It was isolated and leak rate remeasured. The leak rate measurement
following the isolation of the "A" drywell air compresssor indicated within
technical specification limits. The retest was completed in less than six hours -
in compliance with T.S. 3.7.A.2 LCO.
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