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July 3, 1991

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTit: Document Control Desk
Wa:hington, D.C. 205SS

PLAf4T HATCH - UNIT 2
NRC DOCKET 50 366

OPERATING LICENSE NPF-5
LICENSEE EVENT REPORT

ERROR IN FSAR RESULTS IN MISSED
TECHNICAL SPEClflCATIONS SURVElllANCES-

Gentlemen:
-

In accordance with the requircments of 10 CFR 50.73(a)(2)(i), Georgia
Power Company is submitting the enclosed Licensee Event Report (LER)
addressing an error in an FSAR table that resulted in missed Tennical
Specifications surveillances, lhis event occurred on Unit 2.

,

Sincerely,

'

/
J. T. Beckham, Jr.

SRP/sp
s

Enclosure: LER 50 366/1991-018

c: Georaia Power Company
Mr. ii. L. Sumner, General Manager - Nuclear Plant
Mr. J. D. Heidt, Manager Engineering and Licensing - Hatch-

NORh5

U.S. Nuclear Requlato) ,' Commission. Washinaton. D.C.
Mr. K. Jabbour, Licensing Project Manager Hatch

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Reaion 11
Mr. S. D. Ebneter, Regional Administrator
Mr. L. D. Wert, Senior Rec.ident inspector - Hatch
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on 6/4/91 at approximately 1330 CDT, Unit 2 was in the Run mode at a power level
of 1218 ClWT (50% rated thermal power). At that time, it was determined a local
leak rate test of Primary Containment Penetration X 228B had not been performed
as required by Unit 2 Technical Specifications section 4.6.1.2.d. Limiting
Condition for Operation (LCO) 2 91-468 was initiated at 1330 CDT per the
requirements of Unit 2 Technical Specifications section 3.6.1.1. A local leak
rate test of Penetration X 228B was performed satisfactorily on 6/4/91. LCO

2 91 468 was terminated at 1745 CDT following successful performance of the
t r.s t . On 9/10/91 at approximately 0930 CDT, during a followup investigation of
the abo"e. event, it was determined Penetration X-228B had not been verified to
be closed at least once every 31 days as required by Unit 2 Technical-

,

Specifications section 4.6.1.1. Since the penetration had been verified to be
closed on 6/4/91 when the leak rate test had been performed, the required
surveillance was current and~an LCO did not have to be entere'.i.

i The cause of these events is an error in the Unit 2 Final Safety Analysis Report
| (FSAR). . The Unit 2 FSAR incorrectly identiff.ed P4.netration X 228B as not

requirin6'a local leak rate test. This error also led personnel to believe the

j requirements of Unit 2 Technical Specifications section 4.6.1.1 did not apply. ,

| Corrective actions include performing a local leak rate test of the penetration,
revising applicable surveillance procedures to include checks of the
penetration, correcting the Unit 2 FSAR, and reviewing Unit 1 and Unit 2
penetrations.

,
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P! ANT AND SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION

Ceneral Electric 4 Boiling Water Reactor
Energy Industry Identification System Codes are identified in the text as (EIIS
Code XX).

DESCRIPTION OF EVENT

On 6/4/91 at approximately 1330 CDT, Unit 2 was in the Run mode at a power level
of 1218 CMVT (501 rated thermal power). At that time, plant Engineering Support
personnel, using information provided by Architect / Engineer personnel,
determined a local leak rate test of Primary Containment (EILS Code Nil)
Penetration X 228B, a spare electrical penetration in the Ur.it 2 Suppression
Pool Chamber, had never been performed as required by Unit 2 Technical
Specifications section 4.6.1.2.d. This specification requires that local leak
rate tnsts of Primary Containment penetrations be performed during each reactor
shutdown for refueling, but in no case, at intervals greater than 2 years.

In December 1990, Plant llatch's Architect / Engineer was directed to perform a
detailed review to resolve apparent discrepancies and assure consistency between
procedures, the Unit 2 Inservice Testing Plan, the Unit 2 Final Safaty Analysis
Report (FSAR), and the Unit 2 Technical Specifications concerning Primary
Containment penetrations and isolation barriers (e.g., valves,'alind flanges).
This activity was initiated in anticipation of removing PCIV Itsts frou,the
Technical Specifications as allowed by NRC Ceneric Letter 9108. Frou a review
of plant drawings and the Unit 2 FSAR, the Architect / Engineer deteruined the
type of test for Penetration X-228B was incorrectly identified as a Type A test
in Unit 2 FSAR Table 3.8 5, Penetration Leakage Test List. A Type A t0st is an
Overall Integrated Containment Leakage Rate test and is required by Unit 2
Technical Specifications section 4.6.1.2.a to be performed at a nominal
frequency of once every 40 months (3.3 years). The actuni type of test required
to be performed on Penetration X 228B is a Type B test.

A Type B test is a local leak rate tes af individual Primary Containment
penetrations whose design incorporates resilient seals, gaskets, or sealant
compounds. Architect / Engineer review of plant drawing S-25686, " Suppression
Chamber Penets. X-228-A, B, 6 C, X 232," showed the isolation harrier for
Penetration X 228B is a blind flange using two 0-rings (i.e., resilient scals)
in series to isolate and minimize leakage through this penetration.
Consequently, Penetration X-228B requires a Type B test which should have been
performed per the requirements of Unit 2 Technical Specifications section
4.6.1.2.d. This information was communicated to plant Engineering Support
personnel who then found a Type B test had never been performed on this
penetration. Its leakage integrity had been verified during the performance of
the Type A tests, but only as part of the overall Primary Containment leakage
integrity verification.

i
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Upon discovery of this problem, plant personnel initlated a Deficiency Card per
approved plant procedures. On 6/4/91 at 1330 CDT, licensed Operations personnel
initiated Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) 2 91 468 per the requireitents
of Unit 2 Technical 3pecifications section 3.6.1.1. Procedure 42SV 4ET-001 25,

" Primary Contaitutent Periodic Type B 6 Type C Leakage Tests," was teitporarily
changed to include instructions for +, local leak tate (Type B) test of
Penetration X 228B. The test was performed on 6/4/91 with na leakage found.
LCO 2 91 468 was terminated at 1745 CDT on 6/4/91 following successful
performance of the local Icak rate test.

,

On 6/10/91 at approximately 0930 CDT, Unit 2 was in the Run roode at a power
level of 2436 CE'T (100% rat ed thermal power) . At that time, plant Nuclear
Safety and Coirpliance personnel were perforsing a followup investigation of the
previously described event. They deteimined Penetration X 22BB had not been
verified to be closed at 1 cast once every 31 days as required by Unit. 2
Technical Specifications section 4.6.1.1.a.1. A Deficiency Card documenting
this problete was initlated as required by approved plant procedures. No 1.C0 was
initiated because the required verification had been performed 6 days earlier,
on 6/4/91, when a local leak rate test had been perforsted satisfactorily on the
subject penetration. The required surveillance was considered current at the
time this problem was discovered; therefore, Unit 2 was in compliance with the
applicable Technical Specifications requirertents. No LCO condition exinted.

CAUSE OF EVENT

The cause of these events is an error in the Unit 2 FSAR. Unit 2 PSAR Table
3.8 5 incorrectly identified the type of test for Penetration X-228B as a Type A
test. Apparently, this misled personnel into believing the penet ration was
sealed via a continuous weld (seal welded) instead of scaled with two 0 rings in
series, requiring a Type B test. Because of the arror in the Unit 2 FSAR,
Penetration X-228B was never included in the procedures f or perforining Type B
leakage tests. Consequently, a Type B test. was not perforn.ed on the penetration
as required by Unit 2 Technical Specifications section 4.6.1,2.d.

Furthermor for the sair.a rv.:.an, Penetration X-228B was not verified to be

closed at wast once per 31 days as required by Unit 2 Technical Specifications
section 4.6.1.1.a.1. Since personnel believed the penetration to be
seal-welded, it was felt it could not be opened and there was no need to verify
it was closed every 31 days.

|
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REPORTABILITY ANA1YSIS AND SAFETY ASSEGSMEliT

This report is required by 10 CIR 50.73(a)(2)(1) because a condition prohibited
by the plant's Technical Specifications existed. The requirements of Unit 2
Technical Specifications sections 4.6.1.2.d and 4.6.1.1.a.1 had not been met for
Primary Containment Penetration X 228B. Due to an error in Unit 2 FSAR Table
3.8 5, local leak rate (Type B) tests had not been performed on the penetration
as required by section 4.6.1.2.d. and periodic verification the penetration was
closed was not performed as required by section 4.6.1.1.a.1.

The Primary Containment is designed to limit the leakage of radioactive
materials released from a breach of the nuclear system process piping during and
following the postulated Design Basis Accident. The limitations on Primary
Containment leakage, as contained in the Unit 2 Technical Specifications, ensure
that total containment leakage is less than that which would result in offsite
doses greater than those allowed by 10 CFR 100. The Unit 2 Technical
Specifications require periodic verification testing the leak tight integrity of
individual Primary Containment penetration isolation barriers. The purpose of
these leakage tests is to assure leakage through the Primary Containment
penetration isolation barriers does not exceed allowable leakage values as
specified in the Technical Specifications and accident analyses.

In the event described in this report, it was found one of the containment
isolation barriers, the blind flange and 0 rings for Penetration X 228B, had not
been tested in accordance with the requirements of the Unit 2 Technical
Specifications. Specifically, the penetration barrier had not been subjected to
the required local leak rate, or Type B, test nor had it been verified to be
closed once every 31 days. Its leak tight integrity had been verified
periodically as part of the Overall Integrated Containmeat Leakage Rate, or Type
A, test, k'hile the Type A test did not test Penetration X 228B specifically, it
did verify the overall Primary Containment leakage was within acceptable limits.
Leakage through all containment isolation barriers, including tl.e blind flange
and 0 rings for Penetration X 228B, ves verified to be less than that specified
in the Unit 2 Technical Specifications and accident analyses.

Upon discovery of this event, a local leak rate test was performed on
Penetration X 2288. No leakage was found (i.e., its as found leakage was zero).
Because this is a spare penetration, its isolation barrier is not subjected to
use (e.g., opening and closing during normal plant operations, removal and
replacement during refueling) which could result in the degradation of the
ability of the blind flange and 0 rings to limit leakaSe through the
penetration. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude its leakage has always
been within acceptable limits and it has been in the isolated (closed) condition
during unit operation.

Based on the above analysis, it is concluded that this event had no adverse
impact on the public health and safety, This analysis is applicable to all
power levels and operatin5 conditions for which Primary Containment integrity is
required.

:
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CORRECTIVE ACTION

Upon discovering local leak rate tests had not,been performed on Primary
contairu ent Penetration X 22dB, LCO 2 91468 was initiated per the requirements
of Unit 2 Technical Specifications section 3.6.1.1. Procedure 42SV TET-001 2S
was teroporarily changed to include instructions for a local leak rate test of
the penetration. The test was performed satisfactorily. LCO 2 91 468 was
terminated on 6/4/91 at 1745 CDT following successful performance of the leak
rate test. Procedure 42SV TET 001 2S will be permanently revised to include a
local leak rate test of Penetration X 22SB prior to the be6 nning of the nexti
scheduled Unit 2 refueling outage.

Procedure 34SV SUV 011 25, " Primary and Secondary Containment Integrity
Deinonstration," is currently undergoing revision to include the required 31 day
verification that penetration X 228B is closed. This revision will be effective
by 7/4/91 when the next verification of this penetration is due.

A physical walkdown of the Unit 1 Primary Contaltunent penetrations and the
accessible portion of the Unit 2 Primary Contaitunent penetrations will be
performed by the end of 1991. A physical walkdown of the non accessible portion
of the Unit 2 penetrations will be performed by the end of the Fall 1992 Unit 2
refueling outage. These walkdowns will serve to verify the accuracy of the Unit
1 and Unit 2 PSAR tables.

Unit 2 FSAR Table 3.8 5 will be corrected to indicate a Type B test is the
required test for Penetration X 228B. This, and other corrections identified as
necessary by the physical walkdown of Primary Contairunent penetrations, will be
made following completion of the walkdowns.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

No systems other than Primary Contaltunent were affected by this event.
Penetration X 2288 is a spare penetration; consequently, its condition can
affect no other systems or components.

No failed components caused or resulted from this event.

Within the last 2 years, a previous similar even '.a which a required
surveillance was never performed was reported in LER 50 366/1990 007, dated
10/12/90. Corrective actions for the previous similar event would not have
prevented this event because the causes of the evelm are differsnt. This event
was the a sult of incorrect technical information, whereas the previous event
was t',e re ault of personnel error. In the previous event, the necessary
G rmation was available and correct, but was incorporated incorrectly into

plant procedures,
i
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