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609 971-4000
Writer's Direct Dial Number

C321-95-2181
June 21, 1995

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn:  Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555

Dear Sir:

Subject: Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
Docket No. 50-219
Licensee Event Report 95-003

Enclosed 1s the Licensee Event Report 94-003. This event did not affect the health or
safety of the public.

If there are any questions please contact Mr. John Rogers at 609.971.4893.

sident and Director
Oyster Creek
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A review of surveillance records conducted on May 31, 1995 revealed that the six month
drywell airlock leak rate test which was due on August 17, 1993, was not conducted until
September 29, 1993 The delay was attributed to inappropriately applying the 25 %
surveillance interval extension which cannot be added to containment pressure testing. The
root cause of the inappropriate application of the interval extension was determined to be
insufficient administrative controls to ensure compliance with the Technical Specifications.

The safety significance of the delayed surveillance was determined to be minimal as the
surveillance which was performed on September 29, 1994 verified that the leak rate of the
airlock penetration was acceptable.  Corrective action was taken to specifically state that the
25% extension which may be applied to other surveillances does not apply to the airlock leak
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DATE OF DISCOVERY

The missed surveillance was discovered on May 31, 1995 during a review of completed
surveillances.

IDENTIFICATION OF OCCURRENCE
The required leak rate surveillance on the drywell airlock penetration was not performed by
its required due date. This is reportable under 10 CFR 50.73(a)(2)(i).

CONDITIONS PRIOR TO DISCOVERY
The plant was at normal temperature and pressure for full power operations in the RUN
mode both at the time of discovery and during the period when the test was overdue.

DESCRIPTION OF OCCURRENCE

Technical Specification 4.5.E.5.a was written to address the requirements of 10 CFR 50
Appendix J and states in part:

"The airlock must be tested at least once each 6 month interval...”
Technical Specification 1.24 states in part:

"Each surveillance requirement shall be performed within the specified time interval 5
with a maximum allowable extension not to exceed 25% of the surveillance interval . *" :

However, the footnote to Technical Specification 1.24 states:
"* Not applicable to containment leak rate test.”
The surveillance was due on August 17, 1993 but was not performed until September 29,

1993, The surveillance was performed within the inappropriate 25% extension, but not within
the required six month interval.
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APPARENT CAUSE OF OCCURRENCE

Although the surveillance was performed within the inappropriate 25% extension, it was not
performed within the required six month surveillance interval. The root cause of this event
was insufficient administrative controls (o ensure compliance with the six month surveillance
interval.

ANALYSIS OF OCCURRENCE AND SAFETY ASSESSMENT

10 CFR 50 Appendix J provides for periodic verification by test of the leak-tight integrity of
the reactor primary containment. These requirements have been included in the Oyster Creek
Technical Specifications in Section 3.5/4.5. The purpose of this testing is two fold. First,
the leak rate tests ensure that leakage through the primary containment, and systems and
components penetrating the primary containment, do not exceed allowable leakage rate values
as specified in the Tec "nical Specifications. Second, the leak rate tests ensure that periodic
surveillance of reactor containment penetrations and isolation valves is performed to ensure
that proper maintenance and repairs can be made during the service life of the containment.

This event has been determined to have minimal safety significance as the leak rate

surveillance performed on September 29, 1993 verified that the containment airlock

penetration was fully operable and would have performed as designed if required.
CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

Upon discovery of the scheduling error, the surveillance task for performing the drywell

airlock leak rate test was revised to specifically note that the test must be performed by the

specified due date and that the 25% interval extension does not apply.

SIMILAR EVENTS

Voluniary Report 88-023: "Drywell Airlock Not Tested in Accordance with Appendix J"




