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Inspection Summary:

Inspection on December 19-23, 1983 (Report Mo, 50-387/83-31 and 57-388/83-31)

Areas Inspected: Special inspection to review changes made to plart procedures
(including operating, off-normal, surveilla-ce, and emergency procedures) since
the issuance of the operating license for Unit 1. The inspection involved 64
inspection hours on site by two region-based inspectors.

Results: One violation (failure to follow procedures in the non-conformance
reporting areas). See paragraph 2.6, item f, for details.
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DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Pennsylvania Power and Light Company

*J. Blakeslee, Jr., Unit 2 Supervisor of Operations

*S. Denson, Assistant Manager, Nuclear Quality Assurance
*J. Graham, Senior Compliance Engineer

*C. Myers, Assistant Plant Superintendent

*R. Prego, Quality Assurance Supervisor

*R. Sheranko, Start-up and Test Group Supervisor

*J. Todd, Compliance Engineer

Nuclear Reg:latory Commission

*L. Plisco, Resident Inspector
*denotes those present at the exit interview.

The inspector also interviewed other licensee personnel during the course
of the inspection. including administrative and technical personnel.

Review of Plant Procedurces

2.1 General

This inspection was conducted to review the licensee's efforts for
developing procedures to support Unit 2 operation. The licensee used
Unit 1 procedures as the basis for Unit 2 procedure development. A
Joint start-up and test group reviewed Unit 1 procedures and recom-
mended changes to develop Unit 2 specific procedures. The drafts of
Unit 2 specific procedures were reviewed and approved in accordance
#ith the requirements of Reference 1 in Section 2.2 below. The num-
bering system had to be changed to distinguish between Units 1 and 2.

Prior to the issuance of the Operating License for Unit 1, the NRC
reviewed the licensee's procedure control program and found the
program to be adequate. (See NRC inspection No. 50-387/82-09 for
details.) This inspection primarily focused on the new procedures
developed, and the changes made to the procedure program since NRC
inspection No. 50-387/82-09.

References

(1) Technical Specifications Unit 2 (Pronosed)

(2) Regulatory Guide 1.33-1978, Quality Assurance Program
Requirements (Operation)




(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

ANSI N18.7-1976, Administrative Controls and Quality Assurance
for the Operational Phase of Nuclear Power Plants

SSES QAM, Procedure 7.1, Revision 7, Control and Issuance of
Documents

FSAR Section 13.5, Plant Procedures

NUREG-0776, Safety Evaluation Reports related to the operation
of Susquehanna Steam Electric Station, Units 1 and 2, including
Supplements 1 and 2

NUREG-0737, November, 1980, Clarification of TMI Action Plan
Requirements

(Draft) Emergency Procedure Guidelines, BWR Owners' Group,
Revision 1B

PP&L Letter, May 6, 1982, Curtis to Schwencer, NRR, Subject:
GE Review of Emergency Procedures and Start-up Test

NUREG/CR-2005, Checklist for Evaluating Emergency Procedures
Used in Nuclear Power Plants, May 1981

Scope of the Inspection

The inspectors reviewed to the licensee's overall procedure control
program and the procedures identified in Section 2.4 to assure the
following:

The procedure program was consistent with the requirements of
references (2) and (3) above.

New procedures and procedure revisions were controlled in
accordance with references (4) and (5).

The emergency procedures were adequate to meet the guidelines
of references (7) and (8).

The procedures were approved in accordance with the requirements
of Reference (1).

The procedures were technically adeguate.
The procedures were clear, concise and easy to use.

The overall procadure program provided guidance to tha users for
handling normal and off normal plant conditions.



2.4

== The operators were trained to use the procedures.

== The equipment and controls used in the procedures were correct
and identifiable.

Procedures Reviewed

a. Administrative Procedures

AD-QA-101, Procedure Program (Rev. 9)
AD-QA-102, Plant Operations Review Committee (Rev. 4)
AD-QA-301, Operations Proredure Program (Rev. 3)

AD-QA-400, Conduct of Technical Support (Rev. 2)

b. General Operating Procedures

G0-200-002, Plant Startup and Heatup (Rev. 0)
GO-200-003, Power Operations (Rev. 0)

c. System Operating Procedures

0P-023-001, Diesel Fuel 0il System (Draft)
0P-024-001, Diesel Generator (Draft)

OP-249-005, RHR Operation in the Suppression Pool Cooling
Mode (Rev. 0)

0P-283-001, ADS System Operating Procedure (Rev. 0)

d. Surveillance Operating Procedures

K

S0-124-004, Unit 1 18-Month D/G Auto-Start on ECCS Signal,
Protective Trip Testing and ECCS Signal Override of Diesel
Test Mode (Draft)

S0-224-004, Unit 2 18-Month D/G Auto-Start un ECCS signal,
Protective Trip Testing and ECCS Signal Override of Diesel
Test Mode (Draft)

S0-283-001, 18-Month ADS System and Logic Functional Test
(Draft)

S0-283-002, ADS System 18-Month Manual Actuation (Rev. 0)


















