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Test Programs Section

Inspection Summary: Inspection on April 23-24 and May 7-10, 1984 (Report No.
50-388/84-21)

Areas Inspected: Routine unannounced inspection of the startup test program
including preparations for initial criticality, initial criticality, startup
procedure review, test witnessing, test results evaluation and tours of the
facility. The inspection involved 41 hours on site by one region based inspec-
tor.

Results: Within the scope of this inspection violations were identified.
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2.1

2.2

SSES Startup Test Schedule

AD-TY-460, “"Startup Test Administration Procedure"

Startup Test Procedure Review

Scope

The nine procedures listed in Appendix A of this report were reviewed
in accordance with the scope as defined in inspecticn report 50-388/
84-12, Section 4.1.

Findings

The procedures reviewed were issued procedures with appropriate man-
agement review indicated. QA comment and resolution were chserved on
selected procedures. The inspector discussed these procedures and
changes to previously reviewed draft procedures with the Startup Test
Group Supervisor. Based on the review of the procedures and discus-
sfons, the inspector verified that the test procedures reviewed are
consistent with the FSAR commitments.

Pre-Critical Technical Specification Compliance

Scope

The inspector continued the assessment of the licensee complianc

with Technical Specifications to support initial criticality as
described in Inspection Report 50-388/84-18, section 5.0. The sur-
veillance tests noted as not yet completed in the above inspection
report were reviewed. The surveillances reviewed include $0-255-001,
S0-231-001, Su-256-004, SI-258-203, SI-273-310 and S0-267-001. Addi-
tional surveillance tests reviewed and required for initial critical-
ity include SI-214-201, SI-214-202, SI-258-201, SI-258-202, SI-264-
203, 51-283-413, SI-267-301, SO-256-004 and $S0-200-007. During seve-
ral tours the inspector also assessed by direct observations of in-
strumentation the status of the Standby Liquid Control System, Core
Spray Systems, Residual Heat Rejection System (RHR) and Neutron mon-
itoring systems in support of the technical specification for initicl
criticality.

Findings

A1l surveillance tests reviewed were found to be current to support
initial criticality. At the time of the inspection the Standby
Liquid Control System tank levels and temperature were within techni-
cal spelirication limits. Both loops of core spray were in standby
readiness and Loth loops of RHR were aligned in the 1w pressure
coolant injection moge of RHR. The source range monitors (SRM) and
intermediate range monitors (IRM) were all fully inserted into the
core and operable with SRM count rates in accordanre with technical
specifications. The shorting linrks which place the nuclear instru-












2.6

ranged the IRM channel C to 5, the power level was less than that of
range 4. The inspector noted that not all on-shift personnel were
fully aware of the self-imposed administrative limit. This was
brought to the attention of the licensee management. This was of
concern to the inspector since administrative limits would be chang-
ing during the power ascension phase of the startup program. The
administrative 1imit was controlled by the overall startup test pro-
cedure ST-99 detailing the testing that must be performed at each
test plateau. The administrative limit was not necessarily included
in each individual startup test procedur2 nor included in the startup
test briefing conducted prior to each startup test.

ine licensee stated that administrative limits would be affirmed at
each shift briefing and that this practice would continue.The inspec~
tor observed that at subsequent briefings with the test directors and
operators, administrative limits, as well as testing limits for each
startup test, were discussed.

The second attempt to perform the SRM/IRM overlap was at a slower
period than the first attempt. The testing personnel observed a dis-
crepancy in IRM readings when ranging up. (25 on range 1 would be 45
on range 2). All IRM's responded during this test. Following repair,
a third test was conducted successfully, however, it was not witness-
ed by the inspector.

Noe items of violations were observed; and, the inspector had no fur-
ther questdins at this time.

Test Results Evaluation

Scope
The following completed startup tests were reviewed:

ST-1.5, "Chemistry Data Pre-Heatup"

ST-4.1, "In Sequence Critical"

== ST-5.1, "CRO Insert-Withdrawal Checks"

ST-10.1, “IRM-SRM Overlap Verification"

-- §T-10.3, "Signal to Noise Ratio/Minimum Count Rate"

The completed startup tests were reviewed to assess that:

-~ Each was approved in accordance with administrative procedures;
-- Test changes were annotated and completed if appropriate;

-=- Basic test objectives were met;

== Changes and test exceptions were noted;



-- Test exceptions were resolved and accepted by managerment;
== Retests were completed if required;

== System or process changes necessitated by a test deficiency were
properly documented and reviewed;

-= Proper reporting of deficiencies;

-- Data sheets were completed;

== Data was within tolerances;

== Test steps and data sheets were properly signed and dated;

== Engineering evaluation of test data;

== Test results were compared with established acceptance criteria;
== Documented review and acceptance of tests results;

-=- Offsite review committee and followup if audited;

== QA or independent review of tests results; and

-- Test results have been approved by appropriate management.

Test packages reviewed have not completed the complete review and
approval cycle and will be reviewed in a subsequent inspection.

== §T-1.5 - All data was completed. An independent review assessment
had been completed. No test exceptions were identified.
Acceptance criteria were satisfied.

== §T-5.1 - This was a retest of selected rods from the previous
plateau and was a prerequisite for conduct of initial
criticality. A1l data was completed. An independent
assessment had been completed. No test exceptions were
noted. All control rods retested met the acceptance
criteria of 40-60 seconds for insert withdraw times.

== §T-10.3 - This was a prerequisite for initial criticality. All
data was completed. An independent assessment had been
completed. No test exceptions were noted. The accept-
ance criteria signal to noise ratio greater than 2,
count rate greater than 3 counts/second) was met.
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SRM Full Inserted Signal/Noise Ratio

A 25 28.8
B 23 176
c 72 326
) 19 157

== 5T-4.1 - This test is described in section 2.4. A1l acceptance
criteria were satisfied. At the time of this inspection,
the independent review hod not been completed.

== ST-10.1 - A1) data was completed. No test exceptions were noted.
The acceptance criteria for the test were satisfied.
The SRM's were partially withdrawn for this test but
were not withdrawn between IRM onscale and SRM/IRM
overlap verification. This is acceptable per proced-
ures. The SRM/IRM overlap verification is repeated
during the startup test program after installation of
the shorting links. The most responsive and least re-
sponse IRM values are listed
below along with the SRM readings at the time.

IRM Onscale Target Actual SRM-A SRM-B SRM-C SRM-D

¢ 18 19 1100 430 830 220
r 17 18 5000 1700 3600 920

IRM Target Overiap Actual SRM-A SRM-B SRM-C SRM-D

42 43 3600 1200 2200 690
38 39 8700 3200 6900 1800

Mo

NOTE: C is most responsive, F is least responsive

Subsequent tc conduct of ST-10.1, the shorting links were
installed on May 10, 1984 at 5:08 A.M.

No violations were observed; and, the inspector had no fur=-
ther questions at this time.

QA Interface in Startup Program

The inspector reviewed the following QA s.rveillance reports 84-34,
84-38, 84-39, 84-042 of the startup program conducted by the onsite
QA organization. The inspector also reviewed the QA plans for cun-
ducting QA surveillance in the future. No problems were identified.

The inspector also reviewed the Startup Test Group Supervisor's
method of monitoring resolution of QA comments on completed test
packages. This was an identified inspector concern in a previous
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Appendix A

Procedure Review

“"Core Performance", Revision 2, dated April 2, 1984

"BUCLE Calculation", Revision 2, dated April 2, 1984

"Process Computer Calculation", Revision 2, dated April 2, 1984

"Dynamic System Test Case"™, Revision 2, dated March 21, 1984

"Low Pressure Auto Quick Start to Vessel", Revision 3, dated
March 16, 1984

"Recirculation Pump Trip Recovery Data", Revision 1, dated
March 23, 1984

"Feedwwater System Manual Flow Step", Revision 2, dated
March 13, 1934

"Recirculation Piping Vibratory Response During Recirc Pump
Trips and Restarts", Revision 2 dated March 23, 1984

"Response of Power - Void Loop to Control Rod Movement",
Revision 2, dated March 13, 1984



