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On March 29, 1985, at 1625 hours, reactor power exceeded 75%. At the time, only
two of three required test runs for Reactor Coolant (NC) System flow had been
performed to meet the acceptance criteria specified in the Calimetric Reactor
Coolant Flow Measurement Periodic Test. This test is conducted to comply with
Technical Specification 4.2.3.2, which requires that NC System Flow be within
certain limits.

The test was being performed in anticipation of increasing reactor power above

75% after the required power escalation testing at the 75% plateau was completed.
Reactor power was being brought to approximately 74.5%, by deborating the NC
System, to perform the required testing at this plateau. The Thermal Best
Estimate, from the Operator Aid Computer was being observed since it is the

most accurate indication of reactor power., However, at approximately 1600

hours, Thermal Best Estimate stopped trending upward and indicated an incorrect
reactor power due to software problems. Due to periodic deboration, reactor
power increased, but Thermal Best Estimate did not reflect this. Therefore,

this incident is classified as a Design Deficiency.

When the software problem was recognized, reactor power was decreased, and by

2352 hours, was below 75%Z. This incident is reportable pursuant to 10 CFR 50.73

(a)(2) (1) (B). -l
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Technical Specification 4.2.3.2 requires that, prior to operation above 75%
power, Reactor Coolant (NC) System flow and the ratio of measured to allowable
Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor be within certain limits. The NC System Flow
requirement is met by Calimetric Reactor Coolant Flow Measurement Periodic Test,
PT/1/A/4150/13B.

The Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor is defined as the ratio of the integral of
linear power along the rod with the highest integrated power to the average rod
power. The Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor requirement is met by Core Power
Distribution Periodic Test, PT/1/A/4150/05.

PT/1/A/4150/05 had been performed on March 27, 1985, at 687 power level, just

two days prior to tnis incident. However, PT/1/A/4150/13B had not been
completely performed prior to this incident. The test requires repeated runs

of NC System flow measurement until the average total NC flow value of three runs
is within 40.5% of each of the three runs comprising the average. Three NC

flow runs were performed on March 27, 1985, with the second run not satisfying
acceptance criteria. Therefore, a fourth run had to be performed on March 31,
1985. This run yielded acceptable results, but was performed after the increase
to greater than 75% power.

The Thermal Output Calculations Program is used by plant personnel to perform
necessary heat balance calculations around the NC System loops to determine
loop flows, core power, and core burn-up, and to output these values ac pseudo
analog points, one of which is the "Thermal Best Estimate" of Reactor Power.
Because of accurac' considerations, when secondary thermal power is less than
20%, the Thermal Best Estimate Program uses only inputs from the primary side.
When secondary thermal power is more than 50%, the program uses only inputs
from the secondary side. Between 20%Z and 50% power, the program utilizes both
primary and secondary inputs by use of a weighting factor. Also, if one or
more inputs from the primary (secondary) sides becomes invalid, the program
reverts to the secondary (primary), to continue to provide a means of determining

thermal power.

At 1600 hours, on March 29, 1985, the Power Escalation Shift Test Coordinator

requested that the Nuclear Control Operator (NCO) increase Reactor Power toO approximately
74.5% to perform 75% Plateau Testing. At this time, Thermal Best Estimate of

Reactor Power indicated 73.2%. Also, at about the same time, the Power

Range Nuclear Instrumentation (NI's) started slowly trending upward, while

Thermal Best Estimate of reactor power remained the same. At 1618 hours and

again at 1623 hours, the NCO injected non-borated water for about 1.5 minutes

to increase reactor power. At 1625:14 hours, reactor power exceeded 757 as

indicated by the NI's.

At 1700 hours, Personnel noticed a 2.5% mismatch in reactor power indication
between the NI's and Thermal Best Estimate. The Shift Supervisor and NCO
approached the Power Escalation Shift Test Coordinator about the problem,
and asked which indication would be most reliable. The Test Coordinator
stated that Thermal Best Estimate would be most accurate, and they should
believe its indication. He also stated that the NI's would be calibrated at

75% power level to agree with Thermal Best Estimate.
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