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[ ' A. ' MONITORING AD'DIT REPORT:y
.

SU3 JECT: Licensed Operator Training, Qualification and Requalification
,

REFCRT 50.: MAR S3/0161, Unit 1 -

A Q!T DATES: ' December D19,1983 '

1.:

CRG/ACT.: Training Section

AQlT SCOPS: Verification of training, qualification and requalification of
( licensed operator candidates to FSAR 13.2, 18.1, and QSR
i requirecents; and the review of license applications submitted to

the SRC for correctness to selected course descriptions, nuclear
navy training, etc. in the individuals training records.

SDX4m ~ This audit was conducted te verify that the
infer =ation sub=itted on' Senior Reactor Operator (SRO) and
Reactor Operator (RO) license applications is in compliance with
FSAR SRO and RO training committents as described in individual
training records. The overall audit results indicate that
training and qualification of. licensed operators is being
accc=plished without sof ficient attention to detail rei;arding
sup,ortive docu=entation of Endividual training. Those areas are
discussed in the Findings Section. During the audit

Thh.14 RO and21 SKO applicants training files were ' reviewed _. files

reviewed were as fo11cus :

R0 (Applicants) SRO (Applicants)
1. Paul Wade Brewer 1. Charles Andrew Hotte: iller
2. Eilly Ray Cupit 2. Steve A. Burris
3. Michael Alan Dersett 3. Walter Charles Cade, Jr.
4. Karl Fyederick Ehrhardt - 4. Charles Edgar Cresap III
5. Mickey Joe Ellis > 5. Charles Willia = Ellssesser

j 6. Samual Ferguson Franco 6. Willia = Keith Gordon, Jr.
7. John Burk Frazier 7. Charles Vincent Hicks, Jr.

9*. '

S. Errol Keith Hall 6. Ronald Keith Jacobson
9. Terry Hubert Holco=be 9. Roy Green Keeton
10 Stephen Wayne Humpries 10. George Eoward Lee
11. Silly. George Lewis 11. Gary Duane Lhamon
12. Thomas Oliver McIntryre 12. James Kelly Mcdonald
13. Hughie Enoch McKnight, Jr. 13. Michael Dennis McDowell *

#14. James Lasar White M. George Lewis McMillan, Jr. _ ,

.i.
15. John Forres t Manby i-

'
16. Larry Eevan Meulder

f 17. James Lee Robertson
18. Wayne Allison Russell l

,

8512195104 851127 19 Cillia Michael Shelly
PDR FGIA m' Clark Daniel Stafford ,ts

REBER85jl9 PDR 2: :enneth Lee Walker
'

i s. ,

9 ,

'The portions of the applicatuns cucenting training received by
the above listed personnel were used for this audit. g
Appli.:ation entries were compared critichily against individual' ,

. training records. . Criteria used to veriff completion of train-
ing was as follows (one or more of the. criteria was required , ,

before satisfactory completion was credited): > >

..

*37 1. Records of course attendance and passing of final exam Ia9

g- 2. Satis factory cocpletion of challenge e:-:am g,

. J. Satistactory completion or make-up exam j

i 4. Certificarica of racisfactory completion of training I
,

i ,

5. Documented pre,viouc/ experience er training ,

n-
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SUMMARY: (con't) .

1

As a side issue, the OTEC board was provided a listing of all |
applicantg/ courses for which a grade of less than 80% was j

:obtained to aid in their determination of weak areas.

FISDINGS: The following areas were found to be satisfactory during the
course of this audit:

Entries made in the last two months on Individual Training--

History records have fewer errors and are generally neater
than those prior to that time.

- The =ajority of training records for each license
applicant are readily retrievable and clear as to

-docu=entation.

The following areas were found to be unsatisfactory during the
course of this audit:

- Docu=entation for some FSAR Section 13.2 cc=mittents for
licensed operators is not available or is insuf ficien tly
docu=ented for: FSAR 13.2.1.1.2 " Nuclear Funda ental
Training". See CAR 2053; FSAR 13.2.1.1.3 "Syste=s
Operations Training". See CAR 2042. (previously issued)

- Credit by Previous Ey.perience is not being appropriately
applied to license e,andidates in two cases of a degree not
meeting FSAR 13.2.1.1.12 "... in the fields of nuclear
engineering or nuclear sciences." Adequate docu=entation tc
support the previous experience is not always available
specifically in eleven cases for nuclest navy experier.ce.
See CAR 2053

- Documentation is inadequate to verify cc=pliance with FSAR
16.1.4 (which addresses applications after initial
criticality and which states in part "SRO applicants shall
have held an NRC Operator License for a period of ~one year") .
See CAR 2053

- Decumentation is inadequate to assure FSAR 13.2.1.1.16
" Diesel Engine Training" cct=itnents are being tet for
3 RO's and 10 SRO's. See CAR 2053

- Observatica training as listed in FSAR QSR 441.4 (13.2.2)
was'not clearly documented 'for any of our RO/SRO
applicants. See CAR 2042 :(FSAR 13.2.1.1.5.3)

- Documentation on~some requalification exacinations was con-
flicting on the writer and grader of exaninations used to
verify conformance to FSAR 13.2.2.2.1 (2nd Sentence).

- QA was unable to verify ccaformance to'AECM-82/0179 dated
4/21/82 for requalification examinations Section 6'and 3
taken by one SRO applicant and two RO applicants. The NRC
adcinistered and graded the three applicant's exa=inaticns,
one Section 6 and two Section 3, but has not provided jg ggg
appropriate.infor=ation to MPSL.

~

m n
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FISDISCS: (con't)
.-

- No documentation was available to assure compliance with
FSAR 13.2.2.1.2 , which requires each licensed operator,
during his term of license to perform annual control
manipulations. Documentation was unavailable for eleven.
SRO's on 1982 annual control manipulations..

PERS0$$ COSIACTED:
NAME TITLE -PRE-AUD:T DURISG PGST-AUDIT

CONFERENCE CONFERE5CE

0. L. Hunt Training Supt. X X X

J. W. Yelverten Assistant Plant Mgr. X

R. C. Fron Principal Civil-NPE X

W. C. Cade R0 X

S. M.'Feith Nuclear Site QA
Manager X

*

The ? cst-Audit'Cenference was held on 12/19/53 in the Training Building and.
all Audit Team . Members attended.

CRITER!A: 10CFR55, " Operator's Licenses Final Sa'fety Analysis Report
Sections:

13.2.1.1.1 paragraphs 3.a 6 3.d
13.2.1.1.2
13.2.1.1.3
13.2.1.1.4 paragraph 1, sentences 1 and 2
13.2.1.1.5.3.b '

-

13.2.1.1.8 paragraph 3, sentence 1
13.2.1.1.12 options 1,3,4~& 5
13.2.2 paragraphs 1,2,3,5; state =ents 1 through 5, 6
13.2.2.1.2 paragraphs 1.a through f, 3
13.2.2.1.3
13.2.2.2.1
13.2.2.2.2
13.2.2.2.2.5
13.2.2.4
13.2.5 paragraphs 1 and 2
13.2.6
18.1.4
1E.1.5
16.1.6
Q & R 441.4 and 441.5

Enclosure 4 to H. Denton's Letter of-3/25/60

EAEC 82/0142

MAEC 80/0076

AECM 62/0179

CHECY. LIST USED: MAR 63/0161-1, 2
b8

u _ _ _ .
.
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AUDIT TEIJ' hEMBERS: ( h fu /2.//9[f3 __

#W. C. Eiff Date

I

('-Q vJ yl - ;
i \ 1. /l e4 /p_L

C. W. Heard Date

MM
L. C. If6rgess Datd

'

Ad ,f 95f. b 8,x
S. L.~ Gates - Observer Date

ACl!.IEAX LEADER: /L / Tf [3
W. E. EdeT Da!e /

.

O b e OO

Feithy DateS. M.

.

An

e . .
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MEMO TO: Mr. D. L. M'uat, Training Superintendent MM.J5'

'

bl5C4sSZoa. .

.FROM: S. M. retth, Nuclear Site QA Manager

OFFZAlbCA/6 67
SUBJECT: Recommendatiens resulting frem MAR'-83/0161

FILE: '0290/16694.4

PMI- S3/13649

The following reco=cendations are cade from observations made during
MAR-33/0161:

1. FSAR 13.2.2.2.2 requires that operators scoring less than 50?.
on retraining program written exa=s be rescheduled for the next
lecture on that subject. GGNS training department currently
reschedules all operators for the training the next year, without any
effort to retrain the operator who has scored less than 80%
prior to this tice. It is reco= mended that operators making less than
EO: be. rescheduled prior to the next year.

2. It is recc== ended that GGFS Requalification Exans be for=ated as
sheen is FSAR 13.2.2.2.5, "Requalification Exa='s For=ats".

3. Plant Administrative Procedures should address qualification
requirements for graders of operator exans. These qualifications
should be docu:ented.

Ycur respense to these is requested by February 15, 1964.

0 nn*

LDi
V

S. M. Faith
12/21/83

LCS:ks

cc: Mr. J. B. Richard
Mr. J. P. McGaughy , Jr.
Mr. T. E. Reaves , Jr.

Mr. L. F. Dale
Mr. J. E. Cross
Mr. T. H. Cloninger
Mr. J. F. Pinto
Mr. C. C. Hayes
M r . 'i. E . E d g e
Mr. J. E. Reaves

Site QA File #
Manual File

~ Plant File, GGSS
Project File (1)

W
>*T A4o
N

.~ _-



'tr . J. . C s ,1:uclear Plant Managerg / M9MO TO: -

.
. .

Feith, Suclear Site QA Mtnager
FROM- S . M.

MAR E3/0161, Training, Qualification and Requalification of Licensed
SUSJECT:

Operators with Attached CAR 2053
.

0290/0490/15810/16694.4FILE:

MAR: 83/0161

A:: ached is the final report of an audit conducted to examine the
training, qualification and requalification of licensed operater candidates.

of : raining
Several nenrenforrances were identified regardin; the a:ount

received vs. the a:cun: documen:ed in theseveral licensed c;erators Docu entation to verify cc=pliance with certain
individual's training files.
(SAR Sectica 13.2, 16.1, and Question and Response ccm:ittents was not(CAR) 2C53 is being issued to track
a vai'. sb l e . Corrective Action Requast
these nOnCenformances.

Please respond to this CAR in conjunction with the date of cc pletion of
the C!EC board fc: the current recertificatica process (February 15, 10ei).

renecial action taken,
Ycur res;cnse should include deterrinatica of cause,
and ceasures taken to preclude recurrence.

If ycu have any questicns in regard to this audit repcrt, please centact
Bill Eiff at ex:ensien 3201 or Wenstro: Edge at c69-2463.

Je cpprecia:e the cecperation we received during the course of the audit.
0 n!

IrtuNL N.M
e. v. . r e..w. . .. .

12/21/23

_ v_ . . - . : r. . . s-: . _ . . . .

A::achten:: A-Audi: Report
3-Corrective Action Request
C-Cc pleted Checklist (not to addressee)
u- C a. -s status tor (not to ac o, r e < s e e ,,- -

cc: ;r. J. 5. Richard w/A & S
.r. J. P. hcGaughy, Jr. w/A & 3'

Y.r. T. E. Reaves, Jr. w/A & E
ir. J. F. Pinte /A & 5
Mr. T. H. Cicninger w/A & S

F. Dau2 tery w/A & 5h-:r. L.

';r. C. C. Hayes w/A & B
-;r . J. E. Reaves w/A & B
%:. D. L. Hunt w/A & B
hr. J. W. Yelverton w/A & B
Mr. C. K. McCoy w/A & 3
% . P. Hughes w/A & B
Site QA File w/A, 5,C&D '

Mcnual File w/A, 3,C&D

(f
CAR File w/A, B,C&D

a4347
* CTS File w/ A, E , C & D kkk_

File , CG:!S w/ A, B,C&D
Plant,pq7' Froject File w/A, B, C & D (L2)

_
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i MISSISSIPP'l POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

Helping BuiTd Mississippi'

P O. B O X 16p D, ,J A C K S O N. M I S S I S S I P P I 3 9 2 0 5
Septe er30,19b if[

'

JAMES P bcG AUOMY. JR. p __ MQ". , ,-*
p f

veC8 ##EBm887 - g , g(

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ',\
Region II .

101 Marietta St., N.W., Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Attention: Mr. Bruce Wilson

Dear Mr. Wilson:

SUBJECT: Grand Gulf Nuclear Station
Units 1 and 2 g
Docket Nos. 50 16 and 50-417
License No. NPF-
Reference: AECM-81/002
File: 0765/0260/0272/0092
Applications for Operator's and

Senior Operator's Licenses

AECM-83/0629

In the license application letter to Mr. Paul Collins, subject
title Application for Operator's and Senior Operator's Licenses,
AECM-81/002 dated September 3, 1981, errors were made in the enclosed
applications for some of the license candidates. These errors were
discovered by MP&L's training staff upon review of the applications,
after which time the training staff initiated a Plant Quality Deficiency
Report (PQDR, 7-83) to track the matter to resolution. The PQDR was
brought to the attention of NRC representatives during a special
training assessment cogducted by Mr. D..R. Quick and his team on
February 15-17, 1983, and was' carried as an unresolved item in the NRC's
report (50-416/83-06 and 50-417/83-03). The unresolved item was later
discussed with the NRC's Mr. C. A. Julian, while the NRC's operational
readiness review was in progress.

The errors, which were the subject of the PQDR, were that some of
the personnel listed in Enclosure 1 to the referenced letter did not
complete a C W License Operator Qualification Card, although it was
indicated im they had completed the qualification card in their
license aps.lic.c. ions, Item 7 of Enclosure 2 to the same letter. MP&Li

i has reviewed 'r detail the circumstances which resulted in theJe errors,
and has detera.uied that it is neither necessary nor practical to require

* the operators; who had not completed a qualification card, to do so at
this time. This determination is based on the fact that these people
have successfully completed the initial training program, have received
their licenses, have successfully completed the yearly requalification
program, and have gained operational experience at the plant since 1981.

Er - W 3 m'AT .

BEE 1 , ddl
~

| Member Middle South Utilities System
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AECM-83/0629e

UI'MIPSI:21PPI POWER O LISHT COMPANY*e
_

.

The training staff has initiated permanent corrective action to
prevent similar occurrences in the future. A new training instruction,
Licensed Operator Training Program Implementation, 14-5-02-6, has been
issued. This procedure specifies the method to be used by each licenseg

candidate to complete the qualification card. In additiong it also
specifies the required completion period. The instruction also
promulgates a new checksheet for the training staff's use. This
checksheet includes a line item that will provide documentation that the
qualification cards and the required training were completed and
requires an entry to be made in the appropriate training record after
the training has been completed.

Furthermore, during its investigation of the errors, which were the
subject of the PQDR, MP&L determined that other errors had been made in
the list of formal training, Item 7 of the Application, Enclosure 2 to
AECM-81/002, for certain of the applicants. These additional errors
were that the license applications for some of the applicants indicated
that a specific training course had been successfully completed by the
applicant, when in fact, the course had not been completed, but it
appears that in each case the subject matter of the course had been
successfully covered by other training received by the applicant. MP&L
is continuing its detailed review of each application, which has been
submitted to the NRC, and of the supporting training records to verify
the accuracy of each submittal. MP&L will subs.it to your office a -

complete verification of each applicant's records, identifying and
resolving each discrepancy by October 21, 1963.

The training staff has initiated permanent corrective action to
prevent similar occurrences. Procedure 14-S-02-6 has been issued and
provides a checklist to include line items verifying that required
training for license applicants has been ccmpleted and requires
appropriate entries to be made in the training records after training
courses have been completed.

The discrepancies discuss,ed above,have been reviewed by the Plant
Staff and it has been , determined that these items have no impact on the
safe operation of Grand Gulf Nuclear Station. This letter is being
provided in order to notify you of discrepancies between what was

i originally submitted in the license applications and what is actually |
documented in the individual training records. |

|
MP&L appreciates the importance of this matter and since the time |

when the errors in the Applications were first discovered, it has given j
additional management direction to the preparation of Operator and '

;

Senior Operator License Applications and has established procedures toi

ensure that these types of errors do not occur in the tuture.

Sincerely,*
;

b 1

JPM:Im dM * '
' *

.

[1pcc: (See Next Page) !

(-

BEE 2

|
!
L

- - . . . -
i
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AECM-83/0629 '
-' -

#8'' ' MIOCICOIPPI POWER Q LIGHT COMPANY-

.

Mr.J.B,lRichardcc:
Mr. R J . McGehee
Mr. T. B. Conner
Mr. G. B. Taylor f-

Mr. Richard C. DeYoung, Director |
*

Office of Inspection & Enforcement |

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission i
'

Washington, D.C. 20555
|

Mr. J. P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator !

!U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
i

Region II
101 Marietta St., N.W., Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Mr. Donald Beckham
Operator License Branch
Division of Reactor Licensing
U.S. Nuclear ' Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

.

o

O

.

*
e

S

h 2.0
._

BEE 3
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MEMORANDUM FOR: James Y. Vorse, Director, Office of Investigation,
Atlanta Field Office ;

FROM: James P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR INVESTIGATIVE ASSISTANCE
GRAND GULF NUCLEAR POWER PLANT (CASE NO. RII-83-A0085)

During our Operational Readiness Team inspection (83-38) at Grand Gulf, it was
determined that incorrect information was provided to the NRC in a letter from
Mississippi Power and Light Company (MP&L) dated September 3, 1981, which
requested the NRC to administer the first group of reactor operator license
exams. This matter of incorrect information being provided to NRC was originally
documented as an unresolved item, 50-416/83-06-01, during an earlier Training
Assessment inspection when it was stated by the licensee to be a record keeping
deficiency. Report 83-38 documents the fact that not all required training of
the operator candidates was actually conducted as stated in the MP&L application
letter and records noted items as unresolved item 83-38-11 pending further review
by regiotial management. You and L. Williamson, at my request, attended the
Management Meeting held in the Region II offices on October 12, 1983, with
representatives of MP&L management to discuss the current status of this problem
as known by MP&L. You are, therefore, aware of the general circumstances of this
matter.

This matter is being pursued for possible Escalated Enforcement Action and will
be resolved following further inspection efforts and our review of your investi-
gative findings as discussed in the following paragraphs.

In order to enable * Reg' ion II to better evaluate the regulatory significance of
the above situation, we request that you conduct an investigation of this
matter- a matter that involves the submittal of false information to the NRC on a
subject that could be material to the granting of licenses to operators. You are
requested to examine the following areas'during your investigation:

A. A review of verbal information provided by Mp&L at our meeting of
October 12, 1983, is highlighted as follows:

1. Incorrect information was included in Operator License applications as
the result of poor administration and inadequate review of the status
and completion of operator training.

2. Qualification cards were not completed for two reasons:

a. The practical factors portion of the cards were not done because
the associated procedures hac not been written or the notation
"later" was not noticed on the cards during MP&L's review.

MM3i
M Mn A t7+ s ny M|b V *fAV gj g

. --.
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P' James Y. Vorse 2 OCT 13 gg

i

b. Complete qualification cards were not regarded as, being necessary
for the adequate preparation of license candidates. This attitude
was held by the, then, Operations Superintendent and Training
Superintendent. Neither of these individuals is currently
employed by MP&L.

3. Several courses indicated by the license application as having been
attended by applicants did not have documented attendance records, in
all cases, in the plant files. It appears that a majority of the
applicants did attend the training courses; however, the licensee
states that the associated records have been lost or were misplaced at
various times.

4. The training supervisors who were involved in the above described
situation are no longer employed by MP&L and a new training organiza-
tion, including managers and consultants, is now in place.

B. Review any information that could relate to the willful submittal of
incorrect information or other causes of incorrect submittals. It is to be
noted that in this case we have ''two" types of NRC licensees a utility and
individuals (Licensed Operators).

We will, during the course of the investigation, provide any technica, assistance
that you may need at your request. If new information of significance is
developed through your investigation, please inform me immediately because of
pending licensing actions by the Comission.

In view of the way this case developed, we are also proceeding to verify the
adequacy of the licensee's corrective actions in progress. This action will be
concurrent with yopr investigat, ion. ,

,

If you have any questions concerning this request, please contact me or
Gregory A. Todd at extension 4193.

'

M.t0
mes P. O'Reilly

cc: R. C. Lewis
C. A. Julian ,

"

.

,

-- , , , . - , ,. , , , -.-- - - - - , . , -- - - - -- - - - - . . . -
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(2)Dc education and pertinent 4
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detaileilinfuisneliun on th- entent and
nature of responsibdity; '

(3) Seriel numbers of any operator and
I senior operator lie.ense issued by the |

Cornmission to the applicant and the
empiration date oftsch: 1

(4) The specific facility for wh1ch the i

apphcant seeke en og erstor or serJor
operator licens e; .

(S)De written request of an
authorized representative of the faciljty

I'

licensee that the operetlng test be
admfrdstered to the applicant of the
fa cility.

h
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0011.1TT ASStritAMCr. rotH 18.10(D) Bev. 11 7/25/81
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need for en operator or e eenfor operator
license in the pe:Torsnence of his duties. g
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this a certification of ora authorized e

representative of the facility licenece
where the applicant's services will be i
utilized.This certification inuet include I

deesite on coursee of inetruction
edrninistered by the faciltty licensee, .

number of couree hours, number of
Lours of training and nature of training i
received at the facihty. and for reactore,

, .
the overtop and shutdown emperience

*received.'

'

(7) A report of a medical examinetton
by a licensed snedical irectitioner. lal
one copy in the forin prescribed in
i 55.80.

;
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION

INSPECTION PLAN '

10/31 - 12/04/83
i

PURPOSE

The purpose of the team inspection is to take an in-depth look at Mississippi
Power and Light Company's (MP&L) Training Program organization, capabilities and
effectiveness. This effort will not compromise or duplicate any efforts of the
Office of Investigation and will concentrate on a review of MP&L training
programs presently in effect and the present capabilities and knowledge of
licensed operators.

OBJECTIVE

At the conclusion of the inspection the following information should be deter-
mined:

1. Confirm that licensed operators are presently qualified to operate the plant
competently and safely.

2. Confirm the adequacy of MP&L's program to correct training deficiencies.

3. Confirm that there is an effective training and requalification program.

4. Provide recommendations on additional actions which may be necessary to
resolve issues in the training area.

.,

'E 3
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SPECIFIC AREAS TO BE REVIEWED

|

B. Wilson 1. Training Organization

B. Hehl 2. Use and Effectiveness of Qualification Cards
J. Munro

B. Wilson 3. Means to Evaluate Trainees Successful Completion of Required
Courses of Instruction

B. Hehl 4. Extent of Knowledge of Individuals in Courses
J. Munro

B. Wilson 5. Extent of Involvement of Contractors and Effectiveness of
C. Julian Utilization

L. Watson 6. Improvements Made As a Result of the February 1983 NRC
Training Assessment

L. Watson 7. Selected Records Review of Course Exams, certification Exams,
MP&L Licensing Board Results and FSAR Commitments

L. Watson 8. Results of MP&L QA Audit of Current Retraining

J. Munro 9. Review of Training on Plant Modifications
B. Hehl

B. Wilson 10. Review of Licensed Operator Training Program and
~Requalification Training Program Structure and Effectiveness

.

.
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PISSISSIPPI PO*='ER AND LIGHT COMPANY

GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION -
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AGENDA

.

.

o TRAINING ORGANIZATION

J. YELVERTON

ORGANIZATION MODIFICATIONS FOR RECERTIFICATIONo

J. McGUAGHY

o RECERTIFICAT10N PROGRAM

J, CROSS

c HAND OUT PROGRAM

c CUESTIONS

c E U",", A RY

J. FICE A ,D

AM

k_
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.

o SRO FOR OPERATION TRAINING SUPERVISOR
,

o OPERATIONS ASSISTANT FOR TRAINitiG

~

PROJECT MANAGER ASSIGNEDo

.

0 TRAINING SUPPORT SUPERVISOR-

o CONSOLIDATE LOCATION OF OPERATIONS TRAli;1t'G

.

o IN-PLANT OPERATIONS TRAINltiG CENTER

o STA's AND SHIFT ADVISORS TRAIN WITH SHIFT

e CLEAR UP RESPONSIBILITIES OF TRAlf;1f'G AND

OPERATIONS DEPARTMENTS

~

o THIRD ASSISTANT PLAfiT MAf;AGER

o CORPORATE NUCLEAR HUMAf; RESOURCE MANAGER

Alt

.
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o CORRECTIVE ACTIONS PRESEliTED

o INCLUDE BOTH SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM MEASURES

o BROADER THAN RECERTIFICATION ALONE

o RESOURCES COMS! TIED TO mal:E IT HAF.:EN

o OUR PEOPLE ARE COMMITTED TO val:E IT HAPPEN

e MY PERSONAL COMMITMEliT TO SUCCESS

.

i
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ORGANIZATION FOR RECERTIFICATION PROGRAM ;

,

J.P. McGAUGHY, JR.*

VP, NUCLEAR PRODucTlof;
,

.

S

.

J. E. CROSS
R. C FRON,

SHIFT COORD!f!ATOPE ExAMifiERS SIMULATOR If:STRUCT10!!<(IR Al f? ! fig ) (PRAcTicAt FACTORS) (TR A l fil f?G)

.

O

P

i

: A24

i
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ORGANIZATION FOR RECERTIFICATION PROGRAM

J. B. RICHAP.D'

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT
NUCLEAR PRODUCTION.

J. P. McGAUGHY
VICE PRESIDENT
NUCLEAR PRODUCTION

....................................................

J. E. CROSS It:DEPENDEf!T
R. C. FRON AssEssnErT

(DUKE)
(APEL)

(GENERAL ELECTF.!C)

A2.4
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- o WEEKLY PROGRESS MEETINGS

.

o PROGRESS MEETING WITH MPEL PRESIDENT

o VP - NUCLEAR ONSITE
,

o CA AUDIT

e SP REV I El,'

.
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PIPE LINE

SUFFICIENT PERSONNEL 1N PIPE L'INE TO~ SUPPORT THE'FOLLOWING'
' ' ' '~

o
.

ANTICIPATED NRC EXAM SCHEDULE
.

EXPECTED
NBC EXAM

DATE NO, OF SR0s N0, OF R0s

12/83 1 + 9' 7

2/84 1

7/84 6+9' 8
' ' '' ' ' # ' t"'

12/84 8 ' 8'
~ ~ ' ~ ~ ' '

19E5 16 16

1956 16 16

*lNSTPUCTOR CERTIFICATION

O ALLO'<|ING FOR ATTRITION, FAILURES Af.'D PFOM0TIONS, THE AEDVE

EXAMS SHOULD RESULT IN TFE FOLLO).'ING LICENSE STATUS.

YEAR SRO PO TOTAL

19E3 16* 16' 32

1964 18 22 40

19E5 24 15 39
'

1986 29 15 44

*PENDING CUTCOME OF TRAINING RECORDS FEVIEW

bO
i

P33PG25
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ASSISTANT PLANT MANAGER
c SUPPORT

!
'

..

3. W. Yelverton
; .

-

. .

TRAINIK, SUPl.

D . L . , Hunt

'
. .

.

n-
-

,

'

.
-

,

, .

.-

Trtining Supp::t Security Operations Training Na:1esI Instru:ter
Supersisor 1 raining Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor

Vacant A. Grace G. f.hamon J. Jones;

2 Consultants 5 40&Li

1 Consultant'

,

Operations Sin 01 ster
Instructors Supersico:
MP&L E. S5elly
17 Consultants

.

1

.

,

,

ee- -- - - - - . ~ , , ___m -_c , .4--. - ,. ,-- ,,y y - -ar- i t "
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NRC LICENSED OPERATORS
-

..,

. .

.

Qual Card
i reviewed for (Trcining Dept. & Operations)

adequecy

.

,
Operators Removed (APH - Operations)
From Shift Duty

.

4
~

Self Study with (Training Instructors)
-

Assistance frm
j Trcining Instrurtors

Perrom Simulator (Training Instructors)
Fractical f actors

Examiners provided with (Training Dept, and Operations)
Knowledge Verification
Forr.s ed instructions

Previous exams reviewed (Trcining Department),

for weaknesses and sub-
'

,

mitted to Examiners

.

.

SRO Examiners
examine on (Examiners)
each systee.

*
,

|

t
'

Plant Manager
: and
i Assistant Plant Managers

to evaluate examinations
!

42. +
;

. _ . . . . . . . . . . . _ .

. . _ _ - _. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , . . _ . ._
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NRC LICENSED OPERATORS (Cont'd)
.

.

.

Hg .t. to evaluate
program by training
experts from Duke,

AP&L and GE.

Unsatisfactory areas (Examiners)
,

identified and-

, ,

documented'

.

| If significant weaknesses
are identified, operator (Recertification Board)

to ba removed from program
to attend upgracb training

*

..

Unsatisfactory
areas corrected (Examiners)

and exa-ined

Qual Card (Examiners)
Signed

Qual Card with
Knowledge Verifiestion ( Prograt. Coordinators)

Forms Submitted to
Recertification Board

k

A.
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NRC LICENSED OPERATORS (Cont'd)
*

.

~ Review knowledge verification (Recertification Board)
f o. r=. e n: cre.l}y exe,

|. as necesscry,

-+
; . .- ,

*,
.

/

?

i

%

'
-

.

.i

'
. Recertify qualified (Recertification Board)
! - operators

., - -

,

!

_

%

Recordt reviewed
to determine cenerie (Trainir; Cepartment)

! , weak areas to factor
into Training Prograa '

e

. . s

s

.*

- - .

A
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f
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MANAGEMENT EVALUATION.

. . - . ,;.

Manage =ent Reviewer
.

Date
.

.

Exc=iner

Exacinee

, System Exa=ined
.

Exam Evaluation:-
,

'
.

Satisfactory Unsatisfactory

.

.

Cosents:

.

.

.

.

(Signature)

cc: Ecb Fron
' Attach ccpy to Tac.cledge Vertificatien Fer=

.

A*+
,

.

.
e e

.

t
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Candidcto Nrm 2 Pass / Fail:*

.
.

.

s
,

. ,

Exacinar Ne=c: Dates
.

SYSTEM NAMri M;D NO.
;.

x Co=:cnts for
S or U Unsatisfactory.

<

1.0 EQUIPMENT
1.1 Purpose-

1.2 Flov Pc h /
.

1.3 Nomal Fcrateters '
. ,

1.4 Co:ponents *-

1.5 System Behavior and Response.

.

S

2.0 INSTTUPF.NTATION ,

2.1 Detector .

,

2.2 Malfunction

2.3 Centrol T.cc Indicatien s

.

2.4 Locci Indicction ,,

b ;

.

:.0 _ _ 0 _1:.C _. ,. 0 ...,r..._ : c.
_

: _a .

3.1 Alc=s /Se:pcint s j '

. .

3.2 Safc:y Systc= Input
.

3.3 Interlocks -
.

.

l. 0 PF00EEUET.Si
'

t4.1 Ne=al / , .

:
') ,

4.2 Abno=O

. 4.3 Er.e :g t.r.cy '
J.

, a

4.4 Surveillance
,

s, ,

5.0 (A) REACTIVITY EFFECTS
V

(y,) ~;: ..t .* r. n'., ' ,. s .* 1 C .e ".c*.s .' c. '. c2 .. .. . . . .. _

(include Ecc: Trtnsfer -

'

cnc :.tuic. low)
..

s

'

6 . 0 . c' '. .' ". .' .* . c '.' .'.i. ~. '. ". " 't . . C " " r " 7 " ~. '. . . ,

6.1 Technical Epecificaticns ! 'yx

gi
,

'' 6.2 ' Facility hequirencnts '

.,
3.

7.0 F.ADIATIC':: IROTECTIO:: '

-[Q t.,

,'e.
.

.

. f

A. '*
. _,
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- - SHIFT TECHNICAL' ADYISDRS- '

Review Training (Q.A)
Program against-

FSAR requiremente

.

Review previous*

exams N ,,, k
(Training)

Identify]wea
areaa

-.

. .

..

Provide retraining (Training)
to strengthen week
areas and give
examination

i

'

Records of Training (Training)
with exa-s results
sent to Recertification
Board-

I

$

'

Training Records (Recertification Botrd)
reviewed and oral
exams given

Certify (Recertification Board)
qualified
STA's

| IUbh
'

3

t

A
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. .- SHIFT ADVISORS -

.

Review site-

'

specific system (Training Depcrtment)
course for
adequacy

*

.

. .

. .

-

\f,.

.

.

..

Review exams for , . (Training Department) One advisor to complete
4 advisors that Have system course - exam
completed course to results to be reviewed
identify weak areas for weaknesses

.

, Retrain in weak (1 raining Department)
areas and
examine

.

Training recoreb and (Training Department)
resumes sent to
Recertification Board

Certification (Recertification Board'
of

; qualified advisors

At+

. . . _ _ . - . . . _ _ . .
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3 MISS!SSIPPI POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Helping Build Mississippie

P. O. B OX 1840, J A C K S ON, MIS SIS SIP PI 3 9 205

November 1, 1983

''*J 7.*0^$7 *

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region II
101 Marietta St., N.W., Suite 2900.

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Attention: Mr. J. P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator

Dear Mr. O'Reilly:

SUBJECT: Grand Gulf Nuclear Station
Unit 1
Docket No. 50-416
License No. NPF-13
File 0765/0260/0272/0092
Applications for Operators' and

Senior Operators' Licenses
AECM-83/0681

Mississippi Power & Light Company (MP&L) advised members of your
staff during a special training assessment conducted on February 15-17,
1983, of discrepancies discovered in previously submitted applications
for some of the operator license candidates. On September 30, 1983,
MP&L submitted AECM-83/0629 providing additional information on these
discrepancies and corrective actions taken or in progress. This subject
was also discussed in a meeting with you on October 12, 1983. This
letter provides further detailed information as a followup to our
September 30, 1983 letter and our actions to resolve this matter.

MP&L performed a complete review of training records for all
currently licensed reactor operators and senior reactor operators at the
Grand Gulf Nuclear Station. Discrepancies were identified between
license applications and training records. Enclosed is our discussion
of each discrepancy and the corrective action taken. -

These discrepancies can be categorized into three general areas:

1) Consistency of training duration (length of course) with that-

stated on the license application,

2) Existence of documentation to substantiate certain training
listed on the license application, or

3) Completion of qualification cards.

A majority of the discrepancies identified in this letter is the
result of training record errors that occurred prior to 1982. There has
been a significant improvement in the maintenance of training records
since that time. The new NRC license application form has helped us to27y eliminate application errors.

M ,)^t h AL A J'"embe,

iddle South Utilities System!

I Of20V WUO[ ,
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MISSISSIPPI POWER O LIZHT COMPANY Pcgn 2
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In addition, MP&L's Operational Enhancement Program (MP&L letter to

NRC, AECM-83/0177, dated March 11, 1983) addresses our plans to improve
the Qualification Card Program. These actions include performing a
review of the effectiveness of qualification cards and improving methods
for tracking qualification cards to completion. As noted above, MP&L
letter AECM-83/0629 identified other corrective actions taken or in
progress.

MP&L has taken a further action to eliminate errors in training-

records and license applications. In the future, the person preparing
each application will be required to sign a statement that training
records substantiate the training listed on that application. The
Operations Training Supervisor, the Training Superintendent, or their
designee will independently verify the information on the training
record and will sign a similar statement.

Identification and investigation of these discrepancies were
performed by our Training Section. Further, as I requested, our ,Qualit.y
Assurance, organuation_has conducted a. completely _ independent _ review. of
these_ records. All discrepYdeies identified are discussed in the
enclosure N addition, certain members of our quality assurance
management have conducted oral interviews with approximately one-half of
the licensed personnel. These interviews provided added assurance that
the training subject listed on the applications is valid, with the
exception of those discrepancies already identified. All licensed
operators will be interviewed prior to November 14, 1983.

Although certain discrepancies involving the accuracy of' license
applications and training records were identified, MP&L has developed
and maintained knowledgeable, well-trained, qualified operators. This
conclusion is based, in part, on our review of the extensive training
conducted, much of which is not shown on the license applications. Our
conclusion is further based on review of in-house and independent
examinations given and on experience gained during our preoperational
testing phase.

Our investigation, including independent QA assessments, provides
assurance that we have identified the nature and scope of the
discrepancies. Corrective actions, where necessary, have been
identified and are being expeditiously pursued. Based on our review and
our meeting with you on October 12, 1983, we believe this satisfies the
commitment in our letter, AECM-83/0629, dated September 30, 1983. This
information should support the resolution of the matter.

In summary, we firmly believe that our training program is adequate
and that our operators are fully qualified to safely operate the Grand
Gulf Nuclear Station.

Yours truly,

[0 gf
h, * w

JPM:Im '

Enclosure \

cc: (See Next Page)
CT2
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MississlPPI POWER O Ll2HT COMPANY OED* *

.'
cc: Mr. J. B. Richard (w/a)

Mr. R. B. McGehee (w/o)
Mr. T. B. Conner (w/o)
Mr. G. B. Taylor (w/o)

Mr. Richard C. DeYoung, Director (w/a)
Office'of Inspection & Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555.
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Discussion of Discrepancies Between Operator License Applications and Training

Records

|
IDiscrepancies identified between operator license applications and training

'

records can be categorized into three general areas. Discrepancies in each !

area and corrective actions taken are discussed below.

1. Actual durations of training (length of courses) were not as long as those

'stated on the license application.

It should be emphasized that durations of particular courses can vary for
a number of reasons. In particular, it should be noted that license
applications are normally forwarded to NRC several weeks prior to NRC
examinations. In these cases, training listed may be in progress and/or
projected, by date, for completion prior to NRC examination.

Although durations may vary, it is important to note that the required

material, or its equivalent, is thoroughly taught and operator candidates

are extensively examined by MP&L.

In addition, operator candidates frequently participate in further one-on-

one instruction, refterher reviews, and self study programs administered

by MP&L.

Based on the following information concerning identified discrepancies and
the general conclusion that the required material has been adequately

covered by the training provided, no further action is necessary.

a. Several applications listed one week of Mitigation of Core Damage

training. This course was actually taught in only four days.

Our letter, AECM-81/330, dated August 28, 1981, to Harold Deuton
coamitted to over eighty hours of Mitigation of Core Damage training.

Although only thirty two hours of training were documented for this
,

course, such of the material normally taught in the Mitigation of Core

Damage Course was taught, and documented, in other courses. The eight

week Grand Gulf Technology (or Systems Course) includes modules on

A15
P32rgl
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fuel design, neutron monitoring and vessel instrumentation. Heat

Transfer and Fluid Flow Emergency Procedures, and FSAR Chapter 15 are

taught as individual courses. Each of these areas is a major topic in

the Mitigation of Core Damage Course. The duration of training in

these related modules totals to over eighty hours, in excess of that

commited to in AECM-81/330. After completion of the above noted-

courses, the remainder of the Mitigation of Core Damage Course was

taught in thirty two hours. A review was conducted of the course

material and the examination for this four day course. This review

substantiated that the material was thoroughly covered.

b. Several applications listed a thirteen day Plant Operations Course

addressing the FSAR, Integrated Operating Instructions, and Emergency
Plan Procedures, and a seven day Plant Operations Course addressing
Technical Specifications. These were actually taught as a combined

fifteen day course. The thirteen day course listed was actually

taught in ten days and the seven day course was taught in five days.
The course was listed in the training records as a fifteen day course.

c. Several applications listed a twelve day simulator refresher course

which was taught in ten days. The schedule for this training was

shown on the applications as 11/12-11/23/82 These applications were
submitted in October, 1982, indicating this was training anticipated

for completion per the above schedule. Only ten days were required to
perform the training.

d. Se' eral applications listed a thirteen day Plant Operations Course

which was actually taught in twelve days.

!
'

| e. One application listed a fourteen day simulator refresher training
l
t course. The records of this course indicate that it was actually

taught in thirteen days.

f. One application listed a one day QA Indoctrination Course which
actually lasted one hour. This was an error in the application as the

training records indicate the one hour course. This material can be

satisfactorily addressed in one hour. p
1

P32rg2 |
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3 Three applications listed a six week Heat Transfer and fluid Flow
Course. A three week course was inadvertently entered twice in these

applicants' training records; and, when the application was prepared,
the duplicate courses were shown on the application as one six week
course. The training records for these individuals have been
corrected.

,

h. One application listed one day of fire brigade training which was
actually taught in four hours.

7 vio
TwoapplicationslingpdaoneweekPlantOperationsCoursewhichwas1.

actually taught in four days. g. M
~

j. One application listed a five month Introduction to Nuclear Power
Course which was actually taught in four and one-half months.

2. Documentation did not exist to substantiate certain training listed on

applications.

; Several cases were identified where documentation in the training records

! did not substantiate training listed on the license applications; however,

based on successfully completed equivalent training, which was documented
for each applicant in the training records, we believe the operators to be
fully trained and qualified. No further action in these cases is

necessary. These discrepancies are discussed below.
i

; a. Several' applications listed a six day Reactor Physics, Core Thermo-
dynamics and Radiation Control Course. There are no records that
document this course. Each of these applicants had other equivalent

,

training that thorcughly addresses each of these subjects. Both the
MP&L and NRC examinations test this area.

b. Several applications listed a-three day Heat Transfer and Fluid Flow |

Course, yet documentation does not substantiate this training. Each
of these individuals had other equivalent training which thoroughly

I addresses this material. This material is also well-covered on MP&L
and NRC examinations.

k/ ),b |

P32rg3 -
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c. One applicant listed a twelve week Cold License Training Course / Grand
Gulf Technology on three different applications. The training records

indicate that he did not obtain a passing grade on week 10 of this

course. Prior to his third application, he did satisfactorily
' complete a twenty one week License Operator Exam Preparation Course

which thoroughly covered this material.
,

4

d. One application listed a twelve week Grand Gulf Technology - Cold
License Training Course. There are no records to verify week 3, 11,

'
or 12, and week 9 is incomplete. This same application-listed a three

week Heat Transfer and Fluid Flow Course, but there are no records to
'

verify this. This training material was thoroughly covered in a later

twenty one week License Operator Exam Preparation Course, which he

satisfactorily completed.

e. One application listed a two week pre-simulator course, but there is

; no record to verify this. This applicant failed the NRC examination.

Another application has been submitted for a December, 1983 NRC
examination. He has successfully passed a two and one-half week
simulator refresher course since the first application was submitted.

This individual is now considered to have adequate documented training
in this subject area.

f. Several applications listed self study retraining or reviews. This

! self study retraining was performed after the individuals had failed

the NRC examination. These individuals had alresdy successfully <-

|

completed all required training to take the NRC examination. This

study was to meet the individual's particular needs. No records are
! maintained for this type of study. This is considered satisfactory

and is only documented in this enclosure because it was entered on the
applications. .

:

; g. One applicant listed several courses on his application that he was
'

given credit for teaching rather than taking, but the distinction was ;

I

| not made on the application. His training records will be updated to

clarify his function in these courses. Credit for teaching is

considered acceptable. 7
i

P32rg4 )
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h. One application listed a one week Mitigation of Core Damage Course
(Brunswick, CP&L), but the training records indicate thirty two hours

of actual training. Neither the material covered nor the examination

was reviewed since this course was taught at CP&L. However, the

applicant successfully passed an examination covering the material of |

subject at Grand Gulf. This examination provided added assurance that.

the individual has adequate knowledge in the subject area.
.

i. One application listed a five day Mitigation of Core Damage Course.
This was on a September, 1981 application. The individual did not
pass the examination for the course. Prior to the applicant's 1982
license application submittal, he satisfactorily completed the one
week course.

Note that both courses were listed on the 1982 application. Only the

second course should have been listed,

j. Some courses listed on one application were not actually attended but
were credited to the applicant by successful completion of examination

| in each course. The application should have noted that credit for the

subject courses was given by examination. This is considered an
editorial error. A second application on the same individual

correctly indicated credit had been granted by examination.

In two cases, successful completion of equivalent training could not be

substantiated. In each case, we believe the individual to be fully

trained and qualified; however, since training cannot be substantiated, we

have taken specific actions requiring successful completion cf training.

Each discrepancy, and any action necessary to resolve the matter, is

discussed as follove.

k. One applicant listed a five day Mitigation of Core Damage Course. His

training records indicate he attended a total of four days but did not

take the examination. This applicant will be required to review the

asterial and pass an examination covering the course material by
November 30, 1983.

A2r
P32rg5
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1. One applicant listed a seven day Plant Operations Course covering
Technical Specifications and a five day Plant Operations Courao
covering Technical Specifications on his original application in

'

September, 1981. He did not pass the examination on the seven day
course, and there is no record of attendance for the five day course.

He did not pass his NRC examination. The individual submitted another
,

application in October 1982, which eliminated both the seven day and'

'

the five day courses. There is no record of this individual's
training in the Technical Specifications; therefore, he will be

required to review this material and satisfactorily pass an

examination in the first quarter of 1984. The individual has,

however, paseed both MP&L and NRC examinations on this subject.

3. For the majority of licensed personnel, Qualification Cards were not

completed, or cannot be located, as stateo in the FSAR and as indicated on;

i the license applications. In addition, Qualification Cards that were

completed did not include a Practical Factors Section as required by the

FSAR.

i

i The participation in the plant's preoperational test program was
considered adequate, practical experience for the cold license candidates.

J However, to document this practical knowledge, these operators will

! complete the Practical Factors section of the Qualification Card.

The Practical Factors section of the Qualification Card has now been
established for each licensed operator. In many cases, operators

i

performed, or directed another licensed operator to perform, plant
'

surveillances. Where this was the case. Qualification Cards were signed
!

' indicating satisfactory completion of the particular practical factor..

| Where performance of a practical factor cannot be established as described
| above, successful completion of the practical factor by observed perform-

ance in the plant, by use of the simulator, or by walk-through of subject

procedures will be required. Each licensed operator will complete the
Practical Factors Section prior to November 14, 1983.

I

P32rg6
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Knowledge factors are considered satisfied based on an individual's f
f
!doctamented training, extensive examination results, plant walk-throughi

'

activities, and simulator training. For these reasons, demonstration and t

r

documentation of knowledge factors are redundant to other documented i
i

training. However, if our review of Qualification Cards identifies a need j
for demonstration of knowledge factors, they will be demonstrated and {.

documented.

Based on our evaluation of identified discrepancies and on the correcrive

actions stated, we firmly believe that our training program is adequate and
that our operators are well-qualified. t

i
!
|
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* ' CAR No. 2012 Unit 1 Due te: Nove=ber 1983, ,

audit No. MAR S3/0133 Initiator:W.2. Edge /W.C.Eiff

F;NDINGS:

1. Occu=entation is not available nor adequate to verify some FSAR 13.2
cc=mitments for SRO and RO training. 10 does not appear any of these

items impact status ot licenses now held by MF&L SRO's or RO's.

2. Infor=ation provided on a number of license applications sub=itted per
10CFR55.10(a) has been incorrect, unnecessary, and in some limited cases
unsubstantiated. This item was identified by Plant Staff prior to the
audit. QA has identified a nucher of other examples. Adequate recedial
action to correct existing records aad notify the NRC has been taken by
Plant Staff. QA has verified all actions taken.

3. Sc=e required entries in training records (including Individual Training
His tory) for licensed operators have been inconsistent, incorrect, or
have been left out. Plant Staf f identified this ite= prior to the audit.

QA has identified a number of additional errors. Adequate remedial action
to correct existing records and notify the NRC has been taken by Plant
Staff. QA has verified all actions taken.

COMMITMENT:

1. FSAR Section 13.2
a. 13.2.1.1.3 Syste=s Operation Training (A=endment 47, 4/81)

". This training is designed such that upon co=pletion, the. . .

student should be able to discuss the following topics for each of the

plant syste=s:

a. Purpcs e of the systen, including desi; bases
5. System cc:ponents , including locations
c. Nor=al ans alternate system lineupt
d. Nor=al and alternate power supplies
e. Associated limits and alarms

. f. Interrelationships with other syste=s
g. Auto:stic features of system operation
h. Associated instrucentation, indications , and controls

i. Failure codes of controls and instruments
j. Nor=al values for significant para:eters"

b. 13.2.1.1.4 Siculator Training (A=end:ent 47, 4/S1)
The Simulator Training Program requires a =inicus of 80 hours"

. . . .

on the control panel.-

The Si=ulator Training Program shall e=phasize plant transients and
casualty response. In addition to routine startup and shutdown
evolutions , the following faults and casualties, as a cinimus, should
be discussed, practiced, and critiqued:

a.. Reactor scram
b. Turbine or generator trip
c. Loss of coolant, including large and scall leaks located inside

and outside of primary containcent (including leak rate deter =ina-
g tion)

d. Loss of coolant flow / natural circulatica /kIdp~

e. Loss of all feedwater
.,MY7' f. -Nuclear instrumentatien failure (s)

_~_
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COMMITMII:T: ( con ' 2:)
g. Son-nuclear instru=entation failure (s)
h. Loss of protective syste= channel (s)
t. Mispositioted control rod (s) (or rod drops)
j. Inability to drive control rods
k. Conditions requiring use of standby liquid contrcl system
1. Fuel cladding failure or high activity in reactor coolant or off-gas
. Malfunction of auto =atic control syste=(s) which af fect reactivity

n. Malfunction of reactor coolant pressure /volu=e control syste=
o. Loss of instru=ent air
p. Loss of electrical power and/or degraded power sources
q. Loss of condenser vacuu=
r. Loss of service water (if required for safety)
s. Loss of shutdown cooling

t. Loss of co=ponent cooling sys te= or cooling to an individua.
co=penent

u. Loss of normal feedwater or nor=al feedwater system failure

v. Main stea: line bread (inside or outside contain=ent)

Exercises involving cultiple failures and/er operator error are also

included. Utilization of applicable plant procedures and technical
specifications during the for=al training exercise is =axi=ized.

Candidate perfor=ance during simulator training is evaluated by the
instructor as each evolution is conducted. Successful co=pletion of
si=u la t o r training requires a perfor=ance examination to certify the
individual's ability to safely and co=petently =anipulate the controls
cf EWK cn a reactor operater level durins no::al, abnor=al, and
e=ergency conditions and to understand all indications available during
2ach evolutien."

c. 13.2.1.1.5.3 in-Plant Training (A=endnent t9, 7/c1)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

'

"a. Pric to initial criticality, candidates not holding or having
held an NRC License or having qualified in the Navy Nuclear
power progra= shall spend at least 4 weeks at an operating SWR
(should be at or above 20 percent power) observing the day-to-
day operation of the plant. The candidates shall be under the
direct supervision and guidance of an individual who is
qualified in accordance with 10 CFR 55.9 (b). Each candidate
should co=plete a checklist detailing those operations /evolu-
tions to be perfor=ed, si=ulated, observed , and /or discussed.
Thie checklist contains specific require =ents in such areas as:

1. Plant cperation fro = the centrol roo=

2. Local control and operation of equip =ent

3. Surveillance testing

'4 . Syste= valve and electrical lineups
5. Syste= co=ponent operation (i.e., pu=p startup and shutdown)
6. Syste= interactions and indication |

Each checklist require =ent is signed off by the qualified
individual observing and supervising the candidate as the re-
quire =ent is being acco=plished. gg

The license candidate shall also gain experience in the operation I

of the Grand Gulf t;uclear S tatica through participation in plant |
_.

oper -in; prrcedure preparation and verifi:ation and'er pre- |~~

.. . . .- .,.g. .- . . . . , .
- ... ,.

.
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COMMITMENT: (con't) !

!

pe?!or:ance while on shif t is conitored by the shift
supervisor who shall provide an es aluation of the candidate's
operating abilities at the conclusion of this training
phase.

b. After initial plant criticality, each license candidate
shall spend at least 3 conths on shif t in a training status
in the GCSS control roce. During this period , the candi-
date shall carry out the duties of a control roo= operator
under the direct supervision and guidance of the licensed
control roo= operator. The candidate's perfor ance is
=enitored by the shift superviser who shall provide an
evaluation of the candidate upon the conclusion of this
training phase. .". . .

2.10CFR55.10(a) 1/1/83
". The application =ust be submitted in triplicate, except for. . .

the report of =edical exa=ination, and cust contain the following in-
for ation: . . . . .

(2) The education and pertinent experience of the applicant, includ-
ing detailed infor=ation on the extend and nature of respon-
sibility;. . .

(6) Evidence that the applicant has learned to operate the controls
in a competent and safe =anner and has need for an operator or
a senior operator license in the perfor=ance of his duties. The
Co==ission cay accept as proof of this a certification of an
authcriced representative of the facility licensee where the
applicant's services =ust be utiliced. This certification cust
include details on courses of inscruction ad=inistered by the
is-ility licensee, nu=ber of course hours, nu=ber of hours of
training and nature of training received at the facility, and

- for reactors, the startup and shutdown experience received."

3. PA? 01-5-04-14, Rev. 6
tt

2$2 The training Supervisor is respensible for ensuring that all
necessary entrier are =ade in the Training Records."

DISCUSSION:

Plant Staff identified that a nu=ber of proble=s existed on licensed operator

training records. An investigation was initiated by the Training Section to

identify the extent of the proble=. (A was requested to audit the area and
identified = ore exa=ples to add to those already being corrected by Plant
Staff.

In addition FSAR 13.2 ce==iteents portions 13. 2.1.1. 3, 13. 2.1.1.4, and
13.2.1.1.5.3 are not docu=ented or evidence is not available to ascertain
co=pliance to co==it=ents. The following are exanples of this nonconfor=ance:

fb[p
__

me
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DISCUSSION: (con't)

FSAR Section/ Title '' Co==ent

13.2.1.1.3/ Systems The training as provided by training con-
Operation Training tractor (s) may cover "each of the GGNS

systems over which the licensed control
room operator has control or cogniaance";
however, documentation is not provided to
MP&L
Further those ite=s listed in "a"
through "j" are not eviden as being
topics for which a student can discuss
for each plant syste=.

13.2.1.1.4/ Simulator The training as provided by training
Training contractor (s) =ay require a =ini=um of

80 hours on the control panels; however,
docu=entation consists of a certificate
giving a nu=ber of weeks with a letter
which does not describe the Simulator
Training Progra=. The faults and
casualties to be discussed, practiced,
and critiqued for ite=s "a" through "v"
are not covered in available
documentation fro = the contractor. The
required "perfor=ance exa=ination" is not
included in any exa=ined centractor
docu=en:a:icn..

13.2.1.1.5.3/In-Plant The training consisting of 4 weeks at an
Training operating 3WR which should be at or above.

20 percent power is not verifiable fro
- available documentation supplied by the

training contrac:or. Evidence of being
under direct supervision of an'10CFR55.
9(b) qualified individual is not avail-
able ner is the required checklis: avail-
able.

'

The shift supervisor providing "... an
evaluation of the candidate's operating
abilities at the conclusion of this
training phase." is not documented on
training records available for review.
This ce==itment applies to both prior to
and after initial criticality. (Note:.

Prior to initial criticality only applies
to those operators in training after
July 1981 and prior to June 16, 1982.]

ACTIONS REOUIRED:

A written response is required to this CAR by 12/2/63. Your response cust
include a determination of the cause, re=edial action taken, and measures

taken to preclude recurrence. pggf, ~
if h /)*

: &1NY,w 0 Of 1i/L/?3 J.H,bD'Jw !! .: -I-5.
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MEMO TO: Mr. C. K. McCoy, Nuclear Plant Manager

.

FROM: S. M. Feith, Nuclear Site QA Manager

SLBJECT: MAR 83/0133. Training & Qualification of Licensed Operators
with Attached CAR 2042

FILE: 0290/0490/15810/16694.4

MAR: 83/0133

Attached you will find the final report of an audit conducted to examine
the training and qualification of licensed operators.

During the audit, several nonconformances were identified regarding the
a=ount of training several licensed operators received vs. the a=ount
docu=ented on license applications. These nonconformances were added to those
previously identified in the draft to AECM 83/0681. Docu=entation to verify
cc:pliance with certain FSAR Section 13.2 ce==itments was not available.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 2042 is being issued to track these
noncenfer:ances.

Please respend to this CAR by Dece=ber 2,1983. Your response should
include determination of cause, remedial action taken, and ceasures taken to

preclude recurrence.

If you have any questions in regard to this audit report, please contact
Bill Eiff at extension 3201.

Ws ' sincerely appreciate the cocperatica we reteived during the course of
the audit.

i4..

4
- S. M. Feith

11/2/83

WEE:WCE:SMF:ks
Attach =ent: A-Audit Report

B-Corrective Action Request
C-Co:pleted Checklist (Not to Addressee)
D-CAR Statuc For=- (Nct to Addres see)

cc: Mr. J. B Richard v/A & B
Mr. J. P. McGaugby, Jr. w/A & B
Mr. T. E. Reaves , Jr. v/A & B

Mr. J. F. Pinto w/A & B
Mr. T. R.'Cloninger w/A & B
Mr. L. F.' Daughtery w/A & B
Mr. C. C. Hayes w/A & B
Mr. J. E. Reaves w/A & B
Mr. D. L. Hunt w/A & B
Audit Report File w/A, B, C & D
Manual File.w/A, B, C & D

17 CAR File w/A, B, C & D
1TTTI LCTS File w/A, B,C&D - /{ ),*7

Flant File , GGNS w/A, B,C&D p- g- m,s.q'% :e:t Fu c w,s. B. C & D-

,



SUMARY OF ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED
BY TELEPHONE WITH W &L ON NOVEMBER 9, 1983

1. Assign qualified operationally oriented staff to review and modify, as
appropriate, qualification cards.

2. Select MP&L, and if desired contract examiners to examine operational staff
on revised qual cards. Inform NRC of selection criteria.

3. Examine licensed R0's and SR0's, candidates who have taken NRC exam, shift
advisors, STA's on revised qual card knowledge and practical factors. Also
examine or otherwise verify level of knowledge in areas of theory, HP, EP
and TS. Candidates should be individually examined.

4. Weaknesses and deficiencies noted during examinations will be documented.
Qual cards will not be signed until satisfactory performance and knowledge
is demonstrated.

5. Establish program for evaluating exam results 'and taking actions such as
training avid removing deficient operators from licensed duties.

6. Documented deficiencies and weaknesses will be evaluated upon completion of
all examinations and future training will be modified as appropriate based
upon the results of this evaluation.

P1Pe- A O&f V
/%f map Mc |&

cc: J. Olshinsk1. .

^
in f.

": M" @ W & n cm)
R. Lewis g gg' h 'W&
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Olshinski
11/09/83

MP&L OPERATOR LICENSING ISSUES

I. Reexamination /Recertification of Operators

A. Upgrade Qual cards-
(1.) Remove unnecessary items
(2.) Add required items

.(3.) Designate people qualified to make these revisions

B. Recertification must address the following areas (either on Qual Cards
of Documented Recertification)
-(1.) Health Physics gp ,

-
'

(2.) Emergency Planning ,-
,

(3.) Technical Specifications ,

(4.) Abbreviated courses previously identified

C. Personnel to be Recertified:
_All licensed operators 27. ,

All candidates (on those systems they have signed off) % M.

STAS +.4-.

(4 Shif t Advisors 9-o.

D. . Qualification / Certification of Qualifiers
(1.) Establish ,

E. Recertification/ Reexamination Process
(1.) Individual examinations 7W ;

(2.) Examinations /all deficiencies will be. documented
-(3.) Certification board will provide final report /results on

,

recertification
(4.) Practical Factors will be accomplished. '

F. . Deficiencies Identified
1.) Program to retrain
2.) Program to. assess removing from licensed duties
3.)- Program to factor weakness areas back into ' training program

II. Correction of Qualification Program Weaknesses
:

A. Identification and Correction of Root Cause 1

(1 ~. ) Management Issues
,

'B.. Reason why Problem had.not.Been Previously Identified and Corrected
'

;

by MP&L
(1.) Management issues

C. ' Justification 'for plant future capability to operate given identified
training program weaknesses.and lack.of experience of plant personnel.

19
**' AAks
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UNITED STATES
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a

NJ '.I NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION .

*

g ' #, ' ,'![ g cEit!N 11 i

I U t 101 M ARIETTA STREET, N.W. ]
* * ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303

\ ..... '# DEC 51983

Mississippi Power and Light Company
ATTN: Mr. D. C. Lutken, President
P. O. Box 1640
Jackson, MS 39205

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: CONFIRMATION OF ACTION - GRAND GULF 1, DOCKET NO. 50-416
s

This refers to a meeting held in the Region II offices on November 18, 1983, with
Mr. J. B. Richard, Senior Vice President, concerning matters related to work to
be completed at Grand Gulf. With regard to the metters discussed, it is our
understanding that Mississippi Power and Light Company (MP&L) will take the
following actions:

1. Prior to exceeding 5% power, MP&L will complete the recertification program
for the operating staff as described in MP&L's presentation to the NRC in
the November 18, 1983 meeting and documented in your letter AECM-83/0750
dated November 21, 1983 and provide a report to this office of the results
of the recertification program including supplemental training provided to

~

the operating staff. The meeting summary was provided to MP&L in our letter
of November 23, 1983.

2. Prior to exceeding 5% power, the Plant Safety Review Committee (PSRC) will
conduct a complete review of previously identified plant discrepancy reports
to assure that any safety related deficiencies in hardware or procedures are
properly dispositioned. MP&L will provide a copy of the report of this
review as approved by the PSRC to this office.

3. Prior to August 1,1984, MP&L will conduct a review of plant administrative
procedures and correct instances of improper use, as described in NRC
Inspection Report 50-416/83-43, of the words "should" or "must".

In addition to the above, we have reviewed and concur in the actions you
committed to accomplish in your letter AECM-83/0727 of November 10, 1983.

*We understand that you have removed from all licensed duties the individuals
holding license numbers, Senior Reactor Operator SOP-20108, Senior Reactor
Operator SOP-4216, Reactor Operator OP-6239 and Reactor Operator OP-6241,
effective November 4, 1983. MP&L will provide supplemer.6ary training - for

- these individuals in those areas where weaknesses in their training are
! identified. MP&L will provide the results of your revie,,, and supplemental

:| training provided, to this office prior to . returning these individuals' to
licensed duties.

r
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'l DEC 51983
Mississippi Power and Light Company 2

Please inform this office immediately if your understanding is different from
that stated above.

Sincerely,.

k.&%
ames P. O'Reilly
gional Administrat

COA 416/83-01

cc: F. W. Lewis, President
Middle South Services, Inc.
J. E. Cross, Plant Manager

.
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d NUCt.fAR REGULATORY COMMISSION f f (S [ o REGION 11 I'
3 Y 101 MARIETTA STREET, N.W.
* t ATl.ANTA GEORGIA 30303

\, * ** * * /
DEC 2 0 583

Mississippi Power and Light Company.

ATTN: Mr. J. B. Richard
Senior Vice President, Nuclear

P. O. Box 1640
Jackson, MS 39205

- Gentiemen: *

SUBJECT: REPORT NO. 50-416/83-53 -

This refers to the routine inspection conducted by Mr. B. A. Wilson of this'
office on October 31 - November 4,1983, of activities authori;:ed by NRC License
No. NPF-13 for the Grand Gulf facility. Our preliminary findings were discussed
with you and members of your staff at the conclusion of the inspection.

~

Areas examined during the inspection and our findings are discussed in the
enclosed inspection report. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of
selective examinations of procecures and representative records, interviews with
personnel, and observations by the inspectors.

During the inspection, it was found that certain activities under your license
appear to violate NRC requirements. These items and references to pertinent
requirements are listed in the Notice of Violation enclosed herewith as
Appendix A. Elements to be included in your response are delineated in
Appendix A.

During the inspection, it was found that' certain activities under your license
appeared to ceviate from commitments in the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR)
and have safety significance. These items are identified in the Notice of Deviation
enclosed herewith as Appendix B. Please provide us in writing within 30 cays of
your receipt of this letter your comments inclucing a description of corrective
actions that have been or will be taken, corrective actions which will be taken
to avoid further ceviations, and the date your corrective actions were or will be
completed.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter, its enclosures, and
your reply will be placed in NRC's Public Document Room upon completion of our
evaluation of the reply. If you wish to withhold information contained in the
ir.spection report, please notify this office by teleonone and include a written
application, to withhold information contained therein, in your response. Such
application must be consistent witn the requirements of 2.790(b)(1).

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosures are not subject to tne
clearance crocedures of tne Office of Management anc Budget as required by tne
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.
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Mississippi Power and Light Company 2

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, we will be glad to discuss
them with you.

Sincerely,

k
Richard C. Lewis, Director'

Division of Project and .

Resident Programs

Enclosures:
1. Appendix A, Notice of Violation
2. Appendix B, Notice of Deviation
3. Inspection Report No. 50-416/83-53

cc w/encis:
Ralph T. Lally, Manager of Quality

Middle South Services, Inc.
J. E. Cross, Plant Manager
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APPENDIX A

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Mississippi Power & Light Docket No. 50-416
Grand Gulf License No. NPF-13

As a result of the inspection conducted on October 31 - November 4, 1983, and in
accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy, 47 FR 9987 (March 9,1982), the-
following violation was identified.

..

10 CFR 50.59 requires a written safety evaluation be performed for
significant changes in procedures as described in the FSAR.

Contrary to the above, as of November 4,1983, the licensee had implemented
Procedure 01-S-04-1, Rev. 4, which included a significant deviation from
FSAR Section 13.2 in that the practical factors section of licensed operator
candidate on-shift training was deleted. The deletion was not recognized as
a change to a procedure required by the FSAR, therefore no safety evaluation
was required and no FSAR change was identified for a future FSAR revision.

This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement I).

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, you are hereby required to -submit to
this office within thirty days of the date of this Notice, a written statement or
explanation in reply, including: (1) admission or denial of the alleged viola-
tion; (2) the reasons for the violation if admitted; (3) the corrective steps
which have been taken and the results achieved; (4) corrective steps which will
be taken to avoid further violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will
be achieved. Consideration may be given to extending your response time for good
cause shown.

Date:
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APPENDIX B
~

'

NOTICE OF DEVIATION

Mississippt Power & Light Docket No. 50-416'

Grand Gulf' License No. NPF-13

Based on the results of th'e NRC inspection conducted on October 31 - November 4,
1983, certain of jour activities appear to deviate from'your commitments to the
Commission as indicated below:

A. Paragraph' 13.2.1.1.5.3 of the Final Safety Analysis Report states that each .

license candidate shall spend a period of time on-shif t' in a training status
under the direct supervision and guida'nce of a licensed control room
operator and shall complete a qualification card by accor.plishing/ discussing
the items on the qualification card under the observation of the qualified
individual.

.

Contrary to the above, on August 30 through September 2,1983, methods were
utili:ed to complete four, Senior Reactor Operator candidates' qualification
cards which included numerous signoffs in a short period of time, signoffs
by non-licensed personnel, and evaluation by group lecture and disc'Jssion
in the simulator rather than plant walk through. These methods did not
provide the level of training and evaluation of candidate's knowledge'

described in the.FSAR.

B. Paragraph 13.2.1.1.6 of the Final Safety Analysis Report states that an
ocerator training evaluation board will review the candidate's training.

p record to verify that all NRC license examination prerequisites are met.
,

Contrary to the above, in all candidate reviews conducted to cate the board
dic not conduct nor delegate the responsibility for a records review of'

license examination prerequisites prior to recommending tsat candicates take
the NRC exam.
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Recor: No.: 50-416/83-53

Licensee: Mississippi Power and Light Company
Jackson, MS 39205

Docket No.: 50-416

License No.: NPF-13
.

Facility Name: Grand Gulf 1

Inspection at Grand Gulf site near Port Gibson, Mississippi
~

Inspectors O ,k bw I 1/G 3
S. A. Wilson Date' Signed

C fr-% & / v n d3
C. A. Jul Mn Date Signed

~

7.d h. 6 , M J 2 /gg /g 3,
J. F. Munro Date Signed

Y- I l')/T 3* ,

C. W. Heni . Date Signed

M.S Uk 12h3/s2
L. J// ' a so | Date Signed

Accreved by: IN I b3
A. F. Gibson, Operational orograms Branch Chief Cate Signed
Division of Engineering and Operational Programs

SUMMARY

Inscection on October 31 through November 4, 1983

Areas Insoected

This special, announced inspection involvac 181 inspector-nours cn site in the i

areas of Training Organization, Evaluation of Licensed Operators, Reviews of |

Licensee Action to Resolve Items Icentified in Previous Training Assessment anc
Use of Ccntractors in Training Program.
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Results

Of the four areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identified in
two areas.> Two apparent deviations were found in two areas (Failure to complete
qualification cards to meet FSAR commitments, paragraph 6.d; Failure of Operator ,

Training Evaluation Committee to conduct records review of candidates' training
for operator licenses, paragraph 7 b.). One apparent violation was found in
one area (Failure to perform adequate 10 CFR 50.59 evaluation, paragraph 7,a.4.)
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REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted
.

Licensee Employees

J. B. Richard, Senior Vice President
J. P. McGaughy, Jr. , Vice President
C. K. McCoy, Plant Manager

*J. E. Cross, Assistant Plant Manager
J. W. Yelverton, Assistant Plant Manager
D. Hunt, Training Superintendent .

T. E. Reaves, Jr. , Manager, QA
' J. D. Bailey, Compliance Coordinator-

Other licensee employees contacted included operators, instructors and
office personnel.

NRC Resident Inspector

A. G. Wagner
*

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on November 4, 1983, with
~

those persons listed in paragraph 1_above. The inspectors stated that
several identified discrepancies would be reviewed by regional management
for enforcement actions. The licensee acknowledged the inspection findings.
Licensee representatives agreed to remove from licensed duties three

h individuals who exhibited deficiencies during plant walkthroughs and one,

recently licensed individual whose qualification card signoffs were suspect.>
,

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters

Not inspected. -

,

4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items were not identified during this inscection.
'

5. Training Organization

The current MP&L training organization was discussed with the licensee. The
Training Superintendent, Mr. D. L. Hunt, assumed his responsibilities in
Feoruary 1982. MP&L has increased the size of the training organization
from twelve people in early 1982. to its present allocation of 42. The
organization is responsible for all areas of training including security,
health physics, general employee training and licensed operator training.
Of the 21 positions devoted primarily to R0 and SRO training,18 are
occupied by Quadrex contractor personnel. The position of Operations
Training Superintendent was recently vacated by an MP&L employee, althou n a

39.
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qualified replacement has been identified from the ranks of SRO licensed
personnel and is scheduled to occupy the position in the near future. The
other two MP&L employees who perform licensed training are currently
licensed SR0s. It is MP&L's intention to replace the Quadrex instructors
with MP&L SR0s over the next three years.

MP&L has initiated programs with Hinds Junior College of Clinton, MS and
Memphis State University to provide college level trained personnel to the
Operations Department. Their plans appear to provide for adequate staffing,
for SRO degree requirements and to meet INPO criteria including accredita-
tion. They have completed their accreditation self-evaluation and h' ave
tentatively scheduled INPO meetings and discussions with a view toward
accreditation in early to mid-1984.4

In addition, the training organi:ation is making progress towards replacing
antiquated records keeping systems with more up-to-date automated systems
and expect to move into modern training facilities in early 1984.

There appears to be a division in the present training organization since it
is physically divided between two buildings. Most of the supervisors,,

clerical staff and unlicensed training instructors occupy offices in the old;

training building while those devoted to licensed personnel training are
located in the new building which also houses the simulator. This physical:

division has apparently created an organizational division. Several
examples of lack of coordination were observed by the inspectors during this
inspection. This problem is expected to be alleviated when the entire
training organization is moved to the new building.

6. Evaluation of Licensed Operators

a. Plant Modification / Design Change Training Program

. As identified during the February 1983 NRC Training Assessment of GGNS
! (IE Report 416/83-06), an effective program did not exist to evaluate

Design Change Packages (DCPs) for required training, retraining,
i changes to Lesson Plans (LP) and/or changes to System Descriptions

.(50). As a result of these findings, MP&L committed to evaluate the
outstanding DCPs and conduct training as required prior to re-start of
Unit 1..MP&L was also to establish a more effective program for
evaluation and training on future DCPs. NRC inspections during July
and August'1983 confirmed that progress had been made on implementation
of these commitments. However, in an inspection on Septemoer 26,

- October 14, 1983, the resident inspector identified eight DCPs for
which training had not been given for all operating personnel. This
apparent deviation is discussed in Inspection Report 416/83-50. -During
this inspection, the newly instituted program for evaluating DCPs andi

implementing. required training and training material changes was-
. reviewed.

,
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GGNS Administrative Procedure 01-S-07-4, " Plant Modifications",
requires as part of the DCP processing, a review of the DCP by both

.

Operations (or other affected cepartments) and Training to determine
applicable training. The Operations Superintendent is responsible for
providing for the immediate training of his personnel prior to the
change being declared operable and turned over to operations. The'

Training Superintendent is responsible for incorporating the change as
required into the training and retraining programs. The Training
Department implements this requirement in accordance with Training
Section Instruction (TSI) 14-5-02-11. " Design Change Package Review."

,

A review of TSI 14-S-02-11, Revision 0, dated September 7,1983,
determined that the procedure appeared to adequately outline training
personnel responsibilities regarding the review of DCPs and
incorporation of identified materials into the training program.
Subsequent implementation review determined that all DCPs were being
reviewed by a training person holding a senior reactor operator license
and required changes were being identified for incorporation into the
training and retraining program materials. During this implementation
review, the following inspector concern was identified.

Subsequent to the DCP training review, those DCPs determined to require
training material changes are routed to an instructor who actually
prepares the required LP or SD change. Once the training material
change is prepared, it is placed in the applicable master LP or SD file;

i pending rewrite of the LP or 50. The concern here is with the absence
of controls to ensure that the identified changes are incorporated into
the LPs utilized by the instructors. At the time of this review, the
master LP/SD files were located in the old training building while.the
instructors were located in the new training building. As a result of

. tha physical separation, the instructors maintained their own LP files'

in the new building and utilize these files for preparing their
; training. It is readily apparent that a significant potential exists

for the identified changes not finding their way into the classroom.
This situation was discussed with the licensee anc the licensee'

committed to resolve this concern. This concern will remain open

pending licensee resolution. This concern is not applicable to the DCP
training conducted prior to Unit I restart as that training was
implemented using cifferent procedures. This is icentified as
Inspector Followup Item 416/83-53-01.

b. Operator Interviews

During the conduct of this inspection, walkthrough type interviews were
conducted by NRC operator licensing examiners for thirteen randomly

i selected licensed coerators. The group of licensed operators inter-
viewed included six_ senior reactor operators (SRO) and :even reactor
coerators (RO). These interviews were concucted at the GGNS simulator
and "in plant" at GGNS. Six operators (3-RO, 3-SRO) were evaluated
using the simulator, and seven operators (4-RO, 3 SRO) were evaluated
"in plant".

_ . a_._
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The purpose of these interviews were threefold:

1. Evaluate the ability of licensed operators to perform selected
practical factors and knowledge factors.from the GGNS Licensed
Operator Qualification Card.

2. Evaluate whether these operators possessed the necessary
" background" or system knowledge required to perform the selected
procedures.

3. Evaluate the effectiveness of recent plant modifications (DCP)
training received just prior to GGNS restart.

The results of these evaluations are as follows. Three individuals
.

exhibited significant weaknesses with regard to both procedural
performance and related basic system knowledge. The following specific
observations were made by the assessment team as a result of these
walkthroughs:

Two licensed operators could not perform the daily surveillance-

procedure, Jet Pump Functional Test (06-OP-1833-0-0001). Both
operators had difficulty discerning the proper instrumentation
reading and related units for data recording. In addition,
confusion existed at times as to the significance of these
readings, as well as their process instrumentation flow path. One
operator could not complete the procedure due to an acmitted lack

~

of understanding.

One senior operator could not locate the Remote Shutdown Panel-

during a walkthrough of the Off-Normal Event Procedure,
05-1-02-II-1. In addition, this operator did not understand the
capabilities of the RHR system on the panel, nor could he locate
the local copy of the procedure once the panel was located. The
remote shutdown panel was located following another operator's
directions to the panel.

One operator could not properly walkthrough a local parallei~ing-

operation of the HPCS diesel generator with offsite power source,
Procedure 04-1-01-P81-1. The operator checked the wrong
instrumentation, identified incorrectly a switch required to ce
re positioned, and skipped a required procedure step.

One operator (evaluated in the simulatoc) was unable to diagnose a-

" tripped" condition of a reactor feecpumo (RFP) indicated by
lights on the main control board. Consecuently, the operator
failed to reset the RFp trio and was unable to perform a RFP
startup, Procedure 04-1-01-N21-1.

A'A
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It should be noted that the above walkthroughs were all conducted with
the operator utilizing the referenced procedures. The above
evaluations were discussed with the licensee at the exit interview and
three individuals who demonstrated extensive deficiencies were removed
from the licensed duties by the licensee pending retraining.

As identified above, one of the purposes of these interviews was to
evaluate the effectiveness of the recently completed DCP training. To
perform this evalution, the licensed operators were questioned to
determined knowledge of seven DCPs selected from those on which*

training had been conducted. Most of the interviewees demonstrated
adeouate familiarity with approximately 2/3 of the selected DCPs. None
of the operators could recall all seven DCP's. Based on tnese results,

_,

the effectiveness of the DCP training conducted just prior to the
restart is considered marginal. Further evaluation of the DCP training
will be made considering the licensee's response to the apparent
deviation identified in Inspection Report 416/83-50 as discussed in
6.a. above.

c. Additional Concerns Identified During Evaluations

During the conduct of the walkthrough interviews several concerns not
directly associated with the stated purpose of these evaluations were
identified:

1. The inspectors noted the general lack of pertinent procedures at
local control stations. With the exception of the procecures for
shutting down the plant from the remote shutcown panel, which was
kept under lock and key near the remote snutdown panel, no other
procedure copies were found at local control stations. The
present GGNS program for procedural control recuires the operator
to have a copy of the applicable procecure xeroxed and stamped
prior to proceeding to the local panel. This situation, altnough

.

not regulatorily incorrect, may result in an operator performing
local operations without the procedure rather than working uncer
the present time consuming and cumbersome program.

2. Component labeling (valve numbers) of switches at local panel
1H22-P175 for feecwater system valves was found incorrect.-

Interviews with operators determined that other labeling
deficiencies may exist on other canels. This is identified as
Inspector Followup Item 416/83-53-02,

3. Three operators improperly frisked per the posted procedure for
radioactive contamination control during plant tours. This is
identified as Inspector Followuo Item A16/83-53-03 and will :e
reviewed during future inscections.

-. .. . ._ -. : -. .
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d. Deficiencies in Implementation o'f Qualification Cards

In' August, 1983, MP&L requested the NRC to reschedule the exam date for
six SRO candidates from November to September. This required

acceleration of their training schedule by six weeks. To meet exam
eligibility requirements, all candidates were required to meet the FSAR
commitments (Section.13.2) including completion of qualification cards
.(qual cards). Through discussions with the MP&L staff and examination
of records, the inspection team determined that the qual cards for four
of the six candidates were completed from primarily August 30 to
September 1, 1983. These four candidates were " Instant" SR0s whereas
the other two were previously licensed R0s who completed their qual
cards over a more lengthy period of time. .

During discussions with the Quadrex instructors the inspector found
that Quadrex was directed by MP&L to complete the qual cards for the
four instant SR0s by the first week in September. Section I of the two
section qual card requires approximately 500 signatures for all four
individuals. Inspection of the completed cards showed 143 of these
signatures made on September 1, 1983. All of the evaluations were made

' in the Grand Gulf simulator and in classroom discussions with all four
individuals in a group and apparently none of the evaluations were made
during in plant walk-thrus.

The Grand Gulf FSAR, Section 13.2.1.1.5.3, states that each licensed
candidate shall spend a period of time on-shift in a training status
under~the direct supervision and guidance of a lice'nsed control room
operator. The FSAR states that each candidate is provided with a
control room operator qualification card which contains knowledge
factors and practical factors to be accomplished / discussed while in an
on-shift training status. It appears that the methods used to complete
the qual cards, i.e. examination and signoff of multiple students in
very short periods of time by unlicensed instructors without actual
plant walkthrus did not result in the type of evaluation committed to
in the FSAR. This is identified as Deviation 416/83-53-04.

_

Two of the four instant SR0s and both of the upgrade SRO candidates
passed the NRC examination in September. Only one license was issued
while the other three were held pending completion of other require-
ments for supervisory training and observation of actual plant
operation at a comparable facility. Since the completion of tne cual
cards was accomplished in a manner which appeared to deviate from the
FSAR, NRC recuested and MP&L agreed to remove the one recently licensed
individual from licensed duties and was informed that the remaining
licenses would not be issued until the qual card issue was resolved.

. .
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7. Reviews of Licensee Actions to Resolve Items Identified i'n Previous Training
Assessment

A special training assessment for the Grand Gulf facility was conducted by
the NRC in February 1983. The training assessment was documented in NRC
Inspection Report 416/83-06 and 417/83-03 dated March 29, 1983. The
inspectors reexamined the areas reviewed during the February 1983 training
assessment to determine the status of the training program in those areas.

a. Licensed and Non-Licensed Operator Training

1. Classroom Training
.

Concerns identified with utilization of contract instructors are
'

discussed in Section 8 of this report. -

2. Simulator Training

The results of GGNS administered requalification training
utilizing the GGNS simulator were reviewed. The simulator
evaluations identified marginal and unacceptable performance in
certain areas for three of the individuals reviewed. An
independent assessment of operators performance, discussed in
Section 6.b., showed that the same operators continued to exhibit
lack of sufficient knowledge in the areas identified by the
simulator evaluations. In addition it appeared from review of all
of the records that generic deficiencies may exist, in that there
were marginal levels of knowledge in secondary plant controls such
as feedwater control and in nuclear instrumentation on severa.1
evaluations. There was no mechanism identified to the inspectors
to provide additional training in marginal and unacceptable areas,
as long as the operator passed the overall requalification
evaluation. Criteria for judgements on what constitutes an
acceptable requalification evaluation were also not icentified to
the inspectors. This weakness in the training program was
acknowledged by the licensee during the exit interview. This is
identified as Inspector Followup Item 416/83-53-05 pending
incorporation by the licensee of methods to imorove marginal and
unacceptable performance and identify generic, ally weak are's ina

the training program. It was noted that tnose operators relieved
of licensed cuties, as discussed in Section 6.b.. could have
received additional training to eliminate their weak areas nac
this type of program been in use. 1

3. Training Materials

One weakness identified in the preparation of lesson clans and
system descriptions is discussed in Secticn 6.a.

3
.
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4. Qualification Card Program

Reviews of actual implementation of the qualification card
(qual card) program is discussed in Section 6. A review was also
conducted of the control and documentation procedures for the qual
card. The following procedures, including older revisions of the
procedures and instructions were reviewed to determine the
evolution of the license candidate qual card and the content of
current qual cards: -

01-5-04-1 Rev. 4, September 13, 1983 Licensed Operator >
Training and Quali-
fication Program

_

01-S-04-1 Rev. O, November 14, 1980 Licensed Operator
Training and Quali-
fication Program

01-5-04-1 Rev. 5, (Proposed Rev.) Licensed Operator
Training and Quali-
fication Program

14-5-02-06 Rev. O, August 11, 1983 Licensed Operator
Training Program
Implementation

01-S-04-14 Rev. 6, August 31, 1983 Training Records

Procedure 01-5-04-1 is a plant administrative procedure providing
general requirements for qual card implementation. A review of
Rev. 4 of this procedure dated Septemcer 13, 1983 against FSAR
commitments indicated that FSAR commitments had been eliminated in
the approved revision. An example of a commitment eliminated was
the deletion of the practical factors section of the qual card as
commited in FSAR Section 13.2.1.1.5.3. In addition wording in the
procedure on experience levels for licensed operators is ambiguous
and it is not clear that the procedure meets the requirements of
ANSI N18.1-1971 as required by Technical Specification 6.3.

In addition, other areas were identified where FSAR' commitments
were not clearly addressed or had been enanged. A discussion with
the licensee indicated that an FSAR review had been completec for

previous revisions and that FSAR change requests were in progress
for many of the changes. However, for some of the FSAR commit-
ments modified or deleted by Rev. 4, changes in the program were
not backed up by FSAR change requests,

b3k
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Revision 4 of 01-5-04-1 is stamped with a " Safety Evaluation
Applicability Review" designation which indicates that the
revision contains no change to procedures as described in the FSAR
and that no safety evaluation was necessary. It is apparent that
at least one change, i.e., the eliminatiion of training on
practical factors is a substantive change to FSAR commitments.
Failure to perform a safety evaluation as required by 10 CFR 50.59
is identified as Violation 416/83-53-06.

The inspector also reviewed the prooosed Revision 5 and noted that
this procedure also deviated from FSAR commitments. The in'spector
recommended that the FSAR commitments be reviewed by the licensee
in detail to assure that the efforts being made to improve the
training program are incorporated into the FSAR and that
substantive changes be given appropriate safety evaluations as
required by 10 CFR 50.59.

Instruction 14-S-02-6, Revision 0, dated August 11, 1983, is a
training section instruction which addresses the qual cards.
Attachment I confused (reversed) the nuclear power plant
experience levels required for R0s and SR0s with on site
experience requirements and did not document technical training
credited toward experience levels. No other significant concerns
were identified.

Procedures 01-5-04-14, Revision 6, dated August 31, 1983, is an
administrative procedure on training records. This procedure and
selected training records were reviewed. It was noted that the
licensee had made numerous corrections to the training records to
agree with existing documentation and to eliminate duplicate
entries. The licensee stated that the records were being reviewed
for deficiencies and would be placed back in order according to
procedure upon completion of the review. No other concerns were
identified.

5. Fifth Week Training

The licensee was utilizing a four shift schedule at the time of
the inspection. The licensee stated that five shifts with one
shift designated for training would begin when licensed operators
were reinstated and withheld licenses were issued.

6. Requalification Training

Procedure 01-5-04-2, " Licensed Operator Recualification Training,"
Revision 2, cated July 14, 1983, is an administrative procedure
oroviding recuirements for requalification training. The
following concern was identified. Section 6.7.3 of the precedure
states that license holders must stand one waten every four months
to satisfy the minimum requirements for on-shift duty to maintain
their licenses. The NRC maintains that an individual must stand

h
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. one 8-hour watch at least once per month to be considered on'

" active status." This item will be discussed further with the
licensee and is identified as Inspector Followup Item
416/83-53-07.

b. Review of Training Audits and Operator Training Evaluation Committee.

(OTEC) Results

The inspectors reviewed the NRC style comprehensive written examina-
tions and OTEC evaluations given to licensed operators. The following
comments were made during the review. The licensee does not appear to
review the results of the examinations or OTEC evaluations for generic

|. weaknesses or to identify weak areas in an individual's knowledge.
! FSAR Section 13.2.1.1.6 states that an ooerator training evaluation

_

board will review the candidate's training record to verify that all
NRC license examination prerequisites are met and to evaluate the
candidate's ability to safely and competently operate the plant and
obtain the required license. A review of the training records and

-discussions with the licensee indicate that the evaluation board was
established and examined candidates by oral examination prior to
recommendation for the NRC exam. However, it appears that the board:

' did not conduct nor delegate the responsibility for a records review of
license examination prerequisites. This is identified as Deviation
416/83-53-08.

!
'

The licensee was in the process of formali:ing the evaluation board's
: oral exam criteria. Forms utilized for the oral exam for the six SRO

candidates tested by the NRC in September 1983, were reviewed. It was
noted that the individuals who failed the NRC exam received marginal
ratings in some categories but were considered as acceptable,

candidates.
;

The records of the NRC style examination given to the first group of'

i operator license candidates by a contractor, were reviewed. According
i to the contractor's results, of the 33 individuals examined only two
j scored high enough in all areas to meet the NRC pass / fail criteria.
;

The inspector questioned why those individuals were considered ready
| for the-NRC exam. The Plant Manager stated that another contractor was
; brought in to give individual one-on-one belo to all candidates in all

weak areas. The inspector confirmed by interviews of several,

individuals that supplementary contractor training was cone, but there
was apparently no records kept of such training.

I c. Training on Procedural Changes, Design Changes and Significant Events

The review of this area is addressed in Section 6.a.
|
|

. . ,
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8. Extent of Involvement of Contractors and Effectiveness of Utili:ation

MP&L established a three year contract with Quadrex Corporation to provide
18 instructors "to perform training and instruction for non-licensed
operators training, licensed candidate training, requalification training,
and Reactor Operator to Senior Reactor Operator upgrade training (classroom
and simulator)." The term of the contract is until December 31, 1985.
Quadrex is very heavily involved in all phases of the MP&L licensed
personnel training programs. Only two of the people assigned as operator
training instructors are MP&L employees. Consequently, many of the routine
tasks not directly involved with instruction or evaluation of licensed
candidates are handled by Quadrex people. It is MP&L's intention to replace

all Quadrex instructors with MP&L instructors who hold SRO licenses. The
~

rate of replacement is currently projected at about 5 per year until early
1986. In the meantime Quardrex instructs MP&L personnel about six hours per
day with two hours per day plus overtime allotted for preparation for their
upcoming NRC certification examination. Additional overtime is often used
in support of other routine MP&L training functions.

The previous training assessment report (IE Inspection Report 416/83-06)
found that due to deficiencies observed by an inspector in a training class
...close supervision / auditing of contracted training will be necessary to"

ensure a consistent high level of training is achieved." Although MP&L
identified several mechanisms in place which are intended to evaluate the
quality of training provided by Quadrex, it appears that their auditing and
supervision is inadequate due to the present lack of qualified MP&L staff.
Three MP&L people were identified by the licensee who are designated to
perform audit functions on Quadrex training, only two of which were SR0
licensed. One of these licensed individuals however, did not recall sitting
in on classes conducted by Quadrex or reviewing qui::es or examinations.
MP&L's intention of relieving some of the acministrative burdens on the
Training Superintendent and filling the Operations Training Supervisor's
vacancy should help to relieve this problem.

The requirement that instructurs who teach systems, integrated clant
response, transients and simulator courses demonstrate tneir comoetence by
successful completion of an NRC SR0 examination is contained in NUREG-0737,
GGNS FSAR Section 13.2.1.1.8 and internal Grano Gulf procedures. Twelve of
the current 18 Quadrex instructors were previously licensed at other BWR
facilities. The remaining six are either R0 licensed or SRO certified by
GE. Nine of the previously licensed Quadrex instruc*. ors were scneduled to
take the NRC SRO examination during the week of Decemoer 5, 1983. This
certification requirement was based on letters from D. H. Beckham, Chief
Operator Licensing Branch, NRR to MP&L dated September 15, 1982 and
October 15, 1982. This correspondence excnange took olace before the
contract was awarded to Quadrex and therefore, before the crecentials of

their instructors were identified. The NRC has historically interpretec the
NUREG-0737 instructor certification to not require re examination of oecole
who hold or have held SRO licensees on comparable facilities. MP&L,
tnerefore, questioned the necessity for the NRC Decemoer exams of the
Quadrex instructors. MP&L intends to conduct their own certification exams

,

bY
t -m ,



p
:, .

,t -
.

.- .

.'
12

prior to the above date. This item was subsequently resolved with the
licensee in a meeting held on November 18, 1983, in the NRC Regional office.
The NRC stated at that meeting that individuals who have held SRO licenses
on comparable facilities need not complete the NRC instructor certification
if these individuals are involved in a requalification training or an
equivalent program.
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Mississippi Power and Light Company
ATTN: Mr. J. B. Richard

Senior Vice President, Nuclear
P. O. Box 1640
Jackson, MS 39205 -

Gentlemen:
.

SUBJECT: INSPECTION OF THE GGNS TRAINING PROGRAM

We have reviewed the information provided in your letter of January 9,1984.
This letter relates to the return to duty of three operators which were removed
from shift assignment by MP&L.

We concur in your actions based on our continuing review of your recertification
program.

,

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, we will be glad to discuss
them with you.

Sincerely,

O Nv.vas.

mes P. O'Reilly.

Re ional Administrator
's^'

Ralph T. Lally, Manager of Qualitycc:
Middle South Services, Inc. '

J. E. Cross, Plant Manager
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Tennessee Valley Authority
; ATTN: Mr. H. G. Parris

Manager of Power'

500A Chestnut Street Tower II
*

Chattanooga, TN 37401
,

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: REPORT NOS.

On January 31 - February 3,1984, NRC inspected activities authorized by NRC
Construction Permit Nos. CPPR-91 and CPPR-92 for yourWh At the
conclusion of the inspection, the findings were discussed with tiose members of
your staff identified in the enclosed inspection report. The NRC's concerns
relative to the inspection findings were also discussed by Mr. J. A. Olshinski,
of this office and Mr. W. T. Cottle, Plant Superintendent, of your office, in a
management meeting held at NRC Region II Office on February 8,1984.

Areas examined during the inspection are identified in the report. Within these
areas, the inspection consisted of selective examinations of procedures and

d representative records, interviews with personnel, and observation of activitiesin progress.

The inspection findings indicate that certain activities violated NRC require-
ments and other activities appeared to deviate from a corrnitment to the NRC. The
violation and deviation, with pertinent references and elements to be included in
your response, are presented in the enclosed Notices.

,,
_

In addition to the need for corrective action regarding the specific matters|

identified in the enclosed Notices, we are concerned about the implementation of
your management control systems that pennitted this situation to develop.
Consequently, your response should describe those particular actions taken or
planned to improve the effectiveness of your program.

Your attention is invited to unresolved items identified in the inspection
report. These matters will be pursued during future inspections.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter, its enclosures, and
' your reply will be placed in NRC's Public Document Room upon completion of our ;

evaluation of the reply. If you wish to withhold information contained therein, 1

please notify this office by telephone and include a written application to |

withhold information in y(our response.
Such application must be consistent with I

the requirements of 2.790 b)(1).

b-%j p e ,, y e, . m - e .a o e aw Aso .
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MAR 0 61984 !

Tennessee Valley Authority 2

_

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosures are not subject to the
clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget issued under the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511. j

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.

Sincerely, ;
*

,

Richard C. Lewis, Director
'
,.

Division of Project and
Resident Programs

Enclosures:
1. Notice of Violation
2. Notice of Deviation
3. Inspection Report Nos. 50-390/84-11

and 50-391/84-11

cc w/encls:
J. A. Coffey, Director of Nuclear Power

OW.T.Cottle,PlantSuperintendentG. Wadewitz, Project Manager
R. M. Pierce, OEDC Project Manager
J. W. Anderson, Manager

; Office of Quality Assurance
H. N. Culver, Chief, Nuclear Safety

Review Staff
D. L. Williams, Jr., Supervisor,

"

Licensing Section
R. E. Teamer, Project Engineer

bec w/encis:
NRC Resident Inspector
Document Control Desk .

State of Tennessee
.
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ENCLOSURE 1

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Docket Nos. 50-390 and 50-391Tennessee Valley Authority License Nos. CPPR-91 and CPPR-92
Watts Bar

The following violation was identified during an inspection conducted on
January 31 - February 3,1984. The Severity Level was assigned in accordance
with the NRC Enforcement Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C).

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Section V states, in part, that activities affecting
quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions, procedures, or
drawings, of a type appropriate to the circumstances and shall be accom-
plished in accordance with these instructions, procedures, or drawings.

Revision 4 of the Watts Bar Training Instruction Letter, section 11,
requires that the responsible shift engineer will be responsible for certi-
fying that each cold license candidate in his crew has satisfactorily
completed the systems walk-through requirements and that the shift engineer

O will complete walk-through examinations and forward them to the Operations
O) Supervisor.

Contrary to the above, plant system familiarization walk-throughs were not
perfonned in accordance with the established plant instruction.

This is a Severity Level IV (Supplement II).

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, you are required to submit to this office within 30 -

.

days of the date of this Notice, a written statement or explanation in reply,
including: (1) admission or denial of the alleged violation; (2) the reasons
for the violation if admitted; (3) the corrective steps which have been taken
and the results achieved; (4) corrective steps which will be taken to avoid
further violations; and (5) the date when full. compliance will be achieved.

Security or safeguards information should be submitted as an enclosure to
facilitate withholding it from public disclosure as required by 10 CFR 2.790(d)
or 10 CFR 73.21.

Date:

1 m
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ENCLOSURE 2

NOTICE OF DEVIATION

Tennessee Valley Au,thority Docket Nos. 50-390 and 50-391
Watts Bar License Nos. CPPR-91 and CPPR-92

,

Based on the results of the NRC inspection conducted on January 31 - February 3,
1984, certain of your activities appear to deviate from your commitments to the
Comission as indicated below:

7

Watts Bar Final Safety Analysis Report 13.2.3.2 states, in part, that
records supporting requests for NRC senior operator and operator licenses
are maintained in the Watts Bar master files. These records include
training courses attended, retraining classes, number of reactor startups,
and other information necessary to insure that training requirements have
been met.

Contrary to the above, documentation of test reactor startups and two
familiarization system walk-through completion sheets were unavailable for

Oe reactor operator license application docket number 20161. System break-in
sheets and Nuclear Operator Training Program tests were not available for
reactor operator application docket number 20163. Documentation of health
physics training for September 1982 and 16 hours of fuel receipt training
between July 1978 and December 1982 were not available for docket number
8547.

_.
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Report Nos.: 50-390/84-11 and 50-391/84-09

Licensee: Tennessee Valley Authority
500A Chestnut Street

.' Chattanooga, TN 37401

Docket Nos.: 50-390 and 50-391

License Nos.: CPPR-91 and CPPR-92 .

Facility Name: Watts Bar

Inspection at Watts Bar site near Spring City, Tennessee
af[fYl t

Inspectors: Da'te Signed
-

B. T. Debs

2SW |V L ~3A2/f''/
R. Carroll / Dats Signed"

[/ Approved by: b' N- 5/6/[Y^v7
C. A. Julian, Section Chief ' Date Signed

(,
Operational Program Branch
Division of Engineering and Operational Programs

SUMMARY

Inspection on January 31 to February 3,1984 -

Areas Inspected

This special, announced inspection involved 48 inspector-hours on site in the
area of information verification on NRC Form 398 (Personal Qualification State-
ment - License Application).

.

Results

Of the area inspected, one apparent violation and one apparent deviation were
found.
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! REPORT DETAILS

'
1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees ,

'

*W. T. Cottle, Plant Superintendent,

*H. J. Voiles, Training Supervisor'

*R. T. McCollom, Nuclear Power Compliance
j *W. L. Byrd, Nuclear Power Compliance

*J. F. Bledsoe, 0QAB - Watts Bar TVA

f *J. Inger, 00AB - Watts Bar TVA

Other licensee employees contacted included four operators and two security
force members.

NRC Resident Inspectors

*M. Shymlock, Senior Resident Inspector
*W. Holland, Resident Inspector

I * Attended exit interview
V

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on February 3,1984, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters
_

Not inspected.

4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required to
determine whether they are acceptable or may involve violations or devia-
tions. New unresolved items identified during this inspection are discussed
in section 5.b.

5. Verification of Information on NRC Form 398 (Personal Qualification State-
ment - License Application)

The inspection consisted of an indepth review of three NRC 398 fonns for
two reactor operator (RO) applicants and one senior reactor operator (SRO)
applicant which are currently on file at the f RC Region II office. These

e
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.



1
.

.

i*

2

~

.

/
, NRC 398 forms have been assigned Docket Numbers 20161(RO), 20163(RO) and

8547(SRO) respectively. The following subsections highlight the findings of
this special inspection:

a. Availability of Records
'' In the dockets that were reviewed, documentation supporting some items'

/ of the training / experience used to complete NRC Fonn 398 could not be
retrieved. The following are examples of this lack of documentation:

(1) 20161(RO) - The inspectors observed that documentation for 40
hours of test reactor operations, which included 10 reactor

,f
startups, was not available onsite. Only a request for the
aforementioned training at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory for
December 8 - 12, 1980 could be found in the candidate's training
records. A search by the licensee in the training records
associated with other individuals also identified on the request,
did not produce documentation of this training. The licensee
contacted Oak Ridge National Laboratory and received a commitment
from them to provide the necessary documentation to support the
actual test reactor training.

e (2) 20163 (RO) Inclusive documentation was not available to-

substantiate that the applicant received the training of the
Nuclear Operator Training Program (NOTP) that was taken credit for
on the NRC Form 398. Most of the TVA training sumary sheets
(1453(s)) for the NOTP were missing as well as actual tests and
break-in system qualification sheets that should have been
associated with this training. The licensee produced some docu-
mentation which indicated the applicant passed the Auxiliary Unit -

Operator (AU0) exam, for which the satisfactory completion of the
NOTP should have been a prerequisite.

(3) 20161 (RO) - Two familiarization system walk-through completion
sheets for " Spent Fuel Cooling" and "CO, storage, Fire Protection
and Purgin" were not available to determine if a walk-through on
these systems had been perfonned by the applicant.

(4) 8547(SRO) - Documentation supporting the health physics training
received in September 1982, which was included under " Nuclear
Power Plant Fundamentals" on NRC Form 398, could not be found bythe inspectors or the licensee.

(5) 8547(SRO) - Under " Plant Systems Observation", 24 hours of fuel
receipt training and inspection (7/78-12/82) were included. The
licensee could only provide documentation to substantiate eight
hours of this training.

O
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Watts Bar Final Safety Analyses Report (FSAR) Section 13.2.3.2 states
ithat " Records supporting requests for NRC senior operator and operator '

licenses are maintained in the Watts Bar master files. These records
include training courses attended, retraining classes, number of
reactor startups, and other information necessary to ensure that
training requirements have been met." Contrary to this, as seen in
examples 5.a.(1)-(5) above, records supporting requests for NRC SR0 and
R0 licenses were not onsite in the Watts Bar master files. This lack (

of onsite supporting documentation is considered a deviation (Dev.
50-390/84-11-01,50-391/84-09-01).

b. Accounting for Training / Experience on NRC Fom 398
,

The following are examples of inconsistencies the inspectors observed
in the licensee's accounting for applicants' training / experience on NRC
Form 398.i

(1) 8547(SR0) - Under " Nuclear Power Plant Fundamentals," the
applicant was credited with 475 hours for completing a basic
nuclear fundamentals course during the time frame of November 1976
through January 1977. However, the associated TVA Form 1453
documented only 464 hours. This difference of 11 hours could not
be accounted for by the licensee.

(2) 8547 (SRO) - A review of the applicant's applicable TVA Fom 1453
revealed that 400 hours of plant systems training documented on
his NRC Form 398, had been received while he was at Browns Ferry.
The system topics listed on the TVA Form 1453 indicated'that the
systems training was structured towards boiling water reactors.
The inspectors informed plant management that it could be appro-
priate to take credit for some of this training if a correlation
could be demonstrated with pressurized water reactor systems. At -

the time of the inspection, the licersee was unable to demonstrate
a definitive correlation.

It was further observed that the TVA Form 1453, which documented
this 400 hour plant systems training course, also included the 464
hour basic nuclear fundamentals course discussed in 5.b.(1) above.
The form indicated that both of these courses (approximately 22
weeks), took place during the time frame of November 1976 through
January 1979. The licensee was unable to explain how 864 hours
could be given in less than a three month period.

(3) 8547(SR0) - 40 hours of simulator refresher training taken in
November 1982 was credited to the NRC Form 398 as " Simulator
Operating Practice." The applicable TVA Fom 1453 indicated that
the applicant satisfactorily completed the course. The written
examination coversheet for this training indicated that the

J
candidate received a grade of 65%. Licensee management expressed

' that the satisfactory completion indicated on the TVA form 1453 -

represents an overall performance evaluation which includes both

A%
.
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the written examination and simulator performance; the latter
apparently compensating for the written exam grade of 65%.

|
| 8547(SRO), 20161(R0) and 20163(RO) - In all three cases, a TVA (

(4) onsite training course was used, inpart, as credit for plant |

systems observation. However, the associated TVA form 1453 did
not indicate that any system observation was performed. At the*

time of the inspection, the licensee could not produce supportive'

documentation.

(5) 20161(RO) and 20163(RQ) - In both cases, onsite group training
[

courses (May 1982 - June 1983) were used as credit for " Simulator
Operating Practice." The inspectors were unable to determine from
the TVA 1453 forms that the simulator was utilized as a method of
instruction for this course.

In addition, one R0 candidate (20161) was credited with 120 hours
of training during this time frame. The two associated TVA 1453 .

forms indicated only 112 hours accumulative time. The licensee
could not explain this difference of 8 hours between the TVA 1453
forms and the NRC Fom 398.

(6) 8547(SRO), 20161(RO) and 20163(RO) - Under Item #7 of the three
NRC 398 foms, an 8 hour course in dynamics of two-way communica-v tions was listed as one half (.5) of a week, (i.e. 20 hrs). In
addition, NRC 398 forms 20161(RO) and 20163(RO), also contained
similar discrepancies for a human relations seninar.

(7) 20161(RO) and 20163(RO) - A review of the Watts Bar training
instruction letter indicated that thermodynamics and mitigation of .

core damage was incorporated into the simulator certification
training as of April 1980. The inspectors reviewed two R0 candi-
dates' TVA 1453 forms which documented their completion of post
1980 simulator certification training. It could not be determined
from the TVA 1453 foms, that training in mitigation of core
damage was included as subject matter. The licensee presented an
internal memo dated July 16, 1981, which indicated such, but was
unable to provide conclusive documentation at the time of the
inspection. This item will be considered an inspector followup
item until verification of training can be obtained by a review of
trainingsyllabuses(IFI 50-390/84-11-02,50-391/84-09-02).

The aforementioned item numbers 5.b.(1), (2), (4), (5) and (6)
represent examples of inaccuracies or inconsistencies which require
resolution by the licensee. Since these items may represent false -
information on operator license applications, they will be
considered an unresolved item until thoroughly reviewed by the NRC
Region II office (URI 50-390/84-11-03,50-391/84-09-03).

b%t
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Plant Familiarization Walk-Throughsc.

iRevision 4 of the Watts Bar Training Instruction Letter Section 11, *

requires that the shift engineer will be responsible for certifying
that each cold license ' candidate in his crew has satisfactorily

,

Furthermore, the shift |
completed the systems walk-through requirement. i
engineer will complete walk-through examinations and forward them to !The performance on each system walk-throughthe Operations Supervisor. i

is documented on attachment 11.8 to the aforementioned instruction !

The inspectors reviewed those attachment 11.B(s) contained inletter.
candidate's training records for docket numbers 8547(SRO), 20161(RO)

[
and 20163(RO). t

i
The inspectors observed that for docket number 8547(SRO), one of the ;

system walk-throughs had been signed by the shift engineer but theIt was furtherevaluation section of the form had not been completed.
.

iobserved that the dates of two walk-throughs were not consistent withThe inspectors conducted an [when the shift engineer had been on-site.
interview with the candidate who had received the apparent walk-

t
'

The candidate indicated that the shift engineer who signedthroughs. The candidatethe forms had given the individual the walk-throughs.
|

i

also indicated that the individual receiving the walk-through completes '

O all sections of the form (including the evaluation section), except
|An interview was held with thefor the shift engineer's signature. The shift engineer indicated |

shif t engineer who signed the forms.
for the most part, he does not conduct the walk-throughs. |

|that,
Somebody qualified on the system usually administers the walk-throughTheand, on occasion, the student may give himself a walk-through. |
shift engineer is usually presented with numerous completed walk- !

through forms which he then signs with the assumption that the tasks J
have been completed since the forms are presented with the necessary :

The SRO candidate (8547) later infonned the jinformation filled in.
inspectors that his earlier statements were in error and that the

|walk-throughs were conducted as the shift engineer had stated.

As previously identified in item 5.a.(3), the recorded walk-through
j
'

forms associated with docket number 20161(RO) were incomplete in that|

walk-through forms were missing for the spent fuel pit cooling and
0
rFor bothcarbon dioxide storage, fire protection and purgin systems.

the aforementioned applicants, the TVA 1453 forms indicated that the
plant system walk-throughs listed in training instruction letter,This four week

,

section 11.0, were completed during a four week period. I

walk-through was credited to the applicants' respective NRC Form 398 )
,

'

under " Plant Systems". ,

s.y .

The inspectors expressed concern to plant management that plant
procedural compliance and the accuracy of information relating to tMsPlant management acknowl

|
area of traini,ng appeared to be weak.

|

the inspectors concerns. 3
j,v
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10 CFR 50, Appendix B. Section V states, in part, that activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions,,

procedures, or drawings, of a type appropriate to the circumstances and
shall be accomplished in accordance with these instructions,;

procedures, or drawings.

Contrary to this, the' familiarization walk-throughs were not performed |
I i

in accordance with ' established plant instructions and is, therefore,
considered a violation of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 (VIO 50-390/84-11-04,

!
! 50-391/84-09-04).
j .
.

Independent Review of NRC Form 398
f d.

An inspector informed licensee management that no apparent independent
review of MRC 398 Foms had been perfomed by licensee personnel to ,

i

assure accuracy of infomation. Licensee management acknowledged the
|

inspector's observation and concluded that some form of independentLicensee action regarding this itemverification should be performed.,
'

will be inspected during subsequent inspections (IFI 50-390/84-11-05,
| 50-391/84-09-05).i

i

j 7. Management Meeting
I.

A meeting was held at the request of the licensee, on February 8,1984, in !j the NRC Region II Office in Atlanta, GA, to discuss corrective actions
[i

I planned by TVA in response to this inspection.
.t

!'Meeting Attendance was as follows:.

I Licensee Employees
-:

i W. T. Cottle, Plant Superintendent (WBNP)
| E. R. Ennis, Assistant Plant Superintendent (WBNP)

R. Shell, Supervisor PWR Projects (TVA)
i
:;

'

C. H. Noe, Supervisor Operational Training (TVA) i

fU. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission, Region 11
!
!R. C. Lewis, Director, Division of Project and Resident Programs

J. A. 01shinski, Director, Division of Engineering and Operational ('

Programs
D. M. Verre111 Chief, Project Branch No. 1

!C. A. Julian, Chief. Section IA Division of Project and Resident
}

.
,

| Programs

|
B. Wilson, Chief, Operator Licensing Section {
A. F. Gibson, Chief, Operational Programs Branch

i

>

!

M. Shymlock, Senior Resident Inspector, WBNP !| W. Holland, Resident Inspector, WBNP
!;

( R. Carroll Project ' Inspector
||

| -
B. Debs, Region II Inspector b I

I i

| .[
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Region II NRC representatives discussed the conduct of reactor operator
and senior reactor operator candidate training and the acc.uracy of
information which has been provided on NRC 398 Forms with licensee
management representatives.

Region II NRC representatives informed licensee management of the
*

violation, deviation, unresolved item, and inspector follow-up items'

contained in the text of the inspection report which had previously
been identified as unresolved items at the time of the inspection exit
interview.

'

Comitments made by TVA during this meeting were confirmed in a letter
from Mr. James P. O'Reilly, Administrator, Region II, to Mr. H. G. Parris,
TVA Manager of Power, dated February 10, 1984.
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Mississippi Power an't Light Company
ATTN: Mr. J.'B. Richard <-

Senior Vice President, Nuclear
P. O. Box 1640
Jackson, MS 39205>

Gentlernen: ,'
*

,

SUBJECT: CONFIRMATION OF ACTMN - DOCKET NO. 50-416

This letter refers to the telephone . conversations on March 20, and 11 arch 23, -

1984, between Mr. A. F. Gibson of this office and Mr. J. E. Cross, Plant Manager,
Grand Gulf Nuclear Station, concerning the results of the licensed operator and
senior operator NR sfrmistor requalification examinations conducted at the Grand
Gulf Nuclear Statian on March 12, 1984.

Based upon the matters discussed, it is our understanding that the following
actions have been or will be taken: |

1. The three operators who failed their secont NRC simulator . rec.ualification
examination ec' ministered on March 12, 1984, are' still prohibited from
performing licensed duties. They will rot be returned to licensed duties
until they have satisfactorily completed 'an N6C administerdd simulator
icqualificition examinction. These three individuals at t identified by

license number in Enclosure 1.
'

,.
.

2. Ycu will provide to this office by April 16, 1984, in writing, a summary of
the rciredial training you intend to provide these three individuals and its
scheduled completion cate.

3. Additionally, fou !.:ill evaluate the remainEer of the GGNS Licensed Operator
Staff to determitie if the deficiencies exh'ibited by these three individuals
are applicctle to others,yn tty gtaff. The results of this eva'luation and -

,

any trainirig program ilaprovei'nts will be provide.d to this office, in
.rltihg, by April 16, 1084. ^

s,
w eg,- ,

if yournMe tt.r.dit.; cf our discussion is differetit frcm that stated above,
please in, fos;;Cis'oiTice promptly.' -

' '

s g ,

Since ly, ,,

ca._.f Q s.dO_M '
' '

-

', ,

,

Jcces P. O'Reilip -

,
'

', Eegif.clAdminist.rAto
i t' >

> ,p
CAL |0-4164402^ N< .; ( \

x; -

e Enclosurb,' Liccnse Nurbcrs *y A ,

cc w/ encl: dd
N# J. Cross Plant t 4
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MAR 23 1984

Mississippi Power and Light Company
ATTN: Mr. J. B. Richard

Senior Vice President, Nuclear
P. O. Box 1640
Jackson, its 39205

*

Gentlemen: ,'
,

SUBJECT: CONFIRl1ATION OF ACTION - DOCKET NO. 50-416

This letter refers to the telephone . conversations on llarch 20, and liarch 23, -

1984, between Mr. A. F. Gibson of this office and Mr. J. E. Cross, Plant Manager,
Grand Gulf Nuclear Station, concerning the results of the licensed operator and'

senior operator NRC simulator requalification examinations conducted at the Grand
Gulf Nuclear Station on March 12, 1984.

Based upon the matters discussed, it is our understanding that the following
actions have been or will be taken:

1. The three operators who failed their second NRC simulator requalification
examination administered on 11 arch 12, 1984, are still prohibited from
performing licensed duties. They will not be returned to li, censed duties
until they have satisfactorily completed an NRC administered simulator
requclification examination. These three individuals are identified by -

'license rur:ber in Enclosure 1.

2. You v.111 provide to this office by April 16, 1984, in writing, a sunmary of
the remedial training you intend to provide these three individuals and its
scheduled completion date.

3. Additionally, you will evaluate the rcrainder of the GGNS Licensed Operater
Staff :c cetermine if the deficiencies exhibited by these three individuals
crc pr:M :able to cthers on the staff. The results of this evaluation and -

any trairing program improven:ents will be provided to this office, in
writirg, ty April 16, 1954.

If your vrc'ustanding of our discussion is' different froa that stated abeve,
please u,~orri this cffice prcn.ptly. _

Sincerely,

'
, .

s

|ct..as P. O' W ''
Fegional I.cir.inrt.;c r

CAL 50 a16-8402

Enclosure: License Iumbers

cc w/ encl: / 41
J. E. Cross, Plant !!anaSer

I
#

hec w/o enc 1: (See caea 2)
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Mississippi Power and Light Company 2
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CAL-50-416-8402
.

bec w/o encl: /
t!RC Resident Inspector
Document Control Desk ,

State of Mississippi
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ENCLOSURE

License No.
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0P-5854
OP-6121
OP-4216
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b5UNITED STATES>* O!ug
[ jo NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

[ R EGION ilo .

3 g 101 M ARIETTA STREET, N.W.
* I ATL ANTA, GEORGI A 30303

*%,*****/
APR 4 1984

Duke Power Company

/ ATTN: Mr. H. B. Tucker, Vice President
Nuclear Production Department

422 South Church Street
Charlotte, NC 28242

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: DOCKET NOS. 50-413 AND 50-414

Thank you for your letter of March 14, 1084, informing us of the actions which
you are taking to correct deficiencies in the operator training progran at the
Catawba Nuclear Station. Ve have evaluated the corrective action comitments
provided by your letter and found then to be acceptable. Implementation of these ,

corrective actions will be examined during future inspectionsN iL

N @A c Arp,A.*'"svulie appreciate your cooperation in this natter.

Sincerely,
',.s ,

'

gQB Sub~
1ames P. O'Reilly
Regional Admin c

'
cc: J.1!. !!ampton, Station ~

Manager

,

IM
AK Aro

n()}l 1 WA m 4 q gm
O]W J W I VJ JU /
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W8 UNITED STATES>

!gjo,, NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

[ o cE!10N ile ,

5 $ 101 M ARIETTA STREET. N.h.
* # ATLANTA. GEORGI A 30303

%...../ 'APR 12 1984

Duke Power Company
ATTN: Mr. H. B. Tucker, Vice President

Nuclear Production Department
422 South Church Street
Charlotte, NC 28242

.

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: REPORT NO. 50-413/84-39 .

On March 28-30, 1984, NRC inspected activities authorized by NRC License
No. DPPR-116 for your Catawba facility. At the conclusion of the inspection, the
findings were discussed with those members of your staff identified in the
enclosed inspection report.

Areas examined during the inspection are identified in the report. Within these
areas, the inspection consisted of selective examinations of procedures and
representative records, interviews with personnel, and observation of activities
in progress.

Within the scope of the inspection, no violations or deviations were identified.

Your attention is invited to unresolved items identified in the inspection
report. These matters will be pursued during future inspections.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosures will
be placed in NRC's Public Document Room unless you notify this office by
telephone within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written
application to withhold information contained therein within 30 days of the date
of the letter. Such application must be consistent with the requirements of
2.790(b)(1).

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.

- Sincerely,

$G
Richar C. Lewis, Director
Division of Project and

Resident Programs

Enclosure:
Inspection Report No. 50-413/84-39

cc w/ encl:
R. L. Dick, Vice President - Construction
J. W. Hampton, Station Manager

JOC -, W Y' h S~Iaw e , ~ - n
U '/ F- ' y/ . / (19 M a T
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,

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMM(SSION'o,'o<*
[ RE21: Nil- .

8 101 MARIETTA STREET.N.W.
* 8 ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303

\*****/ APR Ig 1984

Report Nos.: 50-413/84-39

Licensee: Duke Power Company
422 South Church Street ,

Charlotte, NC 28242 ,

Docket No.: 50-413

License No.: CPPR-116

Facility Name: Catawba 1

Inspection at Cat w s e near Rock Hill, South Carolina

// /f f /2 bYInspector: I 4A
j h T. Dd i ,/' Date Signed

l/ /t (' R b iApproved by: J A
H. Krug, Actin ~ , Sect 4dn Chief Date Signedg
Operational Program Branch
Division of Reactor Safety

SUMMARY

Inspection on March 28-30, 1984

Areas Inspected

This routine, announced inspection involved four inspector-hours on site in the
area of Licensee completed NRC Form-398(s).

Results

No violations or deviations were identified in the area inspected.

|
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REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees
,

*C. W. Graves, Superintendent of Operations"

S. Frye, Director of Operator training
W. Ba rron, Training Supervisor

*G. Barrett, Training Supervisor .

Other licensee employees contacted included one operator.

NRC Resident Inspectors

*P. A. Skinner, Senior Resident Inspector (Operations)
*P. K. VanDoorn, Senior Resident Inspector (Construction)

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview

The intpection scope and findings were summarized on March 30, 1984, with
those persons indicated in paragraph I above.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters

Not inspected.

4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required to
determine whether they are acceptable or may involve violations or devia-
tions. New unresolved items identified during this inspection are discussed
in section 5.

5. Licensee Completed NRC Form 398(s)

The inspector performed a review of selected NRC Form 398(s), ." Personal
Qualifications Statement - Licensee" submitted by the licensee to the NRC
in March 1984.

The inspector observed that the NRC Form 398 for Docket Number 55-6427
reflected a period of Cold License Certification Observation training during
May 1978, a period of four weeks. The inspector reviewed the candidates
Cold License Certification Observation Task List which should have been
completed during this period. This list contained task completion dates
ranging from January 1975 to July 1978, a period of three and one half years
rather than the indicated four weeks.

Jh SIl
t

e
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Licensee management indicated that the candidate had been provided this task
list to complete at the Oconee Nuclear station prior to his employment at
the Catawba Nuclear Station. The candidate had been a licensee Reactor
Operator (License No. OP-4798) at the Oconee Nuclear Station. His date of
initial employment at Catawba is July 31, 1978.

NRC Form 398 for Docket Number 20270 indicates that during the four weeks in
September 1981 the candidate completed his Cold License Certification
Ob~servation Training. A review of this candidate's training records
indicate that the observation task list was completed during a period from
March 1982 to June 1982. Licensee personnel indicated that this inaccuracy
was a result of a clerical error when the applications were being completed.

NRC Form 398 for Docket Number 20256 indicates that four weeks of Cold
License Certification Observation Training had been completed from January
1982 to June 1982. A review of the candidates training records indicated
that the four weeks of this observation training had been performed in March
1980. The licensee indicated that this inaccuracy was a result of a
clerical error while completing the application.

The inspector informed licensee management that these apparent inaccuracies
will be further evaluated by the NRC Region II Office. Since these items
nay represent a violation of 10CFR, they will be considered an unresolved
item until the NRC has completed an evaluation (URI 50-413/84-39-01).

.

. - .-- .__
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UNITED STATES

n at?g[o
,e a

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
_

REGION il
e 3 o

5 .$ 101 M ARIETTA STREET, N.W.
* * ATLANTA, GEORGI A 30303

~s /
***** APR 16 1984

Duke Power Company
ATTN: Mr. H. B. Tucker, Vice President

Nuclear Proouction Department
422 South Church Street
Charlotte, NC 28242

Gentlenen:

SUBJECT: REPORT N05. 50-413/84-25 AND 50-414/84-10

On February 21-23, 1984, NRC inspected activities authorized by NRC Construction
Permit hos. CPPR-116 and CPPR-117 for your Catawba facility. At a March 8, 1984,
meeting held at the f4RC Region II Office and again on March 26, 1984, at the
Catawba facility, the finoir,gs were discussed with those members of your staff
identified in the enclosed inspection report.

Areas exauined during the inspection are identified in the report. Within these
areas, the inspection consisted of selective examinations of procedures and
representative records, interviews with personnel, and observation of activities
in progress.

The inspection findings dicate that certain uctivities violated flRC require-
ments and other activitles appeared to deviate from a commitment to the NRC. The
violation and deviation, with pertinent references and elements to be included in
jour response, are presented in the enclosed Notices.

In addition to the need for corrective action regarding the specific matters
identified in the enclosed Notices, we are concerned about the implementation of
your management control systems that permitted this situation to develop.
Consequently, your r9ponse shculd describe those particular act1ons taken or
plarned to improve tne effectiveness of your program.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(ai, a copy uf this letter. its enclosures, and
your reply will be placed in NRC's Public Document Room upon completion of our
evaluation of the reply. If you wish to withhold information contained therein,
please notify this office by telephone and include a written application to
withhold information in your response. Such application must be consistent with
the requirements of 2.790(b)(1).

51
| wr . .- a%FAT e ] Q) {v MI'1-v ' a r
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APN 10 l004Duke Power Company 2

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosures are not subject to the
clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget issued under the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.

Sincerely,

_Je &&Q.
ames P. O'Reilly
gional Aoministra r

Enclosures: I
1. Notice of Violation

'
2. Notice of Deviation
3. Inspection Report Nos.

50-413/84-25 and 50-414/84-10

cc w/encls:
R. L. Dick, Vice President - Construction
J. W. Hampton, Station Manager

An.
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ENCLOSURE 1

t'0TICE OF VIOLATION

Cuke Power Cerrpany Docket tios. 50-413 and 50 414
Catawba Nuclear Station License Nos. CPPR-116 and CPPR-117

The following violaticn was identified during an inspection conducted on
February 21-23, 1984 The Severity Level was assigned in accordance with
the f!RC Enforcement Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C).

10 CFR EE.10(d) requires that each application and statement shall contain
complete and accurate disclcsure as to all matters ard things required to
be disclosed.

1C CFR 55.10(a)(6) requires certification that the applicant has learned
to cperate the centrols in a corpetent and safe manner and has need for an
operatcr or senior operator license. This certificaticn may be provided by
an authorizea representative of the facility licensee where the applicant's
services will be utilized. The certificaticn must include details en courses
of instruction administered by the facility licensee, number of course hours,
and the number of hours of training received at the facility.

Cortra ry to the above, in 11 instances inaccurate information was
submitted by Duke Pcwer Company as part of the reouired certificatico in
February 1984 on applications for operator and senior cperator licenses
at the Catawba facility. Fcwever, if the correct information had been
known at the tirae of the submittal, the license eligibility of the inoividual
applicar;ts would not have been affected,

ibis is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement I).

Fursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, you are required to submit to this cffice within 30
days of the date of this Notice, a written statercent or explanation in reply,
including: (1) aamission er denial of the alleged violation; (2) the reasons
for the violation if admitted; (3) the corrective steps v:hich have been taken
and the results echieved; (4) corrective steps which will be taken to avoid
further violatiens; and (5) the date when full compliance will be achieveo.

1

Security or safeguards inforration shculd be submitted as an enclosure to
'

facilitate withholding it frcm public disclosure as required by 10 CFR 2.790(d)
or 10 CFR 73.21.

1

PR 181924Date:
dfLA
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EP' CLOSURE 2

NOTICE OF DEVIATION

Duke Power Company Docket Nos. 50-413 and 50-414
Catawba Nuclear Station License Nos. CPPR-116 and CPPP-117

The following deviation was identified during an inspection ccnducted on
February 21-23, 1984

Catawba Nuclear Statien Final Safety Analysis Report Secticn 13.2.7.2.2(k)
states, in part, that the cold certification observation check list provides
structured guidance for required observation tasks.

Centrary tc the the above, in 13 instances, cold certificatien
observation check lists were not documented as completed for operator
license candidates.

Please provide, in writine within 30 cays of the date of this Notice, a
description of corrective actions regarding this deviation, actions taken to
avoid further deviations, and the cates when these actions were or will be
completed.

Security or safeguards inferitation should be submitted as an enclosure to
facilitate withhciding it from public disclosure as required by 10 CFR 2.790(d)
er 10 CFR 73.21.

APR 131984
Da m
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UNITED STATESgd Recoq-

/ jo,, NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION il3 o

3 e 101 MARIETTA STREET, N.W.
* 2 ATLANTA, GEORGI A 30303

s*****/ VR 181984

Report Nos.: 50-413/84-25 and 50-414/84-10

Licensee: Duke Power Company
422 South Church Street
Charlotte, NC 28242

Docket Nos.: 50-413 and 50-414

License Nos.: CPPR-116 and CPPR-117

Facility Name: Catawba

Inspection at Catawba site near Clover, South Carolina
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SUMMARY

Inspection cn February 21 - 23, 1984

Arces Inspected

This routine, unannounced inspection involved 17 inspector-hours on site in the
dreas of NRC Form 398 accuracy, cold certification observation training, quality
assurance evaluation of operator training programs, simulator training, and
procedure waik-throughs.

Results

Of the five areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identified in three
areas; one apparent deviation was found in one area and one apparent violaticn
was found in another area.
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REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

J. W. Hampton, Station Manager
G. G. Barrett, Training Supervisor

*C. W. Graves, Superintendent of Operations
W. Barron, Senior Instructor Operator Training
J. Knuti, Operating Engineer
J. W. Willis, Senior QA Engineer

*S. .Frye, Director of Operator Training

Other licensee employees contacted included two operators and two office
personnel,

fRC Resident Inspectors

P. H. Skinner
V. Vandorn

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summari.ned en March 8,1984, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above.

3. Licensee Actier on Previous Enforcement Matters-

Not inspected.

4. Unresolved Itens

Unresolved items were not _ identified during this inspection.
'

5. Accuracy Of Information Provided On NRC Form 398 (Personal Qualifications
Statement - Licensee)

The inspector performed an indepth review of two cold license applications,
NRC. Form 398(s), a cursory review of six other applications, and a review of
a licensee per#crmed Ouality Assurance Audit of applications which was
submitted by the licensee to the NRC Region II Office. The following
describes the discrepancies associated with these applications:

a. NRC Form 398 for Docket Number 20258 indicates that the candidate
completed 30.6 weeks of plant systems training. The inspector observed
that a 13 week segment of that training, " Systems Procedures Specific",

| included cne week of fire brigade training and one day of physical
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examinations. The inspector informed licensee management that the time
relating to nonsystems training or activities cannot appropriately
appear in the plant system section of the NRC Form 398 and that such
incorpcration results in an apparent over statement of a specific
training. Licensee management acknowledged the inspector's comments
and subsequently corrected the application,

b. The inspector observed that the data presented cn the applications was
cbtained from a computer generated printout of each candidate's train-
ing. This printout provides the licensee with course titles, dates of
course completion, and total course hours. In completing the NRC
Forn 398 applications, licensee personnel had taken the dates of course
completion and back calculated the number of course hours to derive a
start date. The inspector reviewed the training summary sheets ar.d
attached training information which the licensee had originally used to
input the data into the computer. It was noticed that these summary
sheets include a list of attendees for each course but did not include
a daily attendance record of the candidates. Licensee representatives
stated that 100 percent attendance was assumed when calculating the
times which were represented en the NRC Form 398(s). The inspector
stated that in order to complete license applications accurately,
periods of ncnattendarce as result of vacations, sickness, etc. must be
discounted. Licensee management acknowledged this deficiency and
subsequently corrected the applicatiers.

c. TFe plant's Quality Assurance Group bad performed a post submittal
surveillance of 9 of the 31 submitted license applications. The
inspector reviewed a draft report of this surveillance. The sur-
veillarce indicated that the MPC Forn 398 for Cocket Number 20277
reflected 54.1 weeks of plant systems classroom training. Training
records document 29.7 weeks of this type training. 14.8 weeks of
simulator operations training also appeared on this application.
Training records document 12.8 weeks of simulator training.

NRC Form 398 for Docket Number 20275 reflects 20 weeks of cbservation
training. However, training records document 16 weeks.

The NRC Form 398 for Docket Number 20280 reflects 17.6 weeks of plant
systems .cbservation training. Training records document 14.6 weeks.
28.2 weeks are credited to SR0 instruction. Site QA could find docu- ,

'mentation substantiating 27.5 weeks of this training.

The Quality Assurance surveillance also identified six inaccuracies
associated with the periods of training reported on submitted NRC
Form 398(s). Site QA further observed that course number PC-6200 had
been credited as a nuclear fundamental course on one application and as
a systems course cn another application,

d. The inspector's review of selected training records indicated that a
recuisite cold license certification observation checklist was incom-
plete in that item number 5 on page 5 of the checklist had not been
ccepleted for Pocket Number 20254. /n $I2.
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For Docket Number 20277 a required observation training item also had not
been completed on page 5 of the cold license certification observation
checklist. The inspector also noted that the check lists contained multiple
performances, observations, or discussions listed under a single topic item.
In some cases a single date and set of initials appeared next to the topic
item or a single subtopic. In other instances each subtopic had been
initialed and assigned a date. The licensee was unsure if all the subtopics
had been performed in the cases where only one date and set of initials
appeared. Observation training is further discussed in section 6 cf this
repcrt.

Subsequent to the inspection, the licensee withdrew their NRC Form 398
submittal and performed a complete audit of the information contained on
these applications. The licensee discovered additional inaccuracies. The
NRC Form 398(s) were resubmitted to the NRC at a itarch 8,1984 meeting
described in Section 10 of this report. On March 26, 1984, the inspector
informed licensee management that the inaccuracies in prior submittals of
NRC Form 398(s) represent a violation of 10 CFR 55.10(d) which requires, in
part, that each application and statement shall contain complete and accu-
rate disclosure as to all matters and things requireo to be disclosed; and
10 CFR 55.10(a)(6) which requires, in part, certification that the ipplicant
has learned to cperate the centrols in a ccapetent and safe manner. This
certification may be provided by an authorized representative of the
facility licensee where the applicant's services will be utilized. The
certification must include details on courses of instructions administered
by the facility licensee, number of course hours, and the number of hours of
training received at the facility.

Additionally, the licensee was informed that had the NPC known the correct
information at the time of the submittals, the license eligibility of the
individuals applicants would not have been affected in the eyes of the NPC
(VIO 50-413/84-25-01, 50-414/84-10-01).

6. Cold Certification Observation Training

. Section 13.2.2.2.2(k) of the plant's Final Safety Analysis Feport (FSAR)
Revisions 0 through 7, states, in part, that the cold certification obser-
vation check list provides structured guidance for required observation
tasks. This checklist appeared as an attachment to a cold certification
program request to Mr. Paul F. Cellins, NRC (0LB) from Duke Power Company
dateo November 2,1977 and subsequently accepted by Mr. Collins' letter
dated November 28, 1977. This observation checklist contains tasks which
are identified by a single or double asterisk. The double asterisk
identifies tasks which are required to be completed by a reactor or senicr
reactor operator condidate. The single asterisk is used to identify tasks
that could have a significant impact on the candidates performance during
future training but are not required to be completed.

di2
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As is stated in section 5.(d) of this report, two instances of required
double asterisk items were observed not to be complete. Subsequent to this
inspection, the licensee identified eleven additional double asterisk tasks
which had not been completed. The licensee was informed that the thirteen
instances of incomplete observation training represerts a deviation by the
licensee frcm a commitment to the NRC to perform those observations. (DEV
50-413/84-25-02,50-414/84-10-02).

In addition to the aforementioned basic observation checklist, the licensee
had expanded that checklist tc include other observation, performance and
discussion items which included 68 licensee identified systems. From
training records, the inspector observed that very few of these additional
tasks had been completed by the candidates. Interviews conducted with
licensee training personnel and operator candidates indicated that these
additional tasks were given to the candidates with the understanding that
they were not required and could be performed if time permitted.

7. Quality Assurance Evaluation of Operator Training Programs

Pevisions 0 thrcugh 7 of the. Catawba FSAR Section 13.2.5 states, in part,
that the Quality Assurance Department audits the station training. Inter-
views conducted by the inspector with plant Quality Assurance (QA) personnel
indicated that the plant QA group had recently completed their first sur-
veillance, CN-84-11 en reactor and senior reactor operator trainine which
included a review of the information provided cn NRC Forn 398(s). This
surveillance was perforced during the week prior to this NRC inspection and
after the March 8, 1984, submittal of NRC Forn 398(s) by the licensee.

The inspector reviewed the report of the last Departmental Audit,
NP-84-2(CN), performed by members of the corporate effice in January 198a.
This audit included personnel cualifications and training along with record
management. Site personnel were unsure if this audit specifically looked at
reactor operator training. No negative findings could be fcund in the
report regarding the area of personnel qualifications ard training. The
inspector informed licensee management that the depth of Cuality Assurance
. audits should be such that cry deficiencies including those which had been
identified by the inspector in the operator training program including
documentation are properly identified and corrected prior to the submittal
of license appli:ations to the NRC. The licensee's efforts to perform
indepth surveillances of reactor and senior reactor caerator training will
be inspected during subsequent inspections (IFI 50-413/84-25-03,
50-414/84-10-03).

8. Simulator Training
|
|

The inspector requested documentation regarding grcup sizes for Catawba
| simulator training programs. It was noted that from September 1983 through
| February 1984 group sizes had increased fron three or four individuals to
| five and six. Revisions 0 thrcush 7 of the Catawba FSAR Section
| 13.2.2.2.2(J) state, in part, that the simulator training sessions are A $2

normally conducted in groups consisting of four trainees per group.
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The inspector informed licensee management that the quality of instruction
may become diluted as the number in the group increases. The inspector
expressed concern that the recent trend toward group sizes greater than four
was becoming incenststent with the aforementioned section of the FSAR.
Licensee management acknowledged the inspector's concerns. This area of NRC
concern will be inspected again during followup inspections (IFI
50-413/84-25-04,50-414/84-10-04).

9. rocedure Walk-Through

Revision 7 of the Catawba FSAR section 13.2.2.2.2(j) states, in part, that
simulator training is supplerented with procedure " walk-through" training at
Catawba huclear Station. The inspector observed that the sicensee had,

established an informal task training list in April,1983. This list
consisted of numerous training tasks identified as complete by a date and a
designated signature.

Licensee personnel indicated that the walk-throughs indicated on this list
had not been completed by the candidates. Those items which had been
ccmpleted were usually signed off by the students. Licensee r.anagement
irdicated that this list was only meant as a guide for the students and that
actual formal, evaluated, and Mcumented onsite walk-through training
censisted of approximately ten ful days of e:rergency procedures evaluation.
The licensee further indicated that credit for walk-through training could
be given cardidates on the basis of undocumented participation in procedure
cevelopment system tests, and the training opportunities which were provided
to the candidates to go inplant and reinforce classroor training.

10. Managerent Meeting

A meetinc was held at the request of the licensee on March 8,1984, in the
NRC Region II Office in Atlanta, Georgia, to discuss corrective actions
plannec by Duke Power Company in response to this inspection.

Licensee Employees

S. R. Frye, Director of Operation Training
C. W. Graves, Jr., Supenintendent of Operations
N. Ruther'ord, System Engineer, Licensing

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Regicn II

H. C. Dance, Chief, Project Branch 2, Division of Project and Resident
Prcgraus

V. L. Brownlee, Section Chief, Division of Project and Resident Programs
. A. Ignatonis, Project Inspector, DPRP
! B. A. Wilson, Chief, Operator Licensing Section

B. T. Debs, Region II Inspector
T. Rogers, Region II Examiner

.
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Region II NRC representatives discussed the conduct of reactor operator and
senior reactor operator condidate training, accuracy of information which
has been provided on NRC 398 Forms, and the findings of the February 21-23,
1984 inspection with licensee management representatives.

Commitments made by Duka Power company during this meeting were confirmed by
a Duke Power Company letter to the NRC Region II Office dated March 14,
1984

,
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[ CEXION 11o
0 3 3 101 M ARIETTA STREET, N.W.

* * ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303

\...../
MAY 0 4 1984

Tennessee Valley Authority
ATTN: Mr. H. G. Parris

Manager of Power and Engineering
500A Chestnut Street Tower II
Chattanooga, TN 37401

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: REPORT N05. 50-390/84-11 AND 50-391/84-09

Thank you for your response of April 9,1984, to our Notices of Violation and
Deviation issued on March 6,1984, concerning activities conducted at your Watts
Bar facility under Construction Permit Nos. CPPR-91 and CPPR-92. Regarding your
response concerning the violation, you have indicated that TVA has complied with
Item 3 of the Confinnation of Action Letter dated February 10, 1984, to
Mr. H. G. Parris from Mr. James P. O'Reilly; however, the response does not
directly address the implementation of Item 2 regarding this violation. Based on
a telephone conversation on April 19, 1984, between an NRC representative,
Mr. B. T. Debs, and a TVA representative, Mr. W. E. Teamer, it is our under-
standing that Item 2 has been implemented.

Regarding your response to the deviation, you disagreed with the inspection
findings regarding Docket Number 20163 which stated that most of the TVA
Forms 1453, tests, and break-in system qualification sheets were not available
to substantiate Nuclear Operator Training Program (NOTP) training. Your response
indicates that this phase of training is documented on a TVA Form 3031 rather
than a TVA Form 1453; however, the response does not address the absent break-in
system qualification sheets and tests. We are requesting that you provide a
supplemental response specifically addressing these items.

We have evaluated your response to the violation and found that it meets the
requirements of 10 CFR 2.201. We will examine the implementation of your
corrective actions during future inspections.

We appreciate your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

b M

Richard C. Lewis, Director
Division of Reactor Projects

cc: (See page 2)'

1
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Tennessee Valley Authority 2 MAY 041984

cc: J. A. Coffey, Director of Nuclear
Power

W. T. Cottle, Plant Superintendent*

G. Wadewitz, Project Manager
R. M. Pierce, OEDC Project Manager

;

J. W. Anderson, Managert

Office of Quality Assurance
H. N. Culver, Chief, Nuclear Safety

Review Staff
D. L. Williams, Jr., Supervisor,

Licensing Section
R. E. Teamer, Project Engineer

.
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY*

CH ATTANOOGA. TENNESSEE 37401
4 Chestnut Street Tower II

UR12 4/S ,Ap31,1 9, 1984
-

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 00
Region II
Attn: Mr. James P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator
101 Marietta Street, NW, Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Dear Mr. O'Reilly:
,

,

WATIS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1 AND 2 - NRC-0IE RE0 ION II INSPECTION REPORT
50-390/84-11, 50-391/84-09 - RESPONSE TO VIOLATION (390,391/84-11,09-04)
AND DEVIATION (390,391/84-11,09-01)

The subject inspection rvport cited TVA with one Severity Level IV
Violation (390,391/84-11,09-04) and a Deviation (390,391/84-11,09-01) in
accordance with 10 CFR 2.201. Enclosed is our response to the subject
inspection report.

If you have any questions, please get in touch with R. H. Shell at FTS
858-2688.

To the best of my knowledge, I declare the statements contained hemin am
complete and true.

Very truly yours, *

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

, .

- L. M. Mills, Manager
Nuclear Licensing

| Enclosure
| cc (Enclosure):
i Mr. Richard C. DeYoung, Director -

l Office of Inspection and Enforcement

! U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission .
j Washington, D.C. 20555

Records Center
Institute of Nuclear Power Operations
1100 Circle 75 Parkway, Suite 1500
Atlanta, Georgia 30339

|

|

_ r T/L M ' A k 00*
yp | A53^*A_Ii

,

5 () 1983-TVA 5OTH ANNIVERSARY
'

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PL4NT UNITS 1 AND 2'

IDRC-0IE REGION II INSPECTION REPORT

Severity Level IV Violation--50-390/84-11-04 and 50-391/84-09-04

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Section V states, in part, that activities affecting
quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions, procedures, or
drawings, of a type appropriate to the circumstances and shall be
accomplished in accordance with these instructions, procedures, or
drawings.

Revision 4 of the Watts Bar Training Instruction Letter, section 11,
requires that the responsible shift engineer will be responsible for
certifying that each cold license candidate in his crew has satisfactorily
completed the systems walk-through requirements and that the shift engineer
will complete walk-through examinations and forward them to the Operations ,

Supervisor.

Contrary to the above, plant system familiarization walk-throughs were not
performed in accordance with the established plant instruction.

This is a Severity IV (Supplement II).

Admission or Denial of the Alleged Violation ,

TVA admits the violation occurred as stated.

Reason for Violation if Admitted

The requirements of the Operations Section Letter, " Training," were not
being strictly complied with.

Corrective Steps Which Have Been Taken and the Results Achieved

TVA has complied with Item 3 of the Confirmation of Action Letter dated
'

-

February 10, 1984, to H. G. Parris from J. P. O'Reilly. Operator
candidates scheduled for the April 1984 NRC examination have completed the
walk-through examinations, and examinations for existing licensed operators
and senior operators will be completed by June 1, 1984.

Corrective Steps Which Will Be Taken To Avoid Further Violations

The Operations Section Letter governing the walk-through examinations for
cold license candidates has been revised to clarify the program. Future
walk-throughs given to cold license candidates will be administered strictly
by the section letter.

A53
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Dato Whnn Full Complirne, Will E chievrd I
*

.
,

We will ba in fbil complienea by Juns 1, 1984. ,
,

,

'k

records supporting mquests for NRC senior operator and operator licenses
are maintained in the Watts Bar master flies. These records include
training courses attended, retraining classes, number of reactor startups,
and other information necessary to insure that training mquirements have

been met.

Contrary to the above, documentation of test mactor startups and two
familiarization system walk-through completion sheets were unavailable for
reactor operator license application docket number 20161. System break-in
sheets and Nuclear Operator Training Program tests were not available for
reactor operator application docket number 20163 Documentation of health
physics training for September 1982 and 16 hours of fuel receipt training
between July 1978 and December 1982 were not available for docket number 1

8547. I
!

Corrective Actions That Have Been Taken Or Will Be Taken |

Docket Number 20161-TVA asked for and received documentation of test
reactor startups from Oak Ridge National Laboratory for the individu_al's |
record file. System walk-throughs on missing systems were conducted and
placed in the applicant's file. |

Docket Number 20163--TVA disagmes with the example cited in paragraph 5.a.2
of the report details. Form TVA 1453 is not the only form TVA uses to
document the satisfactory completion of a training program. The Power
Operations Training Center does not issue a form TVA 1453 to document
completion of the Nuclear Operator Training Program (NOTP). NOTP training is
documented at the completion of each period during the course by form TVA g . ,.
3031. " Employee Service Report." This form is available onsite for the people J.4 y

/. completing the NOTP course. A 4 dg
, . ,#) . @
fr Docket Number 8547--The 12 hours for the health physics course will be J

removed from the NRC Form 398, " Personal Qualifications Statement," before
resubmittal. The 16 training hours for the fuel handling course will be
removed from the applicant's NRC Form 398 before resubmittal.

.

Corrective Actions Which Will Be Taken To Avoid Further Deviations

For fbture license applications, TVA will maintain a file onsite to support
all the information contained in the NRC Form 398. The training mcords
supporting those applications already filed with NRC will be put together
and maintained onsite.

Date Corrective Actions Will Be Completed !

We will be in compliance by June 30, 1984.
|

AF3:
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m neo UNITED STATES,

, [a ,o NOCLEAR RcCULATCRY COMMISSION*

[ r,E EION il
*

g
!! g 101 M ARIETTA STREET, ND.e * * ATLANTA, GEORCI A 30303

\*****/ May 9, 1984

Duke Power Company
ATTN: Mr.H. B. Tucker, Vice President

Nuclear Production Department
422 South Church Street
Charlotte, NC 28242

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: MEETING SUMMARY - DOCKET NOS. 50-413 AND 50-414

This letter refers to the meeting conducted by mutual request in the NRC
Region II Office on April 16, 1984. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
information developed by members of the Region II staff concerning the conduct of
reactor operator and senior reactor operator training at your Catawba plant and
to discuss the recent written license examination conducted at Catawba on
March 20, 1984. A summary of this meeting is enclosed. -

It is our opinion that this meeting served its intended function of providing us
a better understanding of your training program and providing you an under- -

standing of our concerns regarding the implementation of commitments that you
have made to the NRC for the training of Catawba operators and senior operators.

During the meeting, you provided coments regarding the grading and content of
written operator and senior operator exaalinations which were administered by the
NRC on March 20, 1984. Copies of these graded examinations had been provided to
you on April 9,1984. Resolution of these coments will be documented in an
examination report to be issued by Region II.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of NRC's " Rules of Practice", Part 2, Title 10,
Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the enclosures will be
placed in NRC's Public Document Room.

I

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, we will be pleased to
discuss them.

|

| Sincerely,
|

m? O' 'l'

ames P. O'Reilly
| gional Administrat r

Enclosure: (See Page 2) O
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May 9, 1984

Duke Power Company
ATTN: Mr H. B. Tucker, Vice President

Nuclear Production Department
422 South Church Street
Charlotte, NC 28242

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: MEETING SUMMARY - DOCKET N05. 50-413 AND 50-414

This letter refers to the meeting conducted by mutual request in .the NRC
Region II Office on April 16, 1984. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
infonnation developed by members of the Region II staff concerning the conduct of
reactor operator and senior reactor operator training at your Catawba plant and
to discuss the recent written license examination conducted at Catawba on
March 20,.1984. A summary of this meeting is enclosed. -

It is our opinion that this meeting served its intended function of providing us
a better understanding of your training program.and' providing you an under-
standing of our concerns regarding the implementation of commitments that you
have made to the NRC for the training of Catawba operators and senior operators.

During the meeting, you provided coments regarding the grading and content of
written operator and senior operator examinations which were administered by the
NRC on March 20, 1984. Copies of these graded examinations had been provided to
you on April 9,1984. Resolution of these comments will be documented in an
examination report to be issued by Region 11.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of NRC's " Rules of Practice", Part 2, Title 10,
Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the enclosures 2will be
placed in NRC's Public Document Room.

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, we will be pleased to
discuss them.

Sincerely,*

(original signed by JP0'Reilly)

James P. O'Reilly
Regional Administrator

,

Enclosure: (See Page 2)
>
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Duke Power Company 2 May 9, 1984

Enclosure:
Meeting Sunnary

cc w/ encl:
R. W. Bostian, Vice-President,

Production Support
J. W. Hampton, Catawba Station

Manager

bec w/ encl:
NRC Resident Inspector
Document Control Desk
State of South Carolina
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ENCLOSURE

MEETING SU M ARY

LICENSEE: Duke Power Company

FACILITY: Catawba

DOCKET NOS.: 50-413 and 50-414

LICENSE N05.: CPPR-116 and CPPR-117

SUBJECT: COLD LICENSE CERTIFICATION OBSERVATION TRAINING AND NRC
EXAMINATIONS

A management meeting was held in the NRC Region II Office on April 16, 1984, to
discuss with licensee representatives (herein after referred to as " licensee")
information developed by members of the Region II staff concerning the conduct of
reactor operator and senior reactor operator training, specifically the
performance of the licensee's Cold License Certification Observation Task Lists,
which was performed by Catawba operator candidates at the Oconee Nuclear Station.
Also discussed were your comments regarding the grading and content of written
operator and senior operator examinations which were administered by the NRC on
March 20, 1984. Copies of these graded examinations had been provided to you on
April ' 9, 1984. Resolution of these comments will be documented in an
examination report to be issued by Region II.

Regarding the conduct of reactor operator and senior reactor operator training,
the Region II staff voiced concerns that recent inspections performed by members
of the Region's Operational Branch revealed questionable completions of the Cold
License Certification Observation Task Lists. It was determined that during this
phase of ope:nor training, some candidates participated in plant operations at
your Oconee Nuclear Station without direct supervision to ensure proper task
completion. Your staff stated that observation training had been certified based
upon procedure reviews, unsupervised and supervised walkthroughs, simulations,
discussions or actual performances.|

;

1

The NRC staff stated that this practice of . conducting task training was i

inconsistent with previous commitments made to the NRC by Duke Power Company and I

i advised that observation training should be directly supervised to ensure that
j training objectives are met. Additionally, NRC representatives expressed concern ,

that your staff did not question the effectiveness of this training prior to ),

! submission of operator applications and the subsequent administration of NRC '

| written examinations.

| Duke Power representatives indicated that they believed that operator candidates
had received sufficient training to meet the objectives of their approved train-
ing program. They further indicated that Duke had performed an in-depth audit of
license applications which included the Cold License Certification Observations
Task Lists. Their audit concluded that except for a few instances which were
identified, all requisite tasks had been completed,

h5%
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Enclosure 2

NRC representatives stated that without direct supervision or supporting docu-
mentation, it is difficult to ascertain if the objectives of the Cold License
Certification Observation training were met for the group of candidates in
question.

Attachment:
Attendance List

.

.
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ATTACHMENT

ATTENDANCE LIST

Attendance at the Duke - NRC meeting on April 16, 1984, at the NRC's Region II
Office included:

Duke Power Company

H. B. Tucker, Vice President Nuclear Production
R. W. Bostain, Vice President Production Support
R. M. Koehler, Manager, Production Training Services
S. Frye, Director of Operator Training
C. W. Graves, Superintendent of Operations, Catawba
W. H. Barron, Training Supervisor, Catawba

NRC - REGION II
.

J. P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator
R. C. Lewis, Director, Division of Project and Resident Programs
A. F. Gibson, Chief, Operations Branch
J. M. Puckett, Director Enforcement (Acting)
H. C. Dance, Chief, Project Branch 2
V. L. 'Brownlee, Chief, Project Section 2A
B. Wilson, Chief, Operator Licensing Section
B. T. Debs, Reactor Inspector, Operational Programs Section
T. Rogers, Reactor Operator Examiner, Operator Licensing Section
T. Norris, Reactor Operator Examiner, Operator Licensing Section
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"

* 2 ATLANTA, GEORGI A 30303

~s*****/ May 29, 1984

Duke Power Company
ATTN: Mr. H. B. Tucker, Vice President

Nuclear Production Department
422 South Church Street
Charlotte, NC 28242

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: REPORT NO. 50-413/84-45

On April 10 - 12, 1984, NRC inspected activities authorized by NRC Construction
Permit No. CPPR-116 for your Catawba facility. At the conclusion of the inspec-
tion, the findings were discussed with those members of your staff identified in
the enclosed inspection report.

The NRC's concerns relative to the inspection findings were discussed by
Mr. James P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator, of this office, and
Mr. H. B. Tucker, Vice President Nuclear Production, of your office, in a
management meeting held at NRC Region 11 Office, Atlanta, Georgia, on April 16,
1984.

Areas examined during the inspection are identified in the report. Within these
areas, the inspection consisted of selective examinations of procedures and
representative records, interviews with personnel, and observation of activities
in progress.

The inspection findings indicate that certain activities violated NRC require-
ments and other activities appeared to deviate from a commitment to NRC. The
violation and deviation, with pertinent references and elements to be included in
your response, are presented in the enclosed Notices.

Inaccurate information submitted by Duke Power Company as part of applications
for Catawba operator and senior operator examinations was cited as a violation
of NRC regulations by our letter to you dated April 18, 1984. Additional
examples of this violation were found during our inspection of April 10-12.
These examples are described in the enclosed inspection report.

In addition to the need for corrective action regarding these specific
violations, we are concerned, as we stated during the managment meeting, about
the implementation of your management control systems that permitted their
occurrence. Consequently, in your reply you should describe in particular those
actions taken or planned to improve the effectiveness of your management control
system.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter, its enclosures, and
your reply will be placed in NRC's Public Document Room upon completion of our
evaluation of the reply. If you wish to withhold information contained therein,
please notify this office by telephone and include a written application to )
withhold information in your response. Such application must be consistent with
the requirements of 2.790(b)(1).

/)\ f\f 0( F %
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Duke Power Company 2 May 29, 1984

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosures are not subject to the
clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget issued under the
Paperwork Reductic3 Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.

Sincerel ,

+C nl'

Richard C. Lewis, Director
Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosures:
1. Notice of Violation
2. Notice of Deviation
3. Inspection Report No. 50-413/84-45

cc w/encls:
R. L. Dick, Vice President - Construction
J. W. Hampton, Station Manager

,
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jo,, NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

h o CE210N 11
5 $ 101 MARIETTA STREET, N.W.*

* * ATLANTA, GEORGI A 30303

~s., * /
**** May 29, 1984

Report No.: 50-413/84-45

Licensee: Duke Power Company
422 South Church Street
Charlotte, NC 28242

Docket No.: 50-413

License No.: CPPR-116

Facility Name: Catawba 1

Inspection at Catawba site near Rock Hill, South Carolina

/!/#Inspector: 5-

B. T. Debs Date Signed

Approved by: h f 6[a /
H. Krug, (Acting) Section Chief Date Signed
Operations Program Branch
Division of Reactor Safety

SUMMARY

Inspection on April 10-12, 1984

Areas Inspected

This routine, unannounced inspection involved 20 inspector-hours on site in the
areas of licensee submitted NRC Form-398(s).

Results

Of the area inspected, one violation and one deviation was identified.

*h h ( -
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ENCLOSURE 1

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Duke Power Company Docket No. 50-413
Catawba License No. CPPR-116

The following violation was identified during an inspection conducted on
April 10 - 12,1984. The Severity Levels were assigned in accordance with the
NRC Enforcement Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C).

10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion V states, in part, that activities affecting
quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions, procedures, or
drawings of a type appropriate to the circumstances, and shall be accom-
plished in accordance with these instructions, procedures, or drawings.

Contrary to the above, the licensee did not establish specific plant proce-
dures or instructions governing their Cold License Certification Observation
training.-

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement II).
'

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, you are required to submit to this office within 30
days of the date of this Notice, a written statement or explanation in reply,
including: (1) admission or denial of the alleged violation; (2) the reasons for
theviolationifadmitted;(3)thecorrectivestepswhichhavebeentakenandthe
results achieved; (4) corrective steps which will be taken to avoid further
violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will be achieved.

Security or safeguards information should be submitted as an enclosure to
facilitate withholding it from public disclosure as required by 10 CFR 2.790(d)
or 10 CFR 73.21.

Date: May 29, 1984

.
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ENCLOSURE 2

NOTICE OF DEVIATION

Duke Power Company Docket No. 50-413.
Catawba 1 License No. CPPR-116

The following deviation was identified during an inspection conducted on
April 10 - 12, 1984.

Catawba Nuclear Station Final Safety Analysis Report Section 13.2.2.2.2(k)
states, in part, that the Cold Certification Observation Check List provides
structured guidance for required observation tasks.

Cold License Certification Program description, Duke Power File No. GS-943/
OPS-NRC, presented to and accepted by the NRC in October 1977, states,
in part, that the Cold Certification Observation task date shall be the
date the task is signed off as being observed.

Contrary to the above, in two instances, the Cold Certification Observation
Check Lists were incorrectly documented as completed.

Please provide, in writing within 30 days of the date of this Notice, a descrip-
tion of corrective actions regarding this deviation, actions taken to avoid
further deviations, and the dates when these actions were or will be completed.

Security or safeguards information should be submitted as an enclosure to
facilitate withholding it from.public disclosure as required by 10 CFR 2.790(d)
or 10 CFR 73.21.

Date: May 29, 1984
.
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REPORT DETAILS |
|

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

*J. Hampton, Plant Manager
*S. Frye, Director of Operator Training
*C. W. Graves, Superintendent of Operations
*G. Barrett, Training Supervisor
L. E. Schmid, Systems Production Engineer ,

Other licensee employees contacted included six operator candidates, and
three office personnel.

Other Organization

Oconee Nuclear Station Training Center

NRC Resident Inspectors

*P. A. Skinner, Senior Resident Inspector (0perations)
P. K. VanDoorn, Senior Resident inspector (Construction)

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview,

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on April 12, 1984, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. Additionally, licensee -
management was informed that the inspection findings would probably be
discussed at a Duke-NRC management meeting scheduled for April 16, 1984, at
the NRC Region II Office in Atlanta, Georgia.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters

(URI50-413/84-39-01) Apparent inaccuracies on NRC Form 398(s). As a follow
up to this item, the inspector reviewed additional training records for
candidates who were certified by the licensee as cold license eligible. The
inspector observed that the plant and control room sections of the Cold
License Certification Observation Task List for docket numbers 20280 and
20256, had been signed by a single individual and dated as being performed
in a single day.

As a result of interviews with licensee management, operator candidates, and
training personnel; it was concluded that these two task lists had been
completed at Duke's Oconee Nuclear Station in March 1980. The two trainees
in question represented individuals from an original training group of six.

-
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The trainees had been assigned to a member of the Oconee training staff. !

This individual provided the trainees with a plant and program orientation '

during their first day on site. The trainer then assigned the trainees to a |'

shift. Durin, their tour on shif t, the trainees were to complete their task
lists. The trainees indicated to the inspector that they had performed some
action on each line item on the-list. These actions consisted of either a
procedure review, simulation, discussion, actual observation or performance,
or a combination of these actions. One trainee specifically recalls not
having observed certain control room operations as indicated on the task
list, however, he did remember performing either a procedure review and/or
simulation. Furthermore, the trainees indicated that the performance of
these observation task lists during March 1980 were unsupervised. At thei

end of this observation period, the trainees discussed the items of the task
list with the Oconee training representative who then signed and dated the
task lists. Licensee management stated that the aforementioned method of
completing this phase of training was acceptable and the convention at that
time although no established plant procedure specifically allowed alternate
methods of task completion.

The inspector expressed concern that apparently not all of the task list
i items were completed on the date indicated or in the manner indicated on the

lists and that the performance of the task list items were unsuperviseo.
'The licensee was unable to produce established plant procedures governing

; the licensee's Cold Licensee Certification Observation training, however, a
broad program description does exists in the Duke Power Corporate Training -

Manual.
|

Section 13.2.2.2.2(K) of the Catawba Nuclear Station Final Safety Analysis'

; Report states, in part, that the Cold Certification Observation Check List
i provides structured ' guidance for required observation tasks. The Cold'

Licensee Certification Program, File No. GS-943/0PS-NRC, which was presented
! to the NRC Operator Licensing Branch in October 1977, and accepted by a
! letter from Mr. Paul F. Collins, Chief, Operator Licensing Branch to

: Mr. William O. Parker Duke Power Company Vice President of Steam Production '

i

states, in part, that Cold Licensee Certification Observation Task date
'

should be the date the task is signed off as' being observed. The licensee
was telephonically informed that for docket numbers 20280 and 20256 the Cold4

' License Certification Observation Task lists were incorrectly documented as
complete, and; therefore, represents a deviation f rom commitments to the NRC
(Deviation 50-413/84-45-01), f

i

{ 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V states, in part, that activities affect-
,

^ ing quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions or procedures of |

a type appropriate to the circumstances and shall be accomplished in i
j accordance with these instructions or procedures. i

i

I
I I
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The licensee's lack of an approved on-site instruction or procedure
! governing the Cold Licensee Certification Observation Training represents a

violation of the aforementioned Federal Regulation (VIO 50-413/84-45-02).

! Regarding )the two clerical errors which were identified on the NRC ,

Form 398(s for Docket Numbers 20270 and 20256 and identified as part of the<

j aforementioned unresolved item, evaluation of the correct information by the
j NRC determined that had the NRC known the correct information at the time of

the submittals, the license eligibility of the individual applicants would*

not have been affected. The inspector, however, expressed concern that
: although the licensee had performed a detailed audit of submitted NRC Fonn

398(s), some errors remain. The inspector, informed licensee management
i that these clerical errors are considered two additional examples of the
; violation of 10CFR55.10(a)(6)and (d) as cited in NRC Inspection Report Nos.
1 50-413/84-25 and 50-414/84-10 dated April 18, 1984.

4. Management Meeting

A meeting was held at the mutual request of the licensee and the NRC, on
' April 16, 1984, in the NRC Region II Office in Atlanta, GA, to discuss, in

part, NRC concerns regarding the finding of this inspection.1

'

Meeting attendance was as follows:

H. B. Tucker, Vice President, Nuclear Production
R. W. Bostain, Vice President, Production Support

.| R. M. Kohler, Manager, Production Training Services
1 S. Frye, Director of Operator Training
| C. W. Graves, Superintendent of Operations, Catawba
| W. H. Barron, Training Supervisor, Catawba

: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region II

j James P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator -

; R. C. Lewis, Director, Division of Reactor Projects i

: A. F. Gibson, Chief, Operations Branch
J. M. Puckett, Director, Enforcement (Acting),

i H. C. Dance, Chief, Project Branch 2
i V. L. Brownlee, Chief, Project Section 2A
: B. Wilson, Chief, Operator Licensing Section
| B. T. Debs, Reactor Inspector, Operational Programs Section

.

T. Rogers, Reactor Operator Examiner, Operator Licensing Section,

; T. Norris, Reactor Operator Examiner, Operator Licensing Section
i

| Region II NRC representatives discussed the conduct of reactor operator and
i senior reactor operator candidate training, specifically Cold Licensee
| Certification Observation training, and the accuracy of information which

has been provided on NRC Fonn 398(s) with , licensee representatives. The
details of this meeting are contained in a letter from Mr. James P.
O'Reilly to Mr. H. B. Tucker dated May 9,1984.

W
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ENCLOSURE
*

|

SALP EVALUATION I

!

Instructions:

(1) Complete one evaluation for each area inspected.
(2) Complete the evaluations on site.
(3) Include one copy of evaluations with inspection report draft.
(4) 0-not inspected; 1-above average; 2-average; 3-below average

LICENSEE ,- FACILITY (mw UNIT }

INSPECTOR '$ . T- hg c19 INSPECTOR HOURS D RPT N0/DATE 59 v/3/ff-Y[

AREAS INSPECTED or et a.noa_ m ,on 44-

ENFORCEMENT l v/ o - s L. 4
I brt n/

Evaluation Criteria Assessment

1. Management involvement in assuring quality 0 1 2O
2. Resolution of technical issues from a safety h1 2 3

standpoint

3. Responsiveness to NRC intiatives 0 163
4 Enforcement history () 1 2 3

5. Reporting and analysis of reportable events. (D 1 2 3

6. Staffing (includingmanagement) (0) 1 2 3
7. Training and qualification effectiveness 81 2 3
C0fHENTS: I

,

1

:
,

ASSESSMENT OF AREA INSPECTED 0 1 2 3

Ass'
-

* NOTE: Please attach additional sheet if needed for coments. ;

. _ . _. _. . _ _ . . _ _ - - - _ . _ - . - . . . . _ - . _
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REllON iloa
101 M ARIETTA STREET, N.W.5 g

* * ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303

\*****/ JUN 2 5 1983

Duke Power Company
ATTN: Mr. H. B. Tucker, Vice President

Nuclear Production Department
422 South Church Street
Charlotte, NC 28242

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: REPORT NOS. 50-413/84-25 AND 50-414/84-10

Thank you for your response of May 21, 1984, to our Notice of Vio'ation issued on
April 18, 1984, concerning activities conducted at your Catawba facility. We
have evaluated your response and found that it meets the requirements of 10 CFR
2.201. We will examine the implementation of your corrective actions during
future inspections.

We appreciate your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

E c.
Richar . Lewis, Director
Division of Reactor Projects

cc: R. L. Dick, Vice President
- Construction

J. W. Hampton, Station Manager

W f g Amif R A 11 13
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DUKE POWER GOMPANY'

P.O. BOX 33189
CHARLOTTE. N.C. 28942

"*t.";."?" "EL"A
~"

May 21, 1984 3d ,'.|AY W P|: 01.

Mr. James P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region II
101 Marietta Street, NW, Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Re: RII:BTD
50-413/84-25
50-414/84-10

Dear Mr. O'Reilly:

Please find attached responses to Violation No. 413/84-25-01, 414/84-10-01
and Deviation No. 413/84-25-02, 414/84-10-02, as identified in the above
referenced inspection report. Duke Power Company does not consider any
information contained in this inspection report to be proprietary.

'

Very truly yours,

| /fg
Hal B. Tucker

LTP/php

Attachment

cc: NRC Resident Inspector
Catawba Nuclear Station

Mr. Robert Guild, Esq.
Attorney-at-Law
P. O. Box 12097
Charleston, South Carolina 29412

Palmetto Alliance
21351 Devine Street
Columbia, South Carolina 29205

Mr. Jesse L. Riley
Carolina Environmental Study Group
854 Henley Place
Charlotte, North Carolina 28207

An 1 A' 1 R A Li N h
D } } (V "Y l
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Duke Power Company
Catawba Nuclear Station

Violation:

10 CFR 55.10(d) requires that each application and statement shall contain
complete and accurate disclosure as to all matters and things required to
be disclosed. ,

10 CFR 55.10(a)(6) requires certification that the applicant has learned to
operate the controls in a competent and safe manner and has need for an
operator or senior operator license. This certification may be provided by
an authorized representative of the facility licensee where the applicant's
services will be utilized. The certification must include details on courses
of instruction administered by the facility licensee, number of course hours,
and the number of hours of training received at the facility.

Contrary to the above, in eleven instances inaccurate infonnation was submitted
by Duke Power Company as part of the required certification in February 1984
on applications for operator and senior operator licenses at the Catawba
facility. However,.if the correct information had been known at the time of
the submittal, the license eligibility of the individual applicants t. auld not
have been affected.

Response:

(1) Duke admits the violation as stated.

(2) The reason the violation occurred was a failure to adequately audit the
applications and eliminate misleading information. An inadequate under-
standing of the components of NRC Form 398 contributed to the problem.

(3) Corrective steps which have been taken include:

(a) A complete audit of operator training records has been accomplished.

(b) Corrections were made to all records to accurately reflect training
received and to remove redundant information.

(c) An attachment to NRC Form 398 was created to further explain
information provided.

(d) Applications bave been resubmitted.

(4) The corrective actions listed in (3) should be sufficient to prevent further
violations. In the future, all initial submittals of Fonn 398 will have
the above mentioned attachment.

(5) All further submittals of applications for operator and senior operator
licenses will be in compli.:nce with this response.

-

,

L
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Duke Power Company
Catawba Nuclear Station

Deviation:

Catawba Nuclear Station Final Safety Analysis Report Section 13.2.2.2.2(k)
states, in part, that the cold certification observation check list provides
structured guidance for required observation tasks.

Contrary to the above, in 13 instances, cold certification observation check
lists were not documented as completed for operator license candidates.

Corrective Action Taken:

All Ccid Certification task lists were audited and the task lists were discussed
with each individual in Cold License Group 1. The required tasks that were
identified as not being completed were completed by May 7,1984 prior to the
oral examination. In addition an independent audit is being performed by Duke's
Operations General Office staff. This audit will be completed by June 1,1984.
An audit will be performed on Cold License Group 2 and discrepancies resolved
by July 5, 1984.

Actions Taken to Avoid Further Deviations:

Individuals involved have been instructed on the importance of proper documentation
and performance of tasks.

Dates When Actions Will Be Completed:

Formal guidance is presently in place for present task lists and formal procedures
will be developed and in place prior to beginning hot license training.

.

A52-
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DUKE POWER GOMPANY;

P.O. box 33189
CHARLOTTE. M.C. 28942

HALB. TUCKER TrLar, sown

('" '"
==|=n June 29, 1984

_

.,

Mr. James P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region II -

101 Marietta Street, NW, Suite 2900

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Re: RII:BTD
50-413/84-45

Dear Mr. O'Reilly:

Please find attached responses to Deviation No. 413/84-45-01 and Violation
No. 413/84-45-02 as identified in the above referenced inspection report.
Duke Power Company does not consider any information contained in this
inspection report to be proprietary.

Very truly yours,

er $ }C

al. B. Tucker

LTP/rbs

Attachment

cc: NRC Resident Inspector
Catawba Nuclear Station

Mr. Robert Guild, Esq.
Attorney-at-Law (P. O. Box 12097
Charleston, South Carolina 29412

Palmetto Alliance
21351 Devine Street
Columbia, South Carolina 29205

Mr. Jesse L. Riley
Carolina Environmental Study Group
854 Henley Place
Charlotte, North Carolina 28207

d / 1 ed ^ ^v i m w'' " n' ' ry "7
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DUKE POWER COMPANY

CATAWBA NUCLEAR STATION

VIOLATION: No. 413/84-45-02

10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion V states, in part, that activities affecting
quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions, procedures, or
drawings of a type appropriate to the circumstances, and shall be accomplished
in accordance with these instructions, procedures, or drawings.

Contrary to the above, the licensee did not establish specific plant
procedures or instructions governing their Cold License Certification
Observation training.

Response:

1. Duke admits the violation as stated.

2. The reason the violation occurred was failure to translate the
broad program requirements into sufficient detail instruction,
to assure training was consistent and properly documented.

3. Corrective steps which have been taken include:

(a) An independent audit was performed on Cold License Group 1
by Duke's Operations General Office staff. This audit
was completed on June 1,1984. An audit is presently -

being performed on Cold License Group 2 and will be
completed by July 5, 1984

'( b) All discrepancies as a result of the audits will be resolved
by July 5, 1984.

(c) " Task Training Cold License Preparation" documents formal /
guidance for present task lists. (

(d) Individuals involved have been instructed on the importance of
proper documentation and performance of tasks.

4. Formal procedures are being developed and will be in place prior to
beginning Hot License training. These procedures should prevent
recurrence.

5. Full compliance will be achieved prior to beginning Hot License training.

M7
.
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DUKE POWER COMPANY

CATAWBA NUCLEAR STATION

DEVIATION: No. 413/84-45-01

Catawba Nuclear Station Final Safety Analysis Report Section 13.2.2.2.2(k)
states, in part, that the Cold Certification Observation Check List provides
structured guidance for required observation tasks.

Cold License Certification Program description, Duke Power File No. 0S-943/
OPS-NRC, presented to and accepted by the NRC in October 1977, states, in
part, that the Cold Certification Observation task date shall be the date
the task is signed off as being observed.

Contrary to the above, in two instances, the Cold Certification Observation
Check Lists were incorrectly documented as completed.

.

|
Response:

1. Duke admits the deviation as stated.

2. The reason for the deviation was a failure to establish and implement'

a formal procedure governing the conduct of Cold License Certification
Observation training.;

1

3. Corrective steps which have been taken include:

(a) An independent audit was performed on Cold License Group 1
by Duke's Operations General Office staff. This audit

.

was completed on June 1, 1984. The results of this'

independent audit indicated that the two individuals in!

question had completed the task list, however, they were
incorrectly documented as the above deviation states.
An audit is presently being perfonned on Cold License (Group 2 and will, be completed by July 5,1984.

(b) All discrepancies identified as a result of the audits
will be resolved by July 5, 1984.

(c) Individuals involved have been instructed on the importance
of proper documentation and perfomance of tasks.

(d) " Task Training Cold License Preparation" documents fonnal
guidance for present task lists.

.

4. Formal procedures are being developed and will be in place prior to beginning
Hot License training. These procedures should prevent recurrence.

5. Full compliance will be achieved prior to beginning Hot License training.

M7
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Duke Power Company
ATTN: Mr. H. B. Tucker, Vice President

Nuclear Production Department
422 South Church Street
Charlotte, NC 28242

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: REPORT N0. 50-413/84-70

On June 12 - 15, 1984, NRC inspected activities authorized by NRC Construction
Permit No. CPPR-116 for your Catawba facility. At the conclusion of the inspec-
tion, the findings were discussed with those members of your staff identified in
the enclosed inspection report.

Areas examined during the inspection are identified in the report. Within these
areas, the inspection consisted of selective examinations of procedures and
representative records, interviews with personnel, and observation of activities
in progress.

Within the scope of the inspection, no violations or deviations were identified.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosures
will be placed in NRC's Public Document Room unless you notify this office by
telephone within 10 days of the date of this letter and submit written applica-
tion to withhold information contained therein within 30 days of the date of
the letter. Such application. must be consistent with the requirements of
2.790(b)(1).

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.

Sincerely

f
I

Fugh . Dance, Chief
Reactor Projects Branch 2
Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosure:
Inspection Report No. 50-413/84-70

cc w/ encl: -

R. L. Dick, Vice President - Construction
J. W. Hampton, Station Manager

?f
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Report No.: 50-413/84-70 m '

~

Licensee; Duke Power Cqspany s
422 South Church Street * ' ,. is

Charlotte, NC 2B242 --

,

Docket No.: 50-413 ?. ,
.

License No.: CPPR-116

Facility Name: Catawba
,

Inspection Date: June 12-1',1984 7

Inspection at C?tawba site near Rock Hill, South Carolina ,kV

Inspectors: The Inspection Team consisted of B. T. Debs'.'In1d 0.[ F. Falconer.
Assistance wao provide'd bv F. A. McCoy.

t cm ,s

Team Leader: N'YdM 3 L e/ M'

._

B. T. Debs, Reactor Inspector, Date S~igned '

Operational Programs Sectio.1

/$TP) ,,f R. McCoAccompanying Per 0

Approved by: r~ hu S 'f L/L h Y..

H. E. 'P~. Krug, Section)CMef (Acting)
'Operational Programs Section '

Date Signed
,

Division of Rea(tor Safety ' '

%

SUMMARY.

,

Scope: This special, announced inspection involved 60 inspector-hours on site in
the areas of Operator Shif t Experience and Manning and the Shift Advisor Program.

Results: The Catawba Unit 1 Operator Shif t manning and experience and the Shif t
Advisor Program were inspected. The team concluded that the proposed shif t
manningwouldresultineffectivef|affingoftheoperatingshiftsatCatawba.
With the implementation of thne recommendations that the licensee agreed to
adopt, the team concluded that' the Shift ' Advisors are properly trained and
qualified to perform their asf dned duties at Catawba. (i

Of the two areas inspected, no violations or'Jdeviations were identified.
'
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REPORT DETAILS
~

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

H. B. Tucker, Vice President - Nuclear Production, Duke Power Co.
*J. W. Hampton, Plant Manager, CNS
*C. W. Graves, Operations Superintendent, CNS
*L. E. Schmid, Systems Production Engineer, CNS
*W. Barron, Senior Instructor, CNS
G. L. Mitchell, Assistant Operating Engineer, CNS
R. Kimray, Associate Instructor, CNS
C. Spurlin, Associate Instructor, CNS

*L. W. H. Bradley, QA Surveillance, CNS
*C. L. Hartzell, Licensing Engineer, CNS
*P. G. Leroy, Licensing Engineer, CNS
#D. J. Rains, Superintendent of Maintenance, MNS
#B. Travis, Operating Engineer, MNS
#D. Mendezoff, License Engineer, MNS
R. A. Lindsey, Assistant Shift Supervisor, MNS
R. W. Mayes, Assistant Shift Supervisor, MNS
C. B. Craig, Assistant Shift Supervisor, MNS

Other Organizations

K. Jabbour, NRC/DL
L. Crocker, NRC/DHFS/LQB
H. Thompson, NRC/NRR/DHFS
T. Novak, NRC/DL
A. Gibson, NRC/RII
V. Brownlee, NRC/RII
P. Taylor, NRC/RII

NRC Resident Inspectors

*P. Skinner, SRI, CNS
#W. Orders, SRI, MNS
#R. Pierson, RI, MNS

* Attended exit interview, CNS, June 15, 1984
# Attended exit interview, MNS, June 13, 1984

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on June 13 and June 15,
1984, with those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The licensee
acknowledged the inspection findings.

ASG
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3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters

Not inspected.

4. Unresolved Items
'

Unresolved items were not identified during this inspection.

5. Operator Shift Experience and Manning

An inspector discussed and reviewed Duke Power's proposal to initially man
four shif ts of twelve hour rotation. Also discussed were future plans for
five shifts of eight hour rotation. The aforementioned review included
discussion of operator requalification training during four shift rotation,
Duke Power's experience associated with twelve hour shift rotations,
staffing requirements for four and five shift rotation, and the hot parti-
cipation experience of designated operating shift personnel. In addition, a

shift manning document was provided to and discussed with the inspector.
This document contained the proposed operator shift assignments, and the hot
operating experience of each Reactor and Senior Reactor operator. It was
noted that the initial four shifts vice five shift proposal provided a

greater experience density per shift.

The inspection team reviewed the crew experience against the criteria
contained in the proposal by the Industry Working Group, presented to the
Commissioners on February 24, 1984, by Mr. J. H. Miller of Georgia Power
Company and Mr. D. F. Schnell of Union Electric Company; as clarified by a
letter from Chairman N. J. Palladino to Mr. J. H. Miller dated June 14,

1984. The inspection team concluded that the licensee meets or exceeds
these criteris. The letter of June 14, 1984, requests that the NRC staff be
notified one month prior to the release of Shift Advisors from the plant to
which they are assigned. This notification provision is being carried as
Inspector Followup Item 413/84-70-01, " Notification of SA Discontinuation."

Within the areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identified.

6. Shift Advisor Program

a. Introduction
,

On June 12-15, 1984,- an inspection team composed of three individuals
from the Operations Branch, Division of Reactor Safety, Region II,
visited the Catawba Nuclear Station in order to evaluate the Catawba
Unit 1 Shift Advisor Prograni and the capabilities of the Catawba Shift
Advisors to provide adequate advice to the operating shifts. The team
members reviewed the procedure developed by. the licensee which des-
cribes the duties and responsibilities of the Shift Advisors, reviewed
the resumes of the Shift Advisors to determine'whether they meet the
industry criteria for Shift Advisors, reviewed the results of a six
member Utility Advisor Evaluation Team evaluation of the Catawba Shift
Advisor Program, reviewed the Training Program provided to the Shift

M
._ . - . --
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Advisors, reviewed Training rer.ords for the Shift Advisors, reviewed
Shift Advisor Written and Oral Examinations and Examination Results,
interviewed Licensee Management in order to discuss previous
performance ratings of the shift advisors and their involvement in .

'reactor plant events during the rating period, interviewed four of the
eight Shift Advisors, interviewed two of the training instructors who
administered the Shift Advisor Training Program, and interviewed one
member of station staff who had administered portions of the oral
examinations.

b. Program Status

At the time of the visit, each shift advisor had completed his desig-
nated training program for Shift Advisor; two were continuing in the -

Catawba Nuclear Station Cold License Certification Program and five
were working with McGuire Nuclear Station plant operating shif ts while
one was working with McGuire Nuclear Station. The six McGuire based
advisors were currently licensed as Senior Reactor Operators at
McGuire. Also at the time of this visit, a six member Utility Advisor
Evaluation Team had completed an industry review of the Catawba Shift
Advisor Program and had published the results of this review in a
letter to the licensee dated June 8, 1984. The stated intent of the

'licensee is to assign an advisor to each operating shift prior to
Catawba Unit 1 Fuel Loading. Each advisor will rotate as a shift
member and will participate in periodic requalification training at his
home based unit. The team endorses these licensee intentions.

c. Shift Advisor Procedure

The procedure governing the duties and responsibilities of the Shift
Advisor Program is a report approved by G. Vaughn on May 4,1984,
entitled "The Catawba Nuclear Station Shift Advisor Program." While on.

shift duty, the Shift Advisor advises the Shift Supervisor and reports
to the Shift Operating Engineer, who also directs the activities of the
Shift Supervisor. The evaluation team considers these reporting
arrangements to be acceptable.

Review of the report delineating the Shift Advisor program found that
the report properly described the duties and responsibilities of the
Shift Advisor subject to incorporation of the Utility Advisor Evalua-
tion Team review recommendations.

d. Utility Advisor Evaluation Team Industry Review of the Shift Advisor
Program

A six member Utility Advisor Evaluation Team (UAET) consisting of
representatives from six major nuclear utilities, conducted a compre-
hensive evaluation of the Catawba Shift Advisor Program on June 6, 7, ;

and 8, 1984. The UAET evaluated all aspects of the program including
advisor training, qualifications, responsibilities, interfaces between
the shift ' crews and the advisor, procedures and examinations. The ,

hkl .
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evaluation included documentation reviews, interviews with Duke Power
Company (OPC) shift advisors, management and operations staff, direct
observation of shift operations, and a simulator visit.

The UAET concluded that DPC had defined an effective Shif t Advisor
program, had selected qualified individuals, and had provided training
appropriate for the shift advisors.
The UAET also concluded that the advisors can rapidly and effectively
communicate their experience to the Catawba shift crews. It was the
UAET's unanimous opinion that DPC's Shift Advisor program provided
sufficient additional assurance that the Catawba Nuclear Station can be
started up and operated safely in accordance with NRC regulatory
requirements.

The UAET members recommended the following improvements which will
further strengthen the program:

(1) Revise "The Catawba Nuclear Station Shift Advisor Program"
approved by G. Vaughn on May 4,1984, by modifying the Duties and
Responsibilities section as follows:

(a) Change the wording of Step B.1 so that it clearly indicates
that the Shift Advisor is to participate in the entire Shift
Supervisor turnover process as described in the Operations
Management Procedure on shift turnovers.

(b) Delete from Step B.4, the words "at the SS's request" so as
to clearly indicate that the Shift Advisor is encouraged to
provide advice whenever appropriate.

(c) Add to the ' procedure, a copy of an organization chart of the
Catawba Operations section that will promote a better under-.

standing of the reporting relationships between the Shift
Advisor and the rest of the shift organization.

(2) Incorporate the revised Catawba Nuclear Station Shift Advisor
Program into a station procedure and review this revised procedure
with all shift advisors and appropriate shift operating personnel.

'

(3) Establish a structured Shift Advisor Update program to assure that
shift advisors assigned to McGuire Nuclear Station remain aware of
significant operating events at Catawba Nuclear Station.

(4) Assure that all shift advisors are cognizant of significant
differences between NRC approved Catawba Technical Specifications
and the Technical Specifications used in the training of each
group of shift advisors.

(5) . Consider assignment of the shift advisors on shift prior to RCS
fill and vent so that the benefit of their experience during this
and subsequent evolutions may be more fully utilized. (The
licensee indicated to the team that the shift advisors will be on
shift prior to fuel load). N

.
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(6) Assure that each McGuire based shift advisor has reviewed the
course final exam prior to assuming shift advisor duties.

(7) Assure that each Catawba based shift advisor reviews the Opera-
tions Management Procedures prior to assuming shift advisor
duties. !

(8) Provide oral examinations to the Catawba based shift advisors on
the responsibilities of the Shift Advisor.

The stated intent of the licensee is to incorporate the UAET recommen-
dations into the Shift Advisor program. The team endorses these plans.
This is Inspector Followup Item 413/84-70-02, "UAET recommendations."

e. Shift Advisor Qualifications

The licensee's stated qualification requirements for Shift Advisors as
delineated in a licensee letter to the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation dated March 14, 1984 and as supplemented by the " Catawba
Nuclear Station Shift Advisor Program" approved by G. Vaughn on
May 1984, are as follows:

(1) The Shift Advisor will have four years power plant experience.

(2) The Shift Advisor will have at least two years on-shift experience
as a licensed operator (preferably one year of this as a Senior
Reactor Operator) at a similar type plant.

(3) The Shift Advisor will have at least one year on shift as a NRC
licensed operator at a hot nuclear plant of the same type.

A review of resumes of all Shift Advisors and interviews with seven of.

the eight Shift Advisors reflected that all Shift Advisors exceeded the
licensee stated qualification requirements.

During the course of the review of Shift Advisor qualifications, it was
noted that the two Catawba based Shift Advisors had allowed their NRC
licensing medical examinations to lapse. The evaluation team believes
that the advisors should meet the same medical criteria as licensed
operators. This matter was discussed with the licensee and it was
agreed that Duke Power Company would arrange for medical examinations
to be satisfactorily completed for these two individuals prior to
Catawba Unit 1 fuel loading. The team informed the licensee that the
aforementioned item will be carried as Inspector Followup Item 413/84-
70-03, " Shift Advisor Medicals."

f. Shift Advisor Performance Evaluation

A review of the performance of the six McGuire based Shift Advisors was
conducted for the current rating period (August 1983 to date). An
interview with supervision for these advisors reflected that all

. ..
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* 'McGuire based advisors were rated satisfactory for the rating period

and considered by their supervisor to be in the upper half of their !
peer group. During the course of this interview, information was |

provided relative to involvement in technical specification violations i
and reportable and nonreportable events occurring during the current !
rating period. In summary, two of the six McGuire shift advisors were |
involved in no technical specification violations or events, one was |
involved in a single reportable event concerning improper independent
verification of restoration of a charging pump breaker, and one was [
involved in a single technical specification violation concerning a !
late Reactor Coolant System Leakage calculation. One was involved in a !

single event concerning inadequate technical specification logbook
,

review during turnover, and one was involved in a single nonreportable '

event concerning an out of commission centrifugal charging pump. '

The inspectors considered these to be isolated events and not indi- y

cative of an unacceptable performance trend. The past performance of i
,

the McGuire based individuals was judged satisfactory for fulfilling j

their role as Shift Advisors based upon the performance review con- !
ducted. !

g. Shift Advisor Training Program, Training Records, and Training !
Instructor Interviews (

,

The Shift Advisor training program for Catawba based Shift Advisors and
McGuire based Shift Advisors were tailored to the specific needs of
each group based on the specific group experiences and consequently, !

were different.
,

i

The requirements for Catawba based Shift Advisors as delineated in the !

" Catawba Nuclear Station Shift Advisor Program" approved by G. Vaughn .

'on May 4,1984, were programmed by the licensee to enable experienced*

individuals who had held an SR0 license on the Oconee Nuclear Station ;

and who were participating in the Catawba Nuclear Station Cold License !
Preparatory Training to properly function as Shift Advisors.

The requirements for this Catawba based Shift Advisor training program i

are-
i

(1) Training on the duties and responsibilities of a Shift Advisor >

(2) Completion of the Systems, Theory, Simulator, and Procedures
Segments of the Catawba Cold License Preparatory Training

(3) Satisfactorily passing written examinations on the four Cold
License Preparatory Training segments with an overall average
grade of >80%. 4

'Both Catawba based Shift Advisors had satisfactorily fulfilled these
program requirements based on review of training records. As pre-
viously stated, the UAET review recommended and the licensee agreed to

|$h]$ b
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provide oral examinations to the Catawba based Shift Advisors on the ~
responsibilities of the Shift Advisor.

Our evaluation team noted that both of the Catawba based Shift Advisors
were currently in procedure walkthroughs scheduled to be completed on
July 9, 1984, (after scheduled fuel load and shift assignments) and
considered it necessary that walkthroughs on the new Symptom Oriented
Emergency Procedures be completed prior to these advisors standing
shift. This matter was discussed with the licensee and the licensee
stated that both of these Shift Advisors would complete Emergency
Procedure System Walkthroughs prior to assignment to a shift. The
inspectors informed the licensee that the aforementioned item will be
carried as Inspector Followup Item 413/84-70-04, "EP Walkthroughs."

The requirements for McGuire based Shift Advisors as delineated in the
" Catawba Nuclear Station Shift Advisor Program" approved by G. Vaughn
on May 4,1984, were programmed by the licensee to enable experienced
individuals currently holding an SRO license on the McGuire Nuclear
Station to adequately function as Shift Advisors at Catawba Nuclear
Station. The requirements for this McGuire based Shift Advisor
training program are:

(1) Training on the duties and responsibilities of the Shift Advisor

(2) Training on significant system differences between Catawba and
McGuire Nuclear Stations

(3) Training on Operating Procedures, Abnormal Procedures, Emergency
Procedures, Station Emergency Plan, and Operations Management
Procedures

(4) Satisfactorily pass a written examination on the subjects covered.

with a grade >80%

(5) Satisfactorily pass an oral examination administered by the
utility

All six McGuire based Shift Advisors had satisfactorily fulfilled these
program requirements based on the review of the training records.

The evaluation team reviewed the training provided to the McGuire based
Shift Advisors for system differences and emergency procedures. The
licensee stated that with regard to system differences, a listing of
all systems was reviewed by two Catawba training personnel who were
previously licensed and experienced at McGuire as an Operating Engineer
and Control Room Operator in order to determine those systems which
would be dit terent between the two plants. The Plant Summary Manuals
for each plant were then compared to determine the specific dif-
ferences. The specific differences were then compiled and used in
conjunction with the Catawba training lesson plan for the particular
system to provide the required training. A review of two systems,

h59
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which were not identified by the licensee as containing differences, ~
was conducted by the evaluation team (Safety Injection System and Main
Steam Systems). No significant differences were noted.

The instructor who taught the system differences course for the
Auxiliary Feedwater System was interviewed by the evaluating team and
he explained during this interview how this particular course was
developed and taught and what material was covered during the course
using the plant summary manuals, system differences compilation and
Catawba Auxiliary Feedwater Lesson Plan. The instructor's responses
during this interview were considered to be acceptable.

The licensee stated that with regard to emergency procedures, each
McGuire based Shift Advisor was provided a copy of all Catawba Symptom
Oriented Emergency Procedures for self study, lectures were provided on
selected emergency procedures with regard to content and format, and
simulator training was provided for LOCA Events, Steam Line Break
Events, Steam Generator Tube Rupture Events, and a Loss of Heat Sink
event. The licensee considered this training to be acceptable since
the role of Shift Advisor is envisioned to provide experience-based
knowledge rather than procedure-based knowledge.

During this evaluation, the McGuire based Shift Advisors were per-
forming procedure validations for the McGuire Symptom Oriented
Emergency Procedures at McGuire Nuclear Station and would continue to
perform these validations as part of their normal requalification
program at McGuire.

Interviews with three of the six McGuire based Shift Advisors on the
overview, format, and technical details of the Catawba emergency
procedure for " Inadequate Core Cooling" demonstrated that each advisor
interviewed was proficient in the technical details and use of this.

symptom oriented procedure. The evaluation team concluded that the
training provided to the McGuire based Shift Advisors was acceptable.

h. Written and Oral Examinations and Interview of Oral Examiner

The written and oral examinations, which were administered to the six
McGuire based Shift Advisors, were reviewed for content and grading by
a Region II Operator License Examiner. The questions covered were
found to be at the Reactor Operator (RO) rather than the Senior Reactor
Operator (SRO) level. This was considered to be sufficient since the !

operator license examiner concluded that the type of system differences I

which exist are more appropriately tested on the Reactor Cperator level - !

instead of Senior Reactor Operator level. The oral examination ques- I
'

tions were very similar to the written examination questions. The
operator license examiner considered that this condition was acceptable
for a person fulfilling a Shift Advisor role. The examination grading
was reviewed in all six cases and determined to be satisfactory by the
Operator . License Examiner. All examinees satisfied the licensee
criteria for passing the examinations. An interview with one oral

N
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examiner was conducted by the evaluation team in order to determine his'
qualifications for conducting oral examinations. The individual was a
licensed SRO and had six years experience as a training instructor at
Catawba.

i. Shift Advisor Interviews

The inspectors interviewed three of the six McGuire based Shift
Advisors and one of the two Catawba based Shift Advisors. The inter-
views were conducted to ascertain knowledge of shift advisor
responsibilities, expected interfaces with the operational crew,
adequacy of shift advisor training, proficiency in use of Symptom
Oriented Emergency Procedures, and technical proficiency with the
Catawba Symptom Oriented Emergency Procedure for Inadequate Core
Cooling. Each Shift Advisor interviewed understood his responsibi-
lities and interfaces with the operational crew. Additionally, each
Shift Advisor considered the plant specific training he had received to
be satisfactory and each appeared confident in his role as Shift
Advisor.

Each Shift Advisor was able to proficiently explain how to use Symptom
Oriented Emergency Procedures. With regard to technical proficiency of
the Inadequate Core Cooling Emergency Procedures, the performance of
the three McGuire based Shift Advisors interviewed was very good to
excellent and the performance of the Catawba based Shift Advisor
interviewed was marginally satisfactory.

It is noted that the Catawba based Shift Advisor had not read this
particular emergency procedure within the past eight months; however,
the Shift Advisor would be conducting procedure walkthroughs on this
and all other emergency procedures as part of Cold License Certifica-
tion Training. As noted earlier in this report, completion of.

emergency procedure walkthroughs for Catawba based Shift Advisors is
planned to be completed prior to Shift Assignment. The evaluation team
considers that this action will eliminate the weaknesses noted during
this particular interview.

j. Conclusions
'

The inspection team concluded that:

(1) All Shift Advisors exceeded the licensee stated qualification
requirements.

(2) The criteria contained in the proposal by the Industry Working
Group presented to the Commissioners on February 24, 1984, by

,

| Mr. J. H. Miller of Georgia Power Company and Mr. D. F. Schnell of
Union Electric Company; as clarified by a letter from ChairmanI

N. J. Palladino to Mr. J. H. Miller of Georgia Power Company dated
June 14, 1984, are met or exceeded by the licensee. "The Catawba

| Nuclear Station Shift Advisor Program" approved by G. Vaughn on

kk
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May 4, 1984, properly describes the duties and responsibilities of' |

the Shift Advisors subject to incorporation of recommendations of
the Utility Advisor Evaluation Team.

(3) Subject to recommendations of the Utility Advisor Evaluation Team
and our own recommendations below, the training program, including
quizzes and examinations, administered to the Shift Advisors is
adequate to assure that the advisors will have sufficient
knowledge of the Catawba systems, procedures, and Technical
Specifications to properly perform their duties. Further, the
training program acceptably covers the duties, responsibilities,
and the limitations of the Shift Advisors.

(4) The Shift Advisors are comfortable with and have a positive
attitude towards their duties and understand how to interface with
the operating crew.

(5) Subject to implementation of the recommendations noted below, the
evaluation team concludes that the Catawba based and McGuire based
Shift Advisors are adequately trained and qualified to perform
their assigned duties as Shift Advisor at Catawba Nuclear Station,

k. Recommendations

(1) The inspectors agreed with the licensee that the eight recommen-
dations of the Utility Advisor Evaluation Team review of June 6-8,
1984, should be incorporated into the Catawba Shift Advisor
Program.

(2) The Shift Advisors should meet the same medical criteria as
required for licensed plant operators. In particular, the two
Catawba based Shift Advisors should undergo licensing medical.

examinations prior to shift assignment. The licensee has agreed
with this recommendation.

(3) The two Catawba based Shift Advisor should complete Cold License
Certification Emergency Procedure walkthroughs on all emergency
procedures prior to Shift Ass'ignment. The licensee agreed with
this recommendation.

Within the areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identified.
t

I
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Duke Power Company
ATTN: Mr. H. B. Tucker, Vice President

Nuclear Production Department
422 South Church Street
Charlotte, NC 28242

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: REPORT NO. 50-413/84-45

Thank you for your response of June 29, 1984, to our Notices of Violation and
Deviation issued on May 29, 1984, concerning activities conducted at your Catawba
facility under NRC Construction Permit No. CPPR-116. We have evaluated your
responses and found that they meet the requirements of 10 CFR 2.201. We will
examine the implementation of your corrective actions during future inspections.

We appreciate your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

E.c.
Richar C. Lewis, Director
Division of Reactor Projects

cc: R. L. Dick, Vice President -
Construction

J. W. Hampton, Station Manager
James L. Kelley, Chairman

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board

Dr. Paul W. Purdom
Administrative Judge

Dr. Richard F. Foster
Administrative Judge

Robert Guild, Esq.
Palmetto Alliance

Jesse L. Riley
Carolina Environmental
Study Group
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SU W RY OF FINDINGS ON OPERATOR QUALIFICATIONS

1. Approximately 50% of candidates who have taken NRC initial licensing exam
have failed.

2. Essentially no prior BWR operating experience on Grand Gulf staff. Quali fi-
cations of GE advisors uncertain.

3. Operator requalification training program was not implemented until April 1983.
Initial NRC exams were given in October 1981.

4. NRC evaluation of MP&L requal program in August 1983 revealed problems. One
of three operators failed our portion of the exam. Their exams were judged to
be too easy.

5. Significant weaknesses identified for three of ten operators given walkthru
evaluations by NRC in early November 1983,

6. Certifications on qual cards have been found to be incomplete and have
apparently not always been based on proper evaluations.

7. Operator weaknesses identified by Grand Gulf exams have not always been
corrected.

8. Many deficiencies have been found in the management of the Grand Gulf operator
training program.

- The MP&L Training Dept. is understaffed. Current staff includes
only two MP&L employees. There has been little oversite or
appraisal of Quadrex instructors by MP&L.

- License applicat' ions have overstated the amount of training given
to applicants.

- Training records are incomplete.

-
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ITEMS TO BE RESOLVED

1. Unit is presently in Cold Shutdown. At what point should low power
operation be resumed? Is power level a consideration for issuance
of licenses on hold / reinstatement of licenses?

2. Can operator licenses be issued / reinstated after the individual has been
recertified by MP&L?

3. Operators will be taken off-shift to participate in training program.
Should the OTEC Board certify each individual in training prior to placing
that individual back on shift?

4. STA and shift advisor training

i
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Tennessee Valley Authority
ATTN: Mr. H. G. Parris

Manager of Power and Engineering
500A Chestnut Street Tower II
Chattanooga, TN 37401

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: REPORT NOS. 50-390/85-07 AND 50-391/85-07

On January 28-31, 1985, NRC insp:ected activities authorized by NRC Construction
Perimt Nos. CPPR-91 and CPPR-92 for your Watts Bar facility. At the conclusion
of the inspection, the findings were discussed with those members of your staff
identified in the enclosed inspection report.

Areas examined during the inspection are identified in the report. Within these
areas, the inspection consisted of selective examinations of procedures and
representative records, interviews with personnel, and observation of activities
in progress.

Within the scope of the inspection, no violations or deviations were identified.

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.

Sincerely,

co i
Divid M. rrelli, Chief
Roactor Projects Branch 1
Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosure:
i Inspection Report Nos. 50-390/85-07

and 50-391/85-07

cc w/ encl: .

W. T. Cottle, Watts Bar Nuclear
Plant Site Director

E. R. Ennis, Plant Manager,

'

J. W. Anderson, Manager
Office of Quality Assurance

K. W. Whitt, Chief, Nuclear Safety
Staff

,
R. Pierce, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant |.

| Project Manager

cc w/enci continued: (See page 2)
.
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Tennessee Valley Authority 2 Fcbruary 22, 1985.

cc w/ enc 1:
D. L. Williams, Jr., Supervisor

Licensing Section
K. D. Mali, Project Engineer
D. B. Ellis, Project Engineer
G. Wadewitz, Construction Project

Manager
M. J. Burzynski, Regulatory

and Engineering Section
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4 E NUCLEAR REOULATCRY CGMMISSl2N
"

REGION 11.

'8 101 MARIETTA ST., N.W.#

0,,,,,* ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30323

Report Nos.: 50-390/85-07 and 50-391/85-07
i

Licensee: Tennessee Valley Authority
'

500A Chestnut Street |
Chattanooga, TN 37401

Docket Nos.: 50-390 and 50-391 License Nos.: CPPR-91 and CPPR-92
|

Facility Name: Watts Bar 1 and 2

Inspection Conducted: January 28 - 31, 1984 :

Inspectors: ME
-

|B. T. Dbbs Dat6 SIgr.ed

A/
W. K. Foerf. er i Dath S~idne

I
_ s

L. P. Modenos F' Dan Signed
~

'

s/Approved by:
C. A. Julian, Section' Chief Dafe Signed
Division of Reactor Safety

t

SUMMARY '

Scope: This routine, unannounced inspection entailed 75 inspector-houds on site
in the areas of licensed and non-licensed operators training and requalification
programs.

Results: Of the three areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identi-
,
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REPORT DETAILS

I
1. Licensee Employees Contacted )

W. Cottle, Site Director
*E. B. Ennis, Plant Manager i
*B. S. Willis, Plant Superintendent
*W. S. Dulle, Station Coordinator
*R. C. Saner, Plant Compliance
*T. L. Howard, QA Supervisor
*R. Norman, Operations Supervisor
*H. A. Arnold, Section Supervisor Training BR
*H. J. Voiles, Training SE
*B. D. Varga, Training Officer
*J. Morgan, Engineering Associate
*S. Pindale, Training
*L. Sain, Assistant Chief Nuclear Training
*S. Anthony, Mechanical Engineer

NRC Resident Inspectors

*W. E. Holland

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on January 31, 1985, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The licensee was informed
of the inspection findings listed below. The licensee acknowledged the
inspection with no dissenting comments. The licensee did not identify as
proprietary any of the material provided to or reviewed by the inspector
during this inspection.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters

a. (Closed) Deviation (50-390/84-11-01, 50-391/84-09-01) Records Support-
ing Requests for NRC Senior Operator and Operator Licenses be
maintained in the Watts Bar Master Files.

An inspector reviewed a letter from Oak Ridge National Laboratory to
TVA Power Operations training Center dated February 2, 1984. This
letter, now on file at the Watts Bar facility, documents the requisite
10 reactor startups for Docket Number 20161 (RO). Regarding deficient
training information for Docket No. 8547 (SRO) and 20161 (RO), the
licensee has revised operator license applications to delete this
information or repeat the training if necessary.

[4rl
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The licensee has taken further action to record all requisite training
on TVA Form 1453(s) maintained at Watts Bar. This information is
now generated from TVA Form 3031 and 9880 maintained at TVA's Power
Operation training Center. The inspector informed licensee management
that the licensee's corrective action appeared to be adequate and that
this action has closed the aforementioned violation.

b. (Closed) Inspector Followup Item (50-390/84-11-02, 50-391/84-09-02)
Verification of " Mitigation of Core Damage" training for Docket Number
20161 (RO) and 20163 (RO).

Licensee training personnel presented the inspector with completed TVA
Forms 1453(s) for the aforementioned docket numbers. These forms

'

documented " Mitigating Core Damage" training from February 23 to 24,
1984. This course consisted of 16 satisfactory hours. The inspector
informed licensee management that the aforementioned documentation
closes this Inspector Followup Item.

, c. (Closed) Violation (50-390/84-33-02, 50-391/84-28-02) Two Instances
'

Of Incomplete " Observation Training Program Weekly Time Reports" As
; Required By Watts Bar Nuclear Station Operating Section Letter OSLT-1
i Which, Itself, Was Deficient By Not Providing Any Acceptance Criteria.

The inspector reviewed journal entries and time sheets obtained by the
licensee from the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant to substantiate the opera-
tional experience of the candidates in question. Additionally, the
inspector was provided with documentation that one of the two indivi-
duals had been returned to the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant ~ to assure
complete substantiation of observation training. The other individual
is scheduled to do the same starting February 11, 1985.

Regarding the lack of acceptance criteria aspect of the violation, the
OSLT-1 " Observation Training Program Weekly Time Report" has been
revised to include reactor operator verification of the hours spent by
each candidate on each system with a final completion verification by
either the Shift Engineer or Senior Reactor Operator which is consis-,

i tent with Watts Bar Final Safety Analysis - Report (FSAR) l').2.3.1.4.
The inspector informed licensee management that the licensee's

| corrective Etion appeared to be adequate and that this action has

| closed the aforementioned violation.

d. (Closed) Violation (50-390/84-33-01, 50-391/84-28-01) Inaccurate
Information Submitted on NRC Form 398(s).

The inaccurate information which appeared originally on the original
submittal of NRC Form 398(s) has been corrected and the corrected NRC
Form 398(s) were resubmitted to the NRC. The inspector selectively

reviewed the licensee's latest submission of NRC Form 398(s) for Docket:

| Numbers 5861, 20325, 20484, 20486, 20487, 20329, and 20488. The
|

.
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in:;pector noted that there were no violations or deviations in this
area. . Additionally, the licensee's Quality Assurance Section conducted |

an audit of the applications before they were submitted to the NRC. |

The audit was performed under survey number WBN-AS 84-133 on August 10,
1984. The audit was performed in accordance with a prescribed check- !
list and all deficiencies were identified and the deficient applica-
tions were returned to the Operations Training Group for correction
or resolution before submitting to the NRC. The inspector informed
licensee management that their corrective action regarding this viola-
tion appeared to be satisfactory and that this violation is considered,

closed.

e. (Closed) Inspector Followup Item (50-390/84-36-01, 50-391/84-36-01)
" ANSI N45.2.9 Requirements for Vault Under Construction". TVA has made
a revision to their commitment to ANSI-45.2.9-1974 and in their Topical
Report, TVA-TR7 5-1 R7, has committed to ANSI-45.2.9-1979 which
provides a floor drainage control by a floor drain and a check valve.
The licensee constructed a vault facility in the Technical Services
Office Building which is the permanent record repository for all plant
records. The inspector toured the vault, reviewed ECN 4502, QA Topical '

Report and confirmed that the storage facility meets the ANSI Standard1
'

on control drainage.
"4. Requalification Training (41701)

The inspector reviewed the licensee's requalification training program for
; 1984 to determine conformance with the requirements of 10 CFR 55, the Watts

Bar Final Safety Analysis Report and Watts Bar Procedure OSLT-1, Requali-
fication Program for Licensed operators.

The Watts Bar Requalification Program consists of four weeks of training per
year. A minimum of three weeks of this training is conducted at the Power
Operations Training Center. Training is conducted by designated groups.
Watts Bar presently utilizes a six-shift schedule with every sixth week
devoted to training.

The inspector reviewed the 1984 annual written exams administered to the
licensed operators (SRO and RO). The exams were structured in the same
format used by the NRC and the questions were similar in format and
difficulty to the questions asked in NRC requalification exams. No,

individuals failed the 1984 annual written examination. One SRO candidate
failed an NRC administered SRO examination. This individual was reinstated
into the requalification program and was administered the annual written
examination, which he passed. The inspector reviewed selected training
material used in the requalification training program. The inspector also
reviewed the requalification records of selected SRO's and RO's.

The Watts Bar FSAR states: "A licensee may miss a total of 16 hours of
training a year provided this individual scores at least 80 percent in each
. subject of the annual evaluation examination." Watts Bar Procedure OSLT-14

AN,
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states: "A licensee is required to attend a minimum of 32 hours during each
of his/her schedules requalification weeks with a maximum of 24 hours missed

i provided he makes 80 percent in each subject of the evaluation examination."
This inconsistency between the FSAR and the Watts Bar procedure was identi-
fied to the licensee and will be tracked as an inspector followup item
(50-390/85-07-01 and 50-391/85-07-01).

In the area of Requalification Training, no violations or deviations were
observed.

2

5. Non-Licensed Employee Training

The inspector reviewed the overall training and retraining activities for
non-licensed employees and general training for licensed employees to assure
conformance with the licensee commitments.

The licensee keeps track of all training records on a computerized program
identified as " Personnel Training Standard Report". This program provides
information on the employees name, position, required training, training
dates and renewal date requirements. The inspector interviewed and reviewed
several employees and verified that their personnel training files agreed
with the computer printouts.

The inspector verified a portion of the General Employee Training (GET) by
attending a class on GET-6 " Plant Procedures". A lecture was given with
slides and a written examination was taken by all the employees present.

! The following training procedures were reviewed and verified for compliance
with licensee commitments.-

(a) AI-10.1, Rev. 6, " Plant Training Program" Administrative Instruction
^

to establish the requirements and responsibilities for implementing-the;

Plant Training Program.

(b) ES SIL All, Rev. O, " Station Shift Technical Advisor Training"

(c) Instruction Letter No. ENSL R4, Rev. 2, " Shift Technical Advisor Plant
Familiarization Walkthroughs Instruction Letter No.

(d) AI-2.16, " Shift Technical Advisor", Rev. 5

(e) Instruction Letter No. ENSL R1, Rev. 5, " Reactor Engineering Unit
Personnel Training"

In the area of nonlicensed employees and general training, no violations or -

deviations were observed.,

!

| A6L
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6. P oposed Shift Manning

By letters dated September 4, and September 20, 1984, TVA described its
interpretation of the Near Term Operating License Utility Working Group's
criteria on hot participation experience with respect to the initial shift
crew for the Watts Bar facility. In a letter dated November 9, 1984, from
NRC to TVA, two additional items were added to the aforementioned criteria
to make it acceptable. License management indicated to the inspector that
the aforementioned criteria is understood to be a commitment by Watts Bar
to the NRC for the operational staffing of Unit 1. The inspector had no
further comments.
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* INSPECTION SUPNARY.
,

dM $ M-REPORT NO.(S) f( d7 FACILITY*

1. Areas Inspected (In Format for Sunnary Statement, Untts Inspected)
G ,zuA,I ./ N m d d e /r' M-,

"

M ek< d A4M. eh
J T f I /

~

2. New Complaincas, Deviations

Number Title

a.

b.

c.
.

3. New Unresolved Items, Licensee Identified Items

Number Title
.

a.

b.

c.

4. New Inspected Follow-up Items, IEB's and IEC's

Number Title

Tb-3tc/Pfo?-0I',f6674[@7- / #M% d ES Ma.
'

4 Twy 'PAb.

c.
s

5. Status of Previous Inspection Findings

Number Title Status (0pened or Closed)

a.

b.
~

.

c.

6. Areas of Concern and/or Trends and Overall Assessment

7. Module Number Percent Complete Units Inspected

a. 4 ( 3 cr"D f O-C tjg
b. 4 | '7 9 { tN
c.

7 ) J
Inspector's Signature K L Date

!

I
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SALP EVALUATION |
!

Instructions:
I(1) Complete one evaluation for each area inspected.

(2) Complete the evaluations on site. |

(3) Include one copy of evaluations with inspection report draft..

(4) 0-not inspected; 1-above average; 2-average; 3-below average

NN FACILITY f./ /r f f T f' N L UNIT //1LICENSEE

INSPECTOR SEE6 HopM5,/bleF'fNSPECTOR HOURS RPT N0/DATE

AREA INSPECTED -r44 / / v 6/

ENFORCEMENT

I Evaluation Criteria Assessment

Ih31. Management involvement in assuring quality 0

1h32. Resolution of technical issues from a safety 0
standpoint

1h33. Responsiveness to NRC intiatives 0

4. Enforcement history 0 1@3
5. Reporting and analysis of reportable events. 0 1h3
6. Staffing (includingmanagement) 0 1 2h
7. Training and qualification effectiveness 0 1 2@'

COMMENTS:

.

* NOTE: Please attach additional sheet if needed for coments. g

~
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* 2 ATL ANTA. GE ORGI A 30303 *
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February 10, 1984

Tennessee Valley Authority
ATTN: fir. H. G. Parris .

s

! tanager of Power -

500A Chestnut Street, Tower II
Chatti.rooga, Tt: 37401'

Gentitren:

St|BJECT: CONFIFJ% TION OF ACTION - KATls BAP 1 0'D 2
[0CKET NOS. E0-390 At.D 50-391

This letter refers to the rr.eeting held at your recuest in this office on
February 8,1994, between nenbers of your staff ar.d NRC Regicnal office
rr.a na g er. ant .

Pased or. this reeting, vie understand that the fellowing' actions have t.een or will
be accorplished:

1. All per, ding reactor operator and senior reactor operator license appli-
cations, '50 Form 39E, will be reviewed for accuracy and, if necessary,
ccrrected and resubmitted to this office prior to our administration of
license e>arinations.

E. Eclt-thrrect =xaniraticos will be 2drinine ec te litersed reactor c9erators
Ere senior cnretors and tc Epplicents s ! cule. 't.- ' C exarir.2tiens. Thc
ratio of exar:.ir.ees/enminers will not exceed three on En) examination, d v ' '"g

.

# %aLicensed irdividuals will be examined by June 1, 1984 /

3. Candidates scheduled for the April 1984 enrir.ation by the NRC will com-
f.ete the syster.. walk-throughs, identifiec ir. E above, pr'cr to the
ec inistittier. c' tha- imC examir.etion.

The t-PC will a rr ir.ister written license examinct'cr.s cr. February 13, n it. We
will wittheid issuance of operator licenses to these ir.dividuals whc soccessfully
pass the e>arination, t ntil we have received your writter serification of suc-
cessful walh-thenuph eat <ir.ations es specificc' Ebewe.

If y:ur understtr. ding of cur discussicr.s is cif'o cr,t from that stated abc.ve,
please ir.forn this c.'fice p ror ptly.

Sinarely,

\
. tf,

o. ;n L Y (. O-
g |c es F. C'Eeil'y
NNeio-al id: it istrato
s -

C~ \cc: :1c rue e.a - g .

W n.s.si2,*e 3 ) N ffbA v-ny m p ~ --
.

. .. . -
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Tennessee Valley Authority 2 February 10, 1984

CAL-390/84-01
CAL-391/84-01

cc: - J. A. Coffey, Director of
Nuclear Pcwer-

k'. T. Cottle, Plant Superintendent
G: ||adewitz, Plant l'.anager
41.14. Pierce, OEDC Froject f*an39cr
.'. || Anderscn, l'anage r
P. N.' Culver, Chief, f;uclear

Safety Review Staff
D. L.' Williams, Jr. , Supervisor

Licensing Section
R. E. Teamer, Project Engineer

bcc: Senior Eesident Inspector
State of Tenressee
Doct, rent Control Desk

.

f "I I III 'I
'

o ,.

STDebs:be -^5Wif 5cn AFGibsor, U.l"s h i r s t # Cf' u:Lett
0?/%|lt c2|g jl.t c2;f:E4 07,,, E: (;;n |5L\

l
IRII . Ril i F ' It II.

(! 1$n Ol'i [e i f 2%is
ok' :f r.-
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cv)b:S<
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( MISSISSIPPI POWER & LIGHT COMPANYHelping Build Miss'ssippli

P. O. BO X 15 40, J AO K S O N. MIS SIS SIP PI 8 9 205
.

u ussp. m uc m.a. February 11, 1984
viet P#E0*BEWT

Mr. J. P. O'Reilly. Regional Administrator
U.S. Noc1sar Regulatory Co:=ission
Region II.
101 Marietta 8treet, N.W., Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Dear Hr. O'Reilly:

SUBJECT: Grand Culf Nuclear Station
Unit 1
Docket No. 50-416
License No. NPF-13
File: 0260/15521/0765

,

Review of Training Rot included _

Within Scope of Recertification
Program

I AECM-84/0100

On January 30, 1984, we met with Messrs. John 01shinski, David Verralli, and
Caudie Julian of your staff and presented to them the results of a recent
comprehensive review of HP&L's programs for training not included within the
scope of the racertification program. The purpose of this letter is to
sunearira that review and its results, present our conclusions regarding the
adequacy of thase training programs, and discuss MP&L's plans to apply
additional attention to certain program arass.

Each Nuclear Production Department okganization was directed to perform a
review of its training prograc's. The following objectives were sat for those

-U r'vdews: -

,

($ n 1) Verify the commitments relating to training.
e U)T . .:.

( J 2) Determine that training programs address all com:r.itments;
.

,

f 3) Verify the status of impler.entation of these training program's.-

1 We determined the training commitments for Quality Assurance, Nuclear
) ) 5arvices, and Nuclear Plant Engineering were broad coenitsents deriving from

10CP150 Appendix 5. the Operational Quality Assuranca Manuel (0QAit), the

k ))
Policy and . Organization Manual (P0H), ANSI 18,1 - 1971'and other ANSI /4.7
etandards governing the particular responsibilities of these organizations.
The Emergency Plan also specified cartain training fe,r members of these
organizations who were also members of the offolte emergency organization.

L | All other training requirements were internally imposed. From the review, it
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,

was concluded that Quality Assurance, Nuclear Servlees, and Nuclear Plant |

Engineering had training programs governed by approved, written procedures |
vbich addressed 'all relevant regulatory and internal commitments. In each -

organisation the training was implemented, functioning, and generally current
with only minor exceptions as to currency having been identified and tracked |

for prompt correction.

Additionally, the review revealed the training programs for these offsite
organisations are scoped to go beyond the minieram regulatory requirements.'

Training programs in thcas organisations have been established to increase the
technical competence of the professional staff. The training provided
includes not only a strong emphasis on CGNS and BWR technology but also
provides access to specialised technical training. Training relating to the
MP&L Quality Assurance Program and the respective organisation'a procedures

i is also included. The management of each offsite organisation is directly
involved in establishing training requirements, providing training

i opportunities, and generally ensuring training programs are effeccively
implemented.

iI
-

As arpected, the majority of specific training commitments address training of
Plant Staff personnel. Numerous commitments are found in FSAR Chapters 9
12.1, 12. 5, 13.2, 13. 3, 13.6, 16, and 18. These consnitments is11 into the

|I . fallowing eategorles:

1) General Employee Training including radiation protection, security,
fire protsetion, and emergency training;

,

'

2) Fira protection and fire fighting organisation trainingt

l '

- 3) Escurity Force training; -

4) Radiation worker and respiratory protection training;

j 5) Buergency organisation training;
I

6) specialised training for maintenance, health physics, chemistry, and
-- technical personnel. -

,

The details relating the specific commitments, the training programs
established 'to address those commitmants, and the status of those programs
were contained in the meeting presentation material, and those details will
not be discussed again in'this letter,I 1

,

*
-

.-.

The review of Plant Staff training programs shows a commitment to provide
diverse, detailed technical training to maintenance, health physics,
chemistry, and technical personnel. The training programs. place emphasis on
GGNS and BWR technology. In addition, specialised technical training and.

vendor, schools are continually provided to develop and maintain the technical
competence and independence of the Plant staff. The impact of the A 45'rastganization of the Training Section is becoming evident. Additional'

instructors have been added for health physics and chemistry training.
- -- - _ - -- . - _ _ .. . _ _ - . _ - . - _ - . - . . _ . -
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An eatensive revision of training programs for maintenance and non-licensed *

cperatore to address INPO guidelines has recently been completed and
implemented. Actions are being taken to upgrade Emergency Plan Training. All

of these thinge are positive indicators that MP&L does in f act have a strong.
i; sustained commitment to training at GGNS.

As a raeult of our review. it vcs concluded that with three eaceptions, which
will be discussed more fully later, regulatory commitments have been addressed
and are set by training programs set out in approved, written procedures.
Sufficient numbers of personnel: have completed the various training programs,
and training continues to ensure adeguate numbers of trained. gualified
personnel are maintained.

As stat' d previously, three training arase vure ~ identified as requiring |e
Iadditional emphasis to achieve complete compliance with reguietary

commitments. These areas are: |

1. Emergency Plan Training - The Emergency Plan specifies in Table 8.1
that dose assessment training and damage control and repair training.
will be ritquired for certain supervisory personnel. Plant
Administrative Procedure 01-8-04-21. "Beergency Preparedness

'Training Program." did not recognize these commitments. This
training is acheduled to be complete by February 22. 1984.

4

Frior to this review, the Emerg:ency Planning Coordinator determined
that Emergency Plan Training was not current for several members of'|

i the onsite energency organization. This matter was brought to the
||

attention of the Vice President - Nuclear, and a memo was issued

,
directing that the necessary training be completed. In a parallel

! action. MP&L Quality Assurance identified the same deficiency, and
! Corrective Action Raquest (CAR) 813 was issued. ' Corrective action

is scheduled to be complete by February 22. 1984 for non-licerised-

personnel. For licensed parsonnel, we' intentionally did not disrupt
the operator racertification effort which is nearing completion in
order to retrain these personnel in emergency preparedness.

i
- Rovaver, upon completion of the racertification program, all

licensed personnel vill complete any necessary emergency
preparedness training prior to exceeding 5% rated power en GGNS ,
Unit 1. .--

,.
-

i

2. Diesel Generator' Training - ish 13.2.1.1.16 andFSAR13.2'.1;2..N
require special training on the diesel engines for non-licensed
operating and maintenance personnel involved with the emergency;

j standby diesel generators. We currently have a number of
| non-licensed operators and maintenance personnel who have completed
. both Delaval and NFCS diesel schools. Until all non-licensed fy
| operators and maintenance personnel are trained., administrative..

controle will ensure only qualified personnel or personnel under the
,

direct supervision of qualified personnel will operate and maintain
I the diesel generators. Training procedures for non-licensed"

_ _ _

operators and esintenance personnel have been revised to include __
. , _ .
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3. Required leading - Chiefly to address pgAR 18.1.12, GCNS has a
required reading program which provides information relating to
operating esperiences, plant changes, procedure changes, and the
like, to operators and other plant personnel. The review indicated
that while this large and complex program is generally functioning
well, some sections of the plant organisation are not curre.nt in
required reading. . Action is being taken to resolve these. required -

reading backlogs in a timely manner.

l' In our review of MP&L procedural training requiremente ve noted that CAR 2054.
had been written requesting that corrective action be taken to have Radwsete
Operators complete their radvasta system qualification cards. All corrective,;
actions relating to radwuste operator qualification cards are scheduled to be

! ;| complete by February 21, 1984.. It should be noted that. the radweste operator 1

training and qualification program is an MP&L internal requirement aimed at
| meeting INPO guidelines. This program is not governed by any regulatory

requirements. i

Finally, FSAR 13.2.1.2.1, 13.2.1.2.2, 13.2.1.2.5, and 13.2.1.2.7 address
training for selected personnel on control rod drive system maintenance,
nuclear instrumentation NSSS process instrumentation and control, and PSSS
process computer. An adequate number of GCMS maintenance personnel hava
completed these various courses in order to most the plant's .naede. From this
standpoint the FSAR commitments are set. Maintenance practices direct that
trained personnel be present during work on chase special components.
Administrative controle will ansure only qualified personnel or personnel

| under the direct supervision of qualified personnel perform complicatedi

I maintenance on these special componento.

In conclusion, we believe the review clearly demonstrates that adequate
training has been and continues to be provided. MP&L has expressed a strong
commitment to training believing it is essential to safe.and reliable plant
perf ormance. You are aware of the support and resources which NF&L has made
available to the CCNS training organisation. During 1984 Quality Assurance
will perform one hundred percent audits of all licoceed operator application-

training as well se normal audits of operator requalification training and.
~ other training programs that are the subject of this letter. Through these ;

audits and through evaluations by INFO and ourselves, we will continue to
monitor and, control training to ensute our comaitment to training excellence

.:is undiminished. Should you have any' questions, please call me. -

.-

I'

.
es t'ruly.

,

-

'

-
.

f.

JPM:swb . -

cc Mr. J, B. Richard Mr. Richard C. DeYoung, Director
Mr.1. 3. McGahes Office of Inspection & Enforcement
Mr. T. 5. Conner U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

- - - - - - __ . - - _ - - _ _ . . . . ._ _ : _ _ _ - - , _____
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The inspector's concern has not been resolved by the above procedure
revision. The responsibility for review of reports of violations of codes,
regulations, orders, technical specifications, or operating license require-
ments having safety significance belongs to the' Plant Safety Review
Committee. This requirement is not qualified in any manner. This item will

remain open pending PSRC review and concurrence of the reportability
processes ensuring that the procedures are adequate for maintaining control
of the process by P3RC.

12. Operator License Application

The inspector condu;ted a review of the training records of the six Senior
Reactor Operators (JRO) candidates that were tested in September 1983. The
areas reviewed were specified by NRC, Region II operator licensing
examiners. The following comments were noted and reported to Region II.

a. Verify SR0 Certificates - There is no programatic defined requirements
for SRO certification. Thus certification could not be verified.

b. Verify qualification card ccmpletion -

(1) MP&L identified items not completed for all candidates.

( (2) qualification cards were not completed prior to on-shift training
' as required by administrative' procedure 14-S-02-6, paragraph

5.3.4.

c. Verify completion of supervisory training - This training was not
completed as of the date of examination.

d. Verify Critical Operation Experience Training for two candidates - This
training was net completed as of the date of examination.

These items will be identified as inspector followup item 416/83-50-01. The
completion of the items will be. reviewed during a subsequent inspection.

During the review of current training for the license operator candidates
the inspector reviewed Design Change Package (DCP) training. This training

is given to ensure all operations personnel are aware and trained on changes
to systems required for safe operation of the plant. This training is *

described in the Mississippi Power and Light Company's Operations inhance-
ment Program. The program was described to the NRC Region II Managament on
January 17, 1983, in an enforcement conference and formally submitted by
letter AECM-83/0177 dated March 11, 1983. As a result of this review the
inspector noted that DCP training had not been given to all on-shift opera-
tions personnel. Ms&L's program commits to have this training completed by MV
the next criticality which was achieved on September 25, 1983. On d - 63-04
October 11, 1983, the inspector rioted eight DCP's; 83-5006, Residual Heat

I
. g',

Removal Pump Logic; 32-5091, Combustible Gas Control Instrument Setpoint
\d6 Change; 82-4122, Ccatainment Cooling Supervisory Module Change; 82-4137,

f.Jf' Off-Gas Instrument Satpoint Change; 82-4138, Off-GasInstrumentSetpoint83(o
.

.
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Change; 82-5094, Off-Gas Relay Setpoint Change; 83-0114, Instrument Air
System Changes; and 82-5036 Standy Gas Treatment Instrument Setpoint
Changes, for which training had not been completed. The failure to complete
the DCP training prior to criticality on September 25, 1983, is a deviation
from the Operations Enhancement Program commitment made to the NRC. This
will be identified as Deviation, 416/83-50-02, failure to provide operator
training on design changes to the plant. ,

13. Licensee Organization d 63~03 M
On October 5, 1983, *.ne inspector was informed of a reorganization that was
placed in effect on October 1, which created three assistant plant manager
positions and rearranged plant supervisory responsibilities. The inspector
pointed out to licensee representatives that the new organization chart does
not agree with Technical Specification Figure 6.2.2-1. The inspector stated
that, although there appears to be no technical problem with the new
organization, the technical specifications should have been changed prior to
implementing the reorganization. Licensee representatives stated that a
technical specification change had been requested by letter of September 9,
1983. The inspector verified, by conversation with NRR, that a change
request had been sub.aitted but was also told that NRR has several questions
on the new organization and finds the statement " Changes to unit organiza-
tion can be made witnout Technical Specification approval" which appears on

( the proposed new or;inization chart, to be unacceptable.
,

The present organization chart denotes those individuals required to hold a
Senior Reactor Operator (SRO) license by the notation SRO in the organiza-
tion box. This requirement is modified in the case of upper management
personnel by an asterisk placed by their position referencing the footnote
"must have been SRO ar been certified SR0 for a plant of this type". The

| inspector pointed out to licensee management that the current Technical
|
' Specification Figurt 6.2.2-1 does not appear to have such an asterisk on the

box of the Assistant Plant Manager, Nuclear. The individual presently
holding this position has been certified at Grand Gulf but does not
currently hold an SR0 license; thus, it appears that there is a conflict
with the current technical specifications. MP&L reviewed this matter and

| concludes that an asterisk is intended to be on the chart anc was omitted at
some stage by typographical error. Subsequent conversations with NRR!

support MP&L's contention. .

These two examples of failure to meet the Technical Specification organiza-|

tion chart are an aparent violation (50-416/83-50-03).

.

( g
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DUKE POWER GOMPANY
P.O'. box 33189

CHARLOTTE, N.C. 28242
HAL B. TUCKER Tzt.ze, sown

== - ; March 14, 1984 (704) ara-4sa
, ,,

Mr. James P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator
i U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Region II'

101 Marietta Street, NW, Suite 2900
*

Atlanta, Georgia 30303
,

Re: Catawba Nuclear Station
Docket Nos. 50-413 and 50-414

Dear Mr. O'Reilly:
.

As a result of audits by Duke personnel and discussions with NRC, Region II
-

~
~ ~

perstinneE DUYe~ Ms determined ttTat correctiv~e~ actions and/or enhancements
for the operator training program need to be implemented to support licensing
of Catawba operators. Attachments 1 through 5 identify deficiencies and
proposed corrective actions for the following subject areas:

1) Comparison of course content for Cold Certification Group 6 to previous
Cold Certification classes

2) Core damage mitigation and emergency procedure

3) Cold Certification task lists

4) Procedure walk-throughs conducted during license preparatory training.

Based on these actions, the revisions to the Catawba FSAR identified in my
letter of February 10, 1984 are no longer needed'and will not be-submitted
in Revision 9 to the FSAR.

Very truly yours,

h. & 4 c - ~/
Mal B. TL:ker

NAR/ROS/php

Attachments
'

cc: "r. Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Co=,ission
1|ashington, D. C. 20555

Attention: Ms. E. G. Adensam, Chief
47 Licensing Branch No. 4

kW ty$Sp?% *4'S D
A47\

\ .

-

.
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Mr. James P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator
March *.4,1984
Page 2

cc: NRC Resident Inspector

| Catawba Nuclear Station

Mr. Bruce Wilson
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commi'ssion
Region II
101 Marietta Street, NW, Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

4 .

Mr. Robert Guild, Esq.
,

Attorney-at-Law
P. O. Box 12097'

Charleston, South Carolina 29412

Palmetto Alliance
21351 Devine Street
Columbia, South Carolina 29205

Mr. Jesse L. Riley
Carolina Environmental Study Group

. 854 Henley Place
' Charlotte, North Carolina 28207

.
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Attachment 1

COMPARISON OF COLD CERTIFICATION GROUPS 1 - 5
TO GROUP 6 TRAINING

A review of the Cold License Certification Programs was performed with the,

}~ following goals.

1) -Determine differences in topical content in classroom t'ase; -

.

-2) Determine differences in simulator' experience.

The review was performed in the following manner. Classroom sc'ad''*e were
obtained from Catawba training . records and simulator " day-by-de, schedules
were obtained from the Technical Training Center. .old Certificate VI was
used as a benchmark for comparison. A list of specific topics shown on the
classroom schedule, simulator evolution performed, and classroom topics of
special interest (i.e., TMI, S/G overfill, etc.) from the simulator schedule

,. was generated. An item checklist was used to verify the degree of similarity
i between courses. In cases where-a topic was not shown on the schedule, the
! examinations for that class were reviewed to verify course content.
i

| The topic checksheets were reviewed for major differences between Cold
Certification classes. Where significant differences appeared, the Cold,

I License Preparatory schedules were reviewed to assure all license candidates
had been exposed to topics / evolutions not covered in their certification
classes, at a level consistent with current objectives.

The attached matrix outlines significant differences found. "X" indicates
groups where documentation does-not exist to verify training was given.

To compensate for these differences, identified classroom training will bet

administered prior to the written examinations and simulator training will
be conducted. prior to oral examinations.

J

,

A47
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COMPARISON MATRIX

.

.l Simulator Malfunction / Scenario G1 G2 G3 G4 G5

.

Loss of 125 VAC X 7 X X
'

Inadvertent Phase 'A' X X X X
*

Impulse Pressure Channel Failure X X X X

S/G PORV leak X

Failure of ECCS to actuate X X X X
a

Inadequate core cooling X X X X

TMI X X

St. Lucie X X X X X
i

Ginna X 'X X X X
*

: Crystal River X X X 'X X

PTS Review X X X X X

Classroom

TMI - 2 Incident X X

!

!

!

A+7
'

i *

_ - - - - _ - - _ - - - ,. ~ . _ - _ . . . . ._. _ _ _ - _ .
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Attachm nt 2*
.

.

CORE DAMAGE MITIGATION AND EMERGENCY PROCEDURE

TRAINING DISCREPANCIES

No training documentation exists showing that G.A. Smith and M.W. Morgan
participated in all mitigating core damage training that other applicants
received. However, they have participated in review sessions on this topic.

I We request they be allowed to sit for.the written exam and receive the
,

remaining training on mitigating core damage after the written exam and before
the oral exam, which is consistent with the guidance contained in NUREG-0737.

.

.

Robert Ferguson missed approximately two and one half weeks of Segment
IV, emergency operating procedures, of Cold License Preparatory training due
to sickness. Mr. Ferguson was the individual responsible for overall develop-
ment of the emergency procedures for Catawba Nuclear Station.

Mr. Ferguson will also serve as a verification team meuber during the
procedure walk-through phase of training after the written examination.
During the procedure walk-throughs he will have completed all the learning
objectives that he missed during the emergency procedure training. As a
result of the above, we request that Mr. Ferguson be exempt from the Emergency
Procedure training that he missed and be allowed to sit for the written
examination.

1

J

J

A47
.



Attachmsnt 3-

COLD CERTIFICA510N TASK LIST DISCREPANCIES

.

The d_iscrepanfJ3s . identified as a result of guz -review of the Cold
Certification task lists will be resolved and the resolutions will be !

Idocumented prior to the oral examination.
,

i The name of each individual that had discrepancies on their task list isa

listed below. In addition, each discrepancy and resolution or projected
resolution is identified.*

-

Jack B. Brisson -

"

Discrepancy:
Observe the following periodic tests:

4

A. Control Rod Drive movement test
Resolution:

During discussion with Mr. Brisson on 3/9/84, he indicated
that he had observed the Control Rod Drive movement test at'

McGuire Nuclear Station during observation training

Discrepancy:
Observe the procedure used to acknowledge the following als ms:

4

B. Computer
Resolution:

Mr. Brisson had observed the procedure used to acknolwedge
both annunciator and computer alarms. -The single signature
indicates that both tasks were completed.

Rick Henry -

Discrepancy:
Observe the following periodic tests:

A. Control Rod Drive movement test
i Resolution:

Mr. Henry did not observe this test during observation training.
He will complete an evaluated walk-through on this periodic test
at Catawba Nuclear Station during the procedure walk-throughs
after the written examination.

J

1

!

i

I .

. . -
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Donald Bradley -

Discrepancy:
Assist a utility operator working in the following areas:

C. Radioactive Waste Systems
Resolution:*

f Mr. Bradley did not perform this task during observation training. 3
He will complete this task prior to the oral examination.

.

Discrepancy: ,

; Calculate the following:

| C. Batch addition of Boric acid or demineralized water
D. Feed and bleed or blend type borations or dilutions

Resolution:
Mr. Bradley did not perform these tasks. He will perform
these tasks prior to the oral examination.

Thomas Moore -

Discrepancy:
Read a dosimeter..

Resolution:.

This task was performed but not signed off the task list.

Discrepancy:
Assist a utility operator in the following areas:

B. Auxiliary Building
C. Radwaste Systems

Resolution:
Mr. Moore did assist the utility operator in the auxiliary building. -

However, he did not assist the utility operator in the radwaste 7

systems area. This task.will be completed prior to the oral exams.

Discrepancy:-

Observe the following periodic tests:
A. Centrol Rod Drive movement test

Resolution: .

Mr. Moore did not observe this test during observation training.
He will cerplete an evaluated walk-through on this test at Catawba -

Nuclear Station during the procedure walk-throughs-after the
written examination.

J
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Thomas Ber.dle -

Discrepancy:
Observe the following periodic tests:

A. Control Rod Drive movement test.
Resolution:-

/ During discussions with Mr. Beadle on 3/9/84, he indicated that
'

he had observed the Control Rod Drive movement test at McGuire
Nuclear Station during observation training.

.

David McIntosh -

Discrepancy: *

Calculate the following:
A. Estimated critical rod position
B. Shutdown margin

Resolution:
During discussion with Mr. McIntosh on 3/9/84, he indicated
that these tasks were performed.

Kenneth Beaver -

Discrepancy:
Observe the following' tests:

A. Control Rod Drive movement test
B. Reactor Coolant leakage
C. Periodic Instrument Surveillance

Resolution:
Tasks B and C were completed; however, Task A was not done. iMr. Beaver will complete an evaluated walk-through on Task A '

at Catawba Nuclear Station during the procedure walk-throughs
after the written exam.

Discrepancy:
Observe the use of out-of-normal checklist or log.

Resolution:
During discussions with Mr. Beaver,- he indicated that he had
observed the use of the out-of-normal checklist while on
observation training at McGuire Nuclear Station.

Discrepancy:
Calculate an estimated critical rod position.

Resolution:
Mr. Beaver indicated that he has performed an ertimated,

critical red p;sitten tchile in observation training.

1+1
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1 Mike Morgan -

Discrepancy:
Most of the dates were not recorded on the first three pages.
However, the designated signatures were recorded.

j Resolution:
This item was discussed with Mr. Morgan on 3/9/84, and he*

indicated he had performed all of these tasks.
,

.

Mark Ravan -

Discrepancy:
Calculate the following:

A. Estimated Critical Rod Position
B. Shutdown Margin.
C. Batch addition of. Boric Acid or Demineralized Water.
D.. Feed and Bleed or-Blend type Borations or dilutions.

Resolution:
These items were discussed with Mr. Ravan on 3/9/84 and he
indicated he had performed these items.

Tommy Kiker -

Discrepancy:
Observe the following periodic tests:

A. Control Rod Drive movement test
B. Reactor Coolant Leakage Calculation test
C. Periodic Instrument Surveillance test

_ ,

L
Resolution: '

These items were discussed with Mr. Kiker.and he indicated that i
he has not performed them. .He will complete an evaluated
walk-through cxt these tests at Catarba Nucicar Station during
the procedure walk-throughs after the written examination.

Discrepancy:
Observe the procedure used to acknowledge the following:

A. Annunciater
B. Computer

,

Resolution:
Mr. Kiker has indicated that he has not performed these tasks. 't

They will be completed prior.to the oral examination.
,

>
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a



.

*

.

Stacy Cooper and Charlie Skinner -

Discrepancy:

Mr. Cooper and Mr. Skinner have no cold certification task lists,

because they were certified at the Westinghouse Training Facility
in Zion, Illinois.

l Resolution:.

Mr. Cooper and Mr. Skinner will complete the cold certification task
lists prior to the oral examination.,

H. J. Nicholson -

Discrepancy:
Assist a UO working in the following areas

A. Secondary side
B. Auxiliary Building
C. Radioactive waste systems

Resolution:
Mr. Nicholson had assisted a UO in the above areas. The single
signature indicates all tasks completed.

Discrepancy:
Observe the following periodic tests:

A. Control rod movement test

Resolution:
During discussions with Mr. Nicholson, he indicated that he had
observed the Control Rod Movement test while at observation
training at McCuire Nuclear Station.

Discrepancy:
Calculate the fellcwing:

A. Estimated critical rod position
; B. Shutdown margin

Resolution:
During discussions with Mr. Nicholson, he indicated that he had
calculated ECRP a:,d SDM while at McGuire Nuclear Station.

.

'
\

'

A41
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' Attachment 4

LICENSE APPLICANT QUALIFICATION VERIFICATION
BY PROCEDURE WALK-THROUGHS,

.

.

,I The Certification Team (CT) shall consist of the following:

1. Team Leader - Systems Nuclear Production Engineer from our .

General Office with extensive nuclear operations experience
and prior SRO license.

2. Team Members - Operations personnel with extensive nuclear
operations experience and holding an SRO on an operating
station (McGuire).

The Certification Team (CT) shall conduct certification and oversight duties

to commission a station Verification _ Team (VT).

The Certification Team (CT) Leader shall assign procedure certification
responsibilities to Certification Team members in areas as follow:

Area - 1 - Emergency Procedures

Area - 2 - Operating Procedures

Area - 3 - Abnormal and Response Procedures

The (CT) member responsible for an area shall perform certification for
all Verification Team members in assigned area.

The certification of a Verification Team (VT) member shall consist of a
thorough walk-through of a minimu= of one procedure in each area as follows:

1. Emergency Procedures (EP)
2. Operation Procedures (OP)
3. Abnormal Procedures (AP)
4. Response Procedures (RP)

The certification and subsec,uent. verification of qualification shall conclude
that the Verificatien Tecr rembers and license applicants are qualified on
precedures.

Qualification of license applicants shall be conducted according to the
Task Training List included as Attachment 5. The criterion for qualification*

on a pr:ccdure is lic c: :pplicant comprehensien of the following:e

1. Purpcse
2. Precautier.s and '_imit aticas
3. Results/ effects for c step or series of steps
4. Physical plant /centrol relat'ionships

4+ir .

.
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The Initial Verification Team consists of members as follow;
i

1. C. E. Muse Operating Engineer
2. M. J. Brady Shift Supervisor

. f 3. C. H. Skinner Shift Supervisor
! 4. J. M. Hill Shift Supervisor

5. S. S. Cooper Shift Supervisor -

6. D. Tower Operating Engineer (Backup) .

7. J. R. Ferguson Assistant Operating Engineer (Backup)'

The Certification. Team members may act as Verification Team members.
'

Verification shall be conducted in' groups consisting of one verifier to
not more than three license applicants. This qualification process will
be completed for this initial cold license group prior to the oral examinations.
Certification of Verification Team members and verification of license
applicant qualifications shall be documented.

I The verification of qualification on specified procedures shall be conducted

| for all future license applicants.

,

!

i

|
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Attachment 5
,,

.

CATAWBA NUCLEAR STATION Page 1 of 17
TASK TRAINING Rev. O

COLD LICENSE PREPARATION
.

Name S.S. No. Date Issued
i
*

Job Classification Date Revised
.

O

S

=

[

$

_
8 6

1
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.Pega 2 cf 17
Rev. O,

NAME
CATAWBA NUCLEAR STATION

TASK TRAINING DATA
COLD LICENSE PREPARATION

$

DATE PERFORMED DESIGNATED
TRAINING TASKS SATISFACTORILY SIGNATURE,

|
.

A. EP- Walk through EP's and subprocedures
,

to become familiar with their
,

purpose and content.

1. EP/1/A/5000/01 - Reactor Trip or
Safety Injection .

lA - Reactor Trip Response

1A1 - Natural Circulation Cooldown

IB - SI Termination Following
Spurious SI

IC - High-Energy Line Break Inside
Containment

1CI - SI Termination Following High
Energy Line. Break Inside Containment '

IC2 - Post-LOCA Cooldown and
Depressurization

IC3 - Transfer to Cold Leg
Recirculation

IC4 - Transfer to Ec: Leg
Recirculation

ICS - Loss of Emerger.cy Coolant
Recirculation

1Co - LOCA Outside C:ntainment

1D - Steam Line Break Outside
Centainment

IDI - SI Termination Fo11cwing,

Stece Line Break

1E - Steam Generator Tube Rupture

IE1 - Post - SGTR Cecidown and
Depressurization

.

'

A41
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2

.I 1E2 - SGTR Alternate Cooldown
k

Using Backfill !

t
-

1E3 - SGTR With Continuous SC !
-

System Leakage - Subcooled [
Recovery [

!

t-

1E4 - SGTR Wigh Continuous SC !

System Leakage - Saturated
f

.

Recovery
,

!

1ES - SGTR Without Pressurizer E

Pressure Control !
'

4
L

1E6 - SGTR Cooldown Using ND !
k2. EP/1/A/5000/02 - Critical Safety i

Function Status Trees
1 i

*

| 2A - Suberitical.ity
_ i.

i
!

2A1 - Nuclear' Power Generation /ATVS I
J f

e

2A2 - Loss of Core Shutdown I

l
'

2B - Core Cooling f

2S1 - Inadequate Core Cooling f
t

222 - Degraded Core Cooling
'

2B3 - Saturated Core Cooling
! Conditions
i

:
| 2C - Heat Sink

,

2C1 - Loss of Secondary Heat Sink
4

i
2C2 - Steam Generater Overpressure, , ;

203 - Ste:r G::.cr_ cr High Level f

| 204 - Loss cf Scr=31 Steem
~~

!
; Release Capabilities
4

2C5 - Steam Generator Low Level I

i

A<f7 i

-

,,

._.,,m. . , , ,, _ _ - . , _ _ , , , , . . . , - . _ _ _ _ _ . - . . . . _ _ , . _ . , _ . .
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l
'

2D - Reactor Coolant Integrity

2D1 - Imminent Pressurized ,

Thermal Shock Conditions

2D2 - Anticipated Pressurized*

Thermal Shock Conditions

! 2D3 - High Pressurizer Pressure

2E - Containment

2E1 - High Containment Pressure

I ' 2E2 - High Containment Sump Level
I

] 2E3 - High Containment Radiation Level

2F - Inventory
.

. .

2F1 - Pressurizer Flooding,
6

2F2 - Low System Inventory

2F3 - Voids in Reactor Vessel

3. EP/1/A/5000/03 - Less of All.AC Power

3A - Loss of All AC 7:wcr Recovery
Withcut SI Required

f 3E - Less of All AC Power Recovery
,

With SI Required

E. RP- Walk through the fol;cwing RP's
to become familiar with their

' purpose and content.
,

1. RP/0/A/3000/01 - Classificatione

of Er.or;ency.

2. RP/0/A/5CCO/C2 - Notification of+

; Unusual Event

3. RP/0/A/5000/03 - Alert
.

>

, M7 .

;

e

- ,- y., - .,--r -,. .-. . . , _ , _ - - . . . , _ . . , _ _ - , , .,.--..-m..
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/
' - 4. RP/0/A/5000/04 - Site Area

Emergency
,

'

5. RP/0/A/5000/05 - General Emergency

6. RP/0/A/5000/06 - Natural Disaster

7. RP/0/A/5000/07 . Earthquake

8. RP/0/A/5000/08 - Release of Toxic
or Flammable Gas

9. RP/0/A/5000/09 - Collision /
Explosion

10. RP/0/A/5000/10 - Conducting
a Site Assembly

11. RP/0/A/5000/11 - Offsite
Dose Projections Without OAC-

C. AP- Walk through the following AP's
and become familiar with their
content.

1. AP/1/A/5500/02 - Turbine.
Generator Trip

2. AP/1/A/5500/03 - Load Rejection

3. AP/1/A/5500/04 - Loss of Reactor
Coolant Pudp

4 AP/1/A/5500/05 - ECC5 Actuation
During Plant Shutdown

5. AP/1/A/5500/06 - Loss of S/G
Feedwater

,

6. AP/1/A/5500/07 - Less of .':::r35~~~~~~
."cwcr

7. AP/1/A/5500/GS - ?!alfunction of
''-

Reactor Coolant F :p

5. AP/1/A/5500/10 - Reactor Ccolant
System Leak g

,
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l
* 9. AP/1/A/5500/11 - Inadvertent NC

System Depressurization
,

10. AP/1/A/5500/12 - Loss of Charging '
or Letdown

11. AP/1/A/5500/13 - Boron Dilution

12. AP/1/A/5500/14 - Control Rod
Misalignment

13. AP/1/A/5500/15 - Rod Control
Malfunctions

14. AP/1/A/5500/16 - Malfunction of
Nuclear Instrumentation System

15. AP/1/A/5500/17 - Loss of Control
Roem

16. AP/1/A/5500/18 - High Activity In
Reactor Coolant

17. AP/1/A/5500/19 - Loss of Residual
Heat Eemoval System

18. AP/1/A/5500/20 - Loss of Nuclear
Service Water

19 AP/1/A/5500/21 - Loss of
Ccmponent Cooling

20. AP/1/A/5500/22 - Loss of
Instrument Air -

-_

21. AP/1/A/5500/23 - Loss of I

Condenser Vacuum

22. AP/1/A/5500/24 - Loss of,

Containment Integrity

22. AP/1/ A/!5 00/'_5 ' - S;unt Fuel
Damage

24. AP/0/A/5500/31 - Estimate of
Failed Fuel Bastd en I-131
Concentratien /(('y ;

.

.

-
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j '
.

*
; 25. AP/0/A/5500/33 - Damaged or

Missing Tamper Seals on Special-
,

' Nuclear Material Shipments.,

D. OP- Walk through and become familiar
with the following Operating . N/A N/A ,

Procedures -
i

'

1. OP/1/A/6100/01 - Unit Startup |

; a. Mode 4 Checklist
<
'

$. Pre-heatup Checklist,

c. Mode 3 Checklist;_
,

a

| d. Mode 1 & 2 Checklist
!

4 e. Precriticality Checklist

2. OP/1/A/6350/01 - Normal Power '

Checklist '
,

" - a. Normal electrical ,

alignment.,

,

J
" 3. OP/1/A/6150/01 - Fill and

Vent of NC System;

a. Filling NC System
in C.R.

i

b. Venting NC System
.

4 OP/1/A/6200/09 - CLA Operation >

f a. Alignment for SS Actuation

! b. Lcvel/ Pressure Ch;nges

5. OP/1/A'6200/0' - .r.e s idua l
f Heat Eemeval System
!
' a. .Startup of ND Daring Cooldown

| M7.

.

1
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./

b. Shutdown and Alignemnt for
.

Standby Readiness
,

c. Establishing ND PZR Spray

d. Alternate Power to IND-37A
and 1ND-1B Shifting ND Trains.

.

6. OP/1/A/6400/05 - KC

a. System Startup and Shutdown

b. Shifting Trains and
Parallel Operation

7. CP/1/A/6250/01 - CM/CF

a. Ccndensate Startup

b. Feedwater Startup

c. Feedwater Pump Startup
and Shdtdown

d. CM/CF Shutdown

Ccndensc:e S orage Systee.

Opera:icns

6. OP/1/A/6150./C - Cent Ventilatica
System

a. S:crtup. Operation and
Shutdcwn

9. CP/I ' ' :00/ G6 - NI:

>

d. .21 I. h I $ LI. [
c ::::.c c c

b. Rum:...g frc Standby
Re:cir. css

M7
i
|
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i
* 10. OP/1/A/6200/10 - UHI

'

a. Adjusting Pressures
'

and Levels

b. Operation of Hydraulic
Isolation Valves

c. Placing and Removing -

From Service

11. OP/1/A/6200/07 - NS

Placing NS in Standbya.
Alignment

,

b. Removing NS From Standby
Align =ent

12. OP/1/A/6200/14 - FW . .

a. Normal Operation

b. Makeup to FWST

c. Purification of FVST

13. O?/1/A/6200/01 - Chemical and
Vol_re Control System

a. Establishing Charging and
Seal :niection

a rs. -

b. Esistlishing Letdcun and
Securing SD Letdcwn

c. Shif ting !!ixed Eed Demine-
ralizers & Satura:fons of
!!ixed Bed,

d. EstablisF_.; "-- . . ,;

Excess Le: =wn.

A 4,
.
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/
' e. Shifting the Operating

Charging Pump
.

.

f. Shifting Charging Flow Paths

g. Operation of NV Auxiliary
~

Spray
.,

14. OP/1/A/6150/02A - Reactor Coolant
Pucp Operation

a. Startup Operation and
Shutdown of NCP's

b. Filling and Draining of
NC Pu=p Standpipes *

15. GP/1/E/e300/01 - Turbine Generator

a. Turbine Generator Startup .

.

b. Transferrin'g Manual / Auto Modes

c. Shutdown of turbine
generator..

16. GP/1/A/6100/03 - Unit Cporatica

a. Lesd Changes from 13', to
10 0*. .

17. OP/1/A/613/02 - Controlling
Procedure for Unit Shutdcun

a. Unit Shutdown

18. OP/;/A e230/02 - Auxiliaryf

7tt_ ::cr System,

F : c:.;/ Rc. : . . ; 5:::.lbys.

T,c ad i:.e s s

b. Pucp Operations

AD
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I
'

J 19. OP/1/A/6100/05 - Unit Fast -

Recovery,

.

20. OP/1/A/6150/08 - Rod Control

!- a. .Startup, paralleling and
,

. shutdown of Control Rod
' drive M-G sets.

,

i

j b. Dropped Rod Retrieval

21. OP/1/A/6350/02 - Diesel
Generator Operation

'

a. Alignment for ES Actuation4

. ,

b. Local Startup and Shutdown-

c. Remote Startup and Shutde n .,

d. Emergency Step

e. Removing / Returning From -

Service;

f. Shutdcun After Auto Start,

i

22. OP/1/Af6450/10 - Centainment Hydrogen,

Centrol Systems
e

! a. Alignzent for Standby Operatica
i

i b. Cr:ratiens After LOCA
:

23. .0P/1/A/e-50/15.- Containment.
i. Purge System
:
; i 1. Farge Syste= Operstions-

'

2. v e, './ A/c '-5C/ *, ~ - Cc:.t dE st
l' -Air Relesse and Aedititr
!

! a. Additien and Release :cdes
! i

A41

i
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l
* 25. OP/1/A/6700/03 - Operating

with OAC Out of Servite
.

'
26. CP/1/A/6100/04 - S/D From

'

:Outside Control Room From
} Hot Standby to Cold S/D.
! . ;

{' a. Shutdown and Cooldown
'

;-

L 27. OP/1/A/6700/01 - Unit Data
Book

I

a. Index
i
' 28. OP/0/A/6550/17 - Fuel

Cceponent Handling Tools,

f
a. New Fuel Tool

b. New Red Control 2001*

:
'

c. RCC Thitble Plug Tool
;

| d. BPRA Tool
- >

29. OP/0/A/6550/09 (RCCA Change
i Fixture Operations)

a. RCC Assembly Transfer

b. RCC Assembly Storage

; c. RCC Assembly Removal
Trem Storage

30. OP/0/A/6330/06 - Fuel Trans-
! for Systen Operation

, a. 5:crtup of Fuel Transfer

j Sys:ce

f b. Transfer of Tuel Asse:bl.es
~

Ex/3FP |

1

Securing Fuel' Transferc.,

|
- System (g}P

r

4

o

b

4% - m.. , , , . . . , , . . , . , , . . , .__.__m-.y..,y, . , , y..., ,.,, p. ..#_,.m.__p.y.p..g. -. ..,,ym, .g,.9.,. ,, y,#. . . . . , _. ,y-,
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I
' 31. OP/0/A/6550/07 - Reactor Building

Manipulator Crane Operation

a. Startup of Manipulator Crane

b. Fuel Mast & RCC Mast Operation

c. Transferring Thimble Plug
With RCC Mast

d. RCC Thimble Plug Handling
Tool

e. Securing Manipulator Crane

32. OP/0/A/6550/04 - Transferring
New Fuel to the Elevator

a. Tr asfer of New Fuel to
Eievator .

*33. OP/1/A/6550/06 - Transferring
Fuel With the Spent Fuel
Manipulator Crane.

a. Startup of the Spent
Fuel Pool 'lanipulator
Crane

b. Transferring Fuel

c. Securing the Spent Fuel
Feel !!anipulator Crane

30 GP/G/A/6550/16 - Overhead Fuel
Euilding Cranes

a. Inspectica of 10/125
Ton Crane,

A47
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/
b. Operation of 10/125 Tona

Crane
.

'

c. Shutdown

d. Operation of Digital
Weight Indicator

e. Inspection of Wire
Sling Rope

35. OP/1/A/6100/09A - Annunciator
Respense for IA D/G Panel

.

36. 0?/1/A/6150/04 - Pressurizer
Relief Tank

a. Establishing Normal
Operating Conditions

~

b. Lavel Adjusteent

c. Cocling

d. Venting and Purging

37. OP/1/A/e150/09 - Boron
Concentration Centrol

a. ':c :s of !akeup to
SV System

,

b. Ecric Acid Tank Crerat ion

25. OPfi/A,6150/10 - Loose r iiie
!!cnitoring

29. Cm ;/Afe:00/05 - Spent Fuel
"--:ir; Syster,

a. E. -::up 2nd ';c:ral

Cpu. . . i C T.*

b. Shutdown

c. !!akeup p}
d. Skiccer Lecp Cperat ic:. *
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/
40. OP/1/A/6200/12 - Reactora

Makeup Water System

a. Alignment for Operation

b. Makeup
.

c. Recirculation

41. OP/1/A/6250/06 - Main Steam

a. Alignment for Unit Heatup

42. OP/1/A/6250/0S - Steam
Generator Slowdown

a. Establishing 31cwdown

b. Securing Elowdewn

43. CP/1/A/6330/05 - Alterna:e AC
Power Sources

a. 13.8 KV

b. 6.8 KV

c. L160 V

d. 600 V

La. CP/1,A/6230/08 - 125 VDC/
120 'JAC Vital Instrument
and Centrol Power System

a. Cnarger Opersticn

b. Inverter Operatien
>

. Batt c ry T_ ._i-~:::n Chr..;t

-I .P/1/A/t:T J - : _. . Tcners ::
7 cel Oil fya:c: C r. r - t i c:.y

a. Nor:21 Align er.t

/N7b. Fillin; Stcrt;c Tanks
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i
' c. Draining Storage Tanks

d. Recirculating Storage Tanks ,'

e. Shifting Storage Tanks
.

f. Condensate Removal From
Storage Tanks

.

'

46. OP/1/B/6100/10X - Annunciator
Response For Radiation Monitor
Panel IRAD-1

47. OP/1/B/6100/10Y - Annunciator
Response for Radiation Monitor
Panel IRAD-2-

48. OP/1/B/6100/10Z - Annunciator
Response for Radiation Monitor -

Panel IRAD-3 -.

49. OP/0/A/6000/06C - Nuclear
Service Water System

a. Startup

b. Shutdown

c. Starting / Securing
Adlitional'Pu=ps

50. OP/0/A/6:50/03 - Auxiliary
Building Ventilation Systen

a. Startup and Operstic:.

b. Shutdown

51. CP Oi:-i;50/05 - Instrument
'

,

J.ir Systc=

a. Star up/Shu down of Cesp:essors-

b. Shifting Cc pressor Medes

c. Startup/ Shutdown of Dryers
_,
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.i 52. OP/0/A/6300/19 - Operations
Waste Gas Release

53. OP/0/B/6300/14 - Operations
Liquid Waste Release

54. OP/0/B/6100/13 - Stan.dby
Shutdown Facility Operations

a. Unit 1toHot5tandby

b. SSF en Loss of All AC Power

55. OP/0/B/6400/02A - Fire Protection

a. Startup and Nor=al Operatiens

b. Draining Centainment Eeader

c. Reset of Various. Types of,

Fire Valves
,

56. OF/0/B/6000/03 - Low Pressure
Service Water System

a. Startup

b. Shutd wn
J

c. Shifting Running Pumps

d. EL Turnaround Valve Operat.cns

57 OP'0/E.e;50/23 - Auxiliary Bu:1 din;
::~.inx '..ater Sys:cm

3. S:artup

b Shutd:-a,

c. Shifti ; :f ,:e- .-.g
Ecui-- .:

_ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _

bn
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