MONITORING AURIT REPORT

SUBJECT: Licensed Operator Training, Qualif.cation and Requalification
REFORKT NO.: MAR £3/0161, Unit 1

AUDIT DATES: December 6-19, 1983

CRG/ACT.: T;aining Section

ALDIT SCOFE: Verification of training, qualification and requalification of
licensed operator candidates to FSAR 13.2, 18.1, and Q&R
requiresents; and the review of license applicatisns submitted to
the NRC rfor correctness to selected course descriptions, nuclear
navy training, etc. in the individusls training reccrds.

SUMMARY Thic audit wvas concducted to verify that the
infcrmation submitted on Senior Reacteor Operator (SRO) and
Reactor Operator (RC) license &pplications is in cozpliance with
FSAR SRC and RO training commitments as described in individual
trainiang records. The overall audi: results indicate that
training and qualification of licensed operators is being
sccomplished without sefficient attencion to detail regarding
supnortive documentation of i1adividual training. Those areas sre
discussed in the Findings Section. During the audit, |4 RO and
21 SRO applicants training files were revieved. The'files
reviewved were as follows:

R0 (applicants) SRC (Applicants)
1. Paul Wade Erewer 1. Charles Andrew Bottemiller
2. Billy Ray Cupit 2. Steve A. Burris
5. Michael Alan Dorsett 3. Wwalter Charles Clade, Jr.
4. Rarl Frecdavick ERrnardt &, Charles zdgar Cresap 11l
3. Mickev Joe Ellis 5. Charles Williasn Ellszesser
€. Samual Ferguson Franco 6. Wailliem Keith Gordon, IJr.
7. John Burk Frazier 7. Charles Vincent Hicks. Jr
§. Errol Keith Hall 6. Ronald Keith Jacobson
9. Terry Hubert Holcombe 9. Roy Green Keeton
10 Stephen Wavne Humpries 10. George Koward Lee
1i. Billy George Lewis 11, Gary Duane Lhamon
12. Thomas Oliver Mclntryre 12. Jazes Nelly McDonald
13. dughie Enoch McKnight, Jr. 13. Michael Dennis McDowell
14, James Lamar White 14, George lewis McMillan, Jr.,
- 15. Joan
1€. Larry
17. Janes
13, Wayne
8512190104 851127 £%50 ERASK
PDR_ FOIA . 1srk i
REBERB%5-419 PDR ‘' ranneth

The portions of the applicati.uns cc..uenting training received by
the above listed perscnnel were used for this audit.
Appli.ation ¢ntries were compared critically agesitst individual
training records. Criteria used to verily' cozpletion o¢f train-
ing was as follows (one or more of the criteris was requirec
before satisfactory completion was credited):

2% 1. Records of course attendance and passing of final exam

LS 2. Zatisfactory completion of challenge exam 4)8
, 3. Satisfactory completion of make-up exam
JBA{ ‘&, Certificaticn of satisfactory completion of training
%. Documented previou:s-experisnce cr training
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As a side issue, the OTEC board was provided a listing of all
applicantg/courses for which a grade of less than 801 was

obtained to aid in their detercmination of weak areas.

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

- Entries made in the last two montns on Individual Traiaing
History records have fewer errors and are generally neater
thaa those prior to that time

receords for esch license

ms jority of training
i rievable and clear as to

iicant are readily ret
umentation.

following areas were found
curse of this audit:

to be unsatisfactorv during the

O 9
o
n
e

|
o

"
- B B
O m e 0 t'

ion for some FSAR Section 13.2 commitments for

peracor. is not svailable or is insufficiently
ed for: FSAR 13.2.1.1.2 "Nuclear Fundamentai
See CAR 2053; FSAR 13.2.1.1.3 "Systems

Training". See CAR 2042. \previcusly issuel)

“

W

J

oo o
mOon o
I
s I3 IS Y |

) e )
t8}

m

L T

[

rrop

e 23

1

"

v
-

o

o
e g

I
o
o

vious Experience is not being appropriately
cense candicates ir two cases of & degree not

i 15 T 76 06 - L W :he fields cof nuclear

or nuclear sciences Adequate documentation tc¢
€ previcus experience is noL aiways available

in eleven cazses for nuclesr navy experience.

'

m O

L O & IS
m

m v
P

oy O

(3 |
1 pee b
= I
oW
N

m
o

cr o ® o .

I
(L S
O P
o
"~

"
w©
O

O "
P W e Y ey M

e
Cr o~

0 owm s

U e
L g

o3 e

- Documentation is inadequate :c verify compliance with FSAR
18.1.4 (vhich addresses applications after initiai
criticality and which states in part "SRO epplicants shall
nave held an NRC Operator License for a period of cne year').
See CAR 2053

Documentation is inadequate to assure TEAR 13.2.1.1.16

"Diesel Engine Training" cc-mitrments are being met for
3 RO's and 10 SRU's. See Cax 2053

- Observation trairing as¢ liszeZ in FSAR QSR 441.4 (13.2.2)
was not clearly documented Zor eny of our RO/SKO
gpplicancs. See CAR 2042 (73aR 13.2.1.1.5.3)

Documentation on some requa.ification examinations was con-
flicting on the writer and grader of examinations used to
verify conformance to FSAR 13.2.2.2.1 (2nd Sentence).

= QA was unable to verify ccnformance to AECM=-82/0179 dated
4/21/82 for requalification exazinations Section 6 and 3
taken by one SRO applicant and two RO applicants. The XKRC
gdministered and graded the three applicant's examinatiens,

cne Section 6 and two Secticn 3, but has not provided A;s
appropriste iniormation to MP&L.
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FINDINGS: (con't)
-

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

FERSONS CONTACTED:

[
.
.

RAME TITLE PRE~-ALDIT DURING PCST-AUDLT
e e CONFERENCE CONFERENCE
D« L. Huns Training Supt. ¥ X X
J. K. Teiverton Assistant Plant Mgr. X
K. C. Fron Principal Civil-NPE X
¥ Ko LREE RO X
3. M. Feith Nuclear Site QA
Manager X
Tne Post=audit Conference was held on 12/19/83 in the Training Building and
a1l Audit Teanm Memders attended.
CRITERIA: 10C5R535, "Operator's Licenses Final Safety Analysis Report
Sections:
13.2:1.1.1 oparagraphs 3.a & 3.¢
e - 19 O 8
1321243
13.2.1.1.4 paragraph 1, sentences ] and <
13.2:1.3:5. 3% ’
13.2.1.1.8 paragrapa 3, sencence 1
13.2.1.1.12 options 1,3,4 6 5
132 caragraphs 1,2,3,5; statesents 1 through 5, 6
i .2.1.2 paragraphs l.a through £, 3
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Enclosure 4 to H. Denton's Letter o
MAZC 82/0142
MAEC 80/0076
AECM 82/0179

CAECZLIST USED: MaR €3/016l-1, 2
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MEMO TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

FILE

MMl-

i

CUHRE 75

OISC4sSZov
OF FZNOZV6 &7

D. L. Huat, Training Superintendent

S§. M. Feith, Nuclear Site QA Manager
Recommendatiens resulting froam MAR-83/0151
0250/16694.4

83/13649

Trhe Zollowing recommendations are made from observations made during
MAR-83/0161:

2
“
Sa
You
LCB ks
cet Mr.

el

.

FSAR 13.2.2.2.2 requires that operators scoring less than EUL
on retraining program written exams be rescheduled for the next
lecture on that subject. GCGNS training department currently
reschedules all operators for the training the next year, without any
effort to> retrain the operstor who has scored less rthan E0X
prior %o this time. It is recommended that operators making less than
80X be rescheduled prior to the next year.
It 1s recommended that GGFS Requalification Exaxzs be formated as
shown ie FSAR 13.2.2.2.5, "Regqualification Exan's Formats"
flant Adcinistrative Procedures should sdéress gualification
requirexzents for graders of operator exacs. Tnese qualifications
should be documented.
r response to these is requested by February 15, 1984.
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$. M. Feith
12/21/83

J. B. Richard

Ji s BEGuphy, J€;
I. E. Reaves, Jr.
L. F. Dele

J.-Es LTons

T. B. Cloninger
J. F. Pinto

C. C. Heves

w. E. Edge

J. E. Reaves

e QA File
ual File

ne File Gu S

ject File (1)

Ade
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FROM: €. M. Feith, Nuclear Site QA Manager

SUBJECT: MAR €3/0161, Training, Qualification and Requalification of Licencsed

4

f y P30 TO: My 1. ~-. C s, Yuclear Plant Manager
E

I

}

|

| Operators with attached CAR 2053

y -
| FILE: 0290/0490/15810/16694.4
c
| MAR: 83/0161
)
|
'
strached is the final report of am audit conducted to examine the
training, qualification and requalification of licensed operatcr candidates.
Seversl nonsoniormences were identified regardinz the amount of training
- savera. licenssd oreratlors réeceived vs., the amount documented ia the
| imdividual's training files. Docusentation to verify compliance with certain
FSAR Section 13.2, l8.1, and Question and Response commitments was not
svailable. Corrective Action Requast (CAR) 2033 is being issued to track
theee nonconformances.

spond to this CAR in conjunction with the date of completion of
i for the current recertificaticn process (February 15, 19¢&4).
suld inclule determination of cause, remecial action taken,

12 wou have aay questicns in regard to this auéit repcrt, please centact
gi11 Tiff at extensicn 3201 or Wenstrom Edge at $65-2463.

e appreciate the cocperation we received during the course cf tne audit,

Yo Sith

§. M. Feith
12/21/¢€3
LWEETWCE 18N 1 RS
iLrezshment: a-AuGit Report
C 2-Corrective Action Regquest
C-Corpleteé Crecklist (not to egicérescee)
O-CaR Stsctus Form (not to zadressee)
| ce: 4. J. 5. Richard w/A & B
f e, J. P. NeGauzhy, Jr. w/A & 3
' vs, T. E. Reaves, Jr. w/A & B
vy, 3. F. Pinte /A & B
ve, T. B. Cloninger w/A & B
| ve, L, F. Daughtery w/A & B
‘¢, C. ©. Haves w/A & 3
| ¢, J. E. Reaves w/A & B
' “¢., D. L. Hunt w/A & B
: se, J. w. Yelverton «/4 & B
“r, C. X. McCoy w/A & 3
“e, P. Hughes w/A & B
Size QA Tile w/A, B, C & D™
vanual File w/a, 8, C & D
41 CaR File w/a, 8, C & D

ey 107s File w/A, B, C & D A
27 cient File, GGUS w/a, B, C & D 4\
Fraject File w/a. B, C & D (&2)




' ’ I MISSISSIPPI POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

VICE PREBIOENT

AHP

Helping Build Mississippi
P_O. BOX 1640, JACKSON MISSISSIPPI 38205

JAMES P NCGAUGHY UR
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September 30 ’19659 ; f 1” Na
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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission “h
Region I1I - v7é£ﬁ”J

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
Docket Nos. (gig:ln 50-417
License No. NPF-

Reference: AECM-81/002

File: 0765/0260/0272/0092

Applications for Operator's and
Senior Operator's Licenses

AECM-B83/0629

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 conducted 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 personnecl listed in Enclosure 1 to the referenced letter did not
complete a « .. ' License Operator Qualification Card, although it was

indicated 1 they had completed the qualification card in their
license ap;p i1c ~ions, Item 7 of Enclosure 2 to the same letter. MP&L
has reviewe. - Jetail the circumstances which resulted in these errors,

and has deteiwined 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.

W BFP b

BEE1 3~ 30
Member M.ddle South Ummu Syntcm Y
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MISSISSIPPI POWER & LIGHT COMPANY Page 2

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 license
candidate to complete the qualification card. In .ddition; 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 subn't to your office a
complete verification of each applicant's records, identifying and
reso.ving each discrepancy by October 21, 1983.

The training staff has initiated permanent corrective action to
prevent similar occurrences. Procedure 14-5-02-6 has been issued and
provides a checklist to include line items verifying that required
training for license applicants has been ¢ mpleted and requires
appropriate entries to be made in the training records after training
courses have been completed.

The discrepancies, discussed 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
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
additional management direction to the preparation of Uperator and
Senior Operator License Applications and has established procedures to
ensure that these types of errors do not occur in the tuture.

5 Sincerely,

;1o (\ M%jl /9; / (i n sderte= ot

cc: (See Next Page) A L0

BEE2 \




cc:

BEE3

MISSISSIPPI POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

Mr. J. B. Richard
Mr. R_ B. McGehee
Mr. T. B. Conner
Mr. G. B. Taylor

Mr. Richard C. DeYoung, Director
Office of Inspection & Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. J. P. O'Reilly, Regicnal Administrator
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

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

AECM-83/0629
Page 3
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UNITED STATES £
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COM'4ISSION | 55/,2.(,

REGION It
10V MARIETTASTREET N W
ATLANTA GEORGIA 30303

0CT 18 1983

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-A0D085)

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 ¢roup 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 B83-38 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 regiohal! management. You and L. Williarson, at my request, attended the
Management Meeting held in the Region Il 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 wil)l
be resolved following further inspection efforts and our review of your investi-
gative findings as discussed in the following paragraphs.

In order to enable’ Region Il te better evaluate the regulatory significance of
the above situstion, 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 coulc 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:

e Incorrect information was included in Operator License applications as
the result of poor administratior and inadequate review of the status
and completion of operator traininc.

- 8 Qualification cards were not completed for two reasons:
a. The practical factors portion of the cards were nn% done because

the associated procedures hac not been written or the notation
"later" was not noticed on the cards during MP&L's review.
Az

B Ll o o



James Y. Vorse 2 0CT 16 1963

b. Complete qualification cards were not rejarded 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 attandance 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 vescribed
situation are no longer employed by MP&L and a new training organiza-
tion, including managers and consultants, is now in place.

E. 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 Comrission.

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

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

onits X0
mes P. O'Reilly

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

Azl
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GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION

INSPECTION PIAN
10/31 - 117/04/83

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.

Confirm the adequacy of MP&L's program to correct treining deficiencies.
Confirm that there is an effectivé training and requalification program.

Provide recommendations on additional actions which may be necessary to
resolve issues in the training area.
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SPECIFIC AREAS TO BE REVIEWED

Training Organization

Use and Effectiveness of Qualification Cards

Means to Evaluate Trainees Successful Completion of Required
Courses of Instruction

Extent of Knowledge of Individuals in Courses

Extent of Involvement of Contractors and Effectiveness of
Utilization

Improvements Made As a Result of the February 1983 NRC
Training Assessment

Seiected Records Review of Course Exams, Certification Exams,
MP&L Licensing Board Results and FSAR Commitments

Results of MP&L QA Audit of Current Retraining
Review of Training on Plant Modifications

Review of Licensed Operator Training Program and
Requalification Training Program Structure and Effectiveness
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AGENDA

TRAINING ORGANIZATION
J. YELVERTON

ORGANIZATION MODIFICATIONS FOR RECERTIFICATION
J. McGUAGHY

RECERTIFICATION PROGRAN
J. CROSS

CUESTIONS

"~ “l‘.l.l :\‘I
'
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SRO FOR OPERATION TRAINING SUPERVISOR
OPERATIONS ASSISTANT FOR TRAINING

PROJECT MANAGER ASSIGNED

TRAINING SUPPORT SUPERVISOR

CONSOLIDETE LOCATION OF OPERATIONS TRAINING
IN-PLANT OPERATIONS TRAINING CENTER

STA's AND SHIFT ADVISOFS TRAIN WITH SEIFT

CLEAR U? RESPONSIBILITIES OF TRAINING AN

OPCRATIONS DEPARTMENTS
THIRD ASSISTANT PLANT MENWAGER
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COPPECTIVE ACTIONS PRESERTEL

INCLUDE BOTH SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM MEASURES

BROADER THAN RECERTIFICATION ALONE

RESOURCES COMMITTE FAKE 1T KAFEE
CUF PEOPLE ARE COMMITTED TO MAKE 1T HAPPEN
KY PEPSONAL COMMITMENT TO SUCCESS

Ak



CRGANIZATION FOR RECERTIFICATION PROGRAM

J.P. McGAUGHY, JR,
VP, NucCLEAR PRODUCTION

SHIFT_COORDINATOPES  EXAMINERS SIMULATOR INSTRUCTIONS
IRAINING) (PRACTICAL FACTORS) (TRAINING)
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ORGANIZATION FOR RECERTIFICATION PROGRAM

. RICHARD
E PRESIDENT
NUCLEAR PRODUCTION

SENIOR VIC

J. P, MCGAUGHY
VICE PRESIDENT
hUCLELF’ FODUCTION

!
|
i

e . e . -

NDEPENDENT
bSSESSMENT
(DUKE)
(LPgL)
(CERERAL ELECTRIC)

rr
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WEEKLY PROGRESS MEETINGS

PROGRESS MEETING WITH MPgL PRESIDENT

VP - NUCLEAR ONSITE

QA AUDIT

SRC REVIEN

Ark
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0 SUFFICIENT PERSONNEL IN PIPE LINE TO SUPPORT THE FOLLOWING
ANTICIPATED NRC EXAM SCHEDULE

EXPECTED
NRC EXAN

DLTE NO, OF SROs NO, OF ROs
12/83 1+9° 7

2/84 ]

7184 6 + 9° 8
12/84 8 |
1085 16 16
108¢ 16 1€

*IncTPUCTOR CERTIFICATION

0 ALLOWING FOR ATTRITION, FAILURES AMD PROFOTIONS, THE AREQOVE

EXAMS SHOULD RESULT IN THZ FCLLOWIRG LICENSE STATUS,

YEAF SRO 4 TOTAL
1623 16* 16 32
Sk 18 Py, 40
iBts 24 1% >
1586 29 15 Ly

*Penpine CutcoMe OF TRAINING RECORDS REVIEY
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ASSISTANT PLANT MANAGER
SUPPORT

3. ¥W. YTIVGPton
TRAINING SUPT.,
D. L. Hmt
l.'
> -
Treining Suppart Security Operations Training hNozlegr Instruztor
Supervisor Training Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor
Yacant A. erce G. Lhamon J. Jones
2 Consultants 5 MOkt
1 Consultant
Operations Simulater
Inetructors Superviso:
ME&L F. Shelly

17 Consultants

Are



NRC LICENSED OPERATORS

Qual Card

adequecy

Operators Removed
From Shift Duty

Self Study with
Assistance from
Treining Instructors

Perforr Simulator
Fracticsl Factors

|

reviewed for! (Treining Dept. & Operstione)

(APM - Operations)

(Training Instructors)

(Training Instructors)

Examiners provioded with
Knowledge Verification
Forms and instructions

(Training Dept. and Operstions)

Previous exam: reviewed
for weaknesses and sub-
mitted to Exaviners

(Treining Department)

SRO Examiners

each system

examine on (Examiners)

Plant Manager
and
hesistant Plant Managers
to evaluate examination:

'



NPT LICENSED OPERATORS (Cont'd)

Mgmt. to evaluate

program by training

experts from Duke,
AP&L and GE.

Unsatisfactory areas | (Examiners)
identified and
document ed

f 1f significant weaknesses
ere identified, operator (Recertification Board)
to bs removed from program

tr sttend upgrade training

Unsatisfactory
areas corrected (Exariners)
an” exaTined

Qual Card (Examiners)
€ianed
- Jd

Qual Card with
Knowledage Verificstion (Proaran Coordinstors)
Forms Submitted tc
Recertification Board




NRC LICENSED OPERATORS (Cont'd)

Reviews knowledoe verification (Recertification Board)
formz en: orelly exe

8% NECESSEry

Recertify qualified
operators

(Rece:t ification Board)

e ——————

Records reviewed

to cetermine generic
wea: areas toc faclor
into Treining Procren

(Trainirg Cepartment )
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Management Reviewer

MANAGEMENT EVALUATION

Date
Exaxiner
ixa:inee
. Systex Exazined
Exam Evaluation:
Satisfactory [:] Unsatisfactory [:]
Cor=ents:
(Signature)
ce: Eobt Fron
Attach ccpy to Rnowledge Vertification Ferm
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Candidate Name:

Pass/Fail:

Exaciner Rame:

SYSTEM KAML AID XNO.

1.0

2.0

EQUIPMENT
1.1 Purpose

1.4 Flev Paih
1.3 Xorcal Farasceters

1.4 Cozponents

1.5 System Behavior and Response

INSTRUMERTATION
2.1 Detector

2.2 Mzlfunction

- A B A R ek
2 el a -"-".»-...k--.c.-
- T » / - -
3.1 Aler=e/Secpoints

. & Covpgwpm Teommes
3.2 Safety Eysten Iinput

S e
PROCELURES

. )

4.1 Nermsl
4.2 Abnor=kl
L 2 - a A
-, .t_.t,c'_..L}

4.4 Surveillance

(£) REACTIVIIY EFTEICIS

(B R AT o ST AT 4
o) dismen s s Ve td Nl (ot s o
a0 . E
{ivciude Rest: Tzensfer
S PN
ENL JAUIE FLIOW)
W Ry T W TP
Thaissmilomw mosve @ Vo Sidelh o Sssems smes’ @ n
- ermiez] €= S 6dpmed
.1 Cepinical Srecifiestisna

€.2 Facility Regquirements

2ADIATICH FRCOTIEZCTICH

Cos=cnts for
Unsatisfactory



SKIFT TECHNICAL ADVISORS

Review Treining
Prograz egainst
FSAR reguiremente

‘l Review previous
SXERS =, ..
Identify “weak
areas

i

(Q.A)

(Training)

Provide retraining
to strenagthen weak
areas and Qive
examnination

(Training)

Records of Training
with exams results
sent to Recertificet
Board

(Training)

ion

Training Records
reviewed and oral
exams given

(Recertification Board)

qualified
STh's

Certify ‘ (Recertification Boarcd
|
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SHIFT ADVISORS

Review site
specific systerm
courses for
adequacy

(Treining Depertment)

Review exams for -

& advisors that have
| completed course to

identify wes. areas

(Training Department) One advisor to complete
system course - exam
results to be reviewed
for weaknesses

Retrain in weak | (Training Department)
areas and
exarine

Trzining recerds and (Training Department )
resumes sent to
Recertification Beoard

Certification (Recertification Boarc
of
[ qualified advisors

Azé




B MISS'SSIPPI POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

L Melping Build Mississippi
P. 0. BOX 1640, JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI 39205
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November 1, 1983
|
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|
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JAMES P MCGAUGHY UR
VICE PRESIDENT

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 actioa 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 to

- eliminate application errors. A L,

m‘mwm;;o South Utilities System
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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 takem 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 Quality
Assurance organization has conducted a completely independent review of
these records. All discrepancies identified are discussed in the
enclosure. In 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 kaowledgeable, 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 Graad
Gulf Nuclear Station.

Yours truly,

i

JPM:1m

Enclosure

cc: (See Next Page) Azs—
CT2



ccC:
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Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

M.

MISSISSIPPI POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

. Richard (w/a)
. McGehee (w/o0)
Conner (w/o)
Taylor (w/o)

LTl B -
o W wow

Richard C. DeYoung. Director (w/a)

Office of Inspection & Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

AECM-83/0681

Page 3
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Discussion of Discrepancies Between Operator License Applications and Training

Records
Discrepancies identified between operator license applications and training
records can be categorized into three general areas. Discrepancies in each

area and corrective actions tzken 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, refrecher 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 acdequately

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
committed to over eighty hours of Mitigation of Core Damage training.
Although only thirty two hours of training were documented for this
course, much of the material normally taught in the Mitigation of Core
Damage Course was taught, and documented, in other courses. The eight
week Grand Culf Technology (or Systems Course) includes modules ot;q
157
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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.

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.

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 davs were required to
perform the training.

Se' eral applications listed a thirteen day Plant Operations Course

which was actually taught in twelve days.

One application listed a fourteen day simulator refresher training
course. The records of this course indicate that it was actually
taught in thirteen days.

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, Az ;
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g. 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.

7wo
i. Two applications lileg a one week Plant Operations Course which was
vl

actually taught in four days. /|, JZ‘riféﬂx,Le
/\—/‘

4. 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 om

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 belf{eve the operators to be
fully trained and qualified. No further action in these cases is

necessary. These discrepancies are discussed below.

a. Several applications listed a six day Resctor Physics, Core Thermo-
dvnamics and Radiation Contreol 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
MPS&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
addressss this material. This material is also well-covered on MPAL

and NRC examinatioms. ALS

P32rg3
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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 coversd this material.

One application listed a twelve week Grand Gulf Technology - Cold
License Training Course. There are nc records to verify week 3, 11,
or 12, and week 9 is incomplete. This same application listed a three
veek 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.

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.

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 already successfully
comwpleted all required training to take the NRC examination. This
study was to meet the individual's particular resds. No records are
maintained for this type of study. This is considered satisfactory
and is only documented in this enclosure because it wss entered on the

applications.

One applicant listed several courses on his application that he was
given credit for teaching rather than taking, but the distinction was
not made on the application. His training records will be updated to
clarify his function in these courses. Credit for teaching is

considered acceptable. AZS’
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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.

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 omne

week course.

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

second course should have been listed.

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 ncted 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 ha’ been granted by examination.

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

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

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

have taken specific actions requiring successful completion cf rraining.

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

discussed as follows.

k.

P32rg5

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

ALs
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1. One applicant listed a seven day Plant Operations Course covering

Technical Specifications and a five day Plant Operations Course
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 couvse.
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
exaaination in the first quarter of 1984, The individual has,

however, paseed both MPSL and NRC examinations on this subject.

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

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

the license applications. In addition, Qualification Cards that were

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

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

A2S
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Knowledge factors are considered satisfied based on an individual's
documented training, extensive examination results, plant walk-through
activities, and simulator training. For these rcacdnl. demonstration and
documentation of knowledge factors are redundant to other documented
training. However, if our review of Qualification Cards identifies a need
for demonstration of knowledge factors, they will be demonstrated and

documented.
Based on our evaluation of identified discrepancies and on the correctrive

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

AeS
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i No. MAR $3/0133 Initiator:W.2. Edge/W.C,E:

Ho. 2042 Unit 1 Due te: November

*NDINGS:

“ocumentation isT not available nor adequate tec verify some FSAR 13.2
comnitments for SRO and RO training. It does not appear any of these
itens impact status ot licenses now held by MPL SR0's or RO's.

Information provided on a number of license applications submiited per
10CFR35.10(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 number of other examples. Adequate rezedial
sction to correct existing records aad notify the NRC has been taken by
Plant Staff. Qi has verified all actions taxen.

So=e required entries in traiming records (including Individual Training

Eistory) for licensed operators have been inconsistent, incorrect, or

have been left out. Plant Sta®f identified this item prior to the audit,

Q4 has identified a number of additional errors. Adequate remedial action

to correct existing records and notify the NSRC has Leen taken by Plant
taff. QA has verified all actions taken.
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rstems vpe'a‘zou Training (Ameadment 47, 4/81)

¢ training is designed such that upon completxoq the

d be able to discuss the following topics for each of the

-
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a. 13.2.1.1.3 §
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u

student sho
slaat syvstems:

' .ar"v‘

Surpcse o% the system, including cesigs bases
. System components, including locations
. Normal ana alternate system lineups
. Norpal and alternate power supplies

. Associated limits and alarms
. Interrelationships with other systezs
R Au:c:a’:c features of system cperation
cciated instrumentation, indicsaticns, and controls
zodes of controls and instruments
values for significant parazeters”
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B. 13.2.1.1.4 Sizulator Training (Azen

"

doent 47, 4/81)
. « o« +» The Simulator Traiaing Program requires & minimus of 80 hours
on the control panel.

The Simulatoer Training Program shall exphasize plant transients aad
casualty response. In addition to routine startup and shutdown
evolutions, the following faults and casualties, as a minimuz, should
be discussed, practiced, and critiqued:

a. Reactor scram

b. Turbine or generator trip

¢. Loss of coolant, including large and s=all leaks located inside
and outside of primary containmen! (including leek rate deteraina-
tion)

Loss of coolant flow/nactural circulatien

Loss of all feedwater A%

Xuclear instrumsntatien failure(s)

e Ou
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COMMITMENT: (con't)
g. Non-nuclear instrucentation failure(s)
h. Loss of protective system channel(s)
i. MispositidWed control rod(s) (or rod drops)
j. Inadility to drive control rods
k. Conditions requiring use of standby liquid contrcl system
1. Fuel cladding failure or high activity in reactor coolant or cff-gas
=. Malfunction of automatic control system(s) wnich affect reactivity
rn. Malfunction of reactor coolant pressure/volume control system
o. Loss of instrument air
p. Loss of electrical power and/or degraded power sources
3. Loss of condenser vacuum
r. Loss of service water (if required for safety)
s. Loss of shutdown cocling
¢. Loss of ccmponent cooling systez or cooling to an individua.
compenent
u. Loss of normal feedwater or normal feedwater system failure
v, Main steazm line bread (inside or outside containment)

Exercises iavolving multiple failures and/cr operator error are also
included. Utilization of applicable plant procedures and techmical
specifications during the formal training exercise is maximized.

Candidate performance during simulator training is evaluated by the
instructor as each evolution is conducted. Successful completion of
sizulator training requires a performance examination to certify the
individual's sbility to safely and competently manipulate the controls
2 A3 on a reactor operator level during normal, abnormal, and

gency conditions and to understand all indications available during

. "
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B
€. 13,2.1.1.5.3 In-Plant Training (Amend=zant <9, 7/81)

. . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . .
H

a. Pricr to initial criticality, candidates not holding or having
held an NRC License or having qualified in the Navy Nuclear
Power Prograc shall spend at least & weeks at an operating EWR
(should be at or above 20 percent power) observing the day-to-
day operation of the plant. The candidstes shall be under the
direcs supervision and guidance of an individual who is
qualified in accordance with 10 CFR 55.9 (b). Each candidate
should complete 2 checklist detailing those operations/evolu-
tions to be performed, simulated, observed, and /or discussed.
This checklist contains specific requirements in such aress as:

Plant cperation from the coantrol room

Local control and operation of equipment

Surveillance testing

System valve and electrical lineups

System component operatiom (i.e., pump startup and shutdown)
Systez interactions and indication

LRV S PO
.

Each checklist requirement is signed cff by the qualified
individual observing and supervising the candidate as the re-

quirement is being accomplished. AN
The license candidate shall zlso gain experience in the operation
G- of the Grand Gulf Nuclear Sta:zien through participation in plant
2 2 % i g grian ad vawiflisss!se 2ad ‘sp arse
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CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUEST

CAR Nho. 2044 Page 3 ot 4

COMMITMENT: (con':

pe®formance wvhile on shift is monitored by the shift
supervisor who shall provide an evaluation of the candidate's
operating abilities at the conclusion of this training

phase.

b. After initial plant criticality, each license candidate
shall spend a:t least 3 months on shift in a training status
in the GGNS control room. During this period, the candi-
date shall carry out the duties of a control room= operater
inder the direct supervisicn and guidance o¢f the licensed
contrel room operator. The candidate's performance is
monitored by the shift superviscr who shall provide an
evaluation of the candidate upon the conclusion of this
training phase. . . . ."

2. 10CFRS5.10(a) 1/1/83
", « + . The application must be submitted in triplicate, except for
the report of medical examination, and must contain the following in-
Sormation: . <« & » o
(2) The education and pertinent experience of the applicant, includ-
ing detailed information on the extend and nature of respon-
sibility;. . &
(6) Evidence that the applicant has learned to cperate the controls
iz a competent and safe manner and has need for an operator or
& senior operator licesse in the periormance of his duties. The
Coz=ission may asccept as proocf of this a certification of an

a;:hc:i.ed cepresentative of the facility liceasee where the
applicant's services zmust be utilized., This certification must
nclude details on courses of inscruction administered by the

ility licensee, nuader of course hours, numder of hours of
raining and nature of training received at the facility, and
for reactors, the startup and shutdown experience received."

3. PP (01-5-04-14, Rev. §

"
. . . .

-7 The training Supervisor is responsible for ensuring that all
necessary entries are made in the Training Records."

DISCUSSION
Plant Staff identified that a number of problems existed on licemsed operator
training records. An iavestigation was initiated by the Training Section to
ideatify the extent of ths problem. A was requested to audit the area and
identified more exazples to add to those already being corrected by Plant
Staff,

In addition FSAR 13.2 comzitments portions 13.2.1.1.3, 13,2.1.1.4, and
13.2.1.1.5.3 are not documented or evidence is not available to ascertain
compliance to commitments. The following are exazzples of this nonconformance:

YA



CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUEST

CAR ho0.2042 Page 4 of 4

DISCUSSION: (con't)

F3AR Section/Title ™ Comcent

13.2.1.1.37 Systems The training as provided by training con-
Operation Training tractor{s) may cover "each of the GGNS
systems over which the licensed control
toom operator has control or cognizance';
however, documentation is not provided o
MP&L
Further those items listed in "a"
through "j" are not eviden:t as being
topics for which a student can discuss
for each plant system.

13.2.1.1.4/Siznulator The training as provided by training

Traiciag contractor(s) may require a minimum of
80 hours on the control panels; however,
documentation consists of a certificate
giving a nusber of weeks with a letter
which does not descride the Simulator
Training Program. The faults and
casualties to be discussed, practiced,
and critiqued for items "a" through "v"
are not covered in available
documentation from the contractor. The
required "performance examinaticn' 1is not
included in any exacmined contractor
documentacicn,

13.2:1:1.5.3/1o~Fiant The training coasisting of &4 weeks at an

Trzining operating 3WR which should be at or above
20 percent power is not verifiable from
available docusentation supplied by the
training contractor. Evidence of being
under direct supervision of an 10CFRS53.
9(b) gualified individual is not avail-
able nor is the required checklist avail-
able.
The shift supervisor providing "... an
evaluation ¢f the candidate's operatin
abilities at the conclusion of this
training phase.”" is not docum2nted on
training records available for review.
This commitment applies to both prior to
and after initial criticality. (Note:
Prier to initial criticality caly applies
to these operators in training after
July 1981 and prior to June 16, 1982.)

ACTIONS REQUIRED:

L written response is required to this CAR by 12/2/83. Your response must
include 2 determination of the cause, remedial action taken, and measures
taken to preclude recurrence.

1/2/73
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MEMO 20: C. K. McCoy, Nuclear Plant Manager
S§. M. Feith, Nuclear Site QA Manager

MAR 83/0133, Training & Qualification of Licensed Cperastor
with Attached CAR 2042

0290/049C/15810/16694.4

83/0133

acHed vou will find the final report of an audit conducted to exaxine
ining and qualification of licensed operaters.

During the audit, several nonconformances were identified regarding the
acount of training several licensed operators received vs. the aszount
docusented on license applications. These nonconformances were added to those
previously ideatified in the draft to AECM 83/068l. Documentation to verify
cozpliance with certain FSAR Section 13.2 comzitments was not available.

i Action Request (CAR) 2042 is being issued to track these

°Lease resp.ﬁ- to this CAR by December 2, 1983. Your response should
rmination of cause, rezed‘al action tazken, and measures taken to

lezse contact

S. M. Feith
11/2/83

tive Action Request
-Cozplaeted Checklist (Not to Addiressee)
~CAR Status Form (Nct to Addressee’

"
"

Richard w/A & B

McGaughy, Jr. w/A & B

Reaves, Jr. w/A & B

Pinto w/A & B

Cloninger w/A & B

Daughtery w/A & B

Haves w/A & B

Reaves w/A & B

Hunt w/A & B

eport File w/A, B, C & D
le w/A, B, C&D
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SUMMARY OF ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED
BY TELEPHONE WITH MP&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 RO's and SRO'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 and 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.
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0lshinski
11/09/83

MP&L OPERATOR LICENSING ISSUES

I. Reexamination/Recertification of Operators

A. Upgrade Qual cards
(1.) Remove unnecessary items
éz.) 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 e ;zé i¢@th1£Lg/

52.) Emergency Planning )e/ .__:fz: .
3.; Technical Specifications Z?L’Z¢964ﬂhﬁvs— y
(4 Abbreviated courses previously identified {

C. Personnel to be Recertified:
gl.g A1l Ticensed operators 27
Do A1l candidates (on those systems they have signed off)¥ma u &e
(3.) STAs awe
(4.) Shift Advisors oo

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

E. Recertification/Reexamination Process
1.) Individual examinations 2 s
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 iicensed duties
(3.) Pregram to factor weakness areas back into training program

IT. Correction of Qualification Program Weaknesses

A. Identification and Correction of Root Cause
(1.} Management Issues

B. sea;g:Lwhy Problem had not Been Previously Identified and Corrected
y
(1.) Management issues

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

ol A




: UNITED STATES
) @

s NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
s P REGION 11 e
' - 101 MARIETTA STREET, N.W.
“% ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303
L7

"~

2
Fran®

DEC 51983

Mississippi Power and Light Company
ATTN: Mr. D. C. Lutken, President
P. 0. Box 1640

Jackson, MS 39205

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

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 Gulif. With regard to the mz.ters discussed, it is our
understanding that Mississippi Power and Light Company (MP&L) will take the
following actions:

5. 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 Tetter
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 cony 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
heliding license numbers, Senior Reactor QCperator SOP-20108, Senior Reactor
Operator SOP-4216, Reactor Operator OP-6239 and Reactor Operator 0P-6241,
effective November 4, 1983. MP&L will provide supplemer.ary training for
these individuals 1in 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.

Qvf'f‘ A2S



Mississippi Power and Light Company 2

DEC 51983

Please inform this office immediately if your unde-standing is different from

that stated above.

Sincerely,

Oquz;i?*5>
ames P. O'Reilly
gional Administrat

COA 416/83-01

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

A35



UNITED STATES t/ﬂ“ o/

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION , 7 17/; 7
REGION 1! f}f‘”
101 MARIETTA STREET N.W. /
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303
Sreet DEC 20 '083
Mississippi Power and Light Company
ATTN: Mr, J. B. Richard
Senior Vice President, Nuclear

P. 0. Box 1640

Jackson, MS 38208

Gentlemen: -

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 authorized 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 examinec during the inspection and our findings are discussed in the
enc’osed inspection report. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of
selective examinations of procecures and representative records, interviews with
personnel, anc observations Dy the inspectors.

Ouring the inspection, it was found that certain activities under your license
appear to vioiate NRC requirements. These items and references to pertinent
requirements are listed in the Notice of Violation enclosed herewith as
Appendix A. Elements to bDe 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 nave safety significance. These items are identifiea in the Notice of Deviation
enciosed nerewith as Appendix B. Please provide us in writing within 30 cays of
your receipt of this Tetter your comments including a description of corrective
actions that have Deen or will De taken, corrective actions which will be taken

to avoia further gdeviations, 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,
your reply will be placed in NRC's Public Document Room upon completion of our
evaluation of the r~eply If you wish to withneld information contained in the
inspection report, please notify this office by telepnone and include a writ=en
application, to withhold information contained therein, in your response. Such
appiication must De consistent with the requirements of 2.730(2)(1).

and

The responses directed by tnis ‘etter and the enclosures are not sutject to the
clearance procedures of tne Office of Management anc Sudget as required by tne
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 36-511.

A39



Mississippi Power and Light Company 2

DEC 20 ®¢

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

Sincerely,

ﬂé‘ga1ah~,(:.l<§gdhr1;_:/62;u'
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/encls:

Ralph T. Lally, Manager of Quality
Middle South Services, Inc.

J. E. Cross, Plant Manager
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APPENDIX A
NOTICE OF VIOLATICN

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 01-5-04-1, 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 [).

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 nave 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. Consigeration may be given to extending your response time for good
cause shown.

DEC 20 =3

Date:
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APPENDIX B
NOTICE OF DEVIATION

Mississipp?! Power & Light Docket No. 50-416
Grang Guif License No. NPF=-13

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

A.

Paragraph 13.2.1.1.5.3 of the Final Sarety Analysis Report states that each
license candidate shall spend a period of time on-shift in a training status
ynder the direct supervision and guidance of a licensed corntrol room
operator and shall! compiete a qualification card by acromplishing/discussing
the items on the qualification card under the cbservation of the qualified
individual.

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

Paragraph 13.2.1.1.6 of the Final Safety Analysis Report states that an
operator training evaluation board will review the candidate's training
record to verify that all NRC license examination prerequisites are met.

Contrary to the above, in all candidate reviews conducted to date the board
dig not conduct nor delegate the responsibility for a records review of
Ticense examina:ion prerequisites prior to recommending trat candicates take
the NRC exam.

A3
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Results

Of the four areas inspected, no violations or deviations were fdentified 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' trainirg
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

Persons Contacted
Licensee Employees

Richard, Senior Vice President

. McGaughy, Jr., Vice President
McCoy, Plant Manager

Cross, Assistant Plant Manager

. Yelverton, Assistant Plant Manager
Hunt, Training Superintendent

. E. Reaves, Jr., Manager, QA

. D. Bailey, Compliance Coordinator

.HocCoGoG
EMmMX oW

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

NRC Resident Inspector
A. G. Wagner
Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on Novemper 4, 1983, with
those persons listed in paragraph 1 above. The inspectors stated that
several identified discrepancies would be reviewec by regional management
for enforcement actions. The licensee acknowledged the inspection findings.
Licensee representatives agreed to remove from licensed duties three
individuals who exhibited deficiencies during plant walkthroughs and one
recently licensed individual whose gqualification card signoffs were suspect.

Licensee Action on Previcus Enforcement Matters

Not inspected.

Unresolved [tems

Unresolved items were not ‘dentified during this inspection.
Training Organization

The current MP&L training organization was discussed with the licensee. The
Training Superintendent, Mr. D. L. Hunt, assumed his responsibilities in
Fepruary 1982. MPAL nas increased the size of the training organization
from twelve pecple in early 1982. to its present allocation of 42. The
organization is responsible for all areas of training including security,
nealth physics, general employee training and licensed operator training.

0f the 21 positions devoted primarily to RO and SRC training, 18 are
occupied by Quadrex contractor personnel. The position of Operations
Training Superintendent was recently vacated by an MP&L empioyee, ‘1th°7§n 5




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
Jicensed SROs. It is MP&L's intention to replace the Quadrex instructors
with MP&L SROs 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 INPQ criteria including accredita-
tion. They have completed their accreditation self-evaluation and have
tentatively scheduled INPQO meetings and discussions with a view toward
accreditation in early to mid-1984.

In addition, the training organization is making progress towards replacing
antiquated records keeping systems with more up=-to=-date automated systems
anc 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 whii'e those devoted to Ticensed 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.

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
Oesign Change Packages (DCPs) for required training, retraining,
changes to Lesson Plans (LP) and/or changes to System Descriptions
(SD). As a result of these findings, MP&L committed to evaluate the
outstanding OCPs and conduct training as required prior to re-start of
Jnit 1. MP&L was also to establish a more effective program for
evaluation and training on future DCPs. NRC inspections acuring July
and August 1983 confirmed that progress nad been made on implementation
of these commitments. However, in an inspecticn on Septemper 26

- October 14, 1983, the resident inspecter 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. Ouring
this inspection, the newly instituted program for evaluating DCPs and
impiementing required training and :raining material changes was
reviewed.

A3




GGNS Administrative Procedure 01-5-07-4, "Plant Modificaticns",
requires as part of the OCP processing, a review of the DCP by both
Operations (or cther 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 tr