
• (Item 13)-Demonstrate the applicant's ability to function within the control room team as 
appropriate to the assigned position, in such a way that the facility licensee's procedures 
are adhered to and that the limitations in its license and amendments are not violated. 
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APPEAL AREA 5 

5.1 Pertinent Competency 

Applicant Appeal Area 5 also involves SRO Competency 1, which includes, among other things, 
the ability to diagnose plant conditions to guard against and mitigate conditions that do not 
meet specifications. Competency 1.c involves a demonstration of the applicant's knowledge of 
system operation, such as set points, interlocks, or automatic actions, or the understanding of 
how one's actions affect the plant and system conditions, unless that knowledge is evaluated 
under Competency 3. 

5.2 Original NRC Grading: 

The applicant received an unsatisfactory grade of 1.80 for SRO Competency 1, based on the 
following assigned RF scores: 

SRO RF score for competency: 1.a = 1, 1.b = 2, 1.c = 1, and 1.d = 3 

5.2.1 NRC Examiner Comments: 

With regard to Competency 1.c, the examiner assigned a RF of 1 based, in part, on the 
applicant's performance during Scenario 3, Events 8, 9, and 10. Event 8 is a pressurizer steam 
space leak with a failure of the reactor protection system (RPS) to actuate on low RCS 
pressure, Event 9 is a failure of MUV-586 (HPI cross-tie valve) to remain open and MUV-25 
(normal HPI injection valve) to open automatically, and Event 10 is a failure of DHV-11 0 (Decay 
Heat Loop A flow control valve) to automatically control. 

The applicant, as SRO, directed the crew to trip the reactor based on lowering RCS pressure; 2 
minutes later the plant conditions indicated a loss of subcooling margin event. The applicant 
correctly entered emergency operating procedure (EOP)-03 (Inadequate Subcooling Margin) 
and directed the team to perform Rule 1 (Loss of SCM). The examiner contends that 13 
minutes later a low-pressure injection (LPI) actuation occurred. The examiner noted that the 
BOP operator realized that decay heat removal (DHR) pump DHR-1 B did not automatically start 
and that attempts to manually start it were unsuccessful. The examiner contends that when the 
RCS pressure decreased below approximately 170 psig, DHR-1A pump should have started 
injecting water into the RCS. The examiner contends that the BOP operator informed the 
applicant that the LPI flow was 500 gpm. The examiner noted that with the RCS at 100 pSig, 
the LPI Loop "A" injection flow rate should have been about 3000 gpm. The examiner contends 
that the applicant did not take action to raise the LPI flow, even though several reports from the 
crew indicated that the flow was steady at 500 gpm with RCS pressure continuing to decrease. 

As a followup, the examiner asked the applicant, "What should the DHR (LPI) flow rate be for 
the current plant conditionsT The applicant replied, "I don't have the pump curves to determine 
DHR flow." The examiner then asked, "At what RCS pressure does the DHR pump begin to 
inject flow into the RCS?" The applicant replied, "about 170 psig." The examiner then asked, 
"With the RCS at 100 psig should DHR flow be greater than 500 gpm?" The applicant replied, 
"I don't know." The examiner contends that the applicant, as SRO, should have known what 
the approximate LPI flow should have been, given the plant conditions. . 
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The examiner contends that the applicant failed to understand the relationship between the 
RCS pressure and the LPI flow and, as a result, allowed incorrect operation of LPI Loop "A" 
during a valid ES signal at flow rates less than those assumed in the accident analysis. The 
examiner contends that the applicant did not understand or was unable to safely operate the 
facility's heat removal systems, including emergency coolant and DHR systems, and was 
unable to identify the relationship of the proper operation of these systems with operation of the 
facility. In addition, the examiner contends that the applicant did not demonstrate the ability to 
function within the control room team, as appropriate to the assigned position, in such a way as 
to ensure that the facility licensee's procedures were adhered to and that the limitations in its 
license and amendments were not violated. 

Finally, the examiner contends, 'The applicant was downgraded to a '1' in this competency for 
multiple errors: (a) failure to demonstrate an understanding of how the plant, systems, and 
components operate and interact at low power condition, and (b) failure to display an 
understanding between RCS pressure and LPI flow during a valid ES actuation." 

5.3 Applicant's Contention: 

With regard to Scenario 3, Events 8,9, and 10, the applicant contends that he was graded too 
severely. 

The applicant contends that the examiner's comment (with regard to Step 3.9 of EOP-03), "The 
crew was required to take manual control of DHV-110 (LPI Control Valve) and control Low 
Pressure Injection flow at 3,000 gpm," is too severe. The applicant contends that "we are 
trained to review the Engineered Safeguards (ES) status lights on the vertical section of the ES 
portion of the MCB following an ES actuation to determine that ES systems have properly 
aligned." The applicant contends that DHV-110 does not have an ES status light. 

The applicant contends that during the performance of EOP-03, his attention was focused on 
the performance of the EOP's time critical steps as required by AI-50S (Attachment 6), Section 
3.1.11. The applicant acknowledges that Step 3.11 of EOP-03 asks whether the LPI flow 
exceeds 1400 gpm. The applicant contends that at this time in the scenario, the MCB operator 
reported to him that the LPI flow was 500 gpm and just beginning to inject into the core. The 
applicant contends that this indicated to him that the RCS pressure was still not low enough for 
the LPI flow to be greater than 500 gpm. The applicant acknowledges that Step 3.16 of 
EOP-03 asks whether the temperature in the reactor core is rising. The applicant contends that 
the MCB operator reported that the temperature was lowering, which indicated that adequate 
core cooling with HPI and the limited LPI Loop "A" flow was occurring. The applicant contends 
that it was important to verify adequate core cooling during this event to assure protection of 
public health and safety. 

The applicant contends that once he progressed to Step 3.19 in EOP-03, he transitioned to 
EOP-08 (LOCA Cooldown) since adequate subcooling margin did not exist. The applicant 
contends that shortly thereafter, the examination team stopped the scenario. The applicant 
contends that, had the examination team allowed the scenario to continue, Step 3.42 of 
EOP-08 would have ensured proper LPI alignment. The applicant contends that at this step he 
would have identified the failure of DHV-11 0 and directed the control board operator to place 
DHV-110 in manual mode and establish a proper LPI flow of 3000 gpm. The applicant 
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contends that because of the size of the leak, the reduction in RCS pressure was such that the 
crew had not had enough time to progress to the procedure steps associated with the RCS 
pressure at that time. 

The applicant contends that his recollection of the examiner's questions (and his responses) 
differs from the examiner's remarks. The applicant contends that the examiner asked him what 
the flow should be with the RCS pressure at 100 psig and that he replied, "I don't know the 
exact flow but if I could refer to the pump curve I could tell." The applicant contends that the 
examiner then asked if the flow rate should be greater than 500 gpm and that he stated that, 
with the differential pressure developed by the LPI pump with the RCS pressure at 100 psig, the 
LPI flow should be greater than 500 gpm. 

The applicant contends that once he identified to the examiner that DHV-110 was not 
controlling properly, the examiner asked him to demonstrate the method to correct the situation. 
The applicant contends that he demonstrated placing the DHV-110 station in manual mode and 
manually raising the LPI flow. The applicant contends that the Superintendent of Training 
observed this demonstration from the Simulator Control Booth. The applicant contends that he 
adequately proved his understanding of the operation of the LPI system by showing the 
examiner that he knew when the LPI pumps would begin to discharge into the RCS (below 170 
psig), demonstrating how to compensate for DHV-110 failure, and explaining that, with the 
current differential pressure between the RCS and the LPI pump discharge, the LPI flow would 
exceed 500 gpm. The applicant contends that during the scenario he was not made aware of 
the exact RCS pressure, and, therefore, when the LPI flow was reported to be 500 gpm, he 
assumed that the RCS pressure was at the point at which the LPI pumps were just beginning to 
discharge into the core. He contends that the BOP operator also communicated this to him. 
The applicant contends that he was monitoring the indicators of the temperature in the reactor 
core as they were continually lowering and that this indicated to him that adequate core cooling 
was occurring. 

The applicant contends that during the examiner's followup questions, he adequately displayed 
his understanding of the relationship between RCS pressure and LPI flow by correctly 
answering questions pertaining to the pressure at which the LPI pumps will discharge into the 
RCS, identifying the DHV-110 failure, and demonstrating required manual actions to 
compensate for the DHV-110 failure. 

The applicant contends that the examiner's remark that he "operated LPI during a valid demand 
at flow rates less than those assumed in the accident analysis" is incorrect. The applicant 
contends that the leak size presented was equal to 0.19635 ft2, as determined by the simulator 
engineers at Crystal River 3. He also contends that, historically, loss-of-coolant accidents 
(LOCAs) have been defined as "small" when the break cross-sectional area is less than 0.5 fe. 
Therefore, this was a small break LOCA (SBLOCA). 

The applicant contends that, per FSAR Section 14.2.2.5.7.1 (Attachment 18), the main 
requirement identified by the analysis is that flow from at least one HPI pump must be 
maximized by injecting water from the emergency core cooling system (ECCS) into the RCS 
through all four cold-leg nozzles within 10 minutes following actuation by the emergency 
safeguards actuation system (ESAS). The applicant contends that the accident analysis does 
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not mention that LPI flow is required for a leak of this size and that, in addition, FSAR Section 
14.2.2.5.7.4 analyzes the flow requirements for a 0.44 ft2 break, which is more than twice the 
size of the break used during the scenario. 

The applicant contends that the combination of the single failure assumption and the break 
location (LPI nozzle) does not require LPI flow for core cooling; HPI flow is sufficient. The 
applicant contends that during Scenario 3 both HPI pumps were running and all four HPI valves 
were open, in accordance with Steps 3.3 and 3.4 of EOP-03, therefore meeting the 
requirements of the safety analysis. 

Finally, the applicant contends that the requirement to identify the failure of DHV-110 was 
originally listed as a CT but subsequently deleted. The applicant contends that because the 
temperature in the reactor core indicated adequate core cooling, the task was no longer 
deemed critical. The applicant contends that the "justification to remove listing of DHV-11 0 
failure as a Critical Task (CT) should also be justification to remove this as a consequence for 
this failure." 

5.4 Reviewer's Analysis: 

With regard to Scenario 3, Events 8,9, and 10, the review finds that the applicant, as SRO 
(CRS), made at least one error. 

The review finds that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), failed to sufficiently demonstrate an 
understanding, with regard to RCS low pressure and LPI actuation, of the operation and 
interaction of the plant, systems, and components during emergency operations. As a result of 
this lack of understanding, the applicant's directives and actions, while in the EOPs, led to 
inadequate (Le., significantly less than design) ECCS ES LPI Loop "A" flow to the reactor when 
called upon by a valid ES actuation signal for the duration of the scenario. Specifically, the 
review finds that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), was unable to determine, despite numerous 
cues, that the DHR system's flow control station DHV-110 failed to automatically control LPI 
flow to 3000 gpm rather than 500 gpm when the RCS pressure decreased below approximately 
170 psig during the SBLOCA event. This error primarily involves noncompliance with AI-50S, 
as well as EOP-03 and EOP-08. 

5.4.1 AI-50S (Conduct of Operations During Abnormal and Emergency Events) 

Contrary to AI-50S, Step 4.2.11, the applicant, as SRO (CRS) and procedure director, did not 
demonstrate an understanding of how reduced ECCS design flow from one LPI system 
diminishes the capability to mitigate a large-break LOCA (LBLOCA) to preclude core damage. 
The applicant also did not demonstrate an understanding of the long-term ramifications of 
operating the LPI system in the recirculation mode. The review finds that the applicant, as SRO 
·(CRS), did not understand that the LPI Loop "A" safety-related equipment (Le., DHV-110) did 
not perform its design function (Le., 3000 gpm versus 500 gpm) at any time from the onset of 
the RCS depressurization (LPI actuated at 480 psig) to the end of the operating test (less than 
100 psig), for a period of at least 30 minutes. 

A minimum flow rate of 2685 gpm (per FSAR 6.1.2.1.2) is necessary to adequately cool the 
core during an LBLOCA, the applicant unnecessarily challenged the facility's FSAR analysis. 
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5.4.2 EOP-03 (Inadequate Subcooling Margin) 

Contrary to EOP-03, Step 3.9, the applicant, as SRO (CRS) and procedure director, did not 
remain attentive to the need to ensure that the ES LPI equipment, such as the LPI Loop "A" 
flow control station (DHV-110 throttles open to deliver flow up to a set point of 3000 gpm as 
limited by the RCS pressure) was properly aligned. 

Contrary to EOP-03, Step 3.32, the applicant, as SRO (CRS), did not ensure compliance with 
followup actions required by the instruction, "WHEN RCS PRESS is <500 psig, THEN ensure 
LPI is properly aligned." Specifically, the applicant did not verify at any time that LPI control 
valve DHV-110 was controlling in automatic mode and set for 3000 gpm. Had the applicant 
paid attention to this followup action, he would have ensured proper LPI Loop "A" alignment. 

5.4.2.1 EOP-OS (LOCA Cooldown) 

Contrary to EOP-OS, Step 3.3, the applicant, as SRO (CRS) and procedure director, did not 
demonstrate an understanding of the operation and interaction of the ES LPI Loop "A" flow 
control station (Le., DHV-110) with RCS system pressure. The applicant did not understand at 
any time that LPI control valve DHV-110 was not controlling in automatic mode, as evidenced 
by its prolonged operation at 500 gpm instead of 3000 gpm. The review finds that, had the 
applicant demonstrated an understanding of the proper and correct alignment of the injecting 
LPI Loop "A" train, then LPI flow in excess of 1400 gpm would have been provided to mitigate 
the low RCS pressure condition. 

5.5 Reviewer's Conclusion: 

With regard to Scenario 3, the review finds that the above errors point to a lack of awareness 
and understanding that LPI was less than expected for the situation. The review finds no 
assurance that the applicant understands the nature of his error. His demonstration to the 
examiner, after-the-fact, of the correct operation of the DHV-110 valve did not prevent his error. 
The fact remains that he did not demonstrate during the operating test that he understood what 
was happening with regard to LPI Loop "A" flow and pressure given the RCS pressure and thus 
was unable to ensure that ECCS flow was being delivered to the reactor as designed. The 
record indicates that insufficient LPI flow was ongoing for more than 30 minutes until the 
examiners stopped the simulation. 

ES-303 requires the examiner to evaluate the applicant's performance on the operating test and 
determine whether the applicant's level of knowledge and understanding meets the minimum 
requirements to safely operate the facility for which the applicant seeks a SRO license. 
Therefore, the review finds that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), does not meet the standard for 
this competency. The review finds that the applicant's lack of concern, even after the control 
board operator informed him that LPI Loop "A" flow was not as expected (Le., it did not exceed 
1400 gpm as dictated by the RCS low pressure conditions at the time), indicates a lack of 
understanding of the LPI system and an important aspect of the safe operation of the reactor 
during an emergency. 
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Given this error coupled with the applicant's critical error described in Appeal Area 4 in this 
competency, a RF score of 1 and a grade of 0.30 are appropriate. Therefore, the examiner's 
overall evaluation of the applicant's performance, as SRO (CRS), during Scenario 2, Event 2 
(discussed in Appeal Area 4), and Scenario 3, Events 8,9, and 10, is sustained. 

With respect to the criteria listed in 10 CFR 55.45(a) during these events the review finds that 
the applicant, as SRO (CRS), failed to: 

• (Item 3)-ldentify annunciators and condition-indicating signals and perform appropriate 
remedial actions where appropriate. 

• (Item 4 )-Identify the instrumentation systems and the significance of facility instrument 
readings. 

• (Item 7)-Safely operate the facility's heat removal systems, including primary coolant, 
emergency coolant, and decay heat removal systems, and identify the relations of the 
proper operation of these systems to the operation of the facility. 

• (Item 12)-Demonstrate the knowledge and ability as appropriate to the assigned 
position to assume the responsibilities associated with the safe operation of the facility. 

• (Item 13)-Demonstrate the applicant's ability to function within the control room team as 
appropriate to the assigned position, in such a way that the facility licensee's procedures 
are adhered to and that the limitations in its license and amendments are not violated. 
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APPEAL AREA 6 

6.1 Pertinent Competency 

Applicant Appeal Area 6 involves SRO Competency 3, which includes, among other things, the 
ability to locate and manipulate controls to attain a desired plant and system response or 
condition. It comprises knowledge of system operation, including set points, interlocks, and 
automatic actions, the ability to locate plant and system instruments, and an understanding of 
how one's actions affect plant and system conditions. Competency 3.c (Manual Control) 
requires the applicant to demonstrate the knowledge and ability necessary to take manual 
control of automatic functions, when appropriate. 

6.2 Original NRC Grading: 

The applicant received a grade of 2.67 for SRO Competency 3, based on the following 
assigned RF scores: 

SRO RF score for competency: 3.a = 3, 3.b = 3, and 3.c = 2 

6.2.1 NRC Examiner Comments: 

With regard to Competency 3.c, the examiner assigned a RF of 2 based on the applicant's 
performance during Scenario 1, Events 6, 7, and 8. Event 6 is a manual reactor trip with the 
MSV-9, OTSG "An turbine bypass valve, failing open. Event 7 is a failure of the OTSG "An main 
steamline isolation valves (MSV-411 and MSV-412) to close automatically. Event 8 is a failure 
of the emergency FW valves (EFV-11 and EFV-56) - fail as-is after opening. 

The examiner contends that the applicant, as RO (OAC), along with the BOP operator, failed to 
control RCS temperature and pressurizer level and, as a result, did not control the RCS 
pressure. The examiner contends that the inadequate control of RCS pressure led to three ES
actuated HPI-1C pump automatic restarts on low RCS pressure following the BOP operator's 
manual securing of the ECCS pump on three separate occasions during the crew's mitigation of 
a SBLOCA [Event 5] and excessive heat transfer event. The examiner contends that the 
applicant, as a member of the crew, allowed the HPJ-1 C pump motor to exceed the starting duty 
limitations stated in the precaution and limitations listed in OP-402, Section 3.2. The examiner 
contends that allowing the HPJ-1C pump to experience three starts in a 29-minute period could 
have resulted in damage to the pump. 

6.3 Applicant's Contention: 

The applicant contends that the examiner is basically describing the same issue (consequence) 
(Le., difficulty in controlling RCS parameters and the resultant manual securing and automatic 
restarting of HPI-1C pump on three separate occasions) previously addressed in 
Competency 1.a. The applicant contends that the same issue as described in Competency 1.a 
is better suited for Competency 3.c and therefore should be deleted from Competency 1.a. The 
applicant, as RO (OAC), contends that the issue clearly describes his difficulty in controlling the 
RCS temperature, as well as the BOP operator's control board actions using JCS controls in 
manual, which then resulted in ES actuations (three HPJ automatic restarts). 
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6.4 Reviewer's Analysis: 

The review finds that the examiner simply commented, under Competency 1.a, that the three 
HPI-1C pump manual stops and subsequent automatic restarts could possibly exceed the 
motor starting duty limitations. The review finds that the examiner did not consider the HPI-1 C 
pump motor restarts, in and of themselves, in evaluating the applicant's performance under 
Competency 1.a. Hence, the review finds the examiner's comments to be acceptable within the 
discussion of Competency 1.a. 

The review finds the applicant's rationale for adjustment to Competency 1.a to be flawed 
because the issues/errors the examiner identified in Competency 3.c differ from those assigned 
to Competency 1.a and relate to the applicant's demonstrated ability to take manual control of 
automatic functions. On the other hand, the issues/errors the examiner identified in 
Competency 1.a involve the applicant's ability to recognize and attend to off-normal trends and 
status in the order of their importance and severity. 

With regard to Scenario 1, Events 6,7, and 8, the review finds that the applicant, as RO (OAC) 
and a member of the crew, made at least two errors. 

6.4.1 Error 1-Fai/ure to adequately control RCS temperature and pressurizer level to preclude 
challenging subsequent automatic restarts of the HPI system's HPI-1C pump on three separate 
occasions 

The review finds that the applicant, as RO (OAC), failed to adequately control RCS temperature 
and pressurizer level to preclude challenging subsequent automatic restarts of the HPI system's 
HPI-1C pump on three separate occasions during a SBLOCA event. This error primarily 
involves issues of non-compliance with AI-SOO, as well as EOP-02 (Vital System Status 
Verification) and EOP-13 (Rules), Rule 2 (HPI Control». 

6.4.1.1 AI-SOO (Conduct of Operations Department Organization and Administration) 

Contrary to Step 3.2.5 of AI-SOO regarding OAC responsibilities, the applicant, as RO (OAC), 
did not closely monitor (and thereby adequately control) operation of the reactor and associated 
ICS controls for proper response and expected behavior during an RCS inventory loss and 
excessive heat transfer evolution. Specifically, the applicant, as RO (OAC), did not maintain 
oversight of all ICS stations that were in manual mode and did not take the lead in coordinating 
actions with the BOP operator when multiple ICS stations were in manual mode. As a result, 
the review finds that the applicant, as RO (OAC), failed to manually control RCS and 
pressurizer parameters as required to obtain the desired control. 

6.4.1.2 EOP-02 (Vital System Status Verification) 

Contrary to EOP-02, Step 3.17, the applicant, as RO (OAC), did not ensure that the ES ECCS 
equipment was properly aligned with regard to DETAIL Item 3, "Control ES systems as 
required-Rule 2, HPI Control." Specifically, the review finds that the applicant, as RO (OAC), 
failed to control the operation of the plant in such a manner as to prevent or preclude the need 
for the BOP operator to secure the HPI-1C pump on three separate occasions during valid ES 
RCS low pressure (less than 1625 psig) automatic actuations. 
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6.4.1.3 EOP-13, Rule 2 (Rules-HPI Control) 

The applicant's performance with regard to EOP-13, Rule 2 is discussed below. 

6.4.2 Error 2-Failure to control EGGS ES HPI-1G pump (i.e., allowed three manual pump 
stops to control HPI flow when such flow should have been controlled by throttling the injection 
valves). 

The review finds that the applicant, as RO (OAC), failed to properly control the HPI-1C pump 
(Le., he allowed three manual pump stops to control HPI flow when such flow should have been 
controlled by throttling the injection valves) during a SBLOCA/excessive heat transfer event. 
The review of this error primarily involves AI-50S, OP-402, and EOP-13, Rule 2. The examiner 
contends that the applicant, as RO (OAC), exhibited an error as a result of his lack of 
intervention to limit the number of restarts of the HPI-1C pump motor. The number of restarts 
is limited to preclude damage to the pump motor. 

6.4.2.1 EOP-13, Rule 2 (Rules-HPI Control) 

Contrary to EOP-13, Rule 2, the applicant, as RO (OAC), did not control the flow rate of the HPI 
system by means of the injection valves. The applicant, as RO (OAC), could have demanded 
that the BOP operator manually throttle the HPI injection valves to adjust HPI system flow as 
necessary to control RCS inventory. Instead, without expressing disagreement, the applicant, 
on three separate occasions, allowed the HPI system flow to be significantly reduced 
(controlled) by securing the HPI-1C pump. 

The review considered the HPI events that occurred during the timeframe of interest (Le., from 
the onset of HPI actuation until the time at which one of the two operating HPJ pumps was 
secured for a third time). The review recognized that the RCS system, the pressurizer, and 
both OTSGs were undergoing rapid transients (Le., RCS pressure boundary gross leakage of 
200 gpm in conjunction with OTSG "A" excessive heat transfer). This error is focused on the 
issue of manually controlling the ECCS HPI system flow when the system was called upon to 
perform its design function, which is to inject borated coolant into the reactor to recover 
inventory being lost. 

6.4.2.2 AI-50S (Conduct of Operations During Abnormal and Emergency Events) 

Step 4.1 .1 regarding Guidelines for Event Procedure Use provides useful insight into whether or 
not the stopping and starting of the HPI-1 C pump motor is an issue while in an event procedure 
such as EOP-13, Rule 2. Specifically, Step 4.1.1.4 states, "During an EVENT, operation of 
plant equipment will be directed by the EVENT PROCEDURE." Step 4.1.1.5 states, "If similar 
guidance for equipment operation exists in operating procedures and EVENT PROCEDURES, 
the guidance in EVENT PROCEDURES takes precedence." EOP-13, Rule 2 calls for throttling 
HPJ flow but does not direct or infer that stopping an ECCS pump is a proper means of 
throttling. 

6.4.2.3 OP-402 (Makeup and Purification System) 

The review finds that the examiner believes that allowing the HPI-1C pump motor to experience 
three successive restarts (automatic in this case) in a 29-minute period could result in 
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exceeding the pump's motor-starting duty limitations. The applicant does not dispute the 
examiner's viewpoint with regard to the restart motor duty limitations. 

Step 3.2.15, with regard to precautions and limitations, states, ''The following MU Pump motor 
guidelines should be observed: NO more than two starts in succession with motor initially at 
ambient temperature and coasting to rest between starts. One restart may be performed 
following a TRIP/STOP after operating at rated load." The BASIS statement of Step 3.2.15 
reads, "Exceeding number of allowed starts may cause the rotor and/or stator to overheat." 

The review reconstructed the actual operating test data to determine the starting and stopping 
times and intervals of the HPI-1C pump; the record indicates the following (t = 0 minutes from 
start of scenario): 

t+105 minutes 

t+118 minutes 

t+126 minutes 

t+132 minutes 

t+137 minutes 

HPI-1C pump motor automatically started (first time) on 
ES actuation signal (low RCS pressure less than 1625 psig) 

HPI-1C pump motor manually secured by BOP operator (first 
time) after operating approximately 13 minutes 

HPI-1 C pump motor automatically started again (second time) on 
ES actuation signal (low RCS pressure less than 1625 psig) after 
being off for 8 minutes 

HPI-1C pump motor secured by BOP operator (second time) after 
operating approximately 6 minutes 

HPI-1C pump motor automatically started again (third time) on 
ES actuation signal (low RCS pressure less than 1625 psig) after 
being off for 5 minutes 

In this case, the review finds that adequate time may have elapsed between successive pump 
motor starts to preclude the challenge of any motor duty limitations. However, the potential for 
damage existed. 

6.5 Reviewer's Conclusion: 

The review finds that the examiner simply commented, under Competency 1.a, that the three 
HPI-1C pump manual stops and subsequent automatic restarts could possibly exceed the 
motor starting duty limitations. The review finds that the examiner did not consider the HPI-1 C 
pump motor restarts, in and of themselves, in evaluating the applicant's performance under 
Competency 1.a. Hence, the review finds the examiner's comments to be acceptable within the 
discussion of Competency 1.a. 

With regard to Competency 3.c, the review finds that the issues differ from those assigned to 
Competency 1.a and that the applicant exhibited at least two substantiated errors. Therefore, a 
RF score of 1 is appropriate. 

With regard to the criteria listed in 10 CFR 55/45(a) during these events the applicant, as RO, 
failed to: 
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(Item 5)--Observe and safely control the operating behavior characteristics of the facility. 

(Item 6)--Perform control manipulations required to obtain desired operating results during 
normal, abnormal, and emergency situations. 

(Item 7)--Safely operate the facility's heat removal systems, including primary coolant, 
emergency coolant, and decay heat removal systems, and identify the relations of the 
proper operation of these systems to the operation of the facility. 

• (Item 12)--Demonstrate the knowledge and ability as appropriate to the assigned position 
to assume the responsibilities associated with the safe operation of the facility. 

(Item 13)--Demonstrate the applicant's ability to function within the control room team as 
appropriate to the assigned position, in such a way that the facility licensee's procedures 
are adhered to and that the limitations in its license and amendments are not violated. 

-34-



APPEAL AREA 7 

7.1 Pertinent Competency 

Applicant Appeal Area 7 involves SRO Competency 5 (Directing Operations), which includes, 
among other things, the ability to take timely and decisive actions in response to problems 
during both normal and off-normal situations. It also includes the ability to provide timely and 
well-thought-out directions that indicate concern for safety, to encourage a team approach to 
problem-solving and decision-making by soliciting and incorporating feedback from crew 
members, and to remain in a position of oversight to maintain the "big picture." 
Competency 5.b (Oversight) requires the applicant to demonstrate the knowledge and ability 
necessary to ensure that the crew carries out correct and timely activities. 

7.2 Original NRC Grading: 

The applicant received a grade of 2.50 for SRO Competency 5, based on the following 
assigned RF scores: 

SRO RF score for competency: 5.a = 3, 5.b = 2, 5.c = 3, and 5.d = 2 

7.2.1 NRC Examiner Comments: 

With regard to Competency 5.b, the examiner assigned a RF of 2 based on the applicant's 
performance during Scenario 2, Event 3. Event 3 is an upscale high failure of RM-A5G. 

The examiner contends that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), was not attentive to the loss of CC 
ventilation until prompted by the RO, continued to direct the RO and BOP operator to have 
plant operators searching for vacuum leaks when, in fact, vacuum leaks were no longer an 
issue, and, after prompting by the RO and upon receiving a CC fan temperature alarm 
approximately 31 minutes after isolation of CC ventilation, belatedly directed the BOP operator 
to place CC ventilation back in service. The examiner contends that the applicant did not give 
due attention and consideration to AP-250, Enclosure 5, which states, with regard to the RM-A5 
CAUTION, "With all CC ventilation stopped, the CC may reach its design limit of 95 OF in 30 
minutes." 

7.3 Applicant's Contention: 

The applicant contends that the examiner is basically describing the same issue (Le., his 
directives with regard to looking for main condenser vacuum leaks) previously addressed in 
Competency 1.c. The applicant contends that the same issue, as described in Competency 
1.c, is beUer suited for Competency 5.b, and therefore should be deleted from Competency 1.c. 
The applicant also contends that the issue clearly demonstrated his actions and ability, as the 
SRO, to direct the operators in the proper response to a failure of RM-A5G. 

7.4 Reviewer's Analysis: 

With regard to Scenario 2, Event 3, and Competency 5.b the review finds that the applicant, as 
SRO (CRS), made at least two errors. 
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The applicant neither challenged nor directly acknowledged his poor performance as SRO 
(CRS) in this competency area. The applicant contends that the issues (Le., errors) with regard 
to this competency area are basically the same issues previously described in Competency 1.c 
and, as such, should be deleted from Competency 1.c. The review finds the applicant's 
rationale for adjusting Competency 1.c's grading to be flawed because the issues/errors 
identified in Competency 5.b differ from those described in Competency 1.c and involve the 
applicant's ability to remain attentive to control room indications, stay in a position of oversight, 
and provide an appropriate amount of direction and guidance to facilitate crew performance. 
On the other hand, the issues/errors identified in Competency 1.c involve the applicant's 
directives and actions demonstrating an understanding of the operation and interaction of the 
plant, systems, and components (including set points, interlocks, and automatic actions). 

7.4.1 Error 1-Fai/ure to remain attentive to control room indications that facilitated crew 
performance with regard to CC cooling capability 

The review finds that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), failed to remain attentive to control room 
indications that facilitated crew performance with regard to CC cooling capability. This error 
primarily involves issues with AI-505, AP-250, and ITS B.3. 7 .18. The error also involves OP-
409. 

7.4.1.1 AI-505 (Conduct of Operations During Abnormal and Emergency Events) 

Contrary to Step 3.1.11 (regarding time-critical actions), the applicant, as SRO (CRS) and 
procedure director, did not remain attentive to increasing control room and/or ES safety-related 
switchgear room air temperature, thus challenging assumptions in the design or licensing basis 
with respect to loss of CC cooling capability (Le., all normal supply fans, emergency supply 
fans, and return fans off) for more than 30 minutes. Contrary to AI-505, Enclosure 4 (Post 
TriplTransient Checklist), the applicant, as SRO (CRS) and procedure director, during and 
subsequent to implementation of AP-250, did not ensure that CC control room emergency 
ventilation (CREV) was in emergency recirculation mode within 30 minutes. The review finds 
that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), unnecessarily became engaged and/or overextended in 
troubleshooting main condenser vacuum leaks (even though both air removal pumps were 
maintaining sufficient vacuum) rather than remaining attentive to CC temperature control for the 
control room and other portions of the CC containing safety-related equipment so that air 
temperatures would not increase to 95 OF within 30 minutes. 

7.4.1.2 AP-250 (Radiation Monitor Actuation) 

Contrary to AP-250, Step 3.8, Enclosure 5, Step 5.2, the review finds that the applicant, as 
SRO (CRS), did not remain attentive to control room indications that showed that the CC 
normal supply fans (AHF-17A117B), emergency supply fans (AHF-18A118B), and return fans 
(AHF-19A119B) were off. The applicant also did not remain attentive to RO prompting, 
indicating the need to start the CREV. The review finds that the applicant disregarded the 
procedure's CAUTION statement, "With all CC ventilation stopped, the CC may reach its design 
limit of 95 OF," during the operating test, and, in his subsequent contentions, rationalized his 
failure to adhere to the CAUTION by asserting that performance of Enclosure 5 was not 
required. Had the applicant remained attentive to the time-critical aspects of an event involving 
the complete loss of CC ventilation, a challenge to the facility's design CC air temperature 
limitations would not have occurred. 
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7.4.1.3 ITS B.3. 7 .18 (CC Cooling System) 

ITS B.3. 7 .18 provided the basis for the concern with the applicant's lack of attentiveness 
(potential for exceeding limiting temperatures). 

7.4.1.4 OP-409 (Plant Ventilation) 

Contrary to OP-409, Step 3.2.6 (Limits and Precautions), the review finds that the applicant, as 
SRO (CRS), did not remain attentive to the maximum switchgear room temperature limit of 
104 of . The review finds that the applicant did not ensure that the limit would not be 
approached as a result of all CC fans being off for more than 30 minutes. 

7.4.2 Error 2-FaiJure to stay in a position of oversight and provide appropriate amount of 
direction and guidance to preclude exceeding CC time-critical maximum allowable temperatures 
for personnel habitat and ES safety-related equipment/component areas 

The review finds that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), failed to stay in a position of oversight and 
failed to provide appropriate direction and guidance to the crew to ensure that the CC 
ventilation design operating temperature limits would not be exceeded. The review reveals that 
the applicant, as SRO (CRS), exhibited weaknesses in two important ITS areas (ITS B.3.7.18 
and ITS 5.1.2) that warrant discussion under this error. 

7.4.2.1 ITS B.3.7.18 (CC Cooling System) 

Contrary to ITS B.3. 7 .18, Action A.1 (with regard to the CC cooling system), the applicant, as 
SRO (CRS), allowed the facility to be in a condition outside the accident analysis. The loss of 
CC cooling function (Le., all CC fans stopped with no CREV in emergency recirculation mode 
for over 30 minutes) occurred in such a way that a cooling capability equivalent to 100 percent 
of a single train did not remain available and in operation. The ITS bases for Crystal River 3 
specifically note that adequate cooling capability exists when the CC air temperature is 
maintained within the limits for the contained equipment and components. As result of this 
error, the review indicates that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), failed to enter immediately ITS 
LCO 3.0.3 based on the facility being in a condition outside the accident analysis. The review 
finds that the applicant did not stay in a position of oversight sufficiently to realize that, with all 
CC ventilation stopped, the CC could reach its design temperature limit of 95 of in 30 minutes. 

7.4.2.2 ITS 5.1.2 (CRS Responsibility) 

Contrary to ITS 5.1.2, the review finds that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), during Scenario 3, 
Event 5, did not take responsibility for the control room command function, including, but not 
limited to, oversight of the crew's activities, as evidenced by the need for RO prompting to place 
the CREV in service. 

7.5 Reviewer's Conclusion: 

With regard to Competency 5.b, the review finds that the applicant exhibited at least two 
substantiated errors. Therefore, a rating factor score of 1 is appropriate. 
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With regard to the criteria listed in 10 CFR 55.45(a) during these events the applicant, as SRO, 
failed to: 

• (Item 4 )-Identify the instrumentation systems and the significance of facility instrument 
readings. 

(Item 5)-Observe and safely control the operating behavior characteristics of the facility. 

(Item 7)-Safely operate the facility's heat removal systems, including primary coolant, 
emergency coolant, and decay heat removal systems, and identify the relations of the 
proper operation of these systems to the operation of the facility. 

(Item 12)-Demonstrate the knowledge and ability as appropriate to the assigned position 
to assume the responsibilities associated with the safe operation of the facility. 

(Item 13)-Demonstrate the applicant's ability to function within the control room team as 
appropriate to the assigned position, in such a way that the facility licensee's procedures 
are adhered to and that the limitations in its license and amendments are not violated. 

The review concluded that the nature of the concerns described in this area (Competency 5.b) 
differed sufficiently from those discussed under Competency 1.c to justify the examiner's 
decision to consider applicant performance during this event to be relevant to both 
competencies. Per ES-303, a significant deficiency may be coded in two rating factors, and in 
additional rating factors if the error can be shown to be relevant. 
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APPEAL AREA 8 

8.1 Pertinent Competency 

Applicant Appeal Area 8 involves SRO Competency 5, which includes, among other things, the 
ability to take timely and decisive actions in response to problems during both normal and 
off-normal situations. It also includes the ability to provide timely and well:-thought-out 
directions that indicate concern for safety, to encourage a team approach to problem-solving 
and decision-making by soliciting and incorporating feedback from crew members, and to 
remain in a position of oversight to maintain the "big picture." Competency 5.d (Monitor Crew 
Activities) requires the applicant to demonstrate the knowledge and ability necessary to ensure 
that the crew carries out correct and timely activities. 

8.2 Original NRC Grading: 

The applicant received a grade of 2.50 for SRO Competency 5, based on the following 
assigned RF scores: 

SRO RF score for competency: 5.a = 3, 5.b = 2, 5.c = 3, and 5.d = 2 

8.2.1 NRC Examiner Comments: 

With regard to Competency 5.d, the examiner assigned a RF score of 2 based on the 
applicant's performance during Scenario 3, Event 5. Event 5 is a spurious closure of MUV-258 
(RCP-1A seal return CBO line motor operated isolation valve to MU). 

The examiner contends that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), failed to direct the crew to refer to 
ARPs to implement correct followup action (Le., open MUV-258 within 5 minutes and restore 
seal staging CBO flow) to preclude the need to secure RCP-1A. The examiner contends that 
the applicant failed to direct the crew to backup its initial diagnosis that the RCP-1A seals had 
failed (when in fact no seal failure occurred) with other indications that could have substantiated 
whether the RCP-1 A seals had failed. The examiner contends that the applicant failed to 
ensure that he had received correct and complete information from the BOP operator (who 
erroneously reported that the RCP-1A seals had failed). The examiner also contends that the 
applicant failed to ensure that his directive to the RO to secure RCP-1A was based on a correct 
diagnosis of seal parameters. 

8.3 Applicant's Contention: 

. With regard to Competency 5.d, the applicant did not contest the examiner's assigned RF score 
of 2 for his performance as SRO (CRS) during Scenario 3, Event 5. The applicant contends 
that the examiner is basically describing the same issue (Le., his directive to secure RCP-1A) 
previously addressed in Competency 1.b. The applicant contends that the same issue as 
described in Competency 1.b. is better suited for Competency 5.d and therefore should be 
deleted from Competency 1.b. The applicant also contends that the use of phrases such as 
"did not direct," "failed to ensure the crew collected," and "directed the RO to secure" clearly 
described his actions and his ability, as the SRO, to direct crew operations and ensure that 
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operators were performing their required functions for current plant conditions. The applicant 
implies that he accomplished his role by observing the operators and correcting their behavior 
when their performance was not in accordance with plant standards. 

8.4 Reviewer's Analysis: 

With regard to Scenario 3, Event S, the review finds that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), made at 
least one error. The applicant contends that the issues (Le., errors) described above with 
regard to this competency area are the same issues previously described in Competency 1.b 
and as such should be deleted from Competency 1.b. Per ES-303, a significant error can be 
coded in two rating factors, and in additional rating factors if the error can be shown to be 
relevant. Although this error involves an issue similar to that described in Appeal Area 1 
(Competency 1.b), the issue does relate to both competencies 1.b and S.d. The review finds 
that sufficiently different aspects of the issue are addressed by the two competencies to warrant 
consideration in both. The review finds that the applicant's rationale for an adjustment to 
Competency 1.b is flawed because the issues/errors identified in Competency S.d principally 
relate to the applicant's ability to ensure that the crew carried out correct and timely activities 
(most notably procedure adherence and proper communication protocol). On the other hand, 
the issues/errors identified in Competency 1.b principally relate to ensuring the collection of 
correct, accurate, and complete information and reference material on which to base 
diagnoses. 

8.4.1 Error-Failure to ensure that the crew carried out correct and timely administrative 
procedure and ARP implementation to detect closure of MUV-258 and to preclude 
unnecessarily securing RCP-1A 

The review finds that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), failed to ensure that the crew carried out 
correct and timely administrative and ARP implementation to detect closure of MUV-2S8 and to 
preclude unnecessarily securing RCP-1A. This error primarily involves AI-SOO and ARP-PSA
H-04-0S. The error also involves OP-302. 

8.4.1.1 AI-SOO (Conduct of Operations Department Organization and Administration) 

Contrary to Step 3.2.1, regarding licensed SRO responsibilities, the review finds that the 
applicant, as SRO (CRS), did not ensure that crew members performed according to station 
operating practices, such as correctly responding and adhering to unexpected alarm protocols 
before taking action. Contrary to Step 3.2.3, the review finds that the applicant did not ensure 
that crew members conducted operating activities in accordance with applicable administrative 
controls, such as AI-SOO and its appendices. 

Contrary to AI-SOO, Appendix 3, Step S.1, the review finds that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), 
did not ensure adherence to the general requirements for the ARP or the use of self-cheCking 
techniques to avoid omitting ARP requirements. Contrary to Step S.1 .2, the review finds that 
the applicant did not ensure that operations personnel knew the reason why each illuminated 
annunciator (Le., AR-H-4-S) in their area of responsibility was in alarm. Contrary to Step S.1.3, 
the review finds that the applicant did not ensure that, during normal operations (Le., no plant 
transient was ongoing at the time of the event), three-way communication of alarms and use of 
ARPs were in place, as required. (The applicant states, in effect, that he suspended normal 
alarm response protocol, although there is no substantiation for this claim.) Contrary to Step 
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5.1.11, the applicant suspended normal alarm response protocol during planned normal plant 
conditions in which only one alarm occurred (Le., the RC Pump Seal Bleed-Off High alarm), in 
that he did not ensure that MCB operators reviewed the illuminated alarm, understood why it 
was lit, and reported completion to him (i.e., any alarm condition not fully understood should be 
announced and its ARP reviewed). 

Contrary to Step 5.3 ("Unexpected Alarm" Response Protocol), the review finds that the 
applicant, as SRO (CRS), did not ensure that the control board operators diagnosed the alarm 
condition for the likely cause and then discussed relevant ARP items with him. The review finds 
that the applicant did not ensure that the operator pulled, reviewed, and performed the 
applicable ARP. The review finds that the applicant did not ensure that the operator complied 
with the ARP sections addressing "Redundant Indication Which Will Verify Alarm" and 
"Operator Actions for a Valid Alarm," and he did not ensure that the ARP actions for a valid 
alarm were promptly performed or properly dispositioned. The review finds that the applicant 
did not ensure that annunciator alarms were investigated and corrective actions necessary to 
clear the alarms were taken. The review finds that the applicant did not ensure that the 
evaluation of alarm conditions was based on reasonably available pertinent instruments and 
information sources. 

Contrary to Step 6.1, the review finds that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), did not ensure the use 
of concise communications at all times, including the use of the phonetic alphabet and closed 
loop communication techniques, which could have mitigated the problem. 

8.4.1.2 ARP PSA-H-04-05 (RC Pump Seal Bleed-Off High) 

Contrary to ARP H-04-05, the review finds that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), did not ensure 
that a proper eBO flowpath existed for RCP-1A (Le., he did not confirm that MUV-258 and/or 
MUV-253 were open). 

8.4.1.3 OP-302 (Reactor Coolant Pump Operation) 

Contrary to OP-302, Step 3.2.6 (with regard to limits and precautions), the review finds that the 
applicant, as SRO (CRS), did not ensure that the crew considered the CAUTION statement, 
"Maximum allowable time to operate RCPs with Controlled Bleed-off line secured is 5 minutes 
(30 minutes when in an EOP) provided that Seal Injection and/or SW cooling is maintained," to 
preclude the need to immediately secure the RCP. Instead, the review finds that the applicant 
directed the RO to trip RCP-1A within 3 minutes of receiving the high CBO alarm. The review 
finds that 5 minutes is sufficient time to diagnose and reopen MUV-258 to ensure proper seal 
staging without tripping the RCP. 

Contrary to Step 4.7.3.3, the review finds that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), did not ensure that 
the CBO valves were open and, if they were not, direct that they be reopened within 5 minutes. 
Contrary to Enclosure 4, Steps 1.1 through 2.2, the review finds that the applicant did not use 
methodology provided for calculating and determining the RCP-1A seal leakage (Le., no 
abnormal seal leakage). Finally, contrary to Enclosure 3, the review finds that the applicant did 
not ensure that calculated CBO flow comported with expected CBO flow (gpm) based on third 
stage cavity pre.ssure (psi). 
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8.5 Reviewer's Conclusion: 

With regard to Competency 5.d, the review finds that in Scenario 3, Event 5, the applicant 
made an error in not monitoring crew activities to ensure adherence to facility procedures. He 
thereby showed an insensitivity to normal protocols relied upon in the control room to ensure 
consistent safe operation of the facility. Therefore, in accordance with ES-303, Subsection 
D.2.b, the examiner must assign a score of "2." Therefore the examiner's determination of a 
RF score of 2 remains unchanged with a RF score of 0.40. 

The review concluded that the nature of the concerns discussed in this area (Competency 5.d) 
differed sufficiently from those discussed under Competency 1.c to justify the examiner's 
decision to consider applicant performance during this event to be relevant to both 
competencies. Per ES-303, a significant deficiency may be coded in 2 rating factors, and in 
additional rating factors if the error can be shown to be relevant. 

With regard to the criteria listed in 10 CFR 55.45(a) during these events the applicant, as SRO, 
failed to: 

• (Item 3)-ldentify annunciators and condition-indicating signals and perform appropriate 
remedial actions where applicable. 

(Item 5)-Observe and safely control the operating behavior characteristics of the facility. 

(Item 12)-Demonstrate the knowledge and ability as appropriate to the assigned position 
to assume the responsibilities associated with the safe operation of the facility. 

(Item 13)-Demonstrate the applicant's ability to function within the control room team as 
appropriate to the assigned position, in such a way that the facility licensee's procedures 
are adhered to and that the limitations in its license and amendments are not violated. 
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FURTHER INSIGHTS ON APPLICANT PERFORMANCE 

Further observations were developed during this review. For example, il) Competency 2 
(Procedures), the examiner assigned the applicant a RF score of 3.00, indicating that he did not 
identify or observe any errors. However, the review finds that several significant procedural 
issues were at the center of many of the errors or deficiencies the applicant exhibited. As 
another example, in Competency 4 (Communications), the examiner assigned the applicant a 
passing RF score of 2.60. However, the review finds several instances in which the applicant 
exhibited less-than-acceptable communication performance for an individual seeking a license 
at the senior operator level. In spite of these obvious areas of performance deficiencies, 
Competencies 2 and 3 were not re-evaluated. However, they provide further insights into the 
weakness in applicant performance and confirm the appropriateness of the failure decision. 

The applicant did not sufficiently demonstrate an understanding of and the ability to perform the 
actions necessary to accomplish 8 of 13 items in 10 CFR 55.45(a). 

The following briefly summarizes additional issues or errors identified by this review for the 
purpose of informing the applicant of other errors or deficiencies that could have, but did not, 
lower his operating test score. 

With regard to Scenario 3, Event 8 (large pressurizer steam space leak, RPS fails to actuate on 
low RCS pressure, RCS leak), the review identified that the applicant, as SRO (CRS), failed to 
do the following: 

• Remain attentive to control room indications that facilitated crew performance with regard to 
failure of the RPS to actuate on low RCS pressure during an SBLOCA event. 

Stay in a position of oversight and provide an appropriate amount of direction and guidance 
to ensure that the operators carried out proper actions with regard to RPS trip bistable 
actuations (specifically RCS low pressure trip bistable actuations) during an SBLOCA event. 

Remain attentive to control room indications that facilitated crew performance with regard to 
a failure of the DHP-1 B to automatically start upon receiving a valid ES manual/automatic 
actuation signal during an SBLOCA event. 

Stay in a position of oversight and provide an appropriate amount of direction and guidance 
to ensure that the operators carried out proper actions with regard to a failure of the DHP-
1 B to automatically start when required. 

Remain attentive to control room indications that facilitated crew performance with regard to 
ensuring that adequate emergency FW flow to the OTSG occurred in a timely manner 
during an SBLOCA event. 

Stay in a position of oversight and provide an appropriate amount of direction and guidance 
to ensure that the operators carried out proper EOP actions with regard to emergency FW 
manual flow control to the OTSG. 
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