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be resolved by referring to the Station Quality Assurance Manual for
clarification. Therefore, an inspection to address this area was not
performed,

Category B: Failure to monitor the conduct of licensed operator training

ZAP No. 1-561-1, Revision 13, states that "The training-related responsibilities
assigned to the Operating Engineers by the Assistant Superintendent of
Operating will normally include monitoring the conduct of training for
operations personnel in classroom, simulater, lab and
on-the-job-training/job-performance measure settings, In the simulator
setting, this responsibility includes evaluating each crew's performance

at least quarterly to provide timely direct feedback to the crew and
instructors, and thus ensure the maintenance and reinforcement of

operator performance standards.," This area wes inspected and the

results are presented in Paragraph 4,

Category C: Failure to assure required attendance at training classes

Zion Administrative Procedure No. 1-51-1, Revision 4 states, in part that
the Station Manager assigns permanent departmental coordinators to
interface with the Station Training Department for purposes of enforcing
attendance at scheduled training sessions. Deficiencies in Zion licensed
operator requalification training attendance (during January 1 through
December 8, 198Y) were previously identified and documented in Inspection
Reports No. 50-295/89040; No. 50-305/89036., As & result of that
inspection, an enforcement conference was held on January 12, 1990, as
documented in Reports No, 50-295/90002; No. 50-304/90002. On March 14,
1990, a Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalty was
issued as a result of that inspection, On March 16, 1990 and April 3,
1990, a followup inspection (Reports No. 50-295/90008; No. 50-304,/90008)
was performed in part to evaluate attendance at training sessions., This
inspection identified an attendance problem at the first and second
requalification program cycle in 1990. Due to the history of poor
attendance at training classes, this area was inspected and the results
are presented in Paragraph 4.

Category D: Improper management overview of training

This allegation involves Zion management duties as specified in Zion
Administrative Procedure No. 1-51-1, Revision 4, . lating to the
identification of training needs, the monitoring of the content and
conduct of training in various training settings, and the review of
simulator, lab, and on-the-job training guides. These management duties
were above and beyond the requirements as specified in the Final Safety
Analysis Report and the Station Quality Assurance Manual and, therefore,
no inspection effort was originally planned, However, during the course
of the inspection, information relating to this allegation was reviewed
and 1s presented in Paragraph 4,
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Category E: Miscellaneous

Allegations grouped in this cateqory appeared to be more inquisitive in
nature, rather than safety-related ailegations, therefore, an inspection
to address this area was not performed,

Inspection Results of Category B, C, and D Allegations

Category B: Failure to monitor the conduct of licensed operator training

The inspector interviewed operating engineers and training department
personnel, and reviewed training cless evaluation forms, ZAP No, 1-51-1,
Revision 13, states, that the Operating Engineers' training related
responsibility will normally include evaluating the operations personnel
in the simulator on a quarterly basis, During the interviews, it was
apparent that the operating engineers were evaluating the performance of
the operating crew personnel but not on a quarterly basis,

In 1988, there was a total of 75 evaluations performed by either the
operating engineers or the A<.istant Superintendent of Operations for the
approximately 50 operatinc crew personnel. In 1989, there was a total of
68 evaluations performeZ by either the operating engineers or the
Assistant Superintendent of Operations for the approximately 50 operating
crew personnel. The inspector reviewed the 1989 records for 16 operating
crew personnel, Of these 16 operating crew personnel, there was no
evidence of evaluations performed by the operating engineers for

3 individuals, and & total of 18 evaluations had been performed on the
remaining 13 individuals,

In addition, there were 11 evaluations of the operating crews performed
between April 1990 and September 1990 by either the operating engineers,
the Director of Performance Improvement, or the Assistant Superintendent
of Operations. These evaluations were performed through the Line
Hanagement Evaluation Program to monitor the operating crews in either
the simulator, classroom, or job-performance-measures,

Based on the above information, this allegation is substantiated in that
the Operating Engineers were not evaluating the operating crews in the
simulator on the quarterly frequency as suggested in ZAP No. 1-51-1,
Revision 13; however, because of the additional evaluations performed by
the Assistant Superintendent of Operators and the Director of Performance
Improvement, the safety significance was minimal, with the evaluation
program's objectives being met. The duties of the Operating Engineers
(per ZAP Mo, 1-51-1, Revision 13) were beyond that which was required by
the Station Quality Assurance Manual and the Final Safety Analysis Report.
In addition, the performance of the operating crews were constantly
gv?luated by the simulator instructors every time simulator classes were
eld.



Category C: Failure to assure required attendance at training classes

To monitor and ensure required attendance at training classes, the
Training Department submits a Weekly Training Attendance report to the
station manager. This report tracked attendance at training sossions
1nvolv1ng licensed operators, non-licensed operators, fuel handling,
initial license training, maintenance, support services, chemistry
technicians, radiation technicians, and initial equipment attendants,

The inspector reviewed several Weekly Training Attendance reports. These
reports indicated that personnel missed scheduled training classes for
reasons ranging from vacation days and sick days, to jury duty, union
duties, assignment to teach other classes, or "other departmental duties."
The reports also indicated that attendance was not a problem in the areas
tracked except for licensed operator training.

The licensed operators at Zion are divided into & shifts for training
purposes. Each shift attends one week of training in a five week
training cycle. These five week training cycles occur 10 times
throu?hout the year to meet the requirements of the licensed operator
requalification program and other training needs,

A review of attendance records for licensed operator training during
Cycles 3 through 8 (April 2, 1990 through October 26, 1990) indicated
tiiat although scheduled training sessions may be missed, the operators
usually rescheduled the training session or received the make-up packages
and quizzes covering the missed training session., The following table
summarizes the attendance records.

No. Lic.Opers,

missed at No. Lic. Opers No. Lic. Opers.

Cycle No. Lic., least 1 day missed 2 days missed 3 or more
3 83 11 0 0

a 83 24 5 0

5 81 el 6 4

6 88 22

7 88 14

8 88 15

A1l licensed operators, who missed scheduled training sessions as noted
above, received the meke-up packages except for 2 individuals in Cycle 3
and 1 individual in Cycle 5, In csubsequent communications with the
licensee (via teleconference on November 14, 1990), it indicated that
these three individuals had received the make-up packages. However, an
individual receiving a make-up package does not benefit from the pertinent
discussions and valuable insight provided by other licensed operators
during the course of formal training sessions; therefore, all efforts
should be placed in attending scheduled training sessions,
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ATTACHMENT

ALLEGATIONS TNVOLVING ZION ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

The following 1ist of 47 allegations were categorized into these five areas:

A. Inadecuate QC review of procedures

Failure to monitor the conduct of licensed operator training
Failure to assure required attendance at training classes
Improper management overview of training

Miscellaneous

mooo™

Allegations 1 through 45 refer to ZAP 1-51-1, Revision 13.
ZAP 1-51-1, REVISION 13

1. No information provided concerning the Accounting Supervisor.
-Classified as allegation category A,
2. No information provided concerning the Management Information Systems
(MIS) Supervisor.
-Classified as allegation category A,

Station Manager Responsibilities

3. Inaccurate since Phase 111 is compiete.
-Classified as allegation category A.

4, Inaccurate since Phase IV is complete.
-Classified as allegation category A,

5. ldentify Training Needs
-Classified as allegation category D.

6. Enforce Attendance of scheduled training sessions
-Classified as allegation category C.

7. Accountable to Plan for Excellence in Nuclear Operation
-Classified as allegation category E,

Production Superintendent

8. Authorizing approved modifications to the Station after the issuance
of an Operating License and completion of pre-operational testing
-Classified as allegation category A,

9, Forwarding requests for modifications t. the Project Manager for
transmittal to the Nuclear Engineering Department
-Classified as allegation category E.

10, Accountable to the Plan for Excellence in Nuclear Operation
~-Classified as allegation category E.

Assistant Superintendent of Operating
11, Conduct of training 1s monitored in various training settings
-Classified as allegation category D.
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12,
13.

Operating Engineers
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Simulator, Lab, and On-the-Job (0JT) Training guides
-Classified as allegation category U,

Accountable to Plan for Excellence in Nuclear Operation
-Classified ac allegation category E.

' eger questioned "What about other systems as: Communications, HVAC,

15,
16.

17,

Fire Protection, Containment Seals, Civil/Structural

~-Classified as allegation category E.

Monitoring the conduct of training for Operations Personnel

-Clacsified as allegation category B,

Evaluating each crew's performance at least quarterly to provide timely
direct feedback to the crew and instructors, thus ensuring the
meintenance and reinforcement of Operator Performance Standards
-Classified as allegation category 8.

Accountable to Plan for Excellence in Nuclear Operation

-Classified as allegation category E.

shift Engineer
‘ e Station Operating License, The Station Operating License

-Classified as allegation category A,

Work Planning Assistant Superintendent

19,
20,

Co-ordinating and administering the execution of station outages

-Classified a< allegation category T
Alleger asked "Does this include forced outages?"
-Classified as allegation category E.

Assistant Superintendent of Maintenance

tEnsures conduct of training 1s monitored in various settings

Assigns Maintenance personnel to training advisory committees, trainee

21,
-Classified as allegation category D.

22,
performance review boards, and qualifications boards.
~-Classified as allegation category D.

23,

Accountable to Plan for Excellence in Nuclear Operation
-Classified as allegation category E.

Master Instrument Mechanic

ﬂ.

Initiating requisitions for the ~rocurement of instruments and parts from
vendors and services from contractors,
-Classified as allegation category E.

Master Electrician

25.

Rrranging for electrical maintenance work, and it's inspection, to be
pertormed
-Classified as allegation category E.

e



Technical Superintendent

26.

Ensures that content and conduct of training for his areas of
responsibility is monitored
~Classified as allegation category D.

Technical Staff Supervisor

27. Ensures that conduct of training is monitored in various training

28'

29.

30.

settings

-Classified as allegation category D.

Ensures that Department Training needs are identified to the Training

Department

~-Classified as allegation category D.

Assignment of appropriate Technical Staff Personnel to review Lab, and
On-the-Job (0JT) Training guides

-Classified as allegation zategory D.

Accountable to Plan for Excellence in Nuclear Operation

-Classified as allegation category E.

Chemistry Supervisor

31.

32.

33.
34,
a8,

36,

tnsures that Conduct of training is monitored in various training
settings

-Classified as allegation category D.

Ensures that Department Training needs are identified to the Training
Department

-Classified as allegation category D,

Recommends specific personnel for Assignment to training duties
-Classificd as allegation category D.

Exercises control over the Training Program content

-Classified as allegation category D.

Assignment of approoriate Chemistry Department Personnel to review Lab,
and On-the-Job (0JT) Training guides

-Classified as allegation category D.

Accountable to Plan for Excellence in Nuclear Operation

~Classified as ailegation category E.

Health Physics supervisor

380

39.
40,
41.

Ensures that Conduct of training is monitored in various training
settings

~-Classified as allegation category D.

Ensures that Department Training needs are identified to the Training
Department

-Classified as allegation cate?ory D.

Recomr~nds specific personnel for Assignment to training duties

-Clas .fied as allegation category D.

Exercises control over the Training Program content

-Classified as allegation category D.

Assignment of appropriate Health Physics Personnel to review Lab, and
On-the-Job (OJTE Training guides

-Classified as allegation category D.
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