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Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power 2
Company

programs for non+licensed staff, Clinton had provided other commitments to NRC
for a training program for non=licensed personnel. Accordingly, no changes
were made to the Clinton training program for non-licensed personnel as a
result of the amendment issued. However, based on the guestion you raised, the
necessity for any additional action related to clarifying the Clinton Technical
Specifications will be evaluated by the NRC,

Based on the issues and evaluation as discussed above, the violation stands.
The basis supporting this citation 1s consistent with the long-standing
regulatory position on training and retraining; thus, the issuance of this NOV
does not constitute a backfit. Therefore, your request for withdrawal of

the proposed violation is denied.

The corrective actions specified in your January 24, 1990, letter have been
reviewed and determined to be acceptable. | regret that we were unable to
provide a more expeditious response. No response to this letter is necessary,
however, 1f you have any additional questions, please feel free to call me.

Your cooperation with us 1s appreciated.

Sincerely,
“Bned By:
CO{)[)‘N 'm
ﬁ&ﬁ* Malcolm R, Knapp, Director
v Division of Radiation Safety and
Safeguards

. Romberg, Vice President, Nuclear Operations

. Stetz, Station Director

. Nordquist, Director of Quality Services

. Kazich, Manager, Generation Facilities Licensing
Scace, Station Director, Millstone

Gerald Garfield, Esquire

Public Document Room (PDR)

Local Public Document Room (LPDR)

Nuclear Safety Information Center (NSIC)

NRC Resident Inspector

State of “onnecticut
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January 24, 1990

B13437
Re: 10 CFR 2,201
Mr. Ronald R. Bellamy, Chief
Facilities Radiological Safety
and Safeguards Branch
Division of Radiation Safety and Safeguards
U.S. tuclear Regulatory Commission
476 Allendale Road
King of Prussia, PA 19406

Dear ™Mr, Bellamy:

Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Company
Inspection Report No. 50-213/89-22

On Uecember 12, 1989,(1) the NRC Staff transmitted to Connecticut Yankee
Atomic Power Company (CYAPCO) Inspection Report No. §0-213/89-22. As dis-
cussed in the Inspec.ion Report, the NRC Staff identified one Violation to
Technical Specification 6 4.1 regarding a health physics training requirement.

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, and in accordance with the instructions contained in
the Inspaction Report, CYAPCO hereby provides the attached information
(Attachment 1) in resnonse to the Notice of Violation ciied in Appendix A of
the Inspection Report. Per a telephone conversation with Region I Staff, a
two-week extension until January 25, 1990, for the respons> to the notice of
violation was granted,

We trust you find the attached information satisfactory.
Very truly yours,

CONNECTICUT YANKEE ATOMIC POWER COMPANY

cc: W, T. Russell, Region | Administrator
A. B. Wang, NRC Project Manager, Haddam Neck Plant
J. T. Shedlo ky, Senior Resident Inspector, Haddam Neck Plant
U.S. duclear Regulatory Commission, Document Control Desk

(1) R. R. Bellamy lett~r to €E. J. Mroczka, dated December 12, 1989,
“Inspection Repori No. 50-213/89-C2.
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Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Company

i Description of (folation

As a result of the inspection conducted on November 1317, 1989, and in

accordance with the "General Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC

ngo:g:Toﬂt Actins," 10 CFR 2, Appendix C, the following violation was
en es!

Technical Spe-ification 6.4.]1 requires the licensee to maintain a
retraining and replacement training program for the facility staff
in accordance with, in part, Sectfon 5.5 of ANSI N1B.1-1971. The
facility staff {s described in Technical Specification 6.2.2 and
Sec}}on 3.2 of the ANSI Standarc and includes the health physics
staff.

Contrary to the alove, the retraining and replacement training
program does not include the health physics staff.

This 1s a Severity Level IV violation,

2. Admission or Denial of Violation

Connecticut Yankee Atom'c Power Company (CYAPCO) contests the violation
as set forth in the Notice of Violation,

3. Reason for Denial

CYAPCGC has considered in detail the Notice of Violation issued on
December 12, 1989, ard concludes that Tecnnical Specification 6.4.] has
been misinterpreted. The Specification reads:

A retraining and replacement training program for the facility
staff shall be maintained under the direction of the Training
Cocrdinator assigned program responsibility and shall be in
accordance with Section §.5 of ANSI N18.1-197]1 and Appendix "A*
of 10 CFR Part 55,

An examination of the references cited in Technica! Specification 6.4.1
leads us to conclude that the focus of this Technical Specification is,
and has always been, licensed reactor operators. The subject of Appen-
dgix "A" was "Requalification Programs for '’:ensed Operators of Produc-
tion and Utilization Facilities" which quite clearly only applies to
Ticensed operators; hence, both standards ¢ .uld apply to operators only.
Section 5.5 of ANSI NI8.1-1971 taken literally can be interpreted as
applying more broadly to the entire on-site organization, but taken in
context of paragraph 5.5.1, describes an operator-oriented retraining
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rogram.  As such, both references ¢ the interpretation that
fcensed operstors are the subject of the deal Specification,

In support of our interpretation of Technical Specification 6.4.1, we
call your attention to License Amendment No. 19, approved Ffebruary 22,
1989, for Clinton Power Station, Unit 1. Section 6.4.) of their Techni-
ca) Specifications, prior to Amendment 19, read as follows:

A retraining and replacement training program for the unit
staff will be maintained under the direction of the Director--
Nuclear Training, shall meet or exceed the reguirements and
recommendations of Section §.5 of ANSI/ANS 3.1-1978 and Appen-
dix "A" of JOCFR Part 55, and the supplemental requiremenrts
specified in Sectifons A and C of Enclosure 1 of the March 28,
1980 NRC Tetter to all licensees, and shall include familiar-
fzation with relevant industry operational experience.

Amendment 19 changed Section 6.4.] to read:

A retraining and replacement training program for the unit
staff shall be maintained under the direction of the Manager--
Nuclear Training, »nd shall meet or exceed the reguirements of
10 CFR Part 55,

The Safety Ev*'ation Report (SER) prepared by the Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation in support of Amendment 19 contained the following
statements, "Specifications 6.3 and 6.4 are being revised to delete the
references to the old operator license requalification requirements and

uidance contained in Section 5.5 of ANSI/ANS 3.1-1978, the March 28,

980 letter issued by the NRC to al’ licensees, and the failiarization
with relevant {industry operatfona ..perience. This material can be
deleted from the Technical Specifications since the retained requirement
to comply with 10 CFR Part 55 is identical."”

Since the only remaining reference in the specification 1s 10CFRSS,
Operator's Licenses, it is clear that the original intent of the specifi-
cation was lTimited to licensed operators.

CYAPCO considers the Notice of Violation as an attempt to impose & new
interpretation of the definition of facility staff, as stated in Techni-
cal Specification 6.4.1. This is not in keeping with 10 CFR 50.109.
CYAPCO's interpretation of the susrject specification has been unchanged
thoughout the years, and we are unaware of any prior differing interpre-
tation on the part of the NRC.

With these considerations in mind we request the withdrawal of the
subject Notice of Violation. In the interest of eliminating any poten-
tial ambiguity for the future, we plan 1o seek an amendment similar to
that issued for Clinton as Amendment 19.
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These individuals oversee all aspects of their technical training pro-
grams and/or function as subject matter experts (SME). In the case of
the latter, they actually contribute directly to the development of
training material being presented in the classroom or during on-the-job
technical training sessions,

At Haddam Neck, as a result of our agreement with the union, on-the-
Job training evaluativ.. are performed by management personnel. This in
itself helps to maintain our ;vpervisory staff’s technica) knowledge.

Additionally, we require that our supervisory staff personnel remain
surrent in their respective technical areas. CYAPCO directly supports
their active participation in seminars, site visits, and industry meet-
ings sponsored by INPO, NRC, EEI, NUMARC, and local groups such as the
Electric Council of New England (ECNE). As an {llustration of our
commitment to retraining, attached Flo;so find a summary of the training
offered certain key supervisory/staff personne)l within the Health Physics
Department at Haddam Neck (Attachment 2).

A formalized program of initfal and continuing training applicable to
CYAPCO personnel not trained under accredited programs will be estab-
lished. As such, it is our intention to have in place a formal means of
fdentifying requisite training to be accomplished by all of our nuclear
?;saonnol. We expect to have this process fully implemented by July 1,

5. (orporate Assessments

Although not directly related to the subject Notice of Violation, Sec-
tion 4.0 of Inspection Report No., 50-213/89-22 referenced & statement
contained in Inspection Report No. 50 213/89-17 which expressed concern
by the Staff regarding the termination of corporate assessments of the
Haddam Neck site radiological controls program and activities. We wish
to advise you that this appraisal program has not been terminated.
Appraisals were deferred to the last quarter of 1989 due to attrition and
loss of key personnel. We hope you find this additional information
provides clarification to the Staff regarding our corporate assessment of
site radiolcgical controls programs and activities.



