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Arcas Inspecied: A routine, announced safety inspection was conducted to review the
licensed and nonlicensed operator training programs. The inspection also focused on the
licensed operator requalification short term corrective actions and a follow-up on the findings
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Results: In general, the training administered to the licensed operators is conducive to safe
operation of the plant, The operations and training personnel have a good working
relatonship. Both departments have personne! with high levels of plant operacing
experience. The licensee satisfactorily completed the licensed operator requalificetion (1LOR)
program short term corrective actions, The licensee's corrective actions 10 make up
previously missed LOR training for 1991 is adequate.

One apparent violation was identified relating to ineffective management control of active and
inactive licensed operators (paragraph S.1, No. 333/91-26-01). There were two unresolved
items: (1) two licensed training instructors do not participate in all segments of the LOR
program (paragraph 5.2, No. 333/91-26-02), and (2) no significant progress was noted for a
DET inspection finding to have training instructors observe nonlicensed operators on plant
rounds (paragraph 5.3, No. 133/91-26-03).
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DETAILS

Persons Contacied
L1 New York Power Authority

* R, Converse, Resident Manager JAF
* R. Liseno, General Manager Operations
* R. Locy, Superintendent Operations
* D. Simpson, Training Manager
* F. Catella, Operations Training Supervisor
* D). Lindsay, General Manager Maintenance
* W, Flynn, Manager Nuclear Train‘ng and Support
1. Kerfien, NYPA Quality Assurance
B. Lawton, NYPA Quality Assurance
M. McMahon, NYPA Radiological Environmental Services
. Solini, NYPA Radiological Environmental Services

1.2 NRC Personnel

* L. Bettenhausen, Chief, Operations Branch
W. Cook, Senior Resident Inspector

* §. Hansell, Operations Engineer

* ], Caruso, Operations Engineer

The inspectors also contacted various senior reactor operators, reactor operators, and
members of the training staff during the course of this inspection.

*Denotes those present at the exit interview on Deceniber 6, 1991,
Purpose of Inspection

The purpose of the safety inspection was to determine the effectiveness of the waining
administered to licensed and nonlicensed operators.  This inspection had two
objectives. The first objective was to verify the effectiveness of the Emergency
Operating Procedure (EOP-3), "Failure 10 Scram" provedure training given to
licensed operators. The BOP-3 traning was commitment No. 6 in the Confirmatory
Action Letter (CAL) dated May 15, 1991, The second objective was to review the
administrative and record keeping requirements for the licensed and nonlicensed
training programs. Specifically, the NRC Diagnostic Evaluation Team (DET)
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inspection noted that licensed operators did not attend or make up segments of the
requalification training program.

Background

During the week of April 29, 1991, the NRC conducted a requalification program
evaluation at the James A. FitzPatrick Nuclear Power Station,  The evaluation
resulted in an unsatisfactory licensed operator requalification program.

A Confirmatory Action ! etter (CA'), No. 1-91-010, was iscued on May 15, 1991,
The CAL contained six short term and three long term corrective actions agreed upon
by the facility to correct the licensed operator requalificat'on (LOR) program
deficiencies.

The NRC conducted an evaluation to assess the adequacy of the facility's LOR
written exam process the week of June 10, 1991, The NRC staft concluded that the
unsatisfactory operator performance on the written examination conducted the week of
April 29, 1991, was due 10 weaknesses in the examination developinent process and
not due to a knowledge or ab... y weaknesses of nlant operating personnel,  The
Operator Evaluation Report No. 50-333/01-00 (O1) concluded that the NRC staff
verified that five of the six CAL short term corrective actions were completed
satisfactorily. The NRC determined that the corrective action for CAL commitment
No. 6 was incomplete due 10 the unsatisfactory crew performance during the dynamic
simulator evaluation on June 13, 1991, CAL commitment No. 6 was 1o provide
additional trining to all licensed operators in the use of BOP-3, "Fulure 1o Scram,”
emergency operating procedure. The crew's unsatisfactory simulator performance
indicated that training in the use of EOP-3 was not entirely effective.

An NRC Diagnostic Evaluation Team (DET) conducted an inspection the weeks of
September 16 - 27, and October 14 - 22, 1991, The DET mspection noted
deficiencies in the administration of operations training. First, hcensed operators
missed segments of the LOR piogram and did not make-up the training wathin the
time stated by the facility's training procedures.  Operations management was aware
of the missed LOR training, but did not act to correct the situation.  The facility
committed to have the licensed operators make up the missed training by

December 31, 1991, or restrict the individuals from performing licensed duties,
Second, the training instructors are required by the facility training procedure 1o
observe nonlicensed operators performing their plant rounds, The facility agreed 1o
have the training instructors make up the observation of nonlicensed operators
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4.0 EOP-3 Training Review g
Scope

The inspector reviewad the records for BOP-3 training administered 10 licensed
operators since the April 29, 1991, requalification exam. The venfication of adequate
FOP-3 training is the last short term corractive action required to close the CAL for
the LOR program. The inspector observed an operating crew perform an
unannounced anticipated transient without a scram (ATWS) simulator scenano oy a
part of their regularly scheduled training 1o determine the adequacy of the EOP3
training. The inspector reviewed the procedures for BOP-3 and Abnormal Operating
Procedure (AOP-3), "Backup Control Rod Insertion,” to determine of the format
provides clear, concise, and easy 1o use information to combat a failure 10 scram
event.

Findi

The inspector verified that the licensee provided BOP-3 training after the NRC LOR
exam team noted 4 veakness in the use of procedure EOP-3, The NRC operating
evaluation team noted additional weaknesses in the use of BOP-3 and AOP-34 (AOP-
34 s an abnormal operating procedure performed concurrently with EOP-3)
procedures.  The inspector verified that the licensee administered additional EOP- 3
and AOP-3 procedure training after the operator evaluations. The procedure traiming
was conducted in the simulator during LOR cyele RY1-€. 1 and consisted of vanous
failure 1o scram scenarios.

The inspector chserved an unannounced ATWS dynamic simulator scenario.  The |
scenanio was a failure of the reactor protection system (RPS) 1o fully insert all comro! |
rods, main turbine trip with bypass valve faillure and one stuck open safety relief |
valve, The success path was to initiate standby liquid control (SBLC) boron injection

system and insert control rods manually using the normal control rod drive (CRD)

system. The operator trying to insert control rods manually had difficuities using

AOP-34 1o determine and execute the most probable method 1o insert control rods

based on the plant indications, Procedure AOP-34 does not prioritize the five

methods available o insert control rads for different plant conditions and indications.

It took approximately ten minutes from the time the operator picked up procedure

AOP-34, until he started to insert control rodds into the reacior core.  The shift

supervisor (88) directed the initiation of SBLC pumps before the required torus water

temperature of 110°F, The boron injection and control rod insertion reduced reactor
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The inspector reviewed the Training Department Curniculum Status Report for
December 2, 1991, 10 determine the licensee's progress in making up missed
OR troining since the DET finding, The inspector noted that approximately
95% of the missed LOR training was completed as of December 2, 1991 A
process is 1 place to ensure the leeased operators complete the remaining
missed traini'g or restnet them from licensed duties, The inspector
determined that the licensee's progress in this area 1s appropriate and the
licensee's LOR curniculum status report should control missed LOR training in
the {uture. The number of licensed personnel who need to complete missed
training should not impact the safe operation of the plant.

The inspector reviewed the training records for the two heensed traiming
instructors.  The training instructors maintain inactive licenses and are only
required 1o participate in the continuing requalification tramning as stated in 10
CFR 55,59 and procedure 1TP-5 section 6.8.3.1. The inspecior reviewed the
1991 LOR ¢y six simulator training and noted that the two heensed training
instructors did not perform and were not eva'ated m the positions of a
hieensed SRO.  The two tramning instructors a e not listed as delinguent on the
December 2, 1991, training curriculum report.  The Heensee interpretation
woull' allow the two trainig instructorns 10 recoive credit for participation in
the simulator scenarios if the instructors were svaluators or operated the
simulator during the scenariao. The inspector noted that all hcensed personnel
must comply with the requalification training requirements of 10 CER 55 59
This item is untesolved and will be reviewed by NRC personnel on a future
inspection (333/91-2602).

Mitsed Noxl { T

The DET inspection also noted that the training nstructors are 10 observe
nonticensed operators performing their plant rovads. The inspector reviewed
the nonlicensed operator traning procedure TiF-10, "Training for Nonlicensed
Operators.”  Progedure I'TP-10 section 5.6.5 states that "once cach shift eycle
a nonlicensed operator wstractor shall complete a rounds walk-through with a
nnlicensed operator.  The purpose of dus walk-through is to standardize the
way rounds are performed.” The inspector reviewed the status of this DET
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inspection finding and noted no significant progress in this area.  The taining
superyisor stated that a nonlicensed instructor perfermed two partial rounds
observations of nonlicensed operators, but did not document the observation.
This item is unresolved and will be reviewed by NRC personnel on a future
inspection (333/91-26-03),

Keview of foitial Licensed Toaia

The inspector reviewed the records for the last initial license (replacement)
class completed in October 1990, The inspector reviewed the reactor operator
and senior reactor operator qualification cards for the five licensed operator
candidates. The review included documentation of the required time spent on
shift under instruction with a licensed operator, performance of the required
reactivity manipulations, and completion of the qualification cards. The
inspector determined that the licensee's control of replacement license
candidates was adequate and complied with the applicable regulations.

Conglusions

The training administered 10 the licensed operators 1s conducive to safe
operation of the plant. The operations and training personnel have a good
working relationship, Both departments have personnel with high levels of
plant operating experience. The licensee satisfactorily ~ompseted the .. censed
operator requalification (LOR) program short term corre tive actions, The
licensee's corrective actions to make up previously missed LOR training for
1991 is adequate. One apparent violation was identified relating to ineffective
management control of active and inactive licensed operators.  There were two
unresolved items: (1) two licensed training instructors do not participate in all
segme's of the LOR program, and (2) no significant progress was noted for &
DET inspection finding to have training instructors obhserve nonlicensed
operators on plant rounds,









