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INDIAN POINT UNIT #3 
NRC ADMINISTERED EXAM REPORT 

18, JANUARY 1993 

Rerort Summary

Exam Sequence:

Number Examined 

Exam Results

19. Januar~y 1993 - Written Exam -The Part 'A' 
followed by the'Part 'B'.  

20. January 1993 -Operating Exam - 'Two (2) 
Simulator Evaluation Scenarios (SESs) and five 
(5) Job Performance Measures (JPMs).  

21. January 1993 - Exit Meeting 

Five (5) operators were examined: four (4) 
Sen ior Reactor Operators and one (1) Reactor 
Operator.

Written - All candidates satisfactory with an 
average of 96%.  

Operating - Both crews were satisfactory. All 
Critical Tasks were successfully completed.  

Individually, four .(4) were satisfactory and 
one (1) was unsatisfactory based on individual 
competenc'i 'es (provisions found in Attachment 5 
will be used for remediation).  

JPMs - All candidates were satisfactory with 
an average of 84%.  

Simulator Exam Summary- All Crew Critical 
Tasks (CCTs) associated with both Simulator 
Evaluation Scenarios (SESs) were completed 
satisfactorily. The crews associated with 
both scenarios have passed.  

All competencies were evaluated on an 
individual basis and it was determined that 
all but one (1) Senior Reactor Operator (SRO) 
passed. The individual who failed was the SRO 
for the second scenario.



INDIAN POINT UNIT *3 
NRC ADMINISTERED EXAM REPORT 

18, JANUARY 1993 

Attachment Summary

The following Attachments, provide the Indian Point 3 examination 
team's results of the examination process.

Attachment 1: 

Attachment 2: 

Attachment 3: 

Attachment 4: 

Attachment 5:

Simulator Crew Evaluations (SES-13) 

Simulator Crew Evaluations (SES-03) 

Written Examination results

JPM examination results 

Provisions for Remediation



ATTACHM1ENT 1 

2 Form ES-60 4-

SIMULATOR EXAMINATION SUMMARY SHEET

Crew Members SES-13 (Rev. 0)

N ame

SRO #1 

SRO #2 

-SRO #3 

RO 

SRO #-4.-

Overall crew rating on the simulator examination: or UNSAT 

Comments: The crew was given a SGTR with a failure of the MTG to trio 

requiring the MSIVs to be manually shut from the CCR.

Examiner Standards42 f49ev 7.X/2

ES-604

Pos it io n

ss 

STA 

S RO 

RO 

RO Rover

----------

Rey. 7. X/,X/'92 I42 of 49



0 Form ES-604-2

UNDERSTANDING OF PLANT/SYSTEMS RESPONSE 

Did the crew-

(a) locate and interpre t control room indicators correctly and efficiently to ascertain and verify the status/operation of, plant, systems?

3 

Each crew member 
located and 
interpreted 
instruments accurately 
and efficiently.

Some crew members 
committed minor errors 
in locating or 
interpreting 
instruments or 
displays. Some crew 
members required 
ass istance.

The crew members made 
serious omissions, 
delays, or errors in 
interpreting safety 
related parameters.

(b) demonstrate an understanding of the manner in which 'the Plant, s!Stemns, 
and components operate, including setpoints, interlocks, and automatic 
actions? 

~3 ) 2

Crew members 
demonstrated-thorough 
understanding of how 
systems and components 
operate.

The crew commiitted 
minor errors because 
of incomplete 
knowledge of the 
operation of-the 
system or component's 
operation. Some crew 
members required 
assistance.

Inadequate krnowledge 
of safety system or 
component operation 
resulted in serious 
mistakes or ir plant 
degradation,

(c) demonstrate an understanding of how their actions 
systems and plant conditions?

3 

AllI members understood 
the effect that 
actions or directives 
had on the plant and 
systems.

Actions or directives 
indicated minor 
inaccuracies in 
understanding by 
individuals, but the 
crew corrected the 
actions-.

Grade on understanding of the response of plant and sys

(or inaction) affected 

The crew appeared to 
act without knowledge 
of or with disregard 
for the effects on 
plant safety.  

tems: 'SAT or UNSAT

See Daze 43 comments

Examiner Standards 4 f4 e.7 ~;

ES- 604

Comments:

44 of 49 Rey. 7, X,*X,92



ES-604FomE602 

CONTROL BOARD OPERATIONS 

Did the crew--

(a ocate control s of f iciently -and accurately? 

3 .2 
Individual operators One or more operators located controls and hesitated or had indicators without difficulty in locating hesi'tation, controls.

(b) manipulate controls in 

3 

The crew manipulated 
Plant controls 
smoothly and 
maintained parameters 
within specified 
bounds.

The crew failed to 
locate controlhS), 
which Jeopardized 
system(s) important to 
safety.

an accurate and time .ly manner?

The crew demonstrated 
m inor shortcomings in 
manipulating controls, 
but recovered from 
errors without causing 
probl ems.

The crew made mistakes 
manipulating 
control(s) that causec 
safety systemn 
transients and rela-ed 
problems.

(c) -take manual control of automatic functions. when annn,.'2+

All operator .s took 
control..and smoothly 
operated automatic 
systems manually, 
without assistance, 
thereby averting 
adverse events.

2 

Some operators delayed 
or required prompting 
before overriding or 
operating automatic 
functions, but avoided 
plant transients where 
possible.

Grade on control board operations: 

Comments:

The crew faile: ~ 
manually control: 
automatic systems 
important to safety, 
even when ample t.'-e 
and indications 
existed.  

,( DTorUN. SAT

Examiner Standards 46o Rev. 7 , ::-

I P, 1W

46 of 49



ES-604
8 orm.ES-604-2

p CREW OPERATIONS 
(Continued) 

Did the crew members-

(d) use a team approach to problem solving and decision making by-sol iciting 
and incorporating relevant information from all crew member? Q 2
Crew members were 
involved in the 
problem solving 
process and the 
decision making 
process for effective 
team decision making.

At times,.crew members 
failed to get involved 
in the decision making 
process when they 
should have, 
detracting from the 
team oriented 
approach.

The crew was not 
Involved in making 
decision(s). The crew 
was divided over the 
scenario's progress 
and this behavior was 
counter-product ive.

Grade on crew operations:

Comments:. Crew did not isolate the SG in a timely manner.
SA ;or UNSAT

Crew did not
link the MTG trip, MSIV isolation and the MTG output breaker

indication.

Examner tanards48 o 49Rev. 7, XIXl92

indication. .

Examiner Standards 48 of 49



ATTACHME~4T 2 

Form ES-604-9

SIMULATOR EXAMINATION SUMMARY SHEET

Crew Members SES-03 (Rev. 0)

Name

SRO #2 

SRO #1 

SRO #4 

RO 

SRO '#3

Overall crew'rating on the simulator examination: ATor UNSAT 

Commnents: The crew was given a loss of heat sink with a loss of of fsite 

Dower and a loss of one safeguards bus. The SRO failed this SES on 

cornpetency. He lacked command and control of the event.

Examiner Standards 4 f4 e. xx9

ES -604 w

Posi ti on

STA 

S RO 

RO 

RO Rover

. 1W --- _m

Re,, '. I X1,9242 of 49



ES- 604 a Form E

UNDERSTANDING OF PLANT/SYSTEMS RESPONSE

Did the crew--

(a) locate and interpret control room indicators correctly and efficiently to 
ascertain and verify the status/operation of plant systems? 

3 2

Each crew member 
located and 
interpreted 
instruments accurately 
and efficiently.,

Some crew members 
CommIitted minor errors 
In locating or 
Interpreting 
instruments or 
displays. Some crew 
members required 
assi stance.

(b) demonstrate an understanding of the manner in which 
and components operate, including setpotnts, interlocks, 
actions?

The crew member 
serious ornissior 
delays, or erroT 
interpreting sai 
related paramet4

the plant, s~st 
and automatic

smade 
n S .  
rs in 
fety 
ers.  

:e S

3 

Crew members 
demonstrated thorough 
understanding of how 
systems and components 
operate.

The crew commnitted 
minor errors because 
of incomplete 
knowledge of the 
operation of-the 
system or component's 
operation. Some crew 
members required 
assistance.

I 

Inadequate kncwledge 
of safety system! cr 
component operation 
resulted in serious 
mistakes or in p1 art 
degradat ion.

(c) demonstrate an understanding of how their actions 
systems and plant conditions?

1 13 

All members understood 
the effect that 
actions or directives 
had on the plant and 
systems.

Actions or directives 
indicated minor 
inaccuracies in 
understanding by 
individuals, but the 
crew corrected the 
actions.

Grade on understanding of the response of plant and sys 

Conunents: See page 43 comments

(or Inaction) affect-ed 

The crew appeared to 
act without knowledge 
of or with disregard 
for-the effects on 
plant safety.  

tems: SATor UNSAT

Examiner Standards44o49R.7,X;2 A ey - 7 , X 'X,;^1244 of 49

S-604-2



ES-604 6form ES-604-2 

CONTROL BOARD OPERATIONS 

Did the crew--

() locate controls efficiently and accurately? 

3 .2 
Individual operators One or more operators located controls and hesitated or had indicators without difficulty in locating hesitation. controls.

(b) manipulate controls 

3 

The crew manipulated 
plant controls 
smoothly-and 
maintained parameters 
within specified 
bounds.

The crew failed to 
locate control(s), 
which Jeopardized 
system(s) important to 
safety.

in an accurate and timely manner?

The crew demonstrated 
minor shortcomings in 
manipulating controls, 
but recovered from 
errors without causing 
probl ems.

The crew made mistakes 
manipulating 
control(s) that caused 
safety systern 
transients and related 
Problems,

(0) take manual control of automatic functions, when appropriate?
-3

All operators took 
control and smoothly, 
operated automatic 
systems manually, 
without assistance, 
thereby averting 
adverse events.

Some Operators delayed 
or required prompting 
before overriding or 
operating automatic 
functions, but avoided 
Plant transients where 
possible.

Grade on control board operations: 
Comments: Good response to VCT levelfailure, but

The crew failed to 
manually control 
automatic systems 
important to safety, 
even when ample time and indications 
existed.  

SAT or UNSAT

fully understood by crew. The SRO appeared not to be fully aware of 

corrective ac-tions required to be taken.

Examiner Standards
46 o 49Rev. 7, X1*X/9246 of 49



ES-604

Did the' crew members!--

8 Form ES-604-2 

CREW OPERATIONS 
(Continued)

(d) use a team approach to problem solving and decision making 
and incorporating relevant information from all crew member? 

3 2)

by soliciting

Crew members were 
involved in the 
Problem solving 
process and the 
decision making 
process for effective 
team decision maiking.

At times, crew members 
failed to get involved 
in the decision making 
process when they 
should have, 
detracting from the 
team oriented 
approach.

The crew was not 
involved in making 
decision(s). The crew 
was divided over the 
scenario's progress 
and this behavior was 
counter-productiye..

Grade on crew operations: 

Coments: Although th

SATIo UNSAT 
e crew completed necessary action, the recovery was

disjointed since the. SRO did not take command and control and allowed the 

crew to do what it seemed it wanted to do without direction..

Examner tanards48 o 49Rev. 7, X/x 92

. r

Examiner Standards 48 of 49
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ATTACHMENT 3 

INDIAN POINT UNIT #3 
NRC ADMINISTERED EXAM REPORT 

i8, JANUARY 1993 

Written Examination Evaluation Summnarv

A review 'of the written section (Parts 'A' and 'B') for the 1993 
NRC Administered Exam has identified no significant individual 
weaknesses. It is important to note that no significant generic 
weakness has been found in any LRQ topic or task either. There 
are, however, minor problems with 4 Part 'B' and 2 -Part 'A' 
questions that were missed by at least one operator, 

An analysis of the 4 Part 'B' questions identified the following:

LIC-EOP-lO. 1.2.

LIC-EDS-6.1.6.

LIC-IXC-13 .1.6.16 

NRC-IXC-05 (NIS).

1/5 operators missed this ATWS-related 
question. This was an interpretation problem 
by the operator and the question is being 
reviewed for format error.  

1/5 operators missed this SI-loading question.  
This topic is scheduled in the 1993 LRQ 
training cycle.  

1/5 operators missed -this SI-loading question.  
This topic. is scheduled in the 1993 LRQ 
training cycle.  

2/5 operators missed this Instrument Bus 
question. This topic has been scheduled into 
the LRQ training cycle for 1993.



ATTACHMENT 3

-INDIAN POINT UNIT #3 
NRC ADMINISTERED EXAM REPORT 

18, JANUARY 1993' 

Written Examination Evaluation Summary

An analysis of the 2 Part 'A' qu estions identified the following:

Static Question A-05-05 1/5 operators missed this transfer to 
cold-leg recirc question. This topic is 
scheduled in the 1993 LRQ training cycle.

Static Question A-05-07 1/5 operators missed this Containment
Spray pump. operation question. This 
topic is scheduled in the 1993 LRQ 
training cycle.

The attached tables may be used to examine a test question or exam 
category. These tables are as-follows:

Table I 

Tables Iha/b

Individual section and overall exam averages for 
the written exam.  

Respective question analysis of the SRO/RO Part 'B' 
exam results.

Tabl IIIPart 'A' question analysis results.Table III



0
ATTACHMENT 3

INDIAN POINT UNIT #3 
NRC ADMINISTERED EXAM REPORT 

181 JANUARY 1993 

Table I -Overall Results

POO 

SRO 
SRO 
SRO 
SRO 
RO

PART 'A' PART 'B' TOTAL

10/10 
10/10 
09/10 
09/10 
10/10

AVG OVRALL 96%

22/25 
25/25 
24/25 
24/25 
25/25

96%

3 2/35 
35/35 
3 3/35 
3 3/35 
35/35

Table Iha - Part OB' (SRO)

NAME 0 102 0304 0506 0708 09 101112 1314 1516 17 1819 202122 23 24 25 TOTAL 

SRO #1 XX X 22/25

.SRO #2 25/25

SRO #3 X 24/25 

SRO #4 X 24/25 

# Questions Missed 0 0 0006001 00 0 00 0010 10 0 100 02 0 

Table Ib -Part 'B' (RO) 

NAME 0102 03 0405 060708 091011 12 1314 1516 1718 19 202122 23 2425 TOTAL 

RO 25/25 

# Questions Missed 0 0 0 0 00 0 00 0 00 0 00 0 00 0 00 0 00 0

0

GRADE 

91.4% 
100% 

94 .3% 

94.3% 
100%

96%



0
ATTACHMENT 3.

INDIAN POINT UNIT #3 
NRC ADMINISTERED EXAM REPORT 

18, JANUARY 1993 

Table III -Part 'A,

SRO RO 

01 02 030405 06 0708 09 10OTOTAL 01 02 0304 050607 08 0910 TOTAL 

10/10

10/10 

09/10 

09/10

10(10

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NAME 

SRO #1

SRO #2 

SRO #3 

SRO #4 

RO 

# Questions 
Missed

0 0 0 11 00 00 0



ATTACHMENT 4

INDIAN POINT UNIT #3 
NRC ADKINISTERED EXAM REPORT 

18r, JANUARY 1993 

JPM Results 

A weakness has been identified in our "Alternate-Path" formatted 
JPMs. 3 of the 5 candidates incorrectly performed the "Alternate
Path" JPM. An analysis of this indicates' a possible weakness. in 
operator's abilities to perform all Immediate Operator Actions as 
the EOPs without the aid of the procedure. This-will, therefore, 
be implemented into the LRQ cycle for 1993. Along with training of 
the Immediate Operator Actions,-all "Alternate-Path" JPMs will be 
covered during the "Diagnostics/Teamwork" portions of the 1993 LRQ 
training.  

The one other JPM that was missed was a result of misreading the 
procedure. The operator was counseled on the use of procedures and 
the importance of procedural compliance. This was an isolated 
event and has not been d emonstrated to be a gene ric weakness.  

POS JPMs PASSED GRADE 

SRO #1 4/5 80% 

SRO #2 .4/5 80% 

SRO #3 4/5 80% 

SRO #4 5/5 100%

4/5 1 80%



ATTACHMENT 4 

INDIAN POINT UNIT #3 
NRC ADMINISTERED EXAM REPORT 

181 JANUARY 1993 

Provisions for Remediation 

The SRO who failed the Simulator E valuation Scenario (SES) based on 
his individual competencies has been removed from watchstanding 
duties until satisfactory completion of his remediation.  

His remediation will consist of the following: 

1. Nine (9) weeks of Emergency Operating Procedure (EOP) 
training from 08, February through 18, June 1993. The 
training will consist of four (4) hours classroom and 
four (4) hours simulator training each day.  

2. One (1) week Management Training with instruction in 
Leadership and Assertiveness. The goal is to have h 'im 
act as team leader and be more assertive in his command 

adcontrol role as the shift SRO.  

3. Provide consultation to assist him in the realization of 
his shortcomings and assist in his reintroduction to his 
crew.  

This remediation will be considered satisfactory when: 

1. The candidate has achieved a pass evaluation in the EOP 
final exam 

2. The candidate has achieved satisfactory evaluations on 
all competencies when given two (2) Simulator Evaluation 
Scenarios.


