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Docke; No. 50-2.'5.0

Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation
ATTN: R. G. Smith

” Manager Nuclear Trammg
P. 0. Box 32
. Lycoming, New York 13093

Dear Mr Smlth " - "

SUBJ'ECT REQUALIFICATION INSPECTION MEETING

© The purpose of thlS letter is to confirm the meeting to be held'on February 9, 1993 at

12:30 p.m. in the Region I office, based on a telephone conversation between yourself and
Mr. R. Conte of my staff on January 19, 1993, The purpose of the meeting will be to
discuss the implementation of Temporary Instruction (TT) 2515/117, "Llcensed Operator

. Requahﬁcatlon Program Evaluation," at Nme Mile Point, Unit 1.

Enclosed is a copy.of TI 2515/117. You should be prepared to discuss plannmg for the
inspection at the meeting. ,

_ Should 'you have any questions regardmg this 1nformat10n, please contact Richard Conte at
(215) 337-5210.

oo Vmed B L

Lee H B_t"eqpauaen - ‘ . ‘

Lee H. Bettenhausen, Chief
Operations Branch
Division of Reactor Safety

#

g Enclosure: NRC Staff Temporary Instruction 2515/117
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" "R.G. Smith o -2

cc w/encl:

B. Ralph Sylvia, Executxve Vice President - Nuclear )

C. Terry, Vice President - Nuclear Engineering -

J. Perry, Vice President - Quality Assurance

'N. Carns, Vice President - Nuclear Generation

K. Dahiberg, Unit 1 Plant Manager . -

M. McCormick, Unit 2 Plant Manager

D. Greene, Manager, Licensing

J. Warden, New York Consumer Protecuon Branch

. G. Wilson, Senior Attorney’

M. Wetterhahn, Winston and Strawn

- Director, Energy & Water Division, Department of Public Service, State of New York-
C. Donaldson, Esquire, Assrstant Attomey General New York Department of Law .

K. Abraham, PAO (2) - .

Public Document Room (PDR)

Local Public Document Room (LPDR)

Nuclear Safety Information Center (NSIC)

' . NRC Resident Inspector

State of New York, SLO Designee
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UNITED STATES ‘.
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION | e

475 ALLENDALE ROAD
KING OF PRUSSIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19406-1415

NRC INSPECTION MANUAL o
-TEVFORARY INSTRICTION 2515/117

L ICENSED OPERATCR RECLAL IFICATICN PRIR‘M EVALl:ATIG\l

: SALP FUNCTIONAL AREA: PL/NI' G’E’ATICI\S

APPLICABILITY: Two requalification progrars each in Reglons I, 1, and 1i;
g one requalification progran each in Reglons v and V T

2515/117-01 GBJECTIVES

01.01 To.detemmine what level of-inspection or examination activity is required
to assess the adequacy of the facility licensee’s requal |f|cat|on progran for
-Licensed operators.

01.02 To verify that  the famllty licensee’s requalification progran for
licensed operators incorporates requirerents for both evaluating operator rmstery- 3
o(f) training objectives.and revnsmg program content in accordance with
1 CFR55

01.03 To assess the facility licensee’s effectiveness in evaluating and revusnng
the requalification_progran for licensed operators based on the operatlonal
performmance of licensed operators, including requalification exammatlons, as
requ:red by 10 CFR 55. - -

2515/117-02 BAL'J(GTJJ\D

SECY-92-100 infonmed the Cammission of inproverents the staff is considering for
the licensed operator requalification exanination program. Forerost arong these
was proposed ruleveking that would delete the requirerent for the NRC to examine
each licensed operator for purposes of license renenal. The rule change would
-allow the staff .to use its resources nmore efficiently by inspecting facility
requalification progrars instead of administering mdnvndual requalification
exaninations as requured by the regulatlons '

In the SECY paper, the staff noted ‘that it would develop a plan for conducting
performance-based inspections at each facility during each. systaratic assessrent
of ‘licensee perfonrance (SALP) cycle. It was also stated that the inspection
planwould include these three actions: (1) review selected written exaninations
and operating tests submitted by the facility licensee; (2) evaluate selected
written exaninations and operating tests by paral lel grading using NRC examiners;
and (3) review operational perfommance and either conduct an inspection of the
facility’s inmplarentation of the requalification training progranor admmster
an NRC-conducted requal |f|cat|on examination.
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The staff intends to conduct an inspection each year. Therefore, current
information regarding the adequacy- of the requalification progran can be
incorporated into the SALP report. It also alloas the staff the flexibility to
conduct any necessary follon-up inspections within the sare SALP cycle to develop

a nore carplete assessrent of the facility licensee’s inpleventation of its
requalification program. ~

This approach would al low the staff to allocate its resources efficiently based .

on the perfomance of each facility and to focus on evaluating the inplerentation
of facility requalification progrars. Itwould also allow the staff to pay nore
attention to those facilities having weaker requalification progrars, thereby
reducing the NRC’s regulatory impact at meny other facilities and increasing the
overall level of operational safety.

2515/117-03  INSPECTICN REQUIRBVENTS ("*" indicates—‘a minimum inspection_

requi rarent)
03.01 Planning_the_Scope_of_the_ lnspection 7
* a. Regional menagerent will detemine whether to conduct the basic

inspection, an augrented inspection or an NRC-administered
requalification examination. :

* b. Review recent events and evaluate test materials before the on-site visit
and detemine if significant concerns exist over operational safety.

1. Consult with HOLB if sarething other than the basic inspection is to
be accarplished.

03.02 In-Office Inspection Activities

* a. Assess the adequacy of selected facility licensee developed written and
: operating exaninations.

1. Analyze and cavpare the carprehension level tested on selected

written and operating examinations to be administered during the
period under review with the carprehension level tested on
exaninations adpinistered previously.

2. Detemmine whether an objective perfonrance standard is utilized for
selected camprehensive written and operating examinations.

3. Fog selected written exaninatic;ns, evaluate the exanination’s
ability to discriminate at the appropriate level.

4. ldentify severa! recent procedure revisions or plant nodifications
and review selected test iters to detemmine whether applicable
nodifications have been made to the question, Job Performmance
Measure (JAV) and simulator scenario banks. .

5. Verify that the RO and SRO questions on the written exanination
adequately sarple the iters stated in 10 CR 55.41 and 10 CFR 55.43
and that the operating examination adequately sarples the iters
stated in 10 CR 55.45.

6. Evaluate the quality and content of the written and operating
examinations.

2515/117 - ' L2 Issue Date: 12/23/92







03.03

Assess significant operator errors that have occurred since the last

inspection to detemnine if the errors may be a result of ineffective
tramlng Review pertinent infonration contained in:

1. Nbst recent SALP Report.

2. Recent examination and inspection reports (e.g., erergency
preparedness or EI-‘ inspections) related to operator training or
perfomance..

Resident inspector observations regarding operator performance.

4. LERs.

5. Other indications of potentially weak operator perfomance such as
TS violations, internal event reports, ECCS actuatlons, safety
system initiations, reactor scravs or trips.

Detemmine if the facility licensee has identified operator perfomence
deficiencies and incorporated them into the evaluation portion of the
training program by evaluating the informmation fram 03.02b above and
reviewing the facility licensee’s examinations.

On-Site Inspection Activities

Assess the adequacy of selected facil |ty licensee developed written and
operating examinations.

1. RevueN the sarple plan used by the facullty to construct

examinations.

2. Detemmine whether the construction of the examinations is in
" accordance with the facility’s sawple plan.

3. "Verify that the facility licensee has used lesson plans and learning
objectives for the requal ification programunder review to construct
the exaninations, as denoted in the facility’s sanle plan.

Assess the facility licensee’s effectiveness in conductmg written
examinations and operating tests to ensure .operator mastery of program
content.

1. Observe examination activities nost suited to the inspection goals.
2. Interview selected operators regarding recent examinations.

3. Detemine whether:

(a) 'The" exaninations are conducted as planned and -any errors in
adninistration are detected and corrected for subsequent
examinations.

(b) The facility licensee’s examination schedule fac:lltated
reducing undue operator stress.

(c) Crew and operator perfommance errors mede during simulator
evaluations are detected and adequately addressed by the
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‘facility evaluators.’

. (d) Any errors made by individual operators dur.ing the mlkthrwgh

" examinations are detected and adequately addressed by facility .

evaluators.

(e) Critiques , of operators and crens after the srrrulator
exanination are effective in denoting both strengths and
weaknesses and accurately appraise the observed perforrrance

(f) Manage'rent gurdance paral lels the actual conduct of testing as-
it was observed

(g) Current mdustry events applrcable to the facility are °

rncorporated into testing as approprlate _

(h) Facil |ty evaluators effectively |dent|fy rndrvrduals and.- crens
"requiring rerediation, and appropriately mdrcate when raroval
fran shift activities is warranted. .

* c.  Assess the facility. lrk:ensee s use of objective perfomrance standards

when conducting evaluations and critiques of operators and creas to -

determrne whether pass/fail decisions are made objectlvely

1. ,Revre/v written perfomance standards used for evaluatrons for
clarity and relevance. : .

’

2. Assess the facility evaluators’ use of per fonmance standards by-

- parallel grading selected written examinations and operating tests,
: including observing discussions regarding crew and operator .
perforrrance following the administration of simulator examinations.

3. {Determrne V\hether the perfomance standards are used consrstently
and objectlvely

4. Interview mstructors and’ trarnlng supervisors to determrne ‘their
understanding of the application of perfomrance standards.

'd. Evaluate the effectiveness of the licensee’s process for revising its
continuing- training progra'n to rrarntarn it up -to-date, mcludrng the use
of student feedback. . .

.. Verlfy that the facility llcensee has effective procedures in place

that al low the requalification program to adjust to changes in plant
design -and applicable procedures, changes in regulatory
requirerents, and the occurrence of plant or industry events. The
timeliness of progran revisions should be camrensurate with the
importance of the change or event.

2. . Evaluate the effectlveness of the I-icensee’s use of student
. feedback. r ‘

‘e.  Evaluate. the adequacy of the facility licensee’s process to train and
evaluate the licensed operator training staff.

* f. Assess the trarnlng conducted as a result of operator errors that have
"occurred since the last inspection to detennrne the effectrveness of "the
training.

2515/117 . - -4 - m - Issue Date: 12]23/92
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g. ‘Evaluate previously adnlnlstered reredial training to ensure it has
( adequately addressed Ircensed operator or crew performmance weaknesses.

h. VEvaluate the faci| ity’s process for rranaglng the requal |f|cat|on trammg
program to ensure carpliance with 10 CFR 55..

* i, Assess simulator performance and its fldelrty to the reference plant to

: " detemmine (if it is adequate to support the requalification program.
Assess the safety |rrpact of any negatrve ‘cralmng caused by simulator
inadequacies. . . .

* j. Evaluate the adequacy of adninistrative procedures that are in place that
ensure the integrity of examinations and tests. Observe ‘examination

activities and assess examination results for any .indications of © -

“examination carpramise.

. 2515/117-04 INSPECTICN GUIDANCE

General Gudance In order to assure public health' and safety, facil |ty | icensees
are required to maintain a continuous trarnmg program for NC l'icensed
individuals and operating creans. Each facility must have a program that meets
the requirements specified in 10 CFR 556.59. This regulation requires licensed
individuals to pass an annual operating test and a perrodlc ccrrprehensrvewrltten
_exanlnatlon The Conmission has specified that facility |icensees may utilize
a.systers approach to training (SAT) for developing and rrrplerrentrng this
training, in lieu of adhering to sare of the specific guidance in 10 CFR 55.59.

-

This instruction is intended to gurde the inspector in making an objectuve
determination that a facility |icensee’s progranprovides sufficient training and
evaluation of licensed individuals and crens to assure safe poner plant
operation. The inspector should be able to detemmine that the programwill
ident i fy poor or n"argmal ly performing individuals or creas.. The progran should
. also provide for appropriate reredial corrective actions. The inspector should
evaluate the facility licensee’s ability to.maintain the continuing tralmng
progran up-to-date, includi rng the use of licensed operator feedback .

-~

. Specific Guic_Jance . "
04.01 -Planning_the Scope_of_the_lnspection.

- The major portlon of the mspectron is to be conducted during the sare time as
the facility’s annual ‘operating test. The scope and content: of the mspectron
are to be detenmned as discussed below. .

The faci | |ty | icensee rmy not adninister a cm'prehensrvewr itten exanination each
year, so the mspectron effort may center around the operatmg tests only. The:
level of the inspection to be conducted (basic or augrented) is detemmined by the
regional managerent, taking into consideration such factors as operational
perfomance since the last inspection or NARC- conducted requalification
exanination, recent inspection or requalification examination results, current
SALP ratings in Plant Operations, the scope of the nost recent requal ification
program inspection, and the length of time since there was NRC partrcrpatlon in
developing and adnmlsterlng a facility’s requal |f|cat|on examination.

At Ieast every six years, the NRC intends to adnlmster all or part of a
facility’s requalification examination in accordance with .NREG-1021. This
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'alloz\s the staff to retain the exa'nmmg skllls required when conductmg a

requal ification examination and it validates the results of the mspectlon :
progess.

A The N=Cmay also choose to administer all or part of a facil ity’s requalification
examination for cause. The rationale for making this decision should-be based
.on potential training-and evaluation deficiencies that havemanifested thavselves
* through an inordinate nurber of licerisee events' involving operator errors.
" Inspection results, feedback fram the resident inspector, and other indicators
may also be sufficient justification for the staff to conduct’ the requal ification
“examination. Regional managarent should ‘consult with HOLB when oonsndermg
. adnlnlstermg a requalification exanination for cause.

*a.- thess the facility has had a recent history of operatlonally related

_events or its requalification progranwas evaluated as unsatisfactory

during itsmost recent requalification programevaluation, only the basic

- elerents of this Tl need be conducted. If the region is considering

conducl:tégg sarething other than a basic inspection, HOLB should be
consult g . '

* b, Review recent operatlonal ‘events and the test material sutmltted by the
licensee. Unless there is a consistent pattern of operational errors or
the test material is of such a poor quality that significant doubts exist
over the quality of the training provided such that the safe operation of
the facullty may be affected, the NRC shall not interfere with the
faci | ity’s requalification examination process by suggesting
modifications to test items or examination schedules. The facility

. should.be infomred of the staff’s concerns, but the staff shall not
dictate the content of the examination. |f safety concerns exist, the

. staff . should consider actions such as holding managerent meetings,
conducting operational evaluations, or issuing an order. HOLB should be
consuited to help determine an appropriate course of action. ’

04.b2 | -Offlce Insgectlon Actuvutles

*a. In order’ to adequately assess the exammatlons submitted by the licensee,
the mspector needs to refer to ‘the checklists in Appendix A for
’gundance NUREG/BR-0122 and NUREG-1021 also prov1de mfomatlon that is
useful in evaluatnng the adequacy of an examination.

The mspectors should contact -the resident inspectors, cognlzant
personnel fram. the Division of Reactor Projects and the NRR project
manager to ascertain any substantial procedure or systenmodifications
that should be incorporated into a continuing training program.

b. No specific guidance provided.

*c. Identified performance deficiencies may be best evaluated in various

" aspects of .the examination. ' Depending-on the sngmﬂcance of the

. deficiency, it may be appropriate to have each examination for each crew

contain test itevs to evaluate the effectiveness of the training. Also,

_facilities may make use of other methods to keep operators abreast of

areas where perfomance deficiencies may have occurred, such as required

. reading or night orders. Therefore, you may - have to verlfy sare of the
facility licensee’s actions on-site. (See 03.03e/04.03e) :

v
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04.08 Qn-Site Inspection Activities

*a.

In order to adequately assess the examinations submitted by the licensee,

the inspector needs to refer to the checklists in Appendix A for
guidance. N.RBG/BR-0122 and NREG-1021 also provide information that is
useful in evaluating the adequacy of an examination. Obtaining the
facility’s sawple plan in order to link conducted training with the test
iters is an inportant aspect of reviewing the content of the exammatlon

l\b specific guidance provided.

Questions that may be effective in ascertaining the tralners and
operators understanding of perfommance standards are:

‘1. Howv are perfomence standards used in conducting evaluations
~ fomulated?

2. How are the perfonvance standards used in conducting evaluations
camunicated to the evaluators? :

3. How are the perfommance standards used in conducting evaluations
camrunicated to |icensed operators?

4. How does traihing supervision assure that the perfomence standards
are effectively inplerented by the evaluators?

To evaluate the effectiveness of the facility’s use of student feedback,
the following activities will provide assistance:

1. Detemine who is responsible for obtaining student feedback and
carparing their understanding of their goals to the managerent
expectations of the program.

2. Reviewa representative sarple of the ‘student feedback to deterrm ne
whether the feedback can be traced to a subsequent rmdlflcatlon of
the requalification training. ‘

3. Evaluate the progran’s consideration of the caments and
reconrendations mede, and their inplerentation, if appropriate.
Determine if requalification progrannodifications are backlogged
and the cause. Detemmine whether progran- nodifications are
prioritized based on safety. Carpare these findings with managerent .
expectations.

4. Interviewa selection of trainers and operators to detemmine whether
they know of, use, and are satisfied with the system used to gather
and inplerent feedback.

VWhen evaluating the facullty licensee’s progran associated with
requal ification progran instructors, the inspector should ascertain if
the facility licensee has a policy or procedures detallmg how
instructors are trained and evaluated. Within these instructions there
should be requirevents for ravediation of poorly perfomming instructors.
The inspector should also review a sawpling of records docurenting

" periodic evaluation of requalification progran instructors.
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In order to assess the effectlveness of tramlng on previous operatlonal

"deficiencies that have been incorporated into.the program the mspector
should: .

1.7 lntervnew .an appropriate cross section of trainers, licensed
operators and non- licensed operators

2. V\hen possible, observe applicable classroan, smulator and JAM
mstructlon to assess the effectlveness of the ra'redlal tramlng

3. Review. lesson plans, reference naternals ‘and attendancen '

documntatlon to assess the effectiveness of the reredial training.

V\hen evaluatmg any reredlal training that has taken place, the inspector

- should:

1. - Select several exarples of operator and creN per fonmance weaknesses
snnce the last mspectnon ‘

actnons were inplerented by the licensee:

.3 Determme if the licensee confimed the effectlveness of the
‘ corrective actions at the carpletion of the retralnmg through an -

_.suitable evaluation rrethod

Evaluatlng hovwell a requal ification program is rmnaged and whether it
meets the requirerents of 10 CFR 55 is a substantial task that is best
accarpl ished by using the applicable elavents of NLREG-1220. When
concerns exist in this area, regional menagerent should consider whether
a training inspection (IP 41500) rray be an approprlate method to assess
the program. .

. It is not intended that a simulator mspectlon be perfonmmed, but rather

a record of discrepancies and a subjectlve evaluation. Carpleting a
simulator fidelity report, as contained in ES-501 of NREG-1021, is
sufficient and should be filed as part of the inspection report.

Determlmng whether the potential exists for carpramising the examination
is.a subjective assesstent on the part of the inspector. Honever, the
guidance belcwrray assist the inspector in this endeavor:

1. Review the facil ity’s administrative procedures that describe how to
- maintain integrity of- exanlnatnons

2. Review examination administration and results to determme if there
.is any- indication of examination carpramise.

3. " Interview responsible training departrrent menagers and instructors
to detemine nethods used for maintaining the - mtegruty of
requal ification exaninations. |f problems were noted in the past,
detemine what corrective.action(s) have been taken-to, precliude

~ future occurrences. A

4. Interview | icensed individuals to determine whether their perception

and knowledge of examination integrity’ is = consistent with
administrative procedures. .

»

<

'2. Detemmine whether the root cause was |dent|f|ed and if correctlve
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| 2515/117-05 REFORTING REUIRBVENIS  ~ .~ . ™"

Docurent mspectron findings in a routme mspectron report In addition to -
routine regional distribution, send a copy to the Director,.Division of Reactor
Controls and Huran Factors, the Chief, Operator Llcensmg Branch, the Chief, .
Human Factors Assessrent Branch, and all other regional Directors, Division of'
Reactor Safety (Division of Reactor Safety and Prolects in Region V).

In addition to the routine mspectron report the regron shall also provnde the
Director, Division of "Reactor Controls and Huven, Factors, a written summary of
the inspection team’s experiences in using the terporary instruction. This
summary should include information regarding the expenditure of hours as reported

. in the Regulatory’ Information Tracking System (RITS), any aspects of the

inspection that -should be evaluated for deletion, any items of concern that
should be included in the mspectlon, and any reco'm‘endatlons for rrrprovnng the
mspectron guidance..

~ 2515/117- OGCINPLEI'ICN SJ-EILE

There are to be eight mspectlons conducted usmg this terporary instruction.
This mcludes two inspections each in Regions I, 11, and 111 and one mspectlon
each in Regions IV and V. These mspectlons, |nclud|ng report writing and
“ surrrary feedback reportmg, should-be carpleted by the end of June 1993

2515/117 07 EXPIRATICN

“ Th|s tevporary instruction-is to ramain in effect until 12 months after the date
of issuance. At.that time, either a.revised Tl or an rnspectlon procedure (IP)
erI be issued. S

-~

K 2515/117-08 CONTACT 4
Ouestlons regardmg the technical aspects of this Tl should be addressed to the
Chief, Operator Licensing Branch, at 301-504-1031. .
2515/117709 STATISTICAL DATA REPCRTING . _

The direct inspection effort (DIE) for this TI should be reported agalnst .-

2515/117 for RITS data with an mspectlon procedure elerent (IPE) code of "SI"
(Safety lIssues Progran) .

| 2515/117-1om|Gn\ATu\G ORGANIZATICN INFORVATICN

J0.01 Organizational Responsibil lIy “The Operator Licensing Branch (HOLB/NRR)
: initiated this TI. . : .

10. 02 &gourge Estimate. In order to carplete the basic inspection
requirements, it is anticipated that two inspectors wi | |. spend four days
each on_site, for a total of 64 on-site inspection hours. Honever, sare

direct lnspectlon effort will be expended in reviewing licensee
examinations and test materials prior to going to the site. It is
expected that .this direct inspection effort in the office will take
. another 32 hours. Additional preparation effort, data analysis,
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rmnagerrent briefings,. follow-up actnvnty, travel and report wrltmg are
expected to encarpass another 100 hours. ‘lherefore, it is expected that

a total of 196 hours, of which nearly 50% is direct inspection effort
" (DIE), will be expended m conduct ing the basic inspection:

If a region chooses to do an augrented mspectlon at a specnflc plant,
the inspection may requure substantial ly nore time. It is antncupated_
that an additional six staff weeks may be required to evaluate on-going
training and testing activities. Therewould be a comensurate increase
- in the time spent on other aspects of the inspection, particularly
preparatlon, fol low-up, -and managarent ‘briefing activities. A total -
inspection effort of 544 hours is antucnpated with 304 of these hours
being DIE (256 of them on site.) .

10.03 Enfgrgm nt. Facility licensees are requured by 10 CFR 50.54(i- 1) to
. have in effect an ‘operator requalification program which nmust as a
. minimum, meet the requirerents of 10 CR 55.59(c). Honever, since the

Camnission may approve a program developed by using a systerms approach to
" training ‘in lieu of the requirerents of 10 CR 55.59(c) (2), (3), and

(4).,. any proposed -enforcerent action shall be forwarded to headquarters
for review before issuance. The checklists' in Appendix A are for the -
evaluation of. facility testing material -and are not necessarlly

_ requirerents of 10 CFR 55 59.

10.04 Other. IP 41500, "Training and Qual i fication Effectiveness” can be used..
to assess all aspects of the facility licensee’s continuing training
progran. This Tl focuses on the evaluation phase and can be augrented to

‘evaluate any other aspect of the program by using IP 41500. - .

2515/117-11 REFEE\[ES

10 CR 50.54 < -

10 CMR Part 55

Site Specific Techmcal Specuflcatuons Training

ASIH/AS 3.1, 1981, "Selectnon, Qualification, and Training of Personnel for

Nuclear Pon.er Plants

Regulatory Gu1de 1.8, Rev 2, "Qual |f|cat|on and Training of Personnel for NJcIear :

Poaer Plants.' '

NLREG-1021, "Operator Licensing Examiner- Standards. '

NREG-1220 Revision 1, "Training ReviewCriteria and Procedures

NJ{G/BB-O122 "Examniners’ Handbook for Developing Operator Llcensmg
Examinations”

Inspection Procedure 2515, "hllght-\/\bter Reactor lnspectlon Program - (beratlons

ase"
Inspection Procedure 41500, "Training and Qual lflcatlon Effectlveness

B\D
Enclosures:

Appendix A, "Checklists for !?valuating Facility Testing Material"l
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10.
11.

12.
13.

15.

| | APPROIXA T ) :
NRC Checkl} st for Open-Reference Test Iters

Does each test item have a docurented link to important Ilcensee

'tasks, K/As, and/or facility learning objectlves?

Is each: questlon operatlonally -oriented (i.e., .is there a

'correlatron betvxeen job derr'ends and test dgvands)? .

Is the questnon at Ieast at the- omprehensmn level of kncwledge? :
(See NUREG/BR-0122) E

Is the context of the -questions reallstlc and free of wmdoN
dressmg and back\/\ards logic?

v

.Does the-item requn re an approprlate use of references (i.e., use of
.analysis_skills or synthesis of infommation either to discern what

procedures were applicable or to consult.the procedures to obtain
the, ansv\er)? ' . .

Is the questlon a "direct Iook up ‘question? A "dnrect look-up

' question" is defined as a question that imrediately directs an

operator to a partrcular reference vxhere the ansmer is readily

. avai-lable.

Does the questlon possess a high K/A |rrportance factor (3 or
greater) for the job position? . .

Does the question appear to have the abllrty to dlscrlmlnate a
cmpetent operator fran one who is not? ,

Is the questlon approprlate for the written exanmatron and the
selected written exa'nlnatnon format (e.qg., short answer; multiple
choice)? . . o
Are there questions given in a static scenario setup that take
advantage of the simulator control' roam setting?

. Does any question have the potential of being a "double- jeopardy

question?

Is. the question clear, precise, and easy to read and understand?

) Does there appear to be only one correct answer to the question?

14. -

Does the questlon pose situations and. problers other than those
presented during- tralmng?

Does the question have a reasonable estimated response time?

-

« »
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APPB\DIX A

Job Perfom'ance Measure (JAvVl) Qual rty Checkl ist

‘Is the task supported by facility’s job task analysns? o

Is the task operational ly inportant (meets threshold crrterron of

s K/A 3 or as deterrmned by the facility)?: ) »
< Is the task deslgned as elther SO only, R.)/S@ or AO/FD/SR)? ]

Does each JAVI include:

Initial conditions

Initiating cues - -

References, including associated procedures

" Perfonmancé standards which are specific in that exact. control and

indication narenclature and criteria (switch position, meter
reading) are specified, even if these crlterla are not specnfled in

_the procedural step

. Systamn response cues in the perfomance standards that are carplete
‘and correct so that the examiner can properly cue the operator, if

asked

Staterents descrlbmg impor tant actlons or observatlons that should
be made by the operator .

Criteria for successful carpletion

Identification of- the critical steps and their associated
perfomance standards - :

"Validated time limits (average time alloned for carpletion)

- JAVs identified as time critical or not time critical by the
facility Operations Departrent: ot

Restrictions on the sequence of steps

2515/117, Appendix A A2 Issue Date: 12/23/92
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APPE\DIX A

Simulator Scenario Review Checkl ist

ive Attri

‘Does the scenario have clearly stated objectives?

Are the initial conditions real |st|c, in that sare equnment and/or”.’
instrurentation may be out of 'service, but |t does not cue crew into
expected events? .

Does the scenarlo consist rrostly of reiated events?

Does each event "description consnst of--

the pomt in the scenario when it is to be initiated ‘
the malfunction(s) that are entered to initiate the event
the syrptars/cues that will be visible to the crew

the expected operator actions (by shift position)

the event temination point

Is no rttire than one non-mechanistic failure (e.g., pipe- break)
incorporated into the scenariowithout a credible precedlng incident
such as a selsmlc event?

Are the events valid wuth regard to physics and thefm)dyna'nics?

Is the sequencmg/tlmnng of events reasonable and does it allow for
the exanination tean to obtain ccnplete evaluatuon results’
camrensurate with the scenario objectives? .

Has the_ simulator nmodel ing been altered?

Can each rating factor in each crew carpetency be evaluated?

Has the scenarno "been val idated?

’

CIf the sarrpllng plan lndlcates that the scenario was used for

training during the requalification cycle, has the facility

‘ evaluated V\hether it should berrodlfled or not used?

-
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APPENDIX A

Simulator Scenario Review Checklist (continued)

Note: The following criteria list scenario traits that are nurerical in nature.
A second set of nurbers indicates a range to be met for a set of two
scenarios. Therefore, to carplete this' part of the revne/v, the set of
scenarios must be available.

sant it |v A

12. Total malfunctions inserted: 4-8/10-14

13. Malfunctions that occur after BEOP entry: 1-4/3-6

14. Abnomal Events: 1-2/2-3 ~ °

15. Major Transients: 1-2/2-3

16. EOPs .used beyond primary scram response EOP: 1-3/3-5

17. EOP Contingency Procedures used: 0-3/1-3

18. Approximate scenario run time: 45-60 minutes (one scenarlo may
approach 90 minutes)

19. CrewCritical Tasks: 2-5/5-8

20. Are Technical Specifiqations exercised during the test?
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