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G. Buckely, Licensing Examiner, PNL
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Philip ' orrill, Chief
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The NRC administered a licensed operator requalification training program
evaluation at WNP-2 during the period of November 16-20,. 1992, per NUREG 1021,
Revision 6, "Operator Licensing Examiner Standards." The licensee's program
had been previously evaluated as unsatisfactory during the previous evaluation
in March 1991. Three crews of five operators. each were examined in the
simulator. All three crews passed.

Twelve .of these. operators were required to take a full individual examination
consisting of the written, simulator, and walkthrough portions. Three
operators were only required to take the simulator portion in order to fill
out the crew staffing. All twelve operators evaluated passed their individual
examinations.

On November 25, 1992 the WNP-2 licensed operator requalification training
program was determined to be satisfactory based on the evaluation results.
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- REPORT DETAILS

1. Examiners

T. Meadows, Chief Examiner, RV
H. Morgan, Licensing Examiner, PNL
K. Mikkelsen, Licensing Examiner, PNL
G. Buckely, Licensing Examiner, PNL

2. ersons Attendin the Exit Heetin on November 20 1992

RC:

Tom Meadows, Team Leader
L. Miller, Jr., Chief, Reactor Safety Branch
M. Morgan, Licensing Examiner, PNL
K. Hikkelsen, Licensing Examiner, PNL
G. Buckely, Licensing Examiner, PNL
B. Ang, Acting Senior Resident Inspector

Note: Mr. L. Vick, Senior Licensing Examiner, NRR/LOLB, was present
during the period of November 16-19, 1992.

Mr. P. Morrill, Chief Operations Section, RV, was present during
examination preparation week of October 26-30, 1992.

WPPSS:

L. Oxsen, Acting Managing Director
V. Parrish, Assistant Managing Director For Operations
G. Smith, Operations Division Manager
J. Baker, Plant Manager
W. Shaeffer, Operations Manager
H. Mann, Assistant Operations Manager
S. HcKay, Manager, Nuclear License Training
D. Kobus, Manager, Technical Training
M. Baird, Licensed Operator Requalification Training Supervisor
P. Taylor, Operations Liaison
J. Gearhart, guality Assurance Director
J. Engbarth, Administrative Auditor
J. Britton, Senior Media Coordinator
D. Williams, Nuclear Engineer (BPA)
G. Sorensen, Regulatory Programs Manager

3. est d str t o a d esu ts

~Bk d

The NRC scheduled a licensed operator requalification training program
evaluation at WNP-2 during the period of November 16-20, 1992, per NUREG

1021, Revision 6, "Operator Licensing Examiner Standards.". The
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licensee's program had been found unsatisfactory in March 1991. Three
crews of five operators were required for the examination. Due to
previous failures, twelve of these individuals were required to take a

'ullexamination consisting of the written, simulator, and walkthrough
tests. Three operators were only required to take the simulator portion
of the examination to fill out the crew staffing..

The Chief Examiner validated the written examinations in the Region V
Office on October 22, 1992. Two representatives of the licensee's staff
signed security agreements.

The operating test, Job Performance Measures. (JPMs), and simulator
scenario materials were validated by the examination team, on site,
during the period of October 26-30, 1992. Examination security was

'maintained in accordance with the Examiner Standards. Appropriate
licensee personnel signed security agreements.

h

The operating test consisted of two major portions:

The dynamic simulator test, using validated scenarios, and

The walkthrough test, including validated site specific JPMs and
=associated prescripted systems questions.

b. D namic Simulator Tests

Three crews of five operators each were examined in the simulator (six
senior reactor operators and nine reactor operators). A shift technical
advisor (STA) was also present for each crew. All of the crews were

'xaminedwith two separate sets of two scenarios over the period of
November 17-18, 1992. All three crews passed. However, one shift crew
exhibited command and control and communications deficiencies. This
crew's performance was adequate, .but marginal. The NRC identified two
operators from this crew that needed remedial training:

One reactor operator (RO) exhibited minor deficiencies in control
board operations and event diagnoses. In one scenario the RO

incorrectly operated the reactor feedwater system. In another
event, this RO did not recognize that a reactor recirculating pump
failed to trip as required. However, in both cases the crew
adequately mitigated the events, and the RO's errors did not have
significant consequences.

2. One senior reactor operator (SRO) exhibited command and control
difficulties. The SRO was marginal in his use of the emergency
operating procedures, requiring some assistance from other crew.
members. This individual was also marginal in his ability to
effectively dir ect and coordinate the RO's actions: He also had
some difficulty communicating with the rest of the crew.



The fa'cility evaluators made similar conclusions and the training
department proceeded to develop a formal remediation plan for .these two
operators, in accordance with licensee procedures. The Chief Examiner
asked the licensee for a copy of the plans. These were delivered at the
exit meeting after they were approved by the licensee's management. The
remediation training plans appeared adequate.

All fifteen operators evaluated passed the simulator examinations.

tLllkth 1 T t
Seven ROs and five SROs were administered walkthrough examinations
consisting of ten JPHs for each operator with associated prescripted
questions. The operators were organized in groups of fours and examined
with three separate JPH sets of ten JPHs each .over the period of
November 18-19, 1992. Fifty percent of the JPHs were performed in the
simulator. As required, four JPHs were conducted in the plant for each
operator.'ne JPH for each operator was conducted in the control room.

All twelve of the 'operators passed this portion of the examination.
Only three JPHs were missed out of the three JPH sets administered.

'owever,three out of the six ROs questioned regarding their ability to
use abnormal procedure PPH 4. 12.4.7, "Unintentional Entry Into the
Region of Core Instability, had difficulty,. These ROs had difficulty
with a question regarding operator actions following a single reactor
recirculating pump trip from 100X power.=- The expected immediate
response that should have been given was: "Scram the reactor."

The examiners expressed concern that the licensee's training program had
not adequately assessed operator retention of the training receiv'ed on
recent industry events. This issue's importance was elevated
considering the safety significance of the recent power oscillation
event at WNP-2. There was also further evidence that some operators
could not adequately recall training on other industry events during the
September 21-25, 1992 training inspection (see Inspection Report 50-
397/92-27).

The licensee acknowledged this concern and agreed to keep the NRC

appraised of the progress of the training enhancement efforts in this
area.

d. Written Tests

The examinations were administered on November 16, 1992 at the
licensee's Plant Support Facility (PSF) to seven ROs and five SROs. The
examination included a static simulator test consisting of two scenarios
and a classroom examination for each of the twelve operators examined.
This was the same group of operators that were administered the
walkthrough examinations discussed above. The examination's
administrative arrangements were satisfactory.
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At the conclusion of the examination, the Chief Examiner conducted
a'ostexamination, review with the licensee staff, in accordance, with the

. Examiner Standards. It was agreed that the examinations and keys
remained valid. However, during the examination, it was discovered that
question number six of static examination scenario number 0900 was
invalid. After the examinations, the deletion was documented on the
master examinations and the keys were then finalized. The deletion had
no impact on the overall results of the examination.

All of the operators passed this examination. However, question number
seven (SS25-08A) of static scenario number 2500 was missed by seven- of
the twelve operators, about 60X of the ROs and SROs that took the
written examination. The question dealt with the correct reactor
injection method to use given the plant emergency conditions set up by
the scenario: an unisolable reactor core isolation cooling (RCIC) system
steam line break with decreasing reactor level. This 'suggested that
there- may be some operator misunderstanding of the capabilities of
emergency. core cooling systems for this situation. However, the
examiners found no other evidence of generic weakness. The examiners
recommended that the licensee staff evaluate this apparent weakness.
The licensee staff agreed.

Pro ram Evaluation-
I

Overall, the licensee's program must meet the criteria of the Examiner
Standards to be considered satisfactory. The principal criteria (and
results) are listed below.

* Two-thirds of the crews must pass the simulator examination (the
passing rate was 100X),

At least 75X of the evaluated operators must individually pass the
examination (the passing rate was '1000),

* The facility grading must be as conservative as the NRC grading on
at least 90X of the pass/fail decisions for each section of the
examination (there was 100X agreement on the grading).

Furthermore, the NRC examiners found the facility evaluators to be
objective and perceptive in their evaluations. Followup questioning of
weak or unclear operator performance was timely and probing. The
facility licensee's program for maintaining examination security

.appeared good; The facility licensees program for maintenance and
tracking of operator licenses per 10 .CFR Part 55 was also found .to be
adequate.

The examiners observed that the overall, performance of the operators
appeared good. Ownership of crew performance was assumed by the shift
supervisory staff and facility management.

The facility's scenario bank was found to be of high quality. However,
the NRC examiners found the written examination bank questions were



often of poor quality. Some written examination questions lacked depth,
'ome, were subjective, and some contained more than one possible correct

answer. The licensee staff acknowledged these findings, and agreed that
their written questions needed improvement.

~Eit M ti
An exit meeting was held by the NRC examiners with representatives of
the licensee's staff on November 20, 1992 to discuss the NRC findings.

The licensee staff acknowledged the examination team's findings, and
indicated that steps were being taken in these areas to correct the
deficiencies. The remediation training plans for the two operators
found deficient in the simulator were submitted to the Chief Examiner
and'were determined to be adequate.
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SIHULATION FACILITY REPORT
Enclosure 2

Facility Licensee: Washington Public Power Supply-System (WNP-2)

Facility Docket No: 50-397

Operating Tests Administered on: November 17-19, 1992

This form is to be used only to report observations. These observations do
not constitute audit or inspection findings and are not, without further
verification and review, indicative of non-,compliance with 10 CFR 55..45(b).
These observations do not affect NRC certification or approval of the
simulation facility other than to provide information which may be used in
future evaluations. No licensee action is required in response to these

'bservations.

During the conduct of the simulator portion of the operating tests, the
following items were observed (if none, so state):

ITE

RHCS

DESCRIPTION

During scenario 3303, some of the RHCS lights burned out on
the apron section of the P-603 control board. Evaluators
had to cue intended system performance. This,had little
effect- on the overall scenario.

RPIS

02 Analyzer

General:

During scenario 4902, on the 4-rod display of P-603, the rod
position of one control rod incorrectly displayed the fully
withdrawn position as a "4" vice "48." This caused some =

initial confusion, but the CRO used the computer as a back-
up and then selected another rod to verify position. This
was treated as another instrument failure. It had little
impact on the scenario.

During scenario.2901, the division A "containment oxygen
analyzer pegged high. The examiners had maintenance come in
and tag it out of service, after giving appropriate cues.
There was no impact on the scenario.

The NRC examiner observed that the simulator usually
performed well if the scenarios were carefully prepared and
validated. The malfunction input is heavily dependent on
device override features (integrated system malfunctions are
lacking). Therefore, the simulator was manpower intensive
to operate and maintain. The core model was also old and

. outdated. Also, there were many control board features that
have not been updated to recent controller upgrades in the
actual control room (heater/drains, condensate, new RPV
level and pressure indicators, and some new containment

= parameter indications, etc...). The licensee has committed
to install a new simulator and has increased staffing to
support it.


