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AAMODT MOTION THAT THE HBEARING BE REOPELED
TO RECEIVE AND EXAMINE THE RESPONSES OF LICENSING CANDIDATES
TO THE HPI QUESTION

The %z-odts notion that the hearing be reopened to receive and examine
the respenses of the licensing candidates to a guestion on the October, 1981
SxC liceneing exarination concerning the opecators' actions prior to terminating
the Bigh Tressure Injection system at T™I-Unit 1. Since this knowledge on the
-art of the opcrators is ecsential to safe operation of the plant, the failure
of eleven of the thirty-one candidates to make a coirect response is significant.
The evidence of the incorrect responses was not supplied in time for the
Special Master to exzmine any of the candidates in the reopened hearing on
cheating. Since training and the content of the NRC examination were not
{csves in that proceeding, the examination of the candidates' responses may not
have been zppropriate. However, the issues raised by the incﬁrrect responses
are those that were to have been considered in the main hearing.. This new

evidence is clearly relevant to that proceeding and of sufficient weight for the

hearing to be reopened.
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Statistical analysis of the candidates'responses to the HPI.qhestion has
supgested that there is evidence relevant to the reopened hearing on cheating
as well., Of the seventeen candidates who took the A examination, eight failed

vhereas only three of the sixtcen candidates who took the B exanmination failed.
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covses: Fither the two groups coenstitute two wniverses, or a form of cheating

occurred. Since it is more reéasonable to z:sute that the operztors constitute

a single training universe, the logical explznation is that a forim of cheating

s fected the October licensing examination. In 1ight of the testinony on

Bicesber 10 of Mr. U, where Mr. U stated uncer cath that he, the moining of the

April licensing examination discussed his examination freely in the control room

with individuals vho were about to take the B exzmination, the mechanism for

chzating is zpparent. It shouvld further be noted that Mr. U testified that this

kind of dialogue was commonplace, and he did not consider it to be cheating.

Cne can reascnably zcsume that had the above-mentioned control room dialogue

(or other similar forms of information transferral) not occurred, lack of

wderstanding of the HPI question would have been even more vidsspread.

Failure to have irmparted necessary information concerning the HPI system

to the cezndidates for licensing is attributable to the TMI Training Department.

Fither the trzining pregram was inadequate, or the operators had attitudes

vhich precluded learning. 1In either case, the Training Department should have

been aware that the candidates were not properly prepared. The responsibility
of the Training Department in failing to properly prepare the candidates
concerning the HPI question should be determined through a hearing.

The hearing should also define criteria that can adequately measure the

proficiency of candidates for licensing. Of the eleven candidates who failed

the HPI question, eight had received passing grades on the licensing examination

and will be licensed by NRC. In areas of knowledge critical td the safe -

operation of the plant, 100% proficiency is not unreasonably stringent,

particularly for senior reactor operators. (A single SRO may be present

and in charge of the plant.) The refinement of criteria was the thrust of

Az-o0dt Contention 2, and the BPoard's conclusion (PID 264 ) that the contention
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The new evidence also YLrings into question the Toard's conclusions
concerning training in gencral. (PID, August 27, 1981). 1In the course of
the restart hearing, it was statistically denonstrated that the training
program was inadequate. After an intensive training program (OARP).'one—fourth
of the operators failed scome part of the final exe—ination (Kelly) and one-half
failed the Category T (TMI-2 events); af£§t a year of requalification training,
sixteen of 27 operators failed a rock of the XRC exarination (ATTS). The
\KC Staff znd Board response was to closc-off litigation in this area, asserting
that adequacy of the training progran would be determined by the results
cbtained on the NRC licensing examination. In view of the high failure rate
¢n the October licensing examination, a conclusion of inadequate training by
thé T4l Training Department must result. A hearing to determine the cause
of the inadequacy appears appropriate and necessary if the present Licensee
is 21lowed to continue to operate the TMI-1 plant and train operators.

The Licensee has placed on the record of the reopened hearing a new version
of their training program. This material was not subjected to crecss—-examination
as training was not an issuve of the reopened hearing. This material may very
well be used by parties to the proceeding to address the adequacy of training
through legal argument. Use of such unsupported documents could lead to a gross

distortion in findings of fact and conclusions of law.

For all of the above reasons, the reccrd of the hearing on the restart of
7MI-1 should be opened to enter and exzmine the responses of the candidates
for licensing to the questions on the October licensing emaminéz{;;, including
and specifically examining the responses to the HPI question. The relevance

H tion

e .
to the data/ totcﬁea §n§“ Praining, attitude and managerent should be considercd

In order not to segment the Board's consideration of these important issues,

the record of the hearing on cheating and the main hearing chould be consicered
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Leenestfully submitted,
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This is to certify that the above docu=ent, AAMODT MOTION TRAT TEE HEARING

BE RECPEINED TO RECEIVE AND zXAMINE TRE RESPONSES OF LICENSING CANDIDATES TO THE
EP1 QUESTION, hzs been served on the ecnclesed service list by depesit in

U. S. Mail, first class, this 21st day of December, 1981.
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