ENCLOSURE 1
U.sS. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSICN

REGION TV
Operator | fcensing Examination Peport: 60-482/0L 9001
Cperating License: NPF-42
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NRC administered recualificetion examinations to 15 senior reactor uperators (SRO)
and 7 resctor operators (RO) 1icensed to operate the WONOC facility, The

purpcse of these examinations was to evaluate the effectiveness of the WCNCC
requalificetion training program in meintaining the competency and currency of
11censed operators and to satisfy the requirement for renewsl of licenses of

the individuals examined, As a result, 3 reactor operators (2 on-shift and 1
staff) and & senior reactor operators (2 on-shift and 3 staff) failed the
examination, ¥ith fatlure of eight of twenty-two individuals, the requalification
training program wes evaluated as unsatisfactor: in accordance with NUREG-1021,
"Operator Licensing Exeminer Standards," Revision 6, Section 601,

Although the program did not meet the criterie of & satisfactory program based
on individual operator pertformance, NRC noted only minor deficiencies in test
items (written auestions, job performance measures, end dynamic simulator
scenarios) developed and subritted for preparation of the exaninations, These
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deficiencies have been discussed in deted) with members of the training staff
durire preparation and sdninistratior of the exaniretions. The evaluative
ability of the WCNOC training steff und the more restrictive pess/foil criteris
established by the facility was viewed by NRC to be positive and wes taken into
con:idorotion when corsidering consequences of the unsstisfactory program
evaluation,

A letter cortaining justification for continued operation and proposed changes
te operoting crews was provicded to NRC by WONOC management following the exit
meeting on November 2, 1990, The context of the Tetter wes presented at the
meeting.,

Because of the unsetisfactory program eveluation, op&rat1ng evaluations were
conducted on November 7 end B, 1990, 4n sccordence with NUREG.102), Revision 6,
ES«601, The purpose of these evaluetions was to determine 11 WONOC could
continue safe omeratiors with the reduced crew steffing end crew recorstitution
dictated by renoval from Vicensed duties of those individuals who had fatled
the requelifica fon examination, NRC concluded thet short term operetions
could continue but concurrence would be requirec 1f any substantia) chenge wes
made to the propos. o crew configuration,

On November 18, 1980, N0 w2ieived o request from WCNOC thet five of the
individuals who had failed the operating section of the requelificetion
examiration be given a reexamination for return to l1icersed duties with NRC
concurrence, Fased on documentation of the remedistion provided for each
individual en¢ a review of the proposed reexamiretion, NRC egreed to observe
the reexamination on November 21, 1990, As a result, concurrence was granted
to return four of the Tive individusls to Yicensed auty with the stipulation
that these individuals were subject to reevaluetion during ¢ NRC-administered
requalification examination prior to license renewal,

On December €, 1990, & management meeting was in the Region 1V office., The
Iicensee presented their root caute analysis end corrective actions to improve
tratning effectiveness, NRC concluded that the proposed actions appear to he
adequate to correct the tdentitied root causes.

Eased on the secuence of events since determining that WENOC's recuelificetion
program was unsatisfactory, NPC will evaluete your inplementaticn of proposed
corrective actions in three phates, FPhase one, NRC will conduct an inspection
of the traininc program early in 16561, FPhase two, following remediation of the
remainder of those who failed the examination, NRC reexeminations will be
sdministered Ly late April, 1991, Phase three, the requalification program
will be resudited in August, 1991, A minimurm of twelve licensed operetors (at
least three crews) who have not taken the NRC administered requalification
examination will be required for program reeveluation,



DETALLS
1. PERSONE EXAMINED
CREW  $KO RO
Feovelificetion Examinations: Pass » 5 10 4
Fail « O 5 3

¢¢ LYAMINERS

Jo M, Keeton, Chief Examiner
K. M, Kennedy

M, A, Satorius

V. F. Ernstes

Je E. Whittemore

2. EXAMINATION REPORT

Performence results for individual examinees are not included in this report
hecause exemination reports ave placed in the NRC Public Document Room as @

umtt:r ¢f course, Indiviaual performance resuits are not subject to public

disclosure.

3.1 bremination Materia)

Test itens for the written, sinulator, and walk-through examinations were
submitted to the NRC as prescribed by NUREG-1071, Operator Licensing Examiner
Stondards Section 601 (ES-601),

3.1.1 Writter Fxamination |tems

NEC noted only minor problems in written questions developed and subinitted for
preparation of the examinations, The facility written exam bank contained more
that the required number of questions. The majority of the questions submitted
were short answer questions rather than multiple choice or matching, During
exam prepavation, most of those questions that were chosen for the exarmination
were revised to multiple choice format a2lthough this was not recuired for this
exgmiretion, Only minor technical and construction errors were found during
review of the exemination tank, The problems found have been discussed in
detei] with members of the training staff durino preparation and administration
of the exeminations, The training staff ctated that they were in the process
of converting all items in the examination question benk to the objective
formet to meet the requirements of future Revision € examinations,

3.1.2 Job Performance Measures (JPMs)

The facility JPM bank contained more than the required number of JPMs, During
the preexamination review, all JPMs selected for the examination recuired some
modification prior to ute, The most notable changes required were to the
idertification of critica) steps and exeminer cues, Also, some of the post-



task auestions required replacement or revision, A1) deficiencies were
discussed 1n detat) with members of the training staff durino preexamination
snd examination activities,

NP noted that the facility 1s actively pursuine the use of JPMs for tratring,
The mechanier for flagging procedure rovisions and plant mocifications that
require changes to the JPMs appears to be an efficient process,

8,1.3 Uynamic Sinmuletor Scenarios

The scenarfos developed by the facility were sufficient for examination use,
Miror changes were made to enhance the evaluation effectiveness of some
scenarfos, Individua) simulator critice) tesks (15CTs) were mostly found to be
of h1gher order and onI{ kinimal chanoes were necessary, A1) changes were
mutually aoreed on by NKC and the facility training steff,

9.2 ;xgm1na§1gn ﬁgw1n1gtrg§1og

3.2.1 Nritten Fxaminations

kritten exaiinations were administered to 2¢ exeminees. Twou reactor operators
end one senfor reactor operetor failed the examination, Facility grading was
nore conservative than NRC grading and resulted in two sdditional failures that
were marginal NPC posses.

3.2.2 Plent Malkthrough Fxaminations

Plant walkthrough examinations were adninistered to 22 examinees in the form of
JPMs.,  Each exeminee performed 10 complete JPMs, A1) examinees passed the NRC
exanination, The NRC and facility agreed on the NRC grading but the facility
fo1led one examinee who was marginally passed by the NRC,

2,2.3 Dynsmic Simulator Examinations

Dynamic simulator examinatiors were administered to 22 examinees composing five
crews, P11 crews were passed by the NRC based on the NRC grading criteria, but
one crew was fatled by the fecility in accordance with their nore stringent
performance criteria,

The NRC failed five 1ndividuals on the simulator examinations basec on missed
or misperformed 15CTs, The facility grading was in agreement on all KRC
fatlures., The fecility evaluators Yailed two additional individuals based on
facility performance standards other than pre-identified 15CTs,

2,2.4 Observed Operator Performunce

3,0.4,1 Performance Weaknesses

Mthough the individual fatlures could not be attributed to a common cause, the
exeminers noted poor performance in severa)l arveas., These aress included



control board manipulation, event diagnosis and use of energency opereting
procedures, and basic knowiedge of system response and interaction, The
weakresses were not unigue to those individuals who fedled the examination as
others who marginally passed exhibited the same wegknesses,

Four of the five crews examined on the dynamic simulator had some difficulty
with manipulation of the steam genirator level control system and the steam
dump system, In al)l but one case, the crew was able to compensate for
individual error or krowledge gap exhibited by the operetor at the cortro)
board,

The difficuities with event diauncsis and use of emergency operating procedures
were observed curing the dynamic simulator evalvations and on the written
examinations, Agair, the difficulties did not appear to be unique to those who
feiled the examination, but were 11so evident to & lesser deoree for some of
those who passed the examinatione,

A common thread linkino the above cubservations and the written examirations was
the apperent incomplete understanding of system interactions. This could be
attributed to a lack of reinforced knowledge of systems and basic theory of
operation,

3.2.,4,2 Crew Communications

Communications effectivenes. and formality varied sionificently between crews,
Soime crews exhibited open ended commurnications, 1.e., failure to acknowledge
reports or to repeat back directives, This caused delays in performing
eppropriate corrective actions and caused confusion among crew menbers,

3.2,4,2 Emergency Plan lmplementation

Emergency action level classification and initia) emergency plan implementation
by senior operators was accurate and timely, The dynamic scenarios were
developed to provide 2 broad scope of emergency action levels required,

3,2.5 Observed Facility Evaluator Performance

Facility evaluator performance in all phases of the examinatiuns was
setisfactory, They exhibited minor deficiencies typical of indivicuals whose
normal job is training rather than evaluating, They were responsive and
effective in correcting deficiencies when pointed out by NRC eraminers,

3.2.6 [Examinee Stress
Facility evaluators appeared to be approprietely sensitive to examinee stress.

Adjustments were made to the schedule and administrative process when 1t was
apparent that exarinee stress could be reduced,
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Arrancenents were made to conduct operations evalustions on the week of
November 5, 1900, to evaluate the performance of a1 crews except the one crew
thet was passed by the NRC dntact on the initie) examinution,

3,6 Simulstion Facility Fidelity Report

The Simuletion Facility Fidelity Peport 4s Enclosure 2 of this document, There
were no notable simuletor deficiencies 1dentified on this visit,



ENCLOSURE 2
SIMULATION FACILITY FIDELITY REPORT

Cperator | icensing Fxemination Peport: 50-482/0L-50-01
Operating License: NPF<4?

Docket No: 50.46¢

Licensee: Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Corporation
Focility Neme: Wolf Creek Genersting Station

Exemination at: Wolf Creek Generating Stetion

Cxamiretions Corducted: October 22 through November ¢, 1990

Thit report does not constitute an audit or inspection and 1s not, without further
verificatior and review, indicative of non-compliance with 10 CFR 55,45(b),

These observations do not affect NRC certificetion or approval of the simulation
fect11ty other than to provide information which niay be used in future evaluations,
Ko Yicensee action 1s required in response to these observations,

During the conduct of the simulator portion of the operating tests identified
above, the following apparent performance and/or human factors discrepancies

were observed:

NONE
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NUCLEAR OPERATING CORPORATION
ﬁn A u;a'oy
Nudies Dpsrations

November 2, 1990
NO 00.0282

R. D. Mariin, Regional Administrator
V. §. Nuelear Regulatory Commission
Region 1V

611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
Arlington, TX 76011

Subject: Docket No. %0.482: NRC Licensed Operator Requalification
Evalustion Program

Dear Mr. Martin:

The purpose of this letter s to provide confirmation of the sctions being
taken by Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Corporation (WCNOC) as a result of the
NRC's licensed operator requalification program evaluation conducted during
the period October 22 through November 2, 1990, This letter was requested
by Mr. L. J. Callan, NRC, during » meeting on November 2, 1990,

Although the requalification program hae been determined by the NRC to be
unsatisfactory, the results of the WCNOG  examiners evaluations of the
written, walkthrough and simulator examinations were consistent with or more
conservative than, the NRC examiners eveluations, WCNOC's  conservative
applicatior of the examination standards provides a high degres of
confidence that WCNOC examiners bre capable of effectively fvalusting
licented operators,

All licensed operatore and Crews examined, remediated, and re-examined
during this requalification cycle were evalusted by the same group of WCNOC
examiners with the same degree of conservatism, Eased on the examination
resulte, WCNOC has temporarily eliminated one shift crew and {s establishing
& five shift rotation. The composition of four crews will remain the sAme,
The f£ifth crew s being reconstituted from two existing crews. All of the
individuals chosen for this fifth crew successfully passed the NRC
administered requalification examinetion, In order to ensure that those
individuals can sefely operate as @ team, they will be given a dynamic
simulator examination prior to serving as a crew in the plant, This
examination will consist of two scenarios evaluated by WONOC examiners and
the Manager Operations, in addition, to support the above shift rotation,
WCNOC (s delaying resumption of the college program, This will allow the
most experienced individuals to ramain on ehift. Tha above provides
Assurance that shift crews Can continue to operate WCGE in a safe and
responeible manner.
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PO uuau/auwnbmttllul/PNmnmmevuualh



B 316 364 883 EXECUTIVE OFCS

NO 900282
Page 2

the individuale that require re-examinstion will not be returned to control
room watch standing sctivities without NRC concurrence.

It is WONOC's understanding that the NRC examiners will return the week of
November 5, 1990 to confirm the performance of WONOC's opersting crews.

WCNOC will perform & critical self-assessment of the licensed operstor
requalification program to identify the root cause of the examination
failures, The resulte of this self-sssessment will fdentify the corrective
actions required to restore the requalification program to & satinfactory
stetus. A management mesting to discuss the results of this self.-assessment
will be scheduled with members of your staff in late November or early
December

1£ you have any questions concerning this matter, please contact me or
Mr. H. X. Chernoff of my etaff.

Very truly yours,

John A. Bailey
Vice President
Nuclear Operations

JAB/ jra

¢ct A, T, Howell (NRC)
D. V., Pickett (NRC)
M. E, Skow (NRC)
Document Control Desk (NRC)

er



ENCLOSURE 4

OPERATIONS EVALUATION SUMMARY
Wolf Creek Generating Station

On November ¢, 1990, NRC determined that the Wolf Creek Nuclear Operatine
Corporation roqua1141cation training prooram was unsetisfactory based on
fetlure of B of 20 indivicue)s during the NRC administered recuelification
examinztions conducted during the previcus two weeks.

Because of the unsetisfactory requalificetion program evaluation, operating
eveluations were conducted on November 7 and 8, 1000, 1n accordance with NUREG.
1021, Revision 6, £S«601, The purpose of these eveluations wes to determine {f
NCN05 could continue safe operations with the proposed crew reconstitution
dictated by removel from licensed duties those individuals who had failed the
requelification exemination,

L NRC examination team consisting of J. Pellet, J. Keeton, K, Kennedy, and

v. Dean performed operating eveluations for four crewe at the WONOC s‘nm1|tor.
Dynemi¢c simuletor scenarios were developed to focus the evaluations on the
prees of 1dentified weaknesses in crew operztions, The scenarios were selected
such that none of the individuals had been expused to the specific sequence of
events during their previous evaluetions,

Prior to the examinations, the crews were briefed on the purpose of the
eveluations, They were told thet they were being eveluated as & team rather
then on individua) performance in an effort to reduce individual stress,
Overe) performence of the crews was judge to be satisfactory by the NRC
examination team as well &s the facility examination team,

On November £, 199C, an exit meeting was conducted with the following persons
in attendance:

ARC Facility

Jo Fellet b, Withers D, Fehr

J. Keeton J. Batley J. Gilmore
K. Kennedy G. Boyer S, Wideman
¥. Dean J. Weeks 6. Smith
M. Skow J. Zel E. Taylor

NRC coneluded that operations could continue with the following caveats.
Concurrence would be required to return any individuel to Ticensed duty who had
fatled the NRC requalification examination, 1nc1udin§ those who were passed by
the NRC but failed by the facility., Concurrence would also be recuired if @
"substantia) change" was made to the proposed crew configuration, Substantial
change was def ined as chancing more than one individual on a crew except in
emergency situations,



Docket No, STN 50.482
License No. NPF.42

w¥olf Creek Nuclear Cperating Corporation
ATIN: Fart D, Withers

President and Chief Executive Officer
P.0., Box 4]
Burlington, Xansas 66830

Gent lemen:

This responds to your Tetter of November 18, 1990, requesting ' arsight of
the re-examinetion of five Vicensed operators who failed tr successfully
the dynamic simulator portion of requalificetion, It also the telgphone
conference coll held among representatives of NRR, WONOC, IV on

November 20, 1980,

We egree that you may conduct dynemic simulator re-examinations of ««ve
individuels us described in your letter of November 18, We shall ~rovide
chserver for these re-examinations, which are to be conducted No«» = 2]  ror
those five persons re-examined, you may return to licensed dutt ¢ . < you
getermine have passed the re-examination, provided that our obser. . do€¢i not
dispgree with your “"pass" determination, The use orshift of any of the five
individuals who "pess" the re-examination shall be es described in your lettler,
Our obsgrver for the November 1 re-examinations will bLe Mr, ohn Fellet of
this office.

MY ingividuals who fadled an NRC administered examination are £t1)11 subject to
an NRC asoministered re-examinstion at some time in the future, This letter
concurs with your re-examirption of five candidates and potentially allows for
them to be returned to licensed cuties prior to the NRC aaministered
re=exaninagtion,

Sincerely,

Original Signed By:
Jotnt M, Montgomery for
Robert D, Martin
Regional Administrator

et
Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Corp,
ATTN: Gary Boyer, Plant Manager
P.0. Box 411

kurlington, Kansas 66839
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Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating “2e
Corporation

Shew, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
ATYIN: Jay Silberq, Esa.

1800 ¥ Street, NW

Washington, D.C, 20036

Public Service Commission

ATTN: Chris R, Rogers, P.E.
Manager, Electric Department

P.0, Box 360

Jofferson City, Missourd 65102

U5, tuclear Pegulatory Commission

ATIN: Regionel Administrator, Region 111
789 Roosevelt Poad

Glen EVlyn, 11inois 60137

Wolf Creek Nuclesr Operating Corp.

ATTN: C(tto Maynard, Manager
Reguletory Services

P.0. Box 411

Burlinoton, Kenses 66838

Kansas Corporation Commiseion

ATTN: Hhobert E1110t, Chief Engineer
Ut1lities Divigion

4th Floor - State Office Building

Topeka, Xansas €6612.1587]

Office of the Goverror
Stote of Xansas
Topske, Kensas €6612

Attorney Feneral
1st Floor « The Statehouse
Topeka, Yansas 66617

Chairman, Coffey County Commission
Coffey County Courthouse
Burlington, Kensas 66839

Kanses Department of Health
and Environment
Rureau of Air Cuality & Radiation
Control
ATTN: Gerald Allen, Public
Health Physicist
Divigion of Environment
Forbes Field Building 32l
Topeka, Kansas 6662



Holf Creek Nuclear Operating -3
Corporation

bee to OMB (1E01)
bee distrib oy RIV:

Re Do Mart®: Resident Inspector

Section Ch ef (DRP/D) DRP

DRSS -FRPS Section Chief (RIII, DRP/3C)
RIV File SRI, Callowey, RIII

MIS Systen RSTS Operator

Project Engineer (DRP/D) Lisa Shea, RM/ALF

DRS J, Pellet

J. Keeton 5. McCrory



