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DISCLAIMER
(

This is an unofficial transcript of a meeting of

the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission held o

February 15, 1991, in the commission's office at one

White Flint North, Rockville, ' Maryland. The meeting was

open to public attendance and observation. This transcript,

|has not been reviewed, corrected or edited, and it may
,

contain inaccuracies.

The transcript is intended solely ' f or general
.

informational purposes. As provided by 10 CFR_9.103, it-is
., ,

not part of the formal or informal record of decision of

the matters dircussed. Expressions of opinion in this

transcript do not necessarily reflect final determination

forbeliefs. No pleading or other paper may be filed with
'

!
'the Commission in any proceeding as the result of, or

addressed to, any statement or argument contained herein,
.

except as the commission may authori2e,
.
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pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., Kenneth M. Carr,
s '
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1 P-R-0-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S

2 10:02 a.m.

3 CHAIRMAN CARR: Good morning, ladies and

4 gentlemen.
|

5 Today the NRC staff will brief the

6 Commission on the status of the NRC Reactor Operator

7 Requalification ' Program. The NRC requalificati.n

8 program evaluates the effectiveness of a facility's-

9 licensed operators-requalification training program to
.

10 maintain the competency and currency of licensed

11 operators. The NRC staff continues to evaluate this

t 12 program to ensure that the examinations are

- 13 performance-based oriented operations and valid
2. .

14 assessments of the knowledge and abilities of licensed,

15 operators.

16 The Conmission_ encourages feedback on this
1

17 prograte, including that from grovos such us NUMARC_and

18 INPO, as well as in di vi'J u el operators tt-the sites.

19 Recent feedback = has focased on such industry concerne

20 as examination and due n+ress, the use i>T critical

21 steps to determine operator performance, and the.

22 stability of the requalification program which may
.

23 impact the licennee's examination preparations.

24 I understand that copies of the briefing

25 slides to be used during the taff presentation are

rq
t .J
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I available at the entrances to the meeting room.
2 Do my fellow Commissioners have any

3 opening remarks?

4 If not, Mr. Snietek, please proceed.

i 5 MR. SNIEZEKt Okay. Good morning, Mr.
6 Chairman, Cowm i s t,i o n e r s .

7 In adoition- to briefing the Commission
8 today on the status of the operator requalification

,

9 program, we'd like to discuss with the Commission some
10 of the initiatives the staff is taking'to ameliorate

.

11 some of the undesirable program impacts that both the
12 nuclear industry and the staff has seen during the

7 ~ 13 conduct of this program. A special note is a pilotIL_a
14 program to evaluate crew performance instead of

15 individual operator performance during the dynamic

16 ; simulator portion of the operating test.
17 With me today, on my -left, are Doctor
18 Murley, the Director of NRR, Bill Russell, Associate
19 Director, NRR, and on my right, Jack Roe, the
20 cognizant division director, and Bob Gallo, the
21 Operator lacensing Branch Chief. I should note that

.

22 Mr. Gallo has just recently been assigned to that

23 position. ~

24 With that, I'd like to turn the meeting-

25 over to Mr. Russell. |

t

|
_J ,

l
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1 MR. RUSSELL: i'd like to just identify

2 what is going to be the flow of the presentation to

3 the commission. We intend to cover background of the

4 program, sono of the history. We did indeed have some

5 problems with the initial start-up of this program. l

6 We feel that the bulk of those p-oblems have been j

i

7 addressed, that we have a viable program, but we also

8 see that there is clearly a need for some further
,

j9 improvement in refinement. I'll ask Jack Roe to cover

10 some of that background.

11 Pollowing that we'll have a discussion of

12 what the program is today, what we have found from tho

r 13 examination results, and some of the interactions that

)~
14 we've had with the test, research-and training reactor

15 community.

16 Pollowing that information to set the

17 stage, we'll then go into the initiatives and what

18. I'll characterize as current issues, and I'll be -{

19 covering those. |

20 Jack?

21 MR. ROE: Thank you, Bill.
.

22 I'd first like to talk about our pre-1987

*

23 licensing program.

| 24 (Slide) I'd like to have the first

25 narrative slide.

'
I
J.
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;

1 point of background, prior to 1987 we

2 conducted requalification examinations. We were

3 primarily focused on solely evaluations. They were

4 often administered in conjunction with initial

5 examinationo at the facilities. The exams were
G developed by NHC examiners based upon facility

7 reference materials. These exams consisted of

8 written, simulator and walk-through evaluations
,

O generally in accordance with the methodology for

10 initial examinations. Written exnma were developed
,

11 from a subset, approximately t. ' percent of the
12 questions developed for the initial examination and

1

13 were administered in a shorter period of time.

14 In 1987, there was a rule change that made
16 some regulatory requirement changes to the process,
16 First is that each licensee was required to develop n
17 requalification program that was to go on a continuous
18 period not to exceed 24 nonths. Each operator was

19 required t o successfully cotuplet e that requalification
20 program, part of t h::t requalificat$on program was a;

21 written examination, gec.o ral l y at the end, and an
.

22 annual opereting test.

23 COMMISSIONER HEMICKi Excuse me, Jack. '

24 How many of the licensees follow the 24 month cycle
25 verns 12 month cycle on that? In there -- have they

"
l

!_._J

P
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l all gone to the 24' month cycle?~ ~

2 MR. ROE: To the best of our knowledge.

3 They've all gone to the 24' month cycle with the annual4

4 operating test.

$ . COMMISSIONER REMICK:- Yes.

6 MR. ROE Another important change to the
'

7 regulations was the requirement that to relicense'a-

8 current operator- they had .to have successfully
,

9 completed an NRC-administered- requalification
.

10 examination. So, that put us into the program of

11 examining individualstversus our focus'that had been

12 previously at .the evaluation- of f acilities = using the

7~ 13 results from the individuals.
' .L

14 COMMISSIONER RCHICK: Question there. The

16 regulations don't require that though, is.thatiright?

16 MR. ROE: No..the regulations specifically

17 require that<an. individual to be relicensed for their

18 next term must ' pass an NRC-administered-
,

19 requalification examination.

20 COMMISSIONER REMICK: 'I thought it was ..

21 conditional.

| 22 CHAIR' MAN CARR:' No ,the-interval is;not to-
'

23 exceed six years.

24 : COMMISSIONER REMICK:' No..the six years I

I- 25 understand, but - -

| s

u ..
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1 MR. RUSSELL: Plus pass an examination

2 administered by the NRC at some point in the course of
3 the six year license for the license to be renewed.
4 COMMISSIONER REMICK: Well, as I read

5 55.59 -- now, maybe there's a later section I
6 missed -- I was a little surprised to see that it

7 says, "In lieu of the Commission accepting a

8 certification by the facility licensee that the .

9 licensee has passed written examinations and operating
10 tests administered by the facility licensee within its

.

11 Commission-approved program," and then it goes on,

12 "The Commission may administer a comprehensive

13 requal."

14 MR. ROE: That's right. But if we look

15 further in the citations, I think 57(b)(2), number 4,
16 it does state that to be relicensed you have to pass
17 an NRC-administered exam.
18 COMMISSIONER REMICK: Okay. Well, that's

19 what I thought it was and yesterday when I pulled it
20 out I was surprised to read what I did. So, it's

21 later, you say?

22 MR. POE: Yes.

23 We commenced to give examinations in
.

i24 accordance with the rule after it was implemented. j
25 Very soon thereafter, using the process that I

rq
tJ j
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1 described as pre '87, we received a lot of complaints
,

!

2 from the licensed industry. In September of '87, the
'

3 industry requested a meeting with the staff,-which we_ 1

4 held,.and they presented _to us a range of problems

5 they had with the: examination, primarily focused in

6 two particular areas, operator stress and the fact

7 that they did not believe that the methodology we were

8 using was based on job performance. They wanted a.

9 requalification program that would'look at the current
.

10 responsibilitiet of the operator, not on: that was

11 based on an_ initial type of examination.
7

12 We concluded at that meeting, or right

1 13 after that meeting, that the existing methodology was'

L
14 having a negative -influence on -- .or was possibly

15 having a negative influence on _ plant safety and that

16 one of.the key issues _was operator stress and another
'

17 one was the- fact that the methodology should be used

18 in a systematic _ approach' to determine -what- was ~ !

19 required as far as- continuing training for these

20 licensed operators.

21 The requalification exams at that- time
,

22 were immediately suspended until we could evaluate the
.

23 situation - and develop a new examination _ methodology

24 that met their concerns.:

25 (Slide)? Next slide, please. -

t a|
'

.:
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1 We developed a new methodology. We used a

2 team approach working with our Headquarters-based

3 certified examiners and our r$31on-based certified

4 examiners. We developed a draft methodology and we

5 took the approach in that methodology that we should

6 accomplish two tasks, to evaluate the facility's

7 effectived.eas of providing requalification training in

8 accordance with the regulations, and also we should -

9 make a determination of the individual's capability by
.

10 administering the NRC examination so that we could

11 relicense in accordance with the regulations.

12 Our approach was derived on tPn same linen

13 as the systematic approach to training that we have

14 endorsed with the INp0 accreditation process. The

15 exams in this case would be developed with the

16 facility. previously, we would acquire the facility

17 information and develop the exams ourselves. So, we

18 took out a methodology, took out upon a nethodology !

19 where we co-developed and co-evaluated the licensed

20 operators.

(
21 In tl.is particular methodology,' we endorse

.

22 and encourage the facility providing to the NRC the
'

23 exam that they think is appropriate. We also request ;
j

24 that they provide a senior reactor operator who is

25 generally from the operations department to be part of
;

rl j
4_.J L
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1 the evaluation team and also we encourage an-

2 individual from the training department to be part of

3 the team so that we can have greater assurance that

4 the examination is relevant as far as Job performance

5 and that the lessons learned from the examination

6 process get fed back into the training program.

7 We conducted pilot examinations in late

8 1987 and early 1988 at five facilities, one at each-

9 region across the country. They were Salem, H B.
.

10 Robinson, Perry, port Calhoun and San Onofre. We

11 learned a great deal from these pilot examinations and

12 we refined the methodology after each one. We also

13 worked closely with NtIMARC and INp0 on this particular
. . -

14 methodology. They co-sponsored an operator

15 requalification workshop during the summer of 1988

1G that was very useful.

17 We started our program to -- we started up

18 our program out of the pilot phase with what we call
.

19 the Revision 5 te our examination standard. That was

20 really the culmination of our . pilot program. We

| 21 implemented that in October of 1988. The regions.

22 commenced to conduct the requalification examinations

| 23 of individualt and also to evaluate facilities as they
|

24 did the individual evaluations. Overall, the program

25 appeared to be effective and well received by the
ji

l)
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I industry. However, over time, we find that there were
,

2 still some changes, some improvements needed to be

3 done with that particular program. j
4 The Duke Power Company raised the issue of
6 examination stress as a concern in a February 16th,
6 1990 letter. They_ had some very relevant parts to

17 that. We had been concerned about stress that we'had-
8 been seeing in the examinations canducted across the -

9 country. To determine other changes that were needed
10 in the process, we also continued to work closely with
11 NUMARC and INPO-to identify and resolve any of the
12 concerns that we saw from the industry. Meetings were

13 held with NUMARC' Working Group ' on Operator Licensing
14 lasues. Public meetings were held in Dallas =in i

15 Februaly of 1990 and Rockville in May of 1990 and
i16 again Reckville in February of 1991.
I

17 We looked at the lessons to be learned and
.

!18 decided that we would have a subsequent revision to.

19 the examiner standards and we called.that. Revision 6.
{

-20 It's the one that's currently-in place.- Revision 6

21 was issued in June of-1990, after discussions with the~

.

22 working groups that we had previous -relationships

23 with. The implementation, however, was delayed until
.

24 the.lst of January 11990. . .One|of the lessons that?we
25 had. learned is

_

to-try to provide some stability to the

p a-
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! I program, to allow the people to absorb, review and
:
! 2 analyze the changes in the examination pror:e s s and j

3 have the time to evolve their own training progress

4 where it was necessary.

5 COMMISSIONER CURTISS You say that it was
,

i

6 issued in June of '90 and implementation delayed?
?

7 MR. ROE Until the let of this year.>
,

!

8 COMMISSIONER CURTISS '917-
.

9 MR. ROE 1 Yes, until January of '91. f
.

10 We addressed many of the industry's

11 concerns and measures in this pasticular revision were
.

12 taken to mitigate ' undue examination stress. In our
,

13 previous method, we had- common- job performance -i

}s] ..

14 measures that we gave to all the candidates for

15 relicensing.- .Because of.the commonality,-we required

16 basically sort of a security situation so that people >

17 would not know what others were getting. -This caused

18 undue ' stress. Therefore, we determined that'it was
,

19 not necessary for- the effectiveness of our- program.

20 We dropped the common JPMs. Therefore, the operators

21 could be 'n a normal situntion as _ they . went through,

22 the examination.
.

23 We previously 'in the old methodology and.

24 the Revision: 5 methodology, spent some significant-
.

25 amount of time, after_the crew'had gone through one of

r
!

i. J,

|
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.J l their scenarios in'the simulator and was waiting for *

; L

2 another scenario, spent a lot of time talking about'

3 what the performance was and to details. This caused

!4 undue stress because of the wait when they iiod nothing

5 substantial to do and knew that they were going to be :
!

6 tested.again in another simulator scenario. So, we've

7 streamlined those and they- are now just: briefings. - I

8 They're very, very short and-then we get on with the- .

9 next evaluation.
. t

10 We 'also have encouraged licensees = to

11 modify work crew schedules to avoid bringing in,_say.
4

12 the second crew _that we<are going to evaluate at the

j" 13 time that they' bring in the first crew'we're going to
m __j

14 .evaluato, therefore'having-them sit around for awhile

15 just' waiting for t he . - NRC . . So, we've :been able to

16 accommodate that.and endorse ~that with the utilities.-
'

17 1astly, I'd -like to L bring. up is that we
r

18 have reduced the number'o'f examiners:for the-facility.
!

19 We've gone to what we' call alternative B; . Alternative
~

-

20 A essentially is- there- is -one- examiner' for each .
'

;

21 candidate to be- relicensed and -~our' alternative- B, "
,

.. ,

22 which we had proposed | te- the Commission-. and we
.

23 received approval, was.'to go where_we had-one examiner

24 for every two candidates, so essentially cutting about:-

25 in half the1 number. , That has reduced stress a great

]L.J] !
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1 deal, especially when you consider that there is the--

,

,

2 candidate, there's the . NRC evaluator and there's a
,

.

3 facility evaluator and then there are observers in the

4 process. It becomes quite congested. -This has- +

6 reduced that congestion-and reduced the stress.
i

6 As I -discussed earlier, in February _ of - |
,

7 this year, on February;6th,_we continued'our dialogue-

8 with NUMARC to describe some of the _ issues that .we-

9 need to be aware'of and look towards changes we would
.

10 make in a program. We also have established. a new

11 reli.tionship.- Last week we met with the President.and-

12 the Vice . President of the PROS. organization and have

J" 13 determined that it would be very useful for the NRC to
uJ

14 get views from that organization and very important

15 for the organization.to-understand firsthand the-views

,e plan16 of the NRC in the operator 111 censing: arena. W i

17 to meet with them again in the near future and then on. *

-

18 e periodic probably at.least twiceia-year. basis.

19 That summarizes _my _ overview of1 the

20 background. -I'.d like to turn it to Bob'Gallo who will~

21 .now give youLa discussion'of the currentz program.,.

22 COMMISSIONER REMICK: I have. a_ question,

. . .

-23 Jack, for you. In your pre-1987 history, au:I correct-
,

24 though that: priorito 1983 licensees administered 1the
,

25- requalification. examination?'

\ \
4. J

,

:
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1 "'
1 MR. ROE: That's correct.

2 MR. GALLO: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, 1

3 will discuss the program overview and it starts on the

4 fearth slide.

5 (Slide) The facility program evaluation

6 we do now is, what we're looking at, is a facility's

7 ability to prepare written examinations, job

8 performance measures which are tnsks performed either -

9 in the control room or in the plant, submit our
.

10 scenarios and the facility's ability to properly train

11 acd evaluate their licensed operators. A minimum

12 sample size of 12 operators is required for a program

; " 13 evaluation.
-

14 To be evaluated as a satisfactory program,

15 we have three basic numerical criteria. One is an

16 operator pass rate of 75 percent, crew failure rate on

17 the simulator of no higher than one-third, and be at

18 least as conservative on 90 percent or more of its

19 pass-fail decisions per examination section.

20 The actions that are considered in

21 response to an unsatisfactory requal program- are
.

22 discussed in the examiner standards and they would
.

23 include such things as operational evaluations of

24 additional crews or reconstituted crews and they

25 include follow-up facility training program
T~1
w_j

>
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1 inspections.' ~

2 The individual' opeiatbr proficiency is-

3 measured by en examination generated by a- team

4 consisting;of NRC examiners end facility training and

5 operations representatives from the facility-developed-

6 examination materials. They are: based on the-
,

7 facility's , lob task analysis and 'what we? ve asked the
4

8 facilities to_ develop n ' sample ' plan - for_; the material-

.

9 that they've trained on over the last year -- or. two.
*

10 The NHC may substitute 'up''to 20 percent. of the
.

|

11 examination. All. Parts of.the examination, however,

12 are ultimately reviewed'- - b y-- the facility

13 representatives. The .'NHC 'does have the - final' say in.
}+

-

,

.

14 the exam material itself. .Each part -of the

15 examination is administered in= greater than parallel

1G by the NHC and the facility.

17 The first sect ion - of._ : t he examination -is

18 the written examinati'on. It's a two' section open
_

19 reference written' exam.and.the-minimum overal11 passing

20 grade is 80. percent'. The; first- part is'.a static-

21 simulator and in the static simulator we're evaluating
, .

L 22 knowledge of plant systems, instrument and control-

e .

23 activities. Whet we have in.the-progran right now - is?n

24 that the f acility w i l l -_ d e v e l o p two frozen- simulator-

-25 set-ups,-approximately:one hour each.
-

.|
4-

.s.- J
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1 Now, why we've gone to .the statie .

2 simulator is that it- provides en operationally
t

!3 oriented written exam, it places the operator in a

4 normal operational-environment, and-provides at least-
,

6 some realistic visual information via the control
;

6 panels for them to-respond to in the questions that 3

7 they're responding toa _ We - sti11 do- also have a

8 classroom open reference examination which evaluates -

9 khowledge and use of . plantprocedures, tech specs,

10 administrative controls in that area.

11 COMMISSIONER'REMICKt The static simulator

12 exam whi::h I thought was a good iden but hasn't there.

13 been some.recent criticism of that? You come in and ?

14 look at something - frozen that without knowing what

15 preceded-that that sometimes it's difficult. - that the
,

16 frozen situation might-= indicate a couple possible-

17 scenarios. In that the c r i t i c i s m ?-- I know I've

18 recently read or heard- sono criticism of the

19 difficulty of the static exam f rom- sone : aspect like

20= that, but I don't remember details'.

21 MR. GALLO: I think right now'there's kind!
,

22 of a split decision. Some facilities in our--~

-

. - -
23 feedback from- the NUMARC organization. -there's

24 probably about a: 60 to :40 percent ^in favor of the

25 static simulator, from their estimates anyway. But
i

L.
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1 yes, there have been. I think that was an original'

2 criticism and we've tried to steer away from the

3 " guess what the transient was" type of question and

4 more into the how and why the instrument or controla

6 or facility got into the condition it's in now.

6 - COMMISSIONER REMICK: When that's

7 administered. I assume they have the chart showing

B what the previous history was.
,

9 MR. GALLO: Yes. That's part of the

.

10 development of the scenario.

11 COMMISSIONER REMICK: Do they have access

12 to the process computer if they wanted to see any

i 13 printout from that? I'm just curious.
' .

14 MR. GALLO: I believe they have access to

16 the computer. Now, how much history it has in it --

16 COMMISSIONER REMICK: Yes. Okay. ,

may be limited by the| 17 MR. GALLO: --

1

18 simulator.

19 COMMISSIONER REMICK: Yes. Is the

20 simulator run up to that point and then frozen or is

| 21 it initiated at that frozen position?

22 MR. GALLO: It's run as part of the
'

23 preparation week.

24 COMMISSIONER REMICK: I see.

26 MR. GALLO: And graphs are developed --

n!
i. J
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1 COMMISSIONER REMICK: I see.

2 MR. GALLO: and have to get back to--

3 that point in the computer's memory so that it matches

4 where t he exam was ---

5 CHAIRMAN CARR: Can y,1 give us an example

6 of what might be one of those static simulator

7 problems?

8 MR. GALLO: I may have to ask for help .

9 from the staff.
.

10 CilAIRMAN CARR: Okay,

11 HR. GALLO: Bill, do you have a --

12 MR. DEAN: An example would be --

! 13 CilAIRMAN CARR: Would you identify
i

;

14 yourself for the recorder, please?

15 MR. DEAN: Excuse me?'

16 CllAIRMAN CARR: Identify yourself, please.

17 MR. DEAN: My name is Bill Dean. I'm a

18 Section Chief for Regional Support and Oversight in

19 the Operator Licensing Branch.

20 An example of a fro:::en scenario would bei
21 for exatapl e , if we were to initiate a tube rupture in

,

22 a dynamic scenario, let the tube rupture proceed and
23 we would have facility training staff take the actions

.

24 that the operators normally would take in the
25 procedure and then at a certain point we would freeze

r _,
!

L.J
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1 the simulator so that all-the graphs would--trend what*

2 had happen. It would have the enunciators indicate

3 the status of the plant, all the. controls and valves

4 would be in the right-positions and then we.would set

5 up for the candidates-.or for the operators, tell_them,

6 "Here's the event- that happened. You had a tube

7 rupture and maybe you lost this vital instrument = panel

8 or something. The plant" is -now at this part of-the-.

9 procedure. We have implemented all-the steps up to
i-
'

10 step 13 of E0p-3," and then we provide the questions,

11 why did this happen, why did this' system respond like

12- this and so on.

13 COMMISSIONER REMICK So,- it's .not

14 guessing at the scenario?

15 MR. GALLO:. No.-
"

16 MR. DEAN: No. That was something that:we
||

17 had to clarify.- We had to clarify for. everybody---

18 the intent was not name;that transienti but identify |

19 what the t ransient ' was' and just- talk about system

20 response.

21- CHAIRMAN CARR: And give=me an example of
.

22 some of those questions that you ask once- you're
.

23 looking at the board.-

i
24 MR.-DEAN: Let's: say, for. example, one of 4

..)
25 the pumps -- let's<say;a~ safety injection pump _ failed . !

o.t .

dJ
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1 to start. We may ask a question like, did all the

2 safety systems respond as'they should' have for this !

.. t

3 event. Another example maybe would be along the lines

4 of -- let's say we had thin tube rupture. Let's may a
*

6 certain component failed in the implementation.of'this

6 procedure. What would be the system response to that
-!

7 failure? Those would be examples.

8 CHAIRMAN'CARR:. If it had failed.
,

9 MR. DEAN: -If it had failed.
*

10 MR. RUSSELL: Mr. Chairman, we can provide
|

11 you some recent --

12 CHAIRMAN CARR: Okay. That might help.

13 MR. RUSSELLI - submissions 'which would-[ ]
u.a

14 help to indicate the types of questions that..are being-
15 asked during the~ free. simulator portion - of. the-

16 examination. I suggest we supplement that.with that

17 information.

18 CHAIRMAN CARR Okay.

19 MR. SNIEZEK: . Commissioner. Remick, let me

20 mention something. -I- was-: recently out on'one.of the

21 West- Coast facilities that has a| pretty good
-

. .

22 reputation for their training d e p a r t'm e n t 'a n d a very
23 good record as far as. their operators passing. the *

1

24 examinations. I pursued this.. question with the head-
.

25 of the .t rair.ing? d e p a r t m e n t b e c a u s e .. I had - heard the
-,

La
i

l
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1 same feedback. The response I got from him, he said- ~

2 initially some of the people, the operators, weren't

3 familiar enough with that type of a situation, the

4 static simulator, and it was difficult for them. He

5 had the same problem with his crew. But as he

6 incorporated more into their training and understand

7 what's coming, they responded very well to it and

8 thought it was worthwhile.
.

9 CHAIRMAN CARR: Yes, but that just helps
.

10 them pass the exam. Does it make them better

11 operators?

12 MR. SNIEZEK: Well, hopefully everything

13 we do helps make them better operators in judgment.<

.' .
CRAIRMAN CARR: Okay. Let's proceed.14

15 MR. GALLO: On the operating test, the

16 operating test has two parts. The first part in a

17 walk-through where we do job performance measures. In

18 alternative A we had been doing ten job performance

19 measures per candidate. Now we're doing, for

20 alternative B, doing five job performance measures per

21 operator. Each job performance measure has two or

22 more prescripted questions that go with it. The job

'

23 performance measures are done in the mix of either in

24 the plant or the control room or in the simulator. We

25 try to maximize use of the simulator so that we can

'
![ c -

|
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I get actual feedback from the equipment that's being.
2 manipulated.

3 The ulternative B is being implemented now
4 where we are doing one examiner and two operators,
5 each operator doing five JPMs, as was mentioned.

,

q
6 COMMISSIONER REMICKt- So, in -the walk-

7 around you have two operators, one examiner and he
8 ' keeps asking questions?

-|
'

9 MR. CALLO: Normally what happens is-the
!10 first operator performt. the task- and' the other

11 operator responds to the questions on that task, but
-{

12 not on the first operator's performance. He's not
~r 13- grading or judging the first operator's performance,

~'

3_j
14 he's answering independent questions on-the-system or

-|

15 the task.

16- Okay. The dynamic simulator normally
i17 consists of two scenarios of'approximately.60 minutes

18 each that evaluate individual operator competency and
19 crew performance in operat ing the plant in abnormal
20 and emergency conditions. 'Both crew competency-
21 evaluations and individual critical task evaluations'

q.

22 are conducted and alternative B, 'of course, is: .now
23 being used, as has been mentioned, for previously

.

24 examined satisfactory programs where . we'd normally

25 have-two NRC examiners on the floor.
~

!.
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i 1 The most recent revision of the examiner |

2 standards clarify the definition of a' critical task- |

3 and provide additional guidance- on their

4 identification. Mr.-Russell'will address that--later :-

i

6 under current issues, a little more on critical taskr !
!

6 COMMISSIONER REMICX Bob, could you tr- '!
,

'

7 me, those' things you just talked about, where do our t
t

I ,

8 examiners actually perform the evaluation '- - | ;
.

>

'
9 MR. GALLO: Perform-their work?

and-where do we i10 COMMISSIONER REMICE: --

11 observe a licensee's_ representative?'
,

12 MR. _ G ALLO: We're observing the licensed

13 operator and the facility evaluator,: both -on-the-job r
~g

14 performunce measure, who la-actually --

15 COMMISSIONER REMICK: So, on the walk-
,

16 around?
t17 MR. GALLO: On the walk-around.

_ e're observing.18 COMMISSIONER REMICK: W -

19 MR. GALLO:- The evaluator is asking - =is
-

>
'

,

'

20 giving the_ cues for the JPM and _ actually asking the L
-

21 questions. The NRC examiner is doing a parsliel-
,

22 evaluation of=the. operator's response.and performance
.

23 and of the evaluator's performance.

24 COMMISSIONER REMICK: Okay. !

25 MR. GALLO: And .the; same = pretty much on~
'

I
-

'

J
.
_
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1 the dynamic simulator. We normally see *he operating .
,

2 crew on control boards.-the facility evaluators fairly
3 close behind them and the NRC examiners a step or two-

i 4 behind.

G COMMISSIONER REMICKt- How about the static-
~

!

,

6 simuistor portion?
'

7 MR. 0ALL0t- Static simuistor-in generally
B just: proctored by-the NRC. We allow the operators| -

9 pretty much free rein to walk around the cont rol roon
t

.
10 during the static exam and it's just proctored. So,

;

11 there's not --

12 CHAIRMAN CARRt. So, 'on' the static 1

13 simulator they're given a written set of questions --- j
14 MR. GALLO: Right,

j

15 CHAIRMAN CARRt -- and they walk- in and

16 they-can wander around and-figute out what the answers
1
i17 are..
{

18 MR. GALLO: . 'Yes, sir.
19 COMMISSIONER REMICKt LSo, my impression;I-

20 set from what! you said in essentially all the cases-
21- -we're' observing?

.

22 MR. GALLOt' Yes, sir.
23- CRAIRMAN-CARR!| -So, the facility =actually-

.

'
24- administers-the exam, we evaluate'it.
25 MR. GALLO:- |lt's-a-. jointly _ prepared exam.

r-]
.a-

- -

1

_ _ _ . , - - =
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1 CHAIRMAN CARRt Yes, I understand that.*-

2 MR.. GALLO: The facility' la doing the-
'

3 reading of the questions and the reading of the JPMs

4 and the NRC is normally a passive observer. They may

5 sak questions.

G COMMISSIONER REMICKt Yes.- .I hadn't

7 realized.you'd gone that far in allowing'tha facility-

8 to administer. That is somewhat-of a change over the.

9 last couple years, isn't it?
.

10 MR. ROEt That's a we went fron---

11 basically --

12 CHAIRMAN CARRt Migrated.

13 HR. ROEi -- migrated to Revision 6.j'
. _)

14 MR. SNIEZEK: 1, think it's- important

15 though that we actually adminioter the examL through-

16 observation or our- grading of: it: and -that the-

17 regulations require we administer it. :We believe what

j 18 we're doing can be classified. as we -administer the

19 exam.

20 CHAIRMAN CARR:- Well, that's a mechanical

21 term, but --
.

22 MR. SNIEZEK: I understand.-
.

23 CHAIRMAN CARRt It's -their simulator._ J

24 -They run it andiwe agree on the examining process.
-

25 MR. GALLO! But, again, _ we're doing!1anc
'

i 1

;_ J
_
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I independent parallel grading. I

2 CHAIRMAN CARR Well, but we're also I

3 evaluating their evaluators.

4 MR. GALLO: Thbt's correct.

5 COMMISSIONER REHICK: But are we asking

6 the questions on the walk-around and so forth? Are

7 we --

8 MR. GALLO: Not normally, not unless the -

9 examiner has an additional question or clarifications.
.

10 CHAIRMAN CARR But we may.

11 MR. UnLLO: Yes, sir, they may ask

12 questions as necessary.

13 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Before you - leave

14 this topic, the dynamic simulator scenarios, have

15 you -- what guides you in -or what guides the--

16 production of those scenarios? What are you trying to

17 test in those scenarios?

18 MR. G Al.LO : Well, obviously, we're trying

19 to test the individual operator's integrated knowledge

20 of the facility and the response to abnormal and

21 emergency activities. That's one of our main goals.
.

22 We're also looking at the overall crew performance,
.

23 crew teamwork. We-do have -- there's two methods of
24 grading, as I mentioned. Very quickly, there's crew

25 competency evaluations, which has, I think, six or

r -]
i L._) !
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1 seven different factors that are measured, one being i

2 communications, another being contiol board
,

3 operations, procedure use is a third one. I'd have to i

4 think awhile to think of the other three,:but they are-
,
.

5 actually -- !
s

O COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Well, what I'm
.

- 3

7 getting at is the -- -

8 MR. GALLO: That's_ what- they're being ?
.

9 graded on.-
-

. . _

'almost. uniformly10 COMMISSIONER - ROGERS t i --

11 criticism I've heard of the scenarios i n that they ;

12 seem to be directed. towards, such - extreme situations ,

i

j~ - 13 that ar'e very, very unlikely to ever actually-
-

.._.o - i

14 occur --

15 CHAIRMAN CARR; I've cautionedithem to -e

16 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: -- that the. training-

17 on the simulator of the_ ,_ operators in- preparing them

18 for these tests is directed very much by the choice:of

19 those scenarios and therefore there's not much time

20 left to deal: with more-garden variety scenarios: that.

21 are more 1ikely_to-occur.
,

,

22 CHAIRMAN CARR: I'll let him answer your.
*

23 question, but I caution ~ them t o: only_ use actual -

24 events. That_ -way .you prevent those: operators _: from :
-

- ;

25 ^saying : " Hey, .that 's unrr alistic," and there's plenty

| !:_ l
"

t J

NEAL R.: GROSSI-

1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
Washington,:D.C. 20005

(202).234-4433:
-_

-f' t w esv wv w yw>,--yy., orer q ,_.,w---gr -&M' W "b-+-'- * - ~ Y hveTt1"'*--4* dt 'ev *a7-f "W"-*Ff"'W T T f W89-T " 4
-

+P
'



- . - .. - ._.

!
30 i

- ;d ~[ !
i 1 of actual events out there that will test the -

,

!

2 operators. There's no doubt about that.
;

3 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: le that true? Are 1

!
4 you using only actual events? !

L
6 MR. RUSSELLt If we - could come back to i

6 that :in- a - moment, I'm going to cover that in some j

7 detail as to what we're dcing to look at simulator-
|

8 oxaminations that: have been administered both from the ;, .

9 standpoint of consistency, individual- critical tasks !

'

10 and how we're going to be shif ting 'or we propose to -i

?

11 shift to crew . critical tasks rather than -individual- ;

12 and look at the degree of complexity of the scenarios
's' 13 and whether they're. realistic.or not.

*

' A.J
,

'

14 But we'll be coming to that during my

15 portion of the discussion.

16 COMMISSIONER REMICK: I aCree- with ,

17 Commissioner Rogers. That's 'u n e' of the biggest *

18 criticisms I've heard, that - basically (people: saying
,

19 that we're evaluating- the E0ps rather'than' examining-

20 the ability _of the operator to: operate. So, it will '

.-

21 be interesting to hear:what you:have to say.
.

22 HR. h0E: We will address that in -the

'23 current issues.
*

_.

24 CHAIRMAN. CARR: You'vc got. . plenty of

26' actual-scenarios to choose--from. ;You-don't-have t_o ge
r3
,g a
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1 around searching.~

2 MR. GALLO: (Slide) Okay. The isext slide '

3 is facility results, ' discuss briefly __ all' operational !

; 4 facilities have had,requal examinations. As wr noted >

5 in the Commission paper. and on .the slide, H.H. |,

6 Robinson participated way back in 1987 -in a pilot f
7 examination program and we haven't gotten 'back to them [

8 yet. They're going to be the last program' - to getLa ,.
L

9 complete evaluation of a sample size o f = - 12. It's
.

'

10 scheduled for April. i

11 The facility evaluatiods. completed of the

12 100 done discussed through - November 30th, 11 - of the'

i i 13 evaluations resulted in unsatisfactory identification. >

, ,

. .. a
14 Only four of those sre still considered -to he

15 unsatisfactory. It's Limerick, Brunswick Duane
.

16 Arnold and Wolf Creek.

17 We. have noted significant improvement in i-'

1.8 facility requalification training 'programa. in

19 particular development of t es t ing mat eria'Is , facility c
'

20 staff preparation, selectiou .and de velopment of the

! 21 test items, facility- evaluators and- their. 'o w n
,

|

!

22 evaluation, and communications- between the~ training.

23 and operations department. Howeveri some areas . s t'ill h ,

! -- 24 appear. to need' additional ~iGprovement,; - at~ some

25- facilities at. least, ident;i ficat ion of simulator
,

'

r]
L J

d
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I critical tasks, and Mr. Russell will address that from

Z our p e ~r s p e c t i v e , and operations trcining interface)

3 st411, I believe in some facilities, needs additional
i

5 4 scrwtsny,

5 NRC evaluation inethods, we believe,

6 sceuretety eva.lunte the facility requalification

7 trainits programs and we believe or I believe

8 certeinly that the requalification evaluar . ?u prograin.,

l!
-

[ has contributed to improved license operatM t*nining9

t
10 i and '> e r f o rm a n c e . I think there is an im} roved

I

11 ope * at or awareness of safety systems, st ^ q ,' y
,

12 || proch'ures tud safety tasks that they did.

13 0MMISSIONER ROGERS: I've get a questivo.

14 MR. GALLO: Yes, sir.

15 COMMISS10NUR ROGERS: You didn't say rauch

16 about individual retults.

17 MR. GAtt0 That was my next slide.

18 COMMISSION .: ROGERS: Oh, that's your aext
;i

19 Q one? Okay.;
4

20 l HR. nLLO: (Slide) The individual

21 resulto, the pass 'riil reting is indicated on the '

.

22 slide. Since textarting the program, they've

2) catelogued them basscally by fiscal year. The

24 principle areas there weaknesses have 'seen identified

20 <ere discussed in t he information nJ tce that was
---

L ;
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1 issued in i.ogust of 1990. Those areas for individualo

2 are SRO command and control, use of emergency

3 operating procedures, tech spec x terpretation usage,

4 operation of emergency core coolitg systems, emergency

5 action level classifications, and for the er e:?n , crew

6 communications is identified as a problem in several

7 cases.

8 COMMISSIONER RRMICK: Test slide s'a ows
.

9 operators, and SRos combined, I assume. .' s thr.t right?

.

10 MR. 0 ALLO: Yes, sir.

11 COMMISSIONER REMICK: Do you just happen

12 to have the breakout of operators versus SRos?

13 MR. 0 ALLO: We have it, but I don't have

14 it with me.

15 COMMISSIONER REMICK: Okay. All right.

16 If you'd just send it to me, I'd-appreciate seeing it.

17 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: There's been a

18 complaint from the industry people that something of

19 the order of ten percent failure rate is very high. I

20 don't really have a basis for. Judging that or not. 1

their point is that the plant is running
,

21 wonder --

22 well, performance is going up, so ora and so forth, and
.

23 that a ten percent fail rute on a requal exam is a

and I think they've used the term24 very high --

25 "r.nacceptably high" or a term like that -- number.

i
u . ..j
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1 Would you_ comment on that? I don't have a

2 strong feeling about whether --

3 MR, ROE: I can comment on that.
4 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: that's a very_--

5 high number or not a very high number.
6 MR. ROE: I think people have focused on

7 the number. They haven't focused on the process. One

8 part of the process we-have indicated to you is right
,

9 now this is basically a utility developed, a utility

10 administered and-co-evaluated by the NRC exam process.
.

11 That utility also makes calls on whether these people
12 are satisfactory or unsatisfactory. We have seen a
13 large consistency between the NRC's call on the

*

14 evaluation of the individual and-the utility's. So,

15 the utilities are indeed finding fault with their own
16 operators where they _show that they need remedial

17 training and before they're put back on. shift.

18 So, I would look at the process since the

19 process is probably highlighting where people have
20 need for remedial training.

21 CHAIRMAN CARR: -I've talked to some
.

22 operators that have failed and I haven't yet found one
23 whe said he shouldn't have passed the exam. The

'

24 thingc he failed he should have known, But as far as

25 your number, on one of my previous incarnations I
r]
L._)
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l administered exams.~~

2 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: So did 1. A ten

3 percent fail rate was not a high number.

4 CHAIRMAN CARR: And about 100 a year, we

5 examined the crews, and originally the fail rate was

6 higher, but it settled out somewhere around six

7 percent. But the input of new trainees was in the

8 neighborhood of 30 percent. So, you a' ways had a new*

9 input of people who had to be trained and who may not
.

10 have met the required training area and that finally

11 worked its way down to about three percent. after

12 enough experience. But there will be failures in the
- 13 exam process, I think,

t_-
14 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Yes.

15 CHAIRMAN CARR: And I think a lot of this.

16 as you can see, was the -- if you will, was the new

17 exam process was different. It was more operationallyC

18 oriented. But much of this is, as you remember, Mr.

19 Burkhardt came in and said we-had a lot of licensees
;

20 out there who weren't operating. They carried their

- 21 license and they were in the staff and when they came
'

22 in to take their exam they weren't familiar with thei

.

23 operational requirements of the boards and they

24 flunked. I would expect that- to happen because my

25 opinion is if you're not standing watch daily, you're
i !

J.
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1 not ' as, sefe -an . operator 9 as youLwould beLif:you,were

2- standing watch-daily.

3 So,- much o f.. t hi s_, - t hey ' v e- now- realized,

4 many of those people -are: turning in - their ' license
.

,

5 because ' hey can't k e e p_.- t h e n _ u p . My-personal-opinion

6 is that 's somewhat healthy- because when .they; do go

-7 -over there and stand a watch, 'I don't; think they're:
,

8; quite as_ safe =as they~might'be.

9- COMMISSIONER ROGERS:- No,; I agree wit'h-

10 -you. I think that 's right.' :That's why' it7 wouid be '

11 very interesting to know whatethe breakdown:is..of SRos

12 versus R0s -on the requals,- because the_ - SRO group-

13 contains a. lot of_those'hobbyistilicensed-ones.
}"
is t

'14 MR. -RUSSELL > - .If' )I c couldJljust add one

15 additional perspective. Recall. .that: :t he-
r

16 requalification prograc as -a t program to be ' accredited --

17' has- only recently been - underway.- . I- don' t know; what

18 the exact - numb'er ;fis ; of.. programs: that. haveH been now-

19 accredited,.but-it's on the-order of-half.- .This ? was

20 an-issue-that we'had at the time _of?the,rulemaking on
.

21 .Part!55. The early-accreditation process:'addressedna
1

22 systems approach.-to training for: , initial. t watch-
-

23 standers, initial' licensees. So,; they4 were Eget ting'-

'

24 the improved-train'ing.

25 In- Eanyi cases,--there: was. a conflict
'

g.
.O '
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1 between requirements imposed by NRC regulation for

2 facility requalification programs with a systems

3 approach to training. We actually had lesson plans

4 that required certain information- be trained, et

5 cetera, that had evolved with time through facility

6 programs. It wasn't until after the rulemaking where

7 we allowed a systems approach to training to be

8 applied to requalification. Then subsequently that
,

9 program was added to the accreditation process. So,
.

10 what we're seeing is we're seeing improvements in the

11 training, improvements in the exam evaluation process,

12 and we're seeing a program that is evolving with time,

i ' 13 I do not know where we're going to reach
. . _ .

.4 an equilibrium. I would just observe that the number

15 of unsatisfactory programs with time is declining and

16 the failure rate with time is declining. That's why

17 when I commented earlier, I think we have a healthy

18 program that's getting good information, but there are

19 some areas that we need to refine and address and I'll

20 be covering thor in just a moment.

21 00CTOR MURLEY: I'd like to add one point
.

22 that speaks to the comment that came in that,

*

23 Commissioner Rogers, you're referring to. It seems to

24 me a curious logic that there's a feeling that the

25 plants are running well, therefore the failure rate
'

I
uJ
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I should not be as-. hight as ten percent. I don't-

12 necessary follow that logic.
J

3 -COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Yes..
j

4 DOCTOR MURLEY: First 'of all, all- the

5 plants are not running well.-_'.We've'got nino plants on

6 our watch list. Second,~I think the question really !

7 ought to be why = is.. the failure rate still = an- high' as-

8 ten percent, and I think Jack. answered it exactly
,1

,

9 right. We look at our system'and our process and it
.

10 looks to us to be.a valid test. .If they, don't: pass-

11 it, the question ought to-be why 'aren' t . they -passing .

12 it. So, _that's how we go about i_t . To me, it|'s

13 invalid.

14 COMMISSIONER ROGERS:- . Yes . - Is think those

15 two-observations of'the size of - the f ailure rate .and-

16 the fact:that many plants are running"well.is there's--

17 no direct = connection. '

18 MR. ROE: We receive letters occasionally:
~

-

19 from- operators, letters of criticism,- letters -that

20 recommend changes. We were quite ._ surprised' when - we- '

21 receiv'ed a letter from an operator; that: started'off--

.

22 and said, "I failed my requalification examination. "

23 He said,'"It-was a-good exam. I-'should have failed *

24 it." .So, we feel that we'do have'a good examinat' ion
'

-

25 process out there and that-things are' improving.-

0
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1 MH. GALLO: Okay. We're ready'to. discuss

2 the test research program. As previously mentioned,

3 we have kind of put on hold the non-power test. and
| . -.

organization on. a

|

4 research training reactor

5 requalification exams. Last year, in May of 1990! ands

6 August of 1990, we -met with TRTR, is their

-7 organization - name, met with their' representatives. to-

8 discuss a . proposed examiner- standard based- on---

9 somewhat based, on, but _ quite. a bit more simple than-
'

.

10 the examiner standard being. used: .for power reactors-

11 for requal exams.

12 January 31st of this ; year, we also net -.

. ho - i s' .this- year's-13 with Doctor Bernard from MIT, w

14 Chairman of the TRTR,.to-? discuss requal' exam: concerns.-

15 We are addressing his concerns.and I think we're being

16 responsive to his concerns.

i
L 17 The- examiner standard we :have . developed

18 right now is fairly straightforward. .It parallels

19 quite a bit the initial exams that.are-given to non-

20 power facilities. The two major- differences - are - the

1 ;i
21 exams that are developed right now,.the two that have-.

!

|; 22 been done,- have-been--developed by a team of facility
! .

.the
.

.

:i
23 -a n d - NRC -representatives using- principally-

| 24 facility's training and examinatlon material.

25 .The- facility NRC reps are also doing

'I, i |
.J '&
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1 parallel grading simil ar - .t o what we do in the power

2 reactor exams. There is.a written exam and.there-is a-

3 walk-through type ex am . , .We-haven't called the=JPMs.
,

|
4 We just called the operational' tasks for the-test and

,

,

5 research community.
j

~

the
" 6 In December of- 1990, we . performed-
.

| 7 first requalification-exam--under 'our current-standard

8 at ' AFRI, right down the road fron;us, and- all four '.;

9 operators that took the. exam passed. There were no

10 significant program weaknesses. In January-of 1991,
;

*
11 we performed a second exam at' University of Michigan's-

!
12 Ford reactor -and again' all four operators passed. '

:
'

~ 13 There were no program weaknesses ideid i fied at ' the :
..-

14 University of Michigan. In t h'e L f uture , = we ' re ' l'ook ing -,

1

15 for trying to get one more= '" volunteer" 'to .do
--

16 another pilot exam, perhaps a- ' smaller university
~

17 reactor, and then from' there - decide on- t he future,-

18 whether to go ahead with the- program in that from

19 where we are now.

20 COMMISSIONER- REMICK: LAs- Bill: Russell

21 pointed out, those . requal~ exams or: requal ' programs,
,

22 excuse me,'were developed'under.~thenold_Part 55,which
.

-23- -was quite prescriptive, and-the new Part 55.does not

24 mandate that for.research. reactors.c :But is'there any-

-

25 way- of characterizing. .to what extent have_ they
-

1

-
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1 modified their requal programs as might'be appropriate"-

2. to- make them more' performance' based- for _their

3 facilities, realizing that it's difficult.for them to-

4 go through-the. Job and-task analysis?- -

5 MR.-GALLO: They,have done' modifications

6' and submitted them to the NRC.for review.
!

7 COMMISSIONER REMICK: There have been?--

8 .MR. GALLO: And that's-done in a.different---

.

'

9 branch.- It's not in: Operator _ Licensing Branch.- But
.

10 there'is a review of.the programs nsLthey change.

_11 MR. ' RUSSELL:- You have to.' recognize that
_

12 the systems approach to training-which we.'ve_ endorsed

it 7 13 is. essentially the- accreditation process. - The test.-

-

.L.J
14: and .research reactor. communi t y . _ does ' | not _-have' the- 3

4

15 similar' accreditotion < process. So,- the'_. test and'

16 research ' reactor ' community is . submitting- program

f 17 changes to us for our review and approval, which is

18 similar to the mechanisms-- that- we' used : prior _- Tto the-

e

19 revisions >of.Part.55;

_ COMMISSIONER: REMICK: ' Yes .- --I'm not20 .p ,

|, 21 suggesting that theyt have ; accredited ' programs J and ' so
^

22- forth, but it seems- to=.ne |that some aspects -_of

.

-23 systematic approach to -training and performance-based

24 training doe 9;makecsome' sense.- I'm:just.-wondering to-

25 wha t ~ er.t ent as they. modify their--requal programs that

J [
u1
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' " - I were previously _ approveo '.by the' NRC,- _ to what J extent

2 does :this incorporate some _of those considerations,

3 realizing it's 'not; mandatoryT

4 MR. -RUSSELL:. -We. believe' we're ~seeing:

5 some, but_I'think;basedz uponi.the discussions I .' v e :J ha' -d
1

6 recentlyiwith TRTR : community,- some of =thelissues thatie

7 . we have,- what. constitut'est .a=. critical'' task - For. "
.

.

8 example, ' clearly i t here ! 'are - concerna p with i respectl -to -

9 health physics, when 'you' re: pullingJ beam p^ orts outi for i

10 exposure, how'you'reehandlinginaterials t h at L a ay 4.: h av e u
'

11 been irradiated., :Bute from am safet'y; st andpoin t ,: you__
_

12 don't-have the_. _same' degree L of < concern that. you would'
.o

13
.

have-with-a power reactor.:: So,Lwe're: working-withithe-
'

7g]
.L.

I14 commu n i_t y?- t o attempt to identifyLthoselsofthat we : doi

15 have a= performance-based validEexamination?and that!s?#

16 the purpose o f _ the. pil'ot su t' hat! |we' re | conducting n'ow.1h

17 Once we have_ learned <fromLthose: pilot requalification
!

18 . exams, we-intend to proceed'with:the development 4-of=an--

19 examiner / standard whichiwe:would:then usee
'

20 AE more fundamentals question,. In think, is--

_

21 - whether we can go=- to . program -evaluation J for Lthes test. x3
.22 and research reactor. community-where we would evaluate 1

23: the : programs, their: content 2 and: oversee- audit.. .as
L24 _ compared to 1NRC i. admin is t e rin g; examinations' of.

25 individua'l operators. -
'

I-'will Ecomento that as/a.part ;:,

,

'

L . _.

eNEAL R. GROSS-
-1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.

Washington, :D.C. _ _:20005't

(202) 234-4433s
F

-

-

i
-

,

L .

1



m

43
.

|~~
1 of our current issues. But we feel that applies

2 equally as well to the test -and research reactor

3 community as it does to the power reactor community.-

4 (Slide) Could I have the first current

5 issue slide?

6 We talked a little- bit about operator

7 stress and I've just summarized our view. Sort of a

- 8 direction we're leaning in the overall program is to

9 look more toward program evaluation. In the
.

10 discussion on the examination process, you've heard

11 that we are indeed. overseeing and reviewing the

12 activities of the facility licensee and we're seeing

13 substantial improvement in their capability to}
. . . .

14 administer meaningful evaluations of their operators.

15 But at the same time during this process

16 we've had quite a bit of unnecessary stress involved,

17 too many evaluators in the simulator. Clearly, if you

18 have one NRC evaluator for one candidate, ye" may have

19 five candidates in the control area. You have five

20 facility evaluators, five NRC evaluators, including

21 observers and we've had some pretty extreme cases
.

22 where essentially the operators run into people and
,

23 are not able to move around. It creates an

24 environment which is very different from the

25 environment that they'd actually be operating the

ii

t -
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1 facility.

2 There's been too much emphasis on what we

3 call individual simulator critical tasks. In

4 attempting to develop the simulator scenarios, you

5 want to make sure that you have one or two or more

6 critical tasks per position, if you have four licensed

7 operators participating in the examination. This may

8 overly --
.

9 CHAIRMAN CARR: How do you define a
.

10 critical task?

11 MR. RUSSELL: Critical task is a task

12 which' has to be cued. That is there has to be an

13 alarm or an indication that clearly indicates a task

14 is to be performe' It has to have safety

15 significance as it relates to the facility itself.

16 There has to be a procedure that describes what la to

17 be done and then the individual either has to

18 successfully perform that or if he fails to perform it

19 at all or does it wrong, that would be considered to

20 be a failure of a critical task.

21 CHAIRMAN CARP: But does he do that
.

22 without direction or does he get direction? Can you

23 flunk two guys on the same critical task? If the

24 uperator gets the alarm and doesn't take action and

25 the SRO says, "Do something," and the guy does it,

q
,_ J
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l- have both of them flunkedjor neither of=them or.oneiof- t
' '

2 them?'
'

3 MR., RUSSELL: That's a very - good alead-in
*

,

4 to the issue- of .the team-dependent behavior. We
+t

5 -believe~that'.wo ought to shift-to' crew critical. tasks ~ l

i6' and-that there,should'be assistance between operators

7- prompting each other.and thate we should nottevaluate
' i8 individuals in- that context: when1 you' re looking - at a-

.

9 dynamic simulator = scenario.: :In - fact,_ _if the

..

~ Commission' recalls, the basic for requiring simulators.10 .

11 in the' ' elements of JtheL examination _ process 1 which we.
~

12 added were for twoKbasic: reasons. .one was,to evaluate' -

13- -time-dependent- behavior, in - .the conduct :of- the-~'

;2a
14 -activity, that 18.in manipulations of-the. controls and-

15 doing things inireal time.
1

16 The second was to. evaluate' the- - t e am 's1

17 performance, command ..and control ' communications,
L

( 18 ability to execute procedures,=and;you typically in a

|.
~ reactor ;operat'or; reading- the.

.
,

L 19- situation have-a senior
|-

"

L 20 procedure. andt giving: the directionsi_an'd you; have--

21- licensed operators'- 'out on; the: ' panels- .that are
.

,

22 executing -those, providing: ~ feedback.. =That's_Lthe:

'

23 portion that we. think is -most critical. That 's - the :~

-24 reason that we feel in the-pilot = program, which~I'll
.

L

25 discuss Inter _ :is the'|right | direction . t 'o go , - to.
,

t

I (
:n
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I evaluate crew performance using crew critical task

2 concepts with the other portions of the examination we
|
| 3 have now for evaluating crew characteristics, and-to

4 not continue with the individuni critical tasks which
5 we believe may have been making the scenarios overlv
6 complex.

,

7 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Can 1 just see if I

f 8 understand what you're proposing? You're proposing to |

9 eliminate the situation now in which a single operator !

I10 can by not carrying out a critical task fail his exam
!

.

|11 totally, but would allow, say, another operator to )
12 assist him, perhaps intervene, before he made a

: ' 13
( mistake or didn't carry it out.

<

1. . - ~

14 in other words, my understanding of the

15 present situation is that if an operator does noti

16 carry out a critical task in quite the right way, and '

17 I think time is it. >olved in this to some extent -- but
|

18 I may be wrong there, but if I'm wrong stop.me and--

;
-.

19 that he is to do this unas :ted by another operator,
<

20 that you would now allow another operator to say, "Do
21 that," or " Move on it," or something. If the task is

.

22 carried out within the context of the total team

23 operation, that would be all right and you would not I
24 focus so sharply on the performance of each individual

i,
25 operator. Is that what I hear you saying? i

irq |
La s
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l MR. . RUSSELL: ~Let-me give an example.. We

2 have had-cases where-the crew has performed the' task
'

3 successfully, but an' individual member did not
>

4 identify, for' example based upon his plant conditions,

5 that.- for instance, depressurization :of a boiling

6 water reactor |was required. Maybe the panel. operator:

7 had indications _that it was ' required, his procedures; -

. - 8: would call for it andi he' did- not ! identify 'that' thi's ;

9 'was required utid-report-it to the'. shift' supervisor:and'
.

10 take the appropriate ' action. It may be that'someone

11 else recognizen that , backs him ~ in; and in thatup

12 context - the crew was successful but t h e i n d i v i d u a l.-
| .

'

] 13 would'be failed --
: w -

. .

| 14 -. COMMISSIONER ROGERS: .Yes, that's,the kind?

I 15 of situation-I'nHthinking'of.

16 MR. RUSSELL- -- based upon:ncc taking'an

17 appropriate action- -or responding to' an- alarm-

18 indication or identifying that a condition exists'.that

19 requires' entry.into an.E0P.
,

20 . COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Yes.

21 MR. ~ RUSSELL:D We're proposing ' instead- to
,,

22 use the crew -critical: . tasks,. look at the crew
~

23 performance, ano not to -focus on individuals. We

24 think that thatT will do a number of things. .one,.it-

25 will foster teamwork. It will create. peer pressure no

I y
, 1
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l that you _ don' t have_ an individual that is *inble_to ;

2 perform on a crew that might bring the whole crew down,-

,

3 because we're going to-be shifting now toward_a. crew

4 evaluation. We- have seen: instances where an-

5 individual. performing poorly has "resulted in a crew

6 failure. So, we think that-this would build-teamwork

7 and it's the proper direction to go_and-we'd like to

8 do this for a pilot evaluation.
.

9 CHAIRMAN CARRt Let ~ me make 'a suggestion

'

10 to you on that. I concur with the way.you're going,

11 but my suggestion is that you-orient your exam to.do

12'- the dynamic simulator first and then-when you see that-

13 guy who doesn't do it right, you're. worried!about-him
}s..

14 but you don't flunk the-crew nor - him.- But-'then ; that-

15 gives you.a chance-to cturther look at that guy'in the-

16 written and the walk-through , exams and wherever else.

.17 you_look at him t o -_ decide if, yes, that. -operator is--

18 not only not carrying his_ load,in the crew,_.he really

19 doesn't know what he's doing. I think it'will1 give
.

- i20' you -- you'll get a feel-an you go through the dynamic-

21 exam for operators-who might not be asistrong as you'd.
.

22 like them, -and then it- ,gives you a follow-up.

23- opportunity to really probe the guy, So,'I_ throw that -

24- out as a-suggestion because I have seen'. it ' work that

25 way.
,

-. I

L J

!
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~J l MR. RUSSELL: Yes, sir.

2 COMMIS$10NER ROGERS: That sounds like a

3 very good idea. The other thing is, of course, I

4 concur that it seems to me that this is a positive way

5 to go. It would eliminate some problems and perhaps

6 achieve some of the team-building objectives that

7 you're interested in. I think we have to be a little

8 careful though that somehow we're not losing
.

9 individual accountability in the process. That still
.

10 has to be there. I'm not suggesting you shouldn't do

11 this, but I think one has to keep in mind always that

12 as individuals those operators have to be sound and

- ' 13 they have to have a sense that they are individually
. - . .

14 risponsible even though they can help each other and

15 that that isn't lost -somehow or diminished in the

16 process.

17 CHAIRMAN CARR: Let me add one more --

18 MR. RUSSELL: I started talking about

19 stress, but I think we're into the pilot program.

20 CHAIRMAN CARR: I-think you'11 find that

21 the dynamic simulator is the most stressful piece of
.

22 the exam. So, if you get that out of the way first,

'

23 you'll find that a lot of that stress is reduced

24 because when you're given the other parts of the exam

25 and they've still got to look forward to that dynamic

!
I

1. J
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l simulator, the stress is over a lot longer period of~

2 time than it needs to.

3 MR. RUSSELL: I will come back to the

4 pilot program because we feel at least the reason for

5 proposing it is that we feel we can give a valid

6 examination to be able to both judge the crew'

7 performance and with other portions of the

8 examination, the simulator portion, the JPMs, which we

9 con do with a walk-through to follow up on areas that

10 may have been observed to be weaknesses during the

11 dynamic simulator, and the written, that that process

12 in total will allow us to identify and discriminate

f' 13 individual performance as well as crew performance.
:-..

14 We think that there's some benefits of that.

15 CHAIRMAN CARR: Before you leave stress,

16 how do you all define abnormal stress? I never took

17 an exam where there wasn't stress and I've been on

18 both ends of this examining deal.

19 MR. RUSSELL: Clearly, there is --

20 CHAIRMAN CARR: Some exams cause me more

21 ntress that I was giving than I was taking, I might
.

22 add.

23 MR. RUSSELL: I think an example was the -

24 carlier one I gave with the number of evaluators doing

25 the evaluation. If you have three -

r- -]
u __J
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k
1 CHAIRMAN CAHR: That's interference. You-

2 can see that kind of thing.

3 MR. RUSSELL: That's interference.

4 CHAIRMAN CARR: But what we're talking

5 about is individual stress. I mean that's what-

6 they're worried about. Some people are going to

7 respond t- it different than others. I'm just trying

. 8 to figure out when you say -- how much stress do you

9 think is tolerable for the guy undergoing the exam?
'

10 MR. RUSSELL: I think clearly there is

11 always going to be some stress. I think there's

12 stress when the plant behaves in an event. You go

13 from a calm state to a highly charged state. So, I
'.!

"

L
14 think some degree of sweaty palms while you're going

15 through it is healthy. The issue is to- not have

16 stress that's created by the process unnecessarily.

17 What we're interested in is testing knowledge and

18 abilities. That's going to be stressful. Extra

19 people there and what we did by way of --

20 CHAIRMAN CARR: Okay.

21 MR. RUSSELL: -- one case, we actually had.

,

22 an instant replay. Some facilities tape the

'

23 examinations. We permit that. If they wish to use

24 that in the appeal process when they conclude that the

25 behavior was correct and we disagree, that's also-

'
\

u J
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_ l -- appropriate.. But' we have ' givenL = guidance that' we Ido'-

2- not' want examiners using. tapes 11 toiJreview - af t erward. o

_

- _3 particularly. of f-site' by sending- thei- video ;; tapes 0 to-
4 the- region - to ' judge,_ to overturnz a Edecision. ; . S o ,-i w e i
5 have eliminatod'that" process.

, ,

6 DOCTOR MURLEY: 'That's an- example,r : we|-

7 think, of, unnecessary-stress.1 _Also'eit's,an' unusual-~l, -

8 -I aean it'aca stress ~;thetithe; operator really wouldn'._t|
~ '

-

,

9 be under, H I _ don' t' t hink,-Jin _ a -|reali even t .-

.

'10 MR. RUSSELL:j ' Timeliness of i feedback . . ;for)
l

.11 example. 'If he'has-passed the1 examination /and we feel.
12~ that there .aren*t- any- questions; - t hat' _-require '

~ i

i}}
13 additional review, we ought:to be1able to_say that byL

;;
1-14 the time of - -the exi t meeting frather; than~ having ' him ^'

15 ' anxious =and-waiting.forsthe neNt1three-or four weeks.---

-

-.

16 COMMISSIONER ROGERS:- . Well, there'si1two-;-

17 -considerations. One ~ is= :fju's t1 -being decentL !and' "not: -

.

18 introducing .an element: of;; stress--- that11sn'.ti necessary
19 by ' prolonging'- a ' perioldJ off uncertainty 7 _That's one< |.

-

20 aspect.- I'm certainlyf int-f avorf off tryingjtof reduce
21: '.t h at . The1other.is-thoughtthatiunnecessary7stressLaay

,

s
22 actually interfere' with E the f result that iyou' re - trying-

a-23 to measure. .

.;
1

. - .24- MR.:' RUSSELL: Yes.
m

25 COMMISSIONER ROGERS:- -And- that'n 'a- o
t *

L- ,f

N
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]-
1 differentLeonsideration and-that onePI:thihk:is'really--

2 one that; you've got to- pay attention [to/because; youi

3 don' t want 'st rescito' maski. theJ result',. al: valid' result ,-c

do(we ' wanti to ' introduce unnecessary 1 pain : overi al4 nor

6 -long. period of time becausefweJhaven't gottenuourfact" j
. '

'

. . - . . 1

6 together- in -_ making- a-' decision on isomebody's! exaal
_

7 That's a;different. kind:ofistressfthoughi:in_myiview.'
~

8 MR. RUSSELL:: :Clearlyk [this> is: Jan1-

9 important_ topic andt we have finitiatedl n'.rediew
'

.

- |
-

.
. .

.

10' independent .of.Ethe examining -process -athat.'st being' -

11 conducted by-- the Human:. Factors Branch 'toiactually?looki
.

12 into what are the4 factors 9which con' tribute to-; stress.-

j - -13 We're doing - a s tudyM at 'this h pointi andi we- expects ,to 1~ s

L _J '

114 have the:results'insJune. _ ,

- 0:
, 4

i -16 TheresareJ.thre'e parts;to thatostudyt Lone.-
L

16 is an observation of ' the E examin~ation processi for an" 1:
'

i

1.7 NRC examination, : for ta !u t-i~11tyi examination s: 'Another~ ]
-18- element -is al stru6tured interview; questionnaire" to :-

.

! 19 obtain feedback' from, the .evaluatorsi -from. the
~

-

L 201 c andi da t e s11t hems elver . 'The; third fisJ e j quest'ionnaire~ '

i- ., 4

!, J21 to go :'out" ~ wit h s :~a M broad-based, voluntary F a.'irvey ^ to' q
,,

;

22 = : gather e information .back' cf rom-- operators who- .have.:- +;
' ' '

-

.

. .

,
_

j!
.

'We then have planstto evaluate.thata
'

23 ' experienced this.
.

_

24' information and!;we'll provide-~ the ' results1 ofi ;that-.
-

~I25 evaluation' to the Commission'and.wefwould hope:to have'=

' I"~1
t J '

I
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""

) that late this summer.
2 COMMISSIONER REMICK: Have you thought how
3 you might implement such findings or is that

4 impossible without knowing what the findings are?
5 MR. RUSSELL: In some cases we're already
G leaning forward in the trenches. We think that the
7 issue of reducing examiners from one on one to one on
8 two is moving in the right direction. We are, with a

.

9 separate activity, looking at the examination scenario
10 that's being admin 2stered. We have a review going on
11 of the examinations administered over the last six
12 months by a team of examiners looking for consistency,

7 13 the degree of diisiculty, the number of critical3_';,
14 tasks, et cetera, to determine whether additional
15 guidance is needed from the program office to ensure
16 uniformity and consistency across the-regions.
17 So, we have a number of activities that
18 we're taking action on now based upon judgment as to
19 what we think are factors that may contribute to

20 stress, but we need to complete the study before we'll
21 know whether all of those are effective or not.

,

22 Another current i'asue is program
23 stability. We've~ talked about what was in Revision 5,

|

'

24 the start-up program, after the pause in

25 requalification examinations by NRC and Revision 6 of
I

| ,

{L _J
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0
1 the examiner standards and how we're providing six

2 months notice before they go into place. That six

3 months provides three months for the utility even

4 before they get an exam letter and then we have a 90

5 day exam letter when we send it out and say. "We're

6 coming, provide us your materials." So, that will

7 help.

8 In addition, we have delineated
.

9 responsibility internally for revisions to the
.

10 examiner standards. I am now responsible for

11 reviewing those revisions, making a determination that

12 they're consistent with Commission policy as regards

13 to backfit consideration. We have developed a revie*<

| 14 process, so internally we give a high degree of

15 visibility to revisions.

16 In addition, we do interact with NUMARJ,

17 with PROS, with industry, on aireas to be revised. So,

18 we, in fest, obtain comments on those revisions before

19 we proceed. We are looking at n::s revisions for

20 Revision 7, but I would not expect that to be out for

21 on tim order of nine months to a year from now.
,

22 I mentioned the interregional consistency.

23 We've talked a little bit also about the crew versus

24 individual evaluations. We are going to proceed with

25 this pilot program. We need to coordinate that

l
.;
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I program ' closely with the. Office - of General: Counsel i
-

2 because of the requirement s - in the: regulations today

3 to evaluate individuals-for.the.purposeTof renewing.a

4 license.- We' think that-this' pilot program'will: give
'

'

E us information . that will help' us in-deciding whether.

6 to make a recommendation to the Commission to_ modify

7 the regulations-to' eliminate'individualfexamination as-
'

| .
.

; 8 a basis for the program,.for license renewal _- that - is , = .

[ 9 and instead-to focust on an evaluation of the facility
-

*4
. ~

is . dee: sed - to.be10 program. Where the f acilit_y - program
. .

[ 11 satisfactory, renew a license based - upon the'| finding
i
; 12 that the facility program- is satisf actory. I n :- t h e -
,

|}M] 13 event a facility- program --i s deemed' to- :be
t n--
'

14 unsatisfactory, we 'would havel the'.-ab'ility' to usesNRC
i

15 examination.=to renew the- license 'o f: an indiv'idual .

16 during _the- . period of time that ;the- program _is,

| 17. unsatisfactory,'should that' occur.-
|

; '18 Thet!s ~ kind 'of' the future' that' we're
;

[ 19 looking to. We have.a lot:ofuwork:toldocto' evaluate-

20 str'ess, to evaluate interregional- consistency, to

' 21 conduct the_ pilot program andJwe wouldJpropose:to come-
,

22 - back to : the- commission in late summer to 'earlyi f all '

23- -with the results of.those eval _uations = and - the-- resul t s
'

*
i-

{ 24 .of the ' pilot program ; with the recommendation - as to
.

|
25 whether we would proceed to modify-the regulations;to-

9 f
J
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'

1 put this in place:on.a longer term.'-

2 CHAIRMAN CARR:: On your. interregional

3 consistency,=I was perturbed by the'INPO comment that:

4 some utilities are changing.their. training programs to

5 reflect specific requests of examiners.- Are you- '

6 taking- care of the . interregional variances Liu;

7 examinations? Want 'some unsolicited advice?-- Go

8 nhead. ..

9 MR. RUSSELL: We are aware: of the regional ,|-

.

10 inconsistencies. In~ fact, at the most recent- senior

11 management. meeting. we . spent some time on that and.

12 there-was-quite a, healthy self-assessment on.theJpart

13 of the region where they identified inconsistencies
}]

'
14 between how they were administering the program and

15 how it was being done in other- regions'.- ~.That~

j 16 evaluation by the region was consistentz 'with the-

17 evaluation that was done independently-by.the-Program

18 Office, looking at- some t of 'the - problems that were
~

19 identified. -I think- that: this is an' area that's going

20 to - t ake continued, management. at tention- to. make sure

21 that the programs are consistent.- -That'.s why ' we' re -y ,.

1

l 22 embarking on some of.:the activities, evaluating _

23 examinations that have been administered.

are-getting more involved-24 In addition, we r

25 in direct- oversight of activities in the. field, -the

O i
t. J
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'

I actual administration.'of examin. tion's=es a part-of. our

2 program office reviews. It's going to take attention..e

q
-3 CHAIRMAN CARR: Yes.c Let me suggest'thate

4 you consider interregional team. exchanges, pieces-of

5 the team.

6 -MR.' RUSSELL: We-do now exchange. examiners

7 and have - examin'ers J f rom other regions' as woll ae' our-

8 contract examiners-who examine in'all the= regions have- ..

9' .just been on program reviews ;et both -Idaho and at-

4

10 Pacific Northwest -Laboratories- and we did h' ave

11 discussiens and'we are interested in-feedback an~well'
12 from=our. contract examiners-since they be3 activities

13 .in all regions. -So, - we' are t rying1 to ho?icit' that~j

14 information, exchange exam'iners and;get feedback. -But

-15 'it's clearly- going to take. additionall wanagement-

16 attention because: we have shad _ in thes pass inst.ancea'
,

17 where there were differencee, in some cases quite.

18 significant. T h o's e - h a ve been . -identified and we' re

19 working on them now. '

20 The last item 1: wasted .to mention was a-
~

21 question that Commissioner .Remick p'assed on' to- t h e~
,.

- 22- staff. 'It relates,to'the-concept =of-u check operatori
'

'

23- I'd like to submit that -the; program that- we are l

24 implementing now where we c have a f acility. evaluator-
-25 - that . actually _is administering the. excininstion while !

r-
t_

|
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-1 the NRC.is , reviewing--At, is < close| ~ t o '. the: concept) sf a-

' 1
2 check _ operator. If.,in. fact,_ the.results_-of Ahe pf. lot._

_

-

3 program are successfh] ' and .wef propose ' a- rule .- ch'ttnge --

4 which .would eliminate .the .naad for Jan NRC : examination -1
7

5 :an' the baola of licenne renewal',-thatca' check operstorf

6 program and some of the concerns:thattwe expressed,in: '|
>-

7 -the earlier- Cosmission paper could beitsplemented and. j
'- t - -

8 there could be an---evaltration done ' by- f acility t rairers ' 1
-

,

,:

9 as well=as. peer operators and the NRC couldi hen be in |t

'

10 a position-To~ observe that and evaluate __the program.- .

11 We do hava -some' concerns with respect -to-

12 use of a-check o_perator concept alone_as'itirelates to
,

l
1) ~ 13 the regulations',. the;- way thuy: stand new for -thei

.L
14 purpose-of-.' license renewal.- -i- y

|

15 ; CHAIRMAN CARR:- As I read the PROS paper. |
'

a
16 the check- operator program was- in: addition; to =i

> q

17 overything else it hatqwas going, oni -j

18 COMMISSIONER:hEMICE: ,Well, there are two,;
.

19 One is the; -PROS- proposal :which _ .i s not the =same-

20- proposal that was: being: considered :back in tho' '84-

21 time frame. -It-'is different. So, .I was -- going - to -atik
~

-

,

.

22 you- 'the--question what do you ,think': of -the? PROS-

'

23 position _ paper, but: that's' independent;of whatLyou'!,e-. 4

-24 talking,of.

25 MR._ RUSSELL: That's_ correct.. .;
'F1

- -c ,1 -i
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1 COMMISSIONE1 REMIClu Now, at one time, of

2 course, the licensee did administer requal exams. . We
2

3 did not have any specific statutory authority to do S

4 thAt, but we were able to do it. The raason that
.

5 you're suggestieg a rule change 'Is because it now saya
6 that the NW 0111 administer. Is that right? And 30

I7 that's my -- 1

8 MR.- RUSSELL: The regnistions today do j ,
,

I
B in@ed require the facility to administer!Wo opersu ng

4

10 test six *1mes in the course of a six year license and

|11 a writte, examination three times in the course of

12 i that same six year liesane. So, we slready have in

.? . 13 tha regulationa a requirit.ent for the --facility todJ
lA cxamine the operatora. We also have a requirement

16 that t,nce in the course of a six' year license the NRC
10 independently oxumine an indiv;idu al in order to be,

17 uble to renew his hbcente.
18 Gi vtru that rfquiremnnt, we .would not be

1
,19 able to un e h wiu,ple ceftification through a check

20 |- c pe r a t o>r concept.. lat other e l em e n t s ', as has been

21 described, could be done i n ~ avidi t ion to the facility
,

22 < eval u o~t i o n . They can have opeirators who have special
E'l quislification to administer an eval.uation from the

'

; 24- opernting d ep a r tin an t par t icipa t e' - with the training

; 25 department to - give that examination now. _0ther than
'

,

* '
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1 the requi'rement that once in six years the NRC --
'

2 CHAIRMAN CARRf 1 guess I ought to say i
>

3 that I thchered that six year requirement:for us.- |
.

'

4 COMMIf310NER REMICgt- I know you did.
i
'

5 CHAIRMAN CARRi The reason I did--was- ,

t

6 because I tried to put myself in the position of if we- ]

7 have - an accident and the operator on' watch is the i

8 cause of the accident and. they come to me and say,
. i

9 "How long -has .it been since you looked at- this t

,

'

10 operator?" under our original regulatio.s we may.nevern s

- i

11 have looked st him since his. original qualification.. [

12 That lef t me somewhat . uneasy that we had not assured [4

: ~" 13 ourselves that.the operators were keeping some kind.of ;

M
14 an efficiency. requirement up.

16 Now, I realize that causes a-problem which i

16 1 don't know a wayf outT of r what I eall the' double
' 17 Jeopardy -problem-'where you' don't want.'to examine-- ;

;
18 you examine--operator A today.and he?s-in a-crew where-

>

?

! 19 operator .B needs to be oxamined J tomorrow and so he
i'

20 gets another examination while operator .B is being-

~v
21 looked at'. So, it.'aikind:of - I don't"know a wayJout-

,
,

22 of theti butil's going. 'to leave it up .- to this. smart
.

_

23 staff to figure.thatcout, ci'

24- COMMISSIONER REMICK1 Well, I. think -j'

25 they're heading in the right direction here, Ken. I ;

j
F-

( ;i
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!
3 l shouldn't be characterized as somebody that is .

~~

,

2 necessarily a' proponent of the check operator. Hiding
'

3 behind the A C '<S hat, the position 'of ACRS always-was

4 that it's worthy of consideretion in face of - - the

6 problems we have. Where I come out;la very auch, I
,

O think, where you-indicate that-you're lonking-at. 'I

7 think ultimately'for several different-reasons that we

8 should return to the licensee's administering but with ..

9 the staff very heavily involved f rom the standpoint of
.

10 monitoring and making sure of'the process.

11 I just see the check' operator as something
'

12 that has worked for FAA and it's worthy;of looking at,
;

j] 13 at least. But I don't want to be characterized as >

<-

14 somebody that thinks that that's- something we

16 tecessarily should move in and that there' aren't I

16 serioun considerations.. I
t

17 Along that ling though, and one .o f the -

18 reasono that I _think thet it's worthy- of

19 consideration, is the fact'about our ultimate resource-
,

20 is our ability. to get people who are really
. - -)21 experienced operators. I see recently where the staff |

,

22 _has asked. I think, the comptroller - General on the |

23 question of can we use consultants = cnd ' what is the
'

24 impact if we get back the at swer? no. To what extent

26 are we dependent on-contract reanurces to do this?
r-
L .-
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1 MR. RUSSEL1,: Heavily. It's approximately

1

2 half the program. If we were to get an answer back

3 that said we cannot continue to use contract examiners

4 in the way we have been using them and described in

5 that paper, we're talking between 40 and 50 full-time

6 equivalent employees worth of work. Clearly, going

7 toward a program evaluation rather than evaluating

8 each individual would have significant reduction in
.

9 recources for the NRC staff.

10 MR. SCINTO: It is unlikely that you'd get

11 en answer from Comptroller General that said no, you

12 could not use contract personnel. It would be in the

13 nature of modifications of the way in which they'ro*

1
'

14 used rather than --

15 COMMISSIONER REMICK: No, I understand

16 that. I understand that.

17 MR. RUSSELL.: That completes the staff's
1

i 33 oresentation. If there are any other questions, we'd

f-

19 be --
j

20 COMMISSIONER IlEMICK: Do you have any

21 reaction to what PROS is suggesting, which is

| |
,

.

| 22 different than what you just talked about7 You talked

23 to PROS recently, I guess?'

24 MR. RU S S E l,L : Yes. The thrne of us met

25 with PROS two weeks ago approximately, with the

r
;

o .J
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1 President and the Vice president of the organization.

2 1 would say that it's not clear to me that there is a

3 consensus view wi' ain PROS as to the right approach to

4 take. We did discuss it with them. We felt it was a

5 very good dialogue. We're going to continue the

6 dialogue with them and on an individuni utility basis

7 I think it would be useful for the operations

8 department to have some number of individuals who are
.

9 licensed operators or licensed senior operators to

10 participate in the facilits evaluation program as

11 check operators rather than just having the training

12 department administer. We've seen conflict between

13 trainers and operators and I think that kind of a

14 concept will help bridge that.

15 CHAIRMAN CARR: My guess is most of them

16 have those individuals in place that they're using,

17 whether they use them that way or not. You go to any

18 plant and ask them who their best three operators are

19 and they'll all come up with the same names. So, they

20 know who their good o p e r'. ; 9 r s are'and_they do go to

21 them before they qualify one of their not to good
.

22 operators and say, "How is this guy doing?" So, the

23 process is not completely not being used now,_but it's -
_

24 not being used so formally.

25 MR. ROE: I think it's important to note

.)
d. )
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1 that in the current' program there is a thread of-the' ~

2 check operator in that and that we request a senior

3 reactor operator from the-operations.' department to be j
i

4 part of the evaluat ion team..- We don't' call him a i

i

5 check operator, -but obviously the. same attributes that

6 they have in the. PROS proposal for a check . operator
~

f7 and our desire to have that person? as 'part of = the

8 team. i.
,

9 COMMISSIONER REMICK: Do you feel the !4

10 thing that's | driving PROS is primarily the use of' !
.

)

11 trainers' that aren't necessarily experienced

12 operators? 1. read in that too that perhaps some

"
~ l7 13 utility might.be hiring. consultants to come in and the

.LJ
14 consultant is doing it and they.were complaining about

15 that also.
.

16 MR . . RUSSELL: 'That's correct.. I think'

.

17 that PROS is looking-for,someone who is competent.and |

18 understands operations of" the facility participating

19 in the. evaluation process'rather than someone.who may i

20 never have been Llicensed to be' totallyfin- control of

21_ the evaluation process.-
.

22 COMMISSIONER REMICKt O f- course, that

*

~ 23 applies to.our use of consultants also, I assume.

24 CHAIRMAN-CARR: Yes.

25 MR. RUSSELL: Oh.. it certainly does.
..

t~ .

1
w,

_
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1 CHAIRMAN CARR: 'In fact, on my visits

2 around I tell the operators when they retire, " Apply,

3 for a ,l ob here because we need operators to do

4 examinations," and some of those.pecple are getting to-

5 the point where they are - eligible for retireteent and
>

6 look for another work.- So, it's not beyond the realm ;

'

7 of possibility'that we could get some of those people.
e

8 MR. ROE: It's already occurring. .

t

9 MR. GALI,0: A really substantial number of

10 our examiners erl ex-licensed operators.

11 CHAIRMAN CARR: 'I always . as a good-w

12 recruiter.
'

13 COMMISSIONER REMICK: Thank you.
~~

dJ ,

14 CHAIRMAN CARR: Might'not1 help them that
' |

15 much.

16 Commissioner Remick? t

17 COMMISSIONER REMICK: That's 'all. Thank

18 you.

19 CHAIRMAN CARR: Commissioner Curtiss?"
#

20 COMMISSIONER CURTISS: I have a number of.

21 specific questions, but let me make~ a' general ,
,

22 observation-first'and get the staff's. reaction..
.

.

23 I think we all. believe, at least 'I-

- 24 certainly' do and I think the Commission as a whole

25 does, that the operator-requal progran is a critically-
Tj
LJ
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~ l important one and perhaps more so than anything else

2 we've done has brought about the improvement in safety

3 that we've seen over the last stveral years. A lot of

4 the things that you've described here, the programs

5 that you have in mind, that you've laid out in the

6 SECY paper in terms of refining the program it does

7 seem to me constitute positive steps that move in the

8 right direction.

9 I guess as I look at the comments that

10 we've talked about here and that I think each of un

11 individually has heard from the various sites that

12 we've visited, they collectively suggest to me in the

13 aggregate a common theme that in turn points to what I

14 think is the biggest challenge that we're going to

15 face in the program over the next several years.

16 If you take a look at the issues of the

17 scenario complexity and critical tasks and operator

18 stress and JpMo and simulator fidelity, the kinds of

19 things that we've talked about here today, I guess the

20 question that I would raise and a concern that I'd

21 like to talk about is that it does seem to me that
,

22 it's important now that we've gotten to this critical
~

23 point in the program to be able to have a high degree

24 of confidence, that we know what it is that we're

25 testing for, that we know what the knowledge base is

,_.q
;
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1 that we're seeking to have the operators demonstrate.
2 If you look ut a lot of these questions

3 about scenario complexity and the ones that I've

4 mentioned, in many respects they have as a common

5 thread, I guess, if you pull on it, the question of
;6 how far out in the envelope the test needs to go, how 1

i7 much fidelity in terms of degraded core conditions !

8 does the scenario have to have to the real reactor.
.

9 1 guess the question that I would have in

10 terms of that very issue, we've seen situations in my
11 , judgment where as you respond to what's laid out at
12 the front end of a program and as you do that

?! 13 effectively the program has a tendency to expand andb
14 as we look back at the program perhaps to the point-
15 where we all say that assumption or that approach or
1G that hypothetical may have gone too far.
17 One area in particular that I guess I have

18 in mind is the security area, where as you look back
19 at the process it does seem to me, primarily through
20 the HER inspections, that one could make the case that
21 we have in this country assembled a security program

.

22 that in retrospect or certainly by comparison to what
23 other countries do has really expanded the envelope '

24 based upon having addressed the principal concern you
25 get into scenarios or hypotheticals that may

r1
L. .
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1 individually be logical but in the aggregate you'look i*

2 at that and you. 1: think, scratch your; head, or at
t,

3 least I do, as to how far to extend that. !

>

4 I gucas, _as I say,- I think the kinds of-

6 things that you proposed here to do today inLterms of

6 refining the program are important steps and 1

7 certainly' support the operator-stress initiative that-

8 you have-underway and the pilot program on crew versus*

. i
9 individual, your. work wi t h PROS and the:~ study that

.

10 you're goint to do on-the recent. experience.- And'I
.P

11 think the examiner standarda'also provide a degree of-

12 discipline- .to the process- in terms'. 'of - focusing on |
'

.

7 "' 13 what's tested what's t he knowledge . base- ;that = we.' re
3g t,,

14 looking for. But we all know, and I'think we've all
'

-

15 heard it as.we've gone around?to the-sites', that those |

16 examiner standards-have a great. deal ofalatitude built [
l

17 into them. HalfLof the program, _ as u. you' ve indicated
e

18 here, is run by the contractor's outside people '

19- reporting, of course, to the Commission.-

20- 3 guesa the question tha't'I'put to..you'in f

21 a general. way, ~how do you, at your level, the -
,

22 managemont with the; ' Agency- overseeing this- very
'

.

23 important program, -intend -to- ensure- that the core
,

24 knowledge that : we're attempting t o" a d'd t e s s ' doesn' t-i
,

25 continue to.getJexpanded becauseieverybo'dy is-getting '

i

r...
,

,
. - :

'
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1 the right answers? I mean ideally that's - the

2 situation I'd like to have define what they_need to -

3 know and everybody gets the right ' answer. There may

4 be a tendency that once everybody gets the' -right

5 answer to ask the tougher question. In retrospect, we '

6 may find ourselves f acing' a situation - that ! think

:
7 we've seen in-other areas'. ,

,

8 Can you expand _.on that? ..; .

:

9 HR. RUSSELL Let.ne-address-what.has been
.

10 done and what we tre doing.
.

11 We have developed knowledge and ebility

12 catalogues based upon input that. included licensed _

13 operators and others to identify certain knowledge,j ~

;

1 1i. -

14 skills and abilities that are appropriate to the-jobs.

15 Then we went through a second~' time and-we identified

16 importance measures for those'toLthe tasks. Those are

17 the root information that'a used1to-then develop an
i

18 examination, to - then _ use= 'a - sampling '' technique to go=

19 through and-test areas'and..then-you' decide what is the
_

-20 appropriate vehicle.- 1s- it ;a simulator * examination,-

i
I ! 21- is it- a written examination,- et J 'cebita. So . there's i

,

22 actually' a. model that 'is used to develop an
! - .i"

23- examination. '

24 The fundamental information that's being.

25 evaluated comes from the facility._- That is, they_can )

44'um

'!
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]
1 correlate their facility-learning objectives and their

2 materials, including their examination materials to
'

3 those same knowledges and' abilities whint are generic
-.

.

;

*

4 for pressurized water sactors and boiling water

j5 reactors. They understand the process that we use to

6 develop that examination and we are indeed using

7 facility: materials. .!

8 Now, if there -is a . tendencyE within the _ -
.

i

9 facility to get tougher and tougher and furtner out in

10: the knowledge domain I'm'not aware of that. I would-
,

.

-11 think that- there would be an interest in balance
'

12 between the information they . expect _ the operators to
-

13: handle 'and. what may 1e ultimately -handled by the fj
.-a ;

14 technical support center .or. .t h r ou gh- an ' accident ~

15 management _ concept -when - you Jstart ; getting. inte .evere
-

.

16 accidents or degraded core cooling. - While we ~have,
-

:

f17 some knowledge requirements in. those areas for

18 -licensed. operators and it's built-into ~their training.

19. program, we do not - take them- inton that: .regine. !:In|

(
-

.t
| 20 : fact,-the simulators through.the certification sto no_t

-21 able to replicate _with accuracy when you get into.that
, ,

22 domain.-
'

23 So, we're looking at trying to_ put a-

24 reasonable base- in place that -identifies generically

25 what, are the knowledges, skills, and~ abilities- that

'Is

.g
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1 are appropriate for testing. We've identified

2 impertance measures for those and we use that as a

3 standard to build our examinations, and then we use

4 the plant-specific materials to assess that and that's

5 the process that's followed for initial licensing. We

6 consider some of those same elements when we look at

7 the examination unterial presented by the facility.

8 That is, is this a comprehensive exam 7 Is it one that

9 samples the required knowledge areas? Do they have

10 the right importance factors?

11 So, those are the methods that we're using

12 to attempt to control the examination content which 1

13 focuses on the knowledges that are being tested.}
14 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Could I just break

15 n here for a second on the scenarios? Because,

16 that's the one I'm still waiting to hear a little bit

17 more on.

18 CHAIRMAN CARR: You didn't talk about

19 that. We reserved your time for ' hat.

20 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Are you going to say

21 more about t he -- how the scenarios are developed?
.

22 MR. hDSSELL: If you want. I could have

23 one of the examiners address it as to how it's

24 develo; ed now.

25 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Well, what the
1

|Il
' L .J
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l gentleman said is that we use actuals.~~

2 CHAIRMAN CARR No. He said 1 cautioned

3 them to use actuals. I don't know what they're using.

4 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: I see. Okay.

5 Because, I'd like to know how those are developed,

O whether they are actuals or whether they're based upon

7 octuals. You know, you can take an actual and you can

8 say, well, we con make it a little bit better. You
.

9 know? And, 1 Just would like to understand how those
.

10 scenarios are developed and I think we must be very

11 nenaitive to the driving effect of those scenarios on

12 the training programs.

13 Hight now, my sense is that the most

14 difficult scenarios are driving the training programs

15 and that there just isn't enough time on the s incu l a t o r

16 in the training programs to deal with what I would

17 call the garden variety of incidents that are much

18 more likely to happen. The focus tends to be on the

19 crash and burn scenario they've been called.

20 Everything goes wrong. And I have a feeling that

21 somehow this is not giving us the safest situation for
,

22 training because the operatore are not sufficiently
'

23 prepared or may not be sufficiently prepared to deal

24 with events which may happen once every couple of

25 years, but may happen, whereas the so-called crash and

R
i- l
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I burn scenarios are things which may never have

2 happened. Now, if we're using actuals, then that

3 argument I think evaporates, that concern evaporates.
4 MR. RUSSELL: For exemple, we have not had

5 actual ATWS' where people have had to lower water

6 1cvels to control power and demonstrate the ability to
7 remove decay heat, but at the same time the emphasis
8 is clearly more on the emergency procedures. We are
9 not examining operatore in the regi> lification program

10 on their ability to start up and shut down the
*

11 facility or handle simple failures. We do that for

12 initial licensing.

] 13 CHA1HMAN CARH: Which, I might add, 1*
,-

14 think is somewhat of a scistake because that's one of
15 the things that very few operators get to do is start
16 up and shut down, and many of the problems occur in
17 that switch-over as they're start ap through thode

18 low power levels. You don't wan to overlook that

19 scenario as a good training scenario.

20 MR. RUSSELL: We may have s oine insights
21 from the activities we have ongoing that are looking

.

22 at shut-down events in modes other than up to mode 2.
23 That is, as you're changing modes and starting up. *

24 And, there may be appropriate training that's

25 provided. Clearly the rate of shut-downs and start-

r ~} {

]
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1 ups has been decreasing.' ""

2 Plant performance has been improving and-'

3 that may need to be factored into the- training. -

I

4 program. Whether~ we- want to spend time in the.

5 examination on-these areas, I think we need to look.

6 at. Presently, we:are_using,that typically''to set the ;

7 stage where~ you have some type of reintively normal

8 operation going _on and then you provide,a1 failure ~end
,

i

and - they doi get ' fairly !9 that failure leads into --

!
' ''

10 complex in the_ issue of numbers of equipment failures

11 that are occurring, the degree of complexity Lof the f

12. scenario. That'a an area that we ' are looking tat,

"i ' 13 because we feel that they :may have gotten -overly:
i L

14 complex with multiple failures in order;to get-enough
-

15 erttical-tasks for each individual in a crew - to have i

'

10 one or; two > critical taska.- -In that context, we are

17 explicitly' looking at that - as ia part = of the . s t udy, =

18 looking at simulator scenarios; administered over- the
'

;_

19 last six months.
J

20 COMMISSIONER REMICKr- I think,ithough,_you

21 -do have. to . separate out the - question onl conducting:
.

22 requal exams. Are you checking onnthe, qualification-

'
23 of the' operator or,are you' checking _on E0ps?- They.can ;

24 he different,.and I agree.with both_ Commissioners.that-
!

25 ifc we go-too-far-Lout.we drive the=trainingLprogramT.on

{
t
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I things that are also important.

2 CllAIRMAN CARR: There's also what I call

3 the exam mentality, that they'll handle it different

4 on the exam day than they handle it on a normal day.

5 I used to see, examining crews, if you walked aboard

6 and you were on board as an examining team, the first

7 salinity alarm that went off they completely shut the

8 plant down. And if you weren't on bonrd, they didn't
.

9 do that at all. They just went down and sampled to
'

10 see if it was a true alarm or not. And while that

11 doesn't happen in the simulator, probably, I would bet

12 that you could walk into the simulator end the first

13 alarm you give them they'll go into what they've been}
14 trained to do on the simulator for the exam, and so

15 | you've got to guard against that kind of an

10 examination where they are conditioned to be pavlov's

17 dog. So, once in a while you let them win one. If

18 they whip the simulator, great, and you mark them --

19 MR. RUSSPLL: We will clearly look at

20 those areas. We are continuing, however, to nee

21 problems in the generic problems related .to what I
.

22 will characterize as emergency operations in the

23 control room in crew -- -

24 CHAIRMAN CARR: Well, for instance, I'm

1 26 sure that most of those training exams out there right

irn
)L
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l now probably rupture a tube sometime, and that's*~

2 extremely valuable training because we have those

3 enough. Everybody out to be able to wrap one up

4 pretty quick. And I'll wager the Japanese tra2n that

5 way too. But in real life when it happened they

6 thought the instrument was screwed up, from what 1

7 read in the press, instead of doing what they'd been

8 trained to do, wrap the plant up and then check the
.

9 instrument out. So, we've got to make sure we get
.

10 realistic training.

11 Excuse me. Who's_ question are we on?

12 COMMISSIONER CURTISS: The general point,

13 1 guess, that I'd like to leave you with on these''

...a

14 various questions, it doen.seem to me that while it

15 may be too early to tell that these problems that

16 we've talked about may be symptoms of a larger

17 problem. That la to say, as the exam pushes out to

18 test people who do well in the outer reaches and as

19 the simulator gets adjusted -- and in fact I have seen
-

20 simulators with licenseen pressing out into degraded

21 core and the abilities that would support that it--

,

22 does seem to me that from a manager level within the j

' '

23 Agency it's important to keep an eye on the larger

24 perspective of what it is that we're trying to test

25 for so that -- 1 mean, institutionally, I don't think

r-]
i.. J
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1 we're capable as a Ccamission of following the
2 substantive evolution of this program in terms of the

3 thingn that are being teeted, but I think .there are

4 instances where we can look back after the fact and
5 perhaps reflect in the aggregate on instances where we
6 may have gone too far, and that's the general

7 observation that I'd leave you.

8 1 do have just a handful of specific
'

I9 questions on a variety of different subjects that I
|

10 want to go throtigh quickly. On the question of inter- *

11 regional consistency, can you tell me where we stand

12 on the question of constitution of the crew for the ;

13 nimulator and whether we are allowing utilities to use
14 the full complement or insisting that they use tech
15 spec minimum?

16 MR. ROE: We have a policy that we have

17 published that we will allow for a utility to use up
18 to five licensed operators plus the STA in a dynamic
19 simulator. That's more than the typical --

20 CHAIRMAN CARR: Suppose they normally use

21 six?

.

22 MR. GALLO: They usually don't use six for

23 training. -

24 CHAIRMAN CARR: But, suppose they did.

26 MR. ROE: Well, no, no. My concern --
rq
Ld
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' ~ l CHAIRMAN CARR: I mean if they stood

2 watches normally with six operators.

3 MR. GALLO: The only . place that would ;

|
4 happen is if there's a dual unit control room, a J

S single control room for two units.
,

1

G CHAIRMAN CARR: Well, but if they did, why

7 wouldn't you let them be examined on the way they

8 normally run their plant? It's unrealistic not to.,

9 MR. GALLO: The examination becomes very
.

10 difficult to --

11 COMMISSIONER CURTISS: For us or for them?

12 MR. GALLO: -- to conduct an exam.

13 HR. ROC: For both of us. It becomes

14 one -- we've --
16 MR. SNIEZEK: I think as you go to what we

16 were tulking, the pilot program, where we're

17 evaluating crew performance, it especially makes an

18 awful lot of sense.

19 CHAIRMAN CARR: We ought to examine them

20 on what they're standing watch with.

21 COMMISSIONER CURTISS: This is a
.

22 particular sore point with me because I've been to
'

23 plants and, in fact, plants in the last two weeks

24 where I've gone around and asked, "Are you allowed to

25 put up crews that reflect what you actually run your-
I l.. a
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1 plant with? One unit, two unit, whatever your actual

2 crew is?" As recently as the past couple of weeks,

3 I've gotten indicatione from licensees that they are

4 of the view that we require tech spec minimum or that

5 we discourage anything but tech spec minimum.

6 MR. RUSSELL: That is not correct.

7 COMMISSIONER CURTISS: We need to I--

8 guess my point here is we need to get that clarified,
,

9 I think, between and among the regions and get that
.

10 message cent out.

11 DOCTOR MURLEY: If your perception is

12 that, then I think we need to do some work to clear it

13 up.
]. _.

14 COMMISSIONER CURTISS: Yes. I do think it

15 because I still heer from licensees that are under the

16 impressions, and the regions for that metter, that

17 toch spec minimum crews are highly desireable and that

18 anything other than that is discouraged or prohibited.

19 i just pass that on for you.

20 MR. ROE: But what you said there is a

21 piece of history. That was an approach early in the
.

22 program and we have evolved to going further than the

23 tech specs with some constraints to be sure that we '

24 con conduct an effective evaluation and in the crew
;

25 concept --

El
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NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.

Washingten. D.C. 20006
(202) 234-4433

. . . . . . . .



._. _ . . . - ___ _ . . - _ . . _ _ _ _ _. _ , _ - - _ _. __
_

j

1

i

i
- 81

1 COMMISSIONER CURTISS: Okay.~

2 CHAIRMAN CARR: But if we're examining a
.

3 team concept and we're not allowing them to put their
,

4 team in, then that's unrealistic.

5 COMMISSIONER CURTISS: On simulator
'

4

4

6' certification, can you just g ive :- u s a-brief report on

7 where things stand on the'May date and-how many people ,

| 8 have been granted exemptions and what- the overall e.

; 9 picture is?

10' 'MR. RUSSELL: The- statistics thus far, i

11 total certification forms received, we have received
c

12 45. We expect to get-an additional 53 before May of-

'' 13 91, - which . would be-on time. We= have a numb'er of l'''

A. .
..

Sixteen schedule
'

;

14 exemptions.that have.been-requested..
t,

-

15 exemptions - have ;been requested and we - expect to get - i

?

16 one1 additional one in. i>

17 COMMISSIONER - CURTISS:- Do you anticipate. ?
i

18 granting- all those or. are those problems -with the-

19 manufacturer of the simulator that..- you're seeing

'

20 generally 7

21 MR ~RUSSELLi Some of.them.are relatively [
.- >

22 short scheduler -exemptions. -Some are ' longer.- The
'

23 - regulation itself_ provided the standards for judging

24 whether an exemption should-be granted or not, or the

25 - statement of considerations, I.'s not-sureLwhich.= But
r

L..
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' " l it basically looked at whether there was a good faith

2 effort made on the part of the licensee to get a

3 almulator, whether there were conditions that were

4 beyond its control, for example, that caused the

5 delay, et cetera. We are looking at each of hose.

6 We have processed a number internally

7 where we have completed the reviews and they're in the

8 procese of review, going out the door to be issued. .

9 Thus far, for operating facilities, looking down the
.

10 list, we have not completed action on any facility

11 that's operating. We have on some of the facilities

12 that are shut down, Rancho Seco, for example, Brown's

13 Ferry 1, 2 and 3. Big Rock point is a unique

14 situation with its rather small control room.

15 We have a number under review. They just

16 have not completed and got all the way through the

17 process. But we expect to complete those pr'.or to May

18 when the rule requires that they have a certified

19 simulator or an exemption to continue the process.
20 COMMISSIONER CURTISS: Okay. On the

21 question that commissioner Rogers raised about the
,

22 pass-fail rate, are we generally finding now that as
.

23 the licensees understand the program, that we see less

24 of the situation where the licensees use the requal

25 process to weed out the candidates? In other words,
rq
L .;
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1 we weed them out rather than the licensees 7 !
*

I 2 MR.'RUSSELLt I don't think that we have !,.
g.
.

significanti differences throughout the program i
'

3 seen,

4 between the evaluations done by facilities and the i

*

6 evaluations done by NHC. That' has not been: a major
,

G contributor. The procean that we've used-han resulted' :
-t

7 in quite consistent evtduations. So, generally, the i

1'
8 facility- it self is identifying when the program is-.

9 unsatisf actory; tis a result of their evaluationa.4 !
;-.

10 COMMISSIONEH CURTISS:- 1 guess - thetameans ;4

,

11 the performance.. for the'- pipeline- coming -into the
,

< _12 process.
!

| ]" 13 MR. RUSSFLL: Well. it 's only | licensed
.. .J'

14 operators that_ are in the requalification program.

, - 15 So, the pass rate' on initial examinations is quito

16 high. So, I would say that the answer to your

17 question _is-that-tho facilities-do quite a good job of i
-,

18 determining which candidates to put up ' for initial
,

'

19 licensing.

20 MR. GALLO: I think w o _' r e . seeing. a

21 somewhat lower failure rate-on the initial exams, but-
,

22 .I think :the . screening tool right- now is~ thel ' generic.
'

*

23 fundamentale exam .that the NRC= is giving. We're ~

24 allowing people 'to take that repeatedly i f: - they do-

25 fail, but they- ' don't go beyond- the generic
.

'

! ]
t J

- ___
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| 1 fur %mentals exam until they are successful.

j
.

2 COMMISSIONER CURTISSt Okay. .Will all

3 your examiner standard modifications go to CRGR from
:

4 here on out7 1

5 MR. RUSSELL: The process that we have in !

6 place is that there's an' internal screening and I will ;

7 make a -determination as to whether the examiner
,

8 standard does contain a 'backfit and we'll follow 'the .

9 procedures in the manual chapter for~ consideration of '

.

10 backfits. If there = is a backfit which we feel is j

11 appropriate, we wotild clearly 4 take .i t through CRGR.

12 Where it is a matter of procedure as to how we are

1 13 implementing carrying out the program,.we would not.' '

.O.
14 We did have one backfit- alip through i

s

15 inappropriately and that's the basis for that change.
t

10 We had c change in eligibility requirements that - was I

17 expressed in Revision-0 of_ 'the' examiner standards as
-)

18- they related to- how you 'give' . credit for- prior

19 experience that was--a-change. We'have withdrawn that.
20 We've gotten word' out and it's; based _ upon - that

21 experience where we did Chave one slip. through. S o ,-
,

22 there is a much more rigorous review ~ internally and-
' '23- NRR~to make a judgment:as'to whether a review by CRGR

_

'24 is required or'not.. r

25 -COMMISSIONER CURTISSt You'll make' a'
'

|r- ,

jL..
!
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l threshold determination as to whether it's a backfit, j
~~

a

2 for instance? |
t

3 MR. RUSSELLt Yes.- Doctor Murley has <

4
!<

'
4 specifically assigned that responsibility to me to t

, ,

5 make that judgment. :
'

'
1

6 COMMISSIONER CURTISS: Okay.- . Two K other |
3 ,

7 quick questions.

8 On the s t r e s s -.q u e s t i o n . c a n you_ explain-. ,

9 what you = do now in terms of -sequestering people to

10 protect the integrity- of the exam? One of the

11 comments. that I ' v e t h e a r d ,- not am much recently, is
'

12 that the process of sequestration-to| ensure that the

the questions uon't get out has7~ 13 exam doesn't --

.i .J '!
14 induced a great deal of stress. How do you approach

'

"15 that now?

16" MR. RUSSELL: We commented on; that- i

!

17 particularly as it related to _the job. performance- ,

:

18 measures where you would give basically the same walk- . |.
i

19 through to s11 the individuals- who are t aking- 't he
,

20 walk-through pdrtion. That creates a lot of stress

L, 21 because there's ei lot of dead time in waiting. We are. ,

1

| 22 now developing tai?ored exams for each group that_goes
|

'

L 23 -through. That 's - pu a greater burden on the' NRC or l

i

24 the facility.to"develep more walk-through examination ;

.|
25 material. The written examination-is controlled. If _!

|
I 1

.

L.--
,

|

|
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I they're given at different times, they're different

2 exams. So, we are trying to minirize the arount of

3 st.questration and the amount of strena t h a t, that has

4 resulted in. It is more 13bor inter.oive for the

5 facility examiners in the NRC to do that.

G COMMISSIONER CllRTISS: All right. On the

7 pilot program, one final question, maybe a legal

8 question. Can you do the pilot program on the crew .

9 versus the individual under the current regulations?
.

10 MR. SCINTO: Let me check that one. That

11 was a discunnion we had and it's not clear yet on the

12 details of exactly how the question in going to be

13 asked as to whether or not they may run ufoul of one

14 of the particular provisions for the licenne renew 41.

15 We don't think so. We think we can probably

10 accommodate it under the precoent regulatione, but

17 that's one of the rennone we will be worlAng with Bill
-

18 on that.

19 CHAIRMAN CARR: I guess it would depend on

20 the records you keep 'of who was in the crew you

21 examined.
.

22 MR. Rt1SSE LL : Well, it'o also -- the

23 pivotal issue is whether you munt make a judgment on .

24 an individual in the dynamic portion of the simulator

25 as to how he performed on crew churacteristics. We
- - -

La
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1 think we need to run f;he 'ilot to get that

2 information. If we have a present regulation problem,

3 we would be - leaning toward using nn exemption for !
'

4 those individuals that participated in c. Pilot. We

5 need to get the infornution first~to judge where we're

6 going and 'then make a recommendation.- That's why-I

7 said cleorly at the completion of; tne pi'iot, i f - . i t 's -

8 suce asful, we're going to. be back making, .

1

-9 recommendatione for--changea to'tho' regulations..
.

10 CHAIRMAN CARR But-if the examinee was a

11 member of a crew that1we' examined 'then 1-would-say
12 we've looked at that guy.

13 MR. RUSSELLi _If we follow your; scenario.

14 Mr. Chairman that is we evaluate:them and-if the; crew
>

15 passes but you -have at wenk individual and then you
16 follow -up on ,those- weaknesses. during' .the- free

!
17 simulator portion- 'or through 'not the free--

18 -simulator,- through the control roomi portion -of the

19 walk-through examination,- and then use- that as an

'20 input from one examining process- to : the other such '

21 that you could make an individualc Judgment on his,

>

22 ability to perform, that may- resolve some of the-
'

23 discussion,
i
i

24 - CHAIRMAN CARR:- Well, he'd also' get - a

25 written exam.
rn
. .I
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1 MR. RUSSELLs And he ciently has a written

2 I exam. The staff's view is that the examination taken
;

3 an a whole we believe would provide a sufficient

4 bacts, but there are some issues we have to work out.

5 ) CHAIRMAN CARR: I think you've got
.

6 sufficient legal leeway there.

7 MR. SNIEZRK: The more difficult eide in

8 if the crew fails, what does that mean regarding
,

9 Andiv; dual failure? That's the more difficult
.

10 question.

11 MR. HUSSELL: Yes.

12 CHAIRMAN CARH: Well, you're worried more
:

13 about the training program for the plant then.

14 MR. Rtf S S ELL: True, but there are rights

16 that the individual has if we propose to deny his

10 license and he any have done well on the crew where

1/ the crew failed and that raises some.quettions. So,
.

18 it is an issue we have to addresa, We're working with

19 OGC on it. And as I indicated, if necessary we're

20 contemplating exemptions to thone indiviCuals who

21 participate in the pilot, to allow us to get the
.

22 necessary information. This renewal' also doen - not

23 come up for approximately another three years. You'll
*

24 recall we start. issuing licenses two years ago for six

25 . year licenses so we've.still cot some time.;.

rq i

,

f., J
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l MR. SCINTO: I think if we work closely,-~

2 legal issues will not interfere in the way we conduct

3 the program.

4 MR. RUSSELL: That's why we will work

5 closely.

G COMMISSIONER CURTISS: That's al1 1 have.

7 Thank you.

8 CllAIRMAN CARR: Commissioner hogers?
,

9 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Yes. Just a couple

10 of things.

11 This question of program stability, it

12 s e e;a s to me, is a littlo tricky one. Everything I'm

5 13 hearing about wha' 'ou're doing is very encouraging.
C

14 I hate to say atop, don't do it. But I do think that

15 it is very important to, at so-e point, ask yourself

16 what the benefits are from change versus possible

7 negatives from change. We can all think of lots of

18 good things to improve systems, but nothing happens

19 because it's in the state of improvement all the time.

20 The effect of changes in our examination

21 procedures and expectations, and so on and so forth,

22 do have very big impacts on the training programs.

23 They sometimes have a lot of trouble trying to catch*

24 up to something that we are introducing in the way of

25 a change. So, it's just really an admonition more

F1
> i . .J
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1 than anything, that you do very -- try to decide when
2 you've really more or less gotten there. And all of

3 the thing: that you're doing now, it seems to me, arej
i

4 probably worth doing and changes worth making. But at

5 some point it's probably important to freeze the

6 process and say, "No more changes. Even though we

7 have a lot of good ideas, we want the thing to

8 stabilize for awhile before we start a new cycle of
.

9 changes."

.

10 It's only you're the ones who-have to--

11 make that Judgment as to what that might be, but I
12 certainly think it's important to look at the question

7 - 13 of what are the drawbacks as well as the positive
.1_..

14 benefits from making any change and perhaps -gather
15 these altogether and decidt you won't make any ' for
16 awhile, but then you'll make them more than one time
17 like an outage.

18 So, I think that's an important point

19 because the systems that don't stabilize really give a
20 lot of extraordinary grief that just doesn't have to

21 be there. So, I would say look at the mechanism for
.

22 change, how you would try to see how you'd achieve.--

23 something more in the way of stability. I think right
*

24 now we're in the start-up phase still of this program.
25 It'n not that old. But at some point it does have to

d.l..;
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I stabilice, j

~ i
2 I'd like = to just- simply. say: that this: |

3 whole new effort since 1987 seems to-me to be a very-
t
'

4 excellent -one. I think you took - the bull byL the-

5 horns, you' stopped the procesa and really gave a hard
,

,

6: look to it, introduced'a great. deal of-professionalism.

7 in. it.' But be careful- now that - you' re not just

8 adjusting, continually adjusting, it. . I t? should
,

9~ stabilize. !

.

10- The other comment is- really a- question.-

-11 How do you feel about this--- in the non-power reactor-
-

.12 area, this complaint-that1the non-power! reactor people

T 13 have that we -.are; expecting a - non-power reactor staff''

l__j
14 member to absent- himself-- or herself. from .the

i

15 facilities: training program for about 90 d'ays-to-help

IG prepare the requal- . exams and- to' ensure - independent'

17 assesament - of the licensee's capabilities? That: 90
.

18 day period seems-to be-a-great big problem for-some'of [

19 the smaller' sites. -
-

20 .MR.- JRUSSELL: Let me address that

21 specifically, <because I talked to - the TRTR chairman -

.

22 about ; that explicitly. - We are going . to be= changing

!*
23 our process. We don't think it 's necessary -'for them

1

24 to absent themselves. Clearly,. they- have small :

25 staffs, .maybe two or three people, a- few number' of

t l
'

L ..d
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1 individuals. They have other duties - not only the

2 training portion of the - continuing' training program

3 that they have, but as well the- teaching activities. 1-

4 and other responsibilities._ So, we _have Leliminated <

5 that.

6 We _ are instead looking at_ _an agreement

7 with the individual who ' participates in the-

8 deselopment, that he or; she -would not- disclose ,

9 information that is being: considered for the
.

10 examination and =use'.that as a. vehicle to ensure

11 examination integrity. That is, certification that

12 they would so agree --

7'7 13 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Yes'. ;

O__J
14 MR. RUSSELL: -- rather-than an exclusion.

15 -Universities and col'leges examine students at t he -~end

16 of the semester and-theysknow the material, s. o' that
,

17 would have to be covered and we don't;see th'at thisLis

18 a significantly different process.

19 COMMISSIONER. ROGERS: Okay.: Very good,,

20 Well, I- Just want to say_ that- I've found

21 this a very useful and very helpful _ briefing. Many of ,-.

22 the questions. which I'.ve heard- and -complaints I' ve -
-

4

23 heard about are being. addressed in your. thinking and-I~

~

''

.

.24 just want to commend you-'all:-on_your progress so.far.
'25 CHAIRMAN'CARR: How many pre-exam failures

i

-

_

T]
t_ J

l
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1 have you had? Say on the programs that failed, next

2 time you went back .and looked, how many failed a

3 second time?

4 MR. GALLO: For programs?

5 MR. RUSSELL: Yes. For programs, none.

6 CHAIRMAN CARR: So that would indicate

7 that there's maybe not anything wrong with the

8 process. Maybe perhaps that improved the-training or,

9 they -didn't understand it. Ilow about personnel,
.

10 people? Ilow many people have failed the second time

11 around?

12 MR. GALLO: There have been some. I don't

13 know the statistics right now.

14 MR. RUSSELL:, In the examiner standards,

15 our procedures for dealing with multiple

16 requalification examination failures are laid out.

17 Essentially, for a program that's satisfactory if the

18 individual fails, we allow the facility to reexamine

19 and return the individual to watch standing duties and

20 then we would come back with the next examination to-

21 relook at that individual.
4

22 CHAIRMAN C ARR: It seems to me I heard
'

23 i some complaint about the guy being in limbo for six

))24 months because we didn't come back and reexamine him.
'

25 Was that --

'
I

4. J
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~ l MR. RUSSELL: That may be as it relates to

2 his ability to have his license renewed in the future

3 because it would not be until he was reexamined by

4 NRC. But he wou'td be returned to watch standing

5 duties when he's been remediated by the facility.

G If the program is unsatisfactory, that is

7 if we find an unsatisfactory program, then the

8 mechanism for returning the individual to license
.

9 duties could either be an NRC examination or an
.

10 operational evaluation and that would be laid out in

11 the CAL which is issued, which is negotiated between

12 the utility and the NRC as to what action should you

13 take based upon the unsatisfactory program. So, there

14 are a number of permutations, but the basic saue is

15 that the individual be eligible for examining by the

16 NRC and we would not propose to take action against
17 his license until the third failure of an NRC

18 requalification exam.

19 CHAIRMAN CARP: Have we pulled any

20 licenses yet?

21 MR. RUSSELL: We've just had the first
.

22 third failure occur and we are dealing with 000 now on
23 the procedures to implement the policy that we've

.

24 broadly laid out because this individual does clearly
25 have hearing rights if we propose to take action

.

ij t
L _J
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*
1 against his license.

,

~

2 CH AIRMAN" ChRR:: Well, LI' woul'd _ think ?: th'at- j-

'

-3 thetimight heir your1 stress; problem:if youisay.ofE-all?-

'

4 the thousands: off people)you've ; exanined Lonly - oneJ- guy
_

~

:t

5 -so far has come up1to theipoint where-he.3may lose:his
,

6 license.- -I.'mJsurecit?sia current worry"in:theirJaind.

,7- DOCTOR MURLEY:p?.Can I--commentfonLthat,;Mr.

8 -Chairman?- - We' ve ' onlp :recent.ly :-- : welli : rel Atively, N
~

,

~

"

9_ recently,1 changed to b theithird df ailure.: Ittused'to be---

,

10= that we _ would conskIIEp pulling a.1icense ~af ter two; r

~

i

11 failures. That'meantLthat9 - and I'- it'came-homeEto-

12 se when I:wasson.thehregulatory impact surveyJallittle-
.

t

j -' 13 -over a year ago wherefwcVtalked with " operators Latiall" 4

w . ?'

14__ these-plants t hatT we.:cvisi t ed Ea'nd it - was = brought , home--
..qi

-

_

15 .to me-that after the[first6 failure-we'.were.sendihgz outi :

16 a11ct ter1:which wasihighlyflegalistic,1 but :itiwas ivery
, n.

17 threatening.-
'

.i
~

if
'

i

i

n
18- CHAIRMAN. CARR: JIt- scared- the' guy -to--

.y

19- death.

20 DOCTOR MURLEYi; 'Itiscared(him-to" death andl y:

21 he was living in ' this iliimb|of with::(a4very heavy . cloud:
.

,

22' ?-over - him .-af ter, the'-;fi rs t jf ailure. -So,sthatEmeantEten
'

-,

.23
_

percent of-|all> the operatorsi in the country basical'ly.-
.

-

24 ' CHAIRMANf C ARRi- That's ,a :Jcomplaint 11'd

25- remember. 1
!

*

i
, - .

|| .k u:
u _._a ;

,

( 1. 'l
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1 DOCTOR MURLEY: So, I came back and I

2 talked with Jack and the staff and that has been

3 changed. So, I think some of this cloud that you've=

4 heard is due to past history. But we probably haven't

5 gotten the message out enough, like you say, that we

6 really haven't yanked any licenses yet.

7 MR. RUSSELL: But we do have an impact

8 from the standpoint of the' peer pressure. That is, an
.

9 individual fails the exam, he is removed, he is
..

10 remediated before he goes back to license duties and

11 his peers understand that. So, there is that pressure

12 as well. But we don't propose at this point to take

13 formal action against an individual license until

14 after the third failure.

15 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Just on this point,

16 we may not have taken anybody's license away, but my
17 understanding is that some of the licensees have

18 actually pulled people off of shift work when they
19 felt that they were not quite up to snuff. Even

20 though we haven't taken action, they have removed them
21 from the control room.

.

/- 22 MR. RUSSELL: That's correct. The

23 regulations provide a very --
.

24 CHAIRMAN CARRt I reserve.their right to

25 do that, yes.

Il
L._J
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1 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Oh, absolutely. But'-

2 I'm just saying that it is happening. It's not

it isn't that this is a locked in situation,3 just --

4 that they are taking initiatives on their own to take

5 people out of control room operations where they feel

even though they have' passed6 that they're sonichow --

7 the exams, that they'are not as comfortable with them

8 as they'd like to be..

9 54 R . RUSSELL: They make those decisions
,.

10 for a number of reasons. It could be that they don't

11 want to continue to expend the resources to have that

12 person in requalification training which is about 16

] 13 to 18 percent of his time, or it might be as a result

14 of their own evaluations because reen11 they're'

15 evaluating in : parallel. If they conclude that the

16 individual has failed, then they independently

17 determine they no longer have a need for his license

18 and the regulations provide that a very simple letter

19 to the regions saying, "We no longer have a need for

( 20 license number," then that license terminates.

|
21 That makes it a very interesting

,

22 situation. If the individual wants to retain his
'

23 license but has had three failures, if the utility

24 determines they don't have a need, that individual

25 still may have some rights as it relates to appealing

I'. JL
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1 whether it was a f ailure; or not.- That 's = what we're '

2 dealing. with 000 on rightJ;now on this third :f ailure

3 situation.

4 COMMISSIONERI REMICK: Just let me; add a.

!5 point. It's obvious f r om < s o'm e of thei things you've

1

6 said ~ today -- a n d ~ I agree:with Commission Rogers, = I -

1 7 applaud many of the-things that you're looking at and .
.

,

*

) . -

8 doing,'but 'it's obvious you've-made s o'me changes .tha't . .

9 'I know I did not know about. That's'not nocessarily a
~

,

10 problem, but it's- probably , apparent also- that ithe

11 individual operators d o n '.t k n o w about some'of these
f 12 changes. We ' communicate .with| the: Part 50 licensees ,

13 primarily, I assume. Have you thought'about using the. }.
{ 14 PROS newsletter - as a imeans' Joff getting - some ofIthese

-

15 things across to a wider audience of -the actual,

16 operators? Since -your .now smeeting ' with: them .and so;

- 17 forth, they do have~a newsletter, i

18 MR. RUSSELL: 'Yes, w e . a r e -. - In f act, we

[ 19 discussed' :with them that' we will ' send- generic
.

20 communications to them and._theyican publish it in-the.
-

[ 21 newsletter. We've agreed- to. participate ,in their. t
..

.

22 annual = meetings and provide - other vehicles for them to
~

,i .
.. . .

-

.

23 feed back because 'we do. find . that while trainingo
in

24- departments are . slow' getting- the word, it's even.

:c
;j 26' slower getting 11 to the operators. ;

if~]
; L. .J

f

L- NEAL:R.= GROSS
;, 1323 Rhode IslandLAvenue, N.W.

Washingtoni D'.C. 20005
8 (202) 234J4433'r.
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1 CHAJRMAN CARR: I got a complaint that we

2 used to ~ communicate with our licensed operators more

3 than we do. We sent missives to our licensed

4 operators. That's always an option to- take care of

5 it, of keeping them informed.

6 Any other comments?

7 Well, I'd like to thank the staff for this

8 informative briefing.- It's my belief that the NRC
.

9 requalification program is an important instrument to
.

10 ensure operational safety ' at nuclear power plants.-

11 This i s because the manner in which the-operators are

12 trained and examined has a direct bearing in the

'j ~ 13 manner in which they approach- their job
J _;

14 responsibi?ities.

15 The NRC requalification program will be

16 most effective by emphasizing fair examination' of

17 realistic operational functions of licensed operators.

18 It's unrealiatic to believe that

19 examination stress can be eliminated. It's an inherent

20 part of a licensed operator' job. But I believe the

21- staff should do what it can'to eliminate unnecessary
,

22 examination stress, particular'ly by establishing-

*

23 stability in the requal.ification program.

24 I also request that the-staff continue to

25 provide to the Commission periodic reports, perhaps

.

NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005
(202) 234--4433

f i
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a
1 semi-annual, on the statusi of the requalification

2 program until such timeHas the: staff _isLaatisfied'with

3 -the_ ' stability of the program,. -ifc -my _ fellow .

~

. i"4- Commissioners agree.

5 COMMISSIONER-CURTISS:~ I' agree.-
<

!

_f6 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Fine'.,

1
7 CHAIRMAN. CARR: _ Do.'any: of. my. fellow j
8 : Commissioners have' additional comments? .

.!
9 If not, we stand, adjourned. 'l

-.;

I10: '(Whereupon, ' at? -11:59.'a.m.,= 'the noove-

'l l entitled _ matter was adjourned.')

12

13]Jc. _
14

15

16 *

I

i 17

18 q

19

20
,

21
.

22 *

|_ 23 *i
! , !
| - 24

25

r ----

L. .._
,
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Washington, D.C. '20005- ,
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This is to certify that the attached events of a meeting

of the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission entitled:

TITLE OF MEETING: BRI'EFING ON REACTOR OPERATOR REQUALIFICATION PROGRA!i

PLACE OF MEETING: ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND ,

DATE OF MEETING: FEBRUARY 15, 1991

were transcribed'by me. I further certify that said transcription

is accurate and complete, to the best of my ability, and that the
,

..

transcript is a true and accurate record of the foregoing events.
.
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< Reporter'e n,atre t Peter Lynch
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: i

BACKGROUND |.

-

'

:

i Pre-1987 Examination Program
:

L
1

* Rule Requirements
,

- Continuing Training Programs
;

:
! - Facility-Administered Examinations

- NRC-Administered Examination Once During 6-Year !
.

License Term :

- Applies To Power And Test /Research Reactors -
:

| !

eExaminations Suspended September 1987-
i

'

| !

< ,

'

-

j,

4

i

J

,

*-

j
-

. . -
,
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;

BACKGROUND
: (continued)
,

e New Program Developed For Power Reactors
-

.

1

* Test /Research Reactor Program Separated and Deferred 1

| |
|

e Pilot Examinations Late 1987 - Mid 1988 .

r;

!
!

| e Examiner Standards Revision 5 ;

4

- New Program implemented October 1988-

1

! eExaminer Standards. Revision 6 '

!

! - Issued June 1990.
- Implemented January 1991

!

: i
-

.- - - - - _ - - - _ -_- _ __ - _ - .
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PROGRAM OVERVIEW

e Facility Program Evaluation

e Operator Proficiency

-Written Exam: Classroom
Static Simulator

- Operating Test: Dynamic Simulator
Walk-through (JPMs)

.

.-m,m.
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INDIVIDUAL RESULTS

Operators Evaluated

FY Total Failed

1989 574- 100/17%
1990 1063 123/12%
1991 158 14/9%

|

. _ - _ _ _ - . _
-

-

. .
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FACILITY RESULTS

All Operational Facilities (Except Robinson) Have Been Evaluated

Facility Evaluations Completed

. FY . Total Unsat
1989 36 7
1990 57 3
1991 7 1

|

i

g .g

. _ . . .
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CURRENT ISSUES
t

.

.

:Operator Stress*
|

.

.

- Human Factors Branch Study

e Program Stability4

i

i e Inter-Regional Consistency ;

i

i - Simulator Scenario Study ;
;

!
; e Crew vs. Individual Examinations
: :

i1

- Pilot Program j6

) .,

.

I
t

4

1

-

. . .. .. .
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TEST /RESEARCH REACTOR PROGRAM ;

;

!

*Non-Power Reactor Requalification :

i

* Meetings with TRTR Organization |
4

eDeveloped Draft Examiner Standard

ePilot Examination Program in Progress

,

;

!

!

I
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