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Examination Summary

Examination Report No. $0-219/91-11(01

Written anc operating examinations were administer ) to four Resctor Operators
(ROs) and « "t Sentor Resctor Operators (SROs). These operators were divided
inte two . one operating crew and one staff (rew. The exan hations were
graded concurrently by the NRC and the facility training staff. As gracded by
the NRC, one Senfor Reactor Operator failed ths April 9, 1971, written portion

of the examination and subcequently passed a June, 11, 1'9), retake examination.

One Senfor Reactor Operator failed the simylator portion of _1e examination,
A1l others passed the examination and both crews were determined o be
satisfactory,

The 1icensee's )icensed operator training progra’ vas determined to be
satisfactory based on the criteria established in section ES<601 of NUREG-1021,
Rev. 6. The facility supplied test out)ine was comprehensive and covered the
entire examination. However, changes were required to be made to the facility
proposed examination in order to meet the criteria for examination content of
NUREG=1021, Rev. 6.

As described in section 6, one v.olation was identified for failure to conduct
medical examinations on three 1icensed operators every two years as required by
10 CFR 55.21. The facility agministrative controls were not adequate to assure
that this requirement is met. (Violation 219/°91~11-01)

In section 7 of this report licensee actions to previous inspection findings,
with respect to licensed operator training, were closed (Items 90-05-01,
90-05-02, S0-05-03, 90-80-01, 90-80-02 and 90~80-03). Item 90-80-04 remains
open pending further licensee action,
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DETAILS

1.0 INTRODUCTION

2v°

The NRC staff administered requalification examinations to 12 licensed
operators (4 ROs and 8 SROs). One operating crew and one staff crew were
evaluated., The examiners used the process and criteria described in
NUREG* 1021, "Operator Licensing Examiner Standard," Rev. 6.

The personne] conta.ted during the examination are Tisted below. The
members of the combined NRC/facility examination team, and the facility
evaluators are also identified.

An entrance meeting was held fn the Region 1 offices on January 14, 1991,
during which a review of the process and criteria described in NUREG~1021
was performed with the facility personnel listed below.

On March 22, 1991, a meeting was held in the Region | offices at the
request of the facility licensee, during which the facility described the
progress made 1n responding to the weaknesses identified in the Apri) 1990
requalification examination and the June 1990 NUREG=12720 review. Attach=
ment 1 contains the facility handouts from the meeting.

The written and JPM portion of the examination was conducted at

Oyster Creex without any major problems or delays. The simulator portion
of the examination was conducted on the Nine Mile Point Unit 1 simulator
in accordance with an exemption to 10 CFR 55.45 granted by the NRC on
March 25, 1991, The use of & nonspecific simulator resulted in simulator
scenarios with a limited coverage of symptoms/events for which to evaluate
operator and crew performance. The examination content as administered is
summarized in Attachment 2.

PERSONS CONTACTED
GEUN

Barrett, Plant Operations Director (1, 2, 3, 4, §)

. Barton, Oyster Creek Director (3, 4, 6)

Boyle, Operations (1, 2, 3, 4, 5)

Busch, Manager of Licensing (i)

Coe, Director Training and Education (3, 4, 5, 6)

. Cropper, Operator Training Manager (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6)
Custer, General Physics Simulator Instructor (5)

Heller, Licensing inginncr (3, 4, 6)

Knubel, Licensing Director (6)

Kowalski, Manager Plant Training (3, 4, 6)

McCann, Instructor (1, 3, 4, 6)

Rodgers, General Physics Simulator Instructor (§)

Silvers, Instructor (1, 2, 4, §)
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Nuclear Regu'atory Commission/NRT Contractors

|
. Bettenhausen, Chief Operations Branch (3, 6) ‘
. Colling, Sentor Resident Inspector (4) l
. Conte, Chief, BWR Section (3, 6) |
. Dantels, Sonalysts (1)

. Eas)ick, Enforcement Specialise (1, &, 6)

Florek, Sr. Operations Engineer (1, 3, 4, 6, 6)

Hodges, Director, Division of Reactor Safety (6)

Odiand, Sonalysts (1)

Pullant, Sr. Operations Engineer (6)

Ruland, Chief Section 4B, 81v1s1on of Reactor Projects (6)

Walker, Sr. Operations Engineer (1, 5) I

“4ENOEODSSZTOM

Notes:

(1) Member « Combined Facility/NRC Examination Team
(2) Facility evaluator
(3) Attended Entrance on January 14, 1991
éd) Attended Interim Exit Meeting on Apri) 12, 1961
5) Attended Exit on June 21, 1991
(6) Attended Oyster Creek Requalificatior Program Presentation on

|
|
March 22, 199) |

3.0 EXAMINATION RESULTS |
3.1 Requalifiution Individua) Resuts :
|

I
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The following s & summary of the individual examination NRC and facility
results for both the requalification examination and the retake examination
for the one SRO who fufled the written portion of the examination 1n
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[
|Written

|Simulator

+MH7
{Walk=Through |

e

{ |
|Overall |

Rn-iemaldasnryie- il ot

|

¥ o

|

l
{--H, USRS

l

I

L.

|

1.
|
|

L.

l

|

| -
|
|

e s

SROT
1 Pass/Fail

$.71

/1

B/

6/ 2

-
.

JOTAL
Pass/Fafl

|

|

l

|
gl
|

l

- -
|

|
.
I

|
.

1171

NOTE: The SRO who failed the written portion of the examination passed a

retake examination on June 11,

Generic Strengtiis and Weaknesses

1991,

The following 15 a summary of gencric strengths and weaknesses noted by
the NRC from the results of the individual requalification examinations,
This informa‘ion 1s beiny provided to aid the licensee in ypgrading the
No response to these generic strengths

requalification trnwning program,
and weaknesses 1s required.

The ovperators were well trained and prepared for the walk-through portion

of the requalification examination,

The operators were very methodical in

performing the JPM task and extensively described the expected response
prior to actually simulating the task
observe major areas of generic weakness during the walkthrough portion of

the examination,

As a result, the NRC did not

During the walk-through portion of the examination, the

following areas were not satisfactorily performed by more than two=thirds

of the operators,

- The ability to purge the control room with the control room HVAC,

- Knowledge of the reason why thi reactor is vented during containment
flooding when containment water level reaches 365 inches.

- Knowledge of the purpose of the automatic MSIV c'osure when the mode
switch 1s in RUN and the reactur pressure 15 less than 850 psig.

- Knowledge of the sequence of events that nccur when the carbon

dioxide flooding system is manually initiated in the 4160V switchgear

room,
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As far as the written examination 1s concerned, there were three areas in
which less than two thirds of the operators obtained a satisfactory
response.

. SRO and RO Lnowledge of the conditions that cause an automatic
fsolation of the {solation condenser,

. SRO and RO knowledge of the signals required to initiate torus spray
during an accident condition,

. SRO knowledge of the administrative controls for isolating a core
spray system during refueling.

During the simulator portion of the examination, the reactor operator

alarm response and control board operation was considered to be a strength .
considering that the simulator was not a site specific simulator. While |
some sperific individual communications required improvement, generally,

the communications among the crew members was effective, During the first '
week of simulator examinations, command and control was considered weak.

However, the improvement was noted in the command and control area during

the second week. Generic weaknesses were noted in the use of emergency

operating procedures (EOPs), emergency plan classification and reactor

building evacuations,

. The crews were weak in anticipating the actions that the EOPs
require; this resulted in delays of recovery actions. For example,
if the crews had anticipated that the EOPs would have directed use of
fire water for vessel injection, the in=plant valve lineup activities
could have been directed so that when the plant conditions would have
directed vessel injection, this would have occurred without delay.

- The crews were weak in the prioritization of EOP actions, For
example, during an ATWS cundition, the crew was more concerned about
actions to maintain wat<r level rather than directing actions to
insert the control rods utilizing the alternate rod insertion system.

. The crews were Jeak in using placekeeping methods. The crews
utilized inconsistent methods or did not utilize placekeeping methods
to determine where they are in the EOPs and what porticns of the EOPs
are being used.

- The crew weakness in the area of the emergency plan included one
incorrect emergency classification and the appearance that the GSS$
only performed a cursory review of the emergency classification
recommended to him by the shift technical advisor.

" The crews were slow to evacuate the reactor building when high
radfation existed inside the building.

i
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5.0

The facility administrative controls to preclude an RO or SRO (who does
not possess an active license from performing licensed duties without
satisfying the requirements of 10 CFR 55,53 to restore the license to
active status) were not assessed during this requalification examination.

There were no changes to test items after the examination so that
criterion C.e.b.(2)(e) 1s satisfied.

The operators failed by the facility were also failed by the NRC, thus
satisfying criterion C.2.b.(2)(f). However, the facility evaluators
utilized higher standards . han the NRC examiner standards to determine a
pass/fail on JPMs. The facility cetermined that several JPM tasks were
not performed satisfactorily when the operator did not strictly adhere to
the procedure in the non=critical task areas.

The facility supplied both a test ocutline and & proposed examination, The
factility test outline was comprehensive and covered the entire examination
fncluding written, JPM and simulator. The test ftems were tied to learns
ing objectives. The content breardown of the examination was developed
based on the topics included 1n the requal cycle as well as topics not
included in the requal cycle.

The examiner requested & number of changes to the proposed written exam=
fration so that the questions would satisfy the examiner standards. Many
of the questions on the "A" portion of the examination were replaced
because they were provedural and administrative guestions and many of the
“B" portion questions were réplaced because they were systems type quess
tions. Many questions were reworded for clarity or to remove unnecessary
information. The facility responded very cooperatively to the examiners
requested changes with the minimal guidance provided and made the required
changes. Part of the gifficulty 1n developing the written portion of the
examination was that the A and B examination banks also mixed the type of
questions. For example, approximately 40% of the A bank contains ques=~
tions that more properly belong in the B bank. In addition, the questions
in the examination bank ase not sorted by system so that the bank is
somewhat difficult to use to find a question related to a system,

In the retake written examinatior, the facility did not apply the lessons
learned from the development of the initial requalification examination,
The facility proposed & static examination essentially the same as the
examination that the operator initially did not pass. In addition, the
facility proposed an examination with the A and B portion questions
intermixed. The examiner had to request the facility to make several
changes to the examination to meet the examiner standards., The facility
was very cooperative in making the requested changes.

The facility proposed 10 JPMs and 10 alternates. To meet the examiner
standards for JPM administration, 20 JPMs were needed. The team utilized

L e e e e e e e e e
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6.0

the original 10 proposed JPMs and § of the alternate JPMs. Three JPMs
were selected by the team from the facility JPM bank; two JPMs from the
facility examination bank were combined into one JPM, and one new JPM was
developed. The JPM guestions selected were based on the facility exam=
Ination bank, but many questions required modification to clarify the
gquestion to obtain the desired answer or to revise the question to obtain
8 2 to 3 sentence short answer response. As a result of the preparation
activities, the JPMs were of high quality with established performance
standards, required operator actions, expected plant ragponse, and
appropriate specification of evaluator cues. The facility was very co=
operative in the revision of the JPM portion of the examination,

The simulator portion of the examination was validated three weeks before
administration. The scenarios were revised to assure that each operator
would be exposed to two critical tasks in the scenario sets., The scenar-
fos were revised to obtain critical tasks as defined in the examiner
stondards. This was complicated a Tittle by the differences that exist
between Oyster Creek and the Nine Mile Point Unit | simulator. Reactor
operators were only given credit for completing critical tasks for those
tasks that required no additiona) assistance from the simulator floor
instructor. For example, the task for placing torus cooling in service s
significantly different at the simulator than at Oyster Creek such that an
fnstructor directs the operator which valves to manipulate to place torus
cooling tn service., Seven scenarfos were validated.

REVIEW OF LICENSED OPERATOR MEDICAL RECORDS
Scope

The inspector reviewed the medical records of ten randomly-selected
Ticensed operators to determine if the medical examinations were performed
by a physician every two years as required by 10 CFR 55.21. 10 CFR 55.23
requires the facility licensee to certify that the medica) examination
requirements of 10 CFR 55.2]1 are satisfied. The inspector also reviewed
the medical records and facility program to determine if, as a result of
the medical examinations, the facility will inform the NRC within 30 days
of learning of a diagnosic that would result in a conditional )license or
change to a conditional license as required by 10 CFR 55,25,

Findings

The review identified that three of the ten licensed operator records
exceeded the two year reguirement for a medical examination. The results
of the three licensed operators are as follows:

E‘

]

i OPERATOR EXAM DATE/RESTRICTION EXAM CATE/RESTRICTIONS |

E ' A 6/29/88 / None 3/21/91 / None

) B 9/8/88 / None 11/1/90 / None ~

: C 1/16/89 / None 3/722/91 / Corrective lenses |

| |
l
a

- ]

'! o A ; ] .l ______________J
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Operator A exceeded the two years by almost nine months, Operator B had
exceeded the two years by almost two months. Operator C exceeded the two
years by at least two months and required a medical resiriction to placed
on his license, The NRC was notified of the change in medical conditicn
of operator C in a letter dated April 23, 1991. Operator C was an in=
active licensed operator and did not perform any licensed duties from the
period 1/16/91 through 3/22/91. The inspector reviewed a summary listing
of licensed operator examinations and determined that, as of

April 11, 1991, all operators had received medica) examinations within two
years,

The 1i:ensee administrative contrel for licensed cperator medical examina=
tions 15 contained in procedure 102.3 "UCNGS Administrative Procedure
Requirements for Certification of Candidates for NRC Operator Licenses,™
Revision 5. The procedure indicates that "a physica) e,.v must be
completed every two years." The procedure indicates that "the appropriate
department, in coordination with the Training Department, 15 responsible
for scheduling physical exams within their organization." The procedure
does not provide clear controls for assuring that the two year medical
examination requirement for Ticense operators is met. The procedure also
does riot provide controls to assure that 1f medical examinations within
the terms of the six year operator license identify conditions that
require a medical restriction to be placed on the license, then the NRC is
notified within 30 days.

Having fdentified this to the facility licensee, the facility licensee
fnitiated an investigation into this matter. The facility identified 17
license holders who had intervals between medical exams that exceeded two
years, Of the 17 operators, only one had a medical restriction needed to
be added on the 1icense as a result of the medical eram. This was oper-
ator  as identified above during the NRC review of the facility medical
records. The licensee also verified that the medical examinations of all
operators were current. The license. also developed plans for correct’ve
actions including defining clear responsibilities and procedure revisions,
As of June 11, 1991, the licensee had not yet finalized the program
control corrective actions so that the examiner could not assess the
adequacy of the licensee corrective actions.

Conclusion

The facility licensee's failure to assure medical examinations on the
three operators were performed every two years as requived by 10 CFR §5.21
is considered an apparent violation. Weak administrative procedures
contributéd t: the violatien. (Violation 219/91-11-01)

LICENSEE ACTION ON PREVIOUS EXAMINATION FINDINGS

A previous NRC evaluation of the licensed operator requalification program
conducted during April 9 - June 8, 1990, identified several weaknesses in
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the program. These weaknesses are documented in examination report 50-219/
90-05 (OL) as unresoived items 90-05-01, 90-06=02 and 90-05-03. A specia)
training program team inspection conducted during June 25 = July 10, 1990,
identified additional weaknesses in the program. These weaknesses are
documented in Inspection Report 50-219/90-80 as viclation 90-80-01 and
unresolved items 90-80-07, 90-80-03, and 90-80-04. During a meeting
between the licensee and the NRC on March 22, 1991, at the Region |

; office, the licensee provided the status of the corrective actions on the
i above fssues. Attachment ] contains the facility handouts discussed

during this meeting.

- REm TN T e -—_L——v-a—t-—-_e-?
"

——————
-

During the week of April 22, 1991, the NRC reviewed the )icensee's
corrective actions. The results of this review are 11sted below.

| (Closed) Unresolved Item (90-05-01): Licensed operator requalification
:! program deficfencies in the development and implementation of acceptable
1 standards of performance,

Section 2.6 of examination report 50-219/90-0% (OL) documented several
requalification program weaknesses. The status of licensee corrective
actions to the program weaknesses was discussed during the March 22, 1991,
licensee meeting. The status is also documented in the meeting handout
(items 4, 11, 12, 13 and 15 of Attachment 1 of this report). The inspec=
tor reviewed the corrective actions and their status and determined that
they are acceptable. Based on the conclusions of this review, this action
; is resolved and closed. During the conduct of the 1991 examination, there
L was no evidence of recurrence of the problems identified in 1990.

| (Closed) Unresolved Item (90-05-02): Licensed operator program deficiency

in_improving the quality of poor operating procedures,

Section 6.2 of examination report 50-219/90-05 (OL) documented the fact
that the licensee failed to identify poor quality procedures and utilize
the requalification program to improve the quality of procedures. The
licensee's response to this concern is contained in its

September 20, 1990, letter, Attachment 2, Concern 2. The response takes
credit for several mechanisms then in place to address this concern: (1)
cperator concern program, (2) requalification on-the=job training utiliz=
ing JPMs, and (3) station document control utilizing Administrative

A i
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Procedure 103. The inspector made a review of these mechanisms for their
effectiveness in identifying poor quality procedures and in improving the
. quality of procedures. These mechanisms appear to be effective in these
! respects. Based on the conclusions of this review, this item is resolved
and closed.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (20°05*.g§%: Licensed operator requalification
program compliance with 10 CFR 55,59(2)(11), reactor operators given

annua! operating examination that 1s a comprehensive sample.

| Section 5 of examination repcrt 50-219/90-05 (OL) documented the fact that the
r licensee failed to evaluate reactor operators (RO) in al) positions allowed
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by the license during the facility-adminiicered operating tests. The
licensae response to this concern {5 contained in the September 20, 1990,
letter, Attachment 2, Concern 3., I+ summary, the )icensee attributed the
cause of the concern to be the result of evaluating the RO in a nonsite~
specific simulator and concluded that the situation will be completely
alleviated when a plant re‘e¢ence simulator 1s used and in place in 1992,
In an NRC letter dated vecember 10, 1990, the NRC agreed with the licen=
see's conclusion, but expected the licensee to provide interim compen=
satory measures, such as JPMs, until a plant reference simulator 1s used.
The licensee has subsequently established such measures in place as
evidenced by evaluating ROs in all positions using the JPM methodology
during the facility administered operating tests and the recent NRC
administered requalification examination. In addition, during the simy=
lator portion of the examination, the reactor operators were rotated into
different positions for each scenario. Based on this corrective action,
this item is resalved and closed.

(Closed) Violation (90-80-01): The licensee failed to identify two

individuals who did not demonstrate a satisfactory level of proficiency to
perform licensed duties.

Section 2.4.2 of inspection report 50-219/90-80 documented a violation for
failure to identify two individuals who did not demonstrate a satisfactory
level of proficiency to perform licensed duties. The licensee concurred
with the viclation., The licensee's corrective &ctions are documented in
its letter dated November 19, 1990, The status of these corrective
actions were presented by the licensee during the March 22, 1991, meeting
(Items 1, 2, 3, and 14 in Attachment 1 to this report). The inspector
reviewed the status and determined that the Jicensee has taken sufficient
corrective actions to prevent recurrence of the violation, In addition,
the facility grading methods used during the requalification evaluation
implemented the grading practices of the comprehensive examination adminig=~
tration procedure and were found to be acceptable. Based on the conclu=
sfon of this review, this item is closed.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (90-80-02): Licensee grading practices for
11c:nsed and non-licensed operator evaluations are a tra‘ning program
weakness,

Section 2.4.2 of inspection report 50-219/90-80 documented this training
program weakness. The status of the corrective actions were presented by
the licensee during the March 22, 1991, meeting (Items 1, 2, 3, and 14 in
Attachment 1 to this report). The corrective actions for this unresolved
item were noted to be the same as for violation (90-80-01). A significant
part of these corrective actions was the developwent of a comprehensive
administration procedure (Procedure 6231-ADM 2605.01, Training and Educa-
tion Department Administrative Manual, approved on October 30, 1990).

This procedure provides overall guidance to training personnel for develop=
ment, administration and grading of all weekly quizzes, and comprehensi: :
examinations. The inspector reviewed this procedure and other corrective




actions and determined that the licensee's corrective actions were
adequate. Based on the conclusions of this review, this item 1s resolved
and closed.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (90-80-03): Licensee procedure a)lows waiver of
requalification examinations which could result fn violation of 10 CFR
55.59 requirements for requalification examinations.

Section 2.4.3 of inspection report 50-219/90-80 noted that the )icensee's
existing procedure allows waiver of the facility-administered requalifi=
cation examinations based on recent on upcoming NRC administered exami=~
nations. The procedure allowed the NRC license examination to be substi=
tuted for the facility-administered requaiification examination {1f the NRC
examination 1s completed within six morths of the regqualification exam=
ination date. The procedure also allowed licensed ROs enrolled in an SRO
training program to waive the requalif.cation examination if their upcom=
fng NRC examination 1s scheduled within three months of the regualifica=
tion examination date. The procedure did not ensure that the operators
met the requirements of 10 CFR 55.59 for an annual operating test and
biennial written examination,

Te licensee revised procedure (6231-PDG-=2162, License Operator Requalifi=
cation Training Pregram, Revision 11) by changing the six month waiver
provision to a threnr month wafver provision and specifying the 10 CFR
55.59 requirements for annual operating tests and biennial written exam=
inations., The three month watver provision 1s included to accommodate
scheduling the operating test at the Nine Mile Point simulator, The
licensee made a commitment that the procedure will be revised to eliminate
the three month waiver provision when the plant reference s'mulator 1s
available (expected in October 1992), Based on the licensee's corrective
action and the commitments as described above, this item 1s considered
resolved and closed,

(Open) Unresclved Item (90-80-04): Program evaluation 15 a weakness for
the operator training program.

Section 2.5 of inspection report 50-219/90-8C documented & number of
deficiencies in the training program evaluation area. The licensee's
corrective actions include two integrated program evaluations by the
licensee in the third quarters of 199] and 1992. The details of these
corrective actions were discussed during the March 22, 1991, licensee
meeting and are found in Attachment 1 of this report. The inspector's
review of the proposed corrective actions that they will adequately
address the fdentified deficiencies when completed, This area will be
further reviewed in a future inspection. Pending such a review, this item
remains unresolved,
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8.0 EXIT MEETING

An exit meeting was held at the conclusion of the examination on

June 21, 1990. The personnel in attendance are listed in Section 2.0 of
this report. The NRC results of the examinations were presented. The
facility provided a summary of their results. Regualification examination
preparation and administration were discussed along with generic strengths
and weaknesses of the program as discussed in this report,

ATTACHMENTS
177 FaciTity Handouts from March 22, 1991, meeting
2. Requalification Examination Test Items
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OPERATOR TRAINING PROGRAM
CORRECTIVE ACTION STATLUS
OYSTER CREEK NUCULEAR GENERATING STATION
"
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Introduction

Background

Operations Training Corrective
Action Status

Additions! O.C, Training
Department Actions

AGENDA

R. P, Coe
Training and Education Director
GPUN

J. D, Kowalski
Manager Plant Training, O.C,

G. W, Cropper
Operations Training Manager, O.C,

J. D, Kowalski
Manager Plant Training, O.C.




Woeks of April 9,and
April 16, 1990

April 24, 1990

Weeks of May '4, May 21,
May 28, and June 4, 1990

Week of June 25, 1990

June 26, 1990

Sept, 17, 1204

BACKGROUND

Difficulties experienced on written
and JPM portions of regual exam

GPUN presentation to NRC at Region 1
on root cause of difficuliies and
corrective actions

Simulator portion of license requal

NuReg 1220 Audit of licensed and
non-licensed Operator Training and
Tech Stalf and Manager Programs.
Program evaiuation and exam grading
weaknesses identified,

Formal exit for requal exam at
Region 1

Enforcement Conference at Region |
regarding exam grading issue of 1220
Audit. Root cause and corrective
actions identified.



Presentation Date - March 22, 1990

o
1990 NRC Licensed Operator Requal (L.O.R.) Program
Corrective Actions
l) A clearly defined process for technical and time validadion will be
established,
Process
Operations lraining Section (O.T.5.) geaerates and reviews
question for technica’ accuracy and clarity
} 4
A Operations Department performs technical and time validation of
the question,
I'wo independent reviewers perform instructional technologist
review for clarity and proper gramraar
7 : Question accepted and loaded into computerized exam bank.
'
Status
2 Completed, Proc, 6231-ADM-2605.01 O.T.S. Comprehensive Exam
y Procedure,
- - I'he written exam bank will receive an independent review (o improve

. question clarty,

2 Process
> L 4
See No. 1 Process
slatus
Completed (on 741 questions)
Instructicnal technologists (LT,) reviewed examination questions
as the final step of the process.
\ I'he written exam bank will be technically and time revalidated
Process
“
See No. 1 Process. y
L
~tatus
Completed
Soe attachment | on exam bank current status
4

GWC-MIS(




1 The JPM format and evaluation process will be modified to more thoroughly
stress demonstration of procedural adherence along with the critical
steps as pass/fail criteria.

© Process

Defined in Procedure 6231-ADM-2605.01, Exhibit §,

¢ Status

Completed.

§) The JPM administration process will be modified as follows:

* % UseofaNashlight to clearly point out switches.

®  Each operator will be exposed to the use of two GPUN evaluators to
closely simulate the actual requal exam (as npprorriate).

(NO

completion on §/;

3 Curreml{ dual examiner walk-thrus are in progress, Cycle 91.3

791).

¢ “  Require opcrators to write down task initially to minimize potential
miscommunication,

“  The plant referenced simulator will be used when available (projected
- late 1991).

* % Process

Defined in applicabie portions of Procedure 6231-ADM-2605.01,
Exhibit §,

° Status

Completed.

6) The training process for JPM evaluators will be expanded to include the
importance of identification and resolution of differences between
utility and NRC evaluators on the spot to avoid subsequent factual
disagreements.

©  Process

Defined in two training lessoi plans (2660.450.0037 and
30.4.60.500.012).

© Status

GWC-MISC
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1))

8)

9)

10)

An enhanced on-the-job training program has been put in place by the
Operations Department. It includes JPM walkthroughs., JPM revalidation
is an on-going part of this effort.

° Status
- Program has been implemented.

Program requirements have been identified in the newly created
L.O.R. OJ.T. Program,

JPM walk-thru sessions are continuing in Cycle 91-3,
Individual JPM failures will be reviewed one-on-one with each operator
involved.
¢ Status

. Completed by Ops Treining Coordinator,
. NRC exam lessons learned /changes to NuReg 1021 lesson was

presented to L.O.R. personnel during Cycle 91-1,

Individual written exams will be reviewed one-on-one with operators
involved to upgrade their knowledge.

°  Status
. Completed by Ops Training Coordinator.
- NRC exam lessons learned/changes to NuReg 1021 lesson was
presented to L.O.R. personnel during Cycle 91-1.

Cuane 0 areas of question difficulty will be identified for inclusion in
this biennial requal cycle uas appropriate.

¢ Status
. Completed.
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1) Simulator scenarios will be enhanced to increase detail via the inclusion
of more operationg! sters. clearly defined expected operator actions and
to reduce the number of critical tasks (Prior to next simulator
requalification exam). In addition, future simulator scenarios will be
developed in-house utilizing the plant-referenced simulator when

available,
© Status
Completed.

. 18 exam scenarios revised to meet NuReg 1021, Rev. 6
requirements.

All 18 scenarios are validated for use at Nine Mile Point Unit
No. 1 Simulator,

12) A training iesson (L.P. 30.4.60.500.012) dealing with administration of
JPMs, was presented to all instructors and cperations personnel during
Cycle 90-8 of the licensed operator requalification program.,

° Status
. Completea.

13) A JPM writers guide will be developed and published which will improve
the consistency of JPM content and level of detail of evaluation
criteria,

° Status
. Completed.

. The JPM writer/evaluator guidelines contained within Procedure
6231-ADM-2605.01, Exhibit §,

14) A comprehensive examination administration procedure will be developed.
This will provide overail guidance to training personnel for development,

administration and grading of all weekly yuizzes and comprehensive
examinations.

°  Status
- Completed and approved as an instruction on 9/26/90.
- Approved as Procedure 6231-ADM-2605.01 on 10/30/90.
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15)  Using INPO's "Advanced Simulator Instructor” course as a guideline, GPUN
will develop and present a site-specific course to appropriate training
and operations personnel to improve evaluativn and critique techniques
during simulator training and evaivation sessions,

¢ Status

. O.C. Simulaior Training Section developed and presented this
specific lesson to the 1921 NRC exam team in late December 1990,

All other facility evaluaiors 12 receive this training in
March/April 1991,

GWC-MISC



1990 NRC 1220 AUDIT
COMMITMENTS

Provided below are the actions taken or planned to address the two areas of
weakness identified in NRC Inspection Report 90-80,

Arca # 1: Trainee Evaluation

In response to the grading discrepancies identified as a result of the special

NRC team inspection (NUREG 1220 Audit), a critique was commenced on June 28,
1990 and completed on July 16, 1990, Additionally, LER 90-011 was submitted on
July 23, 1990 to report the non-compliance related to this matter,

The critigue identified personnel error (lack of attention to detail) and

inadequate procedures (lack of a comprehensive procedure on the preparation,
administration, and grading of exams) as the root causes of this event,
Additionally, the requalification exam bank question format and quality (short
answer/essay format along with ambiguous or non-specific wording stemming from
a less than adequate validation) was cited as a major contributor.

In response to these findings, the following actions were completed:

a) By means of a written Training Department Instruction/Directive and
a special departmental staff meeting, the Manager, Plant Training
communicated management expectations relative to exam preparation,
grading and administrative closeout to all training department
personnel.

b)  The Operator Training Manager and Supervisor of Operator Training
also reinforced grading expectations to all operator training
personnel in writing and in a special section meeting,

¢)  The critique report was required reading for all training departinent
personnel,
Additionally, the following actions are underway:

a) A training session on the proper development of open reference test
items for all operator training instructors has been presented.

° Status
- Completed prior to September 30, 1990.

- Group working sessions to review and critique questions were
initially held.

- Departmental lesson (L.P, 2660.450.0019) presented to all
instructors in the fourth quarter 1990,
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b) A revalidation of the entire requalification written exam bank is
on-going. Included in this effort will be the conversion of a major
portion of .ne bank to an objective question format,

¢ Status
« Completed,
« See attachment | on exam bank current status,

¢)  An operator training examination administration procedure is
approved and in use. This nrocedure addresses the "process” aspects
of the various steps of exanination activity including preparation,
administration and grac'ia .

°  Status
« Completed and approved as an instruction on 9/26/90.
< Approved as Procedure 6231-ADM-2605.01 on i0/30/90,

Oyster Creek will perform two integrated program evaluations in the opera: or
training area. They will be performed in the third quarters of 1991 and 1942,
These evaluations will include a combined assessment of test results,
programmatic critiques, on-the-job feedback, internal and external program
evaluations and training staff evaluations.

A more comprehensive and effective program evaluation process is
currently under development,

- Additionally, the development of the operator training feedback
instruction strengthens the feedback path and impioves the
quality of the programs,

- Also, & new format of the once-back-on-the-job survey solicits
direct feedback on job performance related to important randomly
selected tasks.

GWC-MISC



ADDITIONAL O.C. TRAINING DEPARTMENT ACTION
¢ Departmental Procedure 6230-ADM-2604.02 "Grading and Review
of Examinations" developed and implemented (January 1991)
< attention to detail in exam preparation and grading
accuracy of key
clear assignment of partial credit

«  quarterly management review of a sampling of exams



" ATTACHMENT 1

REVALIDATED:
168 Section B Questions

376 Sectioa A Questions
741  Questions

87 additional questions in process,
All the above questions are completely rewritten and the bunks are 1G5
objective, The 41 additional questions that are complete 7~ <3 us the §7
quf:)tions in validation/review /approval are the resull of ou  x-going effort
to both:

4)  maintain a living bank, and

b))  meet or exceed the NuReg 107 156 question/yr, requireme !,
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ATTACHMENT 2 5

REQUALIFICATION EXAMINATION TEST ITEMS !

Written Examination = Part B |
TEST ITEM

29
46
7
202
| 223
: 226
228
264
246
252
256
s 283
: 301
431
432
458
460
465
470
477
479
767
306
907
908
909
910
921
922 5

TOTAL 26.0
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Attachment 2 2

Written Examination - Part A

Static Simulator Examination No. 1BA

TEST ITEM SRO RO
889 1.0 1.0
890 1.0 1.0
891 1.0 1.0
892 1.0 1.0
863 1.0 1.0
894 1.0 1.0
896 1.0 1,0 |
897 1.0 1.0 |
898 1.0 1.0 |
899 1.0 1.0 |
900 1.0 1.0 |
401 1.0 1.0 i
TOTAL 12.0 12.0 |

Static Simulator Examination No. 11B |

TEST ITEM SRO RO
11 1.0 1.0
137 1.0 1.0
332 1.0 1.0
404 1.0 .
813 1.0 1.0
815 1.0 1.0
817 1.0 1.0
822 1.0 1.0
833 1.0 1.0
902 - 1.0
903 1.0 1.0
904 1.0 1.0
905 1.0 1.0
TOTAL 12.0 12.0
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l Attachment 2 3
! Job Performance Measures (JPM)

Job Performance Measure

201.01
201.02
202.03
P 202,05
226.02
261.01
i 288.02
999 .A
999.B
) 999,02
i 999.04
| 999.06
| 999. 08
| 264.02
279.01
| 279.02
| 286.04
| 308.01
| 308,02
308.04

Respond to an Uncoupled rod < 10% Power

Respond to an Uncoupled Rod > 10% Power
Determine Cause of Recirculation Flow Abnormality
Startup of a Recirculation Pump

Place Containment Spray in Oynamic Test

Place SBGTS in Service Manually

Purge Control Room Using Control Room HVAC

RO Prevent and Terminate Injection iirto the RPV
SRO Prevent and Terminate Injection i1to the RPV
Vent the Drywell While Flooding Containment
Bypass MSIV Low Low Isolation

Vent the Reactor While Flosding the Containment
Transfer Fire Protection Water to CST

Manually Start the EDG Locally

Line Up Fire Protection to Air Compressor

Swap the Post Filters

Line Up Fire Water to the Core Spray Pump
Operate the Remote Shutdown Panel

Operate EDG 2 from LSP-DG2

Transfer Control to LSP 1A2

Dynamic Simulator Examination

WwOoOOZr-xITm

Scen No. Scenarios

ATWS with Loss of Condenser Vacuum
Leak in the Torus

Location

Contre)
Contro)
Contro)
Control
Control
Control
Control
Control
Control
Contro!
Control
Control
Plant
Plant
Plant
Plant
Plant
Plant
Plant
Flant

Room
Room
Room
Room
Room
Room
Room
Room
Room
Koom
Room
Room

MPR failure with Failure of Scram Discharge Volume to Isclate

ATWS with Loss of Feedwater

Fuel Failure with Isolation Condenser Tube Rupture

Fuel Failure with Unisolable Leak in RWCU
Loss of High Pressure Feedwater



