


REQUALIFICATION EXAMINATION REPORT No. 50-333/91-09 (OL)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The NRC administered special requalification written examinations to 12
licensed operators (8 SROs and 4 ROs). Retake written and cperational exam=
fnations were included for those who failed the NRC Administered Requalifica-
tion examination in April 1991. One purpose of the written examination was to
permit the NRC staff to reevaluate the licensee's written examination process
and, thereby, independently: (1) distinguish between written examination
process weaknesses and operator knowledge/ability weaknesses, and (2) better
understand the unsatisfactory results during the April 29, 1991, requalifica-
tion examinations.

A1l twelve individuals passed the written examination. As a result, the NRC
concluded that the licensee met and satisfied the first five commitments in the
Confirmatory Action Letter, dated May 15, 1991. The remaining two (one short
term and one long term) commitments remain to be completed.

The NRC staff determined that the unsatisfactory operator performance on the
written erxaminations conducted the wazek of April 29, 1991, was due to weak=
nesses in the examination development process, although some knowledge and
ability weaknesses were exhibited by plant operating persornel. For the

April 1991 examination, the facility bank of examination questions required
extensive use of reference material to answer the guestions, and the facility-
prepared examinations were not adequately time validated., Additiovnal weak=
nesses of the written examination process were poorly written guestions. Some
questions contained excessive verbiage that made comprehension of the question
difficult., Also, some questions were not grammaticall correct. These weak~
nesses were not prevalent in the June 1991 written exwinination,

During the dynamic simulator examination, the NRC staff determined that two
individuals and the crew failed the examination. The NRC staff concluded that
the crew failed on unsatisfactory diagnosis of events and plant conditions
based on signals and readings. A lack of knowledge and abilities regarding the
Standby Liquid Control (SLC) system operation and control rod insertion oper-
ations was observed during an Anticipated Transient Without Scram (ATWS)
scenario,

Strengths of the program were noted. The ability of facility evaluators to
identify licensed operators who require remedial training was noteworthy.
Further, the bank of Job Performance Measures (JPMs) were comprehensiye, and
the training staff had fully incorporated the "Critical Task" concept into the
dynamic simulator scenarios.



DETAILS

| 1.0 Introduction and Background

The NRC administered special regualification examinations described in

detail in this report. The examinations consisted of: (1) Written exam=

inations administered to twelve operators; (2) Job Performance Measures

(JPMs) admin‘stered to 1 SRO (. etake), and (2) a retake simulator exam=

ination administered to one operating crew composed of 2 SROs and 2 ROs.

One of these SROs and one of the ROs had passed the April examination on

an individual basis. The operating crew had failed the April examina-

tion. The twelve operators who took the written examination were composed

, of the following groups: four who failed the NRC administered examination

| during the week of April 29, 1991 (also retake examinations); four who

| failea the facility administered written examination during the week of :
| May 6, 1991, and four selected by the licensee. The examinations were |
conducted in accordance with NUREG-1021, "Operator Licensing Examiner :
Standards," Revision 6.

The licensee, in their letter of May 10, 1991, provided a basis for
continued operation in response to the unsatisfactory requalification

| program results for examination administered during the week of

: April 29, 1991. The licensee also provided a preliminary explanation for
; the unsatisfactory results as an examination process problem in distinc-
l tion to an cperator knowledge/ability problom.

The purpose of this examination was to permit ths NRC staff to reevaluate
the licensee's written examinaticn process to: (1) distinguish between
written examination process weaknesses and operator knowledge/ability
weaknesses, and (2) understand better the unsatisfactory results during
the week of the April 29, 1991, requalification examinations.

2.0 Requalification Examination Results

2.1 Individual Examination Results

i

| RO | TOTAL l
NRC Grading | Pass/Fafl | Pass/Fail | Pass/Fail |
l l | | |
| Written | 8/0 | 4/0 | 12/0 |
: | iy
| Simulator | 171 | 1/1 | 2/2 |
| s s

|
| JPM | 170 | N/A | 170 |
A Rarmay i

|

| | Overall | 7/1 [ 3/1 | 10/2 |
| L L | L e
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2.2

The SRO who retock the simulator and JPM (job performance measure)
portion of the examination passed.

The othc: SRO on the crew whe failed the simulator portion of this
examination had failed the April 1991 written examination. This
individual passed the retake on the written pertion of the exami=
nation. Although he failed a different portion of the examination,
this SRO is considered to have failed a second examination. The RO
who retook the simulator examination failed again; this RO is also
considered to have failed a second examination,

Generic Weaknesses

The following is a summary of the generic weaknesses noted during the

administration of the written examinations:

- The ability (of the ROs) to determine when 125V battery egual=
izing charging 1s to be performed.

- The knowledge (of the ROs) of drywell spray initiation
verifications.

- The ability (of the SROs) to determine E=Plan classifications
based on plant conditions.

- The rationale to make required reports to the NRC within 1 hour
is a weakness of the SROs.

- The ability (of the SROs) to apply Technical Specification
requirements based on equipment availability.

Because of the small sample size, no particular generic strengths and
weaknesses were identified from the JPM and simulator porticns of the
retake examinations.

3.0 Regualification Program Review

31

Status of Confirmatory Action Letter No. 50-333/1-91-010

Confirmatory Action Letter (CAL) No. 1-91~010, dated May 15, 1991
(Attachment 1), contains the corrective action commitments made by
the facility in response to the unsatisfactory regqualification
program evaluation by NRC staff during the week of April 29, 1991,

As a result of the conduct of the retake examinatifons and evaluation

of the written examination process as noted in this report, CAL
Commitment Nos. 1 through 5 are met. These items do not require
additional NRC staff review.

CAL Commitment Nos. € (short term training actions) and 7 (long
term corrective actions) remain open issues, With respect to the
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3.3

short term training commitments (No. 6), the examiners noted that the
training provided to correctly implement EOP-3, "Failure to Scram,"
may not be fully effective. The unsatisfactory crew performance
(described below) during the dynamic simulator examination was due,
in part, to the crew's unsatisfactory implementation of EQP=3.

As noted in the CAL, the licensed operator requalification program
will be considered "Provisionally Satisfactery" when short term
corrective actions (as embodied in CAL No. 6) are completed, cert-
ified in writing to NRC Region 1| Administrator, and verified by NRC
staff, The examiners noted that the first condition of the CAL for
provisionally satisfactory status (75% pass rate on the written
retake examinations) was met.

It is expected that the long term corrective action (Commitment No. 7)
will be completed by April 1992,

Since the effectiveness of the short term training of Commitment 6
has not been demonstrated, the requalification program remains un=
satisfactory.

Examination Preparation

The written and retake examinations were prepared by the facility and
submitted for NRC staff review znd approval. The NRC staff review of
the examination resulted in several guestions being placed in differ-
ent sections of the written examination. In addition, editorial and

technical changes were made to several questions for clarity and two

questions were replaced entirely.

The JPMs selected by the facility did not require any modifications.
However, the JPM guestions needed editorial changes for clarity. To
broaden the sample size, five JPM questions were added by NRC.

The dynamic simulator scenarios were enhanced by NRC so that multiple
and concurrent mitigation strategies would be used by the operating
crew.

The NRC staff also identified that an Abnormal Operating Procedure
(ADP-25) did not clearly state the method to terminate/prevent
injection of the HPCI system due to low water level in the torus.
The licensee took prompt corrective action to revise the procedure,

Overall, with NRC staff changes as discussed above, the licensee
prepared adequate examinatfons for the above noted objectives.

Examination Time Validation/Administration and Grading

The written examinations were administered, using NUREG-1021,
“Operator Licensing Examiner Standards," Rev. 6. Examiner Standard
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(ES) 602, "Requalification Written Examination," specifies a two hour
time 1imit for each section of the written examination, The facility
time-validated the proposed examination with eleven individuals not
associated with this examination, The individuals signed security
agreements ensuring examination integrity, The amount of time to
complete the examinations, as observed by the NRC, was in agreement
with the facility time validation estimate.

The facility graded the NRC staff-approved examination. All operators
passed the examination. The NRC staff also graded the examination
and concurred that all operators passed the written examination,

The JPM examination was administered by the facility and observed by
an NRC examiner. The examinstion was conducted in accordance with
ES-603, "Requalification Walk-through Examination." The NRC examiner
determined that the licensed operator successfully passed the JPM
examination. The facility did not grade the performance of the
operator, Facility program evaluator capabilities had been found
satisfactory during the April Program Evaluation,

The dynamic simulator examinations were conducted in accordance with
ES-604, "Requalification Dynamic Simulator Examinatior," for one
operating crew. The NRC staff determined that two individuals (one
SRO and one RO as noted in Section 2.1 of this report) and the crew
failed the simulator examination. The facility evaluators agreed
that both individuals failed the examination, but did not agree that
the crew failed. They acknowledged that the crew was weak, but
passed. The NRC staff considered that the crew failed on the basis
of unsatisfactory diagnosis of events and plant conditions based on
signals and readings. There was a demonstrated lack of knowledge and
abilities regarding the Standby Liguid Control {SLC) system operation
and control rod insertion operations observed during an ATWS
scenario.

The disagreement on the crew failure was due to limited involvement
by facility evaluators since this examination was a retake examina-
tion administered by the NRC staff for two individuals who failed the
simulator portion of the April examination. The licensee represen~
tatives stated that this crew was being disbanded. Licensee repre-
sentatives committed that the crew would not return to shift duties
as substantially (more than two) the same crew.

Post-Written Examination Interviews with Licensed Operator

Interviews were conducted with six operators (four SROs and two ROs)
that were administered written examinations. The purposes of the
fnterviews were to aid the NRC staff in: (1) distinguishing between
written examination process weaknesses and vperator knowledge and
ability weaknesses, and (2) better understanding the unsatisfactory
results during the April 29, 1991, requalification examinations,
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These operator opinions and views with respect to a comparison
of the June and April written examinations were obtained:

1) The questions asked ~n the June examination were more clearly
written and more easily unde—stood.

2) The operators had more time to review the June examination
within the a'lotted time.

3) Operators were able to use references to answer and/or verify
their answers to a substantial majority of the questions in the
June examinatior, in comparisch to havina very iittle time to
review questions in the earlier April examinatiun.

4) Overall. the cperators considered both examinations Lo be a
challenge and relevant to their licensed duties.

5) The operators gave a fair estimation (without undue influence)
of the ~ime required to complete the June examina‘ ion,

written Examination Comparicon

During the week of April 29, 1991, four of twelve licensed operators
failed the writter examinatica, The NRC staff determine | that tha
unsatisfactory operatour performance was due primarily to weaknesses
in the examination development process. Facility questions requiring
the use of reference materials met the objectives of testing higher
cognitive skills, but the examination produced was compused of
questions with an unknown time validation. The poorty time-validated
examination had tc be compensated for with an Yin~tots ™ time valid-
ation. The NRC staff ohserved tha* the operaturs hurried to finish
the writtea examination within the allotted time. Additional weak-
nesses in the written examinatior proucess were poorly writter
questions. Some questions contain excessive serbiage that made
comprehension of the question asked diffi ult. Some nuestions are
not grammatirally correct; this made those questions difficult to
understand. The NRC staff concluded that knowledge and abilfty
weaknesses existed for some operators. "o (uot cause for the un-
satisfactory opecator parformance on tie written examination was an
inadequately time validated cxamination. Poorly written questiing
lengthened the time it tosk tou understand and answer gquestions.

During the week of June 10, 1331, tvelve of twelve licensed operators
passed a written exanination. With NRC staff changes, the fa.:'lity
provided an examinatici and estimated time val{dation. The amuurt of
time to compl=te the examinations, as obsevved by the NRC staff, was
in good agreement with the time validation 2stimate. Based on ths
results of iaterviews conducted with six of Lee twelve licensed
operaturs why took the examination, the NRC staff deterwined that the
operators were not hurried to complete the exanination. In additi.n,
the HRC staff observed that:

:
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1) The questions asked on the June examination were clearly written
and easily understood.

2) Operators were able to use references to answer or verify their
answers to a substantial majority of the gquestions, unlike the
examination conducted April 1991.

3) The operators gave a fair estimation (without undue influence)
of the time required to complete the examination.

4) Some knowleoge and ability weaknesses existed among “he oper=-
ators pPased on test item analysis of the written examination,

Tne NRC staff concluded that both examinations were challenging and
rélevant to the operators licensed duties. The June 1991 examination
guestiont were more clearly written and easily understood than the
April 1991 examination questions. The time validation conducted by
the facility prior to the June examination was accurate and met the
time goals of the Examiner Standards.

The NRC staff concluded that some knowledge and ability weakiesses
existed for some operators. Tnese weaknesses are not the root cause
for the unsatisfactory requalification program evaluation determi=
nation of April 29, ]991. Instead, the NRC staff concluded the
facility's examination development process had been seak. This
process produced sxamination questions that required the excessive
use of reference materials to answer. In addition, the questions
were sometime, difficult to understand, due ‘n part to poor grammar
and excess‘ve verbiage,

Sumnary

NRC staff review of the June examination, the observations and
results of this examination, discussions held with varicus training
staff members, and interviews conducted with Ticensed nperavor, the
NRC confirmed that the major weakness was in the written examination
process in April i991. Corrective action to successfully improve
the written exam process is complete.

Exit Meetings

An exit meeting was conducted at the training facility on June 14, 1991,
‘hose in attendance are listed helow:

New York Powsr Authority

W. Fernandez Resident Manager
R. Locy Operations Superintendent
R. Lisero Superintendent of Power

. Berzins Manager of Public Relations
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New York Power Authority (Cont'd.)

D. Simpson Training Superintendent

F. Catella Manager of Nuclear Training

J. Romanowskf{ Simulator Manager

R. Schilling Nuclear Training Spezfalist

J. Morris Nuclear Training Specialist

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

R. Conte Chief, BWR Section, DRS

C. Sisco Operations Engineer (Chief Examiner)
D. Florek Senfor Operations Engineer

R. Plasse Resident Inspector

The NRC staff presented the results of the examinations. The results

were:
1) A1l twelve operators passed the written examination,
2) The one operator examined passed the JPM examination.

3) One SRO, one RO, and the operating crew failed the dynamic
simulator examination.

The NRC staff described the individua) operator failures as Indivi-
dual Simulator Critical Task failures and demonstrated knowledge
deficiencies. The crew failure was attributed to unsatisfactory
diagnosis of events and plant conditions. This was a demonstrated
lack of knowledge and abilities regarding SLC system operation and
control rod insertion operations observed during an ATWS scenario.

The changes made to the written examination, JPM questions and
dynamic simulator scenarios were discussed.

The results of the operator interviews were discussed. The results
of these interviews indicate that some knowledge and ability weak=-
nesses exist, but they appeared to not be the reason for the unsat<
fsfactory operator performance during the April 29, 1991,
examinations,
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Attachment 1
. UNTED 87aTES
¥ WOCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
o : REGION ! .

476 ALLENDALE ROAD
KING OF PRUSSIA. PENNSYLVANIA 19406

May 15, 1991

Dozket No. &0=2123
CAL No. 1=81-01D

Kew York Power Authority

ATTN: Mr. William Fernandez
Resident Manager

P.0. Box 41

wycoming, New York 13083
Dear Mr. Ferczrde::

SUBJECT: CONTIRMATORY ACTION LETTER (CAL) 1+91-D10
(SFACTORY LICENSED OPERATOR REQUALIFICATION TRAINING PROGRAM

The purpose of this letter {8 to confirm our understanding of those actions
which you have taher or will take to ensure that the deficiencies fdentified
noyour Ticerced operator requalificetion program are promptly corrected ang
trat adeguate proficiency of Ticensed operators is maintained at the

Jamas A Fitrratrick Nuclear Power Plant. These deficiencies were fdentified
curing the week of Axril 29, 1991, in which four individuals failed the written
poriion ¢f the NAC advinistered Regualification Examination. Based on these
results, the NRC has determined that the James A. Fitzpatrick Requalification
Program is unsatisfactory. Further, two of the four individuals failed other
portiors ¢f the examination, and ore of the three crews demonstrated
unsatisfeciery performance during the operating test.

The examiration deficiencies were discussed with you during an exit meeting
held with the Deputy Regicnal Administrator on May 7, 1991, in Region 1. Your
Basts for Continued Operation forwarded by letter dated May 10, 1991, is
acceptable pending the results of NRC staff evaluation of your written exami=-
nation process to be conducted during the week of June 10, 1991.

From the commitments contained 1n your May 10, 1991 letter and discus~

sicns held with you on May 7, 1991, it 1s our understanding that you have or
wills

1. Restrict from licensed duties operators who have failed the NRC
agministerec examination during the week of April 29, 1991, or who
fal) subsequent examinations consistent with your requalification
program during the period in which the program is deemed to be
unsatisfactory. They will remain restricted until they have been
suctessfully retested as described below.

—

S



New York Power Autho-ity

ra

Prepare ancther written requalification examination for NRD staff
review &rd abprova) and submit 1t two weeks prior to the administration
during tre weer of June 10, 1991,

Administer and grade the NRC staff-approved examination in item No. 2
above toc. (a) all operators who failed the NRC administered written
examinat ot (as getermined by NRC staff) during the week of Apri) 2§,
19517 (b) 2') operators who failed the facility aogministered written
examination during the week of May 6, 199]1; and (c) other operators
random’y selected to assure that at least twelve operators are tested
during trat week, (This examination will be evaluated by NRC staff )

Prepare ancther simulator portion of the requalification operating test
consisting of three scenarios for NRC staff review and approval and
sUbmit YL pne week prior to the administration during the week of

s‘h'e ]: i ;,“.

Agminister gnc grede the NRC staff-approved examination in Jtem No.
& aboyve to the operators who fatled individually during the week of
Aprdl 25, 1931, (This examinatien will be evaluated by NRC staff.)

Provide acaitional training during the next training eycle to al)
Heensed cuevators as described by your May 10 letter short term
corrective &ction Nos. 2, 3, and 4 in the areas of: wuse of facility
prints &nd crawings; use of the "Failure to Scram" emergency operating
procecure (EQP=3). and any other training areas you found to be
weaknesses from the facility administered examination during the week
of May €, 19891,

Complete your May 10 letter long term corrective action Nes. 1 through
3 prior to the next NRC auministered examination (approximately one
year fror the latest examination) in the areas of examination time
validation, static simulator evaluations, and examination gquesticn
bank improevements.

| Your program will be considered "Provisionally Satisfactory" when all of the

ftems listed below are completed and verified:

1.

Individue! pass rate as determinad by the NRC written examination
evaluation (Item No. 3 above) is at Teast 75% in accordance with the
Examiner's Standards (NUREG 1021).

All of the above corrective actions are completed, except for the long
term actions (No. 7 herein); certified in writing to the Region ]
Administrator; and verified by NRC staff.
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Once your progrsm is determined to be "Provisiona)ly Satisfactory," you may
remediste and retest cperators who fail subsequent facility or NRC administered
requalification examinations for the purposes of return to licensed duties.
Unti) then, retesting for return to licensed duties must be completed by NR{
staff until such time as your program is found to be provisicnally or fully
satisfactory.

Issvance of this Confirmatory Action Letter does not preclude the issuance of
an order formalizing the above commitments. If your understanding differs from
that set forth above, please call me immediately. The responses directed by
this letter are not subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of
Management ang Eudget, as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980,

Pub, L. BE<S11

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

— F 2.7 -
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Thomas T, Martin

Regional Agministrator
J. Brons, Presidert
R. Beedle, Executive Vice President = Nuclear Generation
A. Klausmann, Serior Vice President = Appraisal and Compliance Services
G. Tasick, Quality Assurance Superintendent
G. Wilverding, Marager-Nuclear Safety Evaluation
G. Golidstein, Assistant General Counse)

Vice President~Nuzlear Support

$. Zulla, Vice President Nuclear Engineering
W. Josiger, Vice President Nuclear Operations & Maintenance
J. Gray, Director, Nuclear Licensing ~ BwR
Cept. of Public Service, State of New York
State of New York, Department of Law

Public Document Roon (POR)

Local Public Document Room (LPDR)

Nuciear Safety Information Center (NSIC)

K. Abraham, PAD (2)

NRC Resident Inspector

State of New York, SLO Designee






