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Peach E 1992 Reaualification Examination S

Writter, and operating examinations were administered to two reactor operators (ROs) and
five senior reactor operators (SROs). These operators were divided into two crews: one
operating and one staff crew. The examinations were graded concurrently by the NRC and
the facility training staff. As graded by the NRC, hoth crews performed satisfactorily on the
simulator portion of the exam and six operators passed all portions of the examination, One
staff SRO failed the walk-through part of the exam. The facility also failed the staff SRO on
the walk-through and one reactor operator on the dynamic simulator portion of the
examination due tc a more conservative grading criteria.  The reactor operator was removed
from licensed dutics, given remedial training, and retested before resumption of licensed
duties. The NRC reexamined the staff SRO on March 27. He passed his examination.

One individual was reexamined on the simulator portion of an inittial SRO Instant
examination during the requalification examination preparation week. He passed his
reexamination,

Communication and teamwork among the crews were weak during the six dynamic simulator
examinations. Operators werc not following the guidance on verbal communications in
Section 4 of the Operations Manual.

During transients, the STA was, at times, busy coliecting data, assisting operators and
performing procedures and had no time to tiake assessments of the plant behavior,
Furthermore, the STA, as well as nonlicensed operators, manipulated reactivity controls in
the simulator facility during transients. These actions are not allowed in the nuclear power
plant by 10 CFR 50.54(i), and it is so stated in section 3 of the Operations Manual.
Operations Section Performance Standard (OSPS-13) allows the STA to manipulate controls
during transients. After discussing these inconsistencies, the facility agreed to resolve them,

The materia: submitted for use in developing the examination did not always meet the
guidelines of the Examiner Standards. For example, the written examination had a numbsr
of questions in a format not conforming to NUREG/BR-0122 guidance, the written
examination may have been too short and not well time validated, and the dynamic scenarios
had some misidentified critical tasks. Section 3 has the details.
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Introduction

The NRC administered requalification examinations to seven licensed operators (2
ROs, and § SROs). These operators made up two crews; one operating and one staff
crew, The examiners used the process and criteria described in NUREG-1021,
“Operator Licensing Examiner Standard,” Revision 6. Since 12 operators were not
examined, a program evaluation could not be made. The NRC will combine the
results of this examination with further exaninations to evaluate this program,

The contents of the examination as administered are summarized in Attachment 1.
An exit meeting was held at the facility on March 13, 1992, Those in attendance are
listed in Attachment 2. Exam results and findings were discussed,

Two scenarios were prepared and run for a reexamination of an initial SRO Instant
candidate. This exam was given on February 26, 1992,

William F. Kane, Deputy Regional Administrator, observed the simulator

examinations on Monday, March 9, 1992, David Prawdzik. an examiner from INEL,
observed the examinations on March 9, 10, and 11, 1992,

Summary of Examination Results
2.1  Individual Examination Results

The following is @ summary of the NRC and facility results:

NRC Grading
NRC Grading RO Pass/Fail SRO Pass/Fail TOTAL Pass/Fail
Written 2/0 5/0 7/0
Simulator 2/0 5/0 7/0
I Walk-through 2/0 a/1= 6/1*
l Overall 2/0 4/1* 6/1*
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Facility Grading

: ITEEESETE IR
FACILITY Grading | RO Pass/Fail SRO Pass/Fail TOTAL Pass/Fail ﬂ
| Written 20 510 70 |
Simulator 211 5/0 6/1
| Walk-through 2/0 4/1* 6/1*
| Overall 21 4/1% 5/

*The individual was given remr=q.al training and reexamined on March 27, 1992, He
passed the second examination,

One SRO Instant candidate was reexamined on the simulator portion of an initial
examination which he took back in August 1991, He passed his reexamination.

2.2 Eacibity Generig Strengths and Weaknesses Based on Individual
Performance

A summary of strengths and weaknesses noted by the NRC as a result of
preparation and administration of the examinations is discussed below. This
information 1s being provided to aid the hicensee in improving the
requalification program.

2.2.1 Strengths
. Operators demonsirated proficiency with control board
operations.
. Operators readily recognized entry conditions into Off Normal,
Operating Transient, and Transient Response Implementing
Procedures,
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Emergency classifications were prompt and correct.
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- Crew team work was weak. The crews did not function as a
team in decisio . making,
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. Communications was weak and did not follow the guidance of
the Operations Manual,

. In many cases, the Shift Manager was so busy with emergency
classifications and filling out notification forms that he could not
maintain an overview of the plant or provide help to the Shift
Supervisor.

The STA was an active crew member during the dynamic simulator
examination. At times, he was too busy with data collection and procedure
implementation to carry out an independent assessment of the plant. During
one scenario, the STA requested that a licensed operator monitor the sumps at
the same time the shift supervisor was directing the same operator to drive
control rods into the core.

During transients that require T-213, "Scram Solenoid Deenergizatoin," 10 be
performed, the STA routinely operated the individual test switches for the
control rods. Section 3 of the Operations Manual (OM) page 2 of 23 states
only licensed operators or senior licensed operators can operate these switches,
During a transient, the floor operator (a nonlicensed operator) routinely
performed a T-214, "Isolating and Venting Scram Air Header," which
involves venting the Scram Air Header. This activity will directly affect
reactivity or power level and should only be done by a licensed individual as
stated in the OM. OSPS-13 states that during transients, it is the responsibility
of the STA to operate individual CRD scram test switches provided he ‘s
directed by the SRO/RO. These inconsistencies were discussed with the
licensee and will be resolved by the facility,

Decay Heat Model used in the Simulator

Duning the simulator examinations, the examiners expressed skepticism
regarding the size of the decay heat source (DHS). It appeared that the DHS
was not large enough to model actual plant behavior. The DHS was described
for middle-of-cycle conditions.

Peach Bottom uses ANS 5,1-1973 (draft) for the DHS. At times less than two
minutes, this DHS is slightiy larger than the ANS 5.1-1979 model, For times
greater than two minutes, ihe two versions of ANS 5.1 agree with each other.
For fuel irradiations of over one month, the DHS is about the same magpitude
during the first hour after shut down. Peach Bottom simulator plots of decay
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. Operators (d not answer all questions and then check or verify
answers. At times they would verify answers as they proceeded
through the exam. If the operator was sure of his answer, he did not
check 1t

. It wis not possible to know, if a relerence was used for an answer or
0 venfy an answer 10 a question,

. More than one reference could be used for one question.

L3 The number of references used by operators on part B varied from § to
23,

. The time spent using a reference varied from about one minute te over
five minutes,

The facility indicated that they believed the time allotted for exam completion
was challenging. They cited the validation times by an SRO to support their
viewpoint. They also indicated that using one SRO/RO to take the exam was
their normal method of time validating exams.

Some guestions within the proposed static examinations did not require the
simulator to answer, Therefore, this type of question was moved from the
tfront of the exam to be back of the exam. This was done to eliminate
confusion by the operator who had just walked down the simulator and was
ready to use the machine as a source of answers.

5.0  Exit Meeting
An exit meeting was conducted on March 13, 1992, Personnel attending the meeting
are listed in Attachment 2. The NKC presented results of the examination and
discusscu examination related findings.

Attachments:

s Requalification Examination Test ltems

A Persons Contacted

- Simulation Facility Report
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SRO (92-SAI-N)

174
177
1010
175
1007
1008
174
3667

Attachment |
i fification Examination Test |
D i Simulaior Soanad
SEG-701R SEG-714R SEG-720R SEG-703R SEG-711R
001C Siart D/G 2429, 2430
07C Synchronize T/G 2291, 2292
301CF SLC injection (Faulted) 2454, 2455
300CF HPCI Initiation (Faulted) 2466, 2467
053C Containment Venting 2334, 2335
008C Reset Scoop Tube Lockup 2284, 2286
049p D/G air start 2367, 2368
086P Defect RCIC Isolation 2071, 2072
074p Scram Air Header 2400, 2603
0s6P Reset RCIC Trip 2380, 2381
031C Exciting Main Generator 3671, 2309
002C Load D/G 2281, 2569
007C Reset Recire Runback 2452, 2453
303CF RFP Turbine Shutdown (Fauited) 2320, 2321
302CF RCIC Initiation (Faulted) 2297, 3672
103p Alt. Injection with RWTS 3282, 3253
101P Driving Rods - ATWS 3235, 3236
Written Exam Part A
RO (92-RAI-N)

SEG STIR 172

177

1010

175

173

1007

1008

1009

174

370










Attachment 3

SIMULATION FACILITY REPORT
Facility Licensee: Philadelphia Electric Company. Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station
Facility Docket Nos.: 50277 and 50-278
Requalification Examination Administered on: March 9-10, 1492
This form is to be used only to report observations. These observations do not constitute
audit or inspection findings and are not, without further verification and review, indicative of
noncompliance with 10 CFR 55.45(b). These observations do not affect NRC certification or
approval of the simulation facility other than to provide information which may be used in

future evaluations. No licensee action is required in response to these observations.

During the conduct of the simulator portion of the operating tests, the following items were
observed (if none, so staie):

NONE



