APPENDIX

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 1V

NRC Inspection Report No. 50-482/92-1!

Operating License No. NPF-42

Docket No. $0-487

Licensee: Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Corporation {(WCNOC)
P.0. Box 411
Burlington, Kansas 6683%

Facility Name: Wolf Creek Generating Station (WCGS)

Inspection At: WCGS, Coffey County, Burlington, Kansas

Inspection Conducted: May 11 through May 15, 1992

Inspector: J. E. Whittemore, Reactor Inspector, Operational Pragrams Section
Division of Reactor Safety

Approved:

efka jef, Operational Programs Section é%‘e

D;vi;ion of ﬁecctor Safety

n n r
Inspection Conducted May 11-15, 1992 (Report 50-482/92-11)

Agg*g_lg{ngg;gg: Routine, announced inspection of the develvpment and
implementation of the systematic approach to training (SAT) based program ro
training the technical staff and managers. In addition, the licensed operator
training (requalificition) program was reviewed to determine the status of

planned corrective actions.

1ts: Within the scope of the inspection, no violations ¢r deviations were
dentified.

In the area of technica: staff and manager training, the inspection revealed
that the licensee had not been thorough in the development of the fundamental
elements required for the systematic approach to training. Training objectives
implementation was weak and objectives were not well linked with the testing
element of the program. The licensee had not performed program self assessment
beyond student feedback of classroom presentations and an analysis of
examination responses. The most significant finding of the inspection was the
licensee's failure to precisely identify iLhe positions, functions, or
individuals that would participate in the training program,
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‘ne inspection did not identi®y any adverse findings within the licensed
operator training program.

The fullowing inspection followup item was identified:
(482/9211-01): Review tne new technical staff and managir training program to

assure that the licensee has ciearly defineu positions, functions, or
individuals who are required to participate in the program (paragraph 2.3.4).
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2.1 Technical Staff and Manager Job/Task Aralysis

The inspector reviewed the licensee’'s development and maintenance of the task
list or matrix for the technical staff supervisory and training program. This
matrix resided in a document referred to as WONOC-13, "Professional/
Supervisory Training Matrix," Revision 11, and was controlled by the training
manager. The inspector determined that a procedure for controlling revision to
the matrix had been created and correctly implemented,

The purpose of the matrix was to identify the technical and supervisory
training that was to be administered to specific licensee personnel. The
horizontal axic of the matrix identified 12 classroom technical and supervisory
sessions that were to be administered to facility personnel. The vertical axis
Tisted employee positions that were required to participate in the program
either to some degree or totally, There were approximately 235 positions on
the vertical axis. Of the 12 required training sessions, only 6 could be
construed as training for the technical staff and incluged: As Low As
Reasonably Achievable (ALARA), Organization and Administration, Pressurized
Water Systems Overview, QA Pro?rum Introduction, Introduction to Operations,
ard Codes, Standards, and Regulations. The remaining 6 required sessions were
non-technical and covered either supervisory, general, or training required in
other training programs. These sessions were considered to be outside the
scope of this inspection and were not reviewed. Examples of this type of
training was the reauirement for all personnel granted unescorted site access
to be trained in employee behavior reliability and, training in the areas of
ea:n! employment opportunity (EEO), basics of supervision, and industrial
safety,

The inspector reviewed the industry guidance for the acceptable content of the
technical staff and manager training programs. In a comparison of the guidance
te the licensee's program, the inspector determined that the licensee had
developed a program with sufficient scope and content.

2.2 Development of Training Program Learning Objectives

The inspectir reviewed learning objectives that had been develcped by the
Ticensee to support the technical staff and manager training program. These
objectives were found in lesson plans that had been developed for program
initial training or continuing training, previously administered written
examinations, and the computerized training program written item examination
bank. The objectives reviewed by the inspector appeared to capture ar
appropriate level of detai’i needed to support the training of technical staff
personnel. The objectives did not focus on memorization of facts, but did
require that the student be able to supply reasons. bases, or conceptual data
for factual information that would be given. Her er, in reviewing lesson
plans, the inspector noted that relatively few objectives were listed for the
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amount of material administered, In some c2:es, the objectives were incomplete
and did not support important parts of the presentation. For example, the most
recent continuing training lesson plan provided information on the ALARA
program, but none of the 1isted objectives were related to this portion of the
presentation,

The inspector determined that those learning objectives that were developed
were adequate to provide for the appropriate level of training for the
technical staff. There was also clear linkage between the task elements
(matrix) and the listed learning objectives. However, examples were noted
where learning objectives did not support all parts of a presertation. The
potential exists that the licensee was not developing a sufficient number of
objectives to encompdss all the knowledge required of technical staff
personnel .

2.3 Training Progoram Design and Implementation

2.3.1 Program Description and Requirements

The technical staff and manager training program was designed in accerdance
with WCNOC generic procedures which dictated the design of all licensee
training programs. The program had been implemented in accordance with
Procedure KGP-1851, "Professional and Supervisory Training Prog-am,”

Revision 3. Licensee personnel ctated that this procedure had been create. to
implement industry guidance in the development of an accredited technical staff
and manager training program.

In addition to the initial training required by the training matrix,

Attachment | to the procedure required that techni-al staff personnel be given
continuing tra‘ning in the areas of ALARA, signiticant events, plant
modifications, and changes to codes, standards, and regulations. The inspector
reviewed the most recent continuing training lesson plan and examination,

The inspector determined that the topical areas addressed in this training
adequately met the requirements of the procedure as recent plant and industry
events, major Wolf Creek design changes and modifications, and ALARA status
were addressed in the document.

2.3.2 Training Records

The inspector reviewed five individuals' computerized training records and
requested that the licensee retrieve specific archived training attendance
records and specific gocumentation regarding waivers of training that had been
granted since 1985. From a review of these records, the inspector determined
that technical staff personnel were receiving initial and continuing training
in accordance with program requirements.

Procedure KGP-1851 contained specific criteria for a waiver of training that
was based on previous experience cr position. For example, a QA engineer could
have training for codes, standards, and regulations waived, or a member of the



Plant Safety Review Committee coulo receive a waiver for pressurized water
reactor (P¥R) systems training.

Further review revealed that some training waivers allowed in the 1985-1987
timeframe were not granted in accordance Jith the procedure, however, the
sampled records indicated that all training waivers allowed since 1988 had met
the criteria specified in the procecure.

2.3.3 Implementation of Fundamental Elements

The inspection revealed a disruption in the implementation of the systematic
approach to training that related to the implementation of learning objectives.
The objectives that were developed appeared to meet the Jenerilly accepted
standards for objective development, and were linked back to the training
analysis phase of development. Howeve . s stated in Section 2.2 of this
report, lesson plan objectives were few in number and did not completely match
up to .he material administered.

The inspector reviewed three recently administared prooram lesson plans and the
written examinations that were given to test the student’'s knowledge of the
training administered. The test questions generated to support the objectives
frequently did not match up with the objectives. Typicaily, an objective
stated: Know the purpose for the recently completed modification to remove the
RTD Bypacs Manifolds from the reactor coolant system., The examination question
to support the objective was worded in such a fashior to requiie the student to
describe the actual modification. The inspector nouted that lesson plans
typically contained information that would enable the student to answer the
questic , even when the stated objective did not require the particular
knowledge sought by the question. This question/objective mismatch appeared
frequently within the examinations reviewed. In most cases, the question wen'
beyond the cor “exity or leve! of knuwledge required to fulfill the objective,
but this was nut always the case. Therefore, there appearad to be a
discontinity between the objectives developed for the lesson plans and the
objective that was satisfied by the test question. The systematic approach to
training requires direct and accurate linkage from the analytical phase through
objective development, and training implementation to .ne tecting phase. The
inspector discussed this weakness with licensee personnel and emphasized an
apparent lack of attention to detail in the determination of the specific
objectives to be addressed. Licensee personnel acknowledged the inspector’s
concern.

2.3.4 Training Program Participants

At the beginning of the inspection, th? inspector requested the licensee to
provide a list of the onsite technical staff. The 1ist that was provided
contained 256 names of employees, some of whom were iden'ified as accountants,
information specialists, estimators, security investigators, buyers, and cost
specialists. In addition, the 1ist contained the namus of several operations
and training employees required to have a Reactor or Senicr Reactor Operator
license to perform their duties. The inspector questioned licensee persontel



regarding the scope of the listing of onsite tecknical staff and the training
requirements. Some of the listed positions were not "technical” in nature and
the licensed personnel were also reguired to participate in the accredited
licensed operator training (requalification) program.

The inspector reviewed the original version of Procedure KGP-1851, which had
been approved in September of 1985 and noted that it defined a technical
program curriculum similar to that which was required by the current revision.
There was a difference in the area of supervisory or other training that was
conducted by the licensee's human resources staff and not considered within the
scope of this inspection, Another differecnce between the original and current
program w s the definition of affected personnel. The original procedure
specified that exempt employees in specific organizations whose duties did not
include administrative, cierical, accounting, or security should participate in
the “Professional and Supervisory Staff Training Program." The current
procedure revision stated tnat all exempt personnel are to participate in this
program,

The inspector reviewed the industry guidance that was used by the licensee to
establish the initiai prograr for training technical staff personnel. This
guidance urged as an initial step, the identification of personnel, functions,
or positions that comprise the facility onsite technical staff.

At the time of the inspection, the lirensee was developing a new technical
staff training program to be in compliance with new, recently issued industry
guidance. The licensee had not yet identified the functions, positions, or
individuals that would be subject to the training provided by this program.

As the result of this review, the inspector determined that the licensee had
not identified the specific onsite technical staff in order to establish those
eligible for training. To followup the licensee's actions in this regard, this
issue is identified as an Inspection Followup Item 482/9211-01: Review the new
technical staff and manager tiaining program to assure that the licensee has
clearly identified positions, functions, or individuals who are required to
participate in the program.

2.4 Trainee Porformance Evaluation

The inspector reviewed test items that “ad been developed in support of the
licensce's taechnical staff and manager program. The observed trend was to use
a focrmat of multiple-choice questions witli four distracters. There were some
items with five distracters and a small number of questions were in the
true/false format. Most of the items reviewed were considered to have the
generally accepted attributes required for a valid test item. The most
significant observation in this area was addressed in Section 2.3.3 of this
report which discus. .d the mismatch between learning objectives and test items.
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3. STATUS OF LICENSED OPERATOR TRAINING PROGRAM
3.1 Background

ine inspector assessed the current condition of the licensed operator
requalification program. This program had been previously evaluated as
unsatisfactory when the NRC conducted requalification examinations during the
period October 23 through November 2, 1990, which resulted in a significant
number of examinat on failures.

Subsequent to the unsatisfactory program evaluation, the licensee performed an
assessment to determine the reason for the aigh examination failure rate. The
licensee stated that the root cause for the unsatisfactory examination
performance was failure to ensure that adequate human resvurces were available
and appropriately applied to fully support the licensed operator
requalification training nrogram. As a result of this assessment, the licensee
stated an intention to take the following actions:

0 Augment training staf! =g,

° Undertake crew retrain ny;

o Increese simulator training;

o Re-initiate training week quizzes and evaluations. [This practice had
been stopped prior to the NRC examination);

o Perform crew performance monitoring;

°© Initiate management assessment of the licensed operitor training program;

°© Develop training staffing guidelines;

o Initiate a stress management course for licensed operators,
o Develop a program for ‘nstructor development; and
® Verify the performance and completion of the stated corrective action.

A perfurmance-based training inspection was performed in January 1991 (NRC
Inspection Report No. 50-482/91-03) to evaluate the licensee's own assessment
of problems with the licensed operator training program. This inspection
revealed that there had been disruptions in al! elements of the systematic
approach t¢ the training process as it was applied to the program. The
inspectors notad that *the disruption was most likely due to the lack of
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resources that had been identified by the licensee as the root cause of the
unsatisfactory prog am evaluation. The licensee's intention to increase the
amourt of simulator training was the only corrective actinn which had been
completed at the conclusion of this inspection.

A followup inspection was performod in August 1991 to assoss the licensev's
implementation of corrective actions (NRC Inspuction Report No. 50-482/91.18).
This inspectiun revealed that the licensee had undertaken the following
additional and more comolex corrective actions:

o The 1icensee had devoted full time resources to the development of a
plant specific Knowledge and Abilities (K/A) Catalog. Thiys cdocument
would provide the task analysis which would serve as the bhasis for

' systematic approach to training for initial and continuing training of
1icensed operators.

° Six full-time contractors had been added to the training staff to augment
the depleted training staif. These positions were assigned to develsp
training material.

° Training technology personnel were brought into the training and material
development review process. This group was also assigned responsibility
for developing and evaluating training instructors.

o A policy was initiated to require effective communication between the
managers of operations and “raining.

o Plans were being made to provide assessment by shift supervisors, the
operations manager. the training manager and, when possible, the (A
organization.

o Procedures were being developed to identify licensed operators who

exhibited poor or marginal performance either during training or on
shift., Corrective action would be tailored to the situation once the
problem was identified.

e The training or¥anizlt10n was being reorganized to improve efficiency and
reduce the wurkload for program supervision.

At t!: conclusion of the August 1991 inspection, the inspector determined that
most of the initiatives that were begun after the examination failure were
gither complete or well underway toward completion.

| 3.2 Current Program Status

During this inspection, the inspector determined that all of the licensee's
original initiatives, except the initiation of management assessment, had been
completed. In the interim since the last inspection (NRC Inspection Report No.
50-482/91-18), the licensee has undergone a second NRC administered
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vegualitication examination. The pass/fail results improved and the NRC
drtermirea that the program was satisfactory.

During this inspection, the insp-ctor interviewed personnel and reviewed
records to assess the current status of the program. The efforts to implement
the secony set of corrective actions were continuing. Full-time resources were
5t1') being applied to the development of the K/A catalog, and this effort was
about 7% percent complete. A slowdown had occurred due to lack of operations
personnnl to perform validation of the task analysis. This resulted because of
a recent extended plant outage and due to subjecting personnel qualified to
perform the validation to increased training and evaluation,

Aside from adding six cuntractar positions, the training organization had been
roorganized to ada an aoditional supervised work group that was responsible for
examination development. Additionally, three new training department staff
positions have been created. These positions did not have responsibilities in
tne affected programn area but had the potential to lessen the workload of those
working in the program area. Personnei interviewed by the inspector stated
that these changes aion? with the currently stable work force had increased and
improved collertive staff work output.

Several observations indicated improved communications between the operations
and training staffs and managers. Starting the week of May 11, 1992, an

opera’ ions supervisor had been assigned to spend 50 percent of his time working
in the training area. The supervisor's training area responsibilities included
provid‘ng programmatic assessment to the operations and training managers. The
operation. manager was heavily involved in the simulator performance evaluation
that occurred during the training week for a crew. Aside from providing input
to simulator scenario and evaluation process validity, he would routinely
provide evaluation assistance to the training instructors and supervisors.
Typically, training ¢ -sonnel would evaluate the performance of critical tasks
ass . iated with the scenario while the training manager would provide
evaluation of the crew and individuals in the various competency areas.

The training department had instituted a policy of setting aside two hours per
training week to perform training in any area desired by the operations
department. The operations manager would decide the subject area and the
traininyg department would develop the lesson plan, subject to operations
approval. DOuring the current cycle, specialized train ng had been presented on
the clearance (system tag-out) process, background, and development for general
operating procadures, and procedurai adherence and operability evaluations.

The inspector noted the quality of the lesson plans and student handouts for
this training to be good.

Aftey the completion of a training week, the shift supervisor of the crew which
nad just completed the training was required to meet with training department







There were handouts for each scheduled lecture which the operator could
review ahead of time.

The package contained system drawings and diagrams that were larger and
clearer thar normal reduced size prints.

The recently completed individual plant examination (probability risk
assessment study) results had been integrated into the lesson plans and
student handouts for sessions on emergency operating procedures bases.
This material contained information on how operator intervention and
mitigation affected risk. There were tentative plans to expand this
effort into training on the abnormal operating procedures.

The inspector concluded that this new approach of providing improved training
material in advance could be effective in improving Lhe training provided to
the licensed operators.

The lTicensee had initiated another activity to improve the performance of
operators in the form of a mid-term evaluation. Midway through the current
anhual program, the licensee had administered a complete requalification
examination to all licensed operators. Licensee training personnel stated the
purpose of this effort was to capture and analyze data about individual
performance in order to identify individual or programmatic problems. There

were tentative plans to use this data and analysis in an operator performance
trending program. A unique feature of this effort required 100 percent
remediation of all individuals. Licensee training personnel stzted that as a
result of the mid-term evaluations they had identified individuais or groups of
individuals with performance problems, and plans were underway to initiate
corrective action.

3.3 Conclusions

The licensee had improved the capability to assess and identify problems within
the licensed operator requalification program. Assessment of the effectiveness
of corrective action implemented after problems are identified is ongoing.
There is some indication that the initial operator licensing program is
experiencing training material development problems similar to those that were
identified in the requalification program.

4. EXIT MEETING

The inspector conducted an exit meeting with the personnel listed in

paragraph 1 on May 15, 1992. The inspector discussed the inspection scope and
related findings. The licensee did not identify as proprietary any of the
materials provided to, or reviewed by, the inspector during this inspection.




