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Introduction

In CLI-85-2, February 25, 1985, the Commission directed the

Licensing Board to give priority attention to the remanded training

issue. The Board was requested to provide to the Commission its

ultimate conclusion on the training issue and the essence of the

supporting rationale if that could be done, say, a week or more before

the completed partial initial decision on the issue. Slip opinion at 9.

The Board has reviewed the transcript and exhibits of the remanded

hearing, studied the proposed findings and has drafted most of its

partial initial decision. While there are some evidentiary and legal

issues yet to be decided in response to ALAB-772, the Board can now

report that General Public Utilities Nuclear has made an appropriate

response in its training program to the cheating episodes. The Board

has concluded that Licensee has carried its ultimate burden of proof in

the remanded proceeding. The Board cautions, however, that it has under
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active consideration the possibility of finding deficiencies in the

training program that may require correction, as we explain below.

The Remand Order

The broad issue on remand was the adequacy of the training program

to prepare the TMI-1 licensed operators to operate the plant safely.

See Board Memorandum and Order Following Prehearing Conference, July 9,

1984, at 2-3.

The Appeal Board summarized its remand order as follows:

The most significant issue requiring further hearing is
training. Because the safe operation of the plant is so
heavily dependent upon the operators' skill, the importance of
training cannot be overstated. The cheating and related
incidents called into question the adequacy and integrity of
licensee's entire training and testing program. Although we

as fully developed as possible,[ footnote omitted] g itself was
have found that the reopened record on the cheatin

the impact
of those findings on the Licensing Board's earlier ' conclusions
on licensee's training program was not given the full
consideration it warrants. In particular, the Board should
have sought further testimony, in light of the cheating
incidents,-from the OARP Review Committee, whose views the
Board previously found so persuasive.. [ Emphasis added]

ALAB-772, 19 N.R.C. at 1279.

The Licensing Board has interpreted ALAB-772 as imposing varied ~and

detailed requirements for the remanded hearing. First, we have an

independent responsibility to evaluate the adequacy of the training

program in light of the cheating incidents. However the Appeal Board

listed specific evidentiary issues that it sees as bearing on the
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resolution of the broad issue. We have counted thirteen such

evidentiary issues.1

We do not read ALAB-772 as stating that, to carry its ultimate

burden, the Licensee must prevail on each of the subsidiary evidentiary

issues, but we do read the remand order as requiring us to receive

evidence and make findings on each of the subsidiary evidentiary issues.

We are now at a stage where we can conclude that Licensee has prevailed

on.the ultimate issue but we have not determined yet whether Licensee

has carried its burden on each subsidiary evidentiary issue and on some

legal issues. In addition, there remains a large amount of editing work

to_be done. Therefore it is possible today to report to the Commission

the Board's ultimate conclusion on the training issue about two weeks

before the partial initial decision will probably issue.

Discussion

While Licensee addressed the broad issue and each subsidiary

evidentiary issue remanded in ALAB-772, it approached the remand much

more extensively than literally required by the remand order.

Licensee's affirmative-case response to the remand order was to disclose

its general management response to the cheating episode.
-

The response consisted of four major, essential efforts:

I See Appendix.
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1. Management officials who were responsible for the. cheating,

I i.e., those who failed to prevent it, have stepped forwardL ot

acknowledge .their failures. This aspect of the hearing was

not disputed in an important way.

- 2. Management has established effective channels of communication

with its employees designed to restore the integrity of the
- training program. The details of these channels are not in

dispute but Intervenors challenge their effectiveness.

3L. Stringent security measures for preserving the integrity of

the examinations have been established. Although the

administrative details of the security measures are not in,

controversy,'Intervenors challenge the reliability of any
.

security measure unless. the underlying or " root" causes of

cheating are identified -- a matter in dispute.

4. Licensee has improved its licensed-operator training program,

in' response to cheating, the accident, and in response to an
,

industry-wide upgrading program.
.

; The'first three efforts involved rather straightforward

considerations and will occupy a relatively small part of the

. forthcoming partial initial decision._ Suffice it to say that'we have4

found that the-Licensee's first three efforts were appropriate and

- adequate. The adequacy of the fourth effort -- upgrading the training
' program -- was intensely . litigated, particularly by the Union of

. Concerned Scientists.
.
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Licensee attempts to establish the adequacy of its training program

on three independently sufficient grounds: (1) the substantive adequacy

of the licensed operator training program litigated on its merits by a

direct evidentiary presentation; (2) the accreditation of the program by

the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (INP0) coupled with the

Comission's Policy Statement on Training and Qualification of Nuclear

Power Plant Personnel, March 14, 1985 (the Policy Statement approves

INP0 accreditation as an acceptable means of industry self-improvement

in training); and (3) approval of the TMI training program by a

reconstituted Operator Accelerated Retraining Program (0ARP) Review

Comittee. As noted above, the Appeal Board required the additional

viess of the 0ARP Review Comittee in ALAB-772.

Today's report favorable to Licensee on the training program

depends upon the first ground -- the substantive adequacy of the

lJcensed operator training program considered on its merits. The Board
i

is still evaluating the legal effect on this proceeding of the INPO

accreditation and the Comission's Policy Statement. We have not yet

determined whether the 0ARP Review Comittee has adequately responded to

the respective subsidiary evidentiary issues set out in ALAB-772 or

whether the Review Committee's testimony provides sufficient independent

. grounds for approving the training program. However we do report today

that the Review Comittee has approved the program.

Turning to the licensed-operator training program, as directly

considered by us on its merits, the Licensing Board has completed its

evaluation of the following aspects:
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.o .The organization, key management, and staff of the TMI

training department.

o TMI training facilities.

o Training program development and methodology, evaluated

especially against the five elements of the INP0 accreditation

program endorsed in the Policy Statement.

o Instructor training,

o The substance and execution of the licensed-operator

replacement and requalification training programs and special

training programs.

o Administering written, oral and simulator examinations.

o Some case histories of trainee evaluation,

o Operator attitudes 'toward the program.

The Board has arrived at conclusions favorable to the Licensee with

respect to each of the foregoing-aspects of the training program. There

is, however, another aspect of the program that is still under

consideration and which has been the object of the most intense dispute
~

in the remand on training -- the issue of program evaluation and

feedback from operational experience.

The Board has found that the five INP0 elements of accreditation --

which elements the Commission has found in the Policy Statement to be

essential to acceptable training programs -- are logical criteria for

the GPU Nuclear licensed operator training program. The fifth INP0

element requires evaluation and revision of training based on the'

performance of personnel in the job setting. Policy Statement at 4.

L_
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The Licensee does not use periodic formal evaluations of actual job

performance for the purpose of revising its training program -- or for

any purpose. All other parties, including the NRC Staff, argue that

job-performance evaluations should be required. Licensee has responded

that it does in fact assess training against analyzed

operational-performance requirements of individuals and crews by other

means, such as simulator exercises, emergency drills, skills training,

on-the-job check-outs, job / task analyses, and more.

The Board has yet to analyze the record and briefings on the

subject to a degree sufficient to determine whether Licensee's

job-requirement analyses and training methods are the functional

equivalent to formal on-the-job performance analyses; whether the fifth

INP0 element is satisfied by any such functional equivalent; and,

indeed, whether the fifth INP0 element must, in fact, be complied witn.

We report now, however, that there is a very substantial possibility

that we may find the TMI-1 training program inadequate because of the

lack of formal job-performance evaluations.

The question, then, is how can the Board conclude that Licensee has

prevailed on the training issue when such an important matter remains

unresolved. The answer is that, if any such deficiency is found, it

will be satisfied by an appropriate license condition. Licensee has

implied that it could accept such a condition. The real question is

whether the need for any condition would be a long-term or short-term

consideration.
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The notice of hearing in this proceeding requires the Licensing

Board to determine which necessary safety actions must be taken before

restart and which may be taken after restart. 10 N.R.C. 143, 148.

Formal evaluation of operator performance in the job setting is almost

by its very nature a function best performed after restart, although

operators have important responsibilities during shutdown. Licensee

already has in place a mechanism to examine Licensee Event Reports

(LERs) and other industry and in-house data for modification of its

operating procedures and training programs. Preparing a formal operator

performance evaluation plan would probably be a very short-tern

endeavor. Licensee is appropriately staffed and organized to accomplish-

it.

The Licensing Board does not believe that the possible need for -

such a condition or other unresolved matters provide any basis to delay
'

arriving at the ultimate conclusion on the training issue as the

Commission requested in CLI-85-2. Also, the Board does not foreclose

the possibility that other conditions might be required. Our conclusion

reported today is simply that Licensee has made an appropriate

management response to the cheating incidents and that it has a

fundamentally sound licensed-operator training program possessing no
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defects that cannot be timely remedied by an appropriate license

condition.

Respectfully submitted,

THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

kN
Sheldon J. Wo'Te '

ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

08 La-

ytave A. LinenLHafger, Jr.
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

M
Ivan W. SmitM, Chairman
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE

Bethesda, Maryland

April 11,1985
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APPENDIX

LICENSING BOARD'S IDENTIFICATION OF EVIDENTIARY ISSUES
FROM ALAB-772, 19-N.R.C. 1193

1. Whether deficiencies in operator testing, as manifested by the
cheating episodes, are symptomatic of more extensive failures
in the overall training program. 19 N.R.C. at 1233.

2. Whether the training program enhances operators' knowledge or
simply encourages memorization for test-taking purposes. Id.

3. The presence in supervisory positions of several individuals
implicated in the cheating episodes. Id.

4. The failure of employees, including training instructors, to
take the courses or examination process seriously. Iji.

5. Whether the positive assessments of Mr. Kelly and
Dr. Christensen regarding the " pride and enthusiasm" of
employees in their training program and the professionalism of
the instructors would have been altered by post-cheating
testimony reflecting "a lack of these qualities." Id,. at
1234.

6. Whether training facilities are adequate. Id

7. Whether the 0ARP Committee's brief but favorable comments on
the written exams would be revised by the new evidence.
at 1235.

--Id.

8. Whether the Committee's favorable perceptions of the
instructors would be changed by knowing that one or more of
those they evaluated were involved in the cheating episodes.
ld

9. Whether the criteria for training instructors are adequate.
ld-

10. Whether top management is aware of the real and perceived
problems of its employees. Id. at 1236.

11. Whether post-cheating changes in the training program
adequately ameliorate any lack of communication between top
management, training staff and operating crews. Id.
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12. The appropriateness of the promotion and current assignments
of several persons within the GPU organization, specifically
including Dr. Robert Long, director of Training and Education
during the cheating incidents, promoted to GPUN vice president
for Nuclear Assurance; Dr. Richard P. Coe, who has replaced
Dr. Long; Samuel Newton, former Operator Training Manager,
promoted to Manager of Plant Training; Edward J, Frederick, a
TMI-2 control room operator at the time of the accident,
promoted to supervisor of Licensed Operator Training. Id.. at
1236 n.56.

13. Whether simulator testing should be required of all
operators. Id. at 1236.
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