ENCLOSURE 1
EXAMINATION REPORT -~ 5©-321/0L-87-@1

Facility Licensee: Georgia Power Company

Facility Name: Edwin I. Hatch Nuclear Plant
Facility Docket No.: 50-321 and 50-366

Written and operating (oral and simulator) examinitiong were admin-
ietered at Edwin I Hatch Nuclear Plant near Baxley, Georgia.

Chief Examiner: _é tel pr LAY e Jome /I8P
Ken E. Bres may Date Signed

Approved by: C 2214{[//%-”' é// ?/37

“John F. Munrd, Section Chief Date Signed

Summary:
Exan'.nations were administered on April 20 -23, 1987.

Written and operating (oral and simulator) examinations were given to
eight Senior Reactor Operators (SRO). Eight SROs passed the written
examination; eight SROs passed the operating examination.

Bagsed on the resulte described above, eight of eight SROs passed the
overall examination.

0f the five technical comments to the examination made by the facility,
two (40%) were due to inaccurate/insufficient/outdated material
provided to the Commission for the examination conetruction. This low
number indicates the improvement made in the accuracy and completeness
of the facility e training materials.
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REPORT DETAILS
Facility Employveeg Contacted:

J. T. Beckham, Vice President - Hatch

H. Nix, Site General Manager - Hatch

C. T. Moore, Manager - Nuclear Training

R. 8. Grantham, Supervisor - Operations Training
R. Berry, Simulator Ingtructor

Attended Exit Meeting
Examiners:

K. Brockman, Region Il
C. Casto, Region 11
F. Keeton, Region 111

Chief Examiner
Examination Review Meeting:

At the conclusion of the written examination, the examiners
provided your training staff with a copy of the written examination
and answer key for review. The comments made by the facility
reviewere are included as Enclosure 3 to this report. The NRC
regolutions to these commente are listed below.

2RO _Examination

5.06 Comment not accepted.

The word "WHAT" in the stem of the question is
capitalized in bold type. Thie should be sufficient to
focus the examinees’ attention to the requirement that
a definition be provided.

5.11 Comment not accepted.

The intent of the question was to determine

if the examinees have an "appreciation” for relative
absorption cross sections of common poisons in the
core. Grading was based upon the candidates
description of the concept of poison retention in the
core, "Key words/phrases” were not required for full
credit.



5.16

7.04

7.09

7.14

8.01

Comment partially accepted.

The statement in Part a. ie word-for-word from the GE
BWR Academic Series, "Heat Transfer and Fluid Flow,"
Chapter 6, page 6-190€, item 3., with the exception that
the words "less than" were dropped ag a distractor,

If, however, the examinee states the proper
assumptions, then TRUE would be an accentable response.

Comment accepted.

The answer key has been corrected and the question
revised, as per 34AB-0PS-045-28.

Comment not accepted.

Parts a, b, and d are actions that an operator must be
familiar with if immediate control room evacuation is
required. Part ¢ would only require familiarity with
the procedure in knowing that "Fuel Pool Cooling" is not
addressed.

Comment acknowledged.

The intent of the question was to determine if the
examinee could recognize a "loss of secondary
containment” and have a "general” idea of actions
required for this event. Although the answer key lists
specific actions, the exam wae graded accepting

answers that could be identified as "reasonable
actions”, as per 34AB-0PS5-@18-25 and supporting
procedurcs. The answer key has been annotated to more
specifically show this.

Comment partially accepted.

During the examination, the examineeg were instructed
to state their assumptions if the intent was unclear.
The answer key has been revised asg follows:

a. No (Yes with the assumption of TS applicability for
both units stated).

d. No (Yes with the assumption of TS applicability for
both units stated).






8.07 Comment accepted.
The question was deleted as recommended. A review of
the Hatch reporting requiremente and operator
respongibilities indicate that the itemeg listed in the
question would not be coneidered the responsibility of
an Operations SRO.

8.09 Comment accepted.
MCPR will be included as a correct answer. This is
based on the utility recommended references as well as the
6th paragraph on page 3/4 1-2 in the Unit Il Technical
Specifications.

8.12 Comment not accepted.
The requiremente for entry are considered to be of
gignificance. They are presented in the lesson
material with enough emphasis to justify using them as
a tool for measuring the sxaminees  knowledge.

Exit Meeting

At the end of the site vieit the examiners met with
representatives of the plant staff to discuss the results
of the examination.

There were no generic performance weaknesses noted during the oral

or simulator examinations.

There were four weaknesgsee noted during the operating examinations
which, while not generic, were significant enough to bring to the

attention of the plant management.

&

flow charts,

In using the Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs), one
candidate took a wrong action path due to the human factors
construction of the flow path charts.
of information which the utility has decided to include on the
the action pathe which go from step to step often
are so close together, that the potential for mistracing the
proper path is very great. The utility was encouraged to
continue their evaluation of the symptom-based emergency
procedures from a human-factore viewpoint.

With the great quantity



The operators, in two instances, were hesitant to utilize HPCI
or RCIC as high pressure feed gystems, when they were
INOPERABLE in the automatic mode of operation. The EOPes asked
the question as to whether HPCI or RCIC were AVAILABLE; the
systens were available and would have helped to mitigate the
consequences of the transient if they had been used. The
training department was encouraged to ensure that all
operators understand the difference between available and
operable, as they apply to system operation.

Procedure AR 602-325 only lists one of the three Technical
Specification relationships which exist if thie annunciator
illuminates (TS 3/4.6.3). TS 3/4.3.2-1 and 3/4.7 are not
listed as applicable in the procedure. These TSs should be
included at the first possible convenience.

The Terminal Blocks for the fuses which control the solenoids
for the Main Steam Isolation Valves (MSIVs) were not labeled
and could not be verified. This could cause operational
errors if the fusee were required to be pulled, as ig possible
during utilization of the EOPs.

There were numeroug instances of simulator weaknesses during the
examination. All were of minor significance and posed no
challenge to the integrity of the examinations. OSpecific software
shortcomings of note were:

a.

When establishing RCIC flow for performance of the full-flow
Surveillance Inspection, only 390 gpm could be established, as
opposed to the required 490 gpm.

Cycling of the Minimum Flow Valves within the Feedwater System
caused an unrealistic reaction on feedwater flow when power
wag less than 79% and three Condensate Booster Pumps were in
operation.

The RCIC -222 valve hand ewitch must be held for approximately
5 seconds after the "red light" comes on to attain proper
valve operation.

SPDS did not reset when Initial Conditions were changed
between scenarioes. The trace data which was being tracked
from the last scenario continued to be displayed until the
time retention period expired.

The Cause - Effect Book for the varioug malfunctions needs to
be updated to ensure that both utility and Commiseion
personnel have accurate descriptions of the simulation
activities.




The cooperation given to the examiners and the effort to ensure an
atmosphere in the control room corducive to oral examinations was
noted and appreciated.

The licensee did not identify as proprietary any of the material
provided or reviewed by the examiners.
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4. Pressure decreaseé is trom the reduced head losses associated
with the steam flow (flow through the SRV reguires less driving

ibz391mdicatmﬁ total steam f1low is reduced since less steam 1s
S MsRen' by the flow restrictors. The B8RY is upstream of the flow
aensnrs. » OR =~ BHO reduces flow in response o pressure
ecrease. Less flow is "seen” by the flow restrictors. (050
Tlt*“TuEbine sheam flow a8 reducsd by the EHD syvsten proportionate
Lo the SRY release (interactive with pressure controll, (O 8
qQ ,Laval‘increa$e 1s experienced in the annulus as the pressure :
reguction cavses vold formations in the core. ‘ e o P B
@ thevel reduction 1s controlled by the FWCS). Lovel is ; ' :
Cwtabilized at a point where the level error matches the stean

low/feed flow mismatch signal. (G5

. REFERENCE
" EIMz  BPNT, Vol VI, Crapter 10.4
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PLANT E.I. HATCH
UTILITY COMMENTS
SENIOR OPERATOR LICENSE EXAMINATION
WRITTEN RESPONSE REQUESTED
APRIL 20, 1987

Utility Comment:

While the definition of the power coefficient is objective based, the
stem of the question requires three responses per the key, the
definition itself and the "a" and "b" parts. However, the question
gives the appearance of a two part ("a" and "b") question; this is
confusing and the examinee may not have realized that the definition is
part of the required response.

Suggested Resolution:

If the grading process shows that this was a problem, consideration
should be given to deleting the definition of power coefficient as a
required response.

Reference:

GE BWR Academic Series, Reactor Theory, Chapter 4

Utility Comment:

Part b: This portion of the question is not supported by objectives.
Additionally, the question statement may not elicit the desired
response in that the justification for a TRUE answer in part "a" could
be that Gadolinia has a larger absorption cross-section.

Suggested Resolution:

It is recommended that the "b" portion of the question be deleted.

Reference:

GE BWR Academic Series, Reactor Theory, Chapter 6
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5.185

7.04

PLANT E. I. HATCH LICENSE EXAMINATION COMMENTS

Utility Comment:

Part a: This could be answered either TRUE or FALSE depending on the
assumptions made. Mathematically it is TRUE.

Total Power = 2 x Individual Power. If two identical pumps are
operating in parallel, the sum of their EQUAL powers will be the total
power. However, if the assumption is made that the question is asking
the KEY point, that for a GIVEN flow rate, it takes less power for

two pumps in parallel than it does for one pump, the answer would be
FALSE.

Suggested Resolution:
It is recommended that part "a" be deleted.

Reference:

GE BWR Academic Series, Heat Transfer and Fluid Flow, Chapter 6

Utility Comment:

Part b: The answer key is incorrect in that the procedure states:
"shallow rods should not be inserted without a PRIOR REDUCTION of
core flew > 10E6 lbm/hr", not "shallow rods should not be inserted
WITH a core flow > 10E6 lbm/hr". Additionally, the response "It
necessary to ... do so continuously." is a note, not a caution. Since
the question asked for cautions (plural), the examinee may have
answered with:

1. notes, or
2. notes and the only caution, or
3. the only caution listed in the procedure.

Suggested Resolution:

Part b: It is recommended the key be modified o require either notes
or cautions, of which there are three in the 34AB-OPS-045 procedure, or
require only the one caution for full credit. The key also needs to be
corrected to correspond to the procedural caution.
Reference:

34AB~-0PS-045-28
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PLANT E. I. HATCH LICENSE EXAMINATION COMMENTS

Utility Comment:

This question requires a level of knowle e of the procedure bordering
on memorization which is inconsistent with performance based testing
and the Plant Hatch philosophy regarding procedure memorization. The
Abnormal Operating Procedures lesson plan as approved by the Managers
of the Operations and the Training departments is attached. This
lesson plan was developed based on the input of a consensus group
consisting of subject matter experts, and training specialists. It was
written to ensure the operators are sufficiently familiar with the
abnormal procedures such that they can perform them without excessive
burden on their memory.

Part A: Without explicitly stating the conditions in the TRUE or FALSE
statement, incorrect assumptions are likely on the part of the
examinee. In cother words, the distractor as worded may not elicit the
desired response.

Part B: Does not state the breakers that were tripped. This causes
same problem as part A.

Part C: This requires memorization of SUBSEQUENT actions, which is
inconsistent with performance based testing and the plant's philosophy
regarding procedure memorization.

Part D: Same comments as part C.

Suggested Resolution

It is recommended that this question be deleted.

Reference:

J4AB~-OPS~055-28, SU~-0PS-04~1186
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PLANT E. I. HATCH LICENSE EXAMINATION COMMENTS

Utility Comment:

The question requires verbatim knowledge of subsequent operator
actions, which have been determined by the Operations and Training
departments to be an unnecessary burden on the operator's memory.
Refer to question 7.09 comments.

Suggested Resolution:

It is recommended that this question be deleted.

Reference:

34AB~-0OPS~018-28

Utility Comment:

The wording of the question is such that it implies the manning for
each unit is that of the minimum shift manning for both units. This
may lead to confusion as to the manning levels present at the beginning
of the scenario. This will make it difficult for the examinee to
deternire the correct response.

Suggested Resolution:

It is recommended that parts A and D be deleted. Additionally, part B
may have been affected by this problem. If during the grading this
becomes apparent, part B should alsc be deleted.

Reference:

30AC~OPS~003~08, U2 Tech Specs, LP 300.3
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8.02

8.03

PLANT E. I. HATCH LICENSE EXAMINATION COMMENTS

Utility Comment:

Open Air Gap is normally thought of as disconnects used on a very high
voltage. The 277 voltage maximum is found in 34S0-822-001, 500 KV
switchyard and is not mentioned in the clearance procedure.
Additionally, the reference on the key is the Emergency actions lesson
plan and deals with the location of the MET towers. The 300.4 lesson
plan discusses clearances and switching orders and does not refer to or
cover by objectives the topic of this question. This is not the
terminology used to require racking out a 600 volt breaker. As such

this question may not elicit the desired response., Lesson plans 300.4,
Administrative Procedures, and 3.1, Emergency Actions are attached.
Suggested Resolution:

It is recommended that this question be deleted.

Reference:

3450~522~001, 30AC~-OPS~001~08S

Utility Comment:

The key is incorrect. The procedure has been revised.

Suggested Resolution:
It is recommended the answer key be modified as follows:

Part b: Turn the valve in the closed directior. no more than 1/4 turn and
return to full open position.

Part c: The response "or local" should not be required for full credit.

References:
34GO~-SUV~-001~08 (attached)
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8.04

PLANT E. I. HATCH LICENSE EXAMINATION COMMENTS

Utility Comment:

Part A: The question of who will relieve the 0S0S as ED could be

answered in other ways. The designated alternate is the typical relief

during ALL drills. The plant's philosophy is to relieve the 0S0S as

soon as possible to allow him to direct recovery actions in the control

room (typically this is the TSC manager who is the manager of
Operations).

Part B: The 73EP-EIP-004-0S procedure, Duties of Emergency Director
(Attached) lists additional duties. These duties are correct
responses, though they may be more specific than the broad categories |
listed on the key. There may be cther reasonable duties not listed in |
the procedure or lesson materials that should be allowed for credit |
that would fall into the categories listed on the key. Additionally,

the listing of duties of the ED rather than an application of the
procedure may not be an appropriate application of performance based

testing, and places an excessive burden on the examinee's memory.

Suggested Resolution:

It is recommended the key be modified as follows:.

Part A: The O0S0S should assume Emergency Director (ED)
responsibilities until relieved by:

Primary: Plant Manager (Harvey Nix)

1st Alt. Plant Support Manager (Dennis Read)

2nd Alt. Manager of Operations, (Lewis Sumner)

3rd Alt. Vice President of Nuclear Operations (Tom Beckham)
Accept any of the specific titles as an acceptable response for
"designee".

Part B: It is recommended the key be modified to accept any of the
additional duties listed in 73EP-EIP~-004-~0S for credit.

References:

73EP-EIP-004-0S
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8.05

8.07

PLANT E. I. HATCH LICENSE EXAMINATION COMMENTS

Utility Comment:

The question is inconsistent with performance based testing and is not
covered by objectives. To test in this manner places an unwarranted
burden on the operators memory and is not consistent with the nature of
their job duties. The objectives referenced in the answer key deal
with the restrictions placed on access to high radiation areas, not the
specifics involved in the issuance of RWPs. To correctly answer the
question, memorization of a flow chart in the procedure is required.
For comments regarding procedure memorization see question 7.09
comments. '

Suggested Resolution:
It is recommended that this question be deleted.
Reference:

60AC~-HPX09~0

Utility Comment:

The question requires memorization of several pages of a matrix of
reporting requirements of the 40AC-REG~002-0S procedure. See comments
ori procedure memorization for question 7.09. None of the choices
provided fall under Operations department responsibility for
reporting. Additionally, our objectives don't support identifying the
type of report required without using the procedure for reference.
Procedurally, the correct responses are identified as "immediate
notifications" rather than "1 hour reports".

Suggested Resolution:
It is recommended that this question be deleted.
Reference:

40AC~REG~002~08
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8.09

8.12

PLANT E. I. HATCH LICENSE EXAMINATION COMMENTS

Utility Comment:

In section 3.11.C., the OLMCPR is stated to be a function of scram
time. The basis for the OLMCPR also states that compliance with the
OLMCPR will prevent violating the Tech Spec Safety Limit for MCPR.
This demonstrates that MCPR would be an acceptable response.

Suggested Resolution:

It is recommended that the key also accept MCPR for full credit. Also,
greater specificity as to the desired response would be preferred prior
to usage on future exams.,

Reference:
Unit 1 Tech Specs, 3.11.C., and 4.11.C.2.

Utility Comment:

These requirements should not need memorization, as HP and procedure
will be referenced prior to this entry. The time and temperature
limits are included in the lesson material for familiarizatiorn and are
not identified as required by the objectives. The objective requires
the use of the procedure to identify the abnormal (oxygen deficient
atmosphere) entry requirements. As such, this test item does not meet
the intent of the learning obhjective.

Part a: Does not specify the number of responses required.
Part b: The question may not elicit the desired response since the
initial conditions were not specified. The one hour rest requirement
only applies if the temperature is greater than 95 degrees.
Suggested Resolution:

It is recommended that the guestion be deleted.

Reference:

31GO-0OPS~005~08
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