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used the guidance provided in Temporary Instruction 2615/117, Revision 0,
issued December 8, 1992,

Results:
. Operators’ performance during Lhe operating examinations was good

(Section 1.2).

. Evaluators' performance during the operating examinaticns was good
(Section 1.3).

. The training department appeared effective in implementing the licensed
operator requalification training program (Sectior 1.3).

. The lack of a formal approved training plan or formal sample plan, over
at least a 6 month period, is indicative of a lack of effective self-
analysis and prompt corrective actions.

. The lack of & formal revision system for the training plan is indicative
of a weak tracking system.

. There appeared to be a prior lack of operations commitment to training
needs identification (Section 1.1).

. Simulator fidelity appeared acceptable with one minor inconsistency
observed regarding the safety injection accumulators modeling
(Section 1.4).

. The training department did not have an approved biennial licensed
operator training plan (Violatien 498/9301-01; 499/9301-01)
(Section 1.1).

. During the inspection a licensee health physicist entered the
radiological control area without the required dosimetry (Noncited
Violation) (Section 1.2).

Summary of Inspection Findings:
. Violation 498/9301-01; 499/9301-01 was opened (Section 1.1).

. A noncited violation was identified (Section 1.2).
Attachments:

; . Attachment 1 - Persons Contacted and Exit Meeting
. Attachment 2 - Documents Reviewed

. Attachment 3 - Simulation Facility Report

R N T N o o L R VY S S S S T e



TR N p—_——

DETAILS

1 LICENSED OPERATOR REQUALIFICATION PROGRAM EVALUATION (T1 2515/117)

During the inspection, the )icensee's requalification program was assessed to
determine wheiher the program incorporates appropriate requirements for both
evaluating operater's mastery of training objectives and revising the program
in accordance with 10 CFR 55. The licensed operator requalification program
assessment included a review of training material for the past year,
evaluation of the program's controls to assure a systems approach to training,
and operating crew performance during annual requalification examinations.
This included review of the facility documents listed in Attacoment 2.
Further, the inspectors assessed the effectiveness of the examination
evaluators in conducting the examinations,

1.1 Licensed Operator Regualification Operating Examinations

The inspectors reviewed tne licensce's simulator scenarios and job performance
measures (JPMs) used in the examination. The inspectors discussed with the
training specialists the sampling technique used in choosing the examination
items. The training specialists stated that they used the verbal guidance of
their supervisors, and the training department Procedure NTP-230, A review of
Procedure NTP-230 indicated that guidance for develeping simulator examination
scenarios existed which included format, validation requirements, use of
critical tasks, and failure criteria evaluation skeets. However, no formal
guidance for sampling from the bank of some 59 scenarios existed. When
queried, one evaluator, who constructed the examination, was unaware that one
of the scenarios selected was also a scenario used in training during the past
year. Other similar weaknesses were noted with the sampling methodology. For
example, two of the scenarios utilized in examining one of the crews contained
the same major plant events and two similar significant malfunctions. The
inspectors considered the lack of a formalized sample plan as a program
weakness and a vulnerability.

The inspectors reviewed the JPMs used in the simulator, control room, and

plant walkthrough portion of the examination. The JPMs had been developed
accaptably in accordance with Procedure NTP-230. However, similar to the

examination scenarios there was no formalized sample plan which guided the
training specialists in their sampling from the JPM bank. In discussions,
training specialists stated that they were instructed verbally as to what

types of scenarios and JPMs to select.

The inspectors inquired as to the existence of a sample plan and a biennial
licensed operator training plan. The licensee representatives stated that a
formalized biennial training plan did not exist, but rather an informal
uncontrolled training matrix marked in pencil was used. This matrix allowed
the training manager to revise the plan easily. The matrix did not appear to
provide a controlled method for tracking training tasks in that no assurance



existed that a training task would not inadvertently be deleted. The
inspectors concluded that the informal matyix appeared to be a weak tracking
system. Similarly, the inspectors noted an apparent lack ot prior input by
the operations department into the requalification program training
requirements. This condition appeared to be improving as a result of
establishing the curriculum review council. The inspectors reviewed Procedure
NTP-230 which indicated that no guidance for a sample plan existed. However,
Procedure NTP-230, paragraphs 6.3.5.3 and 6.3.5.4 requires that a biennial
licensed operator training plan be approved by the technical advisory

council (TAC). The inspectors determined that no formalized and controlled
training plan existed or was approved by that council. The program's
effectiveness resided with training department personnel in lieu of a
controlled and delineated process. The inspectors also noted that due to
conflicting procedures, it was not obvious which members of the facility
comprised the TAC. The failure to have an approved biennial licensed operator
training plan is a violation of Appendix B of 10 CFR 50, Criterion ¥V, for
failure to follow an approved procedure (498/9301-01; 499/9301-01).

In addition to the above, the inspectors reviewed the lesson plans for
licensed operator requalification (LOR) Course LOR925. The course included
classroom training (lessons learned, plant modifications, industry
information, discussions of plant evolutions and events, and other
information), required reading, simulatcr sessions, and other training needs.
The inspectors notsd that the majority of lessons plans consisted of the base
information alone such as a licensee event report, a procedure, plant
modifications, and others. Much of the training utilized the information from
licensed operator training course lesson plans in lieu of separate LOR lesson
plans. The inspectors noted that a recent independent third-party audit of
the licensed operator requalification program had observed the same condition.
The inspectors considered the lack of a formalized specific requalification
curriculum a vulnerability to the program’'s effectiveness.

1.2 Conduct of Operating Jests

The inspectors also observed two operating crews in the dynamic simulator and
performing JPMs. A staff crew was observed in the dynamic simulator. The
inspectors noted that the examinations were conducted as planned and errors
discovered were documented and tracked for correction by a deficiency report.
No major crew or operator periormance errors occurred during the examinations.
Those minor problems observed were adequately addressed by the evaluators.

The post simulator examination critiques by the evaluators were effective in
identifying the strengths and weaknesses of the crew and in adequately
appraising the performance. The inspectors also observed that licensee
management guidance paralleled crew performance during the simulator
examinations. For example, the operating crews were expected to transition to
the appropriate contingency action procedure, if the shift supervisor was
confident in the diagnosis of the event, rather than waiting until the step in
the parent procedure was reached. This performance was apparent when
transitioning to the procedure for isolation of a faulted steam generator when
the operators recognized a significant steam generator tube rupture condition.



The licensee had also incorporated industry events intc the testing by using
such scenarios as lifted or leaking pressurizer pressure operated relief
valves. During the simulator scenario examinations, the inspectors observed
good operator performance. The operators’ understanding and interpretation of
annunciators and alarm signals were good, as well as their subsequent
diagnosis of events and conditions. The operators’ control board operation
was ?ood and the operators demonstrated the appropriate level of plant
knowledge. Overall, communications in the crews ot:erved was closed-luvop,
professional, and succinct. The crews demonstrated the proper compliance with
plant procedures and Technical Specifications. In all instances, the
responsible individual (o.?.. unit supervisor) demonstrated good supervisory
command and control. Similarly, during the JPM portion of the examination,
the operators demonstrated good knowledge and abilities in performing the
JPMs. The inspectors considered the performance of the operators as good.

During the performance of JPM walkthroughs, one of the operators being
evaluated was requ.red to enter the radiological control area (RCA). Upon
arrival at the RCA access control point the operator heing evaluated observed
an alarning dosimeter (ALNOR) left in the automatic reader The health
physics (HP) personne)l were informed. HP personnel quickly identified the
individual as an HP technician who had recently entered the RCA with a survey
meter, The WP personnel retrieved the technician from the RCA and determined
that the individual had been in a low dose area for 10 minutes. HP personnel
also issued a Radiological Occurrence Report ROR 1-93-0016, to document the
incident. The HP technician was counseled on the importance of radiological
work permit compliance. The inspectors noted that the incident was a
violation of the licensee's Technical Specification Section 6.11 and Station
Procedure OPGP03-ZR-0002 which requires obtaining the necessary dosimetry
prior to RCA entry. However, the inspectors noted that the following
enforcement discretion criteria applied: (a) the condition was identified by
the licensee; (b) the violation appeared to be an isolated incident, was not
considered safety significant, end was not a repeat of a previous violation;
(c) the licensee took prompt corrective action by retrieving the individual
from the RCA, determined the dosage for the area entered, documented the
incident, counseled the indivigual or work permit compliance, and informed the
NRC; and (d) it was not a willful violation. This violation will not be
subject to enforcement action because the licenses's efforts in identifying
and correcting the violation meet the criteria specified in Section VII.B.2 of
Appendix C to 10 CFR 2.

1.3 Licensee's Requaiification Examination Evaluators

During the examinations and training, the inspectors assessed the
effectiveness of the licensee’s evaluators. The inspectors observed the
evaluators control and coordinaticn of examinees, pre-examination briefings,
simulator scenarios and post simulator scenario critiques, classroom training,
and JPM walkthroughs (in the control room, simulator, and in-plant). The
simulator scenarios and JPMs appeared clearly written and contained relevant
critical tasks and objective performance standards. Performance standards
were used objectively and consistently by the evaluators, and critiques of the



operators and crews were accomplished in a disciplined and structured manner,
Training supervisors and training specialists appeared knowledgeable about the
application of performance standards. Classroom training on the onnrgenci
response plan, while not as formal and practiced in presentation as possible,
was stil] effective in presenting the material to the operators.

Other training materials reviewed which were incorporated into the operators
requalification training included lessons learned from both industry events
and events/operator errors at the facility which had occurred since the last
requalification period. Examples included past problems with unplanned
engineered safety features actuation of a component cooling water pump and
misinterpretation of training needs required to support a modification to the
toxic gas monitoring system. Overall, the performance of the examination
evaluators was good and training appeared effective,

1.4 Simylator Fidelity

The inspectors discussed with key licensee managers and training staff the
capabilities of the simulator to su?port licensed operater training. Training
staff members slated that a critical key in selecting and devo!opin? scenarios
for the simulator was whether the simulator would function adequately.
Licensee management agreed that simulator modeling and capability had been a
long standing problem and funding had been allocated to upgrade the simulator
by 1995. An example of simulator incorrect modeling occurred when an operator
performing a JPM could not complete the task (drain down of a safety injection
lccunulntor; due to the accumulator’s level dropping quickly as described in
Attachment 3. In subsequent questioning, 1t was determined that the training
instructors selecting and preparing the JPM examination had not dynamically
validated the JPMs, but raiher had only statically validated the JPM text
against the controls and procedures. The inspectors considered the lack of
dynamic validation of the JPMs as another example of the training program’s
weakness in not having formalized and controlled guidance to ensure
consistency and effectiveness. With the exception of the one inconsistency
observed, simulator fidelity appeared acceptable.

1.5 Examination Security

Review of Procedure NTP-230 indicated that appropriate administrative guidance
was included with respect to maintenance of examination security, prevention
of examination compromise, and examinaticen replacement actions should
compromise occur

Interviews with the training staff and key managers demonstrated that they
were knowledgeable of the examination security procedures and were confident
in ensuring examination integrity.

1.6 Conclusions

The inspectors concluded that the performance of licensed operators and
evaluators, as represented by those observed during the annual examinations,




was good. During the examinations, one minor simulator fidelity probiem was
observed, but the simulator modeling supported effective examinations. The
inspectors also observed one violation of health Khysics prucedures due to
entry into the radiologically controlled area without dosimetry required by
procedure, which was not cited. The training department appeared to be
effective in implementing the licensed operator requalification program.
However, the inspectors determined that the training and operations groups
failed to develop and maintain a formal training plan, as required by faciiity
procedures, which constituted a violation of the facility license. The
informal training plan also exemplified a weak tracking system. The licensee
was in the process of improving the program but corrective actions, such as
revising training procedures, did not appear prompt. In addition, the lack of
comprehensive and effective examination construction guidance or sample plan,
and the ineffective validation of material used on the examination were
indicative of ineffective problem self-identification. The inspectors
considered these weaknesses as a vulnerability in the licensee’s
requalification program because the program’s effectiveness depends solely on
the efforts of knowledgeable personnel rather than underlying formalized and
controlled guidance.
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