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CONCERNING OPERATOR LICENSING

Dear 35ir:

Ia response to Generic Letter No. 81-02 sert to all licensees
of operating plants and hoider: of coumstruction permits om January 27,
1931, Carolina Power & Light Company (CPSL) submits the following com-
ments concerning NUREG/CR-1750, "Analysis, Conclusioms, ard Reccmmenda-
tions Concerning Operator Licemsing."” Overall, CPSL bLelieves that this
report provides many reasomable altermatives to the current licensing
process, and if utilized, would benmefit the industry as well as the
general public.

The comments are provided by secticn and are keved to the
recommendations in the NUREG.

Section 2.3 - Performance Predicti—re Indices

The conclusion states that there is "no statistically significant
relationship between RO and SRO examination scores and operator
performance."” CPSL believes this statement to be true. The
industry has been forced to train pecple to pass the NRC exam-
ination and then train them to operate the plant. The NRC
-xaminations should be changed so that examination scores reflect
tha ability of the operator to perform his duties safely and
affectively.
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Section 2.4.5.2 - RO and SRO License Training

1.

A formal assesgment of RO and SRO training programs is
needed, and a job task analysis is the proper method.
However, if we perform the task analysis and change our
training programs based on the results, we will oot be
able to get our people through the NRC license examina-
tion unless it is alsoc changed on the same basis.

Our training programs will become more effective when
the license examination is changed to an effective tool
to evaluate RO and SRO job performance. This change
would reduce our totzl training load by requiring us to
teach what an operator needs to know to be a good
operator and eliminate the need to teach the examinacion.

CP&L concurs with this recommendation.

The SRO simuylator trailing is needed. A specific pro-
gram for SRO candidates is needed t¢ reinforce the

skills that an SRO uses versus the skills used by am RO.
For this reascn, Altrrmative b is not acceptable as it
would only reinfcrce RO skills., Altermative a to this
recommendation should be phased in as meore simulators are
placed in serv.ce.

All training programs need a periodic review to prevent
stagnation. The reviewing authority should be familiar
with instructicnal techniques and effective curriculum
material. The plant operations review committee would
nct normally provide an adequate review. The review
should be conducted at a higher level in the training
organization that is not directly iaveolved ia the
license traianing. The review should be periodic and
formal.

One week of simulator training is definitely insuffi-
cient for a license candidate. The candidate should be
capable of handling any normal or abnormal situation
during his simulator examination. The leagth of traiaing
neeced will vary depending on che plant and the simu-
lator utilized. The minimum time should be set basad

on a plant-specific simulator since a nonspecific
simulator will require additionmal training time.

A plant-specific simulator is an ideal goal. However,
the use of a simulator that has the same type control
board and basically the same plant is certainly
adequate. Altermat.ves a, b, and ¢ concerning the
location of the simulator all have advantages and
isadvantages. It should be left up to each individual
utilicy to decide upom the location of the simulator.
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Section

Training programs should require approval by NRC, and bde
basad on a firm foundation such as a job task analysis.

As already stated, the current requirements do not have

this type of foundation; therefore, an audit or approval
at the present time would not be useful.

JPSL concurs with this recommendation.

The NRC should periodically audit all licemse trainiag
programs. Accreditatiom could be performed by NRC or
by INPO.

This recommendaticn is unnecessary and would add an
administrative burden without any benefit. Simulator
programs shculd be audited pericdically as suggested in
Recommendation 9.

This recommendation is also unnecessary if Recommendaticn 93
is adoptad.

CPSL concurs with this recommendation.

2.5.1.7 -~ Selection of RO Candidates

l.
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This recommendation should be left up to each individual
utility. A wide variety of pre-employment examinations
is available.

The mental stability of Nuclear Operations personnel is an
ongoing concern of each utility. CPSL agrees that a
psychological assessment during operator tra’aing is bene-
fictal. In addition, supervisors need to be trained to
detect unsuitable personality dysfunctions since the con-
cern still exists after licensing.

CPS&L does not believe that this is an appropriate area for

regulation. Retention is an ongoing problem in the auclear
utilicy indusctry.

This recommendation is adequate for cperation~ persomnel,
but would create substantial problams for license candi-
dates whose background is in nonoperations jobs. There-
fore, a blanket recommendation of one year as an auxiliary
operator is inadequate.

CPSL concurs with this recommendation. A formal evalua-
tion of each listed area should be done as part of the

selection process.

CPSL concurs with this recommendation.



Section 2.5.2.6 - Screening of RO Candidates During Training

: i CP&L concurs with this recommendation; however, it is
believed that regulatiom is not required. The licens»
application certifies that the candidate has completed his
traiaing. The methods used toc determine the candidate's
performance prior to the license examination should bde
left to the utility.

2. Th: NRC rertifies the ability of each operator to
safely operate the plant. Requiring the utilities to
submit a list of each candidate's weak areas could “ias
the examination. This could cause an examiner to con-
centrate on weak areas as reported by the utilicy and
possibly miss a weak arez that was also missed by the
utilicy, therebv licensing a potentially unsafe cperator.
The license examination needs to remain an independent
verifisation of the operator's knowledge.

Section 2.3.3.5 - Cartification of RO Candidates

1. The requirement for the highest corporate officer in
charge of Nuclear Cperatioms to sign licemse applications
may actually be contrary to the intent of this recommen-
dation. The manager of a nuclear facility is the highest
level of management on site and is in a good position to
assess the candidate's appreciation for reactor safety
as well as his personal character. This should be an
ongoing assessment and not a one-time interview as would be
the case when the Vice President is required to conduct the
interview.

Section 2.5.4.5 - (SRO) Selection Requirements

) The interim requirement of 30 semester hours of college
may or may not be valid. The task analvsis needs to be
completed before putting arbitrary requirements on SRO
selection. Interim requirements have a tendancy to
become permanent requirements whether or not they are
justified. Formal accreditation of utility SRO programs
should serve evervone's needs. This is an area that
INPO is currently working on. The NRC should wait and
see what the result of INPO's process is before
initiating any mere "interim" requirements.



Section 2.6.4.2 - Operator Licensing Recommendations
1. CPSL concurs with this recommendation.
2. CP&L concurs with this recommendation.
3. CPSL concurs with this recormendation.

4. The basic recommendation for a full-scope simulator
examisation is valid. However, the interim measure
of favoring vendors should not ba incorporated. The
operator liceusing branch should conduct all simulatoer
examinations or all simulators. The vendors are potan-
tizlly subject to commercial ccncerms, just as utilities
might be, so one cannot assume that a vendor examina-
tion will be any more valid than a utilicy administered
examinaticn. Ia fact, it may be less valid due to the
potential impact om the utility of improper operator
response during a casualcty.

. & CPSL concurs with this reccmmendation.
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Section 2.7 1.9 - Licensed Operator Requalification Programs

j CP&L concurs with this recommendation.

2. CP&L comcurs with this reccumendation. The thrust of
simulator retraining should be quality of training and
not quantity. Currently, many simulator requalifica-
tion programs cover all of the requirements of
H. R. Denton's March 23, 1980 letter in three or four
days. This period is too short to allow adequate re-
training. The "required evolutions" should be kept to
a ninimm to cover them effectively and allow simulator
training to g0 into gray areas that the NRC may not have
considered important. There exist manv accident scenarios
that are not addressed in the aew requirements because it
would be impossible ty cover every conceivable series of
events.

3. CPSL concurs with this recommendation.

4. CP&L concurs with this recommendation. However, signi-
ficant lessons learmed should be provided to the
utilities and consequently to the operators as quickly
as posaihle. Dissemination of these significant events
should ot wait for cscheduled training classes. The
NRC should be charged with the data reductica function
#o that everyone can concentrate on the significant
avents.



5. CPsl. concurs with this i1 acommendation.
6. CP&L concurs with this recommendation.
7. CP&L concurs with this recommendation.

Section 2.7.2 - Operator Error Reportiag

CPSL concurs with all the reccmmendations in this section. The
method used to determine the cause of personnel error events
must be objective. It is very easy to lay blame on persomnnel
error instead of lcoking for tha real cause. We do not need to
legalize "Monday morning quarterbacking'; we need to determine
true cause and then take the appropriate corrective actions.

Section 2.8.2.2 - Upgrading of Licensed Operators

3 This is a valid recommendation. However, the comments in
Section ?.%.4.2, Recommendation 4, apply here also.

y & This is a valid recommendation. However, at the preseat
time it is impractical due to the shortage of liceased
perators and the existing amount of required requalifi-
cation trainiang. If and when the requalificaticn
requirements are written based on the job task analysis,
this wuuld be a beneficial step to take.

3. The 30 semester hours recommendatior is arbitrary. The
requirements should not be instituted until the task
analysis is complete and the need for specific college-
level training is identified. Then the identified
training should be instituted and existing perscmnel
upgraded as necessary.

Section 2.9 - Compensation, Status, and Mectivation

Overall, these are valid reccmmendations. However, CPSL does
not believe that this arca is appropriate for regulationm.

Section 2.10 - Licensed Training Instructors

CPSL concurs with all of the recommendations in this section.

Section 3.5.2 - Nonlicensed Operating, Maintemance, and Techmical
Support Personmel

i This is a valid recommendation. There are many plant
emplovees who are having an impact on the overall safety
and yet may not require certification by anyone. The
method of certification of "acnlicensed operating, main-
tenance, and techmical support persconnel” should be
accomplished under the guidance of INPO with the main
respensibility placed om the utility, not on the indivi-
dual. Certify indusiry methods and let the industry
use these methods to certify the appropriate individuals.



Section 4.2.5 - Selection, Training, Certificatiom, and Retraining

of Operator Licensing B3ranch Examiners

1. CPS&L concurs with this recommendation. Licensing exam-
iners must be required to have at least the same level
of education as those that they will examine. In addi-
tion, previcus nucleat plant experience should be
required. Otherwise, the examinations may not be a
valid indicatica of the caudidate's ability to operate
the plant safely.

2,3,4, 1f the NRC expects the utilities to do a gocd job of
training and retraining its persomnel, themn it stands
to reason that OLB should set the example. Their pro-
gram for training and retrainiag should be complete
aud formal.

Section 4.3.5 - Staffing of che Operator Licensing 3ranch

1. CPSL concurs with this recommendation. The use of
part-time examiners who cannot obtain or maintain
certification should be prohibited.

p & C2SL disagrees with this recommendation. Anyone who
is used by the NRC to give any examinatioms should
be required to maintain the same certification as
a full-time examiner. This should apply to vendors
as well as anyone else.

3. CPSL concurs with this recommendation.

Section 5 - Adeguacy of Reg:latory Requirements and NRC Implementing
Guidance

The recommendations stated in this section have already teen
commented on in other secticns. The only general comment is
that the time for additional "interim'" measures has passed.

It i3 now time to take stock of the situation, do the jeb task
analysis, and complete the final repert (regulatiom); then we
can delete all of the "interim" requirements aud get down to
the business of producing well-trained, quality staffs for

the auclear facilifies.



Section 6 - Summary

The narrative of this summary is definitive and should be
taken t~ heart by both the utilicies and the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission. INPO should take the lead toward
advising the NRC of the industries' concerns and directicms.

It is requested that the Commission consider the preceding

comments. If you have any questions on this subject please contact

our staff.

Yours very truly,

VR R

79 E. E, Utley
Executive Vice President

Power Supply and
Engineering & Comstruction
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