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compliance audits for 1980 and 1981 The inspector noted
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/ Review of Onsite Committee Activities

he inspector continued the review begun in Inspection Report
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50-206/82-10. The minutes for the regular monthly meeting in
March as well as the meeting attended by the inspector were

examined In addition, licensee personnel stated that a large
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operators at the Surry Nuclear Training Center in
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whom held senior reactor operator licenses. The training con-
isted of two hours of lectures and six hours of simulator
training per day, as part of a seven-day curriculum. The
econd, third, and fourth days of training were observed.
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[he inspector noted that the trainees used current copies of
he licensee's procedures, but without writing on them

they would do in actual practice. This detracted from the
imulation and resulted in some steps in the procedure being

omitted. For example, on a reactor startup, no announcement
[ reactor startup was made, and on a steam generator tube

rupture, no emergency notifications were simulated. Licensee
personnel stated that appropriate written checklists would be

used at the simulator in the future.
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ut not unacceptably due to the functional comparability of
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