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February 1,1985

-

Mr. Ron Hulheron
Duty Shift Superintendent
Point Beach Nuclear Plant
6610 Nuclear Road
Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241

Dear Mr. Hulheron:

Thank you for meeting with Bruce Boger, Joe McMillen (RIII), and myself at
the Point Beach Nuclear Power Plan on January 16, 1985. I found the meeting
to be a very valuable meeting in that it provided me with an opportunity to
hear your concerns about the NRC Requalification Audit Program and to
identify many of our ongoing efforts to improve the Operator Licensing
Program.

While I noted the high level of your frustration with the current program, I
do believe that we agreed on a number of key issues that should not only help
reduce that frustration, but also contribute to enhanced plant operations.
The first issue was the importance of and the need for input into the
licensed' operator requalification training program by experienced shift
superintendents. What action can you take to address this issue? Inform
your management of your willingnes: to identify your crew's training needs
sufficiently in advance of the scheduled training so that learning objectives
(e.g., ones that both you and your training staff agree are appropriate to
address the training needs) and training programs can be developed
by the training staff. As we discussed at our meeting, this is not to say
that other inputs for the requalification training program, such as operating
events at other reactors, new NRC requirements, etc., should be excluded, but
you should work'with the training staffs to get these needs addressed in a
performance oriented context. For my part, i have asked Bruce Boger, Acting
Branch Chief, Operator Licensing Branch, to reaffirm to each region our
intention that the requalification audit examinations prepared and
administered by NRC are not to be " repeats" of the initial licensing
examination. These examinations should be more operationally oriented and,
where they exist, based on the knowledge, skills, and abilities identified in
the learning objectives of the utility requalification program. Even though
the NRC has resource constraints and NRC regulations must be met in order to
have your licenses renewed, the requalification training effort should be
geared toward addressing agreed upon needs.

In this regard, the efforts WEPC0 has taken to achieve INP0 accreditation
shou'ld significantly assist their efforts. The NRC is also taking steps to
make our examinations more operationally oriented. We have compiled a
catalog that identifies necessary R0 and SR0 knowledges. Experienced SR0's
have reviewed this catalog for completeness and have rated each knowledge for
importance. This catalog will be published this spring and~can be made Point -)Beach specific in the future based upon WEPC0 input. The real key in this !
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' Mr. Ron Hulheron -2- February 1, 1985
-

A second issue that parallels the importance of and need for your input into
the facility requalification training program is she need for your input and
comments on.NRC's proposed rules and proposed Regulatory Guides. You have
the. opportunity to comment on the current liRC proposals to change the
licensing process. To encourage your coments, copies of these proposals
have been mailed directly to you. Your comments can be provided directly to
NRC or to your training department for preparation of a' consolidated WEPCO
response. We have set up a program to provide each individual comenting

-with a copy of the final rules and a letter that discusses the resolution of
the comments submitted to the NRC.

The third issue was the role of the resident inspector following a
_

requalification exam. I agree that resident inspectors should not approach
individual operators who " failed" the NRC requalification exam to ask what
actions are going to be taken against them. The appropriate action is to
verify with the training staff that the actions called for in the utilities'
approved Requalification Training Program is followed. This was discussed
with Region III management and should be the appropriate action followed in
the future.

Another area of agreement was that the NRC inspection or audit program should
have the flexibility to concentrate on the facilities that have demonstrated
poorer performance. The current audit program has that flexibility in that
the guidance to the Regional Administrators is to audit average pcrformers

.once every two years, to audit below average performers once every year and
to audit the above average performer once every three years, de3ending upon
the availability of resources. Above average performance for t11s area is
Category 1 SALP ratings or INP0 Accreditation.

We agreed that the NRC's requalification audit exam at Ginna was not
-administered in accordance with the current guidance for that program. Both
Region I management and Headquarters have taken steps to ensure that future
requalification programs are consistent with the guidelines.

We also agreed on the value of plant specific simulators in training and
requalification programs. As you will note in the proposed rule changes, the
HRC also recognizes the benefits of evaluating individuals in the environment-,.

in which they would be expected to perform. Accordingly, we have proposed
: that cach license candidate demonstrate, cn a simulation facility, the
ability to operate a nuc1 car power plant. Because.of your strong support for
a simualtor, I am sending a copy fo this letter to WEPC0 management so that
they are aware of your support, you may wish to. amplify.
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Mr. Ron Mulheron -3' February 1, 1985
.

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to meet with you and share our ideas
on the Operator Licensing Program. I'd also like to share one final arca of
agreement. I;amely, it can be cold and snowy in Wisconsin in the winter. I
look forward to seeing the beauty of your area in the summer.

Sincerely,

Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director
Division of Human Factors Safety
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: C. W. Fay
11. De' ton
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February 1, 1985

Mr. Tom Sheley
Duty Shift Superintendent
Point Beach liuclear Plant
6610 tiuclear Road
Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241

Dear l'r. Sheley:

Tha c you for meeting with Bruce Boger, Joe McMillen (RIII), and myself at
the Sint Beach tiuclear Power Plan on January 16, 1985. I found the meeting
to be a very valuable meeting in that it provided me with an opportunity to
hear your concerns about the llRC Requalification Audit Program and to
identify many of our ongoing efforts to improve the Operator Licensir.g
Program.

While I noted the high level of your frustration with the current program, I
do believe that we agreed on a number of key issues that should not only help
reduce that frustration, but also contribute to enhanced plant operations.
The first issue was the importance of and the need for input into the
licensed operator requalification training program by experienced shift
superintendents. What action can you take to address this issue? Inform
your nanagement of your willingness to identify your crew's training needs
sufficiently in advance of the scheduled training so that learning objectives
(e.g., ones that both you and your training staff agree are appropriate to
address the training needs) and training programs can be developed
by the training staff. As we discussed at our meeting, this is not to say
that other inputs for the requalification training progran, such as operating
events at other reactors, new I4RC requirements, etc., should be excluded, but
you should work with the training staffs to get these needs addressed in a
performance oriented context. For my part, I have asked Bruce Boger, Acting
Branch Chief, Operator Licensing Branch, to reaffirm to each region our
intention that the requalification audit examinations prepared and
administered by tiRC are not to be " repeats" of the initial licensing
examination. These examinations should be more operationally oriented and,
where they exist, based on the knowledge, skills, and abilities identified in
the learning objectives of the utility requalification program. Even though
the tiRC has resource constraints and hRC regulations must be met in order to
have your licenses renewed, the requalification training effort should be
geared toward addressing agreed upon needs.

In this regard, the efforts UEPC0 has taken to achieve INP0 accreditation
should significantly assist their efforts. The HRC is also taking steps to
make our examinations more operationally oriented. We have compiled a
catalog that identifies necessary RO and SR0 knowledges. Experienced SRO's
have reviewed this catalog for completeness and have rated each knowledge for
importance. This catalog will be published this spring and can be made Point
Beach specific in the future based upon WEPC0 input. The real key in this
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-2- February 1, 1985Mr. Tom Sheley

A second issue that parallels the importance of and need for your input into
the facility requalification training program is the need for your input and
connents on NRC's proposed rules and proposed Regulatory Guides. You have
the opportunity to comment on the current NRC proposals to change the
licensing process. To encourage your comments, copies of these proposals
have been m' ailed directly to you. Your corrents can be provided directly to
NRC or to your training department for preparation of a consolidated WEPC0
response. We han set up a program to provide each individual correnting
with a copy of 1.4e final rules and a letter that discusses the resolution of
the comments submitted to the NRC.

The third issue was the role of the resident inspector folicwing a*

requalification exam. I agree that resident inspectors should not approach
individual operators who " failed" the NRC requalification exam to ask what
actions are going to be taken against them. The appropriate action is to
verify with the training staff that the actions called for in the utilities'
approved Requalification Training Program is followed. This was discussed
with Region III management and should be the appropriate action followed in
the future.

Another area of agreement was that the NRC inspection or audit program should
have the flexibility to concentrate on the facilities that have demonstrated
pcorer performance. The current audit program has that flexibility in that
the guidance to the Regional Administrators is to audit average performers
once every two years, to audit below average performers once every year and
to audit the above average performer once every thrce years, depending upen
the availability of resources. Above average performance for this area is
Category 1 SALP ratings or INPO Accreditation.

We agreed that the NRC's requalification audit exam at Ginna was not
administered in accordance with the current guidance for that program. Both
Region I management and Headquarters have taken steps to ensure that future
requalification programs are consistent with the guidelines.

We also agreed on the value of plant specific simulators in training and
requalification programs. As you will note in the proposed rule changes, the
hRC also recognizes the bencfits of evaluating individuals in the environment
in which they would be expected to perform. Accordingly, we have proposed
that each license candidate demonstrate, on a simulation facility, the
ability to operate a nuclear power plant. Because of your strong support for
a simualtor, I am sending a copy fo this letter to WEPCO management so that
they are aware of your support, you may wish to amplify.
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-3--- ErtrTom Sheley February 1.1985

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to meet with you and share our ideas
on the Operator Licensing Program. I'd also like to share one final area of
agreement. Namely, it can be cold and snowy in Wisconsin in the winter. I
look forward to seeing the beauty of your area in the sumer.

Sincerely,
"Cri;Tnal Signed t'l
Hush L Thompca,Jr.

Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director
Division of Human Factors Safety
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

- cc: C. W. Fay

,

sF

ocrece) ................... ..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... ....................

:======>.................. ..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... ....................

prs)
.................. ..................... ..................... ..... ............... ..................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

| unc ronu m no, oi sacu ouo - OFFICIAL RECORD COPY * u.s. GPO M43-400-247 .
-- , w. a m m n 1=2--:nmeen -nunn w; ~ - - <



.

i

u&- , ,,, p3
p <g ugg %f N Np %

february 1,1985

lir. Tim Ross
Training Supervisor
Point Beach fluclear Plant
6610 !!uclear Road
Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241

Dear Mr. Ross:

Thank you for meeting with Bruce Boger, Joe Mcliillen (RIII), and myself at
the Point Beach tiuclear Power Plan on January 16, 1985. I found the meeting
to be a very valuable meeting in that it provided me with an opportunity to
hear your concerns about the liRC Requalification Audit Program and to
identify many of our ongoing efforts to improve the Operator Licensing
Program.

While I noted the high level of your frustration with the current program, I
do believe that we agreed on a number of key issues that should not only help
reduce that frustration, but also contribute to enhanced plant operations.
The first issue was the importance of and the need for input into the
licensed operator requalification training program by experienced shift
superintendents. What action can you take to address this issue? Inform
your managecent of your willingness to identify your crew's training needs
sufficiently in advance of the scheduled training so that learning objectives'

(e.g., ones that both you and your training staff agree are appropriate to
address the training needs) and training programs can be developed
by the training staff. As we discussed at our meeting, this is not to say
that other inputs for the requalification training progran, such as operating
events at other reactors, new tiRC requirements, etc., should be excluded, but
you should work with the training staffs to get these needs addressed in a
performance oriented context. For my part, I have asked Bruce Boger, Acting
Branch Chief, Operator Licensing Branch, to reaffirm to each region our
intention that the requalification audit examinaticns prepared and
administered by f4RC are not to be " repeats" of the initial licensing
examination. These examinations should be more operationally oriented and,
where they exist, based on the knowledge, skills, and abilities identified in
the learning objectives of the utility requalification program. Even though
the tiRC bas resource constraints and f4RC regulations must be met in order to

,

| have your licenses renewed, the requalification training effort should be
geared toward addressing agreed upon needs.

In this regard, the efforts WEPC0 has taken to achieve It!P0 accreditation
should significantly_ assist their efforts. The liRC is also taking steps to
make our examinations more operationally oriented. We have compiled a
catalog that identifics necessary RO and SRO knowledges. Experienced SR0's .

have reviewed this catalog for completeness and have rated each knowledge for
importance. This catalog will be published this spring and can be made Point
Beach specific in the future based upon WEPC0 input. The real key in this
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Mr. Tim Ross February 1, 1985

A recond issue that parallels the inportance of and need for your input into
the facility requalification training program is the need for your input and
cocnents on NRC's proposed rules and proposed Regulatory Guides. You have
the opportunity to corrent on the current !!RC proposals to change the
licensing process. To enccurage your corrents, copies of these proposals
have been uailed directly to you. Your coments can be provided directly to
f4RC or to your training department for preparation of a consolidated WEPC0
response. We have set up a program to provide cach individual commenting
with a copy of the final rules and a letter that discusses the resolution of
the comments submitted to the fiRC.

The third issue was the role of the resident inspector following a
requalification exam. I agree that resident inspectcrs should not approach
individual operators who " failed" the NRC requalification exam to ask what
actions are going to be taken against them. The appropriate action is to
verify with the training staff that the actions called for in the utilities'
approved Requalification Training Program is followed. This was discussed
with Region III management and should be the appropriate action followed in
the future.

Another area of agreement was that the NRC inspection or audit program should
have the ficxibility to concentrate on the facilities that have demonstrated
poorer performance. The current audit program has that flexibility in that
the guidance to the Regional Administrators is to audit average performers
once every two years, to audit below average performers once every year and
to audit the above average performer once every three years, depending upon
the availability of resources. Above average performance for this area is
Category 1 SALP ratings or IriP0 Accreditation.

We agreed that the I:RC's requalification audit exam at Ginna was not
administered in accordance with the current guidance for that program. Both
Region I management and Headquarters have taken steps to ensure that future
requalification programs are consistent with the guidelines.

( He also agreed on the value of plant specific simulators in training and
i requalification programs. As you will note in the proposed rule changes, the

11RC also recognizes the benefits of evaluating individuals in the environment
in which they wculd be expected to perform. Accordingly, we have proposed,

| that each license candidate demonstrate, on a simulation facility, the
| ability to operate a nuclear power plant. Because of your strong support for
; a sinualtor, I am sending a copy fo this letter to UEPC0 management so that

they are aware of your support, you may wish to amplify.
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L. .. Mr. Tim Ross -3- February 1, 1985
-
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_Again,-I thank you for the opportunity to meet with you and share our ideas-''

on.the Operator Licensing Program. I'd also !11ke to share one final area of
agreement. . Namely, it can be cold and snowy in Wisconsin in the winter. I

:look forward to seeing the beauty of your are,a in the suavner.
.

- Sincerely {gned by .
CM"'Lgempson#*
B@

Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director
Division of Human Factors Safety,

L Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulationj.

.cc: C. W. Fay
.
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February 1, 1985

Mr. Leo Kamyszek
Duty Shift Superintendent
Point Beach Nuclear Plant
6610 Nuclear Road
Two Rivers. Wisconsin 54241

Dear Mr. Kamyszek:

Thank you for meeting with Bruce Boger, Joe McMillen (RIII), and myself at
the Point Beach Nuclear Power Plan on January 16, 1985. I found the meeting
to be a very valuable meeting in that it provided me with an opportunity to
hear your concerns about the NRC Requalification Audit Program and to
identify many of our ongoing efforts to improve the Operator Licensing
Program. Boy was I glad to see someone at the meeting who had signed my
qualification cards when we were together in the NAVY!

While I noted the high level of your frustration with the current program, I
do believe that we agreed on a number of key issues that should not only help
reduce that frustration, but also contribute to enhanced plant operations.
The first issue was the importance of and the r.eed for input into the
licensed operator requalification training program by experienced shift
superintendents. What action can you take to address this issue? Inform
your management of your willingness to identify your crew's training needs
sufficiently in advance of the scheduled training so that learning objectives
(e.g., ones that both you and your training staff agree are appropriate to
address the training needs) and training programs can be developed

- by the training staff. As we discussed at our meeting, this is not to say
that other inputs for the requalification training program, such as operating -

events at other reactors, new NRC requirements, etc., should be excluded, but
you'should work with the training staffs to get these needs addressed in a
performance oriented context. For my part, I have asked Bruce Boger, Acting
Branch Chief, Operator Licensing Branch, to reaffirm to each region our
intention that the requalification audit examinations prepared and
administered by NRC are not to be " repeats" of the initial licensing
examination. These examinations should be more operationally oriented and,
where they exist, based on the knowledge, skills, and abilities identified in
the learning objectives of the utility requalification program. Even though

| the NRC has resource constraints and NRC regulations must be met in order to
have your licenses renewed, the requalification training effort should be
geared toward addressing agreed upon needs.

In this regard, the efforts WEPC0 has taken to achieve INPO accreditation
should significantly assist their efforts. The NRC is also taking steps to
make our examinations more operationally oriented. We have compiled a
catalog that identifies necessary R0 and SRO knowledges. Experienced SR0's,

have reviewed this catalog for completeness and have rated each knowledge for
importance. This catalog will be published this spring and can be made Point
Beach specific in the future based upon WEPC0 input. The real key in this
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Mr. Leo _Kamyszek -2- February 1,1985

A second issue that parallels the importance of and need for your input into
the. facility.requalification training program is the need for your input and
comments on NRC's proposed rules and proposed Regulatory Guides. You have
the opportunity to comment on the current NRC proposals to change the
licensing process. To encourage your comments, copies of these proposals
have been mailed directly to you. Your comments can be provided directly to

-NRC or to your training department for preparation of a consolidated WEPC0
1

1 response. We have~ set up a program to provide each individual conJenting
with a copy of the final rules and a letter that discusses the resolution of

'

the comments submitted to the NRC.
-

+ The third issue was the role of the resident inspector following a
^ ~ frequalification exam. . I agree that res' dent inspectors should not approach

sindividual operators who " failed" the NRC requalification exam to ask what -

*.'
! actions are going to be taken against them. The appropriate action is to-

verify with the' training staff that the actions called for in the utilities'
Japproved Requalification Training Program is followed. This was discussed
with Region-III management and should be the appropriate action followed in '

the future.
i

Another area of agreement was that the NRC inspection or audit program should 1
'

-have~ the flexibility to concentrate on the facilities that havd demonstrated
poorer performance. The current audit program has that flexibility in that-

-the guidance to the. Regional Administrators _is to audit average performers-
once every two years to audit below average performers once every year and ;

'to audit the above average performer once every three years, depending upon
,

the availability of resources. Above average performance for this area is
~

Category 1.SALP ratings or INPO Accreditation. a

'

We agreed that the NRC's requalification audit exam at Ginna was not
administered in accordance with the current guidance for that-program. Both

. Region I management and Headquarters have taken steps to ensure that future
'requalification programs are consistent with the guidelines.

L We~also agreed on the value of plant specific simulators in training an'd
requalification programs. As you will note in the proposed rule changes, the- -

NRC also recognizes the benefits of evaluating -individuals in the environment !

in which they would be expected to perform. 'Accordingly, we have' proposed. ici
that each license candidate demonstrate, on a simulation facility, the
ability to operate a nuclear _ power plant. Because of your ' strong support for
.a 'sinualtor, I am sending.a copy _ fo this letter to WEPC0 management so that.
they are aware of your support, you may wish to amplify.

!

-|
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LMr. Leo Kamyszek -3- February 1, 1985'

i Again . I thank you for the ~ opportunity to meet with you and share our ideas
on the Operator Licensing Program. I'd also like to share one final area of
agreement.. Namely, it can be cold and snowy in Wisconsin in the winter. I
look forward to seeing the beauty of your area in the sumer.

Sincerely.
Cd, - )
Ik% . ,. h'd by i

i .n c ,, .,,

. Hugh L. Tho:mps6,n, Jr., Director
Division of Human Factors Safety
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: - C. W. Fay
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February 1, 1985

itr. Erich Ziller
Duty Shift Superintendent
Point Beach Nuclear Plant
6610 Nuclear Road 1

Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241 j
: Dear Mr. Ziller: ,

|

Thank you for meeting with Bruce Boger, Joe McMillen (RIII), and myself at
the Point Beach Nuclear Power Plan on January 16, 1985. I found the meeting
to be a very valuable meeting in that it provided me with an opportunity to
hear your concerns about the NRC Requalification Audit Program and to
identify many of our ongoing efforts to ittprove the Operator Licensing
Program.

.

While I no+ed the high level of your frustration with the current program, I
| do believe that we agreed on a number of key issues that should not only help

reduce.that frustration, but also contribute to enhanced plant operations.
The first issue was the importance of and the need for input into the
licensed operator requalification training program by experienced shift
superintendents. What action can you take to address this issue? Inform
your management of your willingness to identify your crew's training necds
sufficiently in advance of the scheduled training so that learning objectives
(e.g., ones that both you and your training staff agree are appropriate to
address the training needs) and training programskcan be developed
by the training staff. As we discussed at our meeting', this is not to say
that other inputs for the requalification training program, such as operating
events at other reactors, new NRC requirements, etc., should be excluded, but
you should work with the training staffs to get these needs addressed in a
performance oriented context. For my part, I have asked Bruce Boger Acting
Branch Chief, Operator Licensing Branch, to reaffirm to each region our
intention that the requalification audit examinations prepared and
administered by NRC are not to be " repeats" of the initial licensing
examination. These examinations should be more operationally oriented and,
where they exist, based on the knowledge, skills, and abilities identified in '

-

the learning objectives of the utility requalification progr'am. Even though
the NRC has resource constraints and NRC regulations must be niet in order to
have your licenses renewed, the requalification trainir; effort should be
geared toward addressing agreed upon needs.

In this regard. the efforts HEPC0 has taken to achieve INP0 accreditation
should significantly assist their efforts. The NRC is also taking steps to
make our examiaations more operationally oriented. L'e have compiled a
catalog that >.dentifies necessary R0 and SR0 knowledges. Experienced SR0's
have reviewed this ' catalog for completeness and have rated each knowledge for
importance. This catalog will be published this spring and can be made Point '

Beach specific'in the future based upon WEPCO input. it.e rul key in this
area it clese ec uricetier htfer yet and your trat i g 41-t=nt n:'
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Mr, Erich Ziller -2- February 1, 1985
.

]
A second issue that parallels the importance of and need for your input into

:}-the facility requalification training program is the need for your input and
cor.nents on NRC's proposed rules and proposed Regulatory Guides. You have fthe opportunity to ccoment on the current NRC proposals to change the g
licensing process. To encourage your comments, copies of these proposals y
have been mailed directly to you. Your coments can be provided directly to y
NRC or to your training department for preparation of a consolidated WEPC0 -

response. We have set up a program to provide each individual commenting 19
.

with a copy of the final rules and a lot.ter that discusses the resolution of j
the comments submitted to the NRC. I asked Bruce to look into your concerns .
about not hearing from NRC on previous comments and to let you know what j
happened. j
The third issue was the role of the resident inspector following a
requalification exam. I agree that resident inspectors should not approach
individual operators who " failed" the NRC requalification exam to ask what
actions are going to be taken against them. The appropriate action is to -

verify with the training staff that the actions called for in the utilities' L
approved Requalification Training Program is followed. This was discussed

^{with Region III management and should be the appropriate action followed in
the future.

Another area of agreement was that the NRC inspection or audit program should i
have the flexibility.to concentrate on the facilities that have demonstrated "

poorer performpnce. The current audit program has that flexibility in that t'

the guidance tb the Regional Administrators is to audit average performers "

once overy two years, to audit below average performers once every year and
to audit the above average performer once every three years, depending upon
the availability of resources. Above average performance for this area is

.f
Category 1 SALP ratings or INPO Accreditation,

We agreed that the NRC's requalification audit exam at Ginna was not d
administered in accordance with the current guidance for that program. Both ;
Region I management and Headquarters have taken steps to ensure that future }requalification programs are consistent with the guidelines. g

We also agreed on the value of plant specific simulators in traini g and
requalification programs. As you will note in the proposed rule changes, the
NRC also recognizes the benefits of evaluating individuals in the environment
in which they would be expected to perform. Accordingly, we have proposed
that each license candidate demonstrate, on a simulation facility, the
ability to operate a nuclear power plant. Because of your strong support for
a simualtor, I am sending a copy fo this letter to WEPC0 management so that
they are aware of your support, you may wish to amplify.

i
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MN !Erich Ziller. -3- February 1, 1985

F

u Again, I thank you for the' opportunity to meet with you and sha e our ideas
'on the Operator Licensing Program. I'd also like to share one final area of

' agreement. Namely, it can be cold and snowy in Wisconsin in the winter. I
-look forward to seeing the beauty of your area in the summer.

Sincerely,
-

Orldna O!gned by
Hugh L Thomptan, Jr.

Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director
Division of Human Factors Safety
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: C. W. Fay
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February 1,1985

Mr. Jon Johnson
Operating Supervisor
Point Beach fluclear Plant '

6610 fiuclear Road
Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241

Dear Mr. Johnson:

Thank you for meeting with Bruce Boger, Joe ficMillen (RIII), and myself at
the Point Beach fluclear Power Plan on January 16, 1985. I found the meeting
to be a very valuable meeting in that it provided me with an opportunity to
hear your concerns about the fiRC Requalification Audit Program and to
identify many of our ongoing efforts to improve the Operator Licensing
Program.

While I noted the high level of your frustration with the current program, I
do believe that we agreed on a number of key issues that should not only help
reduce that frustration, but also contribute to enhanced plant operations.
The 'irst issue was the importance of and the need for input into the
licensed operator requalification training program by experienced shift
superintendents. What action can you take to address this issue? Inform
your management of your willingness to identify Jour crew's training needs
sufficiently in advance of the scheduled training so that learning objectives
(e.g., ones that both you and your training staff agree are appropriate to
address the training needs) and training programs can be developed
by the training staff. As we discussed at our meeting, this is not to say
that other inputs for the requalification training program, such as operating
events at other reactors, new f(RC requirements, etc., should be excluded, but
you should work ~with the training staffs to get these needs addressed in a
performance oriented context. For my part, I have asked Bruce Boger, Acting
Branch Chief, Operator Licensing Branch, to reaffirm to each region our
intention that the requalification audit examinations prepared and
administered by HRC are not to be " repeats" of the initial licensing

,i examination. These examinations should be more operationally oriented and,
where they exist, based on the knowledge, skills, and abilities identified in

,

the learning objectives of the utility requalification program. Even though
the liRC has resource constraints and flRC regulations must be met in order to
have your licenses renewed, the requalification training effort should be
geared toward addressing agreed upon needs.

In this regard, the efforts WEPC0 has taken to achieve lhP0 accreditation
should significantly assist their efforts. The ilRC is also taking steps to
make our examinations more operationally oriented. We have compiled a

,

| catalog that identifies necessary R0 and SR0 kneyledges. Experienced SR0's
have reviewed this catalog for completeness and have rated each knowledge fw
inportance. This catalog will be published this spring and can be made Point
Beach specific in the future based upon WEPCO input. The real key in this
3re! 9 c'ere ccmuricatier bett cc= ',cu and ycur traiaing deprtnent and--
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Mr. Jon Johnson -2- February 1,1985

A second issue that parallels the importance of and need for your input into
the facility requalification training program is the need for your input and
ccaments'on HRC's proposed rules and proposed Regulatory Guides. You have
the opportunity to coment on the current NRC proposals to change the
licensing process. To encourage your comments, copics of these proposals
have been mailed directly to you. Your comments can be provided directly to
NRC or to your training department for preparation of a consolidated WEPC0.

response. ~ We have set up a program to provide each individual cocrnenting
with a copy of the final rules and a letter that discusses the resolution of
the coments submitted to the NRC.

3

~

The third issue was the role of the resident inspector following a
requalification exam. I agree that resident inspectors should not approach
individual operators who " failed" the NRC requalification exam to ask what
actions are going to be taken against them. The appropriate action is to
verify with the training staff that the actions called for in the utilities'
. approved Requalification Training Program is followed. This was discussed
with Region III management and should be the appropriate action followed in
the future.

Another area of agreement was that the NRC inspection or audit program should
have the ficxibility to concentrate on the facilities that have demonstrated
poorer performance. -The current audit program has that ficxibility in that
the guidance to the Regional Administrators is to audit average performers
once every two years, to audit'below average performers once every year and
to audit the above average performer once every three years,-depending upon
the availability of resources. Above average performance for this area is
Category 1 SALP ratings or INP0 Accreditation.

We agreed thatithe NRC's requalification audit exam at Ginna was not
administered in accordance with the current guidance for that program. Both
Region'I management and Headquarters have taken steps to ensure that future
requalification programs.are consistent with.the guidelines.

.We also agreed on the value of plant specific simulators in training and
~

.requalification programs. As you will note in the proposed rule changes, the-
NRC also recognizes the benefits'of evaluating individuals in the environment
in.which'they would be' expected to perform. Accordingly, we have proposed
that each . lice,nse candidate demonstrate..on a simulation facility, the
ability to operate.a nuclear power plant. Because of your strong support.for
a simualtor,'I am sending a copy fc this'1etter to WEPC0 management so that
they.are aware of your support, you may wish to amplify.
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-3-Mr. Jon Johnson February 1,1985

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to meet with you and share our ideas
on the Ooerator Licensing Program. I'd also like to share one final area of
agreement. Namely, it can be cold and snowy in Wisconsin in the winter. I
look forward to seeing the beauty of your area in the sumer.

Sincerely,

ordr! bx 2 ' 7
Hugh L Tiicap;cn, Jr.

Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director
Division of Human Factors Safety
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: C. W. Fay

.
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February 1,1985

Mr. Ivan Bleeker
Duty Shift Superintendent
Point Beach Nuclear Plant
6610 Huclear Road
Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241

,

x
Dear Mr. Bleeker: N

~

',

Thank you for meeting with Bruce Boger, Joe McMillen (RIII), and myself at
the Point Beach Nuclear Power Plan on January 16, 1985. I found the meeting
to be a very valuable meeting in that it provided me with an opportunity to
hear your concerns about the NRC Requalification Audit Program and to
identify many of our ongoing efforts to improve the Operator Licensing
Program.

While I noted the high level of your frustration with the current program, I
do believe that we agreed on a nuraber of key issues that should not only help
reduce that frustration,-but also contribute to enhanced plant operations.
The first issue was the importance of and the need for input into the
licensed' operator requalification training program by experienced shift
superintendents. What action can you take to address this issue?- Inform-
your management of your uillingness to identify your crew's training needs
'ufficiently in advance of the scheduled training so that learning objectives.,

(e.g., ones that both you and your training staff agree are appropriate to
address the training needs) and training programs can be developed
by the training staff. As we discussed at our meeting, this is not to say
that other. inputs for the requalification training program, such as operating
events at other reactors, new NRC requirements, etc., should be excluded, but
you should work with the training staffs to get these needs addressed in a
performance oriented context. For my part, I have asked Bruce Boger, Acting
Branch Chief, Operator Licensing Branch, te reaffirm to each region our
intention that the requalification audit examinations prepared and

. administered by NRC'are not to be " repeats" of the initial licensing
examination. These examinations should be more operationally oriented and, -

where they exist, based on the knowledge, skills, and abilities identif.ied in
the learning objectives of the utility requalification program. Even though
the NRC has resource constraints and NRC regulations must be met in order to
have your licenses renewed the requalification training effort should be

: geared toward addressing agreed upon needs.

In this regard, the efforts WEPC0 has taken to achieve INPO accreditation
should significantly assist their efforts. The NRC is also taking steps to
make'our examinations more operationally oriented. We have compiled a
catalog that identifies necessary R0'and SR0 knowledges. Experienced SRO's
have reviewed this catalog for completeness and have rated each knowledge for-
.importance. This catalog will be published this spring and can be made Point
9:::5 g::''': 'r tte futz: 5:::d per UEPCC *nput. The re:1 h y 'n th*:

ou and your training dey artment andomc4 area i s close consnut ication between
' " " *
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Mr. Ivan Bleeker February 1, 1985

.

A second issue that parallels the importance of and need for your input into
the facility requalification training program is the need for your input and
consnents on NRC's proposed rules and proposed Regulatory Guides. You have
the opportunity to coment on the current NRC proposals to cha* ie the

.

licensing process. To encourage yrur coments, copies of these proposals
have been mailed directly to you. Your coments can be provided directly to
NRC or to your training department for preparation of a consolidated HEPC0
response. We have set up a program to provide each individual commenting
with a copy of the final rules and a letter that discusses the resolution of
the comments submitted to the NRC.

The third issue was the role of the resident inspector following a
requalification exam. I agree that resident inspectors should not approach
individual operators who " failed" the NRC requalification exam to ask what
actions are going to be taken against them. The appropriate action is to
verify with the training staff that the actions called for in the utilitics'
approved Requalification Training Program is followed. This was discussed
with Region III management and should be the appropriate action followed in
the future.

Another area of agreement was that the NRC inspection or audit program should
have the flexibility to concentrate on the facilities that have demonstrated
poorer performance. The current audit program has that flexibility in that
the guidance to the Regional Administrators is to audit average performers
once every two years, to audit below average performers once every year and
to audit the above average performer once every three years, depending upon
the availability of resources. Above average performance for this area is
Category 1 SALP ratings or INPO Accreditation.

We agreed that the NRC's requalification audit exam at Ginna was not
administered in accordance with the current guidance for that program. Both
Region I management and Headquarters have taken steps to ensure that future
requalification programs are consistent with the guidelines.

We also agreed on the value of plant specific simulators in training and
requalification programs. As you will note in the proposed rule changes, the
NRC also recognizes the benefits of evaluating individuals in the environment
in which they would be expected to perform. Accordingly, we have proposed
that each license candidate demonstrate, on a simulation facility, the
ability to operate a nuclear power plant. Because of your strong support for
a simualtor. I am sending a copy fo this letter to WEPC0 nanagement so tht
they are aware of your support, you may wish to amplify.

.
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Mr. Ivan Bleeker -3- February 1, 1985
.

'Again, I thank you for the opportunity to meet with you and share our ideas
on the Operator Licensing Program. I'd also like to share one final area of

-agreement. Namely, it can be cold and snowy in Wisconsin in the winter. I
look forward .to seeing the beauty of your area in the sumer.

Sincerely.
,

Orig!nni Siyed by
HL'-h * . T:nr cen, Jr.

Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director
Division of Human Factors Safety
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc:--C. W. Fay
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February 1, 1985'
~

.

Mr. Carl Gray
. .

Duty Shift Superintendent
Point Beach Nuclear Plant
6610 Nuclear Road
Two Rivers, Wisconsin .54241

Dear Mr. Gray:

Thank you for meeting with Bruce Boger, Joe McMillen-(RIII), and myself at
the Point Beach Nuclear Power Plan on January 16, 1985. I found the meeting
to be a very valuable meeting in that it provided me with an opportunity to
hear your concerns ~about the NRC Requalification Audit Program and to
identify many of our ongoing efforts to improve the Operator Licensing
Program.-

,

While I'noted the high level of your frustration with the current program, I
-

do believe that we agreed on a number of key issues that should not only help
reduce that-frustration, but also contribute to enhanced plant operations..-

' The firstiissue was the importance of and the need for input into the
ilicensed operator requalification training program by experienced shift
superintendents. What action can you take to address this issue"t -Inform
your management of your willingness to identify your crew's training needs
:sufficiently in advance of the scheduled training so that learning objectives
-(e.g., ones that both you and your training staff agree are' appropriate to
address'the training needs) and training programs can be developed
by the training staff. As we discussed at our meeting, this is not to say
that other inputs for the requalification training program, such;as operating+

events.at other reactors, new NRC requirements,'etc.. should be excluded,-but-
you should work with the training-s.taffs to get these needs' addressed in a
performance oriented context. For my part, I have. asked Bruce Boger, Acting-

' Branch Chief, Operator. Licensing Branch, to reaffirm to each region'our
'

' intention that the requalification audit examinations-prepared andm'
administered by NRC are not to be " repeats" of the_ initial licensing
examination. These examinations should~be more operationally? oriented and,
where they exist, based on the knowledge, skills, and~ abilities identified in

' fthe learning. objectives of the utility requalification program. Even though
[ - the'NRC has resource constraints and NRC regulations must-be met in order to

<' - have:your licenses renewed, the requalification training effort should'be
. geared toward addressing agreed upon needs.'

,

-In this regard, the efforts.WEPC0 has taken to| achieve 1NPO accreditation ,
. shou _1d significantly assist their efforts. The NRC-is also taking steps to:

-

make our examinations more operationally oriented._ We have compiled a
scatalog that identifies necessary RO:and SRO.knowledges. Experienced SR0's
have-reviewed this. catalog for completeness and have rated each knowledge for- ,

importance. This catalog _will be published this spring and can-be made Point; 1
- Beach : specific _ in the future based.upon WEPC0 input. . The real key in this 1
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-2- February 1, 1985-Mr. Carl Gray _

,'e

A second issue that parallels the importance of and need for your input.intof
the facility requalification training program is the need for your input and

,

comments on NRC's proposed rules and proposed Regulatory Guides. You have
~

the opportunity to comment on the current NRC propostis to change the .
licensing process. To encourage your comments, copies of these proposals
have been mailed directly.to you. Your comments can be.provided directly to'.
NRC or to your training department for preparation of a consolidated WEPC0
response. We have set up a program to provide each individual. consenting
with a copy of the final rules and a letter that discusses the resolution of
the comments submitted to the NRC.

The third issue was the role of the resident inspector following a
requalification_ exam. I agree that resident inspectors should not approach
individual operators who " failed" the NRC requalification exam to ask what
actions are going to be taken against them. The appropriate action is to
verify with the training staff that the actions called for in the utilities'
approved Requalification Training Program is followed. This was discussed
with Region III management and should be the appropriate action followed in
the future.

Another area of agreement was that the-NRC inspection or audit program should
have the flexibility to concentrate on the facilities that have demonstrated
poorer performance. The current audit program has that flexibility in that-
the guidance to the Regional Administrators.is to audit average performers.
once every two years, to-audit below average performers once every year and

~

.to audit the above average performer once every three' years, depending upon
,

- the availability of resources. -Above average performance for this area is '

Category 1 SALP ratings or INP0~ Accreditation.
;

We agreed that the NRC's requalification audit exam at Ginna was not
administered in accordance with the current guidance for.that program. Both
Region I management and Headquarters have taken steps to ensure that future n ,

requalification programs are consistent with the guidelines. -

LWe-also agreed on the value of plant specific simulators in training and
'

requalification programs. As you will note in the proposed rule changes. the , ,

NRC also recognizes the benefits of evaluating individuals in tho environment ,

in which they would be expected to perform. Accordingly, we-have proposed ;

that each. license candidate demonstrate, on a simulation facility, the . .

- ' ability to operate a nuclear power plant. Because of your strong support for
a simualtor, I;am sending a copy fo this letter to WEPCO management.so that

x they are aware of your support, you may wish to amplify.-

:,
,
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Mr. Carl Gray -3- February 1, 1985.

Again. I thank you for the opportunity to meet with you and share our ideas
on the Operator Licensing Program. I'd also like to share one final area of
agreement. Namely, it can be cold and snowy in Wisconsin in the winter. I
look forward to'seeing the beauty of your area in the sumer.

Sincerely,

Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director
Division of Human Factors Safety
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: C. W. Fay
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February 1,1985

Mr. Michael Wagner
Operating Supervisor
Point Beach tiuclear Plant
6610 fiuclear Road
Two Rivers, Wisconsi 54241

Dear !!r. Wagner:

Thank you for meeting with Bruce Boger, Joe McMillen (RIII), and myself at
the Point Beach tiuclear Power Plan on January 16, 1985. I found the meeting
to be a very valuable meeting in that it provided me with an opportunity to
hear your concerns about the fiRC Requalification Audit Program and to
identify many of our ongoing efforts to improve the Operator Licensing
Program.

While I noted the high level of your frustration with the current program, I
do believe that we agreed on a number of key issues that should not only help
reduce that frustration, but also contribute to enhanced plant operations.
The first issue was the importance of and the need for input into the
licensed cperator requalification training program by experienced shift
superintendents. What action can you take to address this issue? Inform
your managcment of your willingness to identify your crew's training needs
sufficiently in advance of the scheduled training so that learning objectives
(e.g., ones that both you and your training staff agree are appropriate to
address the training needs) and training programs can be developed
by the training staff. As we discussed at our meeting, thi is not to say
that other inputs for the requalification training program, uch as operating
events at other reactors, new !!RC requircnents, etc., should be excluded, but

| you should work with the training staffs to get these needs addressed in a
! performance oriented context. For ny part, I have asked Bruce Boger, Acting
{ Branch Chief, Operator Licensing Branch, to reaffirm to each region our

intention that the requalification audit examinations prepared and
administered by fiRC are not to be " repeats" of the initial licensing
examination. These examinations should be more operationally oriented and,
where they exist, based on the knowledge, skills, and abilities identified in
the learning objectives of the utility requalification program. Even though
the fiRC has resource constraints and hRC regulations must be met in order to
have your licenses renewed, the requalification training effort should be
geared toward addressing agreed upon needs.

In this regard, the efforts WEPC0 has taken to achieve IfiPO accreditation
should significantly assist their efforts. The fiRC is also taking steps to
make our examinations more operationally oriented. We have compiled a
catalog that identifies necessary R0 and SRO knowledges. Experienced SRO's
have reviewed this catalog for completeness and have rated each knowicdge for
importance. This catalog will be published this spring and can be made Point
Beach specific in the future based upon WEPC0 input. The real key in this
nrna ic cinw enmmienrinn sn+=nn y , ,na ym,# tv g n4 g s g t- m,t Me
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-2-Mr. Michael Wagner February 1,1985

A second issue that parallels the importance of and need for your input into
the facility requalification training program is the need for your input and
comments on NRC's proposed rules and proposed Regulatory Guides. You have
the opportunity to comment c' the current NRC proposals to change the
licensing process. To encourage yot.r coments, copics of these proposals
have been mailed directly to you. Your coments can be provided directly to
NRC or to your training department for preparation of a consolidated WEPCO
response. We have set up a program to provide each individual commenting
with a copy of'the final rules and a letter that discusses the resolution of
the comments submitted to the NRC.

The third issue was the role of the resident inspector following a
requalification exam. I agree that resident inspectors should not aaproach
individual operators who " failed" the NRC requalification exam to asc what
actions are going to be taken against them. The appropriate action is to
verify with the training staff that the actions called for in the utilities'
approved Requalification Training Program is followed. This was discussed
with Region III management and should be the appropriate action folicwed in
the future.

Another area of agreement was that the 14RC inspection or audit program should
have the flexibility to concentrate on the facilities that have demonstrated
poorer performance. The current audit program has that ficxibility in that
the guidance to the Regional Administrators is to audit average performers
once every two years, to audit below average performers once every year and
to audit the above average performer once every three years, deacnding upon
the availability of resources. Above average performance for t11s area is
Category 1 SALP ratings or Il4PO Accreditation.

We agreed that the NRC's requalification audit exam at Ginna was rot
administered in accordance with the current guidance for that program. Both
Regio'n I' management and lleadquarters have taken steps to ensure that future
requalification programs are consistent with the guidelines.

We.also agreed on the value of plant specific simulators in training and
requalification programs. As you will note in the proposed rule changes, the
NRC also recognizes the benefits of evaluating individuals in the environment
in_which they would be expected to perform. Accordingly, we have proposed
that each license candidate demonstrate, on a simulation facility, the
ability to operate a nuclear power plant. Because of your strong support for
a simualtor, I am sending a copy fo this letter to WEPC0 management so that
they are aware of your support, you may wish to ar.'plify.

.

................... ..................... " " . " " . . . . . . . * " " ."*' "..... ' " '.* "."".*""*"."" " " . * " " " " " " * " '."""'"*"*"*

. . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' . . .........."." " " " ""........'.""" "".""" """." "."""."n.""" " " " " * " . " " * . "
..... "............ .

OATE)
.................. ..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

NRC FORM 3te ttoison.rtcM 0240 OFFICIAL RECORD COPY._ * u.s. apo sm-4aa.m
" mwan - . n n _ _ n / n u. --awnn.-2mmyn~



-e

;g im ge:S g -v wm vn-~ ro:h V 229 tSY WW M y

-3- February 1,1985Mr. Michael Wagner

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to meet with you and share our ideas
on the Operator Licensing Program. I'd r'.so like to share one final area of
agreement. Namely, it can be cold and snowy in Wisconsin in the winter. '

look forward to seeing the beauty of your area in the sumer.

Sincerely,

g', ,na ti- 9 U!
, ,i ' ' " '- 7 " Lll, 31.

Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director
Division of Human Factors Safety
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: C. W. Fay .
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February 1, 1985

Mr. Andy Shediosky
Operating Supervisor
Point Beach Nucicar Plant
6610 Nuclear Road
Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241

Dear Hr. Shedlosky:

Thank you for meeting with Bruce Boger, Joe McMillen (RIII), and myself at
the Point Beach Nuclear Power Plan on January 16, 1985. I found the neeting
to be a very valuable meeting in that it provided me with an opportunity to
hear your concerns about the NRC Requalification Audit Program and to
identify many of our ongoing efforts to improve the Operator Licensing
Program.

While I noted the high level of your frustration with the current program, I
do believe that we agreed on a number of key issues that should not only help
reduce that frustration, but also contribute to enhanced plant operations.
The first issue was the importance of and the need for input into the
' licensed operator requalification training program by experienced shift
superintendents. What action can you take to address this issue? Inform
your management of your willingness to identify your crew's training needs
sufficiently in advance of the scheduled training so that learning objectives
(e.g., ones that both you and your training staff agree are appropriate to
address the training needs) and training programs can be developed
by the training staff. As we discussed at our meeting, this is not to say
that other inputs for the requalification training program, such as operating
events _at other reactors, new NRC requirements, etc., should be excluded but
you should work with the training staffs to get these needs addressed in a
performance oriented context. For my part, I have asked Bruce Boger, Acting
Branch Chief, Operator Licensing Branch, to reaffirm to each region our
intention that the requalification audit examinations prepared and
administered by NRC are not to be " repeats" of the initial licensing
examination. These exam W tions should be more operationally oriented and,
where they exist, based on the knowledge, skills, and abilities identified in
the learning objectives of the utility requalification program. Even though
the NRC has resource constraints.and NRC regulations must be met in order to-
have your licenses renewed, the requalification training effort should be
geared toward addressing agreed upon needs.

in this regard, the efforts WEPC0 has taken to achieve INP0 accreditetion
should significantly assist their efforts. The NRC is also taking steps to
make our examinations more operationally oriented. .He have compiled a
catalog that identifies necessary R0 and SR0 knowledges. Experienced SRO's
have reviewed this catalog for completeness and have rated each knowledge for
importance. This catalog will be published this spring and can be made Point
Beach specific in the future based upon WEPCO input. The real key in this
....u n.. -.a.+<- u.- ...a -..+.n<_ ~,.._++a
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-2-Mr. Andy Shediosky February 1,1985

A second issue that parallels the importance of and need for your input into
the facility rcqualification training program is the need for your input and
ccoments on f;RC's proposed rules and proposed Regulatory Guides. You have
the opportunity to corrient on the current !!RC proposals to change the
licensing process. To encourage your coments, copies of these proposals
have been mailed directly to yor Your comments can be provided directly to
HRC or to your training department for preparation of a consolidated WEPC0
response. We have set up a program to provide each individual commenting
with a copy of the final rules and a letter that discusses the resolution of
the coments submitted to the fiRC.

The third issue was the role of the resident inspector following a
requalification exam. I agree that resident inspectors should not approach
individual operators who " failed" the HRC requalification exam to ask what
actions are going to be taken against them. The appropriate action is to
verify with the training staff that the actions called for in the utilities'
approved Requalification Training Program is followed. This was discussed
with Region III management and should be the appropriate action followed in
the future.

Another area of agreement was that the f;RC inspection or audit program should
have the flexibility to concentrate on the facilities that have demonstrated
poorer performance. The current audit program has that flexibility in that
the guidance to the Regional Administrators is to audit average performers
once every two years, to audit below average performers once every year and
to audit the above average performer once every.three years, depending upon
the availability of re' sources. Above average performance for this area is
Category 1 SALP ratings or IliP0 Accreditation.

We agreed that the fiRC's requalification audit exam at Ginna was not
administered in accordance with the current guidance for that program. Both
Region I management and Headquarters have taken stcps to ensure that future
requalification programs are consistent with the guidelines.

We also agreed on the value of plant specific simulators in training and
requalification prcgrams. As you will note in the proposed rule changes..the
f;RC also recognizes the benefits of evaluating individuals in the environment
in which they would be expected to perform. Accordingly, we have pronosed
that each license candidate demonstrate, on a simulation facility, the
ability to operate a nuclear power plant. because of your strong support for
a sinualtor, I am sending a copy fo this letter to WEPC0 management so that
they are aware of your su,vort, you may wish to amplify.

" ' * * > .................. ..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... ....................
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Mr. Andy Shediosky_ February 1, 1985

-

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to meet with you and share our ideas
on the Operator Licensing Program. I'd also like to share one final area of
agreement. -Namely, it can be cold and snowy in Wisconsin in the winter.- I
look forward to seeing _ the beauty of your area in the sununer.

Sincerely.
Ori: M '"i nad by .

Hugh L Thompson,Jr.

Hugh L. Thomp::ca, Jr., Director
Division of Human Factors Safety
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: C. W. Fay
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February 1, 1985

fir. Tom Garot
Duty Shift Superintendent
Point Beach huclear Plant
6610 Nucicar Road
Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241

Dear f( . Garot:

Thank you for meeting with Bruce Boger, Joe ficMillen (RIII), and myself at
the Point Beach Nuclear Power Plan on January 16, 1985. I found the meeting
to be a very valuabic meeting in that it provided ne with an opportunity to
hear your concerns about the NRC Requalification Audit Program and to
identify many of our ongoing efforts to improve the Operator Licensing
Program.

While I noted the high level of your frustration with the currem. program, I
do believe that we agreed on a number of key issues that should not only help
reduce that frustration, but also contribute to enhanced plant opcrations.
The first issue was the importance of and the need for input into the
licensed operator requalification training program by experienced shift
superintendents. What action can you take to address this issue? Inform
your management of your willingness to identify your crew's training needs
sufficiently in advance of the scheduled training so that learning objectives
(e.g., ones that both you and your training staff agree are appropriate to
address the training needs) and training programs can be developed
by the training staff. As we discussed at our meeting, this is not to say
that other inputs for the requalification training program, such as operating
events at other reactors, new NRC requirements, etc., should be excluded, but
you should work with the training staffs to get these needs addressed in a
performance oriented context. For my part, I have asked Bruce Doger, Acting
Branch Chief, Operator Licensing Branch, to reaffirm to each region our
intention that the requalification audit examinations prepared and
administered by liRC are not to be " repeats" of the initial licensing
examination. These examinations should be rorc operationally oriented and,
where they exist, based on the knowledge, skills, and abilities identified in
the learning objectives of the utility requalification program. Even though
the NRC has resource constraints and ERC regulations must be met in order to
have your licenses renewed, the requalification training effort should be
geared toward addressing agreed upon needs.

In this regard, the efforts WEPLO has taken to achieve INPG accreditation
should significantly assist their efforts. The tiRC is also taking steps to
make our examinations more operationally oriented. We have compiled a
catalog that identifies neccssary R0 and SR0 knowledges. Experienced SR0's
have reviewed this catalog for completeness and have rated cach knowledge for
importance. This catalog will be published this spring and can be made Point
Beach speciiic in the future based upon WEPC0 input. The real key in this
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2- February 1, 1985-

Mr. Tom Garot
,

A second issue that parallels the importance of and need for your input into
the facility requalification training program is the need for your input and
comments on NRC's proposed rules and proposed Regulatory Guides. You have
the opportunity to comment on the current NRC proposals to change the
licensing process. To encourage your convents, copies of these proposals
have been mailed directly to you. Your comments can be provided directly to
NRC or to your training department for preparation of a consolidated WEPC0
response. We have set up a progran to provide cach individual commenting
with a copy of the final rules and a letter that discusses the resolution of
the cornents s;bmitted to the NRC.

The third issue was the role of the resident inspector following a
requalification exam. I agree that resident inspectors should not cpproach
individual operators who " failed" the NRC requalification exan to ask what
actions are going to be taken against them. The appropriate action is to
verify with the training staff that the actions called for in ti;e utilities'
approved Requalification Training Program is followed. This was discussed
with Region III management and should be the appropriate action fol % ed in
the future.

Another area of agreement was that the NRC inspection or audit progran should
have the flexibility to concentrate on the facilities that have demonstrated
poorer performance. The current audit program has that flexibility in that
the guidance to the Regional Administrators is to audit average performers
once every two years, to audit below average performers once every year and
to audit the above average performer ence every three years, depending upon
the availability of resources. Above average performance for this area is
Category 1 SALP ratings or INP0 Accreditation.

We agreed that the NRC's requalification audit exam at Ginna was not
administered in accordance with the current guidance for that program. Both
Region I management and Headquarters have taken steps to ensure that future
requalification programs are consistent with the guidelines.

We also agreed on the value of plant specific simulators in training and
requalification programs. As you will note in the proposed rule changes, the
NRC also recognizes the benefits of evaluating individuals in the environment
in which they would be expected to perform. Accordingly, we have proposed
that each license candidate demonstrate, on a simulation facility, the
ability to operate a nuclear power plant. Because of your strong support for
a simualtor, I am sending a ccpy fo this letter to UEPC0 managencnt so that
they are aware of your support, you may wish to amplify.
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Hr. Tom Garot -3- February 1, 1985

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to meet with you and share our ideas
on the Operator Licensing Program. I'd also like to share one final arca of
agreement. Namely, it can be cold and snowy in Wisconsin in the winter. I
look forward to seeing the beauty of your area in the sumer.

Sincerely.
Ori. " '*ip a0 Ly
Hugh L Thompan,Jr.

Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director
Division of Human Factors Safety
Office of ttuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: C. W. Fay
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# Mr. Ken Draska

Duty Shift Superintendent
Point Beach t4uclear Plant
6610 liuclear Road
Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241

Dear Mr. Draska:

-Thank you for meeting with Bruce Boger, Joe !!cMillen (RIII), and myself at
the Point Beach hucicar Power Plan on January 16, 1985. I found the meeting
to be a very valuable meeting in that it provided me with an opportunity to
hear your concerns about the 11RC Requalification Audit Program and to
identify many of our ongoing efforts to improve the Operator Licensing
Program.

While I noted the high level of your frustration with the current program, I
do believe that we agreed on a number of key issues that should not only help
reduce that frustration, but also contribute to enhanced plant operations.
The first issue was the importance of and the need for input into the
licensed operator requalification training program by experienced shift
superintendents. What action.can you take to address this issue? Inform
your managcuent of your willingness to identify your crew's training needs
sufficiently in advance of the scheduled training so that learning objectives
(e.g., ones that both you and your training staff agree are appropriate to
address the training needs) and training programs can be developed
by the training staff. As we discussed at our meeting, this is not to say ,

that other inputs for the requalification training program, such as operating'
. events at other reactors, new liRC requirements, etc., should be excluded, but
you should work with the training staffs to get these needs addressed in a
performance oriented context. For my part, I have asked Bruce Ecgcr, Acting
Branch Chief, Operator 1.icensing Branch, to reaffirn to each region our
intention that the requalification audit examinations prepared and
administered by liRC are not to be " repeats" of the initial licensing
examination. These examinations should be more operationally oriented and,
where they exist, based on the knowledge, skills, and abilities identified in
the learning objectives of the utility requalification prograu. Even though
the tiRC has resource constraints and flRC regu,lations must be met in order to
have your licenses renewed, the requalification training effort should be
geared toward addressing agreed upon needs.

In this regard, the efforts WEPC0 has taken to achieve ItiP0 accreditation
should significantly assist their efforts. The flRC is also taking steps to
make our examinations more operationally oriented. We have compiled a
catalog that identifics necessary R0 and SR0 knowledges. Experienced SR0's
have reviewed this catalog for completeness and have rated each knowledge for
importance. This catalog will be published this spring and can be nade Point,

Beach specific in the future based upon WEPC0 input. The real key in this!
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A second issue that parallels the importance of and need for your input into
the facility requalification training program is the need for your input and
corxients on NRC's proposed rules and proposed Regulatory Guides. You have
the opportunity to coment on the current NRC proposals to change the
licensing process. To encourage your comments, copies of these proposals
have been mailed directly to you. Your comments can be provided directly to
NRC or to your training department for preparation of a consolidated WEPC0
response. We have set up a program to provide each individual corrcenting
with a ccpy of the final rules and a letter that discusses the resolution of
the comments submitted to the NRC.

The third issue was the role of the resident inspector following a
requalification exam. I agree that resident inspectors should not approach
individual operators who " failed" the NRC requalification exam to ask what
actions are going to be taken against them. The appropriate action is to
verify with the training staff that the actions called for in the utilitics'
approved Requalification. Training Program is followed. This was discussed
with Region III management and should be the appropriate action followed in
the future.

Another area of agreement was that the !!RC inspection or audit program should
have the flexibility to concentrate on the facilities that have demonstrated
poorer performance. The current audit program has that flexibility in that
the guidance to the Regional Administrators is to audit average performers
once every two years, to endit below average performers once every year and
to audit the above average performer once every three years, depending upon
the availability of resources. Above average performance for this area is
Category 1 SALP ratings or INFO Accreditation.

We agreed that the NRC's requalification audit exam at Ginna was not
administered in accordance with the current guidance for that program. Both
Region I management and Headquarters have taken steps to ensure that future
requalification programs are consistent with the guidelines.

We also agreed on the value of plant specific simulators in training and
requalification programs. As you will note in the proposed rule changes, the
NRC also recognizcs the benefits of evaluating individuals in the environment
in which they would be expected to perform. Accordingly, we have proposed
that each license candidate demonstrate, on a simulation facility, the
ability to operate a nuclear power plant. Because of your strong support for
a situaltor, I am sending a copy fo this letter to WEPC0 management so that
they are aware of your support, you n.ay wish to amplify.
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Again, I thank you for the opportunity to meet with you and share our ideas-
on the Operator Licensing Program. I'd also like to share one final area of.
agreement. Namely, it can be cold and snowy in Wisconsin in the winter. I
look forward to seeing the beauty of your area in the supuner.

Sincerely,
' Original Signed bp
Hv% L P =. .:.7 sr.

Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director-

Division of Human Factors Safety
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: C. W. Fay
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