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Examination Summary

Examination administered on May 16-19, 1988, Report No. 50-440/0L-88-01.

Simulator and plant walkthrough evaluations were administered to seven Senior
Reactor Operators {SRO) and five Reactor Operators (RO). Written examinations
were administered to only six SROs and five ROs. One SRO was unable %o take
the written exam.

Results: The NRC passed all the SRUs and the ROs as individuals and as crews
during the examinaifons. The facility evaluators failed one of the

crews on the simulator evaluations and one of the SROs on the written
examination,
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REPORT DETAILS

Examiners

0.
G.
J.
J.

Hills, Chief Examiner
Nejfelt
Bjorgen
Keeton

Exit Meeting and Conference Call

At the conclusion of the examinations, an exit meeting was held on

May

20, 1988, to discuss the examination process and elicit initial

comments on the process. The results of the written exam were discussed
in a conference call on May 31, 1988, including a comparison of the
parallel grading process. The following personnel were present:

Facility Representatives

. Kaplan, Vice President, Nuclear
. Lyster, General Manger, Perry Plant Operating Department
. Stratman, Manager, Operations

. Buzzelli, Manager, Licensing and Compiiance
. Lazar, Unit Supervisor, Operatiors Training
. Persson, License Trairing Tnetructor
. Haskins, License Training Instructor

Wright, Chief, Operations Branch
Jordan, Chief, Operator Licensing Section 1
Burdick, Chief, Operator Licensing Section 2
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NRC Representatives

G.

M.

T.

*D. Hills, Chief Examiner
J. Bjorgen, Examiner

G. Nejfelt, Examiner

J. Keeton, Examiner

K

. Connaughton, Senior Resident Inspector

*Present for conference call. The following items were discussed:

The NRC passed all individuals and crews on the simulator and plant
walkthrough portion of the examination. The facility evaluators,
however, failed one of the crews. This indicated that the facility
evaluation criteria was at a higher leve) than the minimum required
safety standards required by the NRC. This is viawed positively as
applied to evaluation of the facility licensed operator
requalification program.
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The NRC passed a1l individuals on the written portion of the
examination, The facility evaluators failed one individual., A
comparison of NRC and tocility grading of this individual shows
close correspondence. The difference between the NRC and facility
pass/fail determination on this individual! was due to his marginal
performance on the written examination.

The facility !icensed operator requalification program passed all
evaluation criteria and was assigned an overall program rating
of satisfactory.

Program Deficiencies

a'

During development of the examinations, the facility representatives
indicated that trairning is not specifically provided in the licensed
operator requalification program on the ability to operate the
facility's auxiliary and emergency systems in the plant (i.e.

outside the control rvom) other than the remote shutdown panel.
racility representatives indicated that such operations are performed
by non-licensed operators and that these in-plant system operating
abilities are, therefore, not included in the licensed operatcr's jod
task analysis. This is considered & serious ro?ram deficiency

per 10 CFR 55.59(a)(ii), 55.45(a) and 55.45(a§(8,. It is NRC policy
that these tasks be included in the licensed operator's job task
analysis and that licansed operators receive training and be
evaluated during the regualification program on those tasks with
sufficiently high importance ratings,

During the administration of the simulator portion of the exs . the
NRC did not rotate the individuols in the Unit Supervisor and Shift
Supervisor positions, because the licensee's requalification

progran did not rotate individuals in these positions. The NRC
finds this practice to be a serious program deficiency. Moving from
the Unit Supervisor (US) position to the Shift Supervisor (SS)
position results in the S5 being one step removed from direct
involvement in licensed activities. The Unit Supervisor position on
the other hand is at the forefront of licensed activities, and from
a proficiency ana competency standpoint, examining the SS in this
position would be more meaningful and would more closely meet the
intent. of 10 CFR 55.45,



