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Examination Summary
- ¢ Reactor Operator (RO) examinations

were administered to three candidates. Senior Reactor Operator
(SRO) examinations were administered to focu~- RO-Instant
candidates and three SRO-Upgrade candidates. A Senior Reactor
Operator Limited to Fuel Handling examination was given to one
candidate. A requalification re-take examination (Job
Performance Measures (JPMs) portion) was given to one operator
and a requalification examination was given to one SRO Limited to
Fuel Handling.

Results: All individuals examined passed their respective
examination,
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The fellowing is a suwmary of the strengths and weaknesses noted
during the performance of this examination.

Strengths:

0 Crew communications during dynamic simulator scenarios.
(For detcile se2e Section 3¢.)

Keaknesses:

© Lack of familiarity with location of in-plant components

during JPM walkthroughs. (For details see Section 3b.)
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Ligense Training Program Observations

The ‘nitial license training program appears to be
functioning well as evidenced Ly the 100% pass rate.
Candidates appeared well prepared for the examipation.
Training department personnel were responsive to the needs
of license candidates and in assistirg the NRC in developing
this examination.

The requalification program was not evaluated due tc the
snall wample size, The training department personnel
responsible for preparing and conducting this examination
wore excellent at giving cues even when the cperators made
errors,

The following inforration from both the initial examinations
and the requalification examinations is provided for
evaluation by the licensee via their SAT based training
program. No response is required,

a. Written Examination

strength:

0 The pre-exam review was thorough, There were no
post examination comments.

Weaknegsey:

o There was an identifled weakness in knowledge of

administrative daily exposure limits. Two of
three RO candidates chose incorrect (non-
conservative) values for Radiation Work Permit
(RWP) daily exposure limits at LaSalle.

b. Job Performance Measures (JPMs)
Strengths:

0 All candidates successfully performed all JPMs on
the examination.

Weaknessges:

0 While performing JPMs in the plant it was noted
that some SRO~Instant (SRNI) candidates were not
familiar with some component locations. For
example, three of four SRO[ candidatec haa



difficulty locating E12-F063C and E12-F388C

(CY and LPCI cross-connect valves) when they were
directed to lineup CY to LPCI "“C" as an alternate
injectior aystem, One SRO! candidate stated he
had not spent much time in the plant.

© Several SRO candidates were slow in making
Protective Action Recommerdations during a
simulated GSEP event. One SRO candidaie stated
that this area of training had not been
enphasized.

¢,  Dynamic Simulator Scenarios
§trengths:

All candidates displayed excellent communications
skills during the dynamic sce. aios. BSRO
candidates kept their crews informed of plant
status and their intended recovery actions. All
candidates used the "closed-~loop" method of
communications, repeating back orders and
acknow.edging verbal responses. 1t is noteworthy
that proper three-way communications never broke
down, even during the most intensive parts of the
dynamic scenarios.

Weaknesses:
0 There were no major weaknesses noted in this area.
4.  General
a. Training
0 Training department personnel were professional

and conscientious in execution of their duties and
responsibilities. Their assistance in dry-runiing
the dynawic scenarios and their sugcestions for
improvements contributed to the overall exam
quality. One item that needed clarification was
the difference between the simulator performance
during the dry-run scenarios and the actual
examination scenarios. The simulator operators
had inserted a batch file into the computer
program during the scenario dry-run wi.ch caused
decay heat to be extremely high. When the
examination was conducted, this batch file was not
inserted, leading to differing results. The
simulator should not be changed between the dry-
run and actual examination.




9.

The facility’s detailed written examination review
resulted in many good comments; most were
incorporated into the exam before it was
administered.

b. Cperations, Security, Rad Protection, Other

o

Operations, Security, and Rad Protection personnel
were professional and ccurteous. Operations
personnel assisted in the review of the written
examination. Their effort in this area was
significant,

The power block appeared clean and well lighted,
especially for an outage.

During the operating test, a candidate attempting
to determine reactor vessel level from outside the
control room was directed by LOA-AP-08 "Loss of
All AC Power" to the local instrument racks in the
reactor building, 761’ level. The candidate
stated that the local instruments at that location
had been removed recently, but the procedure he
was using (TSC copy) had not been updated. A
followup inspection by the examiner determined the
candidate was correct and the procedure was in
error.

A CECo employee was observed jumping over a radcon
barrier from a clean area into an RCA. Although
this is not a radiological control problem, it is
a personnel safety concern and demcnstrates a lack
of professionalism. This was an isolated incident.

Simulator Observations

Simulator discrepancies were identified. These
discrepancies are noted in Enclosure 3,

Exit Meeting

An exit meating was held at the LaSalle County Station,
in the new service buildirg, on October 29, 1992,

Those attending tl.e meetings are listed in Section 2 of
this report. The following items were discussed during
the exit meeting:

0

0

Strengths and weaknesses noted in this report.

The general observations relating to the plant
noted in section 4.
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