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NRC Administered Requa ri Weeks of
b 24, and March 2, 199 0-498/0L 92-01;
50-499/0( 92-01)

NRC administered requalification examinations to 12 senior reactor operators
(SRO) and 16 reactor operators (RO) licensed to operate the STP facility. One
SRO and | RO had taken and passed a complete requalification examination
previously and were examined only as a part of their respactive shift crews.
A1l licensed operators and crews passed all portions of the examination. The
facility licensee's requalification program was evaluated as satisfactory.

NRC observed improvements in areas wherein weaknesses were previously
reported. The only area of aprv+~t de line was on the walkthrough
examinations. This was prev! ‘eported as a strong point, but a number of
scattered single job perfors . ..asure (JPM) failures occurred during these
examinations. However, no , neric weakness was evident, Notable improvement
was observed in the areas of crew communication, emergency operating

procedure (EOP) implementation, written examination material development, and
correction of previously identified procedural weaknesses. Minor procedural
discrepancies were found during the preparation ¢nd administration of the
examinations and were promptly addressed by the facility staff,
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Just prior to administration of this portion, it was noted by the facility
training staff that certain previously selected JPMs administratively required
two operators to perform the task. In all cases, the tasks involved manual
starting of an emergency diesel generator. These were replaced with other
JPMs focusing on electrical distribution or other diesel operations.

3.2.4 Observed Operator Performance
3.2.4.1 Performance Weaknesses

There were no specific generic weaknesses observed in operator performance.
Operators had the mest difficulty correctly performing JPMs which only
required verification of plant conditions for specific events or situations.
Additionally, the most often missed JPM followup questions focused on either
electrical systems or Technical Specification interpretation., However,
neither of these performance weaknesses were sufficiently extensive to be
considered as generic weaknesses.

In the simulator, some operators were observed operating the "Acknowledge, "
"tilence," and "Reset" annunciator pushbuttons simultaneously before actually
looking at the anaunciator windows to determine new or cleared alarm
conditions., MHowever, all emergent conditions appeared tn be identified in a
timely manner.

3.2.4.2 Crew Communications

Crew communications during the simulator portion of the operating examination
were notably improved over that observed in several past evaluations. In
general, communications were clear, precise, and promptly acknowledged.
However, it was noted that little information was passed over the p.ant
announcement system even after signification events wuich could affect the
safety of personnel in the plant.

3.2.4.3 Emergency Plan Implementation

The 5R0Os made accurate and timely emergency action level (EAL)
classifications. Emergency Plan implementation was only taken to the point o
declaring the event classification. The scenarios covered a variety of
conditions requirin? EAL classification up to and including Site Area
Emergency levels. The chief examiner noted to the facility training staff
that a plant wide announcement of a Site Area Emergency should be accompanied
immediately wilh instructions to personnel on site concerning sheltering or
evacuation,

3.2.4.4 Procedures

Procedural weaknesses observed in the last requalification examination had
been addressed and similar performance errors resulting therefrom did not
recur. During this evaluation minor procedural weaknesses were noted in the
following areas:
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3.3 Program fvaluation Criteria and Process

The evaluation of the fnct11t‘ licensee requalification program was made using
the guidance and criteria of NUREG-1021, ES-601, Revision 6. The areas that
were evaluated included examination materials development, a comparison of NRC
and facility grading, facility evaluator performance, crew performance, and
individua)l operator performance. A1l areas wers judged to be satisfactory.

3.4 i i r

An exit meeting was held with the following persons in attendance:

NRC

J. Pellet
S. McCrory
R. tvans
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. Hall
Wisenburg
Midkiff
McCallum
Weldon
Graham
Ayala

Dally

. Chakravorty
. Covell
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The chief examiner presented the preliminary program evaluation results and a
summary of the evaluation of the various aspects of the examination
development and admic’:tretion. The preliminary evaluation of the facility
licensee requalification program was satisfactory. Facility management was
commended for the success achieved during this examination, but was cautioned
not to relax the current level of attention sirce maintaining a high level of
?erf$ra|nco requires as much effort as that needed to attain the performance
evel.

3.5 Simulation Facility Report

Minur simulator ma’ “unctions or fidelity problems were noted during the
conduct of the examination. These were noted by the facility staff for
future action and are reported in the attached fidelity report.






