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~ Carolina Power & Light Company =
. ATTN: Mr. N. B. Bessac; Manager -
.. Nuclear Generation .
" 336 Fayetteville Street

 Baleigh, North Carolina - 27602 T
Cox S S S Y o 1
- Gentlemen: | N . L
e : S A R A i
. By letter dated November 9,:1973, this office sent to you a Ci
request for additional information to aid us in our review of. L
the proposed H. B. Robinson, Unit No. 2, Operator Retraining . = ./

Tre v

Novemb¥#r~23, 1973, along with an- attschment providing answers

to our questions. Our review of .this additional material '
~ indicates we need additional information regarding the two s
- 1tems listed below. SRS o C K,f :

Program. 'Your ¥esponse was to submit a revised proposal dated

H

1. -There ‘appears to be an inconsistency with respect to
 the criteria for lecture attendance. At the top pf
page 3 of your revised program, you indicate thag,gh
-operator who scores less than 85% on a section of ‘the
-annual ‘comprehensive examination will not ‘be exéhb@:
from -the lectuxe'serigs on‘that'section.ngowevqr;ﬁﬂn :
- response to question 5 in our request for additional’
~ information you indicated that CP&L intended to givel
topical examinations. and that the'criperia.forgFAQ: B
additional training in that area will be deternined;
by the training coordinator if the licensed ogéra@br ,
‘ receives less than 70% on that examination: Please T
+ -~ clarify the acceptance of two -levels of understanding o
. for the same subject material. . We believe that if a - AN
. category grade of less thar 85% requires attendance in .\
-8 particular lectures series, then an opefat¢r/shquld
. demonstrate an improvement to-at least that level of - . o
understanding (85%) on a topical examination to provide -

' evidence that the lectures vere effective: . -, ... . _,'ﬁ

Your | ' S ' A

2: Your response to question 8 in our request. for additional : . ¥
information indicates that it 1s not the ‘intention of L

e

'CP&L that each licensed operator will be given'an oral . . v
'examinatiop,at least once during each two-year licensed :

interval. Considering this response and our review of

your proposed program, it is not clear how the requirement _
. for éystematic observation and. evaluation of the performance
- and competency of licensed personnel, as stated in paragraph he

.of Appendix A of 10 Part 55, uill be met~—DPlease provide

’ ' this information. | I
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In order that ve’ may expedite our. review and approval of ‘the
B CP&L Operator Requalification. Program, please Submit the requested
B information by January 31, l97h :

R wnedrid .

,'_-;\ - '- s i Siﬂcerely: ’

o L URIGINAL SIGNED BX

T TR S A i’ COLLJNS

»Paul F. Collins, Chief

Operator Licensing Branch,
Directorate of Licensing
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UNITED STATES
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545

Docket No. 50-261 JAN 2 W74

Carolina Power & Light Company
ATTN: Mr. N. B. Bessac, Manager
Nuclear Generation

336 Fayetteville Street
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Gentlemen:

By letter dated November 9, 1973, this office sent to you a request
for additional information to aid us in our review of the proposed
H. B. Robinson, Unit No. 2, Operator Retraining Program. Your
response was to submit a revised proposal dated November 23, 1973,
along with an attachment providing answers to our questions. Our
review of this additional material indicates we need additional
information regarding the two items listed below.

1. There appears to be an inconsistency with respect to
the criteria for lecture attendance. At the top of
page 3 of your revised program, you indicate that an
operator who scores less than 85% on a section of the
annual comprehensive examination will not be exempt
from lecture series on that section. However, in
response to question 5 in our request for additional
information you indicated that CP&L intended to give
topical examinations and that the criteria for
additional training in that area will be determined
by the training coordinator if the licensed operator
receives less than 70% on that examination. Please
clarify the acceptance of two levels of understanding
for the same subject material. We believe that if a
category grade of less than 85% requires attendance in
a particular lectures series, then an operator should
demonstrate an improvement to at least that level of
understanding (85%) on a topical examination to provide
evidence that the lectures were effective.

2. Your response to question 8 in our request for additional
information indicates that it is not the intention of
CP&L that each licensed operator will be given an oral
examination at least once during each two-year licensed
interval. Considering this response and our review of
your proposed program, it is not clear how the requirement
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for systematic observation and evaluation of the performance
and competency of licensed personnel, as stated in paragraph
ke of Appendix A of 10 CFR Part 55, will be met. Please
provide this information.

In order that we may expedite our review and approval of the CP&L
Operator Requalification Program, please submit the requested
1nformatlon by January 31, 197k4.

Slncerely,

S (U

Paul F. Collins, Chief
Operator Licensing Branch
Directorate of Licensing

ce: G. F. Trowbridge, Esquire
' Shaw, Pittman, Potts,
| Trowbridge & Madden
| 810 1T7th Street, N. W.
| Washington, D. C. 20006
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~ Docket No. 50-261

Carolina Power & Light COmpany
ATTN: Mr. N. B. Bessac, Manager
' HNuclear Generation .

336 Payetteville Street’ .
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Gentlemen.

By letter dated November 9, 1973, this office sent to you.a. request
" for additional information to aid us im our reviev of the proposed
- H. B. Robinson, Unit No. 2 Operator Retraining Program. Your
- response was to submit a revised proposal dated November 23, 1973,
along with an attachment providing answers to our questions. OQur
review of this additional material indicates we need additionsl
information regarding the two items 1isted below. :

1. There appears to be an inconsistency with respect to
‘the criteria for lecture attendance. At the top of
page 3 of your revised program, you indicate that an . :
operator who scores less than 85% on a section of the L
annual comprehensive examination will not be exempt '

. from. lecture series on that section. However, in
response to question 5 in our request for additional
information you indicated thet CP&L intended to give
topical examinations and that the. criteria for
additional tralning in that area will be determined
by the training coordinator if the licensed operator
receives less than 70% on that-examination. Please
clarify: ‘the acceptancggof..two levels of understandiﬁ@““
for the same subject material. We believe that if a .~ .
category grade of less than 85% requires attendance in’
& particular lectures- series, then an operator should
demonstrate .an improvement to at least. that level of
understanding (85%) on'a topical examination to provide
evidence that the lectures were effective. "
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2. Your response to question 8 in our request for additional S
information indicates that it is not the intention. of | ‘r; :
CP&L that each licensed. operator will be given an nral G \
examination at least once: ‘during each wwo-year licensed e
interval. Considering this response and our- review of AT
your proposed program, it is not clear how the requirement k




-for systematic observation and evaluation of the performance.
~ and competency of licensed personnel, as stated in paragraph
~he of Appendix A of 10 CFR Part 55, will be met. Please

provide this infbrmation R

“In order that we may expedite our review and approval of the CP&L
Operator Requalification Program, please submit the requested
information by January 31, 197h

Sincerély, ‘

S o  OWONAL SIONED Y
A s SR o o ¢0111N§

o - o ‘Paul F. 00111ns, Chief -

- Operator Licensing Branch
Directorate of Licensing -

. ec:’ G. F. Trowbridge, Esquire
' Shaw, Pittman, Potts,
Trowbridge & Madden
910 1T7th Street, N. W. Co ' T
| Washington, D. C.. 20006 . .- [
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545

February 11, 1974 .

Carolina Power & Light Company
ATIN: E. E. Utley, Vice President
Bulk Power Supply Department
336 Fayetteville Street :
- Raleigh, North Carolina - 27602

Gentlemen:

RO Bulletins 73-3 and 74-3 and a letter from Donald J. Skovholt,
Assistant Director for Operating Reactors, summarized background
information on defective hydraulic shock suppressors (snubbers)
and described required inspection programs. It has come to our
attention that oil addition fittings (e.g., Alemite fitting) used
on snubbers contain seal materials which may deteriorate in a
high temperature environment and cause the loss of hydraulic
fluid. Replacement seals for these fittings may not normally

“be included in standard repair kits. ‘

0il addition'fittings should be carefully inspected during future
snubber survelllance and reriewed as appropriate.

Sincerely,

“Donald J-Skdvholt

Assistdnt Director
for Operating Reactors
Directorate of Licensing

cc: G. F. Trowbridge, Esquire
Shaw, Pittman, Potts, Trowbridge

and Madden A
910 - 17th Street, N. W.
Washington,-D. C. 20006

Hartville Memorial Library
Homes & Fifth Avenues
Hartville, South Carolina 29550
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