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Moar Mr. Martin:

As reguested at the May 3, 1991 aeting with HRC Region |
staff, Attachments 1 and 2 provice our Justificat {fon for
Continuad Operation and a sumuary of NRC obuervat jone of
affoctive oparator perfoimance during the 1990199 ¢ ime
et fod Avtacimwent 3 provddes a4 1ist of corrective acl fons
and commitmeats nroposed by the New York Power Authority te
oenniare the cont inued salia opeatration of the facility

flarad on the assuvances and stservations ddentified in the
Attachwents, wo conolude that a suffictent nomber of licensned
parnonnel are and will remaln fally gualifisd to operste the
plant safely and protact the health and sofety of the publ i

Slonld vou have any additionnl guestfons, pleasa dn not
hesfvate (o contact us,

Very troly vourn,
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ATTACHMENT 1

James A, FitePatrick Licensed Opervator Requalification Training Program
Justification for Continued Operation

Description of Condition and Events:

Requaliyication examinations were administered by the facility to four operating
crews prior to the week of April 29, 1991 Al]l examinations were developed using
guidance provided in NUREG 1021 and were similar in scope and depth (o the
axaminatfons administered the week of April 29, Of the sixteon licensees
examined, four falled one or more portions of these examinations. These
individuals were restricted from licensed duties until they were successfully
reexamined.

During the week of April 29, 1991 the facility's licensed operator
requalification training program was determined to be unsatisfactory because 5 of
12 operators failed the written examination by the NRC's grading. One crew,
which included three of the operators who failed the wiitten examination, also
was found to be unsatisfactory during the simulator examination. Since two
thirds of the crews passed the simulator evaluation and 11 of 12 operators passed
the JPM evaluations, the other criteria for a satisfactory program were met. The
JAPNPP and NRC evaluators were in agreement with all examination results at the
time of the preliminary exit. Subsequent to the exit, an exam key clange
resulted in the faci{lity passing one of the five operators.

All five individuals who failed the examinat ion by the NRC's grading have been
restricted from performing licensed duties pending efther regrading or successful
reexamination in accordance with the regquirements of NUREG-1021. The operating
crews have been slightly restructured using the individuals who have passed the
facility or NRC administered examinations to support a five shift rotation rather
than the normal six shift rotation.

Requalification examinations were administered to the remaining lices
operators (primarily stafl licenses) the week of May 6, 1991, Three LI
failed the written portion of the examination. These (ndividuals | + f
restricted from licensed duties until they are successfully reexamine. o
accordance with ES-601,

Safety Significance und Justification for Continued Operation

There is reasonable assurance that a sufficlent number of )icensed operators are
fully qualified to safely operate the facility and protect the health and safety
of the public. This determination is bhased on the following:

1. The operators who failed one or more portions of the facility
administered/NRC observed svaluation and the written examinat ions
conducted subsequent to the unsatisfactory program evaluation have been
restricted from performing licensed duties until they have been
successfully reexamined in accerdance with NUREG-1021.

2. All operators on shift are fully qualified to perform their licensed
duties. All five crews have demonstrated thelr proficiency by passing
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oither a Power Authority or Power Authority/NRC administered
examination fn April or May of 199). Giading results for
requalificat ion examinalions have been consistent hotween the Authority
and the NRC. This indicates that the Anthority's stendards are
adequate to assure that operators who pass are qualified. In addition,
the ability of facility evaluators to evaluate operator performance was
noted as a strength by the NRC.

There are a sufficient number of qualified licensed operators and
non=licensed operators for a five shift rotation. The five shift
rotation regquires no overtime except for that normally required due to
vacations and {1lness. The shift rotation schedule conforms to the
overtime requirements in the FitzPatrick Technical Specifications and
provides ample time off for the operators.

Generic strengths noted by the NRC during the week of April 29, 199}
include use of normal and emergency procedures, effective teamwork and
communications skills, This (s consistent with the observat ions made
during the facility administered examinations.

The NRC passed all twelve Individuals during the iast Authority/NRC
administered examination in 1989,

The Authority's licensed operator requalification tralning program has
been accredited by INPO since 1986, This accredi{tat lon was renewed {r
1990 after intensive INPO review and evaluation,

Oparator response to actual plant abnormal conditions and translents
during the last requaiification cycle have been noted as strong by the
Plant Operations Review Committee (PORC). PORC made specific reference
to the effectiveness of simulacer training in preparing the operaters
for these events.

Plant operation at Fitzpatrick have been considernd a SALP | program by
the NRC over the past sevaral years. The NRC has also made numerous
observations concerning effective operator perfarmance in recent
inspections as described in Attachment 2.

Dynamic Simulator « Operator performance on this portion o the
examinat ion was generally satisfactory, The ahility of crews to
interact, diagnose and communicate was good, A weakness was identified
for three individuals in the use of EOP-3, "Failure to Scram".

Training program corrective action has been initiated.

Job Performance Measures - Operator performance in this portion of the
examinat ion was generally satisfactory. One individual of the
thirty-five examined to date failed this portion of the examination,
No corrective action is regquired heyond remediation of this individual.

Written examination = Opeiator performance on the written examinations
was unsatisfactory. JAFNPP svaluators have noted a failure rate of 26%
(6 of 23) on the facility administered examinations. During the week
of April 29, 199]1 the written examination failure rate was 42.5%  Our
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analysis of the examination administered the week of April 29 points to
the following contributing factors:

The written examinat ion may have had a disproport ionate number of
test items which required the use of facility printe. The
operator's ability to use the electrical prints in a timed
situation with accuracy appears to be & generic weakniss,

Only a qualitative time validation of the written examinat fon was
performed. The resulting examinations were too long. Facility
evaluators have historically provided licensess with a reasonable
amount of additional time to complete thelr written examinations
when the need was indicated. Additfonal time was also allowed and
provided when needed during the 1989 JAF/NRC requalificat ion
examination., During the week of April 29 the examinat ions were
picked up at the time limit based on a discussion with the NRC
lead examiner. Most operators stated that they were rushed to
complete the examinat lons within the tima limit,

Facility standard practice on static similator examinations had
been to allow the operators to familiarize themselves with plant
conditions for five minutes prior to heginning the examination,
During the week of April 29, this was not done because there was
no allowance for this {n NUREG-1021. Most operstors began on the
examination immediately, prior to fully assessing the conditions,
The facility feels that it {s appropriate to allow time to assess
the plant conditions and that this should be specifically
addressed in NUREG-1021,

The vast majority of test items on both part A and B .equired the
use of facility reference material to determine the answer. This
was inconsistent with current ES<601 guidance which expects that a
[significant] percentage of questions should he able to be
answered without use of a reference,

Other ~ Additional time constraints were placed on the facility
examination team due to a recent plant contamination event which

resulted in {mplementation of the site amergency plan and demanded

significant overtime, As a direct result there was a loss of
preparation/validation time for exam team members on both the facility

administered and NRC observed examinations. This facter ‘entributed to
inadequate time validation of the written examination,
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Attachment 2

Summary of NRC Ohserved Operator Performance 1990 - Present

Rout ine Inspection Report 91-01 Feb, 1 « March 16, 1991

"On February 28, the inspector observed a very well coordinated and
controlled response by the contral room operators, to & momentary loss of
the UPS. . Oparator performance was good over the period. Responses to
oparating events, an environmental qualification {ssue and {noperable
swergency sirens were proper and conservative "

Routine Inspection Report 90-09 Dec. 23, 1990 « Feb, 14, 1991

"Following the B recivculation pump trip on January 26 operators performed
woll and met the conditions for single loop operation. within the
technical specification limit. The inspector determined that operators
were familiar with the procedures for single loop operation. "

Rout ine Inspection Report 90-08 Nov. 4 « Dec. 22, 1990

"Control room operators continved to perform well during rout fne and scram
reacovery activities. Shift Supervisor control and monitoring was excellent
(during recovery from the December 12 reacter scram) ss was the flow of
information from the operators to the 88, Operators performed wel)
evaluating the feed system problems and regaining feed flow, without the
need of HPC1 or RCIC. ™

Routine Inspection Report 90-07 Sept. 2% - Nov, 5, 1990

"“fhe control room operators performed well during the degradation of plant
cooling water supply on October 19"

FOP Tnspection Report 9020 August 20 = 23, 1990

"Operators are kaowledgeable about where to enter and exit the procedures
. wconprios were designed to evaluate the EOPs and the operators ability
to utilize the procedures during various plant emergency conditions both
before and after a reactor scram. . .the operators effectively used the

EOPs ... The inspectors concluded that the EOPs provide strategies to both
mitigate plant emergencies and place the plant in a safe cond{tion and that
operators are adequately trained to utilize the EOPs. "

Routine Inspection Report 90«06 Ang. 12 « Sept. 22, 1990

"The inspector found that the operators performed well during startups,
shutdowns, surveillance testing and plant transients. Operators were
attentive to duty and maintained a questioning attitude during non-routine
evaluations.. operators performed well when the B recirculation pump
experienced an automatic run back to minimum speed. operators, engineers
and maintenance performed 4 correct and thorough evaluation of this
problem. "
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Summary of NRC Ohser ed Dperator Performance continued

Routine Inspection Report 0«08 July 1 « Aug. 11, 1990

"The inspector found that the operators were attentive to duty and

performad well during startups, shutdowns, survelllance testing, and power
change evaluations. NYPA performed the HPCL (njection test 1o the reactor

vessel very well, and the data analysis was proper and well documented.
The control room staff performed very well during the testing. Teamwork
was very evident when turbine speed docreased more than expected, the
resulting reactor vessel water level transient, if not properly handled,
could have caused a low level scram "

Outage Restart lnspection Report  90-#) June & - B, 1990

"Operators were knowledgeable of plant status and alarms (n the control

room. The team determined that all licensed and non<licensed aperators had

received (modification) training. The team questioned on shift licensed
operators concerning selected modifications. They understood the
modificat fons and how they would fmpact plant operation. "

Routine Inspection Report 20-0% Apr. 26 - May 26, 1990
"The inspector found that several operations department eritiques of
personnel errors adequately determined causes and recommended actions to
prevent recurrence,”

Routine Inspection Report 20+-02 March 12 - April 25, 1990
"Operator performance during the March 19 reactor scram was commendable, "

Rout ine Inspection Report 90+-01 Jan, 2% « March 11, 1990

"The inspector obhserved effective operator simulator training usiug the new

flow chart EOP format. The simulator {nstructors provided appropyiste
feedback to the operators during the obscrved scenario "
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ATTACHMENT 3

Corrective Actions and Commitments

The New York Power Authority has taken or will take the following actions to

the licensed operator regualification training program:

Short Term Corrective Actions:

1.

Long Term

Operators who have failed this examination or who fall suhsegquent
examinations during the period in which the program is desmed to be
unsatisfactory will be restricted from licensed duties unti] they have
beon successfully reexamined In accordance with NUREG-1021. A list of
twelve operators will be submitted to the NRC who will be subject to a
reexamination tentatively scheduled for June, 1991, The twelve
operators will include those individuals who fafled the NRC observed
examination, those individuals who failed the written examination
during the week of May 6, one operating shift and any additional staff
licenses required to reach the required sample sige.

|
|
{
ensure the continued safe operation of the facility and to effect improvement in
I
|
|

Refresher training in the use of facility prints and drawings will be
{ncluded in the next operator training cyvele to ensure that al)
operstors have the same basic foundation of knowledge. During the
course of regularly scheduled continuing training, the use of prints
will receive increased emphasis where {t is germane to the toplcs of
discussion.

Simulator training on EOP=3, "Failure to Scram”, will be included in
the next operator training cycle. Particular attention will be paid to
the implementation of the power/level control override section of this
procedure,

The results uf the examination administered the week of May 6 will be
analyzed to determine {f anv additional areas of weakness are
indicated. Additional corrective action will he initiated, if
necessary.

Corrective Actions:

In preparing the 1991 examinations, approximately 150 questions were
reviewed, revised or generated as required by L8<601. As part of our
continuing review of the examination hank, an additional 80 to 100
questions which do not require an extensive review of references will
be developed. This effort will be complete prior to the submission of
the examination bank to the NRC for the 1992 examinations. The
tentative target date is February 13, 199).

Static simulator scenarios will be used more frequently during operator
training to enhance the development of the operators' diagnosis and
analysis skills in this environment .

Future examinations will be time validated in their final form prier te
examination administration.




