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Enclosure A
Response to NRC Comments

Plant Specific Technical Guidelines
Comment 2.A.1

Deviations from and additions to the generic technical guidelines
that are of safety significance must be identified in the PGP. In
addition, analyses or other technical justification supporting these
deviations and additions must be provided. (See NUREG-0899, Section
D).

Response

There were no safety significant deviations or additions from the
generic technical guidelines in the preparation of Pilgrim Nuclear
Power Station specific technical guidelines. The systems and/or
sections deleted from the generic technical guidelines were those
systems and/or sections not contained in the Pilgrim Nuclear Power
Station.

Comment 2.A.2

When there are deviations from the generic technical guidelines in
the P-STG, the operator actions should be validated/verified to
confirm their technical adequacy. The method PNPS plans to use to
conduct this validation/verification should be described in the PGP.

Response

As outlined in (#1) above the development of the PNPS specific
technical guidelines from the generic technical guidelines deleted
only those systems and/or sections that are not contained at PNPS,
therefore no validation/verification is required.





















Comment 2.C.2

The EOPs are to be exercised on the Dresden Simulator, which is a
generic, non plant-specific simulator. PNPS must determine which
EOPs, or parts of EOPs, can be validated on the simulator and
describe in the program the validation method(s) for the parts of the
EOPs that cannot be val‘dated on the simulator.

Response

All of the EOPs were validated on the Dresden Simulator. Those
sections of the EOPs which could not be validated at Dresden were
validated during control room mockup walk through training, which
followed simulator training.

Comment 2.C.2

The Implementation Plan should indicate those involved in the
verification and validation processes and what the roles of the
participants are to ensure that technical and human engineering
adequacy of the EOPs is achieved. As a minimum, those involved
should include plant operators, subject matter experts, and procedure
writer's.

Response

The aforementioned documents, "Emergency Operating Procedure
Verification" and "Emergency Operating Procedure Validation"” indicate
those responsible for the verification/validation process and what
the roles of the participants are to ensure that the technical and
human engineering adequacy cf the EOPs is achieved. It is not our
intent to repeat this information in the Impiementation Plan.

Comment 2.C.4

The plan should provide criteria for the selection of scenarios that
will be used 10 exercise EOPs. The scenarios should include
simultaneous and sequential failures, so that the EOPs are validated
on multiple failure events.

Response
Scenarios were written to incorporate multiple failures. This

ensured that the EOPs were exercised to their fullest extent. HWe
disagree with the need to have this criteria specified in the plan.



Comment 2.C.5

Section VI, EOP VALIDATION, states that any discrepancies discovered
during the validation process will be corrected. The verification
and validation program descriptions <hould be revised to include
criteria or methods for determining the need (o reverify and
revalidate changes to the EOPs.

Response

Licensed operaior requalification training provides for review of any
changes to abnormal, emergency procedures, and EOPs in the "plant
status update" sessions, which are held whenever needed. Any cnange
to the EOPs is considered important and is covered during the
subsequent requalification training sessions.

Comment 2.C.6

The validation program should addr2ss how the EOPs will be validated
with the minimum control room staffing.

Response

l
|
We agree, the validation program did not address EOP validation with '
minimum control room staff. However, since INPO guidelines mandate
“team" training with normal control room staffing, the EOPs are being
reviewed during simulator requalification training scheduled during
November and December of 1985.
|
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Comment 2.C.7

The validation and verification programs should determine if the
information and controls needed by the operator to perform procedurail
actions, as determined by task analysis, are available in the control
room. A discussion of how this will be accomplished should be
included in the program description. (This task may be done in
conjunction with the Control Room Design Review.)

Response

This section of the process was addressed during the control room
mockup walk through training, conducted following simulator training.
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Training
Comment 2.D.1

All operators must be trained on all EOPs before the EOPs are
implemented. This should be explicitly stated in the training
program description.

Response

The training plan states that all shifts of operators and STAs will
receive training on EOPs. All licensed operators anc. STAs received
training in EOPs before the EOPs were implemented.

Also, see response 2.0.3 concerning level of detrail in training
program.

Comment 2.D0.2

The Implementation Plan states on pages 30 and 34 that the process of
validation has been coordinated with simulator and plant walk-through
training. If major changes are made in the EOPs as a result of the
training feedback, the program should describe how PNPS will insure
that needed retraining will he controlled and performed.

Response

Licensed operator requalification training provides for review of any
changes to abnormal, emergency procedures, and EOPs in the "plant
status update"™ sessions, which are held whenever needed. Any change
to the EOP's is considered important and is covered during the
subsequent requalification training sessions.

Comment 2.0.3

It is not clear from the training program description whether all
operators will be trained on all EOPs at the simulator and whether
all operators will be trained on all procedures during the control
room walk-throughs. The training program should be revised to
clarify the extent of operator training on EOPs at the simulator and
in control room walk-through.

Response

We disagrc> with the need to include such detail in our training
program. The training program serves as a basic outline and is not
intended to be all inclusive. For your information, all operators
were trained on EOPs at the simulator and all operators walked
through the procedures in our control room "mock-up."
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Comment 2.D.4

The training program description should be revised to include a wide
variety of scenarios, incorporating multiple and sequential failures,
to be used for training purposes.

Response
The concerns stated in this item were addressed during the conduct of
training on EOPs. Records documenting the extent of training
conducted are available for inspection.

See response to Comment 2.C.4 and 2.D.3.

Comment 2.D.5

The training program should be revised to describe the methods for
evaluating operators following the training program and for
appropriate followup training for any deficient areas.

Response

See response to comment 2.D.3. For your additional information, the
EOP training was conducted as part of the license operator
requalification training program. Deficiencies identified as a
result of the annual requalification examination are dealt with in
accordance with the PNPS Training Manual.
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Enclosure B

- PNPS HWriter's Guide for EOPs
- PNPS Validation Procedure for EQPs

- PNPS EOP Verification



