




































GENERAL ISSUES PERTAINING TO 10 CFR PART 55 



Background t o  the Regulation 

Q. 1. The Supplemental Informat ion t o  NRC Generic L e t t e r  87-07 s tates that., 
"These r u l e s  supersede a1 1 cu r ren t  regulat ions f o r  operator 1 icenses." 
t r a i n i n g  requirements from M r .  H. R. Denton's March 28, 1980 l e t t e r  superseded 
by t he  new r u l e ? *  

A r e  

A. 
r e s t r i c t i v e .  Where i n d i v i d u a l  commitments are more r e s t r i c t i v e ,  you must f o l -  
low those commitments u n t i l  you change them. 

The r u l e  supersedes a l l  requirements where those requirements are less 

In some cases t h a t  change may requ i re  an amendment t o  the l icense. 
cases i t  can be done by you rse l f  under 10 CFR Pa r t  50.59, and you simply inform 
us o f  what you ' re  doing. That would inc lude any change w i t h i n  your a u t h o r i t y  
t o  do under Par t  50.59 t h a t  does no t  c o n s t i t u t e  a reduct ion i n  the e f f e c t i v e -  
ness o f  the program, because i t ' s  being done t o  conform t o  the r u l e .  Addi t ion- 
a l l y ,  as a matter o f  i n t e r e s t ,  we are no longer, under the  r u l e ,  permi t ted t o  
c e r t i f y  i ns t ruc to rs .  

I n  o ther  

Q. 2. W i l l  the r e v i s i o n  t o  10 CFR 55 cancel NUREG-0737, NUREG-0094, and the 
Denton l e t t e r ?  
NUREG-1021? 

I f  so, w i l l  references t o  these documents be removed from 

A. 
the items l e f t  are requi red by the Regulation, o r  by Regulatory Guide 1.8. 
items from NU9EG-0737 and NUREG-0094 t h a t  are superseded have on ly  t o  do w i t h  
operator l icens ing.  
porated i n t o  NUREG-1021 when Regulatory Guide 1.8 becomes e f f e c t i v e  on March 31, 
1988. 
NUREG-0737 o r  NUREG-0094. For example, f o u r  years o f  power p l a n t  experience are 
incorporated i n t o  NUREG-0737 and Denton's l e t t e r ,  and i t ' s  s t i l l  i n  Regulatory 
Guide 1.8 and NUREG-1021. 

NUREG-1021, "Operator Exami ner L i  censi ng Standards, I' has been reviewed and 
The 

Items from Regulatory Guide 1.8 Revision 2, w i l l  be incor-  

Some items may be very s i m i l a r  t o  what was there i n  the past,  due t o  

Q. 3. 
CFR Pa r t  55 are only  those t h a t  r e l a t e  t o  operator t r a i n i n g  and l i cens ing?  

A. The requirements p e r t a i n  on ly  t o  operator 1 i cens i  ng , no t  t r a i  n i  ng. 

Is i t  t r u e  t h a t  the NUREG-0737 requirements being incorporated i n  10 

Q. 4. We a lso make commitments i n  NUREG-0737 f o r  t r a i n i n g  and m i t i g a t i n g  core 
damage o f  other work groups. 
stance, Reg Guide 1.8 t a l k s  about the  number o f  s h i f t s  t h a t  an STA must serve. 
So, nothing i n  t h i s  regu la t i on  a f f e c t s  these commitments even though the re  i s  
some reference t o  it? 

Also, there i s  t r a i n i n g  r e l a t e d  t o  STAs. For i n -  

A. Yes, t h a t ' s  correct .  
t r a i n i n g  f o r  STAs and other  work groups. 

It does no t  modify those p r i o r  commitments regarding 

*H. R. Denton, NRC, L e t t e r  t o  A l l  Power Reactor Appl icants and Licensees. 
Subject: Q u a l i f i c a t i o n  o f  Reactor Operators, March 28, 1980. 
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Q. 5. 
f o r  operator l icenses, are you going t o  pub l i sh  a NUREG t h a t  supersedes 
NUREG-0737 i n  those areas? 

I f  NUREG-0737 i s  s t i l l  appl icable i n  areas not  appl icable t o  regulat ions 

A. 
been superseded. 

No, w e ' l l  no t  issue a new NUREG t h a t  appl ies t o  the  areas t h a t  have not  

Q. 6. 
seded by t h i s  change? 

Are experience requirements i n  NUREG-1021 f o r  t h e  RO and the SRO super- 

A. 
adopted i n  A N S I  3 . 1  as endorsed by Regulatory Guide 1.8. 
changes w i l l  be made i n  about one year. 

No. NUREG-1021 w i l l  be rev ised t o  r e f l e c t  t he  changes t h a t  have been 
We a n t i c i p a t e  these 

Q. 7. 
e x i s t i n g  i n i t i a l  l i c e n s i n g  and r e q u a l i f i c a t i o n  t r a i n i n g  programs? 

A. Yes. 
amendments. 

Can l icensees f i l e  an FSAR amendment f o r  Commission approval t o  modify 

See Generic L e t t e r  87-07 f o r  guidance on how t o  f i l e  such FSAR 

Q. 8. What o ther  means are ava i l ab le  fo r  f i l i n g  f o r  program changes? 

A. You can w r i t e  a l e t t e r  and say t h a t  you have subs t i t u ted  an accredi ted 
t r a i n i n g  program, which i s  performance-based, f o r  the p rev ious l y  NRC-approved 
program, and i n d i c a t e  the  date(s) your new program was accredited. 
L e t t e r  87-07 f o r  f u r t h e r  guidance on how t o  submit such a l e t t e r .  

Q. 9. Our FSAR commits us t o  ANSI/ANS-3.1-1978. 

See Generic 

A. 
requirements. 
rulemaking package. 
exceptions, A N W A N S  3.1, 1981, takes e f f e c t  March 31, 1988, t o  a l l ow  f o r  a 
phase-in period. 

Recall  t h a t  t h i s  Regulat ion and associated documents supersede a l l  p r i o r  
The r u l e  i d e n t i f i e s  the  Regulatory Guides t h a t  are p a r t  o f  the 

The implementation o f  Reg Guide 1.8, which endorses, w i t h  

Q. 10. 
t i v i t i e s  due t o  the  end o f  the two-year moratorium i n  IMP0 acc red i ta t i on?  
the new r u l e  been t imed t o  coincide w i t h  the end o f  t he  two-year per iod? 

W i l l  we do anything d i f f e r e n t  i n  the inspect ion o f  r e q u a l i f i c a t i o n  ac- 
Has 

A. 
has been made t o  date. 
two-year period. 

This issue i s  c u r r e n t l y  under advisement by t h e  Commission. No dec is ion 
Pub l i ca t i on  o f  the regu la t i on  was independent o f  the 

Q. 11. 
accredi ted program grounds f o r  issuance o f  a Not ice o f  V io la t i on?  

Is f a i l u r e  t o  meet an INPO program requirement t h a t  was i n  the benchmark- 

A. 
a c t i o n  taken by the  Nat ional  Nuclear Accredi ta t ion Board, w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  f u r t h e r  
evaluat ion by NRC. 
of V i o l a t i  n. However, per  the "Po l i cy  Statement on T ra in ing  and Q u a l i f i c a t i o n  
of Nuclear Power P lan t  Personnel" (50 FR 111471, "Nothing i n  t h i s  P o l i c y  State- 
ment s h a l l  l i m i t  the a u t h o r i t y  o r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t he  NRC t o  f o l l o w  up on 
operationa events o r  p lace any l i m i t  on NRC's enforcement a u t h o r i t y  when 
regulatory  requirements are n o t  met. I' 

F a i l u r e  t o  meet INPO Guidel ines, o r  l oss  o f  acc red i ta t i on  s ta tus  through 

Such f a i l u r e  i n  i t s e l f  would no t  be grounds for a Not ice 
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D e f i n i t i o n s  (Subpart A, Sect ion 55.4) 

Q. 12. 
manipulat ions?" 

Why d i d  you change te rms  from " r e a c t i v i t y  manipulat ions" t o  "cont ro l  

A. 
r e a c t i v i t y  o r  power. 

Q. 13. By what means are u t i l i t i e s  t o  determine NRC's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of " re fer -  
ence p lan t "  as i t  appl ies t o  m u l t i - u n i t  p l a n t s  a t  one s i t e  (from the  same vendor 
and vintage)? 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h i s  term. 

F o r  the  purposes o f  Par t  55, "cont ro ls "  r e f e r s  t o  the  con t ro l s  t h a t  a f f e c t  

It seems t h a t  compliance w i t h  Par t  55 i s  cont ingent on a c l e a r  

A. The d e f i n i t i o n  o f  "reference p lan t "  has been provided i n  Sect ion 55.4 o f  
the  regu la t ion .  
Guide 1.149, provides c lea r  guidance f o r  the  use o f  one s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  f o r  
more than one p l a n t  o r  u n i t ,  s ince each p l a n t  has a unique docket number. 

Sect ion D, which i s  the  implementation sec t ion  o f  Regulatory 

The greater  the  s i m i l a r i t y  between the un i t s ,  o f  course, the  more l i k e l y  i t  i s  
t h a t  y o u ' l l  be able t o  submit one c e r t i f i c a t i o n  form f o r  each, i d e n t i f y i n g  any 
exceptions as necessary against  ANSVANS-3.5. 

I f  your operators are dual- l icensed, c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  w i t h  exceptions, would be 
considered s a t i s f a c t o r y  f o r  m u l t i p l e  u n i t s  o r  p lan ts .  I f  your operators are 
no t  dual- l icensed, i t  i s  s t i l l  poss ib le  t o  c e r t i f y  w i t h  exceptions, although 
more work may need t o  be done t o  j u s t i f y  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  the  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  
f o r  the  conduct o f  operat ing tests .  

Q. 14. 
was made o f  the s imulator  being requ i red  t o  use c o n t r o l l e d  copies o f  procedures? 
What do you mean by the  word con t ro l?  

I n  the  discussion o f  the  term, "plant-referenced simulator, ' '  mention 

A. 
i n  the  cont ro l  room o f  the  p lan t ,  and are maintained cu r ren t  through adminis- 
t r a t i v e  contro l .  

Contro l led copies r e f e r s  t o  procedures t h a t  are i d e n t i c a l  t o  those you use 

Q. 15. Do they necessar i ly  have t o  be up t o  date t o  the  minute o r  t o  the  hour? 

A. We expect them t o  be up t o  date. 

Q. 16. As f a r  as the  references go? 

A. Yes. 

Q. 17. Revisions? 

A. Yes. 

Communications (Subpart A, Sect ion 55.5) 

*Q. 18. 
should be submitted t o  the  Regional Admin is t ra tor .  
t o  the  Regional Sect ion Chief  f o r  Operator Licensing? 

Sect ion 55.5(b)(2)(iv) s ta tes  t h a t  app l i ca t ions  and correspondence 
Should copies be submitted 
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A. No. 
be sent to the Regional Section Chiefs. 

Copies of applications and correspondence under Section 55.5 need not 

Q. 19. 
Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) in Washington, D. C., as opposed to Regional 
Administrators? 

Is Form 474 to be submitted directly to the Director of the Office of 

A. 
and the applications for approval be submitted to NRR at Headquarters. 
cially; they should be filed in accordance with 10 CFR Part 50.4, which spe- 
cifies that those submittals go to ATTN: Document Control Desk, Washington, 
DC 20555. 

Yes. We made a conscious effort to ensure that Form 474 certifications 
Offi- 

Q. 20. Who specifically receives the certification referred to in Generic 
Letter 87-07, the region or headquarters? 

A .  Generic Letter 87-07 describes the form of notification to the NRC, which 
basically is a letter telling us that you have an INPO-accredited program, or 
an otherwise systematic approach to training at your faci 1 ity. That submittal 
is made to NRC Headquarters in accordance with 10 CFR 50.4. .It comes to the 
Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, and is to be submitted in 
accordance with 10 CFR 50.4, ATTN: Document Control Desk, Washington, DC 20555. 

Q. 21. 
reduction; however, this part of the regulation seems to be inconsistent with 
55.5. 

10 CFR 50.4 is explicit regarding written communications and volume 

Which regulation do we follow? 

A.  

General Exemptions (Subpart 6, Section 55.13) 

Q. 22. 
exempti ons? 

For communications concerning 10 CFR 55, licensees should follow 55.5. 

With regard to Section 55.13, can you clarify the intent behind these 

A. Yes. 
for example, to perform a reactor start up. 
some reactor theory, the effects of subcritical multiplication, and other as- 
pects of the controls he is manipulating. 

There are certain skills and knowledge that an operator must have, 
Hopefully, he would understand 

If the candidate has not completed those phases of training, he should not per- 
form reactor startup, whether or not it's included in the instruction. 
the concept. Now, if in your program, information is transmitted to him such 
that he is prepared to perform the function because he understands what he is 
doing -- he has either had the systems training, or he's had the theory train- 
ing, or he's gotten it in some other earlier program, such that you are assured 
that the sequence of training is appropriate and the potential for him making 
an error is small--then the exemption applies. 

We don't want to repeat an event which occurred a few years ago where an in- 
dividual performed a startup soon after entering training. They had a high 
startup rate, short-period transient, and the individual did not understand 
what he was doing. He had no appreciation for the procedure because he had 
not received the appropriate on-the-job training for the evolution. 

That's 

There were 

NUREG- 1262 4 



two concerns w i t h  t h a t  event: 
one manipulat ing the con t ro l s  d i d n ' t  know what he was doing and, second, they 
provided negative t r a i n i n g .  

F i r s t ,  they p u t  the p l a n t  a t  r i s k  because some- 

The sequence o f  t r a i n i n g  t h a t  leads t o  on-the-job-performance i s  important. 
That approach i s  consistent,  by the way, w i t h  the INPO acc red i ta t i on  process 
and c r i t e r i a .  I f  you look a t  the object ives i n  INPO 85-002 f o r  on-the-job 
t r a i n i n g ,  you w i l l  f i n d  t h a t  they i n tend  t h a t  the person adequately understand 
the task. before performing it. 

Q. 23. 
v i s i o n  o f  l icensed personnel? 

A.  If t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  program leads t o  a l i cense  i f  c a r r i e d  t o  completion, 
they may manipulate con t ro l s  under i n s t r u c t i o n  i f  they have been p roper l y  
t ra ined. 
them up t o  t h a t  p o i n t  i s  appropr iate f o r  t he  manipulat ions they perform. 

Can t ra inees manipulate f a c i l i t y  con t ro l s  under the appropr iate super- 

Proper ly t r a i n e d  means t h a t  t he  sequence o f  t r a i n i n g  t h a t  has l e d  

Q. 24. I n  Section 55.13, I tem 1, are you using t r a i n i n g  and education 
interchangeably? 

A. 
as p a r t  of a course o f  study t o  f u r t h e r  t h e i r  education. 
con t ro l s  as a p a r t  o f  t h a t  course o f  i n s t r u c t i o n .  

No. Students a t  t e s t  o r  research reactors  receive t r a i n i n g  on a reactor  
They may manipulate 

Q. 25. With respect t o  Section 55.13, i s  someone who i s  i n  a course, b u t  from 
a v i s i t i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  considered a student? Would a group o f  h igh school 
students v i s i t i n g  a u n i v e r s i t y  f o r  a couple weeks t o  f a m i l i a r i z e  themselves 
w i t h  the  school be considered students; t h a t  i s ,  could I s i t  them down a t  the 
con t ro l  panel and t e l l  them what steps t o  go through t o  operate the panel? 

A. There are col leges and un ive rs i -  
t i e s  t h a t  have exchange programs w i t h  h igh schools and other  i n s t i t u t i o n s  
where you b r i n g  students i n  t o  at tend courses. 
p a r t  o f  classroom t r a i n i n g ,  and as a p a r t  o f  t h a t  a c t i v i t y  they manipulate 
the contro ls ,  then t h a t ' s  p a r t  o f  t h e i r  i n s t r u c t i o n  as students. 

Both groups are considered students. 

I f  these students at tend some 

We want t o  avoid the s i t u a t i o n  where an i n d i v i d u a l  comes i n  o f f  the s t r e e t  
wi thout  any t r a i  n i  ng and s t a r t s  manipulat ing the con t ro l  s. 

Q. 26. I f  the f a c i l i t y  career path program considers a l l  nonlicensed operators 
t o  be l i cense  candidates, can nonlicensed operators manipulate the con t ro l s  
under the  d i r e c t i o n  and i n  t h e  presence o f  t he  reac to r  operator 's  senior opera- 
t o r  i f  the candidate i s  no t  c u r r e n t l y  i n  a ho t  l icensed class? 

A. The candidate must o f f i c i a l l y  be e n r o l l e d  i n  the ho t  l i cense  class. 
Simply being a nonlicensed operator on a designated career path i s  n o t  s u f f i -  
c i e n t  t o  meet the i n t e n t  wi thout  being e n r o l l e d  i n  the  ho t  l icense class.  
More important ly,  the candidate must have completed the necessary classroom 
o r  s imulator t r a i n i n g  i n  accordance w i t h  the appropr iate t r a i n i n g  sequence 
p r i o r  t o  manipulat ing the con t ro l s  o f  t he  f a c i l i t y .  

No. 
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Q. 27. 
and the simulator portion, and has an opportunity to take part in an unplanned 
evolution, can he receive credit toward the training program for that 
part i c i pat i on? 

If the operator is in a licensing class, has completed the classroom 

A. Yes. 

Q. 28. Is a senior operator license required to move fuel in a dry storage 
area,,or away from the reactor vessel? 

A. 
refueling pool. 
vessel. 
required to be there, as in some instances in a refueling pool. 

Q. 29. Can the licensed senior operator who supervised fuel handling be a 
senior operator 1 i censed for fuel hand1 i ng only? 

A. Yes. 

The Regulation doesn't specifically talk about the dry storage area or the 
It specifically talks about moving fuel in.and out of the 

If there is a potential for criticality, a senior operator would be 
If not, no. 
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APPLICATIONS 



How t o  Apply (Subpart D, Section 55.31; NRC Form 398) 

Q. 30. For a person who has dropped h i s  l icense,  what, i f  anything, must be 
done t o  l a t e r  upgrade h i s  s ta tus t o  an SRO beyond meeting the requirements o f  
an accredi ted SRO t r a i n i n g  program? 

A.  He must submit completed Forms 398 and 396 and'be examined as an SRO. 

Q. 31. Has Form 398 changed? 

A. 
order ing by the  end o f  May 1987. 

Not y e t ,  b u t  a change i s  i n  process. It i s  scheduled t o  be ava i lab le  f o r  

Q. 32. W i l l  t h e  cur ren t  Regional requirements f o r  complete l icensee h i s t o r y  
on Form 398 f o r  l i cense renewal be reduced t o  the  data inc luded i n  t h e  OMB 
approval, 8150-0090? 

A .  
f a c i l i t y  (approved o r  c e r t i f i e d ) ,  you can e l im ina te  g i v i n g  us in format ion under 
blocks 11, 12, and 13, w i t h  the except ion o f  the  f i v e  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t r o l  mani- 
pu lat ions.  Those s t i l l  must be included. 

I f  you have an INPO-accredited program w i t h  an acceptable s imulat ion 

For renewal, the same r u l e s  would apply; there i s  a b lock  s p e c i f i c a l l y  on the  
Form f o r  renewal. 
ing,  education, and experience da t ing  from t h a t  l a s t  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  a l i cense 
renewal. 

You w i l l  on ly  have t o  prov ide in format ion on candidate t r a i n -  

There w i l l  be a b lock on the  Form 398 t o  i n d i c a t e  the  number o f  o n - s h i f t  hours, 
o r  the experience t h a t  has been received. 
i f  you meet the  two other  c r i t e r i a ,  i . e . ,  having been INPO accredi ted,  and hav- 
i n g  an acceptable s imulat ion f a c i l i t y .  
po in ts ,  then you w i l l  have t o  prov ide the  a d d i t i o n a l  data on t r a i n i n g ,  educa- 
t i o n ,  and experience. 

That ' s  a l l  you w i l l  have t o  prov ide 

I f  you do n o t  meet these two check 

Q. 33. On Form 398, s ince t e s t  and research reactors  d o n ' t  have simulators,  
are we requi red t o  completely f i l l  ou t  the  form? 

A. What you are c u r r e n t l y  doing w i l l  cont inue t o  be acceptable. For a l l  t e s t  
and research reactors,  there i s  no change t o  the  process except i n  terms o f  
l i cense operators being re-examined dur ing  t h e  s i x  year l icense.  

Your r e q u a l i f i c a t i o n  programs b a s i c a l l y  'stay the  same. 
t o  use A N S I  15.4 f o r  se lect ion,  t r a i n i n g ,  and medical c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  We've 
a lso  adjusted the requirements f o r  resuming an a c t i v e  l i cense t o  s i x  hours o f  
para1 l e 1  watch-standing. 

We s t i l l  i n tend f o r  you 

Q. 34. 
a f a c i l i t y  i s  changing. 

I understand t h a t  the  designat ion o f  the  author ized representat ive f o r  
I s  t h a t  t rue? 

A. We w i l l  accept, as the author ized representat ive,  the  senior i n d i v i d u a l  on 
s i t e  responsible f o r  operations. 
some have a s i t e  manager. 

Some companies have a v i c e  pres ident  on s i t e ,  
Others may choose t o  designate someone a t  a higher 
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level, and send it off site to the corporate office. 
:t is also acceptable for it to t 
authorized representative who reb,,csts license amendments under Part 50. 

That is acceptable to us. 
done on site. It need not be the same 

There is, under the faci 1 i ty 1 icense, only one authorized representative; 
generally that is somebody at the corporate level, a senior vice president. 
that is the authorized representative for the facility, that's who signs Part 50 
license amendment requests and makes other certifications. 
Part 55 licensing, the senior person responsible for operations on site. 

Please note a new requirement on Forms 396, 474, and 398. 
there is now a statement that any false statement or omission in this document, 
including attachments, may be subject to civil and criminal sanctions, to the 
person signing it. 
that the information in this document and attachments is true and correct." 
That's why we're adjusting the requirement so that the person on site, who's 
closer to the information, can be absolutely sure when attesting to the 
accuracy of the information. 

If 

We will accept, for 

Above the signature 

' 'I certify, under penalty of perjury, The statement says: 

Q. 35. 
a facility ,to a specific position? 

Is it the intent o f  the Commission to limit the number of licensees at 

A. No. 
in a licensed position or not, and how many of them are needed. 
question the judgment of facility management. 

It is the facility licensee's decision as to whether to have a person 
We will not 

Q. 36. Is it the N R C ' s  intent that the facility licensee identify organiza- 
tional positions as needing an NRC Operator License beyond those required by 
Tech Specs? 

A. The facility licensee determines the need for whom they want licensed 
beyond the requirements of the Technical Specifications. However, all indivi- 
duals who are licensed must be enrolled in the facility licensee's requalifica- 
tion program. 

Q. 37. 
to obtain a license? 

No. 

Does an applicant for a license have to be a member of the shift crew 

A. 
it, but the facility must certify that there is a need for him to have a license. 

No. An applicant doesn't have to be a member of the shift crew to obtain 

Q. 38. In answer to the question: "Are experience requirements in NUREG-1021 
for the RO and SRO superseded," you said, "no, that there were experience re- 
quirements that would still apply." Is that still in effect even if you have 
an accredited program? 

A. The accreditation process has its own experience requirements identified 
within that program. For those facilities which have an INPO-accredited program 
and a simulation facility acceptable to the NRC, you do not have to designate 
on the Form 398 those experience requirements for those individuals. 
only check the blocks associated with the simulation facility and the accredited 
program. 

You need 
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Q. 39. Other than as s ta ted  i n  10 CFR 55, are there  any other requirements 
t h a t  must be inc luded i n  i n i t i a l  o r  cont inu ing t r a i n i n g  programs f o r  l icensed 
personnel? 

A. 
u n t i  1 the t r a i  n i  ng program i s accredi ted.  

Yes. A l l  previous requirements are i n  e f f e c t  unless superseded by the  r u l e ,  

Q. 40. I s  a c c r e d i t a t i o n  by INPO's Nat ional  Academy o f  Tra in ing  s u f f i c i e n t ?  

A. 
t o  t r a i n i n g ,  i t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t .  We be l ieve  t h a t  a program developed f o l l o w i n g  
the I N P O  gu ide l ines f o r  cont inu ing operator t r a i n i n g  f o r  l icensed operators, 
issued i n  October, cons t i tu tes  an adequate bas is  f o r  concluding t h a t  the pro- 
gram has been developed i n  accordance w i t h  the systems approach t o  t r a i n i n g .  
I f  you f o l l o w  t h a t ,  and you are accredi ted,  t h a t ' s  s u f f i c i e n t .  

As ind ica ted  i n  Generic L e t t e r  87-07, i f  i t  i s  based on a systems approach 

Q- 41. 
10 CFR 55 based on the  systems approach described i n  NUREG-1220 o r  on I N P O  
standards? 

Is t h e  systems approach t o  t r a i n i n g  development r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  the new 

A.  
t i o n  object ives and c r i t e r i a  as being a systems approach t o  t r a i n i n g .  
NUREG-1220 simply repeats the c r i t e r i a  t h a t  are contained i n  the  p o l i c y  s tate-  
ment. I t  then has subordinate questions t h a t  we use f o r  in format ion gather ing 
t o  determi;\e whether a systems approach t o  t r a i n i n g  i s  i n  place. 

I t ' s  both. The Commission has s p e c i f i c a l l y  endorsed the I N P O  accredi ta-  

There have been questions i n  the pas t  about t h e  l e v e l  o f  d e t a i l  we are 
look ing f o r  i n  some areas. 
associated w i t h  learn ing  object ives and whether you need t o  develop K/As o r  
not.  

They genera l ly  r e l a t e  t o  condi t ions and standards 

We've reached agreement w i t h  INPO on t h a t  process; on how you ' re  b a c k - f i t t i n g  
e x i s t i n g  programs t h a t  do n o t  have K/As b u t  have l e a r n i n g  object ives.  

I n  general the agreement has been t h a t  i f  i t ' s  a new task  o r  new t r a i n i n g ,  i t  
should be developed w i t h  K/As. I f  i t ' s  an e x i s t i n g  t a s k  o r  t r a i n i n g ,  a panel 
of subject  matter experts ( j o b  incumbents) could conclude t h a t  the  e x i s t i n g  
t r a i n i n g  programs adequately cover the  mater ia l ,  and therefore,  i t  need n o t  be 
back- f i t. 

Q. 42. 
program f o r  i n i t i a l  and r e q u a l i f i c a t i o n  t r a i n i n g  programs prev ious ly  approved 
by NRC. 
the NRC? 

Generic L e t t e r  87-07 speaks o f  s u b s t i t u t i n g  an accredi ted t r a i n i n g  

What i f  the i n i t i a l  t r a i n i n g  program was never fo rmal ly  approved by 

A .  By v i r t u e  o f  your having been issued a l icense,  your t r a i n i n g  program, as 
described i n  your FSAR, can be considered NRC-approved. 
submitted a change t o  your program f o r  NRC approval, you can assume i t  was 
approved, unless NRC has n o t i f i e d  you t o  t h e  contrary .  

I f  you subsequently 

Q. 43. Is t h i s  t r u e  even i f  i t ' s  no t  c u r r e n t l y  i n  t h e  updated FSAR? 

A .  Yes. 
t r a i n i n g  program t o  conform t o  t h e  new regulat ion.  

See Generic L e t t e r  87-07 f o r  guidance on how t o  r e v i s e  your cur ren t  
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Q. 44. 
o f  the systematic approach, subject  t o  r e v i s i o n  on the basis o f  feedback and 
inpu t  t o  the system from l e g i t i m a t e  sources. Once a t r a i n i n g  program i s  accred- 
i t e d  and appropr iate c e r t i f i c a t i o n s  are made t o  the NRC, do subsequent rev is ions 
t o  these programs need t o  be c e r t i f i e d  t o  the Commission? 

Programs developed using a systems approach t o  t r a i n i n g  are, by i n t e n t  

A. No. For accredi ted programs, the p a r t i c u l a r  evaluat ion,  feedback and 
mod i f i ca t i on  o f  your program i s  p a r t  o f  the process. 
are no t  accredi ted o r  SAT-based, then, i n  accordance w i t h  50.54, you w i l l  have 
t o  n o t i f y  the Commission when you make changes t h a t  would decrease the scope 
o f  t h a t  program. 

For those programs t h a t  

The program o f  record i s  the program t o  be implemented u n t i l  such t ime as you 
change it, whether i t  be an SAT-based program o r  an NRC-approved program. We 
do no t  i n tend  f o r  the change process t o  be used a f t e r  the f a c t ,  t o  j u s t i f y  what 
t r a i n i n g  has already been done; t h a t  i s ,  a f a i l u r e  t o  implement your e x i s t i n g  
program -- you cannot ge t  out  o f  t h a t  fa i lure-to- implement loop by going back 
and changing i t  a f t e r  t he  fac t .  

Q. 45. 
continue t o  be approved u n t i l  accredited, and t h a t  the use o f  the s imulators 
referenced t h e r e i n  w i l l  be acceptable f o r  use u n t i l  May 26, 1991? 

Is i t  the Commission's i n t e n t i o n  t h a t  approved t r a i n i n g  programs w i l l  

A. Yes. 

Q. 46. 
t r a i n i n g ,  can operators be t r a i n e d  and l icensed? 

I f  a f a c i l i t y  l icensee does no t  inc lude an approved systems approach t o  

A. Yes. U n t i l  the program i s  accredited, they s t i l l  have t o  abide by t h e i r  
current  approved program, as upgraded by the requirements o f  the Regulation. 
We w i l l  s t i l l  l i cense those ind i v idua ls .  

Q. 47. When the new r u l e  becomes e f f e c t i v e ,  w i l l  a l l  t r a i n i n g  programs pre- 
v ious l y  accredi ted by the National Nuclear Accredi ta t ion Board be considered 
approved i n  accordance w i t h  the f i n a l  p o l i c y  statement on t r a i n i n g  and q u a l i f i -  
c a t i o n  o f  nuclear power p l a n t  personnel? 

A. 
Do l i cy  statement; they w i l l  be approved i n  accordance w i t h  the regulat ion,  w i t h  
the i n t e n t  as expressed i n  the  Statement o f  Considerations t h a t  i f  you have 
been accredi ted by the Nat ional  Nuclear Accredi ta t ion Board, you ' re  considered 
t o  have NRC approval. 

Q. 48. W i l l  u t i l i t i e s  w i t h  INPO-accredited t r a i n i n g  programs be requi red t o  
submit these programs t o  the  NRC f o r  approval? 

Yes, b u t  f o r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  they won' t  be approved i n  accordance w i t h  the 

A. 
approval. 
10 CFR 50.71(e)(4). However, programs must be ava i l ab le  f o r  NRC review and 
inspect ion on s i t e .  

But since i t  i s  s t i l l  Commission approval t h a t  you need, the re  may be cases 
where an accredi ted program i s  no t  implemented appropr ia te ly  and, therefore,  
NRC approval might be removed. 

No. Programs t h a t  have been accredi ted by INPO are assumed t o  have NRC 
A l l  t h a t  i s  needed i s  an update t o  your FSAR i n  accordance w i t h  
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Q. 49. I f  the  u t i l i t y  has an INPO-accredited operator t r a i n i n g  program, bu t  
does not  y e t  use a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  acceptable t o  the  Commission, w i l l  an 
app l i ca t i on  t h a t  s ta tes t h a t  the  operator t r a i n i n g  program i s  accredi ted by 
INPO and gives d e t a i l s  of  the  s imulator  i n s t r u c t i o n s  be adequate f o r  the  
l i cense app l ica t ion? 

A. The Form 398 w i l l  have a b lock  on i t  t o  indicate 'whether o r  no t  the  app l i -  
cant has graduated from an INPO-accredited t r a i n i n g  program. I f  the  answer i s  
yes, and the  f a c i l i t y  has an approved o r  a c e r t i f i e d  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ,  then 
the  inf,ormation on education, experience, and t r a i n i n g  need not  be f i l l e d  ou t  
on the  Form 398. 

On the  other  hand, i f  the  i n d i v i d u a l  i s  a graduate o f  an INPO-accredited t r a i n -  
i n g  program and the  f a c i l i t y  does no t  have an approved o r  c e r t i f i e d  s imu la t ion  
f a c i l i t y ,  then a l l  t h a t  in fo rmat ion  w i l l  need t o  be submitted. 

We would l i k e  you t o  begin c e r t i f y i n g  s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  e a r l y  on, and since 
near ly  everyone has accredi ted programs w i t h  graduates, the  process gets much 
simpler when you reach those two major milestones; otherwise, i t  stays d i f f i -  
c u l t  w i th  you p rov id ing  a l l  o f  the  d e t a i l s ,  which we subsequently review t o  
v e r i f y  e l i g i b i l i t y ,  t r a i n i n g  and experience. 

Q. 50. 
SAT process, w i l l  NUREG-1220, "Tra in ing  Review C r i t e r i a  and Procedures,'' a u d i t  
f ind ings and comments be considered v i o l a t i o n s  o f  10 CFR 55? 

I f  the  f a c i l i t y  c e r t i f i e s  the  t r a i n i n g  program as being based on the  

A. I f  we d i d  go t o  an accredi ted program, and we used NUREG-1220 t o  do a 
pos t -accred i tg t ion  aud i t ,  and found problems, they would be addressed i n  one 
o f  t w o  ways. 
u t i l i t y  t o  resolve w i t h  INPO or ,  if they were o f  a more severe nature, we might 
ask f o r  a performance-based inspect ion.  
spection, there  may o r  may no t  be any need f o r  enforcement act ion.  

Q. 51. 
can operators be t r a i n e d  and l icensed? 

Depending on t h e i r  sever i ty ,  they would be e i t h e r  l e f t  t o  the  

Depending on the  r e s u l t s  of t h a t  i n -  

I f  the SAT process i s  evaluated t o  be unsat is fac to ry  dur ing  inspect ion,  

A. I f  your program 
i s  deemed unsat is fac to ry ,  i t  would obviously depend on what the  problems are. 

Q. 52. When f i l i n g  an app l ica t ion ,  the  f a c i l i t y  i s  requi red t o  prov ide ev i -  
dence t h a t  the app l ican t  has successfu l ly  completed the  f a c i l i t y  l i censee 's  r e -  
quirements t o  be l icensed as an operator o r  senior  operator. 

Par t  o f  the t r a i n i n g  program i s  no t  complete p r i o r  t o  f i l i n g  the  app l i ca t i on  
f o r  the  l i cense due t o  the  Examiner Standard (NUREG-1021) guidance t o  f i l e  an 
app l i ca t i on  60 days p r i o r  t o  the  examinations. 
the pas t  due t o  the statement on the  app l i ca t i on  above the  f a c i l i t y  repre- 
sentat ive signature. It states tha t :  "The i n d i v i d u a l  has o r  w i l l  have com- 
p le ted  by the t i m e  o f  the  examination a l l  the  requi red t r a i n i n g . "  W i l l  t h i s  
continue t o  be an acceptable approach under the  new r u l e ?  

A. No. This w i l l  no t  be continued. The Form 398 w i l l  be rev ised t o  remove 
the words " o r  w i l l  have." 

That w i l l  have t o  be determined on a case by case basis. 

This has been acceptable i n  
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The Commission has s ta ted  i n the  r u l  emaki ng t h a t  t he  au thor i  zed representat ive 
c e r t i f i e s  t h a t  the  i n d i v i d u a l  has completed a l l  t r a i n i n g .  
completion, and we don ' t  want t o  ge t  i n t o  s i t u a t i o n s  such as " a t  the  t i m e  I 
signed it I thought he was going t o  complete, b u t  he d i d n ' t . "  You are c e r t i f y -  
i n g  t h a t  t r a i n i n g  i s  complete. 

I t ' s  no t  a fu tu re  

We have had some experiences i n  the  pas t  where commitments t h a t  were made were 
not  completed, and they resu l ted  i n  s i g n i f i c a n t  enforcement ac t ions  associated 
w i t h  the  f a i l u r e  t o  complete t r a i n i n g  programs, even a f t e r  examining, l e t  alone 
a t  the  t ime of examining. 

Q. 53. 
M r .  Denton's Generic l e t t e r  87-07 requi res t h a t  the  t r a i n i n g  program be both 
accredi ted,  and based on an SAT process. 

A. The Generic L e t t e r  j u s t  res ta ted  what was i n  the  
Regulation. 
upon a systems approach t o  t r a i n i n g .  
were accredi ted very ea r l y ,  were  based upon the  INPO guide l ines,  and no t  upon 
the  INPO acc red i ta t i on  ob jec t ives  and c r i t e r i a  as endorsed by the  Commission i n  
the  Po l i cy  Statement. 

The Regulat ion requi res INPO acc red i ta t i on  f o r  NRC approval, wh i l e  

Which i s  the  governing document?" 

The Regulat ion governs. 
To receive r e l i e f  under the  Regulation, the  program must be based 

And some o f  the  e a r l i e r  p lan ts ,  which 

I n  t h a t  case, what they are doing now by way o f  updat ing t h e i r  program and 
r e v i s i n g  it, and the  f a c t  t h a t  they now understand the  process, would be the 
bas is  f o r  them t o  c e r t i f y  t o  us t h a t  they have, indeed, done it on an SAT 
bas is .  
Accred i t ing  Board. 

They need not go back and w a i t  u n t i l  the  next  t ime through w i t h  the  

Q. 54. Is a Commission-approved t r a i n i n g  program defined as an INPO-accredited 
t r a i n i n g  program, o r  are there  other  c r i t e r i a  fo r  approval by the  Commission of 
a u t i l i t y ' s  t r a i n i n g  program? How i s  a t r a i n i n g  program approved by the 
Commi s s i  on? 

A. 
i s  an INPO-accredited t r a i n i n g  program, i t  on ly  needs t o  be c e r t i f i e d  t o  us as 
ind ica ted  i n  Generic L e t t e r  87-07. 
the  present NRC-approved t r a i n i n g  program and asks f o r  an NRC review and ap- 
proval  o f  t h a t ,  wh i l e  we are no t  prepared t o  do t h a t  now, we would probably 
have t o  deal w i t h  t h a t  using the  SAT-based, performance-based approach spe- 
c i  f i e d  i n  NUREG-1220. 

NRC i s  g e t t i n g  ou t  o f  the approval process f o r  t r a i n i n g  programs. I f  there  

I f  a u t i l i t y  wishes t o  submit a r e v i s i o n  t o  

'10 c l a r i f y ,  i f  a u t i l i t y  has a program t h a t  has been accredi ted by INPO, we ex- 
pect  t h a t  i t  w i l l  be the program o f  record. 
gram based upon the  i ndus t r y  commitments t o  improve t r a i n i n g ,  and the  Commission 
i s  moving ou t  o f  the  r o l e  o f  reviewing and approving t r a i n i n g  programs. 

The Commission endorsed t h i s  pro- 

The s t a f f  does no t  see t h a t  there  i s  any need f o r ,  o r  value i n ,  doing a review 
t o  come up wi th  a lesser  regu la to ry  standard, because SAT-based programs are 
now the  standard o f  record wi th  NRC. 
f o l l o w  the  accredi ted program. We have rev ised the  approach t o  the  inspec t ion  
o f  t r a i n i n g  programs, and we do not expect you t o  mainta in  a lesser  standard 
f o r  l i c e n s i n g  wi th  NRC than you have f o r  t r a i n i n g  the  people. 

I f  you are accredi ted,  we expect you t o  
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Therefore, the staff would consider a review of amendments or modifications to 
the cold license training program, which is SAT-based, and we would use as 
guidance in doing that review the kind of information that is contained in 
NUREG-1220, or you could propose that you have done it in accordance with the 
TSD process, which INPO is using. If you show that it's comparable to that, we 
would also consider it. That is a vehicle for getting a Commission approval of 
a performance-based or SAT-based program on a case-by-case basis for a cold 
plant. We don't mean to exclude you from being able to do performance-based 
training. 

Q. 55. ' Are you still going to want Form 398 60 days prior to an examination? 

A. We want to get to the point where, if you are accredited and have an 
approved simulation facility, all that is required is the certification. 
prior review of the application will be necessary to determine eligibility, so 
the time between submittal of the application and the conduct of the exam could 
be very short. 

No 

However, until then, the Region needs time to review applications to determine 
whether the candidate is eligible, and to have an opportunity to interact with 
the training department to supplement that application in some cases. 
instances, we're still going to want to see it on the order of 60 days prior 
to the examination to start the review. 
application until the final completed application is filed. 

In those 

However, we cannot take action on an 

Q. 56. 
exam and operating test but not issue a license until required evidence of con- 
trol manipulations is supplied. It would seem a logical extension of this to 
allow us to put somebody up who hasn't completed all the requirements, pass him, 
and make the request, "Do not issue a license until he's subsequently certified." 
Does that make sense or is that completely prohibited? 

There is one situation where you say you can administer the written 

A. The exception for manipulating the controls to which you refer is only for 
the individual who has not had an opportunity to perform the manipulations be- 
cause the facility has been in extended shutdown. . It is a condition beyond that 
candidate's control. However, we are moving into the role of accepting facility 
certification, and we want that certification to be unconditional. So the two 
situations are not comparable. 

Q. 57. 
program requirements have been completed, and; in addition, having to submit 
it 60 days prior to the examination date, would a reasonable compromise be to 
submit the 398s, unsigned by the facility, merely for a screening by the 
region, given that the the 60-day requirement is due to the time involved in 
such a screening? We could then follow them up once the program's been com- 
pleted, maybe a day or a week before the examination, for approval by the 
Region. 

A. Although those types of issues need to be worked out on an individual basis, 
it is preferable not to have licensing decisions made upon draft materials, par- 
ticularly when there may be changes to them during the 60-day time frame. 
Advance copies (unsigned) may be submitted on a case-by-case basis if there is 
a concern about a particular candidate's eigibility, experience, or training. 

With respect to the logistics of submitting NRC Form 398 only after all 
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However, what we review and base our l i c e n s i n g  decisions on should be the 
app l i ca t i on  as i t  i s  submitted. The R 
dra f t s  and other documents along thos 

. l a t i o n  does no t  prov ide f o r  review of 
ines. 

The t i m e  between submission o f  the document and when the  candidate takes the 
examination appears t o  be the issue t h a t ' s  o f  greatest  concern. There i s  one 
way you can shorten t h a t  t ime frame. Certify your s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  ear ly .  
That 's one o f  t he  th ings t h a t  we would l i k e  people t o  pursue. The other t h i n g  
we can do i s  t o  expedite the review, g ive the appl icat ions a review when they 
f i r s t  come i n ,  and see i f  we c a n ' t  shorten the t ime needed since we can shorten 
the submission times between the t ime i t  has t o  come i n  and when we f i n a l i z e  
f o r  the exam. I n  other  words, we w i l l  reconsider the  60-day t ime frame t h a t  
was i n  the e a r l i e r  vers ion o f  the examiner standards i n  l i g h t  of t h i s  
requirement. 

Q. 58. 
has a plant-referenced simulator acceptable t o  the s t a f f ,  then the t ime between 
submit ta l  o f  the app l i ca t i on  and the exam can be o f  the order o f  a couple weeks? 

I f  a f a c i l i t y  has an accredi ted i n i t i a l  program t h a t ' s  SAT based and 

A. Well, we're going t o  need t o  know w e l l  i n  advance o f  t h a t  how many candi- 
dates there are f o r  l icenses, b u t  the review f o r  e l i g i b i l i t y ,  t r a i n i n g  and 
experience requirements i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  reduced i f  a l l  we have t o  do i s  look 
a t  two blocks on the  form. 

The i n t e n t  o f  the rulemaking i s  t o  make the app l i ca t i on  process easier,  and t o  
p u t  the burden o f  the determinat ion o f  completion and e l i g i b i l i t y  on the f a c i l -  
i t y ,  r a t h e r  than on the s t a f f ,  and accept t h a t  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  

The issue t h a t  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  i s  one o f  managing our own resources and knowing 
how many candidates are going t o  be p u t  up and how many examiners we have t o  
arrange f o r .  
about the t ime o f  the 90-day l e t t e r ,  how many candidates you are going t o  have 
f o r  an exam on a given date. 
who i s  being scheduled f o r  t he  exam a t  t h a t  po in t .  

Because i t ' s  a resource- intensive e f f o r t ,  we have t o  know, a t  

However, we d o n ' t  need t o  know the  s p e c i f i c s  o f  

Q. 59. 
I' c e r t  i f i ed s i  mu 1 a t  i on f a c i  1 i ty?" 

Is t he re  any d i f f e rence  between an "approved s imulat ion f a c i l i t y "  and a 

A. I n  the context  o f  appl icat ions,  there i s  no d i f ference.  
s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  i s  one t h a t  i s  e i t h e r  c e r t i f i e d  o r  approved. 

An acceptable 

"Q. 60. What i s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  con t ro l  manipulation? 

A. S i g n i f i c a n t  con t ro l  manipulat ions are def ined i n  Regulatory Guide 1.8. 
Examples can be found i n  items A-F o f  55.59(~)(3) (On-the-Job T ra in ing  f o r  
Requal i f icat ion) ,  although t h a t ' s  no t  an i n c l u s i v e  l i s t .  
cant con t ro l  manipulat ions" invo lve s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  a f f e c t  e i t h e r  power o r  
r e a c t i v i t y ,  and t h a t  requ i re  manipulat ion o f  cont ro ls .  
should no t  be shutdown when these manipulat ions are performed, except f o r  those 
manipulat ions requ i red  f o r  f u e l  handling. 

Bas ica l l y ,  " s i g n i f i -  

Therefore, t he  p l a n t  

Q. 61. W i l l  manipulat ions on a s imulator be adequate? 
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A. 
the p l a n t  has not  completed preoperat ional  t e s t i n g  and i s  i n  i t s  i n i t i a l  s t a r t -  
up t e s t  program. 

Those f i v e  con t ro l  manipulat ions have t o  be performed on the  p l a n t ,  unless 

Q. 62. 
p l a n t  come from? 

Where does the requirement f o r  f i v e  r e a c t i v i t y  manipulat ions on the  
Why c a n ' t  they be performed on the.simulator? 

A. The con t ro l  manipulat ion on the  p l a n t  has been requ i red  f o r  some t i m e .  
That ' s  no t  a change. We have now p u t  i t  i n  the  Regulat ion t o  make i t  e x p l i c i t .  
I n  fac.t, f o r  a long t i m e ,  i f  you had no t  performed a s t a r t  up and shut down of 
the p l a n t ,  we a c t u a l l y  had you perform them as a p a r t  o f  the  NRC examination. 
So t h i s  i s  not,  per  se, a change i n  p rac t i ce .  

Q. 63. Must the  f i v e  con t ro l  manipulat ions be d i f f e r e n t ?  

A. 
d i f f e r e n t  manipul a t i  ons ; however, t h i  s i s no t  necessari l y  requi  red. 
i t y  manipulat ions are repeated, t h i s  f a c t  should be i nd i ca ted  i n  the  comment 
sec t ion  on the app l ica t ion .  

Regulatory Guide 1.8 asks f o r  d i v e r s i t y .  Therefore, the  i n t e n t  i s  t o  have 
I f  r e a c t i  v- 

Q. 64. 
what 's going t o  cons t i t u te  evidence? 

As fa r  as the  f i v e  s i g n i f i c a n t  con t ro l  manipulat ions are concerned, 

A. 
formed" code next  t o  the  s ignature o f  someone on s h i f t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  evidence. 

Q. 65. What cons t i t u tes  an extended shutdown? 

Documentation on the  OJT q u a l i f i c a t i o n  cards cons is t i ng  o f  a simple "per- 

A. An extended shutdown would be anything t h a t  i s  long enough t o  prevent an 
appl i c a n t  from completing requ i red  manipulat ions o r  t r a i  n i  ng p r i o r  t o  t a k i  ng 
the  examination. 

As an example, i f  the  p l a n t  i s  i n  a re fue l i ng  outage t h a t  l a s t s  f o r  a year and 
the candidate d i d  not  ge t  an oppor tun i ty  t o  perform the  con t ro l  manipulat ions 
because the  p l a n t  never go t  t o  Mode 2 o r  Mode 1, we would consider g i v i n g  t h a t  
i nd i v idua l  an exam, and even i ssu ing  him a l i cense l i m i t e d  t o  shutdown 
condi t ions.  

When he completes the  con t ro l  manipulat ions on a ho t  p lan t ,  we would then re-  
move the  cond i t i on  on h i s  l i cense t h a t  l i m i t s  i t  t o  shutdown. We do no t  in tend 
t o  penal ize i nd i v idua ls  because o f  an extended outage, bu t  we a lso  d o n ' t  in tend 
t o  g i ve  waivers f o r  what's c l e a r l y  a requirement o f  the  regulat ions.  

Q. 66. If you have t o  complete the  i n i t i a l  s imulator  and classroom t r a i n i n g  
p r i o r  t o  a l low ing  a nonl icensed operator t o  manipulate the  con t ro l s  from the  
cont ro l  room, how can a person ge t  t h e i r  i n i t i a l  l icense? A f t e r  the  t ime 
needed f o r  your s imulator  and classroom t r a i n i n g ,  and f o r  the  NRC exam, there  
i s  no t  much t ime l e f t  t o  complete the  f i v e  r e a c t i v i t y  manipulat ions. 

A. This appl ies on ly  t o  a ho t  l icense.  I f  the  i n d i v i d u a l  has no t  had the  
oppor tun i ty  t o  perform con t ro l  manipulat ions on s h i f t  because o f  an extended shut 
down, we would consider examining him. And i f  he passes t h a t  exam, we may 
issue a l i cense which i s  l i m i t e d  t o  shutdown. 
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Q. 67. 
f a c i l i t y  be considered adequate experience f o r  operator and senior  operator 
candidates? 

W i l l  s t a r tup  and shutdown experience gained on a c e r t i f i e d  s imulat ion 

A. 
The app l i ca t i on  goes t o  whatever i s  i n  your NRC-approved t r a i n i n g  program, o r  
your INPO-accredited program f o r  s ta r tup  and shutdown experience. 

Yes. The same answer appl ies t o  the  use o f  an approved s imulat ion f a c i l i t y .  

Q. 68. How much t i m e  can pass before the  f i v e  contro 
completed before the  w r i t t e n  exam and operat ing t e s t s  

manipulat ions must be 
are completed? 

A. Up t o  s i x  years. 
p l a n t  exper iencing an extended shutdown, and we had g ven a l i cense t o  a candi- 
date who was constrained t o  shutdown mode, he could a c t u a l l y  serve ou t  the  t e r m  
o f  t h a t  l i cense f o r  a pe r iod  o f  s i x  years. 

If, f o r  example, we had given a shutdown l i cense t o  a 

Q. 69. 
t e s t  f o r  every new l i censed appl icant? 
sent s ta r t -up  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ?  

Does NRC in tend t o  make s ta r t -up  c e r t i f i c a t i o n s  a p a r t  o f  the operat ing 
I f  so, what i s  the  s ta tus  o f  the  pre- 

A. Start-up c e r t i f i c a t i o n s  are done on an a u d i t  bas is ,  and i t  i s  l e f t  t o  the  
ch ie f  examiner t o  determine which i n i t i a l  l i cense candidates w i l l  be audited. 
Therefore, there  are no changes from our pas t  p rac t ice .  

Q. 70. For NRC l i c e n s i n g  examinations which have already been scheduled f o r  
the  remainder o f  1987, w i l l  r e l i e f  be granted from the  new requirement t h a t  a l l  
t r a i n i n g  program requirements be 100 percent completed p r i o r  t o  the  submi t ta l  
o f  NRC-398 and NRC-396 forms? These 1987 l i c e n s i n g  exams were scheduled i n  the 
f a l l  o f  1986. 

A. Forms 398 submitted a f t e r  May 26, 1987 must comply w i t h  the  new regu la t ion .  

Q. 71. 

A. An author ized representat ive o f  the  f a c i l i t y  l icensee i s  requ i red  t o  r e -  
quest t h a t  the  w r i t t e n  examination and operat ing t e s t  be administered t o  the  
appl icant .  Thi s request may be i n c l  uded i n the t ransmi t ta l  1 e t t e r  f orwardi ng 
the  app l ica t ions  t o  the  NRC. I n  order f o r  the  NRC t o  approve such a request, 
the f a c i l i t y  l icensee must prov ide su i tab le  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  the  admin is t ra t ion  
o f  the  w r i t t e n  examination and operat ing t e s t .  

What k ind  o f  " w r i t t e n  request" i s  discussed i n  paragraph 55.31( a)( 3)? 

Q. 72. 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n  t r a i n i n g  pursuant t o  55.31(a)(4) and 55.59(c), are there  a NRC 
imposed minimum t r a i n i n g  requirements? 
o f  on-th- job t r a i n i n g  f o r  i n i t i a l  t r a i n i n g  and the annual requirements o f  
55.59(c)(3)(i) and (ii)? 

A. 
Generic L e t t e r  87-07 i s  f i l e d  and the f a c i l i t y  p lans t o  o r  has incorporated 
INPO gu ide l ines  86-025 and 86-026. We are aware t h a t  INPO gu ide l ine  83-022 
"PWR Control Room Operator , Senior Control Room Operator and S h i f t  Supervisor 
Q u a l i f i c a t i o n "  does conta in  the  th ree  months on s h i f t  t r a i n i n g  per iod.  

I f  an approved t r a i n i n g  program based on SAT i s  used f o r  i n i t i a l  o r  re-  

O f  s p e c i f i c  i n t e r e s t  i s  the 3 months 

There are no add i t i ona l  requirements provided t h a t  the  response c i t e d  i n  
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Q. 73. Reg Guide 1.8 endorses ANSI/ANS 3.1 f o r  ROs and SROs. I n  reviewing the 
ANSI/ANS 3 . 1  annual and b ienn ia l  manipulat ion requirements, it was noted t h a t  
the ANS 3 .1  manipulat ion l i s t  does no t  agree w i t h  the 10CFR55 manipulat ion l i s t  
f o r  f i v e  manipulations. This dev ia t i on  was no t  s ta ted  as an exception i n  Reg. 
Guide 1.8. 
cept ion t o  t h i s  deviat ion.  

Please c l a r i f y  whether Regulatory Guide 1.8 should have taken ex- 

A. 
not  f o r  requal i f i c a t i o n .  

The f i v e  manipulations spec i f i ed  i n  the  r u l e  are necessary f o r  e l i g i b i l i t y ,  

Q. 74. A t  a minimum, f i v e  s i g n i f i c a n t  con t ro l  manipulat ions must be performed 
which a f f e c t  r e a c t i v i t y  o r  power l e v e l .  For a f a c i l i t y  t h a t  has not  completed 
pre-operational t e s t i n g  and the i n i  ti a1 s t a r t u p  t e s t  program as described i n  
i t s  FSAR, the Commission may accept evidence o f  s a t i s f a c t o r y  performance of 
simulated con t ro l  manipulations as p a r t  o f  a Commission approved t r a i n i n g  pro- 
gram by a t ra inee  on a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y .  I f  the f a c i l i t y  i s  i n  an extended 
shutdown, the NRC may administer the examinations, b u t  may no t  issue the li- 
cense u n t i l  t he  requi red evidence o f  con t ro l  manipulat ions i s  supplied. 

Do we need t o  submit waivers since we d o n ' t  have f u l l  power l i cense  ye t?  Does 
t h i s  apply on ly  t o  i n i t i a l  l i cense  candidates, o r  t o  a l l  l i cense  holders, e.g. 
renewal? Does the NRC accept i n  l i e u  o f  t he  above simulator manipulat ions the 
use o f  a research reactor? 

A. I f  a p l a n t  has no t  completed the i n i t i a l  s t a r t u p  t e s t  program, successful 
completion o f  an approved t r a i n i n g  program on a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  s a t i s f i e s  
t h i s  requirement, and no waiver i s  required. 

These requirements apply t o  i n i t i a l  and replacement l i cense  appl icants.  Re- 
quirements f o r  renewal o f  l icenses are covered i n  p a r t  55.57. 
have completed t h e i r  i n i t i a l  s ta r tup  t e s t  program, appl icants  must complete the  
con t ro l  manipulations on t h e i r  actua l  p lan t .  

For p l a n t s  t h a t  

"Q. 75. 
w i l l i ngness  t o  a l low use o f  a Commission approved program developed by using a 
systems approach t o  t r a i  n i  ng? 
question, please address the f o l l o w i n g  two s p e c i f i c  s i t u a t i o n s  w i t h i n  the 
answer. 

How w i l l  NRC evaluat ions o f  INPO-accredited programs a f f e c t  NRC's 

Notwithstanding the general i t y  o f  t h i  s i n i t i  a1 

(1) How would an "unfavorable" NRC review o f  an accredi ted program a f f e c t  a 
f a c i l i t y ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  use an approved program i n  l i e u  o f  paragraphs 
55.59(~)(2), (3 )  and (4) pursuant t o  55.59(c)? 

(2) How w i l l  t he  NRC determine t h a t  a requal and/or i n i t i a l  program i s  based 
on a SAT dur ing t h e i r  evaluat ions? O f  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  i s  the evaluat ion 
o f  element (5) under the  55.4 d e f i n i t i o n  o f  SAT. 

A. For c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  an INPO-accredited program and an NRC-approved program 
are the same. 
as o u t l i n e d  i n  the Commission Po l i cy  Statement o f  March 20, 1985, and cont inu ing 
evaluat ions using NUREG-1220 o r  examinations administered by the  region. 

(1) Unfavorable NRC review may be due t o  a number o f  condi t ions 
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An unfavorable review would not  have any d i r e c t  e f f e c t  on your program. 
would work w i t h  INPO t o  resolve i d e n t i f i e d  def ic ienc ies.  However, NRC has d i s -  
c re t i ona ry  enforcement a u t h o r i t y  under the Po l i cy  Statement, and t h i s  could be 
imposed i f  cont inu ing problems were i d e n t i f i e d  as a r e s u l t  o f  performance-based 
i nspect i  ons. 

NRC 

(2) The c r i t e r i a  used by NRC may be found i n  NUREG-1220. 

Q. 76. 
as d i c t a t e d  by the f a c i l i t y ' s  modes o f  operat ion dur ing which the app l i can t  i s  
i n  t r a i n i n g ?  

W i l l  any combination o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  con t ro l  manipulat ions be acceptable 

A. 
Commission considers t o  be acceptable. 

Refer t o  Reg Guide 1.8 Regulatory Pos i t i on  C.1.h f o r  guidance on what the 

The a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  any a l t e r n a t i v e s  w i l l  have t o  be determined on a case-by- 
case basis by the f a c i l i t y  and ind i ca ted  i n  the comments sect ions o f  the 
appl icat ion.  

Obviously, some s i g n i f i c a n t  manipulat ions may not  be poss ib le  i n  Mode 4 o f  a 
p lan t .  It may be poss ib le  i n  Mode 5 o r  6, whichever you use f o r  r e f u e l i n g ,  i n  
the case o f  a fue l -handl ing foreman, so i t ' s  going t o  have t o  be on a case-by- 
case determination. 

Q. 77. 
mentioned t h a t  i n  order t o  implement §55.31(a)(4) and §55.59(c), t he  next 
annual FSAR update could del  e te t r a i  n i  ng program de ta i  1 s. 
(event o r  achievement) i s  meant by "implementation" o f  §55.31(a)(4) and 
§55.59(c): 
from t h a t  in format ion which would be provided under Reg Guide 1.70 and the  
basis f o r  development o f  t he  in format ion sought (Reg Guide 1.70, Standard 
Review Plan, etc.) .  Should u t i l i t i e s  assume t h a t  besides s t a t i n g  t h a t  t he  
t r a i n i n g  program i s  I N P O  accredi ted the FSAR should r e t a i n  rev ised program 
d e t a i l s  i n  accordance w i t h  d e t a i l s  sought under Reg Guide 1.70? 

I n  the s t a f f ' s  presentat ions under T ra in ing  Program Approval, i t  was 

P1 ease c l  a r i  f y  what 

what would the s t a f f  expect t o  see i n  the  FSAR update d i f f e r e n t  

A. 
guidance f o r  in format ion contained i n  rev i s ions  t o  the FSAR. There are no 
plans a t  t h i s  t ime t o  rev i se  Regulatory Guide 1.70. I n  l i e u  o f  add i t i ona l  
guidance a t  t h i s  t ime the  s t a f f  recommends t h a t  t he  l icensed t r a i n i n g  programs 
which are accredi ted - and are based on a systems approach t o  t r a i n i n g  only  need 
reference Generic L e t t e r  87-07 and the  dates the  programs were accredited. 
Plans f o r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  o f  s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  should a l so  be included. 
With regard t o  other  t r a i n i n g  programs contained i n  Section 13.2 o f  t he  FSAR, 
those t r a i n i n g  programs l i s t e d  i n  the  March 20, 1985 Commission P o l i c y  
Statement on T ra in ing  and Q u a l i f i c a t i o n  o f  Nuclear Power P lan t  Personnel 
which are accredi ted need t o  reference the date o f  accredi ta t ion.  For those 
f a c i l i t i e s  which are developing programs under the  acc red i ta t i on  process the 
FSAR should i d e n t i f y  the programs and prov ide the  dates t h a t  SERs w e r e  or are 
planned t o  be submitted. 

The s t a f f  plans t o  rev i se  Section 13.2, T ra in ing  o f  NUREG-0800 t o  provide 

Medical Examination (Subpart C, Section 55.211 

Q. 78. 
have had a medical exam? 

How long before admin i s t ra t i on  o f  a l i cense  exam must an i n d i v i d u a l  
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A. 
l i cense a p p l i c a t i o n  comes i n .  
i s  signed by the physic ian;  waivers, as s ta ted  i n  ES-111, w i l l  apply. 

Q. 79. Assume a phys ic ian may n o t  des i re  t o  release personnel medical data due 
t o  a pat ient -doctor  re la t ionsh ip .  
i s  t r e a t e d  as p r i v i l e g e d  by the  physic ian? 

The form v e r i f y i n g  the medical exam should come i n  a t  the  same t i m e  the  
It w i l l  be good f o r  s i x  months from the  date i t  

What does the  u t i l i t y  do i f  the  informat ion 

A. 
Medica.1 Examination by F a c i l i t y  Licensee," does no t  a l low f o r  p r i v i l e g e d  i n f o r -  
mation being w i thhe ld  by the f a c i l i t y  o r  the  phys ic ian i f  i t  i s  requested by 
NRC. It i s  the  u t i l i t y ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  ensure t h a t  the  records can be made 
ava i lab le  f o r  inspect ion.  U t i l i t i e s  should ensure t h a t  the  phys ic ian under- 
stands t h i  s requirement. 

The Pr ivacy Act Statement contained i n  NRC Form 396, " C e r t i f i c a t i o n  of 

Q. 80. 
l e t t e r s  from the  regions t o  submit con t inu ing  medical fo l low-up in fo rmat ion  
(e.g., q u a r t e r l y  blood pressure readings) f o r  review and analys is ,  do these 
condi t ions continue t o  apply a f t e r  May 26, o r  should the  i n d i v i d u a l  submit t h i s  
in format ion t o  the  u t i l i t y ' s  phys ic ian f o r  evaluat ion and analys is  (wi thout  a 
copy t o  the regions)? 

For i n d i v i d u a l s  who are c u r r e n t l y  under e i t h e r  l i cense condi t ions o r  

A. Continue t o  r e p o r t  q u a r t e r l y  blood pressure o r  o ther  r e s t r i c t i o n s .  
blood pressure o r  other r e s t r i c t i o n s  are u s u a l l y  associated w i t h  some remedial 
programs ( d i e t ,  medication, o r  a combination) and should r e s u l t  i n  normal o r  ac- 
ceptable condi t ions.  
these r e p o r t i n g  requirements. 

High 

A t  t h a t  t ime the  phys ic ian can request te rmina t ion  of 

C e r t i f i c a t i o n  (Subpart C, Sect ion 55.23; NRC Form 396) 

Q. 81. Has NRC Form 396 changed? 

A. 
p u b l i c  meetings. 

Yes. A copy o f  the  new vers ion has been d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  everyone a t  the  

Q. 82. 

A. Yes, b u t  the  d e t a i l e d  medical in fo rmat ion  on ly  has t o  be submitted when a 
cond i t iona l  l i cense i s  requested. 

Must a Form 396 be submitted f o r  every l i cense app l ica t ion? 

Q. 83. 
renewal ? 

Under the  new Rule w i l l  you receive a Form 396 on ly  upon l i cense 

A. That i s  cor rec t .  We expect t o  receive a Form 396, " C e r t i f i c a t i o n  o f  Medical 
Examination by F a c i l i t y  Licensee," a t  the  end o f  the  appropr ia te l i cense per iod,  
when the  renewal a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  submitted. 

Q. 84. 
l icensee and thus al lowed t o  complete and s i g n  an NRC Form 396? 

Is the  examining phys ic ian an author ized representat ive o f  the f a c i l i t y  

A. The Form 396 does no t  have a p lace f o r  the  phys ic ian t o  sign. 
phys ic ian 's  name and l i cense number are required, b u t  the author ized representa- 
t i v e  i s  the  highest l e v e l  o f  corporate management who signed the  app l ica t ion .  
That w i l l  be the  same person who signs the  Form 398. 

No. The 
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Q. 85. 
:hey have t o  be submitted t o  the  Commission? 
ave t o  be submitted? 

Can Form 396 be he ld  by the  l icensees f o r  the  two-year update o r  do 
I f  the  l a t t e r ,  how o f ten  do they 

A. You don ' t  have t o  keep the  Form 396 on f i l e ,  bu t  you must keep some docu- 
mentation t h a t  the  medical exam was performed and t h a t  the  operator meets the 
ANSI  standard. The Form 396 i s  on ly  the  means by which you t ransmi t  t h a t  i n -  
format ion t o  us upon renewal o f  a s ix-year l icense.  

Q. 86. . For a m u l t i p l e - u n i t  s i t e ,  can the  s ignature on the  app l i ca t i on  be f r o m  
the  i n d i v i d u a l  responsib le  f o r  operations, the  h ighest  rank ing i n d i v i d u a l  a t  
t h a t  s i t e ?  So t h a t  you could have d i f f e r e n t  signatures; i . e .  , Sequoyah app l i -  
m o n s  would d i f f e r e n t  s ignatures than those o f  Brown's Fer ry?  

A. Yes. 

Q. 87. W i l l  t he  Commission develop a p ro toco l  t o  ensure t h a t  d e t a i l e d  medical 
records w i l l  be forwarded t o  the  NRC medical experts and no t  made ava i l ab le  t o  
l a y  persons? 

A. 
has been discussed by NRC, I N P O  and the  acc red i t i ng  board. 

This  i s  an issue f o r  which i ndus t r y  i n i t i a t i v e  may be appropr iate,  and i t  

The s t a f f  needs t o  have assurance t h a t  the  medical examination was done i n  
accordance w i t h  the  ANSI standard. 
medical record from the  doctor,  because i t  . may i nc l  ude other  medi ca l  i nforma- 
t i o n  no t  r e l a t e d  t o  the  standard, o r  may ge t  i n t o  the  area o f  p r i v i l e g e d  i n -  
formation between doctor and pa t i en t .  

The s t a f f  does no t  need t o  see the  p r i v a t e  

It might be appropr iate f o r  the  i ndus t r y  t o  develop an examination f o r m  which 
would t r a c k  the  standard, such t h a t  the  doctor would prov ide a statement t o  the  
responsible o f f i c e r  t h a t  the  examination had been completed and which would 
i d e n t i f y  the areas evaluated. Such a r e p o r t  would be a l l  t h a t  i s  necessary fo r  
the  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  f i l e ,  and i t  would be ava i l ab le  on s i t e .  

I f ,  i n  the  case o f  a request f o r  a l i cense cond i t i on  based upon some medica l ly  
d i  squal i fy i  ng cond i t i on  t h a t  can be accommodated through medication , therapy , 
o r  something else,  the  doctor would submit the  examination form and any addi- 
t i o n a l  support ing in fo rmat ion  f o r  the  s t a f f  medical doctor t o  review t o  make a 
determinat ion as t o  whether t o  issue a condi t ioned l icense.  

That in fo rmat ion  would be handled i n  the  same manner as we now handle confiden- 
t i a l  in format ion t h a t  i s  covered by the  Pr ivacy Act. Once submitted t o  NRC, the  
in format ion would be exempt from f u r t h e r  p u b l i c  d isc losure,  and i t  would be the  
basis f o r  our review. 

We don ' t  a n t i c i p a t e  developing any new pro toco ls  f o r  handl ing t h a t  type o f  
in format ion,  bu t  we recommend t h a t  you have evidence ava i l ab le  on s i t e  showing 
t h a t  the medical doctors conducted the  examination i n  accordance w i t h  the  ANSI  
standard, o r  t h a t  you prov ide the  phys ic ian a copy o f  the  standard and l e t  him 
complete whatever form you use now f o r  t h a t  type o f  examination. 
suggestion. 
accordance w i t h  the  standard. 

I t ' s  on ly  a 
The actual  requirement i s  t h a t  the  examination be conducted i n  
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Incapacitation Because of Disability or Illness (Subpart C, Section 55.25) 

*Q. 88. 
to be considered complete and to be accepted by the NRC? 

Must the felony blocks on Form 396 be completed in order for the form 

A .  
is now required that the individual meets the safeguards requirements of the 
facility. 

Q. 89.' Will a standardized form be provided by the Commission for notification 
of disability or illness? 

The form has been revised to delete the felony blocks. A certification 

A. 
when someone breaks an arm or may be out for an extended illness. 
temporary condition, no notification is required. 

The intent is that licensees keep the records. We don't need to be involved 
If it's a 

We ask the question, "can the operator perform licensed duties?'' If the in- 
dividual i s  going on shift, and there is any question in your mind, we would 
say submit a revised Form 396 to describe the condition/remedy. We may tell 
you it's not necessary to make a ruling on it. 
you don't notify us and some individual has a problem in performing licensed 
duties. 
would need to be notified with a Form 396. 

But you can have a problem if 

If a person is to resume duties after a disabling condition, then we 

Q. 90. What is the relationship between the facility licensee and the individ- 
ual with regard to responsibility for notification on medical issues? The Regu- 
lations indicate that we have a 30-day notification period upon learning the 
diagnosis. The question really is, what's the mechanism for the facility to 
become aware of the diagnosis; and what responsibility does the individual 
licensee have to make that notification to the facility? There's the potential 
to get into a problem if we don't learn of a licensee's medical condition. 

A .  It is the operator's responsibility not to operate that plant in a disabled 
condition. 
Commission, but we believe that, logically, the operator should have enough re- 
sponsibility to tell you there's a problem. 
up to ensure that that occurs. 

The Regulation says that the facility licensee shall notify the 

Facility procedures should be set 

There is nothing in the Regulation that obligates the operator, or the senior 
operator, to let the facility know. But there is an obligation for you, on 
the bi enni a1 medical exami nation, to i denti fy and report di sabl i ng medical 
conditions. 

Q. 91. If the individual has a medical problem during the period of the 
license, for instance a broken arm, does this need to be reported to NRC if the 
operator is not carrying on licensed duties? 
individuals in a classroom, do we still have to report it, or only if he's 
carrying on licensed duties per the Tech Specs? 

For example, if he is training 

A. 
ability. 
from performing regular duties, he's not to perform those duties with that 
temporary disability. 

It's when that person serves on shift that we have to know about a dis- 
Usually, if he has a temporary disability that would preclude him 

We need - not know if it's temporary. When you return him 
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to shift duties, if he has been absent for a period of time, you control that 
process with the 40-hour parallel shift duties and maintain the certification 
on file. It's only in case of a permanent disability that we would have to be 
notified. 
license to allow the operator to perform licensed duties with the medical con- 
dition if some compensatory measure effectively offsets that condition. 

Q. 92. Can an individual be returned to active licensed duties after the medi- 
cal disability has been corrected if a portion of the requal program has been 
missed? 

In that circumstance you want to include a qualification in  the 

A. The operator must be current in the requalification program before he 
returns to duty, and he must receive 40 hours of parallel watch standing. 

Documentation (Subpart C, Section 55.27) 

Q. 93. The utilities must maintain some records in fire proof vaults. 
feel that the physician's offices meet those requirements. 
qualification record, as defined by that A N S I  Standard. 
to provide physicians some type of fire proof storage? 
aspect of this record keeping? 

I don't 
Yet this is a 

Are we going to have 
How do we handle that 

A. 
examination report form which would cover the areas in the A N S I  Standard and 
which would be submitted from the medical examiner to the facility for 
retenti on. 

We recommended to INPO, and they are considering the development of, an 

Q. 94. Can private physicians maintain medical records for the facility 
licensee, as is currently practiced? 

A. 
your responsibility to ensure that the appropriate records are available for 
inspection. 

You may choose to delegate that responsibility to them, but it is, indeed, 

Regulatory Guide 1.8 and ANSI /ANS 3.1 

Q. 95. 
what would the step-by-step progression, and the changes in the regulatory 
environment be for us? 

When we want to go from a non-accredited status to an accredited status, 

A. 
letter that says "we've been accredited on this date.'' 
program because the previous training program is superseded. 
us about it until the next FSAR update, which is required pursuant to 
10 CFR 50.71(e)(4). 

Simply send a letter saying that you were accredited, and the date of accredita- 
tion, and certify that your requalification program is based on a systems approach 
to training; this supersedes any prior commitments to NRC by way of additional 
trai ni ng. 

The date you receive accreditation from the Academy, you would send NRC a 
You then begin that 

You need not tell 
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Q. 96. For the FSAR update f o l l o w i n g  acc red i ta t i on ,  i t  would no t  be necessary 
t o  have the extent  o f  d e t a i l  i n  t h a t  update, as p rev ious l y  was the  case, i s  
t h a t  co r rec t?  

A. That i s  correct .  
date o f  accredi ta t ion.  
and the date you achieved the accredi ta t ion.  
t r a i n i n g  program, f o l l o w i n g  acc red i ta t i on ,  are a v a i l a b l e  t o  the s t a f f  on s i t e  
f o r  review; they need no t  be submitted. 

Q. 97. I f  the f a c i l i t y  does not  c e r t i f y  i t s  t r a i n i n g  programs i n  accordance 
w i t h  Generic L e t t e r  87-07, when must FSAR Chapter 13 be rev ised and how do I 
do it? 

It can be blank, except f o r  the in format ion about the  
It need no t  say anything, o ther  than you were accredited, 

A l l  records associated w i t h  your 

A. The Rule becomes e f f e c t i v e  on May 26th, 1987, and a t  t h a t  t ime, you must 
comply w i t h  the new prov is ions i n  the r e q u a l i f i c a t i o n  program. 
need t o  be a change t o  the FSAR submitted i n  accordance w i t h  10 CFR 50.54(i) 
and 55.59(c), t o  conform t o  the regu la t i on ,  i f  you chose no t  t o  c e r t i f y  t he  
t r a i  n i  ng program. 

So, there would 

The Commission endorsed the  INPO Program f o r  a c c r e d i t a t i o n  i n  the Po l i cy  State- 
ment. 
t o  be based on a systems approach t o  t r a i n i n g .  A u t i l i t y  t h a t  perceives they 
get  some advantage by leav ing an o l d  t r a i n i n g  program on the docket because 
t h a t ' s  a l l  NRC i s  going t o  inspect i s  misguided. That i s  no t  cons is tent  w i t h  
the  i n t e n t  o f  improving t r a i n i n g  i n  the  indust ry .  We do n o t  requ i re  t h a t  you 
t e l l  us a l l  the d e t a i l s  about an accredi ted program, b u t  we do expect you t o  
implement them. 

We sa id  we would accept a program a f t e r  it was accredi ted and c e r t i f i e d  

We have heard rumors t h a t  some f a c i l i t i e s  i n tend  t o  have one standard f o r  NRC, 
and a d i f f e r e n t  standard f o r  INPO. That i s  no t  t he  Commission's i n t e n t  i n  the  
Po l i cy  Statement and we would b r i n g  such a p r a c t i c e  t o  t h e  Commission's at ten- 
t i o n  promptly. 
accredited. F a i l u r e  t o  implement t h a t  program w i l l  be o f  concern both t o  INPO 
and t o  NRC. 

We expect you t o  f o l l o w  the  accredi ted program when i t  i s  

Q. 98. 
w i t h i n  the 60 days al lowed f o r  implementing 10 CFR 55 requirements? 

W i l l  NRC be prepared t o  approve o r  disapprove FSAR Chapter 13 changes 

A. The approval i s  e f f e c t i v e  automat ical ly,  i f  you have an accredi ted program 
and have c e r t i f i e d  t h a t  it i s  based on a systems approach i n  accordance w i t h  
GL 87-07. 
changes t h a t  are implemented as a r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  r u l e ,  w i t h  the  exception o f  
any l i cense  amendments which are requi red because o f  something i n  your Technical 
Speci f icat ions.  
requirement i n  t h e i r  Technical Speci f icat ions than t h a t  f o r  which they would 
have t o  apply; amending t h e i r  Technical Speci f icat ions t o  ob ta in  r e l i e f  i s  per- 
m i t t e d  under the ru le .  It would be an admin i s t ra t i ve  change i n  order t o  con- 
form w i t h  the  Regulation. 
and would be processed as any r o u t i n e  change t o  the  Technical Speci f icat ions.  

You shouldn ' t  expect t o  see any'response from the Commission on 

There are a number o f  f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  have a more r e s t r i c t i v e  

But i t  would n o t  have t o  be acted on w i t h i n  60 days 

I f  you do no t  p l a n  t o  c e r t i f y  t h a t  your program i s  based on a systems approach, 
we cannot a c t  on i t  u n t i l  we receive i t  i n  accordance w i t h  10 CFR 50.54(i). 
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It w i l l  then be reviewed i n  the  usual way. 
sonable t o  expect i t  t o  be completed by May 26, 1987. 

I n  t h i s  case, i t  would no t  be rea- 

Q. 99. 
ment, as approved i n  our FSAR? 

But i n  the  meantime, i s  Revis ion 1 o f  Regulatory Guide 1.8 our commit- 

A. Yes. Your commitment i s  t h a t  which i s  approved i n  the  FSAR. It i s  b ind ing,  
as are any o f  the  more r e s t r i c t i v e  requirements i n  the  Rule, u n t i l  you are ac- 
c red i ted  and so in form us by l e t t e r .  A t  t h a t  po in t ,  you can make changes pur- 
suan t ' t o  50.59 t o  remove th ings  from your FSAR and your program. 
need t o  amend a l icense,  you submit the app l i ca t i on  f o r  an amendment t o  s t r i k e  
the sect ions i n  the  Technical Spec i f i ca t ions  o r  i n  the  l i cense which have been 
superseded by accred i ta t ion .  

When you 

Q. 100. 
Regulatory Guide 1.8, Revis ion 2? 

Upon achieving accred i ta t ion ,  would we then become committed t o  

A. No. Regulatory Guide 1.8, Rev. 2, goes i n t o  e f f e c t  f o r  a l l  f a c i l i t i e s ,  as 
i s  ind ica ted  i n  the  implementation sec t ion  o f  t he  Guide, on March 31, 1988. 
However, i f  you have an accredi ted program, you are no longer ob l iga ted  t o  
fo l low the  Guide. A t  t h a t  po in t ,  you can p u t  the  Regulatory Guide aside, b u t  
you now must implement your commitment t o  the  Accred i t ing  Board. 
a t  t h a t  in format ion,  and we've concluded t h a t  INPO guide l ines i n  t h i s  area are 
equi Val en t  t o  the  s t a f f  gu i  del  i nes i n Regul a to ry  Guides. 

We have looked 

Q. 101. This quest ion addresses NRC approval o f  t r a i n i n g  programs. Do r e v i -  
sions t o  requal programs which reduce t h e i r  scope requ i re  NRC review and ap- 
proval  per 10 CFR 50.54.:-1 i f  the  program i s  INPO accredi ted? 
term " reduct ion o f  scope'' be c l a r i f i e d ?  

And can the  

A. 
t o  be based upon a systems approach t o  t ra in ing .  
r e v i s i o n  o f  t r a i n i n g  i n  order t o  meet the  needs o f  the  job  incumbents; there- 
fore, we expect you t o  update your program based on t h i s  feedback. 

NRC review i s  not requi red i f  the  program i s  accredi ted and i s  c e r t i f i e d  
Element 5 o f  the  SAT includes 

The i n t e n t  i s  t h a t  i f  you are SAT based, and are r e v i s i n g  the  program based 
upon an evaluat ion of the  needs o f  the  t ra inees,  t h a t  the  r e s u l t  o f  t h a t  eval-  
ua t ion  i s  the  program you are going t o  conduct. And you have a bas is  f o r  t h a t  
evaluat ion.  Reducing the  scope does no t  apply. The i n t e n t  i s  t o  g ive  you the  
f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  modify the  program i n  order t o  prov ide the  t r a i n i n g  t h a t  you, 
the  f a c i l i t y  l icensee, determines appropr iate f o r  your j ob  incumbents. 

We have seen t h a t  process work through the  INPO-accreditat ion process. 
confidence i n  the process. 
be cases where there i s  content l e f t  out ,  where we are going t o  have some 
concerns about something no t  having been covered, the process i s  there  so t h a t  
you can cover what's needed. 

The t r a i n i n g  and the  feedback process you prov ide w i l l  permi t  the t r a i n i n g  t o  
be job-relevant.  

Probably the  on ly  except ion i s  f o r  t he  i n s t r u c t o r  who has had t h a t  t r a i n i n g .  
But the o l d  tes t -ou t  exemption i s  gone. 

We have 
And even though we are sure t h a t  there  are going t o  

It i s  t r a i n i n g  which the  t ra inees  agree i s  important.  

You c a n ' t  take an exam, do w e l l  on it, 
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and eliminate training in a systems approach. 
the training program because he has been i l l  or been away, you may use some- 
thing like a required reading program and a test to ensure that he has covered 
the material. 
to whatever cycle you have designed that has been accepted by the accrediting 
board. 

If someone misses a portion of 

But when the Rule says training on a continuing basis, it refers 

NRC has separated itself from the training review. We would prefer, after you 
are accredited, that you certify you have a systems approach in place to us, 
and eliminate the details from your FSAR. Certification is all that we need 
because the periodic reviews through the accreditation process are the vehicle 
for keeping your training programs current. We think that the separation of 
trai ni ng from exami ni ng i s the most significant part of this rul e-maki ng. 

Q. 102. There are a lot of documents involved with the accreditation process, 
so if an IE inspector came in and said, "We think that your program is less 
than the scope,'' what is he basing that on? 

A. 
a performance-based inspection. 
accreditation process using the mechanisms for revising and updating your pro- 
gram, based upon feedback and need, and that's the reason that you're revising 
it, we don't see that that is an issue of lessening the scope. 

Regional inspectors are governed by inspection module IP 41701, which requires 
If you make a change to your program through the 

The lessening of a scope issue had to do with the old program when it was 
regulatory-based, where we required a certain number of hours in the classroom 
and certain types of content. The approach now is one of modeling the program 
based upon performance and need, and the process is one that has been endorsed 
by the Commission through the policy statement. To the extent that you need to 
change the program based upon feedback of your own performance, that's 
appropriate. 

If you have an approved program today that calls for administering a comprehen- 
sive written exam annually and you want to change that to a comprehensive writ- 
ten exam every two years, the regulation is the basis for concluding that that 
is acceptable; that is not reducing the scope. 
the regulation. 
the 50.59 review process or by amending your license. There are a few facili- 
ties which have commitments to operator training programs associated with a 
staffing requirement section in Section 6 of the Technical Specifications. If 
you are in that category, you can submit an amendment request to the Commission 
for an administrative change to your Technical Specifications to conform to the 
requirements o f  the regulation, but you may not do less if it is, in fact, a 
requirement in your license now. You can't do less than what's currently in 
the license. If it's in your approved program, you can do a 50.59 review to 
conform to the regulation. 

That is simply conforming to 
You can make changes to match the regulation either through 

Q. 103. Let's say that in my systematic approach to training, I have determined 
that it doesn't take three years of experience to meet the requirements. I com- 
plete the program with whatever experience we determine i s  appropriate, and 
we've got an accredited program. Do we still have to have the experience re- 
quirements in our program? Do we still have to meet them if we have an 
accredited program? 
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A. 
and qua l i f i ca t i ons .  
experience. 

On the e f fec t i ve  date of  Regulatory Guide 1.8, March 31, 1988, we would expect 
people t o  meet ANS 3.1 unless they have already committed t o  tha t .  

Wi th in  the  acc red i ta t i on  process, there i s  a h ierarchy o f  gu ide l ines j u s t  as 
w i t h i n  the  regulat ions.  
r e l a t e s  t o  experience requirements, i s  by conforming t o  ANS 3.1. Another way 
i s  through the  acc red i ta t i on  process, which a lso  has guidel ines.  

I n  the  case o f  a review and approval by the S ta f f ,  we would look a t  any bases 
f o r  waivers o f  those requirements and a l te rna t i ves  t h a t  are proposed. I n  the  
acc red i ta t i on  process, the  mechanisms are already b u i l t  i n  fo r  you t o  do t h a t  
yourselves on a case-by-case bas: s.  

The indust ry ,  through NUMARC, has made a commitment t o  NRC i n  both t r a i n i n g  
We d i d  not take exception t o  the  three-year requirement f o r  

I n  the  past  we have accepted two years f o r  reac to r  operators. 

An acceptable way o f  meeting the  regu la t ion ,  as i t  

So acc red i ta t i on  c r i t e r i a  f o r  en ter ing  i n t o  t r a i n i n g  as i t  r e l a t e s  t o  q u a l i f i -  
cat ions are described i n  the  INPO t r a i n i n g  guide l ines f o r  each pos i t i on .  They 
a r t i c u l a t e  what the  en t r y  l eve l s  are f o r  t r a i n i n g  and have i n  t h a t  process a 
mechanism f o r  g ran t ing  waivers t o  c e r t a i n  requirements. 

The Commission, through t h i s  r u l e  making, has said, "We w i l l  accept the  can- 
d ida te  a t  t he  end o f  t r a i n i n g  i f  he i s  c e r t i f i e d  t o  have been a graduate o f  an 
accredi ted program." We have done t h a t  through promulgation o f  t he  p o l i c y  
statement on t r a i n i n g  and q u a l i f i c a t i o n  and an endorsement o f  t he  accred ia t ion  
program. That means t h a t  you con t ro l  the  review and waiver process, through 
your veh ic le  w i t h  INPO. 
INPO guide l ines,  I would suggest t h a t  you need t o  contact  INPO and they may need 
t o  contact  NUMARC i f  you want t o  come up w i t h  a r a d i c a l l y  new i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

Now, i f  you want t o  deviate s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from the  

But, i n  fact ,  i f  you have a bas is  f o r  what you ' re  doing which i s  documented, 
and you do t h a t  on an i n d i v i d u a l  basis,  we do no t  in tend t o  second-guess your 
judgement. I n  f a c t ,  we would no t  see i t  on the  app l i ca t i on  when you have both 
an accredi ted program and a s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  acceptable t o  the  Commission 
f o r  t he  conduct o f  operat ing tes ts .  

That 's  a major change i n  the  way we have done business i n  the  past;  i t  puts  
a l o t  o f  t r u s t  i n  the  i ndus t r y  through the s e l f - i n i t i a t i v e  o f  INPO and NUMARC 
i n  order t o  prov ide both t r a i n i n g  and q u a l i f i c a t i o n s .  

Q. 104. 
i n  Reg Guide 1.8 and NUREG-1021 changed? 

A. 
accredi ted program and have c e r t i f i e d  your s imulat ion f a c i l i t y .  
be changed under the  r e v i s i o n  t o  NUREG-1021 and under Regulatory Guide 1.8, 
which becomes e f f e c t i v e  March 31, 1988 f o r  nonaccredited programs. 

Have the  experience requirements t o  s i t  f o r  an RO or SRO exam s ta ted  

Yes, i n  t h a t  t he  experience requirements are no t  operat ive i f  you have an 
ES-109 w i l l  

Q. 105. 
Standards f o r  t a k i n g  the  SRO exam discussed as a r e s u l t  o f  implementing 10 CFR 
55? 
previous regulat ions.  

W i l l  NRC change any o f  t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  requirements i n  the  Examiner 

This quest ion i s  being asked i n  l i g h t  o f  the  f a c t  t h a t  10 CFR 55 supersedes 
S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  w i l l  NRC requ i re  t h a t  someone have one 
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year o f  experience as an RO before en ter ing  the  t r a i n i n g  program f o r  an SRO? 
ANSI/ANS 3.1-1981 requi res a minimum o f  s i x  months. 

A. 
has an accredi ted program and an acceptable s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y .  
the requirement goes away because i t  becomes p a r t  o f  your accredi ted program. 

Yes, there  i s  a change t o  the  e l i g i b i l i t y  requirements except i f  a f a c i l i t y  
I n  t h a t  case, 

Q. 106. The way I understand the  Examiner Standards present ly ,  the  experience 
requirement t o  take a reac tor  operator exam i s  two years o f  power p l a n t  exper i -  
ence, one o f  which i s  nuclear. ANSI  Standard 3.1-1981, s p e c i f i e s  th ree  years 
o f  power p l a n t  experience, one o f  which i s  nuclear. The two remaining years 
should be as a nonl icensed operator, and o f  t h a t ,  s i x  months should be as a 
nonlicensed operator a t  the  f a c i l i t y  f o r  which you seek the  l icense.  
would be, i n  my i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  a three-year requirement now, whereas i n  the  
past  i t  was a two year. 

So, t h a t  

Is t h a t  cor rec t?  

A. That i s  cor rec t .  
1981. There are some f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  have committed t o  t h a t  standard i n  t h e i r  
app l i ca t ion ,  and were reviewed against  t h a t  standard. 
Examiner Standards was based upon A N S I  N18.1-1971, because we had no t  endorsed 
A N S I  3.1. This r u l e  making process endorses ANSI  3.1.-1981. 

Q. 107. And the  same appl ies f o r  the  senior  operator. Examiner Standard 109 
says f o u r  years, and ANSI  3 . 1  says three. So, you w i l l  be changing t h a t  one 
a1 so? 

The standard had n o t  been imposed across the  board i n  

A previous vers ion of the 

A. 
four-year requirement f o r  experience f o r  the  SRO. 

*Q. 108. Reg Guide 1 . 8  endorses c e r t a i n  p o s i t i o n s  through A N S I  3.1-1981 f o r  
t r a i n i n g  and q u a l i f i c a t i o n s .  
which are  d i f f e r e n t  from those i n  the  Examiner Standards. For instance, f o r  
a reac tor  operator,  A N S I  3 . 1  o f  1981 requi res th ree  years power p l a n t  exper i -  
ence, one o f  which i s  nuclear. 
l icensed operator,  w i t h  s i x  months as a nonlicensed operator a t  the  f a c i l i t y .  
Is the Reg Guide endorsing those e l i g i b i l i t y  requirements also,  o r  j u s t  
t r a i n i n g ?  

The Reg Guide takes except ion t o  the  A N S I  Standard. Reg Guide 1.8 c i t e s  a 

The ANSI  Standard has experience requirements 

And I be l ieve  i t  says two years as a non- 

A. We have no t  taken except ion t o  th ree  years o f  experience f o r  reac tor  
operator. 
RO, b u t  have taken except ion by r e q u i r i n g  the f o u r  years f o r  SRO. 
same as the  p r a c t i c e  has been. 
i ne r  Standards and the Reg Guide i n  t h i s  area. 
changed t o  co inc ide w i t h  the  implementation date o f  the Reg Guide, which i s  
March 31, 1988. 

We have endorsed the ANSI  Standard w i t h  respect t o  th ree  years f o r  
That ' s  the  

We recognize the  d i f f e r e n c e  between the  Exam- 
The Examiner Standards w i l l  be 

Q. 109. 
t o  research and t r a i n i n g  reactors? 

Are the  experience requirements f o r  operator l icenses app l icab le  a lso  

A. 
has been approved i n  the  past,  i n  terms of e l i g i b i l i t y  requirements, continues 
f o r  t e s t  and research reactors.  
Guide 1.8 refer t o  power reactors.  

The requirements fo r  t e s t  and research reactors  have no t  changed. Whatever 

The e l i g i b i l i t y  requirements i n  Regulatory 

I 
i 
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Q. 110. I have an accredi ted SAT-based program. The s imulator  should be ava i l -  
able next year and w i l l  meet ANSI/ANS 3.5 Standards. I t ' s  my understanding t h a t  
we are okay because we meet those three elements, SAT, INPO accredi ted,  and our 
s imulator should meet your standards. Am I cor rec t ,  t h a t  i n  meeting those 
standards, I d o n ' t  have t o  worry about the  ANSI Standards r e q u i r i n g  two years 
as a nonlicensed operator w i t h  s i x  months a t  t he  p lan t?  

A. While you d o n ' t  have t o  submit t h a t  in-  
format ion t o  NRC, the  indus t ry ,  through NUMARC and INPO's t r a i n i n g  guide l ines 
and ac t red i ta t i on ,  has standards comparable t o  those i n  the  ANSI  standard. 
Therefore, we f e e l  t h a t  the  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  requirements are s t i l l  being met. 
The only  d i f f e rence  is t h a t  you don ' t  have t o  submit a l l  t h a t  in fo rmat ion  t o  us. 

No, t h a t ' s  no t  e n t i r e l y  cor rec t .  

We had a case recen t l y  where an i n d i v i d u a l  was a graduate o f  an accredi ted pro- 
gram bu t  d i d  no t  meet the  experience e l i g i b i l i t y  requirements. His  p l a n t  ex- 
perience was t h a t  of a chemist, a p o s i t i o n  no t  comparable e i t h e r  t o  t h a t  of  a 
con t ro l  room operator o r  a s h i f t  engineer. We denied the  app l ica t ion ,  and i t  
was denied on appeal. We a r e n ' t  going t o  see t h a t  k ind  o f  in fo rmat ion  i n  the 
fu tu re ,  and we expect t he  i ndus t r y  t o  p o l i c e  i t s e l f  w i t h  respect t o  ensur ing 
t h a t  the  NUMARC commitments are, indeed, met. Because we are stepping ou t  of 
t h a t  area, and no t  r e q u i r i n g  it t o  be submitted, does no t  mean t h a t  you can 
r e l a x  your standards. 

Q. 111. 
SRO candidate, and I was r e f e r r i n g ,  p r i m a r i l y ,  t o  RO candidates. I n  the  past ,  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  those who weren ' t  committed t o  the  1981 vers ion o f  t h a t  A N S I  
Standard, there  was no requirement f a r  RO candidates t o  have been nonlicensed 
operators. Now we are faced w i t h  the  new requirement, and I ' v e  go t  a group o f  
people who are i n  t r a i n i n g  now, who d o n ' t  necessar i ly  have t h a t  background. 

A. There i s  one aspect o f  the  acc red i ta t i on  process t h a t  you may be missing. 
And i t ' s  a p a r t  o f  the process t h a t  per ta ins  t o  meeting NRC e l i g i b i l i t y  requi re-  
ments. The acc red i ta t i on  process does inc lude a mechanism f o r  you t o  exempt, 
o r  waive aspects, based upon having performed an evaluat ion o f  the candidate's 
experience and/or t es t i ng .  
making a judgement, on a case-by-case basis,  about e l i g i b i l i t y ,  where a person 
d i d n ' t  cross a l l  the " t ' s ' '  and dot  a l l  the" i ' s ' ' .  

I n  the  example t h a t  you j u s t  gave you were apparent ly t a l k i n g  about an 

That i s  the  same k ind  o f  process t h a t  we use i n  

We are look ing  f o r  you t o  use t h a t  same process. ,You may choose, f o r  a docu- 
mented reason, as a p a r t  of .your program, t o  waive a p o r t i o n  of the  requi re-  
ment, based upon experience and/or t es t i ng .  That i s  a p a r t  o f  the  accredi ta-  
t i o n  process, and we understand t h a t ,  and we expect t h a t  t o  continue. 
on ly  d i f f e rence  i s ,  you d o n ' t  have t o  submit i t  t o  us t o  request a waiver. 

And the 

Q. 112. 
neer i  ng watch supervisor,  e tc .  , as meeting the  one-year reac tor  operator ex- 
perience requirement, if one year remains as a requirement? 

W i l l  NRC cont inue t o  accept one year as a Navy reac to r  operator,  engi- 

A. Yes. 

Q. 113. 
"Formal t r a i n i n g  beyond the  h igh  school l eve l  i n  technica l  subjects, associated 
w i t h  the p o s i t i o n  i n  question, such as. acquired i n  Several programs, including 
u t i l i t i e s ,  and others. 

The d e f i n i t i o n  f o r  r e l a t e d  technica l  t r a i n i n g  i n  ANSI/ANS 3.1 says, 

Such t r a i n i n g  program s h a l l  be o f  a scheduled and 
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planned length,  and inc lude t e x t  mater ia ls  and lectures. ' '  A l l  o f  our programs 
meet t h a t  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  r e l a t e d  technica l  t r a i n i n g ,  and yet we c a n ' t  count i t  
f o r  experience. Why not? 

A. 
and the  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s ,  then he goes i n t o  a t r a i n i n g  program. 
nisms, through your acc red i ta t i on  process, where you look  a t  the  en t r y  l e v e l  
i n t o  your t r a i n i n g  program. 
gram, b u t  we have no t  been g i v i n g  c r e d i t  f o r  experience f o r  the t r a i n i n g  which 
i s  requi red and has been approved by NRC as a p a r t  o f  the  s p e c i f i c  program 
leading up t o  l i cense e l i g i b i l i t y .  

Experience i s  an e l i g i b i l i t y  requirement. I f  the person has the  experience 

You can count t i m e  and t r a i n i n g  p r i o r  t o  t h a t  pro- 

You have mecha- 

Q. 114. 
per  ANS 3.1-1981, even i f  Tech Specs requ i re  less  experience? 

Do r a d i a t i o n  p ro tec t i on  personnel now requ i re  th ree  years experience 

A. 
the  same as those inc luded i n  ANSI  Standard 18.1 o f  1971. 

The requirements f o r  r a d i a t i o n  p r o t e c t i o n  personnel i n  Reg Guide 1.8 are 

Q. 115. 
and sa id  t h a t  we would do s p e c i f i c  punch l i s t  i t e m s  t o  t r a i n  our STAs. Now if 
we have an approved STA t r a i n i n g  program, per  INPO, the  o l d  p r e s c r i p t i v e  hours 
t h a t  we committed t o  no longer apply. 
our FSAR, we need t o  remove i t  "per the  INPO-accredited program.'' 
cor rec t?  

About f i v e  years ago, we a l l  w r o t e  our response t o  the  Denton l e t t e r  

However, i f  t h a t  punch l i s t  i tem i s  i n  
I s  t h a t  

A. That i s  cor rec t ,  as i t  re la tes  t o  l icensed operator programs and other  
programs f o r  which you have made t r a i n i n g  commitments which are covered by the  
Commission's Po l i cy  Statement on t r a i n i n g  and q u a l i f i c a t i o n s .  And i n  both 
cases, i t  i s  simply a 50.59 type review t o  amend o r  update your FSAR t o  i n d i -  
cate the  date on which you received accred i ta t ion ,  f o r  instance, f o r  the  STA 
pos i t i on .  The on ly  exception r e l a t e s  t o  the  Commission Po l i cy  Statement on 
engineering exper t i se  on s h i f t  o r  the  use o f  the  dual r o l e  SRO/STA compared 
w i t h  a separate STA, as ind ica ted  i n  Reg Guide 1.8, Regulatory Pos i t i on  C . 1 . j .  

Q. 116. When an appl ied science degree i s  being considered, what cons t i t u tes  
an acceptable degree? 
an i n s t a n t  SRO o r  whether he must f i r s t  be an RO? 

How do we know what spec i f i c  degree al lows someone t o  be 

A. 
the  regions, i n  making a determinat ion based on an app l ica t ion .  
t h a t  an app l i ca t i on  has been u n f a i r l y  re jected,  you can request reviews by re-  
gional  and headquarter 's management. I f  you want t o  b r i n g  it up through a re-  
view, we can c e r t a i n l y  do t h a t  on a p l a n t - s p e c i f i c  basis. 

The s t a f f  reviews those and we use our bes t  judgment, as do the  people i n  
I f  you f e e l  

Q. 117. 
check up on us? 
accept the  app l i ca t i on  because you won' t  know what degree he has because i t  
won' t  be l i s t e d ?  

I s  i t  t r u e  t h a t  i n  the  f u t u r e  i t  won' t  be a problem, because you won' t  
I f  we send an app l i ca t i on  i n  saying someone's an SRO, w i l l  you 

A. 
w i t h  gu ide l ines t h a t  have been establ ished under your INPO-accredited program. 

I t ' s  our understanding t h a t  the  determinat ion w i l l  be made i n  accordance 
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The Commission has made a determination that we're going to trust the industry 
and let the industry programs be operative in the area of training and qualifi- 
cations under the policy statement. We understand generically what those com- 
mitments mean, and we've reviewed them quite closely. 

If we find that they're being abused, either through an inspection program or 
through any other vehicle, that's going to cause grave concern as to whether 
the industry is able to police itself and act responsibly, given what we have 
delegated to you through those programs. 

We've been on team visits and at board meetings and we've seen utilities being 
put through their paces to describe what mechanisms they use to review and make 
determi nations about the el igi bi 1 i ty for candidates to enter into training and 
whether they are qualified to perform in that job position. 

What we're saying is that we believe that process is the appropriate one to use. 
If you do that in a straightforward, rigorous manner, that's what we're looking 
for. We're not going to nit-pick and second-guess your judgments, provided you 
have an adequate basis for them and provided they are consistent with what has 
been approved generically through the accreditation process and the guidance 
that INPO has issued. 

Q. 118. Are documents referred to, such as NUREG-0737, still required as 
references? 

A. 
operator licensing. 
have been committed to in a facility training program, and the initial program 
may not yet have been accredited. Those commitments are still in effect. They 
are part o f  the approved program, and remain so until that program is super- 
seded by an accredited program, and you provide the letter to the staff, as is 
described in Generic Letter 87-07 which forwarded the Rule. 

Revision 2 of Regulatory Guide 1.8 supersedes NUREG-0737 as it relates to 
However, there may be some aspects of NUREG-0737 which 

Q. 119. 
required only for the shift supervisor and senior operator. ANS 3.1 requires 
only a high school diploma for licensed operators. 

A. Yes. The intent of the exception taken in regulatory position C.1.d. was 
to eliminate the 30 and 60 semester hours of college-level education from the 
shift supervisor and SRO positions. 
the General Education Development Test as the equivalent to a high school 
diploma, and it would be acceptable for all three positions. 

It seems that Regulatory Guide 1.8 says a diploma or equivalent is 

Is that what you intend? 

The definition section in ANS 3.1 includes 

Q. 120. 
systematic approach to training is used. 
state that there are allowable training exceptions from following ANSI/ANS 3.1 
for ROs and SROs. 
SRO training when a systematic approach is used. 

A. Exemptions are allowed under Section D, Implementation, of Regulatory 
Guide 1.8, which states that the guidance in Section C does not apply to those 
training programs which have been accredited under an accreditation program 
which has been endorsed by the NRC. 

10 CFR 55 provides allowable training exceptions from this rule if a 
Reg. Guide 1.8 however, does not 

Please explain why exceptions were not allowed for RO and 
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WRITTEN EXAMINATIONS AND OPERATING TESTS 



General Issues ( Inc lud ing  Learning Object ives and Examination Quest ion Bank) 

Q. 121. W i l l  the format o f  the  w r i t t e n  exams change? I f  so,  how? 

A .  
change, although there are numerous i n i t i a t i v e s  under way which may lead t o  
format changes i n  one way o r  another as we r e f i n e  the process. 

Q. 122. 
cluded i n  the exam. 
the i n d i v i d u a l  t a k i n g  the examination? 

A t  the present t i m e  the  format o f  the  examinations i s  no t  expected t o  

The exam content s ta tes t h a t  Licensee Event Reports (LER) w i l l  be i n -  
How i s  t h e  scope o f  LERs determined and communicated t o  

A. We would sample 
from your learn ing  object ives,  b u t  we would n o t  necessar i ly  be l i m i t e d  t o  those. 

We expect your t r a i n i n g  program t o  inc lude re levant  LERs. 

We would n o t  take an LER from a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  p l a n t  and t r y  t o  adapt 
i t  t o  your p lan t .  
operat ional  safety,  we are going t o  inc lude those i n  the  exam process. It may 
be i n  the  w r i t t e n  exam o r  on the  operat ing t e s t .  

But i f  there were LERs t h a t  r e f l e c t  e i t h e r  t r a i n i n g  needs o r  

Q. 123. W i l l  there be any e f f o r t  by NRC t o  ensure a consis tent  l e v e l  o f  de- 
t a i l  i n  the  f a c i l i t y ' s  learn ing  object ives? 

A. 
ob ject ives t h a t  are submitted f o r  an exam. 
cause we have seen a la rge  spectrum o f  d i f fe rences  i n  learn ing  object ives.  

Yes. We have a major e f f o r t  under way t o  evaluate the  q u a l i t y  o f  learn ing  
This  i s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  issue be- 

As a p a r t  o f  our examination development e f f o r t s ,  we have been reviewing t h e  
q u a l i t y  o f  the  learn ing  object ives submitted w i t h  mater ia ls  f o r  the  90-day 
l e t t e r s .  
i n t o  the evaluat ion process f o r  how w e l l  a c c r e d i t a t i o n  i s  working. 

We're evaluat ing t h e i r  q u a l i t y  and using t h a t  as a feedback mechanism 

Where we f i n d  t h a t  the  learn ing  ob jec t ives  are n o t  adequate, w e ' l l  use other  
mater ia ls .  Where they are adequate, we w i l l  use them. We in tend t o  evolve 
over t ime t o  the  p o i n t  where we can const ruct  an NRC exam s o l e l y  using the  
f a c i  1 i t y  1 earn i  ng object ives.  

We have a lso  opened our examination development t r a i n i n g  program t o  INPO and 
others,  p rov id ing  in format ion t o  them on how we const ruct  examinations and on 
the  t r a i n i n g  t h a t  we're p rov id ing  t o  examiners. 
underway w i t h i n  INPO t o  improve development o f  t e s t i n g  object ives.  

There are  a l s o  a c t i v i t i e s  

Q. 124. How does the Commission in tend t o  implement w r i t t e n  examinations based 
upon the knowledge, s k i l l s ,  and a b i l i t i e s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the  learn ing  ob jec t ives  
der ived from the systematic analys is  o f  l icensed operator dut ies? 

A. 
the  p o i n t  where the t r a i n i n g  program's l e a r n i n g  ob jec t ives  become t h e  major 
source f o r  our examination. 
a t  the  most important j o b  performance, knowledge, and a b i l i t i e s ,  and we have 
t h a t  area documented w i t h  our K/A Catalogs. I n  f a c t ,  t h e r e ' s  a supplement t o  
the  PWR Catalog being publ ished t h a t  has t h e  same sect ions as the BWR Catalog. 

I t ' s  our i n t e n t ,  as expressed i n  the  Statement o f  Considerations, t o  reach 

We want t o  sample according t o  a scheme t h a t  looks 
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I n  addi t ion,  we asked a PWR and BWR panel o f  subject-matter experts t o  r a t e  
the t e s t i n g  emphasis they thought we should have. 
of  NRC's  sampling p lan,  so we w i l l  sample the most important j ob  content. What 
we expect i n  terms o f  condi t ions and standards o f  performance w i l l  be dr iven by 
the l ea rn ing  object ives,  and t h a t  w i l l  form the  basis o f  our t e s t i n g  object ives 
The only s l i g h t  d i f f e rence  between t e s t i n g  and lea rn ing  object ives has t o  do 
w i t h  the context  i n  which you judge performance, because one i s  a t ime- l im i ted  
t e s t i n g  s i t u a t i o n ,  and the other might a l low a longer t r a i n i n g  o r  j o b  perform- 
ance period. 

We d o n ' t  want our exam t o  be devoid o f  contact  w i t h  your t r a i n i n g  program. The 
purpose i s  t o  get  t o  the same spot. 
LERs and other  events, and t o  f u r t h e r  i nves t i ga te  other  questions, w i t h  your 
assistance, manuals, 1 icense amendments, o r  other mater ia ls  , because even if we 
judge our question i n  terms o f  your l ea rn ing  object ives,  the mater ia l  t o  de- 
velop the question and the answer has t o  come from something other  than the 
l ea rn ing  object ive.  

That r a t i n g  forms the basis 

O f  course we reserve the r i g h t  t o  look a t  

Q. 125. What, i f  any, u t i l i t y  act ions w i l l  NRC requ i re  t o  incorporate u t i l i t y  
l ea rn ing  object ives i n t o  the NRC t e s t i n g  object ives? 

A. 
catalog, the eas ier  i t  i s  f o r  us t o  use them. 
any act ions.  
an exam, we're request ing t h a t  l ea rn ing  object ives be submitted, and we're 
evaluat ing them, and i f  they are appropr iate f o r  use i n  our exam, both the 
w r i t t e n  and the operat ing t e s t ,  we would employ them t o  the extent  t h a t  they 
are consis tent  w i t h  our sampling p l a n  i n  the Examiner's Handbook and the K/A 
Catalogs. 

The b e t t e r  your mater ia ls  are, the more c l o s e l y  they are keyed t o  our K/A 
But we're no t  going t o  requ i re  

I n  the 90-day l e t t e r s  t h a t  go out  p r i o r  t o  the admin is t ra t ion o f  

We've been t r a i n i n g  examiners t o  l ook  a t  l ea rn ing  object ives and t o  use them 
f o r  t e s t i n g  object ives.  
examiner where the l ea rn ing  object ives provide a standard o f  performance and 
you key the  t r a i n i n g  mater ia ls  i n  which the mater ia l  t o  develop t h a t  question 
i s  avai lab le,  and i f  you know a K/A i n  the cata log w i t h  an importance r a t i n g  
t h a t ' s  above 2.5, you w i l l  have provided the basis f o r  developing a good ques- 
t i o n  and a good examination. 

To the  extent  t h a t  you can prov ide ma te r ia l  t o  the 

Our experience i s  t h a t  t he  l ea rn ing  object ives may have condi t ions and standards 
of performance, b u t  t he  support ing t r a i n i n g  mater ia ls  are n o t  there t o  develop 
the appropr iate questions o r  t h e y ' r e  cas t  i n  such a way t h a t  i t ' s  unclear 
whether they are r e l a t e d  t o  a K/A associated w i t h  j o b  content having a r e l a -  
t i v e l y  h igh sa fe ty  s ign i f icance.  

We a lso d i d  no t  want t o  see the  "enabling objectives, ' '  because these are f o r  
t r a i n i n g  purposes and are n o t  grounded i n  j o b  performance. We want ob ject ives 
t h a t  are " terminal ,"  and have t o  do w i t h  j o b  performance; and t h e  b e t t e r  the 
mater ia l  i s  t h a t  you supply, the c lose r  our exam w i l l  m i r r o r  those object ives.  

We've spent a g rea t  deal of t ime look ing  a t  how one judges a quest ion based on 
the l ea rn ing  o b j e c t i v e  so t h a t  the question w i l l  e l i c i t  t he  k i n d  o f  performance 
o r  knowledge o r  response t h a t  l e t s  us i n f e r  t h a t  t he  person has mastered t h a t  
p a r t i c u l a r  aspect o f  t h e  job. 
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There's a re la ted  issue. 
a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  the  NRC Examination Quest ion Bank, and ind ica ted  the  mechanisms 
by which u t i l i t i e s  could request the  in fo rmat ion  on what 's contained i n  the  
bank on t h e i r  f a c i l i t y  o r  s i m i l a r  f a c i l i t i e s .  
f o r  you t o  update questions on the bank, e i t h e r  where we have inaccurate r e f -  
erences o r  the design o f  the  f a c i l i t y  has changed. 

We issued Generic L e t t e r  87-01, which announced the  

It a lso  ind ica ted  a mechanism 

We purged the bank o f  questions t h a t  were more than two  years o l d  because some 
o f  the ol.der questions d i d  not  meet today 's  q u a l i t y  standards. I n  some cases, 
we have only  fou r  o r  f i v e  examinations on the  bank f o r  a p a r t i c u l a r  u t i l i t y .  
We want t o  improve t h a t  and are i n te res ted  i n  your comments and/or questions 
f o r  the  bank. 
t ions .  To the  extent  you provide us in fo rmat ion  t h a t ' s  i n  a format which i s  
compatible w i t h  loading i n t o  the bank, we can do t h a t  d i r e c t l y ,  e i t h e r  through 
hard copy o r  e l e c t r o n i c a l l y .  
r e c t  access t o  the  bank. We have discussed w i t h  INPO the  need f o r  an i ndus t r y  
i n i t i a t i v e  t o  va l i da te  a se t  o f  p l a n t - s p e c i f i c  questions t h a t  could be a source 
f o r  NRC exams. 

W e ' l l  a lso  prov ide the  bank t o  you f o r  c rea t i ng  your own ques- 

But f o r  secu r i t y  reasons, we c a n ' t  g ive  you d i -  

Q. 126. I f  the u t i l i t y  has establ ished some i n t e r n a l  gu ide l ines o f  what they 
expect o f  the  i nd i v idua l ,  w i l l  you accept those guide l ines f o r  the  purposes o f  
w r i t t e n  exami nations? 

A. Yes. We would have an issue t h a t  we would discuss w i t h  the u t i l i t y ,  t h a t  
we would want t o  rev ise  the  guide l ines i f  they d i d  no t  conform t o  our t e s t i n g  
b l u e p r i n t  based on the  job- re la ted  knowledge and a b i l i t y  statements w i t h  h igh  
safety  s i  gni  f i cance. 

Q. 127. Can we submit t h a t  i n  advance o f  the  w r i t t e n  examination, and then come 
t o  an agreement somewhere up f r o n t ?  

A. 
90-day l e t t e r ,  and we would consider t h a t  i n  developing the  exam. 

It can be p a r t  o f  the mater ia ls  t h a t  you submit i n  accordance w i t h  the  

Q. 128. 
l ea rn ing  object ives.  
t ha t?  

You mentioned a t r a i n i n g  program f o r  the  examiners on w r i t i n g  the  
How i s  t h a t  program being ins t ruc ted ;  who's teaching 

A. 
and have been doing one-week t r a i n i n g  sessions i n  a l l  the  regions, tw ice  a t  
headquarters, and once each f o r  cont ractors .  
session, examiners converted l ea rn ing  ob jec t ives  i n t o  t e s t i n g  ob jec t ives  and 
prac t iced  w r i t i n g  t e s t i n g  object ives.  

We've shared t h a t  in fo rmat ion  w i t h  INPO and have had INPO s t a f f  p a r t i c i p a t e  and 
take the  mater ia ls  back w i t h  them, so the  in fo rmat ion  t h a t  we're us ing t o  
develop examinations i s  ava i l ab le  t o  you through INPO,  o r  even through the  s t a f f  
i f  you want t o  request it. 

Wr i t t en  Examinations and Operating Tests (Statement o f  Considerations) 

Q. 129. 
and Operating Tests, i t  says: "Learning ob jec t ives  der ived from job- task 

We s t a r t e d  several years back working on w r i t i n g  m u l t i p l e  choice questions, 

During the  one-week t r a i n i n g  

I n  the  Statement o f  Considerations, under Par t  D, Wr i t ten  Examinations 
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analyses should f o r m  the  bas is  f o r  l i c e n s i n g  w r i t t e n  examinations and operat ing 
t e s t s  a t  a f a c i l i t y .  
c i l i t y  licensee-developed lea rn ing  object ives.  
are being developed and reviewed f o r  accred i ta t ion ,  the  NRC has a c t i v i t i e s  
underway t o  improve the  content v a l i d i t y  o f  NRC examinations and operat ing 
t e s t s . ' '  W i l l  NRC commit t o  s o l e l y  us ing the  l ea rn ing  ob jec t ives  f o r  p lan ts  
t h a t  have accredi ted operator programs? 

U l t imate ly ,  the  NRC t e s t i n g  ob jec t ives  w i l l  r e f l e c t  fa-  
I n  the  i n te r im ,  wh i le  programs 

A. .No. The r u l e  s ta tes  
bu t  t h a t  o ther  th ings,  1 

Q. 130. Why are w r i t t e n  
object ives? 

t h a t  the  l ea rn ing  ob jec t ives  w i l l  be used i n  p a r t ,  
ke LERs, e tc . ,  w i l l  a lso  be used. 

examinations only  taken i n  p a r t  f r o m  lea rn ing  

A. 
i n g  object ives.  
l ea rn ing  ob jec t ives  are somewhat incomplete o r  inadequate. 
LERs and other  t r a i n i n g  mater ia ls ,  such as lesson plans, system descr ip t ions ,  
and procedures, t o  supplement the  l ea rn ing  object ives.  

The hope i s ,  eventual ly ,  t o  take the  e n t i r e  w r i t t e n  examination from learn-  
However, a t  t h i s  t ime, there  are many places where the  

So, we u t i l i z e  

Q. 131. 
NRC examinations and operat ing t e s t s  be complete? 

When w i l l  NRC a c t i v i t i e s  underway t o  improve the  content v a l i d i t y  of 

A. We view t h i s  an an ongoing a c t i v i t y .  
scheduled f o r  completion i n  t h i s  f i s c a l  year, i nc lud ing  the  rev ised Handbook 
(NUREG-1121), passing-point  workshop, and the  supplement t o  the  PWR K/A Cata- 
l o g  (NUREG-1122) t o  conform t o  the  BWR K/A Catalog (NUREG-1123). 

We have a number o f  i n i t i a t i v e s  

By the  end o f  t h i s  f i s c a l  year, a number o f  milestones toward meeting t h a t  
ob jec t i ve  w i l l  have been met. But t h i s  i s  a cont inu ing process, as we work 
toward a common understanding o f  what's necessary f o r  assessing j o b  pe r fo r -  
mance. 
ments i n  basing t e s t  content on the  operator 's  performance-based job  requi re-  
ments: We have used a systematic 
process i n v o l v i n g  sub jec t  matter experts. We have supplemented the  PWR Cata- 
log,  which now has a theory and component sec t ion  s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  i n  the  BWR 
Catalog. 

With the  advent o f  the  K/A Catalogs, we've made s i g n i f i c a n t  improve- 

t h a t  i s  the  essence o f  content v a l i d i t y .  

I n  add i t i on  t o  t h a t ,  we have been look ing  a t  a l t e rna te  ways t o  sample the  con- 
t e n t  o f  the  NRC w r i t t e n  exam. 
t i o n s  o f  the exam equal ly.  We've looked a t  a way o f  sampling according t o  the 
sect ions i n  the  Catalog. The d i f fe rences  would r e f l e c t  d i f fe rences  between RO 
and SRO pos i t ions .  We ' l l  sample more heav i l y  i n  p l a n t  systems f o r  ROs and more 
heav i l y  i n  emergencies t h a t  have fewer normal and more i n teg ra ted  p l a n t  responses 
f o r  SROs. The f i n a l  dec is ion on t h a t  w i l l  be made based on the  recommendation 
o f  a Panel made up c f  i ndus t r y  representat ives and NRC cont rac tor  personnel t h a t  
w i l l  meet May 18 th  through the  22nd. 

We w i l l  consider the  pane l ' s  recommendations t o  us before we make any recommen- 
dat ions t o  change the  format o f  the  NRC exam. 
l o g  and your i n p u t  on your learn ing  ob jec t ives  should, i n  f a c t ,  be the  essence 
o f  a conten t -va l id  exam. 

A t  present ES-202 and 402 weight a l l  f ou r  sec- 

That sampling p l a n  from our Cata- 
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Q. 132. 
K/A Catalog. 
standard? 

I ' v e  heard d i f f e r e n t  people say t h a t  a l l  NRC exams are now based on the  
Are a l l  NRC Examiner-Contractors he ld  t o  t h a t  Catalog as a 

A. 
the standard f o r  the  reg ional  Examiner and the  Contract  Examiner i s  no t  d i f -  
ferent.  
w r i t e  an examination which meets the requirements o f  the  Examiners' standards, 
which now reference the  Catalog and w i l l ,  i n  a f u t u r e  rev is ion ,  a lso  reference 
the  handbook. 

Examinations prepared by Contract Examiners are reviewed i n  the Region so 

L i  ke reg ional  examiners, t h e  Contractor Exami ners are requi  r e d  t o  

We are s e n s i t i v e  t o  feedback from the  exam process. 
comments generated dur ing t h e  exam review process. 
sponsive t o  comments t h a t  p o i n t  ou t  any d i f fe rences  between a cont rac t  exam 
and one administered by NRC examiners. 

"Q. 133. 
essay- type)? 

We look  a t  t h e  f a c i l i t y  
We in tend t o  be very re- 

Is the new r u l e  going t o  change t h e  format o f  the  exams (e.g., l a r g e l y  

A. The new r u l e  does no t  a l t e r  the  format o f  the  exam. The cur ren t  Examiner 
Standard, ES-202, permits a maximum o f  25 percent ob ject ive- type questions 
(e.g. mult ip le-choice,  t rue- fa lse) ,  a maximum o f  25 percent longer essay-type 
questions, and a minimum o f  50 percent short-answer questions i n  Sections 2-4 
and 6-8 o f  the exam. 
can cons is t  o f  a greater  p o r t i o n  o f  ob ject ive- type questions. 

We're working on the issue o f  a gener ic exam--a prototype, ob jec t ive  exam f o r  
theory and component operation. 

Exam Sections 1 and 5 ( reac tor  theory and thermodynamics) 

Q. 134. Have you p i l o t - t e s t e d  Form 157 o r  have you had any p r a c t i c e  w i t h  it? 

A. No. The new Form 157 w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  a f t e r  May 26. W e ' l l  be r e v i s i n g  it 
as necessary, based on our feedback from f i e l d  use. 

Wr i t t en  Examination: Operators (Subpart E, Sect ion 55.41) 

Q. 135. 
operator knowledge. 
operator? 

The items i n  55.41(b)(10) and (13) have prev ious ly  been f o r  senior 
What l e v e l  o f  knowledge i s  expected f o r  the  reac tor  

A. Par t  o f  55.41(b)(10), has been f o r  operator knowledge i n  t h a t  i t  concerns 
normal, abnormal, and emergency operat ing procedures f o r  t h e  f a c i l i t y .  For 
the  admin is t ra t i ve  p a r t ,  the  reac tor  operator would be tes ted  f o r  the  depth 
o f  knowledge requi red f o r  h i s  j o b  p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  admin is t ra t i ve  area because 
operators ge t  invo lved w i t h  admin is t ra t ion  a t  t imes. 
and Equipment Avai lab le f o r  Handling and Disposal o f  Radioactive Mater ia ls  and 
Ef f luents , "  would a lso  be geared t o  RO j o b  requirements a t  your s i t e .  

And Par t  (13), "Procedures 

Q. 136. Par t  55.41, "Content," does n o t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  address t h a t  l icensed 
operator candidates need t o  know Technical Speci f icat ions,  yet  the  examiner 
standard, Section ES-202, d i  scusses t h e  need t o  know Technical Speci f i cat! ons. 
What i s  the  reason f o r  t h i s  d i f fe rence? Is ES-202 c o r r e c t  i n  i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  
f o r  Technical S p e c i f i c a t i o n  know1 edge? 
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A. Section 55.41(5) addresses the  Technical Spec i f i ca t ions .  We expect opera- 
t o r s  t o  use Technical Spec i f i ca t ions  as approp r iL te  t o  t n e i r  job.  Reactor opera- 
t o r s ,  as i n  55.41(5), are expected t o  know l i m i t i n g  condi t ions,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
those th ings  they should recognize and communicate t o  the  SRO i n  a t i m e l y  manner. 

The same t h i n g  goes f o r  the  SRO. 
requi red job  performance i n  your systematic evaluat ion,  p lus  our K/A Catalog, 
should g ive you an idea o f  the  l eve l  o f  s p e c i f i c i t y .  We in tend t o  rev ise  the  
examiner standards t o  g ive  our examiners 
as c lea r  as i t  could be, b u t  requi red j ob  performance i s  the  key, and if, f o r  
some reason, you f e e l  you use Technical Spec i f i ca t ions  d i f f e r e n t l y  than we can 
i n t e r p r e t ,  you .should c a l l  t h a t  t o  the Region's a t t e n t i o n  and discuss i t  long 
before the exam occurs. 

We d o n ' t  expect SROs t o  be engineers. So 

b e t t e r  guidance. Right now, i t ' s  not  - 

There i s  c l e a r l y  a d i f f e rence  between our expectat ions f o r  ROs and SROs by v i r t u e  
of SROs d i r e c t i n g  the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  others. 
l i cense condi t ions.  
requ i re  a knowledge o f  Technical Spec i f i ca t ions  beyond the mater ia l  covered i n  
the  operator '  s w r i t t e n  exam. 

The SRO must know a l l  aspects o f  
He approves work, work orders, and o ther  th ings  which 

We d o n ' t  expect the  SRO t o  be able t o  develop a bas is  f o r  a requirement on h i s  
own. We expect him t o  understand what the  requirement i s ,  and be able t o  ca r ry  
i t  out. That ' s  the  d i f f e rence  t h a t  we t r i e d  t o  a r t i c u l a t e  i n  these two sections. 
An RO doesn' t  have t o  know about approving surve i l lances,  y e t  surve i l lances are 
covered i n  the  Technical Speci f icat ions.  
on operat ion o f  the  p l a n t ,  as they r e l a t e  t o  the  l i s t  o f  i t e m s  under the w r i t t e n  
exami nat  i on. 

An RO does need t o  know about l i m i t s  

Q. 137. F o r  f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  have an approved INPO-accredited performance-based 
t r a i n i n g  program, what percentage o f  the  w r i t t e n  and/or o r a l  exam questions 
administered by NRC w i l l  come from the  f a c i l i t i e s '  objective-based exam bank, 
o r  a t  l e a s t  from the f a c i l i t i e s '  t r a i n i n g  object ives? 
Generic L e t t e r  87-07) i t  appears t h a t  a l l  the  exam questions f o r  accredi ted 
f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  come f r o m  the  f a c i l i t i e s '  t r a i n i n g  object ives.  

A. Eventual ly,  we'd l i k e  t o  use the  f a c i l i t i e s '  l ea rn ing  object ives.  But, 
i t ' s  our experience t h a t  we have vary ing degrees o f  po l i shed object ives.  We've 
a lso  found t h a t  even when there  i s  a good ob jec t ive ,  where the  condi t ions o f  
performance and the  standards o f  performance are. e x p l i c i t ,  and the learn ing  and 
the  mastery i s  a l l  t i e d  t o  j ob  performance, the  support ing mater ia ls  submitted 
w i t h  the  90-day l e t t e r  do no t  a l low examiners t o  develop the  k ind  o f  quest ion 
t h a t  w i l l  e l i c i t  the  appropr ia te mater ia l  t o  decide whether the  candidate has 
mastered t h a t  ob ject ive.  
mater ia l  i s n ' t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  develop the  r i g h t  k i n d  o f  question. 

From Attachment A ( t o  

So wh i le  the ob jec t i ve  may be good, the  support ing 

We're working on t h i s .  
Catalog. 
portance t o  safety. 
what 's important on a p l a n t - s p e c i f i c  basis. 

And t h i s  i s  where the re ' s  some breakdown a t  the  moment. The b e t t e r  the  l ea rn ing  
ob jec t ives  i n  terms o f  t h e i r  e x p l i c i t  statement o f  condi t ions and standards, the  
b e t t e r  the  support ing mater ia l ,  and the  b e t t e r  i t ' s  t i e d  t o  our Catalog, the  
b e t t e r  the  whole system works. 

And we key the  content o f  our exam r i g h t  now t o  the  K/A 
We do no t  sample those i tems t h a t  have been found t o  have a l o w  i m -  

But we have t o  r e l y  on your analys is  t o  he lp determine 
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But d o n ' t  read i n t o  t h a t  t h a t  we would be l i m i t e d  t o  those object ives.  
sample, we would t i e  i t  t o  those ob jec t ives ;  bu t  i f  there  i s n ' t  an ob jec t i ve  i n  
the  sa fe ty - re la ted  system t h a t  we t h i n k  i s  important,  we may create our own 
t e s t  ob jec t i ve  and cover i t  on the exam. 

We would 

We' re  going t o  t r y  very hard t o  ensure t h a t  i t  i s  sa fe ty  re la ted ,  i t  i s  opera- 
t i o n a l l y  or iented, and i t  i s  performance based. 
have good j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  asking t h a t  k ind  o f  a question. 

Obviously we would want t o  

Many o f .you  have used the  INPO Job Analysis i n  your own p lan t - spec i f i c  analysis.  
And p a r t  o f  the reason t h a t  we t i e d  our analys is  a t  the  generic l e v e l  t o  the  
INPO Analysis was so t h a t  the  system names and numbers, and the r e s u l t i n g  
mater ia l ,  would be e a s i l y  keyed a t  the  p l a n t - s p e c i f i c  l e v e l  t o  the K/A Catalog. 

Q. 138. 
v a l i d  and r e l i a b l e  from a psychometric perspect ive? 

What w i l l  the  Commission do t o  ensure t h a t  operator exams are both 

A. Many things. One: We're working on a sampling p lan  developed by subject-  
matter experts t h a t  w i l l  b e t t e r  r e f l e c t  the  j ob  o f  the  operator as opposed t o  
the fou r  evenly weighted w r i t t e n  exam sect ions c u r r e n t l y  i n  the  Examiner's 
Standard. 

Two: 
t o  ensure the  exam's content v a l i d i t y .  

W e ' l l  be sampling on ly  those items t h a t  received a h igh importance r a t i n g  

Three: We have a meeting on May 18th i n  which we' re  b r i ng ing  together another 
panel o f  experts f i r s t  t o  evaluate our proposed sampling p lan  and document the  
basis fo r  our passing po in t .  

Four: 
w r i t i n g  and reviewing questions, and we are eva lua t ing  feedback from the  i ndus t r y  
on the  q u a l i t y  o f  our examinations. 

We are conducting continuous , extensive t r a i n i n g  w i t h  our examiners on 

F i n a l l y ,  we are cont inu ing t o  make improvements t o  the  exam quest ion bank, which 
w i l l  inc lude a v a l i d a t i o n  process us ing s t a t i s t i c a l  techniques t o  e l im ina te  poor  
quest i ons . 
Q. 139. The statement o f  considerat ions makes the  f o l l o w i n g  statement: " U l t i -  
mately, the NRC t e s t  ob jec t ives  w i l l  r e f l e c t  f a c i l i t y  l icensee developed learn-  
i ng object ives.  . . " 
job-task analys is  (JTA), does our t r a i n i n g  standard ( s i t e - s p e c i f i c  l ea rn ing  
object ives)  supersede the  NRC Knowledge and A b i l i t i e s  Catalog? 
reg ional  concurrence t h a t  they w i l l  t e s t  t o  our t r a i n i n g  standard? 

With an INPO-accredi t e d  program a1 ready developed from a 

How do we ge t  

A. 
our t e s t i n g  object ives.  
i n  the  s i t e - s p e c i f i c  reference mater ia l  ( i nc lud ing  l ea rn ing  object ives) ,  we 
obviously w i l l  no t  shape our exam content t o  those er ro rs .  

I t ' s  our i n t e n t  t o  use s i t e - s p e c i f i c  l ea rn ing  ob jec t ives  as the  basis f o r  
However, i f  we de tec t  e r ro rs  o f  commission o r  omission 

Q. 140. Cr iminal  v i o l a t i o n  only  covers persons who w i l l f u l l y  v i o l a t e  the  Atomic 
Energy Act o r  NRC's regulat ions,  and does no t  apply t o  s i t u a t i o n s  such as 
discussions a f t e r  an examination i s  administered o r  when a prev ious ly  admin- 
i s t e r e d  examination i s  used as a p r a c t i c e  exam. What i s  the  a t t i t u d e  o f  the  
NRC concerning d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  the  f a c i l i t y ' s  examination bank t o  the  examinees? 
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A. NRC has no s p e c i f i c  p o l i c y  concerning the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  the  f a c i l i t y ' s  
own examination bank t o  t h e i r  examinees. While some p o r t i o n  o f  t r a i n i n g  may be 
given using prev ious ly  administered examinations as references, t h i s  should no t  
be i n te rp re ted  as NRC endorsement o r  acceptance of such a p rac t i ce  exc lus ive ly .  

Wr i t ten  Examination: Senior Operators (Subpart E, Sect ion 55.43) 

Q. 141. The Commission Po l icy  Statement on Technical Spec i f i ca t ions  and i m -  
provements may r e s u l t  i n  a subs tan t ia l  increase i n  scope and documentation. 
W i l l  'any e f f o r t  be made t o  l i m i t  the knowledge requi red o f  senior operators t o  
those elements o f  the  Technical Spec i f i ca t i on  bas is  t h a t  are essent ia l  f o r  safe 
operat ion? 

A. 
examined a t  the  SRO l e v e l ,  as opposed t o  the  RO l e v e l .  
the  people developing these new Tech Specs and in tend t o  make sure t h a t  we are 
producing a performance-based exam. 

Yes. We have an ongoing program look ing  a t  the  issue o f  what needs t o  be 
And we are working w i t h  

That 's  not  t o  say t h a t  there  won' t  be some add i t i ona l  exam mater ia l  t h a t  comes 
from the  new Technical Speci f icat ions.  But, again, i t  w i l l  be performance 
based, job  re levant ,  and s a f e t y - s i g n i f i c a n t  mater ia l ,  and we w i l l  p rov ide ample 
guidance t o  the  examiners, i n  the  examiner standard, as t h i s  program develops. 

Q. 142. When we were developing standardized Techical Spec i f i ca t ions ,  the  re-  
quirement was t h a t  an operator know from memory, and be able t o  apply "one- 
hour-or- less," a c t i o n  statements f r o m  the  Tech Specs. 
Specs have come i n ,  there  are now w e l l  over a hundred one-hour o r  less  ac t i on  
statements from Technical Spec i f i ca t ions .  Is the  p o l i c y ,  o r  the  guidance from 
the  Commission s t i l l  the same, t o  commit those t o  memory, recogniz ing t h a t  the  
u t i l i t i e s  do no t  re ly  on nor requ i re  the  operators t o  a c t  from memory i n  t h a t  
s i t uat  i on? 

Since standard Tech 

A. 
know. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  i f  the  in fo rmat ion  i s  appropr iate t o  the job,  i f  i t  i s  
i n  the K/A Catalogs w i t h  a h igh importance r a t i n g ,  he should know t h a t  informa- 
t i o n .  I f  there  i s  no t  a s p e c i f i c  knowledge or a b i l i t y  associated w i t h  i t  o r  
those t h a t  are have a low importance ra t i ng ,  then normally i t  would no t  need 
t o  be examined. However, there  may be procedual steps o r  o ther  i nd i ca t i ons  
t h a t  cause him t o  look  i n t o  the  Technical Spec i f i ca t ions .  The method you use 
procedura l ly  i n  the  p l a n t  f o r  these ind ica t ions ,  through performance-based 
t e s t i n g  under c e r t a i n  circumstances, such as procedural o r  event- re la ted pro- 
blems, would be the  method t h a t  would be fo l lowed by NRC. We d o n ' t  have any 
b lanket  ru les  t h a t  requ i re  memorization o f  everyth ing i n  Technical Speci f ica-  
t i o n s  t h a t  has t o  be done i n  less  than an hour. 
Ensuring t h a t  our examinations are opera t i ona l l y  o r ien ted  and job  r e l a t e d  i s  
our po l i cy .  

We are deal ing w i t h  performance-based knowledge t h a t  an operator needs t o  

That i s  not  our po l i cy .  

Q. 143. 
the  Technical Spec i f i ca t ions  and t h e i r  bases. 
Owner's Group completes development work and gains acceptance f o r  the  Technical 
Spec i f i ca t i on  MERITS program, t h i s  w i l l  v a s t l y  increase the  bases sec t ion  o f  the  
Technical Spec i f i ca t ion .  
ments t o  know the  Technical Spec i f i ca t i on  bases i f  t h i s  new program i s  
implemented? 

Senior operators are requi red t o  know the  f a c i l i t y  operat ing l i m i t a t i o n s  i n  
I f  and when the  Westinghouse 

W i l l  t he  NRC p o s i t i o n  change regarding the requi re-  
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A. 
s ize  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  as a r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  program and t o  do a b e t t e r  j o b  o f  
descr ib ing the why's associated w i t h  the  1 i m i  t s  and the  under ly ing assumptions 
t h a t  r e l a t e  t o  them. 

No. As we implement improvements t o  Tech Specs, we hope t o  reduce t h e i r  

We hope t h a t  i n  t h e  long run  we w i l l  b e t t e r  de f ine  t h e  knowledge t h a t  a senior  
operator should have r e l a t e d  t o  the  Technical Spec i f i ca t ions  and t h e i r  bases. 
We d o n ' t  expect t h a t  the volume o f  the  bases t o  increase t o  several three- inch 
notebooks. It should be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  reduced compared w i t h  what's contained 
i n  the FSAR. I t ' s  going t o  requ i re  a t o p i c a l  r e p o r t  submission and an approval 
by the s t a f f  before i t  can be implemented on a p l a n t - s p e c i f i c  basis.  We w i l l  
be look ing  a t  generic bases, and there  w i l l  be an oppor tun i ty  f o r  u t i l i t i e s  t o  
comment. 

Our i n t e n t  i s  no t  t o  add superf luous in format ion;  i t  needs t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  the  
job. 

Q. 144. 
ob ta in  a u t h o r i t y  f o r  design and operat ing changes i n  the  f a c i l i t y .  
i n t e n t  o f  t h i s ?  
i n  ob ta in ing  a design change? 

Sect ion 55.43(b)(3) r e f e r s  t o  the  f a c i l i t y  l icensee procedures requ i red  t o  
What i s  the 

Should the  SRO understand t h e  process the  l icensee goes about 

A. There may be admin is t ra t i ve  procedures which would a l low,  f o r  example, two 
SRO's on a back s h i f t  t o  change a procedure, as long as they d o n ' t  change t h e  
i n t e n t  o f  the procedure. 
process which an SRO i s  he ld  accountable f o r  knowing. 
supervisor, on s h i f t  a t  the  time, responsible f o r  those a c t i v i t i e s .  And i t ' s  
t h a t  type o f  admin is t ra t i ve  procedure we are addressing. 

O r ,  there may be other  aspects o f  the 50.59 review 
He may be the  s h i f t  

Q. 145. 
changes, o r  permanent l i cense changes? 

Therefore, are we t a l k i n g  about temporary a l t e r a t i o n s ,  n o t  design 

A. He needs t o  understand what he 's  approving when he approves t h e  work t o  be 
done i n  the  p lan t .  We're look ing  p r i n c i p a l l y  a t  those th ings  which he can ap- 
prove; dev ia ta t ion  from a procedure, an a l t e r n a t i v e  approach, e tc .  The 50.59 
type process, how those changes are  cont ro l led ,  and what i t  means when he signs 
o f f  t o  approve a work package, i s  l i k e w i s e  important. This process may change 
the design o f  t h e  f a c i l i t y ,  o r  change the  way t h e  f a c i l i t y  i s  operated by a 
procedure. 
previous Par t  55. 

For c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  there has been no change i n  t h i s  area from the  

Q. 146. What maintenance a c t i v i t i e s  are inc luded i n  55.43(b)(4)? 

A. 
and abnormal s i tua t ions ,  i n c l u d i n g  maintenance a c t i v i t i e s ,  and var ious contami- 
na t ion  condi t ions.  A common i tem may, f o r  example, be a r a d i a t i o n  work permi t  
(RWP). 
depending on the f a c i l i t y ,  on the  RWP, so he would be expected t o  have s i t e -  
s p e c i f i c  knowledge i n  t h a t  area. 

Q. 147. Par t  55.43 does no t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  address emergency p l a n  implementation. 
This i s  addressed i n  Par t  55.45. W i l l  t he  senior  operators continue t o  be asked 
t o  c l a s s i f y  events, g iven a s p e c i f i c  scenario, i n t o ' f o u r  categor ies (UE, A l e r t ,  
S A € ,  GE) from memory on the  w r i t t e n  examinations? 

Sect ion (b)(4) t a l k s  about r a d i a t i o n  hazards t h a t  may a r i s e  dur ing normal 

He may be responsible f o r  s ign ing  o f f ,  e i t h e r  i n  concurrence o r  approval, 
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A. 
the "assessment o f  f a c i l i t y  condi t ions and se lec t i on  o f  appropr iate procedures 
d u r i  ng normal , abnormal , and emergency condi t ions.  I' 
SROs are requ i red  t o  c l a s s i f y  events from memory. 

I t e m  5 i n  Sect ion 55.43(b), s t i p u l a t e s  t h a t  SROs must be able t o  address 

However, ne i the r  ROs nor 

Operating Tests: 

Q. 148. 
o f  rad ioac t i ve  mater ia ls  t o  the  environment, per  10 CFR 55.45(a)(8)? 

Content (Subpart E, Sect ion 55.45(a)) 

I s  there  a d e f i n i t i o n  o f  p l a n t  equipment t h a t  could a f f e c t  the release 

A. There are many systems and many con t ro l s  t h a t  an i n d i v i d u a l  can operate 
t h a t  could cause a release; operators are requi red t o  understand these systems 
and con t ro l  s , which are the  responsi b i  1 i t y  o f  1 icensed personnel. 

Q. 149. 
sh ie ld ing  ca lcu la t ions? 

Does 10 CFR 55.45(a)(10) imply t h a t  operators must perform exposure 

A. 
have an o n - s h i f t  hea l th  p h y s i c i s t  or ,  i n  an emergency, an STA, then we would 
no t  ask operators t o  do the  sh ie ld ing  ca lcu la t ions .  
checks such ca lcu la t ions ,  then we may ask the  SRO t o  check one. 

That depends on how these ca lcu la t ions  are made a t  your f a c i l i t y .  I f  you 

But i f  the  SRO t y p i c a l l y  

Q. 150. 
phrase "as appropr iate."  What i s  t he  s ign i f i cance o f  t h i s  phrase f o r  the  Com- 
mission t o  c l a s s i f y  t h i s  change as "major" i n  the  f i n a l  Regulat ion? 

A. 
t i o n  I ID(2),  i s  between the  proposed r u l e  publ ished i n  November 1984 and the  
f i n a l  ru le .  I t e m s  12 and 13 were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e w r i t t e n  between the  proposed 
and the  f i n a l  ru le .  
f o r  performing as appropr ia te t o  the  assigned pos i t i on .  
t o  pass a t e s t  a t  the  SRO l eve l .  

Items 12 and 13 of Sect ion 55.45(a), were reworded t o  inc lude the  

The comparison t h a t  we're making i n  the  Statement o f  Considerations, Sec- 

To c l a r i f y ,  we have made sure t h a t  you ' re  he ld  accountable 
So ROs are no t  expected 

Q. 151. How w i l l  you evaluate I t e m  13, "Teamwork," i n  the  operat ing t e s t ?  I ' m  
t a l k i n g  about the  operat ing t e s t  i t s e l f ,  when you have t o  evaluate one s ing le  
candidate on how he reacts  and i n t e r r e a c t s  w i t h  the  team? 

A. 
j u s t  p u t  an examiner w i t h  the  i n d i v i d u a l  t a k i n g  the  exam. 
o f  your i n s t r u c t o r s  standing there, as we have done i n  the  past.  

You could p u t  some l icensed operators on the  team w i t h  him, and we would 
You could have one 

Q. 152. How would you evaluate t h i s  i f  we d i d n ' t  have a s imulator? 

A. It i s  the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t he  examiner t o  s t r u c t u r e  h i s  operat ing t e s t  
scenarios f o r  the  In tegra ted  P lan t  Operations p o r t i o n  o f  the  t e s t  t h a t  would 
create s i  t u a t i  ons t h a t  would chal 1 enge the  candidate i n  competencies G 
(communication/crew in te r face )  and H (responsibi  1 i t ies /superv is ion) .  Obviously 
t h i s  would requ i re  a discussion format s ince the  operat ing t e s t  w i thout  a simu- 
l a t i o n  f a c i l i t y  i s  a one-on-one t e s t .  
SRO candidate evacuate the  con t ro l  room. 
the  reac tor  from the  l o c a l  shutdown panel. 
how he would u t i l i z e  h i s  resources, i nc lud ing  d i rec t i on ,  communication, and 
r e p o r t  backs. 

For example, a scenario cou ld  have an 
He would then be expected t o  shut down 

He should be able t o  t a l k  through 

Questions would be phrased as fo l lows: What would you d i r e c t  
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the  BOP t o  do? 
t r i p ?  How would you v e r i f y  a questionable r e p o r t  f r o m  the BOP/RO? 
evaluate the  l icensed opera tor ' s  use o f  nonl icensed operators dur ing  l o c a l  
operat ion o f  an a u x i l i a r y  feed pump? 

What repor ts  do you expect t o  receive f r o m  the  RO upon reac tor  
How do you 

Q. 153. 
app l i can t  t o  demonstrate the  a b i l i t y  t o  func t i on  w i t h i n  the  cont ro l  room team 
as appropr iate t o  the  assigned p o s i t i o n  and i n  such a way t h a t  the f a c i l i t y  li- 
censee's procedures are adhered t o  and so t h a t  the l i m i t a t i o n s  i n  i t s  l i cense 
and amendments are no t  v io la ted .  Is t h i s  c r i t e r i o n  intended t o  be evaluated 
using the  manipulat ion c r i t e r i a  addressed on the  operat ing examination r e p o r t  

Par t  55.45(a) contains a new evaluat ion c r i t e r i o n  which requi res an 

contained i n  ES-302 which requi res 
(2) observe and check instrumentat  
console operations?. O r ,  w i l l  t h i s  
of ES-302? 

A. This c r i t e r i o n  i s  addressed i n  
w i t h  the  new Form 157. Spec i f i ca l  

t h a t  an appl icant :  
on, (3) e x h i b i t  d e x t e r i t y  and a f e e l  f o r  
evaluat ion be addressed i n  a f u t u r e  r e v i s i o n  

(1s f o l l o w  procedures, 

the  operat ing t e s t  us ing the  e x i s t i n g  ES-302 
y, the  form i d e n t i f i e s ,  i n  competencies G and 

H (both w i t h  and w i thout  a simulator) ,  the evaluat ion o f  communication/crew 
i n t e r a c t i o n  and responsibility/supervision. 

Waiver o f  Examination and Test Requirements (Subpart E, Sect ion 55.47) 

Q. 154. I n  10 CFR 55.47, what i s  a comparable f a c i l i t y ?  

A. 
t e s t  requirements. 
make a determinat ion as t o  whether o r  no t  the  f a c i l i t y  was, f o r  l i c e n s i n g  pur- 
poses, "c1 ose enough. '' 

This quest ion addresses the  waiver o f  w r i t t e n  examination and operat ing 
We would look a t  each waiver on a case-by-case basis,  and 
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Wri t ten  Examinations and Operating Tests: 
Section 55.45(b)) 

Implementation (Subpart E, 

Q. 155. 
f a c i l i t i e s  f o l l o w i n g  the  e f f e c t i v e  r u l e  date, b u t  p r i o r  t o  the  submit ta l  o f  the 
s imulator c e r t i f i c a t i o n ?  

W i  11 NRC cont inue t o  examine operators on plant-referenced s imulat ion 

A. Yes. If we're g i v i n g  exams on your s imulator  now, we w i l l  continue t o  do 
so. 

Q. 156. 
u t i 1  i t i e s  t h a t  have accredi ted t r a i n i n g  programs and use a nonplant-referenced 
simulators between the date t h a t  the new r u l e  becomes e f f e c t i v e  and s imulat ion 
f a c i l i t y  approval by NRC i s  achieved? 

W i l l  NRC examine operators on nonplant-referenced simulators f o r  those 

A. 

Q. 157. Our f a c i l i t y  w i l l  n o t  have a p lant - re ferenced s imulator  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
t r a i n i n g  u n t i l  the  f i r s t  quar ter  o f  1990. 
w i l l  cons is t  e n t i r e l y  o f  p l a n t  walk-throughs u n t i l  such t ime as a p l a n t  r e f -  
erenced s imulator  i s  c e r t i f i e d .  

We a n t i c i p a t e  no change from what we're doing today. 

It i s  assumed t h a t  operat ing t e s t s  

Is t h i s  a c o r r e c t  assumption? 

A. 
evaluate candidates p r i o r  t o  t h e  t ime a t  which they chose t o  c e r t i f y  it, we'd 
have no problem w i t h  the  examiners using i t  t o  conduct operat ing t e s t s .  

Yes, b u t  i n  the event the  u t i l i t y  were t o  s t a r t  using t h a t  s imulator  t o  

Q. 158. A r e  the prov is ions  o f  55.45(b)(2)(i), and 55.45(b)(Z)( i i i )  mutual ly  
exclusive? 
55.45(b)(2) ( i i i )  by purchasing a s imulator  dur ing  the  46-month per iod,  does 
t h e  u t i l i t y  need t o  submit a p l a n  per  (b)(2)( i)  f o r  the s imulator  t o  be used 
u n t i l  the plant-referenced s imulator  i s  c e r t i f i e d ?  

I n  other  words, i f  t h e  u t i l i t y  p lans t o  meet the  prov is ions  o f  

A .  No. I f  you in tend t o  c e r t i f y  a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  on Form 474, you have 
46 months from the  e f f e c t i v e  date o f  the Rule t o  do t h a t ,  and you do n o t  need 
t o  submit t o  us a plan, o r  an app l ica t ion ,  p r i o r  t o  t h a t  t ime. I f ,  however, 
we do no t  see any evidence t h a t  there are plans i n  the  works f o r  a c e r t i f i e d  
s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ,  and i f  we have n o t  seen a p l a n  from you f o r  a n o n c e r t i f i e d  
s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ,  w e ' l l  probably ge t  i n  touch w i t h  you t o  f i n d  o u t  what your 
in ten t ions  are. 

Q. 159. 
administer the  s imulator  p o r t i o n  o f  the operat ing tes ts .  
from the  e f f e c t i v e  date o f  the  r u l e  t o  submit Form NRC-474, "Simulat ion F a c i l i t y  
C e r t i f i c a t i o n " ?  W i l l  the s imulator  t e s t s  continue t o  be administered on our 
n o n c e r t i f i e d  s imulator  before we submit the  Form 474? Under what condi t ions 
would NRC re fuse t o  administer operat ing t e s t s  on the  simulator? 

We c u r r e n t l y  have a s i t e - s p e c i f i c  s imulator,  and i t  has been used t o  
Do we have 46 months 

A .  
continue t o  be used f o r  the  conduct o f  exams u n t i l  you submit t h a t  Form 474 o r  
u n t i l  you reach the  four-year deadline. NRC would re fuse t o  administer operat- 
i n g  t e s t s  i f  the  s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  has n o t  been c e r t i f i e d  by t h e  deadl ine o r  
i f ,  a f t e r  i t  has been c e r t i f i e d ,  an inspec t ion  proves t h a t  i t  i s  unable t o  meet 

Yes, you have 46 months t o  submit Form 474, and, yes, the  s imulator  w i l l  
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the requirements o f  conducting an operat ing exam. 
pu l led ,  then i t  needs t o  be r e c e r t i f i e d .  

And, i f  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  i s  

Q. 160. For s imulators t h a t  are no t  p l a n t  s p e c i f i c ,  when the regu la t i on  goes 
i n t o  e f fec t  i n  May, are you going t o  s t a r t  g i v i n g  nonplant -speci f ic  s imulator  
exams? 

A. No. We do not  in tend t o  administer such exams. Those f e w  p l a n t s  w i thout  
plant-referenced simulators w i  11 be handled on a case-by-case basis. 

F o r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  once a u t i l i t y  begins t o  use a s imulator  t o  evaluate i t s  
operators, we would r e t a i n  the  op t ion  t o  use i t  t o  conduct our operat ing 
tes ts ,  even though i t  may no t  y e t  be approved o r  c e r t i f i e d .  

I t ' s  our i n t e n t  t o  continue w i t h  business as usual from the  e f f e c t i v e  date of 
the regu la t i on  u n t i l  such t i m e  as you e i t h e r  have an approved s imu la t ion  f a c i l -  
i t y ,  o r  you have c e r t i f i e d  a s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y .  O r ,  o f  course, the four-year 
deadl ine ar r i ves .  

I n  o ther  words, i f  we p resent ly  conduct operat ing exams i n  a walk-through because 
you do no t  have a p lant - re ferenced s imulator  o r  you do no t  have an acceptable 
s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ,  we would cont inue t o  conduct exams on a wal k-through basis. 
But i f  you do ob ta in  a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  between now and the  date t h a t  you 
chose t o  c e r t i f y  it, i f  you f i n d  the  si 'mulat ion f a c i l i t y  i s  acceptable f o r  your 
use i n  evaluat ing operators then we w i l l  f i n d  t h a t  same s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  
acceptable f o r  our use i n  eva lua t ing  operators, even p r i o r  t o  the  t ime i t  i s  
c e r t i f i e d  o r  approved. 

One other  c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  
o r  where i t  i s  located-- the key i s  the  p l a n t  t o  which i t  i s  referenced. 
the  f a c i l i t y  l icensee i s  the  one who must c e r t i f y  t h a t  s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  f o r  
use regardless o f  whether t h a t  f a c i l i t y  l icensee i s  the  owner o f  t h a t  s imu la t ion  
f a c i l i t y  o r  not.  

It does no t  matter who owns a s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y ,  
And 

Q. 161. Several s imulators are s t i l l  i n  the  manufacturing p ipe l i ne ,  t o  be de- 
l i v e r e d  i n  the next  t w o  years, wh i l e  a few are s t i l l  j u s t  beginning t h e i r  pro- 
curement a c t i v i t i e s .  
whether the  u t i l i t y  i s  i n  the  process o f  p rocur ing  a s imulator? 

A. The p lan  r e f e r r e d  t o  i s  requ i red  on ly  f o r  those u t i l i t i e s  which are no t  
p lanning t o  submit a c e r t i f i c a t i o n  on Form 474. 
f i e d  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ,  there  i s  no p l a n  requ i red  and there  i s  no app l i ca t i on  
f o r  approval required, regardless o f  where i n  the  p i p e l i n e  your procurement i s .  

Is t h i s  p lan  requ i red  w i t h i n  one year regardless o f  

I f  you are procur ing  a c e r t i -  

I f  you are no t  procur ing a s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  t h a t  i s  t o  be c e r t i f i e d  on Form 
474, then there  i s  a p lan  requ i red  and there  i s  an app l i ca t i on  f o r  approval. 
Then the  answer i s  yes, we would expect t h a t  p l a n  t o  be submitted t o  us w i t h i n  
one year o f  the  e f f e c t i v e  date o f  t he  regu la t ion ,  regardless o f  where you may 
be i n  the  procurement cycle. 

Q. 162. 
now. 

Consider the u t i  1 i t y  undergoing the  s imulator  procurement process r i g h t  
There i s  c e r t a i n l y  the  r e a l i s t i c  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h a t  s imulator  w i l l  
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no t  be de l i vered  and declared ready f o r  t r a i n i n g  u n t i l  sometime i n  1990. 
t h a t  t i m e  i t  w i l l  be approximately two  and a h a l f  years s ince design data 
freeze. 

A t  

I n  t h a t  pe r iod  i t ' s  reasonable t o  expect t h a t  the u t i l i t y  would no t  be able t o  
meet the  requirement o f  ANSI/ANS 3.5, 1985 t h a t  the p l a n t  reference s imulator  
be cu r ren t  w i t h i n  12 o r  18 months of the  reference p l a n t ,  t o  which you are 
a t t e s t i n g  when you s ign  the  mater ia l - fa lse-s tatement  on Form 474. Does t h i s  
mean t h a t  t h i s  u t i l i t y  would have t o  submit a p lan  f o r  an a l t e r n a t i v e  w i t h i n  
12 months o f  May 1987? 

A. 
r a the r  than the  app l i ca t i on  f o r  approval. 
t i o n  t o  meeting some o f  the requirements o f  ANS 3.5. 
i d e n t i f i e d  and described, along w i t h  a desc r ip t i on  o f  when and how they would 
be resolved. 
supplied. 

We would s t i l l  expect a c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f r o m  those u t i l i t i e s  on Form 474, 
I f  necessary, you would take excep- 

These would have t o  be 

There i s  a p rov i s ion  on Form 474 f o r  t h i s  in fo rmat ion  t o  be 

Q. 163. 
are o r  are no t  i n  compliance w i t h  ANSI 3.5? 

I n  o ther  words, they would no t  be he ld  t o  the  statement t h a t  says they 

A. That i s  cor rec t .  
ktis 3.5. 

The f a c i l i t y  l icensee would address them as exceptions t o  

Q. 164. 

A. 
vers ion o f  the form; b u t  on the  f i n a l  vers ion you w i l l  see an area near the  
top  which ind ica tes  exceptions taken t o  the  standard. 

That 's n o t  an unusual circumstance j u s t  f o r  those who are buying new s imu la t ion  
f a c i l i t i e s .  Because design mod i f i ca t ions  are made i n  the  p l a n t ,  you may a t  the 
t i m e  o f  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  have mod i f i ca t ions  made i n  the  p l a n t  t h a t  you have no t  
y e t  p u t  i n t o  the  s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y .  

I d i d n ' t  see on the  proposed Form 474 an area t h a t  addresses exceptions. 

There i s  such a b lock  on the form. It might no t  have been on an e a r l y  

The process provides f o r  reference p l a n t  data and design data f o r  the  simula- 
t i o n  f a c i l i t y ,  and there  can be as much as two years '  d i f f e rence  between the  
t ime these t w o  conform w i th  one another. I f  you ' re  n o t  i n  conformance a t  t he  
t i m e  you c e r t i f y ,  i f  the re ' s  some exception, i d e n t i f y  t h a t  i n  the  exceptions 
sect ions and i n d i c a t e  on what schedule you ' re  going t o  co r rec t  it. 

I f  we disagree wi th  the  exceptions, w e ' l l  v i s i t  you. 
reasonable j ob  o f  i d e n t i f y i n g  them and we s t i l l  conclude t h a t  we can conduct 
an operat ing t e s t ,  we' 11 accept t h a t  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  

But i f  you've done a 

Q. 165. I n  Sect ion 55.45, implementation schedule and s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  cer-  
t i f i c a t i o n s ,  what i s  t he  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  the  two t imetables provided i n  
( b ) ( 2 ) ( i i i ) ,  which i s  46 months, and (b ) (3 ) ( i i i ) ,  which i s  60 days? 

A. 
( b ) ( 2 ) ( i i i )  r e f e r s  t o  f a c i l i t y  l icensees, which includes anyone who has a doc- 
keted app l ica t ion .  
we c a l l  f a c i l i t y  appl icants ,  which inc ludes on ly  those w i thout  docketed app l i -  
cat ions.  

There i s  no r e l a t i o n s h i p  between them. The 46-month requirement i n  

The 60-day requirement i n  (b ) (3 ) ( i i i )  r e f e r s  on ly  t o  what 

So you can ignore t h a t  60-day requirement. 
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Q. 166. 
t o  i t s  being used f o r  an operat ing exam? 

Do we have a requirement t o  c e r t i f y  a s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  t o  NRC p r i o r  

A. 
than fou r  years a f t e r  the e f f e c t i v e  date o f  the  regu la t ion .  
four-year deadline, i t  can s t i l l  be used f o r  conducting operat ing exams whether 
i t  i s  c e r t i f i e d  o r  not .  

No. You have a requirement t o  c e r t i f y  a s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  t o  NRC no l a t e r  
P r i o r  t o  t h a t  

Q. 167. 
t i m e s  t h a t  meeting the  25 percent performance t e s t i n g  requirements w i t h i n  12 
months o f  the  l a s t  se t  o f  t e s t s  i s  no t  possible.  What i s  the al lowable t ime 
t a b l e  to lerance regarding t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ?  For example, i s  i t  permiss ib le  t o  
perform 50 percent t e s t i n g  i n  one year and no t e s t i n g  i n  the  next year,  as long 
as 100 percent t e s t i n g  occurs every fou r  years? 

A .  The regu la t i on  provides, i n  55.45(b)(4)(vi i)  and (b)(5)(v i ) ,  t h a t  perform- 
ance t e s t i n g  be done a t  the  r a t e  o f  approximately 25 percent per  year on a 
cont inu ing four-year cycle.  The goal i s  t o  ensure the  ongoing t e s t i n g  and up- 
grading o f  the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ,  and t o  assure t h a t  i t  i s  maintained on a 
consis tent  bas is  w i t h  the  s ta tus  o f  the p lan t .  You must present t o  us, on Form 
474, your performance t e s t i n g  schedule. To the  ex ten t  t h a t  i t  must dev iate 
f rom 25 percent per  year, i f  i t  must deviate,  you need t o  l e t  us know j u s t  what 
those dev iat ions are and we w i l l  have t o  evaluate it case-by-case. 
t o  say t h a t  performing 50 percent o f  the t e s t s  i n  one year, and no t e s t s  i n  
the  next year would not  meet the  i n t e n t  o f  the  regu la t ion .  

F o r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  we r e a l l y  don ' t  want t o  see the  minut iae o f  your performance 
t e s t i n g  schedule, which t e s t s  are t o  be run on which days o f  which months. 
We ' re  look ing  a t  an annualized 25 percent pe r  year basis,  and t h a t ' s  the  b lock  
o f  t i m e  i n  which we would l i k e  t o  see your performance t e s t i n g  scheduled. Any 
changes t h a t  may need t o  be made t o  t h a t  schedule, you need t o  t e l l  us about, 
based on t h a t  annual b lock.  

Due t o  the  extensive use o f  the  s imulator  f o r  t r a i n i n g ,  there  may be 

I t ' s  safe 

Q. 168. 
procedures, mod i f i ca t i on  documentation, and discrepancy repor ts? 

What i s  the requi red r e t e n t i o n  pe r iod  f o r  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  t e s t  

A .  But a t  any given t i m e ,  you may 
have accumulated and he ld  on t o  more than fou r  years '  worth o f  data, because 
you are performing your performance t e s t s  a t  the  r a t e  o f  25 percent per  year. 
So i f  you c e r t i f y ,  hypothe t ica l l y ,  a t  t ime zero and then you submit your f i r s t  
four-year r e p o r t  on the four-year anniversary of t h a t  i n i  ti a1 c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  a t  
t h a t  t i m e  i n  year fou r  you can d iscard the  r e s u l t s  o f  the  performance t e s t i n g  
t h a t  you had f o r  the  i n i t i a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  Then when you submit your next  
four-year repo r t  a t  year e igh t ,  you can d iscard  a l l  the  performance t e s t i n g  
documentation t h a t  you used t o  submit the  f i r s t  four-year repor t .  

Four years i s  the record r e t e n t i o n  per iod.  

So i t ' s  a four-year per iod,  bu t  as you accumulate the  t e s t s  a t  25 percent per  
year, you ' re  going t o  be r e t a i n i n g  these t e s t  r e s u l t s  u n t i l  the  t ime comes a t  
your next r e p o r t  t o  d iscard it. 

Q. 169. Regarding d e c e r t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a p lant - re ferenced simulator:  What process 
w i l l  be used t o  d e c e r t i f y  a s imulator? W i l l  an NRC examiner be able t o  d e c e r t i f y  
a s imulator  based on h i s  observations o f  s imulator  performance dur ing an NRC 
exam? 

NUREG-1262 45 



___I_ -__- 
_I_ 

A. 
upon h i s  observations. 
may use t h a t  in fo rmat ion  t o  perform an a u d i t  o r  an inspect ion.  
can occur on ly  as a r e s u l t  o f  an inspec t ion  which f i n d s  t h a t  the  s imulat ion 
f a c i l i t y  i s  incapable o f  being used f o r  the conduct o f  an operat ing t e s t .  

Q. 170. 
each f a c i l i t y  l icensee proposing t o  use a s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  must submit a 
p lan  d e t a i l i n g  how and when t h e i r  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  w i l l  be developed and 
submitted f o r  approval. 
p l a n t  and t h a t  c u r r e n t l y  obtains a m u l t i - u n i t  operator l i cense f r o m  the  NRC 
submit t h i s  p lan  f o r  the  u n i t  no t  being rep l i ca ted? 

No. An examiner w i l l  no t  be able t o  d e c e r t i f y  a sirnulatit-.l f a c i l i t y  based 
He w i l l  r epo r t  those observations t o  NRC, and the s ta f f  

"Decer t i f i ca t i on "  

Section 55.45 requi res t h a t  w i t h i n  one year a f t e r  i t s  e f f e c t i v e  date, 

Must a u t i l i t y  t h a t  operates dual u n i t s  a t  the same 

A. 
cu r ren t  m u l t i - u n i t  l icenses would lead us t o  be l ieve  t h a t  you do not  need t o  
submit an app l i ca t i on  f o r  approval f o r  the  s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  f o r  those un i t s .  
We i n  a l l  l i k e l i h o o d  w i l l  accept c e r t i f i c a t i o n s  on Form 474 w i t h  the  exceptions 
noted f o r  each u n i t .  

The key issue i s  the  s i m i l a r i t y  o f  the  t w o  un i ts .  The a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  

Q. 171. 
d i s s i m i l a r  t o  support Form 474 c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  what format requirements, i f  any, 
does the Commission wish t o  see i n  the app l i ca t i on  f o r  approval? 

A. Here i s  an example o f  what weld expect. 
dual u n i t  con t ro l  room and t h a t  the  cont ro l  rooms are i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  the  excep- 
t i o n  t h a t  t hey ' re  m i r r o r  images o f  each other.  Your phys ica l  f i d e l i t y  compari- 
son i n  accordance wi th  the  standard would i d e n t i f y  as an exception the  m i r r o r -  
image 1 ayout . 

I f  a u t i l i t y  w i t h  m u l t i p l e  u n i t s  be l ieves t h a t  t he  u n i t s  are too  

L e t ' s  assume t h a t  you have a 

One Form 474 would i nd i ca te  t h a t  the mirror-image issue was a d i f fe rence,  b u t  
you conclude t h a t ' s  acceptable f o r  an operat ing t e s t .  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f o r m  f o r  the  other  u n i t ;  t h a t  i s ,  you 'd  i d e n t i f y  a l l  the  o ther  
exceptions t h a t  you may have. 
form t h a t  says i t ' s  c e r t i f i e d  f o r  each p l a n t  t o  which i t ' s  referenced. 

And you'd reference the  

That way we ge t  a So one i s  t i e d  t o  the  other.  

Where you have a s imulator  now which i s  on s i t e  and which r e p l i c a t e s  two un i t s ,  
we would expect you t o  use the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  process. 

Q. 172. 
They p r e f e r  t o  use other  s imu la t ion  devices. 
has constructed and i s  operat ing a plant-referenced s imulator  t h a t  meets the  
p rov i s ion  o f  Regulatory Guide 1.149 and ANSI 3.5 and has been c e r t i f i e d  t o  the 
NRC f o r  use f o r  operators and senior  operators who operate the  reference p l a n t  
o r  are candidates f o r  a l i cense a t  t h a t  p lan t .  A second u t i l i t y  wishes t o  use 
the s imulator  as t h e i r  s imu la t ion  device ra the r  than cons t ruc t  and operate a 
p l a n t  referenced s imulator .  
ob ta in  approval t o  use t h a t  s imulator? 

Several u t i l i t i e s  are no t  p lanning t o  ob ta in  plant-referenced simulators.  
Assume t h a t  a f a c i l i t y  l icensee 

What procedure must the  second u t i l i t y  f o l l o w  t o  

A. 
a noncer t i  f i ed, nonpl ant-referenced simulator.  
the s imulator,  who owns it, where i t ' s  located. 

The answer assumes t h a t  the  u t i l i t y  who wants t o  use i t  i s  t r e a t i n g  )it as 
It does no t  matter who bu i  1 t 
The f a c i l i t y  l icensee who 
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wants t o  use a p a r t i c u l a r  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  f o r  conducting operat ing t e s t s  
i s  the organizat ion t h a t  i s  requi red t o  f i l e  a c e r t i f i c a t i o n  o r  t o  apply f o r  
approval t o  use it. So i n  t h i s  case, the procedure t h a t  the second u t i l i t y  
must f o l l o w  would be t o  submit a p l a n  w i t h i n  a year, fo l lowed by the appl ica- 
t i o n  f o r  NRC approval t o  use t h a t  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ,  whether they are the 
owner o f  i t  o r  not. 

Q. 173. 
c e r t i f i e d  plant-referenced simulator by i n d i v i d u a l s  other  than those from the 
referenced p l a n t ?  

Has the s t a f f  developed guidance and/or c r i t e r i a  regarding the use o f  a 

A. It i s  poss ib le  f o r  any p a r t i c u l a r  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  t o  be c e r t i f i e d  as 
referenced t o  more than one p l a n t ,  t o  the extent  t h a t  those p l a n t s  are s i m i l a r .  
But only the f a c i l i t y  l icensee who wishes t o  use a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  f o r  i t s  
reference p l a n t  should submit t he  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  i t s  use. So i f  one simu- 
l a t i o n  f a c i l i t y  i s  intended t o  be used by several d i f f e r e n t  l icensees f o r  
d i f f e r e n t  p lants ,  then we would expect t o  see several d i f f e r e n t  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
forms coming i n ,  one f o r  each o f  those f a c i l i t y  l icensees. 

Q. 174. 
f a c i l i t y  l i censee 's  p l a n t  referenced simulator? 

Does t h i s  guidance apply t o  f a c i l i t y  l icensees t h a t  wish t o  use another 

A. Yes, b u t  there are some very p r a c t i c a l  issues t h a t  u t i l i t i e s  are going t o  
have t o  address i n  the area o f  con f igu ra t i on  c o n t r o l ,  p l a n t  design changes, 
and g e t t i n g  those p l a n t  design changes referenced back i n t o  the s imulator.  

Some o f  those can be taken care o f  w i t h  software, by having a d i f f e r e n t  data 
pack, tapes, etc.  Others are going t o  be very d i f f i c u l t  t o  take care o f  where 
they r e l a t e  t o  con t ro l  board l o c a t i o n  o r  systems t h a t  you have on the device 
t h a t  are d i f f e r e n t .  Clear ly ,  where two u t i l i t i e s  want t o  use the  same simula- 
t i o n  f a c i l i t y ,  they are going t o  have t o  work out  agreements w i t h  each other  as 
t o  how they are going t o  maintain con f igu ra t i on  con t ro l  such t h a t  the same 
device can be used f o r  the operat ing t e s t  a t  each u t i l i t y .  

We have no t  precluded t h a t  a f a c i l i t y  may c e r t i f y  a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  owned 
by someone e lse t o  i t s  reference p l a n t ;  b u t  t he  requirements f o r  having an 
appropr iate con f igu ra t i on  con t ro l  system s t i l q  e x i s t ,  and you must s t i l l  f o l l o w  
the ANSI  standard. So t h a t  i f  you ge t  i n t o  t h a t  mode, you may f i n d  i t  d i f f i -  
c u l t  over the long term. 

Q. 175. 
referenced simulator t h a t  meets the  prov is ions o f  Regulatory Guide 1.149 and 
ANSI/ANS 3.5-1985, and has been c e r t i f i e d  by NRC f o r  use by operators and 
senior operators a t  the reference p l a n t ,  o r  who are candidates f o r  l icense. 
A u t i l i t y  wishes t o  use the above s imulator  as t h e i r  s imulat ion device r a t h e r  
than const ruct  and operate a p l  ant-referenced simulator.  What procedure must 
the u t i l i t y  f o l l o w  t o  ob ta in  approval t o  use the  above simulator? 

Assume t h a t  an e n t i t y  has constructed and i s  operat ing a p lan t -  

A. Only f a c i l i t y  l icensees are t o  c e r t i f y  s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  t o  NRC o r  
request approval f o r  s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s .  I f  an e n t i t y  means a f a c i l i t y  
l icensee under 10 CFR Pa r t  50, then t h a t ' s  f i n e .  
organizat ional  body, then t h a t  would no t  be acceptable f o r  c e r t i f y i n g ,  o r  

I f  i t  means some other  
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apply ing f o r  approval o f  a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y .  
t h a t  u t i l i t y  owns t h a t  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y .  It does no t  matter where t h a t  
s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  i s  located, b u t  i t  i s  the u t i l i t y  who must c e r t i f y ,  o r  
apply f o r  approval t o  use it. 

It does not  matter whether 

I f  t h a t  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  r e f e r r e d  t o  i s  referenced t o  a f a c i l i t y  l i censee 's  
p lan t ,  then the process t o  be fo l lowed i s  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  on Form 474. I f  i t  i s  
not  referenced t o  the f a c i l i t y  l icensee's  p lan t ,  then the  proper approach would 
be submit ta l  of a p lan  w i t h i n  a year, fo l lowed by a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  NRC approval. 

Q. 176: T i t l e  10 CFR 55.45(b)(4)(i) states,  " I n  accordance w i t h  the  p lan  sub- 
mitted pursuant t o  Paragraph (b)(2)( i)  o r  (b)(3)( i )  o f  t h i s  sect ion,  as app l i -  
cable, submit an a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  approval o f  t h e  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  t o  the 
Commission, i n  accordance w i t h  the schedule i n  Paragraph (b) (2) ( i i )  o r  (b) (3) ( i i )  
o f  t h i s  sect ion,  as appropriate. ' '  What performance t e s t s  are requ i red  and what 
standard i s  used t o  evaluate whether the  t e s t s  are s a t i s f a c t o r y  o r  not? 

A. To the  extent  appl icable even t o  those s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  w i l l  not  
be c e r t i f i e d ,  ANS 3.5, as endorsed by Reg Guide 1.149, i s  t h e  standard t o  be 
used. The performance t e s t s  inc lude the malfunctions i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Sec- 
t i o n  3.1.2 o f  the standard t o  be done a t  a r a t e  o f  approximately 25 percent 
per year over an ongoing four-year cycle;  the performance t e s t s  t h a t  are speci- 
f i e d  i n  Appendix A o f  the  standard, a lso a t  the r a t e  o f  25 percent per  year; 
and the o p e r a b i l i t y  t e s t s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Appendix B t o  the  standard t h a t  are t o  
be done annually. 

The c r i t e r i o n  f o r  the  performance o f  these t e s t s  i s  t h a t  the s imulat ion f a c i l -  
i t y  must be capable o f  being used f o r  the conduct o f  the  operat ing t e s t s  which 
are i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Sect ion 55.45(a) o f  t h e  regu la t ion ,  and the  s t a f f  w i l l  inspect 
s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  against  t h a t  requirement. 

Our d e f i n i t i o n  o f  "plant-referenced simulatorN d i f f e r s  f r o m  the  ANSI standard 
d e f i n i t i o n  i n  t h a t  we requ i re  t h a t  a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  be capable o f  being 
used w i t h  the  p l a n t ' s  c o n t r o l  room procedures, and we would inspect  against  the  
a b i l i t y  t o  use those procedures as we l l .  

Q. 177. Sections 55.45(b)(2)(i) and (ii) s t a t e  t h a t  w i t h i n  one year a p l a n  sha l l  
be submitted f o r  a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  (o ther  than a plant-referenced simulator) ,  
and w i t h i n  42 months an a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  use o f  the  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  must be 
submitted. When w i l l  t h e  f a c i l i t y  l icensee know i f  the  p lan  f o r  the s imulat ion 
f a c i l i t y  i s  acceptable t o  t h e  NRC? What c r i t e r i a  w i l l  NRC use t o  determine 
a c c e p t a b i l i t y ?  Can the  p l a n  be modif ied a f t e r  the  f i r s t  submi t ta l?  

A. The minimum acceptance c r i t e r i a  f o r  nonplant-referenced simulators as 
s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  inc lude the  c a p a b i l i t y  f o r  conducting the  operat ing t e s t s  
i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Sect ion 55.45(a) and t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  operate under the  use o f  
the  cont ro l  room procedures. 

The nonplant-referenced s imulator  alone o r  i n  combination w i t h  other  devices 
must demonstrate a c c e p t a b i l i t y  fo r  conducting these operat ing t e s t s  us ing con- 
t r o l  room procedures. 
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The s t a f f  w i l l  review the plans f o r  such s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  against  the 
c r i t e r i a  s p e c i f i e d  i n  the r e g u l a t i o n  f o r  the conduct o f  the operat ing tes ts ;  
and t o  the extent  appl icable,  we w i l l  a lso apply the requirements o f  ANS 3.5 
as endorsed by Regulatory Guide 1.149 even f o r  nonplant-referenced 
simulators. 

The s t a f f  intends promptly t o  in form any f a c i l i t y  l icensee i f  the s t a f f ' s  re-  
view o f  the p lan  o r  the a p p l i c a t i o n  submitted i s  no t  s a t i s f a c t o r y  f o r  being 
able t o  conduct these exams. 

We p lan  t o  meet w i t h  the small group o f  f a c i l i t y  l icensees who have ind i ca ted  
an i n t e n t i o n  t o  request s t a f f  approval o f  s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  dur ing the 
year f o l l o w i n g  the e f f e c t i v e  date o f  t he  regu la t i on  and p r i o r  t o  the deadline 
fo r  t h e i r  submit ta l  o f  a p l a n  f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  approval. 

F i n a l l y ,  although we expect t h a t  our i n i t i a l  meetings w i t h  these few f a c i l i t y  
l icensees w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  s u f f i c i e n t l y  s p e c i f i c  guidance t h a t  modi f icat ions t o  
plans won' t  be needed a f t e r  submit ta l ,  we d o n ' t  want t o  preclude such modifica- 
t i o n s  if the f a c i l i t y  l icensee judges them t o  be necessary o r  desirable.  

Q. 178. The preparat ion o f  a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  p lan  w i l l  cost  money and re- 
sources. I f  an submitted s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  p l a n  i s  no t  acceptable, the NRC 
should l e t  the u t i l i t y  know i t  i s  wasting i t s  t ime as soon as possible.  If a 
u t i l i t y  submits a p lan  f o r  an "approved s imulat ion f a c i l i t y "  before May 26, 
1988 w i l l  t he  u t i l i t y  receive an i n d i c a t i o n  o f  whether o r  no t  the NRC w i l l  
approve the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ?  O r , . w i l l  the NRC approve the s imulat ion 
f a c i l i t y  on l y  a f t e r  app l i ca t i on  w i t h i n  the 42-month pe r iod  s tated i n  the r u l e ?  

A. 
proposes t o  use a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  pursuant t o  Section 55.45(b)( l)( i) .  
f a c i l i t y  l icensee w i l l  be provided the  r e s u l t s  o f  such review. However, ap- 
proval  o f  a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  ( i n  accordance w i t h  Section (b) (4) ( i i ) )  pro- 
posed pursuant t o  paragraph ( b ) ( l ) ( i )  w i l l  on ly  be considered a f t e r  r e c e i p t  of 
an a p p l i c a t i o n  submitted i n  accordance w i t h  Section 55.45(b)(4). 

The NRC w i l l  review the p lan  submitted by each f a c i l i t y  l icensee which 
The 

Q. 179. 
operators may be used t o  perform the  operations using p l a n t  procedures. 
t h i s  case, are the operators performing on a "no r i s k "  basis t o  t h e i r  l icenses? 
I f  not, w i l l  the operators receive c r e d i t  f o r  an operat ing t e s t ?  Could cer- 
t i f i e d  i n s t r u c t o r s  be used t o  demonstrate the  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  evaluat ion 
t e s t  instead o f  p l a n t  l icensed operators? 

When a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  evaluat ion i s  conducted by the NRC, p l a n t  
I n  

A. During a s imulator evaluat ion,  no evaluat ion w i l l  be made o f  p l a n t  opera- 
to rs .  
spec i f i cs  o f  t h e i r  performance w i l l  be i d e n t i f i e d  t o  the f a c i l i t y  l icensee f o r  
appropr iate act ion.  
demonstrating s imulator performance. 

I f  c l e a r l y  unacceptable performance i s  i d e n t i f i e d ,  the operators and 

Q u a l i f i e d  s imulator i n s t r u c t o r s  would be acceptable f o r  

Q. 180. 
a performance t e s t ?  

When a malfunct ion i s  used dur ing t r a i n i n g  can we take c r e d i t  f o r  i t  as 
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A. 
scheduling and documentation as requi red on Form 474 are met, c r e d i t  may be 
taken f o r  completion o f  the Performance Test. 

I f  a l l  o f  the requirements o f  the Perfomance Test i nc lud ing  planning, 

Q. 181. 
the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  which are intended t o  be used f o r  each p a r t  of the 
operat ing t e s t "  must be included as p a r t  o f  a f a c i l i t y ' s  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  ap- 
proval  o f  s imulat ion f a c i  1 i ti es. P1 ease elaborate. Does IIi ntended" mean 
"can? I! 

Paragraph 55.45(b)(4)(i)(B) s ta tes " A  desc r ip t i on  o f  the components of 

A. The word "intended" means t h a t  the l i s t e d  component i s  t h a t  which the  
f a c i l i t y  l icensee plans t o  use f o r  the evaluat ion o f  a s p e c i f i c  one o f  t he  13 
i tems spec i f i ed  i n 55.45( a). 

Q. 182. 
reference p l a n t  s imulator as a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ,  what minimum c r i t e r i a  would 
t h i s  f a c i l i t y  be requ i red  t o  meet (s ince operator t e s t i n g  using reference p l a n t  
procedures would be l i m i t e d  o r  no t  possible) and what aspects o f  t he  non- 
reference simulator would d i s q u a l i f y  the device from c e r t i f i c a t i o n  as a simula- 
t i o n  f a c i l i t y ?  

Assuming t h a t  a u t i l i t y  were t o  submit a p lan t o  c e r t i f y  a non- 

A. 
55.45(b)(4)(i i), which requi res t h a t  it be s u i t a b l e  f o r  t he  conduct o f  operat- 
i n g  t e s t s  f o r  the f a c i l i t y  l i censee 's  reference p lan t .  
requires t h a t  the 13 items l i s t e d  i n  55.45(a) be able t o  be adequately eval- 
uated, and t h a t  p l a n t  procedures be used. Further d e t a i l s  o f  s imulat ion f a c i l -  
i t y  cha rac te r i s t i cs  necessary f o r  NRC c e r t i f i c a t i o n  are contained i n  Regulatory 
Guide 1.149 and ANSI/ANS-3.5-1985. For c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  a non-plant-referenced 
simulator would be developed f o l l o w i n g  a p l a n  and then an a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  NRC 
approval. 

The minimum c r i t e r i a  f o r  approval o f  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  are contained i n  

The operat ing t e s t  

It would n o t  be c e r t i f i e d  using NRC Form 474. 

Q. 183. 
respect ive vendors, when w i l l  they be requi red t o  undergo s imulator  examina- 
ti ons as p a r t  of t h e i  r operat i  ng examination? 
c e r t i f i e d  by the u t i l i t y ?  When u t i l i z e d  by the f a c i l i t y  as an evaluat ion t o o l ?  

For u t i l i t i e s  which have not  y e t  received s imulat ion devices from t h e i r  

When ready f o r  t r a i n i n g ?  When 

Does the above answer change f o r  any f a c i l i t y  which c u r r e n t l y  possesses a 
s imulat ion device, b u t  asks t h a t  i t  not  be used f o r  NRC examinations u n t i l  
such t ime t h a t  i t  i s  c e r t i f i e d ?  

A. 
operat ing examinations u n t i l  May 26, 1991, unless they have been c e r t i f i e d  t o  
the NRC o r  approved ( a f t e r  app l i ca t i on )  by the  NRC e a r l i e r .  
s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  i s  used by the f a c i l i t y  l icensee as an evaluat ion t o o l ,  
the NRC w i l l  use i t  f o r  exams as wel l .  
request by the  u t i l i t y  t h a t  i t  no t  be used u n t i l  c e r t i f i e d .  

No s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be requi red t o  be used i n  the conduct o f  

However, i f  a 

This would ho ld  t r u e  despi te  any 

Requl a to ry  Guide 1.149 

Q. 184. I n  order f o r  a u t i l i t y  t o  comply w i t h  ANSI/ANS 3.5-1985, it would have 
t o  use a fu l l -scope nuclear power p l a n t  con t ro l  room simulator.  
s ta tes the f o l l o w i n g  under Section 1, Scope: 
l i m i t e d  scope simulators intended f o r  spec ia l ized t r a i n i n g  o r  f a m i l a r i z a t i o n . "  

The standard 
"Also excluded are pa r t - t ask  o r  
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This means t h a t  non-full-scope simulators would c l e a r l y  be excluded from the 
Standard, and, hence, a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  t h a t  does no t  cons i s t  s o l e l y  of a 
fu l l -scope simulator has no guidance o r  standard which a u t i l i t y  may use t o  
obta in  NRC approval. 
sions: 
determining the a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ,  t he  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  
must be a fu l l -scope simulator,  i s  t h a t  co r rec t?  

A. No. Regulatory Guide 1.149, i n  regulatory  p o s i t i o n  (c)(2), takes exception 
t o  those segments o f  the Standard t h a t  were j u s t  c i t e d .  
s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s ,  as def ined i n  Section 55.4 o f  the Regulat ion (and t h a t  
includes the p l a n t ,  and p o t e n t i a l l y  o ther  s imulat ion devices) should meet 
appl icable requirements o f  the Standard. 
Guide 1.149 i s  on ly  one acceptable means o f  meeting the requirements o f  the 
Regulation, and t h a t  f a c i l i t y  l icensees may propose other approaches t o  meet- 
i n g  the Regulation. 

The previous statement leads us t o  the f o l l o w i n g  conclu- 
I f  Reg. Guide 1.149 and ANSI/ANS 3.5-1985 become the only standard f o r  

The Reg Guide says t h a t  

Also remember t h a t  Regulatory 

We i n tend  t o  evaluate those s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  which are other  than c e r t i f i e d  
plant-referenced simulators on a case-by-case basis,  once we get  t o  the p o i n t  of 
deal ing only  w i t h  the appl icable po r t i ons  o f  the Standard. 

Q. 185. 
on ly  standard f o r  determining the a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ,  w i l l  
NRC i d e n t i f y  the minimum standards and c r i t e r i a  t h a t  are acceptable t o  them f o r  
non-ful l-scope simulators? 

I f  Regulatory Guide 1.149 and ANSI/ANS 3.5-1985 do no t  represent the 

A. Those two documents do describe the on ly  standards. 
1.149 i s  a Guide, i t  i s  no t  a regulat ion.  A f a c i l i t y  l icensee may propose 
a l t e r n a t i v e  ways t o  comply w i t h  the regulat ions i n  Pa r t  55, o ther  than the  
submit ta l  o f  the in format ion i n  Regulatory Guide 1.149. 

But Regulatory Guide 

Q. 186. Does NRC continue t o  endorse the  requirement i n  ANSVANS 3.5-1985 t o  
perform annual o p e r a b i l i t y  tests? I f  so,  should t h i s  be p a r t  o f  the 25 percent 
t e s t i n g ,  o r  should i t  be done annually? 

A. 
requires,  t h i s  must be done annually. 
performance tes t i ng .  

Yes. We endorse Appendix B on o p e r a b i l i t y  t e s t i n g ,  and as the  standard 
This i s  no t  a p a r t  o f  the 25 percent 

Q. 187. Section C4 o f  Reg. Guide 1.149 spec i f i es  t h a t  reference p l a n t  modif ica- 
t i o n s  be reviewed annual ly against  t he  s imulator  and t h a t  the s imulator  update 
design data be rev ised as appropr iate,  and t h a t  the f i r s t  such annual review 
and update should take place w i t h i n  one year f o l l o w i n g  the  f a c i l i t y  l i censee 's  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  
match the simulator update design database t o  the  reference p l a n t  o r  18 months 
a f t e r  s imulator operat ional  date, as s p e c i f i e d  i n  ANS 3.5, Section 5.2? 

A. According t o  Section 5.2 o f  ANS 3.5, you s t a r t  w i t h  a database which 
may, f o r  nonoperating p lan ts ,  be based on p red ic ted  data. 
a f t e r  the s imulator i s  ready f o r  t r a i n i n g ,  your s imulator  update design data 
must inc lude ava i l ab le  p l a n t  data, unless t h e  s imulator  i s  on l i n e  before the  
p l a n t ,  i n  which case you have 18 months from the  date t h a t  the p l a n t  becomes 
operat ional .  I n  accordance w i t h  the  standard, i t ' s  whichever i s  operat ional  
l a t e r ,  t he  p l a n t  o r  the s imulator.  

Does t h i s  mean we have u n t i l  a year a f t e r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  t o  

No. 
Eighteen months 
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Section C4 o f  Regulatory Guide 1.149 r e f e r s  no t  t o  the development o f  t h i s  update 
design database, b u t  r a t h e r  t o  the annual review o f  reference p l a n t  modi f icat ions 
t h a t  are c a l l e d  f o r  i n  t h e  same Section o f  the standard, t he  r e s u l t s  o f  which 
must be added t o  the  update design database. 

The standard says, "Reference p l a n t  modi f icat ions s h a l l  be reviewed a t  l e a s t  
once per year, and the simulator update design data s h a l l  be reviewed as 
appropr iate."  Section 5.3 o f  the standard goes on t o  say t h a t  t he  s imulator 
s h a l l  be modif ied as requi red w i t h i n  12 months. It i s  t h i s  cyc le  o f  t he  annual 
review o f  p l a n t  modi f icat ions,  fo l lowed w i t h i n  12 months by s imulator modifica- 
t i o n  as required, t h a t  we expect w i l l  begin w i t h  your c e r t i f i c a t i o n  on Form 474. 

The r e s t  o f  Section 5.2 addresses when your database must inc lude actual  p l a n t  
data. And the  two t i m e  schedules are somewhat independent. 

You must s t i l l  base the s imulator  update design data against  t he  reference p l a n t  
w i t h i n  18 months a f t e r  t he  s imulator  i s  operat ional .  But you must begin your 
cyc le  o f  annual p l a n t  review o f  reference p l a n t  modi f icat ions when you submit 
the c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  

Q. 188. Section D, "Implementation," o f  Regulatory Guide 1.149, o u t l i n e s  a 
procedure t o  be fo l lowed f o r  a f a c i l i t y  l icensee t h a t  wishes t o  u t i l i z e  a simu- 
l a t i o n  f a c i l i t y  a t  more than one nuclear power p l a n t .  Does t h i s  guidance apply 
t o  f a c i l i t y  l icensees t h a t  wish t o  use another f a c i l i t y  l i censee 's  p l a n t -  
referenced simulator? 

A. But the  f a c i l i t y  must c e r t i f y  t h a t  the s imulator meets the requirements 
o f  ANSI/ANS 3.5-1985, as endorsed by Reg Guide 1.149, f o r  h i s  p l a n t .  
i ng such c e r t i  f i c a t i  ons , we would be p a r t i  c u l  a r l y  concerned about how you hand1 ed 
con f igu ra t i on  con t ro l .  
s ign changes a t  a f a c i l i t y ,  we would have t o  understand how you are going t o  
ensure t h a t  the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  t racks the d i f f e r e n t  p lan ts .  

Yes. 
I n  review- 

Because you would have the  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  m u l t i p l e  de- 

Q. 189. 
w i l l  r equ i re  on l y  one plant-referenced simulator? 

What procedure must be fol lowed t o  determine whether a two-uni t  s i t e  

A. There i s  considerable guidance on t h i s  i n  the  "Implementation" sect ion o f  
Regulatory Guide 1.149. 
s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  a t  more than one nuclear power p lan t ,  i t  must demonstrate 
t o  NRC i n  i t s  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  o r  i n  i t ' s  app l i ca t i on ,  t h a t  the d i f f e rences  be- 
tween the  p l a n t s  are n o t  so s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  they have an impact on the  a b i l i t y  
o f  the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  t o  meet the regulat ions i n  10 CFR P a r t  55.45(a), and 
the guidance o f  ANSI/ANS 3.5-1985. 

There i s  a l i s t  o f  i n d i c a t o r s  t h a t  can be used t o  demonstrate that  the re  are 
no t  such s i g n i f i c a n t  di f ferences. One o f  t he  key areas t h a t  we w i l l  look a t  
i s  whether we issue m u l t i p l e  l icenses f o r  your operators o f  those f a c i l i t i e s .  

It says t h a t  i f  a f a c i l i t y  l icensee wishes t o  use a 

ANSI/ANS 3.5, 1985 

Q. 190. ANSI/ANS 3.5-1985 requi res t h a t  performance t e s t s  be conducted i n  the  
event a design change r e s u l t s  i n  a s i g n i f i c a n t  s imulator  con f igu ra t i on  o r  per- 
formance va r ia t i on .  What i s  t he  NRC's d e f i n i t i o n  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t ?  
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A. Our operat ional  d e f i n i t i o n  i s  any change t o  the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ,  i t s  
models o r  software t h a t  might cause the r e s u l t s  o f  performance t e s t s  t o  f a l l  
outs ide the acceptable performance c r i t e r i a  s e t  w i  t h i  n the standard. 
standard does not  def ine " s i g n i f i c a n t , "  and fo r  an o f f i c i a l  d e f i n i t i o n ,  o r  an 
o f f i c i a l  c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  you need t o  seek guidance from ANS i t s e l f .  I t ' s  pos- 
s i b l e  t h a t  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  w i l l  be c l a r i f i e d  i n  the next r e v i s i o n  t o  the 
standard, b u t  unless and u n t i l  i t  i s ,  we w i l l  use our operat ional  d e f i n i t i o n .  

The 

Q. 191. 
t e s t i n g  and ANS 3.5-1985. Are those no t  more "events" versus "malfunctions"? 
Do you understand t h a t  t h i s  causes confusion on the p a r t  o f  the s imulator ven- 
dors i n  t h a t  i f  I was t o  go t o  a vendor and t e l l  him t h a t  I want a reac to r  t r i p  
malfunction, he 's  going t o  wonder what I ' m  t a l k i n g  about? Do I want power t o  
the CRD breakers? How do I 
want t o  do t h i s  t o  create the abnormal event t h a t  ANSI 3.5 i s  asking me t o  per- 
form? 

This question concerns the l i s t  of requi red malfunctions i n  performance 

Do I want t o  lose a l l  r eac to r  coolant system f low? 

I s n ' t  t h a t  r e a l l y  r e f e r r i n g  t o  a l i s t  o f  abnormal t rans ien ts?  

A. Yes. 

Q. 192. 
performing s ta r tup  and power operations w i t h  l ess  than f u l l  r a t e d  reac to r  cool- 
ant  f low. 
t o  conduct such operations , i s  t h i s  capabi 1 i t y  s t i  11 required? 

ANSI/ANS 3.5 Section 3.1.1(7) requi res t h a t  the s imulator be capable of 

I f  the  f a c i l i t y  l icensee i s  n o t  al lowed by Technical Speci f icat ions 

A. No. 
Speci f icat ions,  then the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  need n o t  possess t h a t  c a p a b i l i t y  
as i t  appl ies t o  r o u t i n e  operations. 

I f  a p l a n t  i s  constrained i n  any p a r t i c u l a r  area by i t s  Technical 

Q. 193. The Technical Speci f icat ions c l e a r l y  b ind  the  condi t ions under which 
the p l a n t  i s  al lowed t o  operate. 
be bound by the  same parameters? 

Am I c o r r e c t  t h a t  t he  s imulator on ly  needs t o  

A. No. For normal s ta r tup  and shutdown p r a c t i c a l - f a c t o r  evolut ions,  i n  
accordance w i t h  your procedures, you need n o t  model those t o  be outs ide the  
bounds o f  the Technical Speci f icat ions.  The quest ion came up i n  the context  o f  
"N-mi  nus-1 loop operation" ; f o r  i nstance , c o n t i  nued operat i  on w i t h  a r e c i  r c u l  a- 
t i o n  pump out  o f  service o r  continued operat ion w i t h  one reactor  coolant pump 
out  o f  service. 
t h a t  mode i f  you are not  permi t ted normally t o  s t a r t  up i n  t h a t  mode. It was 
w i t h  respect t o  the  context  f o r  s tar tup.  

You need no t  model the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  f o r  operat ion i n  

Clear ly,  emergency procedures, f o r  example, which go i n t o  f u n c t i o n  r e s t o r a t i o n  
guide l ines and go beyond design basis accidents are no t  covered by Tech Specs, 
b u t  we expect the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  t o  be able t o  reasonably model those 
events. The same holds t r u e  when you i n s e r t  malfunctions. 
power t o  a panel, you ' re  c l e a r l y  outside the bounds o f  t h e  Technical Speci f ica- 
t ions.  You would no t  be operat ing w i t h  t h a t  panel de-energized. 
i f  you are conducting malfunctions, you may be i n  t h a t  mode. 

I f  you t u r n  o f f  

So i n  general,  

Q. 194. 
e f f i c i e n t s  and con t ro l  rod  worth using permanently i n s t a l l e d  instruments be 
performed. 

ANSI/ANS 3.5 Section 3.1.1(9) s ta tes t h a t  measurement o f  r e a c t i v i t y  co- 

What i s  meant by "permanently i n s t a l  l e d  instrumentat ion?" 
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A. 
t i o n "  i s  i n  ANS 3.5, and o f f i c i a l  d e f i n i t i o n  o r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  r e a l l y  has t o  
come from ANS and no t  from the  Commission. 

The question o f  the meaning o f  the term "permanently i n s t a l l e d  instrumenta- 

Our operat ional  d e f i n i t i o n  e s s e n t i a l l y  says t h a t  po r tab le  o r  temporary i n s t r u -  
mentation t h a t  i s  brought i n t o  the con t ro l  room f o r  s p e c i f i c  modes o f  operation, 
such as s tar tup,  would no t  be requi red as p a r t  o f  the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y .  

We in tend t h a t  you use the  normally i n s t a l l e d  instrumentat ion avai1ab:e i n  the 
con t ro l  room and no t  instrumentat ion associated w i t h  special  t es ts .  

So if i t ' s  p a r t  o f  your normal p l a n t  operat ing procedures and i t ' s  instrumenta- 
t i o n  you r e l y  on (and we expect t h a t  you have instrumentat ion t h a t  f a l l s  i n t o  
t h a t  category f o r  c a l c u l a t i n g  rod worth f o r  doing s tar tups)  t h a t ' s  what we 
in tend  you t o  use. You need no t  simulate other  instrumentat ion t h a t  i s  outs ide 
the scope o f  your normal procedures. 

Q. 195. 
forming operator-conducted survei  1 lance tes t i ng .  
remote shutdown panel? 

A. 
be modeled. 
the d iesel  and t h a t ' s  t he  way you conduct t he  surve i l lance,  you need not  model 
anything t h a t ' s  done on a r o u t i n e  bas is  from outside the con t ro l  room. 

ANSI 3.5 Section 3.1.1(10) states t h a t  the s imulator be capable o f  per- 
Are you on ly  consider ing the 

Any surve i l lance t h a t  cannot be performed from the con t ro l  room need.not 
For example, i f  you're doing a d iese l  s t a r t u p  from the  l o c a l  panel f o r  

Q. 196. Would i t  be wise t o  evaluate, f o r  example, the p l a n t ' s  surve i l lance pro- 
cedures and i d e n t i f y  which o f  those we t h i n k  would be appl icable t o  being done 
on the  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ?  I n  other  words, genera l ly  the operator from the 
con t ro l  room would be doing t h a t  evolut ion.  Na tu ra l l y ,  a l l  o f  those valves 
e x i s t  on the con t ro l  board and so on, and you can l e g i t i m a t e l y  perform tha t .  
Would t h a t  be acceptable i n  meeting the i n t e n t  o f  I tem 10 i n  the standard? 

A. But i f  you look a t  the performance t e s t i n g ,  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  when you ' re  g e t t i n g  out  o f  component t e s t i n g  and i n t o  system t e s t -  
ing,  and you ' re  evaluat ing your c a p a b i l i t y  t o  a c t u a l l y  model the system, a way 
o f  doing t h a t  would be t o  see i f  you can model the surve i l lance procedures on 
tha t .  

That would be one way o f  doing it. 

What you describe i s  acceptable. 
t h a t  you can perform on those p a r t i c u l a r  systems t o  show t h a t  those systems are 
operat ing w i t h i n  the bounds expected by the p lan t .  

You may choose some subset o f  t he  surve i l lances 

A f t e r  a l l ,  t h a t ' s  where you have a source o f  data on the actual  performance o f  
t he  system: 
those systems, p a r t i c u l a r l y  where they have spec i f i ca t i ons  f o r  f l ow  o r  pressure 
o r  some other c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  which i s  modeled i n  the  con t ro l  room. 

the records from the surve i l lance t e s t s  t h a t  you've conducted on 

Q. 197. P lant  data, s imulator  update design data, and simulator design data: I 
i n t e r p r e t  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t h i s  way. 
con f igu ra t i on  i n c l u d i n g  i n s t a l l e d  and func t i ona l  modi f icat ions.  Simulator 
update design data, c a l l  i t  Data A ,  i s  an accumulation o f  p l a n t  data f o r  a 
f i x e d  t ime per iod,  such as one year. 

P lan t  data represents the cu r ren t  p l a n t  

A t  the end o f  the data accumulation, t he  
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s imulator  update design data i s  evaluated and appropr iate data i s  incorporated 
i n t o  the  s imulator  design data by the s imulator  mod i f i ca t ion  process. We have 
one year t o  match the simulator design data t o  the s imulator  update design 
data, Data A. I n  the meantime, a new accumulation o f  data i n t o  the  next simu- 
l a t o r  update design data, Data B, i s  begun. Is t h i s  a c o r r e c t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ?  

A. That i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  reasonable. The key t h i n g  i s  t h a t  you have up t o  
t w o  years according t o  the  standard t o  incorporate a p l a n t  mod i f i ca t ion  i n t o  
the s imulator.  
update; based upon the requi red annual review o f  p l a n t  modi f icat ions;  and then 
you have one more year dur ing which you have t o  ge t  i t  incorporated i n t o  t h e  
s imulator modi f icat ion.  
n ize  the  need from a p l a n t  change t o  update the  s imulator  u n t i l  i t  must be i n  
the s imulator.  

You have one year i n  which t o  i d e n t i f y  the need f o r  a s imulator 

So we have poss ib ly  two years from the  t ime you recog- 

Simulat ion F a c i l i t y  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  ( Inc lud ing  Performance Testing, NRC Form 474, 
NUREG- 1258) 

Q. 198. When w i l l  the  o f f i c i a l  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  inspect ions s t a r t ?  W i l l  
they s t a r t  before c e r t i f i c a t i o n  takes place? 

A. No. There are two minimum c r i t e r i a .  They w i l l  no t  s t a r t  before the  SFEP 
guidance has been ou t  f o r  s i x  months, and they w i l l  no t  s t a r t  u n t i l  we have 
received your  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  on Form 474, o r  your  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  approval. 

Q. 199. What l e v e l  o f  s imulator  c a p a b i l i t y  must be repor ted and tes ted  if a 
s imulator  has considerable s imulat ion c a p a b i l i t y ,  much greater  than 
ANSI/ANS 3.5-1985 requirements? 

A. We are r e q u i r i n g  t h a t  the  c a p a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  be such 
t h a t  i t  meets the requirements o f  10 CFR 55, and ANS 3.5, as endorsed by 
Reg Guide 1.149. 
t h a t  exceed those minimum requirements, you need no t  t e l l  us what they are. 
You need n o t  c e r t i f y  them t o  us, and we w i l l  n o t  inspect  against  them. 

Q. 200. 
t h a t  we d i d  n o t  t e s t  and c e r t i f y ,  would those c a p a b i l i t i e s  be u t i l i z e d  i n  
examining the  operators? 

To the  ex ten t  t h a t  any s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  has c a p a b i l i t i e s  

I n  the event we had c a p a b i l i t i e s  beyond ANSI/ANS 3.5-1985 and Par t  55 

A. Possibly. For example, l e t ' s  say t h a t  ANSI/ANS 3.5-1985 f o r  a t r a n s i e n t  
requi res a parameter t o  move i n  a c e r t a i n  d i r e c t i o n  so t h a t  you d o n ' t  g e t  
spurious alarms, e tc .  The standard i s  r a t h e r  loose w i t h  respect t o  modeling 
f o r  t rans ien ts .  And i f  you have something which i s  c loser  t o  an engineer ing 
t o o l ,  such t h a t  you cannot on ly  p r e d i c t  the  d i r e c t i o n  o f  the  parameters, b u t  
a lso  have a r a t h e r  good to lerance on i t s  value as compared t o  what you would 
expect from simply meeting the  standard, t h a t  does n o t  mean t h a t  we ' re  n o t  
going t o  examine t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  t r a n s i e n t  o r  say t h a t  i t ' s  outs ide t h e  scope 
o f  our examinations. On the  other  hand, i f  you are  able t o  go i n t o  the  area o f ,  
say, severe accidents, which we d o n ' t  c u r r e n t l y  cover i n  the  requirements, we 
may no t  be examining i n  t h a t  area. The issue i s  whether t h a t ' s  appropr iate f o r  
the  cont ro l  room crew, o r  t h e  techn ica l  support center, the  accident assessment 
funct ion,  and t h a t ' s  the  d i f ference.  
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Q. 201. 
the l i m i t a t i o n  on the vendor was t o  b u i l d  it t o  p l a n t  design. 
o f  the  NRC scenarios go beyond design basis,  and I c a n ' t  say whether the  simu- 
l a t o r ' s  performance i s  co r rec t  o r  i nco r rec t ,  I have no bas is  t o  c e r t i f y  it. 

A. We w i l l  s t i l l  be examining on the  design basis,  because you must do t h a t  
i n  order t o  ge t  i n t o  symptom-based procedures and func t i on - res to ra t i on  guide- 
l ines .  And we want t o  be able t o  see an opera tor ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  use those 
emergency operat ing procedures, i n  p a r t i c u l a r .  

That already puts  you beyond the  Chapter 15 design-basis t rans ien ts  and evalua- 
t ions .  There i s  one requirement i n  ANSI/ANS 3.5-1985, which i s  endorsed i n  our 
Regulatory Guide, and i s  a l so  contained i n  our Simulat ion F a c i l i t y  Eva lu t ion  
Procedure, f o r  some means o r  mechanism w i t h i n  the  s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  t o  n o t i f y  
the  s imulator  operator when the  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  has exceeded the  capabi l -  
i t y  o f  i t s  modeling. 
i n  our inspect ions.  

That 's the r e a l  question. When our v in tage s imulator  was purchased, 
Sometimes some 

And t h a t ' s  one o f  the  th ings  t h a t  we would be look ing  a t  

Q. 202. I n  order t o  ge t  i n t o  the  emergency operat ing procedures on most p lan ts ,  
you have t o  have a v a r i e t y  o f  d i f f e r e n t  types o f  f a i l u r e s  t h a t  are compounded, 
which go beyond the  design scope o f  the  p l a n t  as s ing le - fa i lu re -proo f  and would 
be very d i f f i c u l t  t o  run  on a s imulator.  We have found t h a t  i n  us ing the  emer- 
gency operat ing procedures (EOP), we can qu ick l y  ge t  outs ide the  bounds o f  
s imulat ion.  How do you propose t h a t  we address t h a t  issue on EOPs? 

A. There are two ways: F i r s t ,  the  standard ind ica tes  t h a t  when you go beyond 
the  bounds o f  modeling, i t  should i nd i ca te  t h a t  i n  some way dur ing  the  simula- 
t i on .  
t e r  15 accidents and t rans ien ts .  
f unc t i  on-restorat ion guide1 ines. 

We in tend t o  see and the  regu la t ions  requ i re  t h a t  we understand t h a t  an opera- 
t o r  can e f f e c t i v e l y  implement those procedures. The tolerances, however, f o r  
those procedures are q u i t e  large. 
e s s e n t i a l l y  requi res t h a t  the  parameter go i n  the  same d i r e c t i o n  it would go 
dur ing  the  actual  t r a n s i e n t  i n  a p lan t ;  t h a t  you don ' t  ge t  spurious alarms and 
t h a t  the alarms t h a t  are supposed t o  come i n  are the  ones t h a t  you get.  
no t  t ime dependent. 
c ide,  based upon t h a t  parameter, what procedure you ' re  supposed t o  be using, 
and then implement t h a t  procedure. 
severe-accident s imulator  i n  order t o  be able t o  exercise the  emergency 
procedures. 

Second, we conduct examinations t h a t  go outs ide the  bounds o f  your Chap- 
That 's  necessary i n  order t o  ge t  you i n t o  the  

When you ge t  i n t o  casua l t ies ,  ANS 3.5 

I t ' s  
I t ' s  r e a l l y  the  a b i l i t y  t o  look a t  the  parameter and de- 

We are no t  look ing  f o r  a h i g h - f i d e l i t y  

Q. 203. This quest ion r e l a t e s  t o  the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  " s i t e - s p e c i f i c  p lan t -  
referenced simulator."  What i s  meant by " i t ' s  been designed and uses plant 
procedures?" With t h i s  explanation, could you g ive  me a f e e l i n g  f o r  whether I 
have t o  de le te  some steps as inapp l icab le  because o f  non-modeled systems? 
Does t h a t  need t o  be h igh l i gh ted  i n  my performance t e s t i n g  exceptions? 

A. What we mean by "use o f  procedures" i s  s imply t h a t  the  procedures t h a t  your 
operators use i n  the  con t ro l  room should be capable o f  being run  on the  simula- 
t i o n  f a c i l i t y  w i thout  change. You must be able t o  use c o n t r o l l e d  copies o f  the  
con t ro l  room procedures, no t  copies modi f ied i n  some fashion o r  by pen-and-ink 
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changes. 
steps cannot be performed, then you must c e r t i f y  t o  t h a t .  
use the fac i  1 i t y  emergency operat ing procedures dur ing the conduct o f  operat ing 
tes ts .  
tems t h a t  are involved w i t h  the execution o f  such procedures i n  the  con t ro l  room. 
Depending on the extent  and degree o f  such discrepancies, i t  is possib le  t o  
c e r t i f y  w i t h  exceptions as opposed t o  apply ing f o r  NRC approval. 

They a c t u a l l y  need t o  be c o n t r o l l e d  copies. You can i n d i c a t e  which 
NRC must be able t o  

A s u i t a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  must be provided i n  the  event o f  non-modeled sys- 

Q. 204. I n  other  words, I c a n ' t  take exception t o  any step i n  the procedure 
because' o f  non-modeled systems? 

A. 
room, b u t  i t  d i r e c t s  an a c t i v i t y  outside the con t ro l  room. Say the  reac to r  
operator t e l l s  t he  a u x i l i a r y  operator t o  do something, and you have no t  modeled 
t h a t  c a p a b i l i t y  i n  the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y .  

L e t ' s  assume t h a t  i t  i s  a step i n  the procedure t h a t ' s  used i n  the con t ro l  

That would be not  appl icable.  

I f  i t  i s  a step normally conducted from the con t ro l  room, i t  i s  p a r t  o f  t he  
operat ing procedures f o r  the con t ro l  room, and i t  f a l l s  i n t o  one of the cate- 
gor ies appropr iate f o r  the operat ing t e s t ,  then you need t o  model and describe 
i t  as a p a r t  o f  your c e r t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y .  

I f  t h a t  step need no t  be used as a p a r t  of the operat ing t e s t ,  i f  i t ' s  f o r  an 
a n c i l l a r y  system outside o f  what we would t e s t  on -- you may have something as- 
sociated w i t h  f i r e  suppression o r  some other  system, f o r  example, t h a t ' s  n o t  
e x p l i c i t l y  covered i n  the items f o r  the operat ing t e s t  -- then t h a t  need no t  be 
i nc l  uded. 

So you have t o  look a t  the scope o f  t he  operat ing t e s t  i n  view o f  the requi red 
c a p a b i l i t i e s  of the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  as described i n  the  A N S I  standard. 

Q. 205. 
cabinet w i t h i n  the con t ro l  room area, I be l ieve  i t  would be permiss ib le  t o  use 
the p l a n t  t o  t r a i n  on t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  component. I n  essence, I have an excep- 
t i o n  on my performance t e s t  p lan, which would normally requ i re  the use o f  t h a t  
cabinet. But through on-the-job t r a i n i n g  i n  the actual  con t ro l  room, I can 
g ive the equivalent o f  t h a t  t r a i n i n g  t h a t  I would have performed on the  simula- 
t o r .  Have I gone beyond the plant-referenced simulator category and moved i n t o  
the other  category here? 

L e t ' s  assume t h a t  i n  the absence o f  a modeled system o r  a modeled 

I f  so, how do I address t h a t ?  

A. Not necessari ly. You need t o  look a t  whether t h a t  system i s ,  f o r  i n -  
stance, a safety  system. 
c a l l e d  out  i n  the categories under the operat ing t e s t ,  then you need no t  model 
t h a t  system as a p a r t  o f  the con t ro l  room. 
f a c i l i t i e s  a r e n ' t  modeled. They are outs ide the con t ro l  room. We do n o t  re- 
q u i r e  t h a t  you model t h a t  i n  the simulator. 

I f  i t ' s  n o t  a sa fe ty  system and i t ' s  no t  otherwise 

The safe-shutdown panels i n  some 

There are r a d i a t i o n  monitor panels i n  the con t ro l  room and th ings l i k e  t h a t  
t h a t  you may n o t  have modeled i n  your s imulat ion.  
should no t  preclude you from using c e r t i f i c a t i o n  w i t h  exception. 

We understand tha t .  That 

You need n o t  necessar i ly  go through the app 
i s  some p o r t i o n  o f  the operat ing t e s t  which 
room t h a t  are not  r e p l i c a t e d  on the s imulat  
t o  submit an a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  NRC approval. 

i c a t i o n  process. I t ' s  when there 
requi res con t ro l s  i n  the con t ro l  
on f a c i l i t y  t h a t  would requ i re  you 
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Q. 206. 
determine the  s tatus o f  cu r ren t  s imulators? 

W i l l  the operator/examiner feedback form t h a t  was discussed be used t o  

A. The guidance t o  the  Examiners i s  t h a t  the  f o r m  w i l l  be appl icable on ly  t o  
s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  have been c e r t i f i e d ,  o r  have app l ied  f o r  approval. 
However, even today, w i t h  the  present v intage o f  s imulators,  you s t i l l  are 
experiencing feedback repor ts ,  although in formal ,  i n  the  exam review process. 
And t h a t  w i l l  continue. I f  the Examiners have a problem i n  conducting the  
operat ing t e s t  a t  your s imulator,  you can expect some feedback i n  t h a t  regard, 
even though it won' t  be the formal process t h a t  w i l l  occur f o r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  o r  
approval. 

Q. 207. 
advantage t o  me? 

So, i s  i t  t r u e  t h a t  i f  I w a i t  f o r  46 months t o  c e r t i f y ,  t h a t  i s  an 

A. No. 
add i t iona l  informat ion f o r  every app l i ca t i on  t h a t  you submit and we are going 
review t h a t  in fo rmat ion  and make determinations on i n d i v i d u a l  app l i ca t ions  and 
candidates. 

I t ' s  not  an advantage because you w i l l  t o  have prov ide subs tan t ia l  

Q. 208. But, ye t ,  you won' t  inspect  us? 

A. We won ' t  inspect  your s imulator,  b u t  w e ' r e  c e r t a i n l y  going t o  be keep 
close tabs on your appl icants .  
t e s t  using your s imulator,  you can expect feedback through the  exam r e p o r t  on 
the performance o f  your s imulator.  

And every t ime you receive an NRC operat ing 

Q. 209. 
may be requi red as a r e s u l t  o f  performance tes t i ng .  What systems, events, o r  
procedures are we t r y i n g  t o  exercise dur ing  the  s imulator  exam? 

This r e f e r s  t o  the  accelerated update o f  the  s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  t h a t  

A. 
we could not  conduct on the  s imulator  exam because o f  the  s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  
and which we could no t  r e a d i l y  implement another way dur ing  the  examination, 
so t h a t  the  exam could p o t e n t i a l l y  be compromised o r  considered i n v a l i d .  We 
would need t o  see t h a t  t h a t  system, o r  procedure o r  event had been corrected 
before we could develop an appropr ia te exam us ing it. For example, one simula- 
t o r  was unable t o  adequately represent f l o w  coast down on a loss  o f  coolant.  
The response was v e r y  unusual as compared t o  what was expected, and on how the  
procedures were t o  be used, because there was no coast down. It would not  have 
been appropr iate t o  conduct an examination which invo lved a loss  o f  f l ow  event 
i n  t h a t  case. We would not want t h a t  s i t u a t i o n  t o  e x i s t  f o r  the next t w o  
years, because we may want t o  conduct a loss  o f  f low scenario as a p a r t  of an 
exam w i t h i n  t h a t  time. So, we would requ i re  t h a t  t h a t  be corrected on a sched- 
u l e  t h a t  i s  f a s t e r  than the  normal two-year co r rec t i on  schedule provided i n  the 
standard. 

The i n t e n t  was t o  i d e n t i f y  any p o t e n t i a l  system, operat ion o r  scenario t h a t  

Q. 210. I t h i n k  c l e a r l y ,  t h a t ' s  the i n t e n t .  But I see opening some areas o f  
disagreement i n  the  fu ture.  
o f  the day'' i s  going t o  be. 
designed t o  handle whatever t h a t  issue i s .  
t h a t  can be troublesome. 

None o f  us know what the  next  round o f  the  " t o p i c  
And we may f i n d  t h a t  our present machines were no t  

And, so, when you say any event, 
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A. 
ity Evaluation Procedure (SFEP) and the pilot tests. 
the apprehension. 

We suggest that you look at NUREG-1258 that describes the Simulation Facil- 
That should allay some of 

Also remember that this system, operation or event is something that you have 
already certified that your machine is capable of doing. We're referring to 
something we discovered during the course of our inspection that contradicts 
something you've told us on your certification. 

Q. 211. 
lator in compliance with 10 CFR 55. 
the speci f i c scenarios and mal functions? 

This question addresses performance tests to be performed on the simu- 
What are those set of performance tests, 

Could you clarify that? 

A .  
of 25 malfunctions that are contained in Section 3.1.2 of the Standard. There 
is a defined list of malfunctions that the simulation facility needs to 
perform. 

We're talking about Appendices A and B of ANSI/ANS 3.5-1985, and the list 

Q. 212. Is it just that list that's in 3.5, only? 

A .  Yes. 

Q. 213. Or is it that list, plus the diesel generator that's covered in Regula- 
tory Guide 1.149? 

A. 
tory Guide 1.149, but it is gone from the final version. 
graph that's in the final version endorses the paragraph in the Standard that 
lists the 25 malfunctions. 
are quite broad. That could mean loss of 
power to a panel, to a system, to a component, or loss of all power. Small 
break LOCAs can be initiated from a reactor coolant pump seal, from a steam 
generator, a tube rupture, a lot of different ways. 
is a representative sample of those things. You need not do all possible 
permutations and combinations. 

There was a specific list of malfunctions in an earlier draft of Regula- 
The equivalent para- 

Recognize, however, that some of those malfunctions 
We talked about the loss of power. 

What we are interested in 

But you are going to have to look at what you are certifying to, that's the 
reason that you are submitting test abstracts, and you describe what your test- 
ing program i s .  

Q. 214. So we will determine which specific scenarios we will run, as long as 
we cover those areas? 

A. That is correct. 
fication, and you describe the performance tests that you will conduct in the 
future to maintain the simulation facility. 

Q. 215. Would the Commission find a formal simulator facility review board/ 
committee (consisting of training management, operations management and senior 
reactor operators) a suitable forum for making judgments regarding the simula- 
tor scope requirements versus training value? For example , ANSI/ANS 3.5-1985 
states that all accidents analyzed in the facility's FSAR must be included in 
plant malfunctions in the simulator's scope. It then later states that this is 
required only when the simul ator is determined appropriate for trai ni ng. 

And you describe that in your abstract, with your certi- 

NUREG-1262 59 



However, i n  a few cases the accidents prov ide l i t t l e ,  i f  any, t r a i n i n g  value t o  
an operator. 
forum f o r  making these decisions? 

Can a board, such as t h a t  proposed, be considered a l e g i t i m a t e  

A. We are concerned w i t h  the a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  your s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  f o r  
the conduct o f  operat ing tes ts ,  and n o t  as i t  appl ies t o  your t r a i n i n g  pro- 
grams. 
sa fe l y  s u b s t i t u t e  the term "operat ing t e s t s "  wherever the  term " t r a i n i n g "  
appears. 

Although we recognize t h a t  your s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ' s  scope, when appl ied as 
p a r t  o f  your t r a i n i n g  program, may exceed t h a t  which i s  necessary f o r  i t s  
a p p l i c a b i l i t y  t o  use i n  operat ing tes ts ,  i t  doesn ' t  matter t o  us what process 
you use i n t e r n a l l y  t o  i d e n t i f y  those d i f ferences.  

General ly speaking, when you look  a t  the ANS 3.5 document, you can 

We have t r i e d  t o  i n d i c a t e  c l e a r l y  the minimum requirements f o r  use o f  your simu- 
l a t i o n  f a c i l i t y  t o  conduct operat ing tes ts ,  and it must meet those minimums. 
These inc lude the evolut ions and malfunctions i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Section 3.1.2, i n  
the performance t e s t  appendix, and i n  the o p e r a b i l i t y  t e s t  appendix o f  t he  
standard, using the requi red operat ing t e s t  requirements i n  Section 55.45(a) as 
the c r i t e r i o n .  

However you meet those requirements i s  your dec is ion t o  make; and as t o  whether 
you need t o  c e r t i f y  o r  provide add i t i ona l  performance t e s t i n g  data f o r  anything 
add i t i ona l ,  t h a t ' s  a l so  your dec is ion t o  make.. 

You w i l l  be submi t t ing performance t e s t  abst racts  wi th  the  Form 474 t h a t  de- 
scr ibe the t e s t i n g  t h a t  you ' re  going t o  perform. 

When you look  a t  the l i s t  o f  malfunctions and you see a mal funct ion t h a t  says 
" loss o f  power," t h a t ' s  very broad. 
t e s t  abst ract  f o r  var ious losses o f  power? 

Which ones do you choose i n  developing the 

You should look a t  the t e s t i n g  t h a t  you propose and, i f  possible,  combine some 
o f  those malfunctions so t h a t  you have a smal ler  number o f  performance t e s t s  
than would otherwise be the case and describe how those t e s t s  i n  your abst racts  
meet the  i n t e n t  o f  the standard. 

I n  doing t h a t ,  we would use those t e s t s  i n  making a judgment as t o  what the 
c a p a b i l i t i e s  are. That does no t  mean t h a t  we would l i m i t  our examinations, 
however, t o  those p a r t i c u l a r  t e s t s  o r  scenarios. 

Obviously, i f  you demonstrate t h a t  the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  works w e l l  f o r  an 
event a t  h igh power and f o r  some t e s t s  a t  low power, we may be able t o  mix 
those j u s t  as we do now. 
what t e s t i n g  you want t o  propose f o r  t he  performance t e s t s  and t h a t  l i s t  o f  
mal f u n c t i  ons i s qui  t e  general. 

You have a substant ia l  amount o f  con t ro l  i n  dec id ing 

I n  the  case o f  using the panel, t h a t  could be an appropr iate veh ic le  f o r  decid- 
i n g  what t e s t s  are going t o  be proposed as performance tes ts .  They could be a 
subset o f  a l l  t h e  malfunct ions the s imulator is capable o f  performing. You may 
l i t e r a l l y  have hundreds o f  malfunctions which you can implement. 
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We d o n ' t  want t o  see a performance t e s t  f o r  each malfunct ion.  
be sure t h a t  a l l  o f  the malfunctions t h a t  are l i s t e d  i n  the standard can be 
performed. 

Q. 216. 
desc r ip t i on  of performance t e s t i n g  completed, performance t e s t i n g  planned, and 
the schedule f o r  conducting 25 percent o f  performance t e s t s  per year f o r  the 
next four years. I s  t h i s  s u f f i c i e n t ,  o r  must the document conform t o  ANS 3.5- 
1985 Appendix A?"  

We do want t o  

Section 55.45(b)(5)(vi) says a c e r t i f i c a t i o n  i e p o r t  need only  inc lude a 

A. 
t h a t  i s  required, and the second i s  the repo r t i ng .  The r e p o r t i n g  i t s e l f  need 
not be i n  the format o f  Appendix A, ANS 3.5, although t h a t ' s  no t  necessar i ly  a 
bad idea. But i t  must cover those items t h a t  are c a l l e d  out  i n  the Regulat ion 
i n  Section 55.45(a), s p e c i f i c a l l y  a desc r ip t i on  o f  t he  performance t e s t s  con- 
ducted, and the schedule f o r  f u t u r e  performance t e s t s ,  i f  t h a t  schedule d i f f e r s  
from one t h a t  was prev ious ly  submitted w i t h  the c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  

This question addresses two d i f f e r e n t  issues. The f i r s t  i s  the t e s t i n g  

The actual  t e s t i n g  must inc lude n o t  on ly  the Appendix A performance t e s t i n g ,  as 
c a l l e d  out i n  the standard, b u t  the s p e c i f i c  l i s t  o f  malfunctions t h a t  are 
i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Section 3.1.2 o f  the standard, both a t  the r a t e  o f  25 percent per 
year. Also, the o p e r a b i l i t y  t e s t i n g  t h a t ' s  shown i n  Appendix B o f  the standard 
i s  t o  be performed annually. So, t e s t i n g  and r e p o r t i n g  are separate issues. 

Q. 217. 
s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  audi ts  w i l l  be made p u b l i c ?  

A. That guidance i s  ava i l ab le  now i n  d r a f t  NUREG-1258, and we w i l l  accept 
your comments on t h a t  NUREG u n t i l  t he  26th o f  May. 

When does the Commission p r o j e c t  t h a t  t h e i r  guidance f o r  conducting 

Q. 218. W i l l  s imulator c e r t i f i c a t i o n  audi ts  be performed by NRC headquarters 
s t a f f ,  reg ional  NRC s t a f f ,  o r  some combination? 

A. I n  a l l  p r o b a b i l i t y ,  the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  inspect ion program w i l l  com- 
bine headquarters and regional  s t a f f ,  s t a r t i n g  l a r g e l y  as a headquarters func- 
t i o n  and over t ime becoming more region-based as we move i n t o  the  inspect ion 
procedures. 

Q. 219. NRC released a f i n a l  d r a f t  o f  "Handbook f o r  Software Q u a l i t y  Assurance 
Techniques Appl icable t o  the Nuclear Industry,"  dated February 1986. 
handbook addresses the a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  10 CFR 50 Appendix B requirements 
associated w i t h  computer uses i n  the nuc?ear indust ry .  

This 

It speci f i es t h a t  t r a i  n i  ng simul a to rs  requi  r e  s t r i  ngent software qual i t y  as- 
surance. This requirement seems t o  imply t h a t  t he  s imu la to r ' s  software should 
be t rea ted  as though i t  were safety  re la ted ,  w i t h  the  appropr iate programmatic 
and procedural con t ro l s  appl ied. What are the Commission's plans in t h i s  area 
and what r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  i f  any, w i l l  the d r a f t  handbook have t o  s imulator 
c e r t  i f i c a t  i on? 

A. 
indust ry .  
us t o  review your software development o r  q u a l i t y  con t ro l  procedures as they 
apply t o  Pa r t  55 and t o  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  

The d r a f t  handbook t o  which you r e f e r  imposes no requirements on the  
I t  i s  under considerat ion by the s t a f f ,  b u t  there i s  no i n t e n t  f o r  
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You, o f  course, have t o  manage your own simulator software program i n  order t o  
meet the regulat ions i n  Pa r t  55 as requi red t o  c e r t i f y  t h a t  the s imulat ion 
f a c i l i t y  i s  s u i t a b l e  f o r  conducting operat ing tes ts .  
s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ' s  adequacy using the performance t e s t i n g  program, a f t e r  you 
submit your Form 474. 

And we w i l l  review the 

We w i l l  take a l ook  a t  the handbook t o  determine i t s  s ta tus,  b u t  we t h i n k  i t  i s  
safe t o  consider i t  no t  appl icable t o  these regulat ions.  

The 'best way o f  determining whether the  software i s  any good o r  not  i s  t o  see 
whether i t  performs i n  accordance wi th  the  p l a n t ' s  design cha rac te r i s t i cs .  
don'? need a very p r e s c r i p t i v e  software con t ro l  program protocol  t h a t  i s  sub- 
j e c t  t o  NRC review and evaluation. 

We 

We've described how we in tend  t o  inspect t he  s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  and we have 
p u t  t h a t  i n t o  the Simulat ion F a c i l i t y  Evaluat ion Procedure. 
w i l l  be based upon running th ings  l i k e  Licensee Event Report scenarios and 
seeing how the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  compares w i t h  the p l a n t .  

The evaluat ions 

But i f  you s t a r t  modify ing t h e  software i n  one area, you may a f f e c t  other 
areas. So you need t o  understand what impacts such changes w i l l  have t o  the 
o v e r a l l  performance tes ts .  
outs ide o f  i t s  acceptance values -- t h a t  i s ,  t he  2 percent and the  10 percent 
-- you need t o  rerun t h a t  t e s t  t o  ensure t h a t  the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  i s  s t i l l  
performing i n  accordance w i t h  the design spec i f i ca t i on .  We're l ook ing  f o r  a 
machine t h a t  w i l l  r e p l i c a t e  what we expect t o  happen i n  the  p lan t .  We're not  
look ing f o r  developing a software con t ro l  system which i s  appropr iate t o  a 
reactor  p r o t e c t i o n  system where you cannot t e s t  by operat ion how e f f e c t i v e l y  
the performance o f  the reactor  p r o t e c t i o n  system works. T i t l e  10 CFR 50 Ap- 
pendix B requirements would appear t o  be appropr iate i n  such sa fe ty - re la ted  
appl icat ions.  That 's  the d i f ference.  

I f  a modi f icat ion causes a performance t e s t  t o  f a l l  

Q. 220. 
plant-referenced s imulator ,  and the  performance t e s t i n g  r e l a t e d  t o  such a fa- 
c i l i t y .  
evaluate whether t h e  t e s t s  are s a t i s f a c t o r y  o r  not? 

A. 
the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  which you have proposed. 

L e t ' s  say t h a t  you want t o  use another p l a n t ' s  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  f o r  reactor  
s ta r tup  and t h a t  you can e f f e c t i v e l y  model t he  con t ro l s  and ind i ca t i ons  t h a t  
would be used f o r  reac to r  s tar tup.  We would expect you t o  f o l l o w  the ANSI  
standard as i t  r e l a t e d  t o  s t a r t u p  modeling. You may no t  be able t o  model i t  
f o r  con t ro l s  and ind i ca t i ons  because you d o n ' t  have t h a t  c a p a b i l i t y  on the 
s imulat ion f a c i l i t y .  
instance because they are n o t  appl icable.  

Q. 221. 
Regulatory Guide 1.149, w i l l  i t  be poss ib le  t o  deviate from the  standard i n  
c e r t a i n  areas o r  must it be adhered t o  i n  i t s  e n t i r e t y ?  

This quest ion concerns a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  cons i s t i ng  o f  other than a 

What performance t e s t s  are requi red and what standard i s  used t o  

We in tend  t o  f o l l o w  the guidel ines i n  the ANSI standard as appl icable t o  

You would no t  have t o  f o l l o w  ANS 3.5 gu ide l ines i n  t h a t  

I f  the standard f o r  performance t e s t s  i s  ANSI/ANS 3.5, as modif ied by 
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A. We recognize t h a t  there w i l l  be a number o f  outstanding discrepancy re- 
po r t s  on the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  against  i t s  reference p l a n t .  
f o r  c e r t i f i e d  s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s ,  as we l l  as f o r  those t h a t  achieve approval 
a f t e r  app l i ca t i on ,  exceptions w i l l  have t o  be taken from the  requirements o f  
ANS 3.5. There i s  a b lock on Form 474 f o r  c e r t i f i e d  s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  t o  
address the exceptions t h a t  you take a t  any given time. The same would apply 
t o  n o n c e r t i f i e d  s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  where you would address those exceptions 
i n  your app l i ca t i on .  

We expect t ha t ,  

Q. 222. Does a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  form, NRC 474, have t o  be sub- 
m i t t ed  p r i o r  t o  each operat ing examination? 

A. 
i t y ,  i t  i s  a one-time c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  

No. Assuming t h a t  you maintain the  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  the s imulat ion f a c i l -  

Q. 223. W i l l  the guidance document be l i m i t e d  t o  a u d i t i n g  the  prov is ions of 
ANSI/ANS 3.5-1985? 

A. No. It w i l l  be l i m i t e d  t o  a u d i t i n g  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  against  the requirements 
o f  Section 55.45(a) o f  the regulat ion,  which del ineates the 13 components o f  
the operat ing t e s t ,  and ANS 3.5-1985, as endorsed by Regulatory Guide 1.149. 

Q. 224. W i l l  the performance t e s t i n g  documentation maintained f o r  NRC review be 
l i m i t e d  t o  those items addressed i n  ANSI  3.5? 

A. No. The performance t e s t i n g  and i t s  documentation w i l l  use Section 55.45(a) 
o f  the regu la t i on  as i t s  c r i t e r i o n ,  and must employ the mal funct ion t e s t i n g  o f  
Section 3.1.2 o f  ANS 3.5, as w e l l  as the standard's two appendices, and the 
endorsement by Regulatory Guide 1.149. 

To ampl i fy,  the o p e r a b i l i t y  t e s t  i d e n t i f i e d  as Appendix B i n  the  standard i s  
done annually. We have no t  taken exception t o  that .  
which appears i n  Appendix A, p lus  the repeat o f  t he  malfunct ion t e s t i n g ,  which 
i s  described i n  Section 3 o f  the standard ( t h a t  s e t  o f  t e s t i n g  a t  approximately 
a r a t e  o f  25 percent per year over f o u r  years), w i l l  c o n s t i t u t e  the  add i t i ona l  
annual t e s t i n g  t o  be done. 

Performance t e s t i n g ,  

So you have an annual o p e r a b i l i t y  t e s t ,  and then 25 percent o f  the performance 
t e s t s  t h a t  are described i n  the  f i r s t  appendix, p l u s  25 percent o f  t he  mal- 
funct ions t h a t  are l i s t e d .  
cates a p o r t i o n  o f  the performance t e s t ,  t h a t ' s  s u f f i c i e n t .  You d o n ' t  need t o  
do i t  twice, b u t  t h a t ' s  t he  scope o f  the t e s t i n g  we are expecting t o  be done on 
an annual basis, and the term annual i s  used i n  i t s  common meaning. We are 
i n te res ted  i n  you doing the performance t e s t s  r e g u l a r l y  over a pe r iod  o f  f o u r  
years, and no t  p u t t i n g  them o f f  f o r  t he  l a s t  year. 

To the  extent  t he  o p e r a b i l i t y  t e s t  i t s e l f  d u p l i -  

O f  course, before you submit your c e r t i f i c a t i o n  o r  your a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  ap- 
proval ,  you should have completed 100 percent o f  t h e  operat ing t e s t s  and the  
performance tes ts .  

Q. 225. 
100 percent o f  t he  performance t e s t s  completed. 
s p e c i f i c a l l y  malfunct ion tes ts ,  t h a t  were performed as p a r t  o f  an acceptable 

A f t e r  t h a t ,  t he  25 percent per  year cyc le  w i l l  begin. - 
It was ind i ca ted  t h a t  when we submit t he  Form 474, we should have 

Can we count performance t e s t s ,  
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t e s t  procedure, say, three years ago, towards havipg performed t h a t  p a r t  o f  the 
perforntance t e s t  one t i m e ,  o r  do we have t o  redo i t  before we submit the  form? 

A. 
concern, if any, i s  the  d i f f e rence  i n  t i m e  from when they were done, and any 
changes t o  the p l a n t  con f igu ra t i on  t h a t  would be requ i red  by the  ANSI  standard 
t o  b r i n g  the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  up t o  date. 
t h a t  would requ i re  you t o  repeat some performance t e s t s  t o  make them i n  com- 
p l iance w i t h  the standard, then those t e s t s  should be acceptable. 

There i s  not  necessar i ly  any need t o  redo those performance tes ts .  The 

I f  there  have been no changes 

Q. 226. 
a program i n  place t o  t e s t  a l l  the  mod i f i ca t ions  t o  the software, i nc lud ing  
malfunct ions,  i f  appropr iate,  then we've go t  a bas is  f o r  s t a r t i n g ,  anyway? 

A. We i n t e n t i o n a l l y  d i d  not  spec i fy  a t ime p r i o r  t o  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  by 
which you had t o  have them a l l  completed. 

So if we conducted an acceptable t e s t  program, and since then have had 

Yes. 

But the s i t u a t i o n  you have i s  t h a t  once you do c e r t i f y ,  then you s t a r t  perform- 
i n g  those same performance t e s t s  over again on a 25-percent-per-year bas is  over 
the 4 years t o  ensure t h a t  con f igura t ion  changes are, indeed, incorporated i n  
the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y .  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  these t e s t s  may have been performed. 

But the  r u l e  i t s e l f  i s  s i l e n t  on how long before 

There were some changes i n  the  standard between the  1981 vers ion and the  
1985 version. 
any design changes o r  software changes t h a t  you have made since then have not  
a f fec ted  the  v a l i d i t y  o f  those e a r l i e r  tes ts .  
than t o  repeat the  e n t i r e  process, b u t  t h a t ' s  up t o  you. 

You have t o  show t h a t  you have met the  1985 version, and t h a t  

It may be eas ie r  t o  repeat them 

Q. 227. 
s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  requirements? 

Is there any i n t e n t  t o  inc lude remote shutdown panels i n  any o f  t he  

A. No. However, i f  these panels are provided as p a r t  o f  the  s imu la t ion  f a c i l -  
i t y ,  they may be used i n  the  NRC operat ing t e s t .  

Q. 228. 
formance t e s t  f a i l u r e s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the  four-year anniversary c e r t i f i c a t i o n ?  

What does the  Commission consider an adequate schedule t o  c o r r e c t  per- 

A. Although the  r u l e  requi res a r e p o r t  on every four-year anniversary o f  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  or four-year anniversary o f  app l i ca t ion ,  we in tend  t o  have a 
much c lose r  working r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  you so t h a t  we w i l l  know on an ongoing 
basis about any such performance t e s t  f a i l u res ,  and there  are several mecha- 
nisms t o  do tha t .  One i s  the  90-day l e t t e r  p r i o r  t o  examinations, i n  which 
uncorrected performance t e s t  f a i l u r e s  would be i d e n t i f i e d .  Another would be 
s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  f i d e l i t y  repo r t s  from our examiners, and the  t h i r d  would be 
the r e s u l t s  o f  our p e r i o d i c  a u d i t  and inspect ions o f  s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t i e s .  

V i e  schedule t o  c o r r e c t  performance t e s t  f a i l u r e s  i s  r e a l l y  based upon the  
seriousness and the magnitude o f .  the f a i l u r e s  t h a t  are discovered. It may 
range from pure ly  an NRC recommendation t h a t  the  f a i l u r e s  be corrected, t o  a 
recommendation t h a t  a f a i l u r e  be corrected w i t h i n  the normal update cyc le  re -  
qu i red by ANS 3.5. 
schedule. 
e s s e n t i a l l y  shut down u n t i l  the  f a i l u r e s  are corrected. 

The next  l e v e l  would requ i re  a c o r r e c t i o n  on an accelerated 
The most ser ious f a i l u r e s  requ i re  t h a t  the  s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y  
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Q. 229. 
p o r t ?  
t e s t  changes year-to-year dur ing the four-year per iod? 

A .  If your schedule f o r  performance t e s t i n g  changes between the t ime you 
submit a c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and any subsequent four-year repo r t ,  you should advise 
us o f  t h a t  change on the Form 474. 

What d e t a i l  o f  desc r ip t i on  i s  t he  Commission a n t i c i p a t i n g  i n  the r e -  
Should the r e p o r t  be rev ised i f  a schedule f o r  conducting a performance 

There are three documents f o r  c e r t i f i e d  s imulat ion f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  address the 
l e v e l  o f , d e t a i l .  The r u l e ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y  the operat ing t e s t  i n  55.45(a), l i s t s  
13 items t h a t  make up the  content o f  t he  exam; ANS 3.5, which sets out the 
requirements f o r  the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ' s  c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  as w e l l  as the per-  
formance t e s t i n g  requirements; and Form 474, which i nd i ca tes  t h a t  we want 
performance t e s t  abst racts  and performance t e s t  schedules. 

We don ' t  want reams o f  mater ia l  on the d e t a i l s  of a l l  your performance t e s t s  
and a l l  t he  resu l t s .  If we need add i t i ona l  in format ion i n  the course of  
conducting an o f f - s i t e  o r  an on-s i te  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  evaluat ion we w i l l  
request i t  from you; we are r e a l l y  l ook ing  f o r  summaries and abstracts sub- 
m i t t e d  w i t h  t h a t  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  form. 

Q. 230. W i l l  an NRC c e r t i f i c a t i o n  team be sent t o  the f a c i l i t y  t o  conduct a 
s imulator performance a u d i t  using the new simulator c e r t i f i c a t i o n  c r i t e r i a ?  

A. Essen t ia l l y  yes. The NRC s t a f f  w i l l  conduct the review and the inspect ion.  
It w i l l  be a two-phase process, an o f f s i t e  review, fo l lowed by an ons i te  i n -  
spection, i f  necessary. Only as a r e s u l t  o f  ons i te  inspect ion might c e r t i f i c a -  
t i o n  be removed, as a l a s t  reso r t .  For f u r t h e r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  a c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
i s  not  removed as a r e s u l t  o f  an inspect ion.  I t ' s  removed as a r e s u l t  o f  f a i l -  
i n g  performance t e s t s  which are requi red by the regulat ion.  During the inspec- 
t i o n  we conduct performance t e s t s  where we a u d i t  the a b i l i t y  o f  t he  s imulat ion 
f a c i l i t y  t o  perform as described i n  the  performance t e s t s  t h a t  you submitted. 
So if the machine does no t  work dur ing an inspect ion,  t he  c r i t e r i o n  i s  s t i l l  
the f a i l u r e  o f  a substant ia l  number o f  performance tes ts ,  such t h a t  you cannot 
perform a meaningful operat ing t e s t  as described i n  the regulat ion.  

The conclusion i s  based upon the requirements f o r  the operat ing t e s t ,  not  j u s t  
on f a i l i n g  some f r a c t i o n  o f  the performance t e s t s .  
ance tes ts ,  b u t  i t ' s  got  t o  be a substant ia l  enough number o f  performance 
t e s t s  t h a t  i t  impacts on the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  conduct an NRC 
operat ing examination. So one performance t e s t  f a i l u r e  does not  necessar i ly  
mean t h a t  the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  would be d e c e r t i f i e d .  
enough se t  o f  f a i l u r e s  t h a t  we c a n ' t  conduct a t e s t .  

You have t o  f a i l  perform- 

It has t o  be a gross 

Q. 231. 
ated i n t o  our s imulator.  Can we c e r t i f y  t he  s imulator t o  the NRC w i thou t  
havi ng i ncorporated a1 1 p l a n t  modi f icat ions? 

A .  We always a n t i c i p a t e  t h a t  even when you c e r t i f y  a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ,  
there w i l l  be exceptions if you haven' t  been able t o  b r i n g  i t  up t o  date w i t h  
p l a n t  modif icat ions.  
you i d e n t i f i e d  the need f o r  making modi f icat ions u n t i l  those are f u l l y  incor-  
porated i n t o  the s imulat ion f a c i l i t y .  
p r i o r  t o  the date you've incorporated the modi f icat ions.  

We present ly  have two years before a p l a n t  mod i f i ca t i on  must be incorpor-  

The ANSI  standard al lows a two-year pe r iod  from the date 

So the  answer i s  yes, you can c e r t i f y  
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Q. 232. Where s p e c i f i c a l l y  would t h a t  be on Form 474? 

A. 
t h a t  t he  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  meets 10 CFR 55 and ANSI 3.5."  

It then says: 
above [ t h a t  i s ,  the ANSI standard], check here and describe on add i t i ona l  pages 
i f  necessary. I' 

Q. 233. 
o f  procedures f o r  simulators. 

A. 
i n  the con t ro l  room o f  the p lan t .  
references and rev is ions.  

There i s  a b lock near the top o f  the form t h a t  says ' ' I  hereby c e r t i f y  

" I f  there are any exceptions t o  the c e r t i f i c a t i o n  o f  i tem two 

I n  e a r l i e r  discussions mention was made about using c o n t r o l l e d  copies 
What do you mean by the word con t ro l?  

Contro l led copies means those procedures i d e n t i c a l  t o  t'he ones t h a t  you use 
The copies should be up t o  date, i nc lud ing  

*Q. 234. 
able t o  take a look a t  some of the f i d e l i t y  questions t h a t  they have on a simu- 
l a t o r  p r i o r  t o  them leav ing  o r  p r i o r  t o  t h e i r  e x i t  in terv iew? 

A. Yes. 
s imu la to r ' s  f i d e l i t y  on a "Simulat ion F a c i l i t y  F i d e l i t y  Report," which has been 
added t o  Examiner Standard ES-104. 
f a c i l i t y  l icensee along w i t h  the r e s t  o f  the examiner's comments, before he o r  
she leaves the s i t e .  

When an examiner conducts an exam on the simulator, are we going t o  be 

The examiner w i l l  p rov ide any comments t h a t  he o r  she has about the 

Those thoughts w i l l  be shared w i t h  the 

Q. 235. 
a rd  o r  the Regulatory Guide, and they are t o  be issued per the requirements of 
55.45? 

Are l icensees requi red t o  submit exemption requests per the ANSI Stand- 

A. 
cannot be met w i t h  the  s imulat ion f a c i l i t y ,  you would requ i re  an exemption from 
the Regulation. A f a i l u r e  t o  meet a l l  of the requirements o f  the ANSI standard 
does - not  requ i re  an exemption. It simply requires an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  what i t  
i s  t h a t  you cannot meet. 
t h a t  d i f f e rence  would not  preclude the conduct o f  an operat ing t e s t  as i t ' s  
described i n  the  Regulation. 

I f  any one o f  the requirements o f  t he  operat ing t e s t s  i n  Section 55.45(a) 

And i t  must inc lude a conclusion on your p a r t  t h a t  

That 's why the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  on Form 474 i s  a c e r t i f i c a t i o n  t o  the Regulat ion 
wi th  an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  t h a t  you f o l l o w  the ANSI standard w i t h  some exceptions. 
We recognize t h a t  there w i l l  be exceptions. 
l icenses on the day t h e y ' r e  issued and we issue a number o f  l i cense  condi t ions.  

There are exceptions on new 

We d o n ' t  expect t h a t  t h e  number o f  discrepancy repor ts  on a s imulat ion f a c i l i t y  
i s  ever going t o  get  t o  zero. 
feedback, some necessary correct ion.  
f o r  incorporat ing those correct ions and rev is ions.  

Q. 236. 
gard t o  back panel s. 

The simulator we have i s  what's c a l l e d  a main horseshoe. We have 50 t o  60 back 
panels i n  the s imulator which are used dur ing surve i l lance t e s t i n g ,  and 

I t ' s  an t i c ipa ted  t h a t  there w i l l  always be some 
The standard i t s e l f  provides a schedule 

I ' m  unclear as t o  how much we have t o  p u t  i n t o  our s imulator w i t h  re- 
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recently there have been a l o t  of bypass switches tha t  we use d u r i n g  o u r  emer- 
gency plan training. 
can we subst i tute  the plant for  t ha t  par t  of the training? 
main control room, and we p u t  a l l  our back panels in there instead of outside 
the main control room. 

Must we have a l l  those back panels in our simulator o r  
I t ' s  a very big 

A. O u r  in tent  i s  n o t  t o  have you model the en t i r e  plant ,  b u t  i f  the evolu- 
t ions you are c i t ing  are  your operating and emergency procedures for  the fa- 
c i l i t y ,  and i t ' s  an evolution which i s  conducted from within the control room 
by the regulation, we would expect tha t  t o  be modeled or you would have t o  show 
us how tha t  could be done without modelling and identify tha t  as an exception. 

B u t  f o r  f a c i l i t i e s  t ha t  have a large number of back panels or other equipment 
available in the control room, i t ' s  n o t  the in ten t  t ha t  you mock up a l l  those 
panels. Generally, they are merged i n  the main control boards. For example, 
those tha t  control the reactor,  safety systems, e lec t r ica l  line-up, and balance 
of plant are  the typical ones tha t  we're looking for .  

Q. 237. 
operating s h i f t  typical ly  does n o t  leave dur ing  normal operation of the 
faci 1 i ty? 

Would i t  be safe t o  assume tha t  you have in mind the area tha t  the 

A. 
being " a t  the controls," which i s  described i n  Regulatory Guide 1.114. 
f a c i l i t i e s  mark i t  off with a red l ine  on the f loor  or w i t h  a fence or whatever. 
I t ' s  t ha t  area where the individual i s  a t  the controls as defined in the Regu- 
latory Guide tha t  we're interested i n  simulating. 

I t ' s  those portions of the f a c i l i t y  where the individual i s  defined as 
Some 
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Special Senior Operator Licenses ( Inc lud ing  I n s t r u c t o r  C e r t i f i c a t i o n )  

Q. 238. 
the requirements of NUREG-0737 superseded? 

What i s  the impact o f  the new r u l e  on i n s t r u c t o r  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s ?  Are 

A. 
NURtG-0737. 
res ts  w i t h  the acc red i ta t i on  process. 
f o r  technica l  i n s t r u c t o r s ,  which would be reviewed w i t h i n  acc red i ta t i on .  NRC's 
r o l e  is t o  monitor the acc red i ta t i on  program t o  ensure t h a t  i t  maintains the 
standards t h a t  have been endorsed by the Commission. 

The new r u l e  supersedes the requirements f o r  i n s t r u c t o r  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  i n  
The responsi b l  i t y  f o r  ensuring t h a t  i n s t r u c t o r s  are qual if i e d  now 

INPO has establ ished the q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  

Q. 239. 
v ious l y  may i n s t r u c t  students i n  courses needed t o  prepare appl icants  f o r  NRC 
l i c e n s i n g  examinations. 
requal i f i c a t i  on program? 

I n s t r u c t o r s  who have been c e r t i f i e d  o r  who have held a l icense pre- 

Are these i n s t r u c t o r s  requi red t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a 

A .  If you have an accredi ted program o r  systems approach t o  t r a i n i n g  (SAT) 
program, then t h a t  program w i l l  def ine the cont inu ing q u a l i f i c a t i o n  and re-  
t r a i n i n g  requirements f o r  i ns t ruc to rs .  
gram, then the  i n s t r u c t o r s  w i l l  have t o  meet the  commitments o f  the approved 
program as def ined under Par t  55 and commitments contained i n  the FSAR. NRC 
w i l l  no longer issue i n s t r u c t o r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n s .  I f  a l icensee i s  using vendor- 
c e r t i f i e d  i n s t r u c t o r s  i n  a r e q u a l i f i c a t i o n  program t h a t  has no t  been completely 
converted t o  an SAT program (performance-based), i t  i s  conceivable t h a t  a 50.59 
change could be made t o  support such an approach i n  the i n t e r i m  u n t i l  such t i m e  
as the r e q u a l i f i c a t i o n  program i s  converted t o  an SAT-based program. 

I f  you do no t  have an accredi ted pro- 

Q. 240. 
i n s t r u c t  l icense-type mater ia l  t o  a hot  l icense class. 
were prev ious ly  l icensed and c e r t i f i e d  by General E l e c t r i c  be able t o  teach 
such mater ia l?  

As I understand it, only  people t h a t  ho ld a l i cense  f o r  a f a c i l i t y  may 
Would consul tants who 

A. If your program i s  accredi ted,  then you determine subject  matter exper t ise 
and i n s t r u c t o r  s k i l l s  i n  accordance w i t h  the accredi ted program. I f  your pro- 
gram i s  no t  y e t  accredi ted and you were prev ious ly  under the commitment i n  the 
Denton l e t t e r  t o  assure subject  matter exper t ise f o r  i n s t r u c t o r s  -- which was 
t h a t  those i n s t r u c t i n g  i n teg ra ted  p l a n t  operations have a l e v e l  o f  knowledge 
comparable t o  t h a t  o f  a senior reactor  operator -- then the process we've 
allowed i n  the i n t e r i m  permits you t o  c e r t i f y  your i n s t r u c t o r s  based upon t h e i r  
successful completion o f  your senior operator t r a i n i n g  program. 

We have a lso al lowed t h a t  those examined and c e r t i f i e d  by NRC i n  the past  can 
continue, b u t  they should receive add i t i ona l  t r a i n i n g  on p l a n t  o r  procedure 
changes, t h a t  p o r t i o n  o f  the r e q u a l i f i c a t i o n  program which i s  appl icable t o  what 
they'  r e  teaching. 

Now, the p r a c t i c a l  aspect i s  t h a t  those people who are i n s t r u c t i n g  have t o  
l ea rn  t h a t  mater ia l  t o  a depth greater  than t h a t  which they i n s t r u c t ,  and your 
program also has mechanisms f o r  evaluat ing i n s t r u c t o r  performance. 
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We are t r y i n g  t o  move ou t  o f  the area o f  spec i fy ing  t r a i n i n g  program content o r  
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  i n s t r u c t o r s .  So depending upon your commitment i n  the pre- 
sent ly  approved program, you may need t o  review t h a t  i n  accordance w i t h  50.59. 
NRC w i l l  no t  need t o  c e r t i f y  it; you may do t h a t  under your own program. 

Q. 241. We cannot ge t  
accredi ted by INPO. Therefore, i f  we ho ld  a s t a f f  o f  i n s t r u c t o r s ,  are they 
then going t o  have t o  go t o  the  u t i l i t y  and the  u t i l i t y  i s  going t o  have t o  
e i t h e r  l i cense o r  c e r t i f y  them? 

A. 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  the  f a c i l i t y  t o  ensure t h a t  t h e  contractors  have t h e  appro- 
p r i a t e  subject  matter exper t ise and i n s t r u c t o r  s k i l l s  t o  meet the  requirements 
of t h e i r  accredi ted program. 
i n s t r u c t o r s  who are contractors ,  nor w i l l  we be c e r t i f y i n g  o r  approving i n s t r u c -  
t o r s  who are f a c i l i t y  employees. 

How would t h a t  apply t o  vendors such as Westinghouse? 

For contractors  t h a t  are p rov id ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  f o r  f a c i l i t i e s ,  i t  i s  the  

The s t a f f  w i l l  n o t  be c e r t i f y i n g  o r  approving 

Q. 242. 
t h a t  you would have t o  l i cense i n s t r u c t o r s ?  

D id  I understand c o r r e c t l y  t h a t  you s a i d  t h a t  i f  you ' re  n o t  accredi ted,  

A. Some f a c i l i t i e s  i n  t h e i r  e x i s t i n g  t r a i n i n g  programs have committed i n  the  
FSAR t o  have e i t h e r  l icensed senior reac tor  operators o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  who were 
c e r t i f i e d  i n s t r u c t o r s .  
t o  a l i cense ( the e l i g i b i l t y  requirements were relaxed), requi red t h a t  the 
i n s t r u c t o r  go through the  same examination, although he was n o t  author ized t o  
manipulate the contro ls .  
imply t h a t  you would be ob l iga ted  t o  have l icensed operators conduct your program. 

We a l s o  ind ica ted  t h a t  you could perform a 50.59 type o f  review t h a t  would meet 
the  same i n t e n t .  Having your i n s t r u c t c r s  complete and be examined by the  stan- 
dards o f  a program comparable t o  your own senior  reac tor  operator program, such 
as a vendor c e r t i f i c a t i o n  program, would be s u f f i c i e n t  i n  the  in te r im.  When we 
get  t o  the  p o i n t  where everyone has been accredi ted,  t h a t  issue i s  superseded. 
The a c c r e d i t a t i o n  process covers i n s t r u c t o r  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  and t r a i n i n g .  

Q. 243. I do n o t  have my programs accredi ted y e t .  I hope we w i l l  have them 
done by the  end o f  the  year. But I have people who are i n  a program r i g h t  now, 
the  same one we've been using a l l  along, and they are being examined by us next 
week. And the  Region i s  n o t  going t o  come i n  and g ive  them an NRC exam. My 
i n t e n t i o n  i s  t o  c e r t i f y  them as I have done i n  the pas t  and p u t  them r i g h t  i n t o  
a classroom. They w i l l  a lso  be i n  a r e q u a l i f i c a t i o n  program. Do I understand 
t h a t  t o  be a c o r r e c t  procedure? 

The o l d  i n s t r u c t o r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  which was comparable 

We no longer issue such c e r t i f i c a t e s ,  which would 

A. Yes. 
p l e t e d  t h e  se l f -eva lua t ion  repor t ,  and are g e t t i n g  ready f o r  a team v i s i t .  As 
preparat ion f o r  t h a t ,  you look a t  how you t r a i n  and c e r t i f y  i n s t r u c t o r s .  
want t h a t  t o  be a p a r t  o f  the  a c c r e d i t a t i o n  process, and no t  a p a r t  o f  the NRC 
review. 

I f  you are g e t t i n g  ready f o r  accred i ta t ion ,  you probably have com- 

We 

Q. 244. 
t o r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  manipulate c o n t r o l s  on the  f a c i l i t y  under the  appropr iate 
supervis ion o f  l icensed personnel? 

Can t ra inees  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  a systems t r a i n i n g  program f o r  i n s t r u c -  
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A. If that training program can lead to a license if carried to completion 
trainers may manipulate controls under appropriate supervision if it occurs in 
the proper sequence within the training program. The trainee may also manipu- 
late controls (under proper supervision) without being involved in a course 
that leads to a license if the systems that are being manipulated do not affect 
power or reactivity (e-g., feedwater). However if the systems that the trainee 
will teach, and therefore the controls he would manuipulate, do affect power or 
ractivity, then he must be enrolled in a course that leads to a license. 

Q. 245. 
considered to be certified to teach licensed operators after they complete the 
accredited training program. In the case of a utilitv that doesn't have their 

As I understand it, in the accredited utilities, instructors will be 

operations programs accredited yet, could you out1 ine" what the requirements 
wi 11 be? 

A. 
effective date o f  the Rule, and that is to either have an individual who has 
completed a training program comparable to that o f  an SRO, and been examined 
on it (we used to call that instructor certification), or be a licensed senior 
operator, who is currently enrolled in a requalification training program. 

The requirements are basically those which were in existence before the 

Because of the fact that we no longer are going to be giving instructor certi- 
fications, you then have only the option of using a licensed operator to teach 
those courses. 
that's not permitted under the Rule. 

We are not going to give any further instructor's certifications, 

For NTOLs and facilities that are in the accreditation process, the Commission's 
Policy Statement in Training and Qualification o f  Power Plant Personnel of 
March 20, 1985 allowed facilities to make the transition from FSAR commitments 
to accredited programs. 
policy, were discontinued in Mid 1985, relied on facility certification o f  
instructors. We believe this policy will continue and eventually be reflected 
in Revisions to Section 13.2 o f  NUREG-0800, the Standard Review Plan. 

Therefore NRC instructor certifications which, as a 

Q. 246. So, training instructors must be licensed operators? 

A. Yes, until such time as you get accredited, or have some other way o f  gett- 
ing subject matter expertise through your accredited program, including in- 
structor training. We are not going to specify that f o r  an accredited program. 
But you may have a program on record today, in which you have committed to the 
requirements to the Denton letter, which said you were going to do certain 
things to ensure subject matter expertise in instructors. And that was to 
either use a licensed senior reactor operator or an individual who has been 
examined by the NRC to the same level as a senior operator. 

We are not going to examine without issuing a license. 

Q. 247. 
they have previously passed a senior reactor operator examination somewhere, 
and thus demonstrated their competency, be considered as certified to teach? 

A. Yes. 
ing to have their certification renewed, that's not going to happen, because 
there is no longer such certification. 

Will people who are currently certified by virtue of the fact that 

But when they come to us after the effective date of the Rule request- 
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Q. 248. So, then, i s  someone who has passed an SRO exam given by the  NRC a t  
some p c i n t  i n  the past,  considered c e r t i f i e d  o r  not? 

A. F o r  the  purpose of meeting your t r a i n i n g  program commitment o f  having an 
i nd i v idua l  who has a knowledge l e v e l  comparable t o  t h a t  o f  a senior  reac tor  
operator, the answer i s  yes, provided the  i n d i v i d u a l  i s  mainta in ing currency i n  
the r e q u a l i f i c a t i o n  program, w i t h  respect t o  any changes which would a f f e c t  h i s  
knowledge base. 
t o r  t r a i n i n g  and as i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Technical I n s t r u c t o r  Tra in ing  and Q u a l i f i c a t i o n  
Guidel ine, INPO 82-026 a t  7.1. 

Q. 249. Can you t e l l  us how you expect t o  t r e a t  people under the  new r u l e  who 
are c u r r e n t l y  SRO i n s t r u c t o r  c e r t i f i e d ?  What k ind  o f  c r e d i t  are they going t o  
ge t  because they are SRO i n s t r u c t o r  c e r t i f i e d ,  i f  any? 

A. 
and taken the  same exam as an SRO, bu t  because o f  e l i g i b i l i t y  requirements o r  
t i m e  on s h i f t  o r  some o ther  requirement they d i d  no t  meet the SRO requirements. 

That i s  cons is tent  w i t h  what INPO i s  look ing  a t  i n  the i ns t ruc -  

The answer i s  none. Obviously they have'completed the  same t r a i n i n g  program 

I n , t h e  past ,  there  have been i n d i v i d u a l s  who successful ly converted an i ns t ruc -  
t o r ' s  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  t o  an RO l icense.  

Add i t i ona l l y ,  there  i s  the  p rov i s ion  f o r  waiver o f  c e r t a i n  por t ions  o f  the  NRC 
examination, based on operators having: (1) extensive actual  operat ing exper i -  
ence a t  a comparable f a c i l i t y  w i t h i n  two years, (2) discharged h i s  o r  her 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  competently and sa fe l y  and i s  capable o f  con t inu ing  t o  do so, 
and (3) learned the  operat ing procedures and i s  q u a l i f i e d  t o  competently 
operate the  f a c i l i t y  designated i n  the  app l ica t ion .  

If you want these i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  become l icensed, you w i l l  need t o  submit a 
complete app l i ca t ion ,  and i f  appl icable,  request a waiver under the  Regulation. 
This app l i ca t i on  would then be reviewed by the  Region as t o  what por t ion ,  i f  
any, o f  the  examination would be waivered. 

"Ac t i ve l y  Performing the  Functions o f  an Operator o r  Senior Operator" 

Q. 250. 
the  s t a f f  t h a t  Sect ion I IF (2)  i s  Commission p o l i c y ?  

A. 
p u b l i c  comments and describes the  s t a f f ' s  f i n a l  ac t ions  i n  response t o  them. 
This Sect ion discusses the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  " a c t i v e l y  performing the funct ions o f  
an operator o r  senior operator,' ' which i s  p a r t  o f  the  regu la t ion ,  contained i n  
Sections 55.53(e) and 55.53(f). 

What guidance w i l l  the  Commission prov ide t o  the  f a c i l i t y  l icensees and 

Sect ion I IF (2)  i s  p a r t  o f  the  Statement o f  Considerations t h a t  summarizes 

*Q. 251. The regu la t i on  f o r  a c t i v e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  s ta tes  t h a t  "an i n d i v i d u a l  has 
a p o s i t i o n  on the  s h i f t  crew t h a t  requi res the  i nd i v idua l  t o  be l i censed as de- 
f i n e d  i n  the  f a c i l i t y ' s  Technical Spec i f i ca t ions ,  and t h a t  the  i n d i v i d u a l  ca- 
r r i e s  ou t  and i s  responsible f o r  the  du t i es  covered i n  t h a t  pos i t ion. ' '  
does t h i s  r u l e  accommodate p lan ts  w i t h  RO and SRO l icenses on s h i f t  t h a t  exceed 
the  Technical Spec i f i ca t ion  minimum s t a f f i n g  requirements? 

How 
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A .  The r u l e  does not  preclude having add i t i ona l  people on s h i f t  beyond the 
minimum s t a f f i n g  requirements. 
t o  take c r e d i t  f o r  the p r o f i c i e n c y  o f  such personnel standing watch above the 
Technical Speci f i c a t i  on minimums , as a cond i t i on  f o r  mai n t a i  n i  ng a 1 i cense under 
10 CFR 55.53(e), the fac i  1 i ty 1 icensee must maintain admini s t r a t i  ve con t ro l  over 
these designated watchstanders, and must be s a t i s f i e d  t h a t  these i n d i v i d u a l s  are 
maintaining t h e i r  p ro f i c i ency  by manipulat ing the con t ro l s  of the f a c i l i t y  i n  
the case of an operator, o r  by manipulat ing the  c o n t r o l s  and d i r e c t i n g  the li- 
censed a c t i v i t i e s  of l icensed operators, i n  the case o f  a senior operator. 

So t h a t  i f  you operate a s ing le  u n i t  w i t h  three reactor  operators on s h i f t ,  two 
o f  those i n d i v i d u a l s  are i n  pos i t i ons  requi red by the  Technical Speci f icat ions.  
One i s  usua l l y  the reactor  operator and the other  i s  the balance o f  p l a n t  opera- 
t o r .  The t h i r d  person would need t o  r o t a t e  i n t o  one of those two pos i t i ons  over 
the course o f  a quar ter  t o  ob ta in  the r e q u i s i t e  number o f  s h i f t s  t o  maintain h i s  
l i cense  ac t i ve ,  so he would need t o  s ign the logs, on occasion, as the reactor  
operator o r  the balance o f  p l a n t  operator. 
the p o s i t i o n  on s h i f t  requi red by the  Technical Speci f icat ions,  and add i t i ona l  
personnel on s h i f t  t o  perform other du t i es  do not  meet the  requirement fo r  
d i r e c t i n g  the a c t i v i t i e s  of l icensed operators o r  f o r  manipulat ing the  contro ls .  
There are a l t e r n a t i v e s  b u i l t  i n t o  the regu la t i on  t o  provide ample f l e x i b i l i t y  in 
obta in ing p r o f i c i e n c y  f o r  l icensed dut ies,  e.g., 40 hours o f  p a r a l l e l  watch 
standing. 

That i s  a u t i l i t y  decision. However, i n  order 

So i t ' s  c l e a r  t h a t  you must be i n  

Q. 252. 
b i l i t i e s  f o r  each p o s i t i o n  i n  order t o  s a t i s f y  the  a c t i v e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  re- 
quirement- i t  says you have t o  have an RO and two SROs, one SRO as a s h i f t  
supervisor and one t h a t ' s  another RO. Can you r o t a t e  t h a t  SRO p o s i t i o n  from a 
s h i f t  foreman p o s i t i o n  t o  another senior reactor  operator p o s i t i o n ?  
say who i s  requi red t o  f i l l  those pos i t i ons ,  so the compl icat ion i s  t h a t  if we 
have a senior con t ro l  operator who has an SRO l i cense and he's c l e a r l y  d i r e c t -  
i n g  the operator 's  a c t i v i t i e s ,  can we g ive him the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t he  day 
and say the s h i f t  foreman no longer has the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  because both of 
them hold an SRO l i cense? 

Our Technical Speci f icat ions do no t  address the i n d i v i d u a l ' s  responsi- 

It doesn't  

A. For the  case t h a t  you've described, the i n d i v i d u a l  who i s  on s h i f t  d i r e c t i n g  
the a c t i v i t i e s  i s  the one who's i n  the  p o s i t i o n  requi red by the Technical Speci- 
f i ca t i ons .  Whether he i s  the s h i f t  foreman f o r  t h a t  s h i f t  because t h a t ' s  t he  
t i t l e  t h a t  you use t o  describe other  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  he may have, i t  i s  the 
senior operator i n  the con t ro l  room who d i r e c t s  how the other two operators 
manipulate the  con t ro l s  and who i s  there f u l f i l l i n g  the requirements of the 
Technical Speci f icat ions t o  be supervis ing the a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the l icensed 
operators. 
s h i f t ,  independent o f  t i t l e .  
t o  who has a u t h o r i t y  t o  d i r e c t  l icensed operators so t h a t  i f  the s h i f t  foreman 
i s  r e l i e v e d  the re  i s  another senior operator i n  the c o n t r o l  room ca r ry ing  out  
those dut ies.  The Technical Speci f icat ions d o n ' t  r e f e r  t o  s h i f t  foreman; they 
say senior operator d i r e c t i n g  the a c t i v i t i e s  o f  o ther  l icensed operators. 

That 's the p o s i t i o n  t h a t  q u a l i f i e s  f o r  t he  e i g h t  hours on t h a t  
Your admin i s t ra t i ve  procedures should be c l e a r  as 

There i s  a r e l a t e d  quest ion t h a t  concerns the  e x t r a  person on s h i f t  who may no t  
be i n  the l icensed ro le .  
hours o f  p a r a l l e l  watch standing; t h a t  i s ,  he 's  no t  i n  the p o s i t i o n  requi red by 

It i s  poss ib le  f o r  t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l  t o  complete 40 
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the Technical Specifications, as long as he is being supervised and his activi- 
ties are being closely monitored by the person responsible. 
40 hours of parallel watch standing for that quarter and not be actually in  a 
position required by the Technical Specifications to meet the seven shifts at 
eight hours each, or the five shifts of twelve hours each. 

It would require in that case, that the authorizing representative of the facil- 
ity certify that he has completed that duty. From a practical standpoint, it's 
easier to rotate the people through the watch to maintain their proficiency. 
The active license status is intended as a way o f  maintaining the proficiency 
of the people who are performing the functions. If you're dual licensed, the 
active status requirement can be met by standing watch on only one plant, or 
on some combination of the plants. 

He could accrue 

Conditions of Licenses (Subpart F , Section 55.53) 
Q. 253. With regards to fuel handlers, in the case where you may refuel once a 
year, it's probable that the requirement won't be maintained. Subparagraph 
55.53(f)(2) suggests that one shift of supervised duty is required before the 
fuel handling foreman with the license can assume his full duties. Is the 
intent that that supervision be performed by another fully qualified SRO who 
may not be a fuel handling specialist? 

A. 
sponsibilities associated with monitoring fuel-handling activities. 

That is correct. An active SRO license includes the capability and re- 

Q. 254. 
nical Specifications to be licensed as Senior Reactor Operators. 
dividuals do not have a position on the shift crew. 
day-to-day di recti on of Licensed Operator activities. 
considered as actively performing Licensed Duties? 

A. 
shifts per quarter. 
Supervisor cannot keep a license. 
that they continue in requalification. 

The Operations Manager and Operations Supervisor are required by Tech- 
These in- 

They are involved in the 
Are these positions 

No, unless they stand the seven 8-hour shifts per quarter, or five 12-hour 

The requirements to maintain a license are. 
That does not mean that the Ops Manager and the Ops 

If the Operations Manager must hold a license, then he must participate in 
requal, but he need not stand watch on shift in a position where he is directing 
the activities of the Reactor Operators. A license, whether it's active or not, 
may meet some Technical Specification requirement. 

Q. 255. 
SRO get credit for standing watch in that position for renewal purposes? 

A. The SRO is not performing Senior Reactor Operator license duties. 
he is also standing SRO's duties during that quarter, then his SRO license 
would not be active. 
continue to be active insofar as it deals with his operating or manipulating 
the controls as an RO. 

What if you have an SRO stand a shift assignment as an RO? Does the 

Unless 

Where an SRO is standing an RO watch, his license would 

In order for him to direct others, he would have to'stand a 40-hour parallel 
shift in order to be proficient and go back into an SRO's duties. He could, 
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however, continue to maintain an SRO license if he's current in requal. 
wants to assume an S R O ' s  capacity, he must go back to a 40-hour shift under If he 
istruction as an SRO. 

Q. 256. 
licensed instructors have to become members of a shift crew to maintain an 
active license? 

When the operations manager is licensed, should technical advisors or 

A. 
1 icense, they don't. 

Yes, to maintain an active license, they do. To maintain an inactive 

Q. 257. 
member of a shift crew to meet the watch requirements of 10 CFR 55.53? 

A. 
shift beyond the minimum technical specification requirements. 

Q. 258. 
shift (Shift Supervisor), our Technical Specification reflects the 10 CFR 50.54 
requirement of a second SRO on shift. 
second SRO meet the definition of actively performing the function of a Senior 
Operator? 

Do personnel seeking to maintain an active license have to replace a 

Yes, they do, with the understanding that there may be additional people on 

Although there is only one Technical Specification SRO position on 

Would standing a watch as a designated 

A. 
maintaining his active SRO license. 
two or three people come in to get their on-shift time? Our position is that 
those meeting the minimum staffing Technical Specification requirements for 
whatever operational mode get credit, although there can be other people on 
shift who are also eligible for credit. 

If he is filling an SRO position under the Tech Specs then he would be 
A number of people have asked, can we have 

For clarification, this question seems to imply that at this facility the Tech 
Specs do not conform to the Regulation for a single-unit site for having two 
Senior Operators on shift during operational modes. That's understandable 
because the Rule itself supersedes the Technical Specification requirement, and 
is a higher order requirement. 
your Tech Specs permit something less. 
you have an administrative change to that section of the Technical Specifications, 
amend it to conform to the Rule. 

That is, you must conform to the Rule even if 
We would suggest that the next time 

Q. 259. 
may he perform or not perform in that status? For instance, we all have Tech- 
nical Specifications that require 1 icensed Senior Reactor Operators to approve 
changes to procedures. Would an inactive license allow him to do those admin- 
istrative functions? 

If the Operations Manager does not hold an active license, what duties 

A. Yes. 
controls, or himself manipulate the controls. 

He can do everything but direct a Reactor Operator in manipulation of 

Q. 260. 
engineer, who is the STA. 
activities and integrate schedules. Are they not actively performing the func- 
tions of an SRO license by those duties, or are they going to have to come back 
and perform as a shift supervisor, on shift? 

All stations have engineering expertise on shift in the form of a shift 
STAs hold a current SRO license. They direct 
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A. I f  they are one of the two  i nd i v idua ls  requ i red  by Technical Specif ica- 
t i o n s  t o  s t a f f  the  s h i f t ,  then what you j u s t  described i s  acceptable. If one 
i s  there as an engineer on s h i f t  who happens a lso  t o  ho ld  an SRO l i cense,  and 
i s  on ly  f u l f i l l i n g  the  r o l e  o f  an STA, then he i s  no t  responsible f o r  d i r e c t i n g  
the a c t i v i t i e s  o f  l icensed operators. There are many cases o f  e x t r a  people on 
day s h i f t ,  who do support funct ions,  such as reviewing tags, procedures, l i n e -  
ups, records, e tc . ,  and do no t  requ i re  an a c t i v e  l i cense t o  perform them. 
i s  on ly  when he i s  performing the  funct ions and du t ies  o f  an operator o r  a 
senior  operator t h a t  an ac t i ve  l i cense i s  required. 

*Q. 261. 
two reac tor  operators f o r  mode one and two operat ion.  
have others assigned t o  the  s h i f t .  
people assigned as the  balance o f  p l a n t  operator and the  reac tor  operator are 
rece iv ing  c r e d i t  f o r  being on s h i f t ?  O r  are the  others manipulat ing the  con- 
t r o l s  g e t t i n g  c r e d i t  f o r  being on s h i f t ?  

It 

Our Technical Spec i f i ca t ions  requi  r e  two senior reac tor  operators and 
Typ ica l l y ,  though, w e ' l l  

Is i t  N R C ' s  i n t e n t i o n  t h a t  on ly  the  t w o  

A. I f  u t i l i t y  management has determined t h a t  they are necessary f o r  safe oper- 
'at ion,  the  dec is ion about the  number o f  add i t i ona l  watchstanders i s  t h a t  of the  
f a c i l i t y  l icensee. However, i n  order t o  take c r e d i t  f o r  the  p ro f i c iency  of such 
personnel standing watch above the  Technical Spec i f i ca t i on  minimums, as a condi- 
t i o n  f o r  mainta in ing a l i cense under 10 CFR 55.53(e), the f a c i l i t y  l icensee must 
be s a t i s f i e d  t h a t  they mainta in  t h e i r  p ro f i c iency  by manipulat ing the  cont ro ls ,  
i n  the case of an operator, o r  by manipulat ing the  con t ro l s  and d i r e c t i n g  the  
l icensed a c t i v i t i e s  of l icensed operators, i n  the  case o f  a senior  operator. 

Q. 262. Do candidates w i t h  an RO l i cense i n  t r a i n i n g  t o  be upgraded t o  senior  
operator lose  t h e i r  a c t i v e  l i cense s ta tus  per  55.53(e) wh i l e  standing watch as 
an ex t ra  operator f o r  th ree  months? 

A. Yes. 
h i s  ac t i ve  status.  

If the operator does not mainta in  the  requirements o f  an R O Y  he loses 

Q. 263. This quest ion i s  r e l a t e d  t o  a c t i v e l y  mainta in ing a l icense. Could 
someone stand 40 hours i n  January and then again i n  June t o  meet the  a c t i v e  
l i cense requirement by calendar quarter.  

A. 
b u t  i s  p a r t  o f  the requirement f o r  resuming a c t i v e  status.  
a c t i v e  1 icense means standing the  necessary s h i f t  watches. 

No. The 40-hour requirement does no t  p e r t a i n  t o  mainta in ing a l icense,  
Mainta in ing an 

*Q. 264. 
The s h i f t  supervisor i s  the SRO who normal ly d i r e c t s  the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  t he  
operators. 
v isors .  
may. 

A. Yes. 
have th ree  SROs f o r  the  two un i t s .  
q u a l i f i e s  him. 
f o r  h i s  p ro f i c iency  if you are s a t i s f i e d  t h a t  he i s  mainta in ing t h a t  p ro f i c iency  
by manipulat ing the  con t ro l s  and d i r e c t i n g  the  l icensed a c t i v i t i e s  o f  l i censed 
operators. 

This quest ion concerns ac t i ve  l i cense s ta tus  a t  a dua l -un i t  p lan t .  

He does no t  normal ly d i r e c t  the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  operators, bu t  he 
We a lso  have an SRO on s h i f t  who i s  over both o f  the  s h i f t  super- 

Would h i s  supervisory t ime on s h i f t  count as a c t i v e  t ime? 

I f  you look  i n  the Regulat ions on s t a f f i n g  f o r  a dua l -un i t  s i t e ,  you 
I f  he i s  i n  one o f  those pos i t ions ,  t h a t  

I f  he i s  no t  i n  one o f  those pos i t i ons ,  you may s t i l l  take c r e d i t  
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Q. 265. 
t i v e l y  on watch i n  January and February and has t h i s  requirement met bu t  i s  
s i c k  fo r  three months before he goes back on the  watch, does he have t o  stand a 
40-hour watch? 
served 40 hours; i s n ' t  it by calendar quar ter? 

A. 
complete the requ i red  number o f  s h i f t s  t o  be considered a c t i v e l y  performing 
the  funct ions.  

If an operator gets s i c k  i n  the middle o f  February, and has been ac- 

You d o n ' t  have t o  demonstrate i n  the p r i o r  th ree  months he has 

Correct. But dur ing  the remainder of t h a t  quar ter  he's going t o  have t o  

Q. 266. 
maintained a c t i v e  s ta tus  per  10 CFR 55.53(e)? What w i l l  be the record reten- 
t i o n  per iod? 

What records w i l l  the  Commission requ i re  t o  ensure t h a t  a l icensee has 

A. 
the  a c t i v e  status.  
The key i s  t h a t  the documentation be re ta ined and ava i l ab le  f o r  review. 

I t ' s  up t o  the  f a c i l i t y  t o  determine how i t  wants t o  be able t o  document 
S h i f t  turnover logs would be appropr ia te documentation. 

There are two answers t o  the  quest ion o f  record re ten t ion .  
the con t ro l  room log,  it has i t s  own record r e t e n t i o n  requirement, which i s  
e s s e n t i a l l y  f o r  the  l i f e  o f  the  p lan t .  
t o  determine whether the  guy was signed i n ,  t h a t ' s  adequate. 

I f  the  record i s  

If you are us ing the  con t ro l  room l o g  

The c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  h i s  re tu rn ing  t o  du t ies  i s  based upon h i s  standing 40 
hours of p a r a l l e l  watch. On p a r a l l e l  watch, however, he need no t  s ign  the  
con t ro l  room log. Under those condi t ions,  the responsible o f f i c i a l  ons i te  
could create a form which would go i n t o  your records ons i te  and be ava i l ab le  
f o r  audi t .  
person's l icense;  t h a t  i s ,  s i x  years. 

Q. 267. 
seven 8-hour s h i f t s .  
oppor tun i ty  t o  comment? 

A. The previous p r a c t i c e  has been f o r  a minimum o f  one s h i f t ,  e s s e n t i a l l y  per  
month, th ree  per  quarter.  
c ien t ,  as a p a r t  of t h e i r  review and determinat ion o f  the  f i n a l  Rule, and they 
increased i t  t o  the  cu r ren t  requirements i n  the  Rule. 

That form would have a record r e t e n t i o n  requirement equal t o  t h a t  

The proposed rulemaking sa id  noth ing about the  f i v e  12-hour s h i f t s  o r  
What i s  the  bas is  f o r  t h i s ,  and why weren ' t  we g iven an 

That was deemed by the  Commission t o  no t  be s u f f i -  

Q. 268. 
t i e s  from o f f  h i s  s h i f t ,  and i f  so, then would t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l  be requ i red  t o  
mainta in  an a c t i v e  l i cense by actual  s h i f t . t i m e  f o r  a calendar quar ter? 

Would i t  be poss ib le  f o r  an operat ions superintendent t o  d i r e c t  a c t i v i -  

A. 
emergency, t y p i c a l l y ,  the  operat ions superintendent i s  t he  i n d i v i d u a l  who 
goes back and f o r t h  between the  Tech Support Center o r  provides assistance i n  
an emergency. He gives d i rec t i ons  t o  whoever i t  i s ,  the  Sh i f t  Superintendent 
o r  the  o ther  SROs; so he i s  no t  d i r e c t i n g  the  manipulat ion o f  the  cont ro ls ;  
he 's  p rov id ing  guidance on how he wants the  event t o  be handled. 

Let  me g ive you what I t h i n k  i s  the  most p r a c t i c a l  example: i n  an 

Someone e lse  i n  the  dec is ion  process i s  a c t u a l l y  dec id ing whether he agrees o r  
doesn' t  and d i r e c t s  the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  l icensed operators i n  manipulat ing 
contro ls .  
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So i n  t h a t  case he i s  no t  on s h i f t  i n  the  p o s i t i o n ;  he i s  o f f  s h i f t ,  responding 
i n  accordance w i t h  the  emergency plan, which i s  covered by a d i f f e r e n t  p o r t i o n  
o f  the  regulat ions.  

So the operations superintendent need n o t  ho ld  an a c t i v e  l i cense unless you 
in tend him t o  go on s h i f t  as a s h i f t  superintendent. 

Q. 269. 
stand you c o r r e c t l y ?  

That same l o g i c  would apply t o  day-to-day operat ions,  then, i f  I under- 

A. There i s  no day-to-day operat ions issue. He's there  f u l f i l l i n g  the  pos i -  
t i o n  t h a t ' s  requi red by the Tech Specs as the  operat ions superintendent; t h a t  
i s , i ndependent o f  p r o f i c i e n c y  i n manipul a t i  ng cont ro l  s. We woul d n o t  expect 
the operat ions superintendent t o  go i n ,  f o r  instance, and l i n e  up systems o r  
manipulate c o n t r o l s  on t h e  board. 

He needs t o  be p r o f i c i e n t  i n  order t o  be cons is ten t  w i t h  the requirements of 
the  regulat ions,  so he would e i t h e r  have t o  stand 40 hours o f  p a r a l l e l  duty o r  
mainta in  p r o f i c i e n c y  o r  keep h i s  hands o f f  the  cont ro ls .  

I n  the process o f  examining him f o r  r e q u a l i f i c a t i o n ,  we would examine him both 
a t  the RO and t h e  SRO l e v e l .  Your cont inu ing  t r a i n i n g  program should ensure 
t h a t  he doesn' t  lose those manipulat ive s k i l l s  because he i s  n o t  requi red t o  
mai n t a i  n an a c t i v e  1 i cense. 

Q. 270. I f  our Technical Spec i f i ca t ion  def ined the STA p o s i t i o n  as an SRO on 
sh i  f t  , would f i 11 i ng t h a t  capaci ty s a t i s f y  the  requirements? 

A. Yes. 

"Q. 271. 
requirements. 

Consider a p l a n t  i n  c o l d  shutdown w i t h  lowered minimum s h i f t  manning 
Are t h e  l icensed operators assigned t o  t h a t  crew who are i n  

excess o f  the  m i  nimum c o l d  shutdown s t a f f  i ng requi  rements a c t i  ve 
l icensed dut ies? 

A. Yes, i f  you have determined t h a t  they are necessary f o r  safe 
you mainta in  admin is t ra t i ve  c o n t r o l  over these pos i t ions ,  and i f  
f i e d  t h a t  they are mainta in ing t h e i r  p ro f i c i ency  i n  accordance w 
regulat ion.  

Q. 272. How, and t o  whom, i s  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  made under 55.53(f)? 

y performing 

operat ions,  
you are s a t i s -  
t h  the  

A. 
A c e r t i f i c a t i o n  must be made and a v a i l a b l e  on f i l e  f o r  inspec t ion  purposes; i t  
need n o t  be made t o  the  NRC. 

This sec t ion  has t o  do w i t h  r e t u r n i n g  the  i n d i v i d u a l  t o  an a c t i v e  s tatus.  

Q. 273. It would appear t h a t  once a quar ter ,  an i n d i v i d u a l  could spend 40 hours 
on s h i f t  under the  d i r e c t i o n  o f  the  l icensed operators. And the  f a c i l i t y  could 
c e r t i f y  t h a t  he had done so, and t h a t  h i s  s ta tus  i n  the  requal program was cur- 
rent .  And by doing so,  he could mainta in  an a c t i v e  l i cense by spending essen- 
t i a l l y  40 hours a quar ter  on s h i f t ,  ins tead o f  t h e  56 t o  60 hours s p e c i f i e d  i n  
o ther  p a r t s  o f  the  Regulations? Is t h a t  t rue? 
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