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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board 

In the Matter of ) ) 

PRIVATE FUEL STORAGE L.L.C. ) Docket No. 72-22 
) 

(Private Fuel Storage Facility) ) 

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL LADD 

Michael J. Ladd states as follows under penalties orperjury: 

1. I am the Training Process Manager at the Prairie Island Nuclear Generat

ing Station for the Northern States Power Company. In that position I am responsible for 

reviewing, evaluating, and implementing the training program at the Prairie Island plant.  

I am providing this declaration in support of a motion for summary disposition of Con

tentions Utah F and Utah P in the above captioned proceeding to show that Private Fuel 

Storage's (PFS) training and certification program for the Private Fuel Storage Facility 

(PFSF) satisfies the requirements of Subpart I or 10 C.F.R. Part 72.  

2. My professional and educational experience is summarized in the cur

riculum vitae attached as Exhibit 1 to this declaration. I have extensive experience de

signing and evaluating NRC training programs. I have been and am currently responsible 

for ensuring that all training programs for the Prairie Island Nuclear Site meet and or ex

ceed NRC and institute of Nuclear Power Operations ("INPO") guidelines for training 

and qualification. This involves review and use of all NRC Regulations, NRC and INPO 

Guidelines, NRC Regulatory Guides, American National Standards Institute (ANSI) 

standards associated with nuclear power plant training and simulator training, as well as
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N all rules of usage, when implementing the NRC's "Systematic Approach to Training" to 

develop, implement and evaluate training programs.  

3. In addition, throughout my career, I have had a wide range of other rc

sponsibilities related to the training of'pcrsonnel for nuclear facilities. I have been an In

structor for General Employoa Training, operations, engineering, maintenancc, radiation 

protection and chemistry and emergency planning. I have also served as an Operations 

instructor in which capacity I designed the initial, continuing training, and simulator 

training for the Monticello Nuclear Plant. I have also performed audit exams for various 

utilities across the United States on opcrator license candidates for both pressurized water 

reactors and boiling water reactors. I have also served as a Technical Training Superin

tendent in which capacity I supervised a staff of 11 instructors and engineers that ana

lyzed, designed, developed, implemented and evaluated training programs for Radiation 

Protection and Chemistry, Electrical and Mechanical Maintenance, Engineering, Instru

mentation and Control, and Construction and Craft personnel at Prairie Island. I have 

also developed and reviewed task lists and associated training program descriptions and 

course outlines as well as on-the-job training (OJT) and oral and written exams for all 

disciplines at a nuclear facility. In February of 1998, 1 assisted in an evaluation of the 

Fitzpatrick Nuclear Power Plant in New York to evaluate their Operations training. In 

March of this year, I was team member of the World Association of Nuclear Operators 

that evaluated the Three Mile Wsland Nuclear Generating plant. My area of concentration 

was- training qualification and management of all site training programs.  

4. 1 mn knowledgeable of the PFS training program. Before providing this 

declaration1 1 have thoroughly reviewed the training program as described in the PFSF 

License Application (LA) and Safty Analysis Report (SAR) and evaluated it against the 

requirements set forth in 10 C.F.R. §§ 72.190, 192 and 194 and related NRC and industry 

guidelines, standards and practices.  

5. The State of Utah alleges in Utah F that the training and certification of 

PFS personnel as described in the LA and the SAR fail to satisfy Subpart I of 10 C.F.R.

2



JUN-1i-d rrl~ I I ,3 

Part 72 and will not assure that the PFSF is operdted in a safe manner. I have reviewed 

the State's allegations and the PFSF training program and have determined that, contrary 

to the State's allkgation, the PFS program provides for the proper training, testing, and 

certification of PFSF personnel in accordance with NRC regulations and well established 

principles for the trainin8 of nuclear personnel. In addition, PFS has set forth in appro

priate detail personncl qualifications and testing and training requirements for PFSF per

sonnel, 

6. NRC regulations provide that a program for tie training of Independent 

Spent Fuel Installation (ISFSI) pcrsonnrl is to consist of "training, proficiency testing, 

and certification of ISFSI .. , personnel." 10 C.F.R. § 72,192. The PFSF LA and SAR 

provide for such a training program. The PFSF training program as described in the LA 

and the SAR identifies those PFSF personnel that are to be trained and the specific areas 

in which training is to occur. It provides for systematic approach to their training by 

adopting the "Systematic Approach to Training" (SAT), which is a well defined training 

process mandated by the NRC for the training of nuclear plant operators under 10 C.F.R.  

§ 55.4 for developing the detailed curriculum for training PFSF personnel in the areas 

identified in the LA and the SAR. As it does for operator training, the PFS program 

similarly provides for a systematic approach for testing operator proficiency and it pro

vides the standards which amr to be used in operator certification for the PFSF. This is a 

comprehensive program that more than adequately covers each of the points that 10 

C.F.R. § 72.192 mandates for the training of ISFSI personnel.  

7. In terms of those persons who are to bc trained, the SAR provides that 

"[i]ndividuals who operate equipment and controls that have been identified as "impor

tant to safety' in the Safety Analysis Report and in the NRC license must be trained and 

certified. Supervisory personnel who direct the operation of equipment and controls that 

are 'important to safety' must also be certified." SAR at 9.3-3. Thus. the scope of the 

PFS training program is in accordance with NRC requirements set forth in 10 C.F.R. §
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7ý, 72.190, which mandates the training of personnel operating equipment important to 

safety and their supervisors, 

8. The SAR goes on to identify the specific areas in which these persons arc 
to be trained. -It provides that "the "PFS Operator Training Program" will address the 
following subject areas: 1) canister transfer system design and operations, 2) canister 

transfer system normal and off-normal procedures, 3) storage facility normal and off
normal procedures, 4) normal and off-normal transportation procedures for on-site trans

portation 5) maintenance, 6) storage cask temperature monitoring system, 7) radiation 
detection, monitoring, sampling, and survey instruments, 8) facility layout and functions, 

9) operator responsibility and authority, 10) Technical Specifications, 11) normal and 
emergency communications, 12) transportation, and 13) topics covered in General Em
ployee Training (GET) with specific emphasis on operations. SAR at 9.3-3 to -4. (The 
SAR also specifies the topics in which GET will be provided, which includes facility op

eration and design. SAR at 9.3-2 to -3.) 

9. In addition to substantive topics, the SAR provides that "[ajll [PFS] per

sonnel involved in activities important to safety will be trained on the associated proce
dures prior to conducting the activity. Formial training of personnel on facility procedures 

will be substantially complete prior to the receipt of radioactive materials at the PFSF." 
SAR at 9.4-5. Further, PFS has specified the "format and depth of coverage- of the for

mal procedures that PFS will generate for the activities important to safety at the PFSF 
and on which all PFSF personnel involved in such activitics will be trained. SAR at 9.4-4.  

10. As part of their certification training, appropriate personnel will also con
duct preoperational testing of the actual storage system components at the PFSF. The 

testing will be conducted without fuel but will include full-load testing of all rigging and 
attachments, and limits of travel on liIling and transfer equipment. SAR at 9.2-4. "The 
purpose for operational testing is to ensure that... personnel involved in spent fuel ship

ping, receipt, and canister transfer, onsitc transport, and storage operations perform their 
intrndcd tasks in accordance with approved procedures, with ALARA awareness, with
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efficiency, and without compromising personnel or public safety." SAR at 9.2-5. The 

specific pieces of equipment on which PFS personnel will conduct prcoperational testin8 

as part of their ocrtification are specified in the PFS SAR. SAR at 9.2-4. The specific 

operational tests that PFS personnel will perform as part of their ccrtification are also 

specified in the SAR. SAR at 9.2-5 to -6.  

11. Finally, the SAR provides that where training in addition to that specified 

in the SAR is required, training materials will be developed using the Systematic Ap

proach to Training (described in Paragraphs 12-14). SAR at 93-4. Exceptions to the use 

of the SAT method in the development of the curriculum ror the training program will be 

approved on a case-by-case basis by the emergency preparodness coordinator. SAR at 

9.3-4.  

12. Thus, the SAR identifies the areas on which PFSF personnel who operate 

equipment and controls that have been identi Cied as "important to safety" and their super

visors are to be trained. Furthor, the SAR provides that training in these areas will be im

plemented "using a Systematic Approach to Training," SAR at 9.3-1, which as previously 

-: noted is a well defined process mandated by the NRC for the training of nuclear plant op

erators under 10 C.F.R. § 55.4. The SAT as defined in 10 C.F.R. § 55.4 includes five ba

sic elements. These are: 

I) Systematic analysis of the jobs to be performed.  

2) Learning objectives derived from the analysis which describe desired 
performance after training.  

3) Training design and implementation based on the learning objectives.  

4) Evaluation of trainee mastery of the objectives during training.  

5) Evaluation and revision of the training based on the performance of 
trained personnel in the job setting.  

13. The PFSF SAR elaborates on how PFS will use the SAT to implement its 

training program. The SAR provides that following the SAT method, the training pro-
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gram will be "based upon analysis of the job performance requirements to establish the.  
knowledge level and skills that are required for each position" at the PFSF. SAR at 9.3
1. The SAR gocs on to state that: 

Explicit learning objectives and p-rfbrmance measures are generated from 
this analysis. Training plans are then developed which identify training 
settings, sequences, and materials required. The training program is im
plemented by conducting the training activities, documenting the training 
and evaluating the program's effectiveness.  

Job descriptions will detail the training, education, and experience re
quirements for each position. An individual assessment of the employee's 
needs will be conducted relative to the identi fed training requirements of 
each of the respective positions. Training will consist of classroom and 
on-the-job training (OJT), as appropriate, for all individuals, comnmensu
rate with their job duties an responsibilities.  

SAR at 9.3-1. "Training materials will be developed by the site personnel qualified on 
[the relevant] tasks. Training will also bc delivcred by individuals qualified on the par
ticular tasks, or by appropriate contractors." Id. at 9.3-4. In conducting their training, 
trainers will follow a curriculum that outlines the steps necessary to perform each task on 
which they are instructing, PFS Response to RAI 9-10 (May 19, 1998), attached as Ex

hibit 2 to this declaration.  

14. Thus, the PFS training program provides for the comprehensive training of 
PFSP personnel in the various areas that they will be required to function in accordance 

with the well-established principles of the SAT. The SAT is a well-defined process 

implemented at nuclear power plants throughout industry - by which PFS will identify 
the functions to be performed at the PFSF, develop individual job tasks for each of the 
functions, and link those individual job tasks to individual training curriculum and objec
tives, testing requirements and ultimately certification. The implementation of the PFS 
training program through the well defined industry-wide approach defined by the SAT is 

analogous to a quality assurance program that is implemented through its quality assur

wicc proccdurcs.  
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15. The PFS training program also provides personnel qualification and test

ing and certification requirements for PFSF personnel, PFS has specified, pursuant to 10 

C.F.R. § 72.28(a), the minimum personnel qualification requirements for holders of key 

positions at the PFSF, including; General Manager/Chicf Operating Officer, Radiation 

Protection Manager, Radiation Protection Technicians, Lead Mechanic/Operator, Me

chanics. Lead Instrument and Electrical Technician, Instrument and Electrical Tuchni

cians, Lead Quality Assurance Technician. Quality Assurance Technician and Quality 

Assurance Auditor, Lead Nuclear Engineer, Nuclear Engineers, Security Captain. and the 

Emergency Prcparedncss Coordinator. SAR at 9.1-23 to -27.  

16. The PFS training program also sets forth both formal testing requirements.  

tied to specific passing examination grades as well as on-the job training (OJr) require

ments that "will be documented in a set of Qualification Cards containing the Job Per

formance Measures of practical factors that are required to be performed by the Opera

tor." LA at 7-1. The LA scts forth the related proficiency testing and certification stan

dards as follows: 

[As described above,] [tihe OJN requiremnents will be documented in a set 
of Qualification Cards containing the Job Perrormancc Measures of prac
tical factors that are required to be performed by the Operator. Each per
son to become Certified must have these Qualification Cards completed 
prior to being allowed to independently per rorin the applicable tasks ....  
The operators will have to pass comprehensive written and practical ex
aminations in order to become Certified. The trainee must score 80% or 
higher on the written exam to pass. The practical exam shall be on a 
pass/fail basis, as evaluated by previously Certifled personnel ....  

LA at 7-1. Thus, the PFS training program provides that proficiency is to be tested by 

completion of OJT qualification cards, a practical exam based on the OJT, and a formal 
written exam, PFS elaborated on the formal testing process in response to a Request for 
Additional Information fi-om the NRC Staff. PFS reiterated that, "[alt the conclusion of 

task training, proficiency testing will be administered to ensure that proper understanding 

has been achieved by the person being trained. A test will be prepared and graded by the 
instructor and will be retained in the facility records for a two year period." Response to
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-> ,RAI 9-10 (May 19, 1998). Such testing will flow directly from PFS's use of the SATto 

implement its training program, for under 10 C.F.R. § 55.4 the SAT calls for "training 

design and implementation based on the learning objectives" and "evaluation of trainee 

mastery of the objcctives during training." 

17. Finally, the PFS training program providos the standards under which op

erators are to become certified before independently operating equipment important to 
safety. Spccifically, they follow the areas of proficiency testing. An operator must have 

completed the OJT qualification cards, pass the practical exam, and achieve an 80% or 
higher on the formal written exam. LA at 7-1. PFS will certify that all personnel are 

trained as required as part of the PFSF Operational Rcadine¢ Review, before receiving 

spent fuel at the PFSF. SAR at 9.2-7.  

18. Further, in accordance with the SAT methodology, the SAR provides for 
the evaluation of the PFS training program: "the effectiveness of the training, and the 

training program will be evaluated by reviewing written test performances, performance 

on walk through evahlation•, on-the-job training, and i'medback from trainees, supervi

sors, and instructors." Id. at 9.3-2 

19. After initial training, testing, and certification, all PFS employees will re

ceive periodic retraining. All PFS personnel will receive GET retraining - on all GET 

topics - at least once every two years, SAR at 9.3-5. PFS employees will also receive 

job-specific and certification retraining at least once every two yeard. Topics for retrain

ing will be selected from initial training, NRC bulletins and information notices, major 

equipment and procedure changcs, relevant industry events, and topics designated by the 

PFSF General Manager or requested by other site personnel. SAR at 9.3-5. PFS elabo

rated on the retraining that it would undertake in response to RAI 9-10 as follows: 

Retraining and refresher training will be provided at intervals that are ap
propriate to the specific task. Retraining will involve a review of the basic 
tasks plus special attention to those items within the task which have un
dergone change. When new equipment is added or modifications in ex-
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isting equipment of a significant nature are made, procedures will be 
modified and rotraining on the revised provcdure and equipment by a 

10 qualified instructor will be provided to those persons already certified 
prior to operation of that equipment.  

Exhibit 2, Response to RAI 9-10 (May 19. 1998).  

20. In summary, PFS has described in detail the specific subject areas and 

PFSF systems and componcnts on which PFS employees will receive training, defmcd 

the process (i.e., the SAT) by which this training is to be implemented, and set forth the 

requirements and standards for the testing of proficiency and certification of PFSF per

sonnel. The PFS training program more than adequately addresses each of the three NRC 

requirements specified in 10 CFR. § 72.192 and there is no basis for the State's claim in 

Utah F that PFS has not submitted or adequately "defined a training and certification pro

Brain" for the PFSF.  

21. Indeed, the level of detail in the PI/SF training program as described in the 

LA and the SAR is equivalent to, or exceeds, that found in the license applications and 

safety analysis reports for other ISFSIs. Attached as Exhibit 3 to this declaration is the 

training program included in the Part 72 license application for the ISFSI located at the 

Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant; attached as Exhibit 4 is the training program included 

in the Part 72 license application for the ISFSI located at the Prairie Island Nuclear Gen

erating Plant. As can be seen from reviewing these programs, the level of detail in the 

PFSF license application on the whole exceeds that found in these two ISFSI applica

tions. Although both generally rcfcrrcd to using their existing nuclear plant training pro

grams, the development of the training program for ISFSI specific activities in these ap

plications was generally less than that set forth in the PFSF application. Thus, based on 

accepted NRC practice, and the SAT principles on which the PFSF training program is 

based, the training program set forth in the PFSF LA and SAR provides sulTicient infor

mation regarding the "training, proficiency testing, and ccrtification of TSFSI... person

nel" to satisfy NRC requirements set forth in 10 C.F.R. § 72.192.

9
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22. In Utah F, the State raises a number of specific alleged deficiencies in the 

PFS Training Program. I have reviewed each of these assertions and have found none to 
be" meritorious. First, the State asserts in basis 1 for Utah F that PFS has failed to submit 

a "listing of physical conditions that would bar a person from employment in specific po

sitions." However 10 C.F.R. § 72.194 (Physical requirements) requires no such listing of 

physical or mental conditions that would bar a person from employment at Ma ISFST. It 

simply requires that "[alny condition that might cause impaired judgement or motor co

ordination must be considered in the selection of personnel for activities that are impor

tant to safoty," It explicitly goes on to state that "E[]hese conditions nced not catcgori

cally disqualify a person, if appropriate provisions are made to accommodate such de

fect." 10 C.F.R. 6 72.192.  

23. In basis 3 to Utah F, the State asserts that PFS has not shown that the 

qualifications that will be required of PFSF personnel are sufficient to guarantee that the 
facility will be operated safely in a number of respects, the first being that neither the 

General Manager nor the Operators are required to have any experience in dry storage 

operations. The State's assertion is unfounded, in that the General Manager and the Op

erators will be trained to operate the PFSF safely as described above and moreover, their 

qualifications will be consistent with the qualifications of similarly situated personnel at 

nuclear power plants licensed by the NRC as well as those personnel that operate ISFSIs 

licensed under Part 72 located at nuclear power plants.  

24. In addition to being trained and certified, the PFS General Manger and op

erators will have sufficient education and experience to operate the PFSF safely. The 
PFS SAR statcs that the PFS General Manager will have ten years of "responsible experi

ence within the nuclear industry" and a bachelor's degree "in an engineering or scientific 

field generally associated with nuclear power production, fuel storage, or radiation pro

tection." SAR at 9.1-23 to -24. Furthermore. the General Manager shall be ramiliar with 

all applicable rules, regulations, codes and procedures. SAR at 9.1-15. Thus the PFS
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(3encral Manager's qualifications will be more than sufficient to ensure that the PFSF is 

operated saftly.  

25. Further, prior experience in dry-storage operations per se is not required.  

NRC regulations require that the license application include "the technical qualifications, 

including training mid experience, of the applicant to engage in the proposed activitics." 

10 C.F.R. § 72.28(a). American National Standard NI 8.1-1971, Selection and Training 

of Nuclear Power Plant Personnel, § 4.1 (March 1971), states that 

Nuclear power plant pcrson'nel shall have that combination of education, 
experience, health, and skills commensurate with their level of responsi
bility, which provides reasonable assurance that decisions and actions 
during all normal and abnormal conditions will be such that the plant is 
operated in a safe and efficient manner 

Tlhus the standard does not call for prior experience in the specific jobs that personnel 

will perform at a plant. The NRC Staff has stated that it accepts the ANSI standard "as 

[a] sourcc(] for criteria and guidance, as applicable, for ISFSI... training." Standard 

Review Plan for Spent Fuel Dry Storage Facilities, NUR EG-1567 (Draft, Oct. 1996), at 

13-7. Indeed, given the greater complexity of operating and maintaining a nuclear power 

plant comparcd to that of an ISFSI, application of the ANSI standard for nuclear power 

plants to ISFSIs is conservative.  

26. The ANSI standard continues, regarding plant managors: "At the time of 
initial core loading or appointment to the active position. the plant manager shall have ten 

years of responsible power plant experience, of which a minimum of three years shall be 

nuclear power plant experiencc." Id. § 4.2., 1 "Nuclear power plant experience" is de

fined as "that nuclear experience acquired in the design, construction, startup, or opera

tion olfnuclear power plants." Id. § 4.1. Thus the standard does not call for plant manag

ers to have specific experience in any single facet olfplant operation, but rather that they 

have sufficien nuclear experience generally to understand plant operations and to make 

decisions such that the plant is operated in a safe and efiuicnt manner. Moreover, the 10 
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years of nuclear experience to be required of the PFSF General Manager substantially 

exceeds the 3-year minimum required by the ANSI standard.  

27. Regarding the education of plant operators, the ANSI standard indicates 

that those plant operators who will not bc licensed reactor operators should have a high 

school diploma or equivalent. ANSI NI 8.1-1971 § 4.5. I. Under this standard, non

licensed operators need not have prior nuclear plant experience or prior experience at the 

specific jobs they will perform at the plant. PFS operators -who will not be licensed re

actor operators - will have high school diplomas plus [bur to six years ofprior experience 

in mechanical maintenance. SAR at 9.1-24 to -25. Thus, they will have more experience 

than called for by the ANSI standard and therefore will be more than sufliciently quali

fled to operate the PFSF safely.  

28. Finally, as indicated in paragraph 7, all operators and all personnel who 

supervise them must be trained and certified. The PFS SAR, as shown above, describes 

the initial and continuing training programs and how each job and task at the PFSF will 

be constantly evaluated to ensure the training program is effective. Potential PFSF op

"erators and the General Manager will have to complete a combination of classroom, OJT, 

and practical factors to demonstrate their mastery of the tasks they will be required to 

perform as PFSF operators.  

29. In basis 3 to Utah F, the State asserts further that PFS has not shown that 

the qualifications that will be required or PFSF personnel arc sufficient to guarantee that 

the facility will be operated safely, in that the detail of instruction courses, training pro

grams, or work on simulation facilities is not laid out.  

30. The State's asscrtion is unfounded, in thax, as shown above, the PFS SAR 

does provide sufficient detail regarding the PFS training program, PFS has also set forth 

the instruction courses that will be used to train PFS cmployees. As described in para

graph 8, PFS has specified the subject areas in which trainees will be instructed. As de

scribed in paragraphs 9-10, PFS has speciried that trainees will be instructed on P[SU
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4. procedures and will be trained on actual PFSF equipment. As described in paragraph 9, 

PFS has specified the format and depth of coverage of the procedures on which trainces 

will be instructed. Further details are generated through the implementation procedures 

and are not required to be submitted with the application. Finally, the State's contention 

regarding simulator training is simply irrelevant, in that (as described in paragraph 10 

above) PFS personnel will not be trained on simulators but rather, at least the initial PFSF 

personnel, will be trained on actual PFSF equipment prior to the receipt of fuel at the fa

cility. PFS SAR at 9.2-4 to -5. Therefore, contrary to the State's claim, trainees will 

have successfully manipulated real equipment prior to the receipt of spent nuclear fuel at 

the PFSF.  

31. In basis 3 to Utah F. the State asserts further that PFS has not shown that 

the qualifications that will be required of PFSF personnel arc sutifiient to guarantee that 

the facility will be opcrated safely, in that PFS has not specified any written examinations 

and operating tests, including the itema that would be on such a test. The State's asscr

tion is wrong. PFS has specified the examinations and test that will be given to operators 

before they are certified. As described in paragraphs 16 and 17 above, PFS has described 

its testing and certification programs, Furthermore, as also described above, PFS has 

specified the subjccts and equipment on which operators are to be trained. Thus, PFS has 

specified the examinations and operating tests that PFSF trainees will take; hen"c, PFS's 

submission is sufficient to meet NRC requirements.  

32. In basis 3 to Utah F, the State asserts further that PFS has not shown that 

the qualifications that will be required of PFSF personnel are sufficient to guarantee that 

thc.facility will be operated safely, in that PFS has not specified the terms of qualification 

and revocation ot operator license, provisions for requali flication, and enforcemcnt.  

33. This claim is wrong as well. As described in paragraphs 16 and 17 above, 

PFS has specified thc terms for qualification of PFSF operators. Furthermore, as de

scribed in paragraph 19 above, at least once every two years all PFS employees will be 

retrained generally and operators will reccive certiivuation retraining. The SAR also

13
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starcs speci fially that personnol fail ures during operational testing, which is part of the 

operator certification program, will result in "additional training, retraining, or dismissal 

of personnel." SAR at 9.2-5. Thus, PFS has in fact specified the terms of qualification 

and requalification of PFSF operators and the means of enforcement of PFS training re

quircmcnts.  

34. Furthermore, PFS will constantly evaluate its training program and the 

performance of its employees in order to correct any deficiencies that might develop.  

Page 9.3-2 of the SAR states, "[t]he training program depends on a constant evaluation of 

the job or task to be performed, the work environment, and thc training provided, to de

termine whether the progran is effective in producing and maintaining competent em

ployees. Data from these evaluations are used to identify and correct deficiencies and to 

accommodate changing needs." The SAR commits PFS to the ongoing evaluation of its 

training program; this is the final step in the SAT. The Evaluation phase of the SAT en

sures that the PFS training program is dynamic and maintains its effectiveness by evalu

ating the operator's performance with written and practical evaluations at a minimum of 

every two years. This methodology ensures that any change in operator proficiency or 

knowledge that is training-related will require a change in the training program. Also, 

ongoing evaluation will require reviewing the training process to ensure that it is effec

tive in maintaining qualification and certification of PFS personael.  

35. In basis 3 to Utah F, the State asserts further that PFS has not shown that 

the qualifications that will be required of PFSF personnel are sufficient to guarantee that 

the facility will be operated safely. in that PFS merely states that "each member of the 

site staff involved with important to safety activities will be required to meet the mini

mum qualifications of the License," without stating those qualifications and how they 

will assure the public health and safety, 

36. The State overlooks important material in the PFS SAR. SAR section 9.4 

states that "all personnel involved in activities important to safety will be trained on the 

associated procedures prior to conducting the activity. ... Personnel performing activi-
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ties important to safety will be cerLified to perform such functions and will undergo re

fresher training and testing a minimum of every two years." SAR. at 9.4-5. Those per
3onnel will go through the PFS training program described above, including its testing 

and certification prograrms. Furthermoire, in the implementation of the PFS training pro

gram, the SAT will identify those critical tasks important to operator, :itc, and publi; 

health and safety. Personnel involved in activities important to safety will be trained on 

those tasks and will be certified and reevaluated at least once every two years to ensure 
proficiency. Nuclear industry accredited training facilities follow this same methodology 

to onsure that sito personnel arc qualified and the health and safety of the public is main

tained at and around nuclear facilities.  

37. In basis 3 to Utah F, the State asserts further that PFS has not shown that 

the qualifications that will be required of PFSF personnel are adequate, in that PFS 
promises "Programs for additional site familiarization training and ongoing training and 
retraining" without stating the specilf details of the training program and the minimum 

passing grade for certification.  

- 38. Contrary to the State's claim, PFS has indeed described the process by 
which PFSF employees, including operators, will receive training and be certificd subse

quent to receiving their initial training (see paragraph 19). Retraining will be conducted 
by means similar to those used to conduct initial training and on subjects similar to those 

on which initial training was conducted, but, consistent with the SAT process. PFS will 

continuously reevaluate its training program to ensure that it is flexible and best imparts 
to PFSF operators the knowledge and skills necessary to operate the PFSF safely. Re

garding certification grades, the PFS training program includes (as indicated in para
graphs 16-17) details such as the minimum passing grade for written cxams (80%) and 

the standards for evaluating trainee performance on the OJT and practical factors 

(pass/fail). Furthermore, during the implementation of the PFS training program. course 

descriptions and outlines will be written and derived, by following the Systematic Ap

proach to Trahiing, that will provide greater detail related to initial, familiarization, certi-
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fication and qualication, and continuing training for all PFSF technical disciplines. As 

reflected by the Calvert Cliffs and Prairie Island ISFSI applications, Exhibits 3 and 4, 

those course descriptions and outlines, as products of the implementation of the training 

program, do not need to be submitted with the license application. The State is simply 

calling for a level of dctail that is not required at the license application stage.  

39. In basis 3 to Utah F, the State asserts further that PFS has not shown that 

the qualifications that will be required of PFSF personnel are sufficient to guarantee that 

the facility will be operated safely, in that specific operational tests are stated on SAR 

9.2-5 without indicating the minimum terms for passing the course. The State's claim is 

baseless and simply ignores what the PF8 LA and SAR says about the examination and 

certification of PFS employees on OJT and practical factors. As described in paragraphs 

16-17, the PFS training program sets forth both formal testing requirements, tied to spe

cific passing examination grades as well as OJT requirements. The SAT to be followed 

by PFS requires that training objectives are written at the right cognitive and psychomo

tor level to ensure that the trainee has mastered the necessary knowledge or ability upon 

completion of the evaluation phase of training. Each training objective will include a 

condition, a behavior to be demonstrated, and a standard for mastery. OJTs, JPMs, prac

tical factors, written exams, oral exams are written from the training objectives. Again, 

as stated above, the PFS Licen•e Application states that "OJT requirements will be 

documented in a set of Qualification Cards containing the Job Perrorrnance Measures of 

practical factors that are required to be performed by the Operator. Each person to be

come certified must have these Qualification Cards completed prior to being allowed to 

independently perform the applicable tasks." LA at 7-1. Therefore, PFS has specified 

how it will derive performance measures for operational tests and how it will evaluate 

trainees against those performance measures.  

40. In short, the various claims raised by the State in its basis 3 to Utah F are 

without merit, Throughout this basis, the State is seeking more detail than that required 

by the NRC regulations at the license application stage, as is reflected by the Calvert

16

JUN-il-,Id Mi il-4(



Cliffs and Prairie Island ISFSI training programs attached as Exhibits 3 and 4 to this 

declaration. The arc sound reasons why such detail is not required at the license appli

cation stage. Among other reasons, the equipment on which training would be required 

has not yet been acquired. Nor are the procedures on which training would be required 

developed, or required to be developed, at the license application stage; such procedures 

are not written until plant staff are on board. Moreover, as a practical matter, it is desir

able to have the plant manager and other senior staff involved in preparing the curriculum 

and other detailed aspects for the implcmentation of the training program.  

41. In Utah P, the State contends that the Applicant has failed to describe a 

fully developed radiation protection program that ensures ALARA occupational expo

sures to radiation by not "adequately describing a training program that insures all per

sonnel" who direct activities or work directly with radioactive materials or areas arc ca

pable of evaluating "the significance of radiation doses in terms of potential risk, includ

ing outlines of the training classes." I have reviewed the PFS application with respect to 

training for radiation protection and have determined that the information in the applica

tion is more than adequate at this, the license application stage. A fully developed Ra

diation Protection Training program, as allcgcd by the State, need not be described in the 

SAR. In particular, an outline of courses is a level of detail that far exceeds that required 

at the license application stage. The training information provided in the PFS SAR is suf

ficient for purposes of the application.  

42. In the SAR, PFS has committed to implementing a Radiation Protection 

Program in accordance with 10 C.FR. §§ 72,126,20.1011, and 19.12, and an ALARA 

program following the requirements of 10 C.F.R. Part 20 and the guidelines of NRC 

Regulatory Guides 8.8 and 8.10. SAR at 7.1-1 to -3. The3e provisions to which PFS has 

conmmittcd require instruction in the significance of radiation dose. For example. 10 

C.F.R. § 19.12(a) calls for instruction in "the health protection problems associated with 

exposure to radiation." Further, the SAR expressly provides that "PFSF personnel will 

be traincd and updated on ALARA practices and dose reduction techniques to assure that

17
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each individual understands and follows procedures to maintain his/her dose ALARA." 

Id, at 7,1-3. Further, during General Employee Training, all PFSF personnel will be 

trained in "[tihe nature and sources of radiation and contamination, interactions of radia

tion with matter, biological effects of radiation, methods of detecting and controlling ra

diation and contamination, ALARA concepts, facility access and visitor controls, decon

tamination procedures, use of monitoring and personal protective equipment, rcgulatoiy 

and administrative exposure and contamination limits, and site specific hazards." SAR at 

9.3-3. Thus, PFS has committed to, and has made provision for, educating PF'SF person

nel in radiation safety, including the significance of radiation dose. The SAT will pro

vidc ftrthcr detail in the implementation of this training.  

43. In conclusion, the PFS training program mee•s the requirements of the law 

as stated in 10 C.F.R. § 72. 192. The specific details of course outlines, program de

scriptions, exams, objectives, OJTs and practical factors will be written and rewritten as 

PFS uses the SAT to implement its training program. The details submitted in the Private 

Fuel Storage Safety Analysis Report exceed what 10 C.F.R. § 72.192 requires.  

I declare under penalty and perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.  

Executed on June1 1, 1999.  

Mi ch a
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