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SUPPORTING STATEMENT
FOR
10 CFR PART 55, OPERATORS' LICENSES, PROPOSED RULE

(OMB Clearance No. 3150-0018 and 3150-0101)
DESCRIPTION OF INFORMATION COLLECTION

Tha Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is proposing to amend its regulations
to delete the requirement at 55.57(b)(2)(iv) that each licensed operator pass
a comprehensive requalification written examination and an operating test
conducted by the NRC during the term of the operator’'s 6-year license as a
prerequisite for license renewal. The proposed amendment at 55.59(c) will
require facility licensees to submit copies of each annual operating test or
comprehensive written examination used for operator requalification for review
by the Commission at least 30 days prior to conducting the examination or the
test. In addition, the proposed rule will amend the "Scope" provisions of the
regulations pertaining to operators’ licenses to include facility licensees.

The NRC intends to conduct selected portions of requalification examinations
pursuant to 55.59(a)(2)(iii) for approximately 17% of the facility licensee
requalification programs each year. Although the provisions of
55.59(a)(2)(iii) are in the current regulation, they have not been used for
information collection. In eliminating 55.57(b)(2)(iv), the NRC will use the
provisions of 55.59(a)(2)(i1i) to meet the requirements of Section 306 of the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) of 1982 for NRC administration of
requalification examinations, and to assure that licensed operators are being
adequately trained and examined in the facility licensee requalification
programs. Facility licensees will be requested to provide approximately 50%
less examination development material for each of these examinations than is
currently requested to conduct the examinations required under
55.57(b)(2)(iv).

Currently, facility licensees assist in developing and coordinating the NRC-
conducted requalification examinations. The assistance includes providing to
the NRC the training material used for development of the written examinations
and operating tests and providing facility personnel to work with the NRC
during the development and conduct of the examinations. The proposed rule
would: (1) reduce the regulatory burden on the facility licensees by reducing
the effort expended by the facility licensees to assist the NRC in developing
and conducting NRC requalification examinations for licensed operators, and
(2) increase the regulatory burden on the facility licensees by requiring them
to submit all requalification examinations at least 30 days prior to
conducting the examinations. The revision of the "Scope" of Part 55 is not
expected to change any burden because it only eliminates currently existing
ambiguities between the regulations of Parts 50 and 55. Part 50, in sections
50.54(1) through (m), already imposes Part 55 requirements on facility
licensees, and Part 55 already specifies requirements for facility licensees.

The requirements in this 10 CFR Part 55 rulemaking (OMB clearance number 3150-
0018) are covered under a separate clearance package, "Reactor Operator and
Senior Reactor Operator Licensing, Training and Requalification Programs," OMB
clearance number 3150-0101.



.

There are 75 power reactor and 42 non-power reactor facility licensees
affected by these requirements. These licensees will submit copies of
comprehensive requalification written examinations approximately once every
two years and copies of requalification operating tests annually. In
addition, each year approximately 13 power reactor and 7 non-power reactor
facility licensees will submit material for NRC to prepare selected portions
of requalification examinations. Since NRC will only be conducting partial
examinations, usually only part of the simulator portion of the operating
test, the burden for these submittals is expected to be reduced by 50% from
the current burden for those facility licensees required to submit material.

The "Requalification Examination Feedback Form" covered under OMB Clearance
3150-0159 will no longer be required after the effective date of the final
rule implementing the proposed amendments. The reason for this is that the
amount of information and the frequency of its collection would no Tonger be
sufficient to provide useful feedback.

A. JUSTIFICATION

¥

Need for Collection of Information

The proposed change to 55.2, "Scope,” is not expected to result in
the collection of any new information.

The proposed change to 55.57(b)(2)(iv) is expected to significantly
reduce the amount of information collected for the development and
conduct of NRC requalification examinations. Rather than conducting
requalification examinations for license renewal for all licensed
operators, the NRC intends to conduct selected portions of
requalification examinations pursuant to 55.59(a)(2)(i1i) at each
facility at least every 6 years.

The information required by the proposed change to 55.59(c¢) is
needed to determine if the facility licensees’ requalification
examinations conform with 55.59(a)(2)(1) & (ii) and to determine the
scope of on-site inspections of facility requalification programs.

A f ion

The new information required by the proposed 55.59(c) (i.e., copies
of each comprehensive requalification written examination or annual
operating test) will be used to determine if the facility licensees’
requalification examinations conform with 55.59(a)(2)(i) & (ii) and
to determine the scope of on-site inspections of facility
requalification programs. [f the requested information is not
collected, the NRC could not determine if the facility licensees’
requalification examinations conform with 55.59(a)(2)(i) & (ii) or
properly determine the scope of on-site inspections of facility
requalification programs.



Reduction of Burden Through Information Technology

There is no legal obstacle to the use of information technology.
Moreover, NRC encourages its use.

Effort to Identify Duplication

This information does not duplicate nor overlap other information
collections made by the NRC or other government agencies. The
information requested is unique to the organization and is of
importance only to the NRC.

Effort to Use Similar Information

This information is available only from the facility.

Effort to Reduce Small Business Burden

This information collection does not involve any small businesses.

Consequences of Less Frequent Collection

Copies of each comprehensive requalification written examination or
requalification annual operating test will be required to be
submitted to the NRC for review 30 days prior to the conduct of such
examination or test in order for the NRC to assure that the
examinations and tests are comprehensive and meet the requirements
of 55.59(a)(2)(i) & (i1) and to properly determine the scope of on-
site inspections of facility requalification programs. Each
facility will submit copies of comprehensive requalification written
examinations approximately once every two years and requalification
operating tests annually. Additionally, the NRC intends to collect
requalification e<amination development information to conduct
selected portions of requalification examinations pursuant to
55.59(a)(2)(i111) at each facility approximately once every & years.
Less frequent submission of the information would not assure that
the NRC would continue to meet the requirements of Section 306 ¢¢
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) of 1982 tor NRC administration
of requalification examinations, and would not assure the NRC that
licensed operators are being adequately trained and examined in the
facility licensee requalification programs.

Circumstances Which Justify Variations from OMB Guidelines

This request does not vary from OMB guidelines.

] n i he NR

There have been no formal consultations outside the NRC. The
proposed rule will be published for public comment.



10.

11.

12,

Confidentiality of Information

The information is not available for public inspection. Some
information is proprietary in nature.

Justification for Sensitive Questions
No sensitive information is requested.

Estimated Annualized Cost to the Federal Government

/ NRC review of written examination and operating tests: ~/

13,

Licensees Affected  Hours per Total Burden Government Cost
Licensee

at_$123/Hr
Power Reactor: 75 - 32 2,400 - $295,200
Non-power: 42 + 16 672 $82,656

NRC preparation of portions of examinations:

Licensees Affected Hours per Total Burden Government Cost
4 Hr

Power Reactor: 13 160 2,080 $255,840

Non-power: 7 120 - 840 $103,320

Totals (annualized):

Licensees Affected Hours per Total Burden Government Cost
Licensee at $123/Hr
Power Reactor: 88 - 5 4,480 +~ $551,040 1372
Non-power: 49 N e 1512 = §185.976 * /94
5,992 55 $737,016 &,0u0

This represents a savings of $2768664 when compared to the current
cost to the Government to administer requalification examinations.

Estimate of Industry Burden and Cost

- Submittal of written examination and operating tests:

Licensees Affected Hours per Total Burden Licensee Cost
Licensee at $123/Hr

Power Reactor: 75 2- 4 300 # $36,900 * =

Non-power: 42 + 0.5 H o $2,583 ¥ 4, .

Additional copying and mailing cost for power reactor licensees:
$2..600 (at $100 per licensee)

4



14.

Additional copying and mailing cost for non-power reactor licensees:
$420 (at $10 per licensee)
/ '

1 5. S

TOTAL LICENSEE COST: $47,403

Submittal of material for NRC preparation of portions of
examinations:

Licensees Affected Hours per Total Burden Licensee Cost
Licensee at $123/Hr

Power Reactor: 13 4 52 $6,396

Non-power: 7 ¥ 14 $1,722

Additional copying and mailing cost for power reactor licensees:

~§2.278" (at $175 per licensee)

Additional copying and mailing cost for non-power reactor licensees:
$380 (at $50 per licensee)

-t Oy e

TOTAL LICENSEE COST: $10,743

Totals (annualized):

Licensees Affected Hours per — Total Burden - Licensee Cost
Licensee at $123/Hr
Power Reactor: 88 / 4 352 $43,296
Non-power: 49 (¢ 0.7 'jéé» $4,305
387 $47,601
Total additional copying and mailing costs:
Power Reactors: $9,775
Non-power: $770
$10,545

2 1,
TOTAL LICENSEE COST FOR ALL REQUIREMENTS:  $38.1

ns f n rden

For power reactor facilities, the burden estimated here represents
no change in burden hours and a reduction of $2,325 in reproduction
effort. For non-power reactor facilities, the burden here
represents a decrease of 5 burden hours and $230 in reproduction
effort., Therefore, the additional burden of the requirement for
facility licensees to submit copies of each comprehensive
requalification written examination or annual operating test will be
offset by the reduction in the time required to collect and submit
material for NRC to prepare and conduct the requalification
examinations. The change to the "Scope" of Part 55 is not expected
to change any burden.



15. Publications for Statistical Use

This information is not published for statistical use,

B. COLLECTIONS OF INFORMATION EMPLOYING STATISTICAL METHCDS

Statistical methods are not used in this information collection.




(7590-01-P)

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
10 CFR Part 55
RIN 3150-AE39

Operaters’ Licenses

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is proposing to amend its
regulations to delete the requirement that each licensed operator at power,
test and research reactors pass a comprehensive requalification written
examination and an operating test conducted by the NRC during the term of the
operator’s 6-year license as a prerequisite for license renewal. The proposed
amendment will require facility licensees to submit copies of each annual
operating test or comprehensive written examination used for operator
requalification for review by the Commission at least 30 days prior to
conducting the examination or the test. In addition, the proposed rule will
amend the "Scope" provisions of the regulations pertaining to operators’

licenses to include facility licensees.



DATES: The comment period expires (60 days from date of publication).
Comments received after this date will be considered if it is practical to do
so, but the Commission is able to assure consideration only for comments
received on or before this date. :
ADDRESSES: Mail written comments to: Secretary, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555, Attention: Docketing and Service Branch.

Deliver comments to: One White Flint North, 11555 Rockville Pike,
Rockville, Maryland, between 7:30 am and 4:15 pm on Federal workdays. Copies
of the draft regulatory analysis, as well as copies of the comments received
on the proposed rule, may be examined at the NRC Public Document Room,

2120 L Street, NW. (Lower Level), Washington, DC.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: DOr. Rajender Auluck, P.E., Office of Nuclear
Regulatory Research, telephone: (301) 492-3794, or David Lange, Office of

Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington,

DC 20555, telephone (301) 504-3171.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Section 306 of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) of 1982 authorized
and directed the NRC "to promulgate regulations, or other appropriate
Commission regulatory guidance, for the training and qualifications of

civilian nuclear power plant operators, supervisors, technicians and other



appropriate operating personnel." The requlations or guidance were to
vestablish simulator training requirements for applicants for civilian nuclear
power plant operator licenses and for operator requalification programs;
reéuirements governing NRC administration of requalification examinations;
requirements for operating tests at civilian nuclear power plant simulators,
and instructional requirements for civilian nuclear power plant licensee
personnel training programs." On March 25, 1987 (52 FR 9453), the Commission
accomplished the objectives of the NWPA that were related to licensed
operators by publishing a final rule in the Federal Register that amended
10 CFR Part 55, effective May 26, 1987. The amendment revised the licensed
operator requalification program by establishing (1) simulator training
requirements, (2) requirements for operating tests at simulators, and
(3) instructional requirements for the program (formerly Appendix A to 10 CFR
Part 55). The final rule also stipulated that in lieu of the Commission
accepting certification by the facility licensee that the licensee has passed
written examinations and operating tests given by the facility licensee within
its Commission approved program developed by using a systems approach to
training (SAT), the Commission may give a comprehensive requalification
written examination and an annual operating test. In addition, the amended
requlations required each licensed operator to pass a comprehensive
requalification written examination and an operating test conducted by the NRC
during the term of the operator's 6-year license as a prerequisite for license
renewal .

Following the 1987 amendment to Part 55, the NRC began conducting
operator requalification examinations for the purpose of license renewal. As

a result of conducting these examinations, the NRC determined that nearly all



facility requalification programs met the Commission’s expectations and that
the NRC examiners were largely duplicating tasks that were already required
of, and routinely performed by, the facility licensees.

The NRC revised its requalification examination procedures in 1888 to
focus on performance-based evaluation criteria that closely paralleled the
training and evaluation process used for a SAT based training program. This
revision to the NRC requalification examination process enabled the NRC to
conduct comprehensive examinations for the purpose of renewing an individual’s
license and, at the same time, use the results of the examinations to
determine the adequacy of the facility licensee’s requalification training
program.

Since the NRC began conducting operator requalification examinations,
the facility program and individual pass rates have improved from 81 to 90
percent and from 83 to 91 percent, respectively, through fiscal year 1991.
The NRC has also observed a general improvement in the quality of the facility
licensees' testing materials and in the performance of their operating test
evaluators. Of the first 79 program evaluations conducted, ten (10) programs
were evaluated as unsatisfactory. The NRC issued Information Notice
No. 90-54, "Summary of Requalification Program Deficiencies," dated
August 28, 1990, to describe the technical deficiencies that contributed to
the first 10 program failures. Since that time only six programs, of
120 subsequent program evaluations, have been evaluated as unsatisfactory.

Pilot requalification examinations were conducted in August through
December of 1991. The pilot test procedure directed the NRC examiners to
focus on the evaluation of crews, rather than individuals, in the simulator

portion of the operating test. [n conducting the pilot examinations, the NRC



examiners and the facility evaluators independently evaluated the crews and
compared their results. The results were found to be in total agreement.
Furthermore, the NRC examiners noted that the facility evaluators were
competent at evaluating crews and individuals and were aggressive in*finding
deficiencies and recommending remediation for operators who exhibited
weaknesses. The performance of the facilities’ evaluators during the pilot
examinations further confirmed that the facility licensees can find
deficiencies, and remediate and retest their licensed operators’

appropriately,

Discussion

In accordance with § 55.57(b)(2)(ii11), licensed operators are required
to pass facility requalification examinations and annual operating tests. In
§ 55.57(b)(2)(iv), licensed operators are also required to pass a
comprehensive requalification written examination and operating test conducted
by the NRC during the term of a 6-year license. These regulations establish
requirements which impose a dual responsibility on both the facility licensee
which assists in developing and conducting its own as well as NRC
requalification examinations, and the NRC which supervises both the facility
licensee requalification program as well as conducting a comprehensive
requalification examination during the term of an operator’'s 6-year license.

The NRC believes operational safety at each facility will continue to be
ensured, and, in fact, will be improved, if NRC resources are directed towards
inspecting and overseeing the facility requalification programs rather than

continuing to conduct individual operator requalification examinations. The



NRC's experience since the beginning of the requalification program indicates
that weaknesses in the implementation of the facility program are generally
the root cause of deficiencies in the performance of operators. The NRC could
more effectively allocate its resources to perform on-site inspections of
facility requalification examination and training programs in accordance with
indicated programmatic performance rather than scheduling examiners in
accordance with the number of individuals requiring license renewal. The NRC
expects to find and correct programmatic weaknesses more rapidly and improve
operational safety by redirecting the examiner resources to inspect programs.

As of October 9, 1992, the NRC had conducted requalification
examinations at 11 research and test reactor facilities for a total of 34
operators being examined. No failures were identified. For research and test
reactors, this sample provides the NRC with 1ittle data to support the same
rationale that is discussed above with respect to power reactors. However,
the NRC believes that the flexibility to allocate resources based on indicated
programmatic performance rather than on the number of individuals requiring
license renewal would also improve operational safety at research and test
reactors. In addition, the proposed rule does not prevent the NRC from
conducting requalification examinations at research and test reactor
facilities.

Currently, facility licensees assist in the development and conduct of
the NRC requalification examinations. The assistance includes providing to
the NRC (1) the training material used for development of the written and
operating examinations and (2) facility personnel to work with the NRC during
the development and conduct of the examinations. The proposed amendments

would reduce the regulatory burden on the facility licensees by reducing the
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The proposed amendments would meet the requirements of Section 306 of
the NWPA without the requirement that each licensed individual pass a
requalification examination conducted by the NRC during the 6-year term of the
individual’s license. The requirements of the NWPA would be met as follows:
1) the regulations would continue to require facilities to have
requalification programs and conduct requalification examinations; 2) the NRC
would provide oversight (i.e., administration) for these programs and
examinations through inspections; and 3) § 55.59(a)(2)(iii) provides that the
NRC may conduct requalification examinations in lieu of accepting the facility
licensee's certification that a licensed individual has passed the facility
requalification examination. The NRC will use this option if warranted after
an on-site inspection of the facility’s requalification program. The proposed
amendments would not affect the regulatory or other appropriate guidance
required by Section 306 of the NWPA and established in § 85.59(a)(2)(iii) for
the NRC to conduct requalification examinations in lieu of an examination

given by the facility.

Invitation To Comment

Comments concerning the scope, content, and implementation of the
proposed amendments are encouraged. Comments are solicited on the burden
created by the requirement that each facility licensee submit and the NRC
review all annual operating tests or comprehensive written examinations at
least thirty days prior to conducting such tests or exams. In addition,

comments on the applicability of the proposed amendments to research and test



reactor facilities are especially solicited, as are suggestions for

alternatives to those rulemaking methods described in this notice.
Commissioner Rogers’ separate views. g

Commissioner Rogers believes that the staff should be allowed the discretion
to administer exams as they feel necessary, i.e., other than for cause,
without receiving prior Commission approval. Reasons for allowing the staff

to administer discretionary exams include:

1. Providing an additional incentive to licensees to maintain the quality

of their operator training programs.

2. Providing a benchmark with good performing plants by which to judge the

adequacy of the licensees’ operator training programs.

3. Providing a basis to determine whether or not licensee examiner

standards need to be revised.

4. Providing an independent check of the quality of the licensees’ operator

training programs.

8. Providing the NRC staff the opportunity to maintain its examination

expertise,



6. Ensuring that the latest, state-of-the-art testing and assessment

techniques are being used.

Commissioner Curtiss' separate views. N

The staff has proposed that they be allowed to administer requalification
examinations in two situations: (i) where cause exists for administering such
examinations; and (i1) on a periodic basis, at a specified frequency of once
every six years at each facility. There is no disagreement within the
Commission over allowing the staff to administer "for cause" examinations.

The dispute arises over whether the staff should be afforded the discretion to
administer examinations in situations other than where "cause" exists, without
first coming to the Commission for advance approval. The staff has
recommended that they be allowed the flexibility to administer such
examinations at their discretion and, with one minor exception, [ agree with
the staff's recommendation. [I do not believe it wise or essential to specify
a set periodicity for such examinations of once every six years, and, on this

point, | concur in the majority view].

The majority, as I understand it, would limit the staff to administering
examinations solely "for cause", and would not allow the staff to administer
examinations in any other situation absent formal approval by the Commission
(i.e., where, in the staff's discretion, the staff deems it appropriate to do
s0). There are compelling reasons, in my judgment, for allowing the staff the
flexibility to administer such "discretionary” examinations on its own accord.

In this regard, Commissioner Rogers has set forth the reasons for allowing the

10



staff to administer such examinations, and I concur in the reasons that he has

articulated so persuasively.

Given the significant changes in the agency’s operator requalificatién program
that the staff has proposed in SECY-92-430 (and in which I generally concur),
I would have preferred a more cautious transition, wherein the effectiveness
of tie new regulatory approach could be confirmed through such discretionary
examinations, before placing reliance on "for cause" examinations and an
unproven inspection regime. This is particularly important given the
continuing identification of weaknesses in licensee training programs
uncovered by our current examination process. Accordingly, I believe that it
would be a prudent step to allow the staff this flexibility. In my judgment,
the majority’s insistence upon 'equiring the staff to come to the Commission
for advance approval in every such instance is, as a practical matter, likely
to discourage the staff from administering such examinations where they may

indeed be warranted.

For the foregoing reasons, [ disagree with the decision of the majority to
foreclose the staff from administering examinations in such circumstances,
absent formal approval by the Commission. 1 also associate myself with

Commissioner Rogers’ comments.
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Additional comments of the Chairman, and Commissiuners Remick and de Planque.

The Chairman and Commissioners Remick and de Planque believe that all of the

objectives listed by Commissioner Rogers and endorsed by Commissioner Curtiss

can be met, and are being met, through various alternatives to administering
requalification tests and exams periodically. For example, the staff will
continue to administer an estimated 700-800 initial operator license examina-
tions per year; it will conduct examinations for cause using the flexible
authority already provided by the regulations, and as otherwise approved by
the Commission: it will observe the administration of examinations by tre
licensees as part of both the NRC's inspection program activities and INPO’s
and the National Academy of Nuclear Training’s accreditation and assessment

activities, permitted by the NRC/INPO MOU; and the staff will have the benefit

of continuous observation by Resident Inspectors.

These existing alteriatives provide considerable opportunity for the staff to
assess the effectiveness of licensee training programs. Indeed, the proposed
Statement of Considerations says that the agency "expects to find and correct
programmatic weaknesses more rapidly and improve operational safety by
redirecting the examiner resources to inspect programs," (p. 6, our emphasis.)
[f the staff identifies weaknesses in licensee training programs, the staff
may then exercise the flexible authority of 10 CFR 55.59 (a)(2)(iii) to

administer requalification tests and exams for cause.

Staff expertise needed to administer requalification tests and examinations

can also be maintained by participation in training courses, just as staff

12




expertise such as that needed by 11T members is maintained. Innovative con-
cepts like administering examinations and tests to instructors and appropriate
operator licensing personnel on the simulators at the Technical Training

Center is another way of maintaining this kind of staff expertise. .

[f the staff finds that with experience there is, in fact, a basis for
administering periodic exams or any other alternatives, they are at liberty
to provide the rationale and plan for Commission consideration. However, the
information the staff has presented does not convince us of any necessity for

administering periodic exams.
Finding of No Significant Environmental Impact: Availability

The NRC has determined that the proposed amendments, if adopted, are the
type of action described in categorical exclusion 10 CFR 51.22(c)(1).
Therefore, neither an environmental impact statement nor an environmental

assessment has been prepared for this rule.

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement

This proposed rule amends information collection requirements that are
subject to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). This
rule has been submitted to the Office of Management and Budget for review and
approval of the paperwork requirements.

The public reporting burden for this collection of information is

estimated to average 4 hours per response, including the time for reviewing

13



instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the
data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send
comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection
of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to the -
Information anu Records Management Branch (MNBB-7714), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555; and to the Desk Officer, Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs, NEOB-3019, (3150-0018 and 3150-0101),
Office of Management and Budget, Washington, DC 20503.

Regulatory Analysis

The Commission has prepared a draft regulatory analysis on this proposed
regulation. The analysis examines the values (benefits) and impacts (costs)
of implementing the proposed regulation for licensed operator requalification.
The draft analysis is available for inspection in the NRC Public Document
Room, 2120 L Street, NW. (Lower Level), Washington, DC. Single copies of the
analysis may be obtained from Rajender Auluck (see ADDRESSES heading).

Regulatory Flexibility Certification

As required by the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1989, § U.S.C. 605(b),
the Commission certifies that this rule will not have a significant economic
impact upon a substantial number of small entities. This rule primarily
affects the companies that own and operate light-water nuclear power reactors.
The companies that own and operate these reactors do not fall within the scope

of the definition of "small entity" set forth in the Regulatory Flexibility
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Act or the Small Business Size Standards set out in regulations issued by the

Small Business Administration in 13 CFR Part 121. Since these companies are
dominant in their service areas, this rule does not fall within the purview of

its Act. :
Backfit Analysis

Currently, facility licensees assist in developing and coordinating the
NRC-conducted requalification examinations. The assistance includes providing
to the NRC the training material used for development of the written
examinations and operating tests and providing facility personnel to work with
the NRC during the development and conduct of the examinations. The
Commission has concluded on the basis of the documented evaluation required by
10 CFR Part 50.109(a)(4), that complying with the requirement of this proposed
rule would: (1) reduce the regulatory burden on the facility licensees by
reducing the effort expended by the facility licensees to assist the NRC in
developing and conducting NRC requalification examinations for licensed
operators, and (2) increase the regulatory burden on the facility lTicensees by
requiring them to submit all requalification examinations at least 30 days
prior to conducting the examinations.

As part of the proposed amendments, the facility licensees would be
required to submit to the appropriate Regional Administrator each annual
requalification operating test or comprehensive written requalification
examination at least 30 days prior to conducting such test or examination.

The NRC would review these examinations on an audit basis for conformance with

10 CFR 55.59(a)(2)(i&ii). The NRC would conduct this review and review other

15



information already available to the NRC to determine the scope of an on-site
inspection of the facility requalification program. The NRC would continue to
expect each facility to meet all of the conditions required of a
redualification program in accordance with 10 CFR 55.59(c). .

Licensed operators would not have to take any additional actions. Each
operator would be expected to continue to meet all the conditions of his or
her license described in 10 CFR 55.53, which includes passing the facility
requalification examinations for license renewal. Each licensed operator
would be expected to continue to meet the requirements of the facility
requalification training program. However, the licensed operator would no
longer be required to pass a requalification examination conducted by the NRC
during the term of his or her license, in addition to passing the facility
licensee’s requalification examinations, as a condition of license renewal.

The “Scope" of Part 55, 10 CFR 55.2, would be revised to include
facility licensees. This is an addition to the regulation. It eliminates
currently existing ambiguities between the regulations of Parts 50 and 55.
Part 50, in sections 50.54(i) through (m), already imposes Part 55
requirements on facility licensees, and Part 55 already specifies requirements
for facility licensees.

The Commission believes that licensed operators are one of the main
components and possibly the most critical component of continued safe reactor
operation, especially with respect to mitigating the consequences of emergency
conditions. Two-thirds of the requalification programs that have been
evaluated as "unsatisfactory" had significant problems in the quality or
implementation of the plant’s emergency operating procedures (EOPs). in some

of these cases, the facility licensees did not train their operators on
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equivalent of about 7 FTE (or $4:3 million) each year over conducting
requalification examinations ét the reduced rate for the long term.

Fach facility licensee would continue in its present manner of
cohducting its licensed operator requalification program. However, ®his
proposed rule would reduce the burden on the facility licensees because each
facility licensee would have its administrative and technical staff expend
fewer hours than are now needed to assist in developing and conducting the NRC
requalification examinations. Facility licensees are expected to realize a
combined annual operational cost savings of approximately $820K.

In summary, the proposed rule is expected to result in improved
operational safety by providing more timely identification of weaknesses in
facility licensees’ requalification programs. In addition, the proposed rule
would also reduce the resources expended by both the NRC and the licensees.
The Commission has, therefore, concluded that the proposed rule meets the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.109, that there would be a substantial increase in
the overall protection of public health and safety and the cost of

implementation are justified.
List of Subjects 10 CFR Part 55

Criminal penalty, Manpower training programs, Nuclear power plants and

reactors, Reporting and recordkeeping requirements.

18



Text of Final Regulation

For the reasons set out in the preamble and under the authority of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Energy Reorganization Actsof 1974,
as amended, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, and 5 U.S.C. 553, the NRC is

proposing to adopt the following amendments to 10 CFR Part 55 as follows:
PART 55 - OPERATORS® LICENSES

1. The authority citation for 10 CFR Part 55 continues to read as
follows:

AUTHORITY: Secs. 107, 161, 182, 68 Stat. 939, 948, 953, as amended, sec.
234, 83 Stat. 444, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2137, 2201, 2232, 2282); secs. 201,
as amended, 202, 88 Stat. 1242, as amended, 1244 (42 U.S.C. 5841, 5847).

Sections 55.41, 55.43, 55.45, and 55.59 also issued under sec. 306,
Pub. L. 97-425, 96 Stat. 2262 (42 U.S.C. 10226). Section 55.61 also issued
under secs. 186, 187, 68 Stat. 955 (42 U.S.C. 2236, 2237).

& In § 55.2, paragraph (c) is added to read as follows:

§ 55.2 Scope

* * * * *
(¢) Any facility licensee.

§ 55.57 [Amended]
3, Section 55.57(b)(2)(iv) is amended by removing paragraph

(b)(2)(iv).
4. In § 55.59 the introductory text of paragraph (c) is revised to

read as follows:

19



§ 55.59 Requalification

* * * * *

(¢) Requalification program reguirements. A facility licensee
sﬁal1 have a requalification program reviewed and approved by the Commission
and shall submit a copy of each comprehensive requalification written
examination or annual operating test to the appropriate Regional Administrator
at least 30 days prior to conducting such examination or test. The
requalification program must meet the requirements of paragraphs (c)(1)
through (7) of this section. In lieu of paragraphs (c)(2), (3), and (4) of
this section, the Commission may approve a program developed by using a

systems approach to training.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this day of , 1993,

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Samuel J. Chilk,
Secretary of the Commission.
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[7590-01)
U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Documents Containing Reporting or Recordkeeping Requirements

Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Review

AGENCY:

ACTION:

SUMMARY :

IS Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

Notice of the OMB review of information collection.

The NRC has recently submitted to the OMB for review the following

proposal for the collection of information under the provisions of

the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35).

1. Type of submission, new, revision, or extension: Revision

The title of the information collection: 10 CFR Part 55,

Operators’ Licenses, Proposed Rule

- 8 The form number if applicable: N/A
4, How often the collection is required: Annually
5. Who will be required or asked to report: All power and non-

power reactor licensees,



An estimate of the number of annual responses: 88 for power

reactors and 49 for non-power reactors

An estimate of the total number of hours needed to complete
the requirement or request: 352 hours annually for power
reactors (approximately 4 hours per response) and 35 hours
annually for non-power reactors (approximately 0.75 hours per

response)

An indication of whether Section 3504(h), Pub. L 96-511

applies: Applicable

Abstract: The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is
proposing to amend its regulations to delete the
prerequisite for license renewal that each licensed operator
pass a comprehensive requalification written examination and
an operating test conducted by the NRC during the term of
the operator’'s 6-year license. The proposed amendment will
require facility licensees to submit copies of each annual
operating test or comprehensive written examination used for
operator requalification to the Commission for review at
least 30 days prior to conducting the examination or the
test. In addition, the proposed rule will amend the "Scope”

provisions of the regulations pertaining to operators’

licenses to include facility licensees.




-

Copies of the submittal may be inspected or obtained for a fee from the NRC

Public Document Room, 2120 L Street, NW. (Lower Level), Washington, DC 20555,
Comments and questions should be directed to the OMB reviewer:

Ronald Minsk

0ffice of Information and Regulatory Affairs
(3150-0018 and 3150-0101)

NEOB-3019

Office of Management and Budget

Washington, DC 20503

Comments can also be submitted by telephone at (202) 395-3084.

NRC Clearance officer is Brenda Jo. Shelton, (301) 492-8132.

174
Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this /.? day of }/?) 1993,

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

éMZ

Q
\
Gerald F. Cranford, Design enior wfficial
for information Resource$/Management
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10 CFR Part 55

RM 5150-AE39

Operators’ Licenses
AGENCY: Nuciear Regulatory
Commission,

ACTION: Propased rule.

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) is pro g lo
amend {ts regulations to delets the

that each licensed operator
sl power, test and research reactors pass
A comp wuthﬂmﬂon writtan

examination and an o
conducted by the NRt?'\:dng the term

of the operator’s 8-year license as a
prerequisite for license renowal. The

rcmndamodm will require
Y.‘ Mnaton‘xbnm copies of

each mm.ul operating test or
com ensive written examination
for operstor requalification for
review by the Commission at least 30
days prior o conducting the
tion ar the test. In addition, the
posad r\m:.m amand the “Scope™
provigions regulations pertalning
1o operators’ licenses to include facility
licensees.
DATES: The commaent period expires July
19, 1993, Comments received tﬂ-
date will be considared f it is practical
to do so, but the Commission is able to
assure consideration only for commen.s
received on or before this date.
ADORESSES: Mail written comments to:
Secretary, U.S, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555,
Attention: Docketing and Service
Branch.

Deliver comments to: One White Flint
North, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville,
Maryland, between 7:30 am and 4:15
pm on Fedaral workdays, Copies of the
draft regulatory analysis, as well as
copies of the comments received on the
proposed rule, may be examined at the
NRC Public Document Room, 2120 L,
Street, NW. (Lower Lavel), Washington
D
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: [r,
Rajendar Auluck, P E., Office of Nuclear
Regulatory Kesearch, tolophone: (301)
492-3794, or David Lange, Office of

Section 306 of the Nuc loar Waste
Policy Act (NWPA) of 1882 authorized
:::uhﬂ directed lh;hNRC “to promulgate

ons, or other

m:;m o tha
tralning and qualifications o! civilian
nuclear powsar lln!
supervisors, ans an
appropriate operating pmml ‘nm
roguhﬂom or guidance were to
“establish simulator training

requirements for applicants for civilian
nuclear power plant licenses
and for operator tion
programs; requirements governing NRC
administration of nquall!!uﬁon
axaminations;

operating tests at civilian nucl ot
pmdmuhton. and lnmuctiom?“
ts for civillan nuclear power
plant licensee tralning
rograms.” On March 25, 1887 (52 FR
9453), the Commission sccomplished
the ob moflh‘NWPAMwm
related to Yeensed tors by
pubushix:gd a final rule In the Federal
Register amended 10 CFR part 55,
effective May 26, 1987, Tho amendmaent
revhodﬂlho consed oparal b e
requalification program by mh i
(l)dmnhmnrdntx:unqulnmh. (n?
requirements for
dmums.m::'(zh‘w«:(l’l
requirements g‘%’"‘ ormerly
Appendix Ato 10 55). The
final rule also stipulated that in leu of
the Commission accepting certification
by the far Ility nunm that the licensee
har paswe, ritten examinations and
wlilig -ats given by the facility
licensee within its Commission
approved program developed by uslng A
systoms approach to training (SAT), t
Commission may give a comprehensive
requalification written ation and
an annual operating test. lo addition,
the amended regulations required sach
licemsed or to pass 8
comprehensive requalification written
axamination and an operating test
conducted by the NRC during the term
of the operator’s 6-year license as a
prarequisite for license renewal.
Folllowmg the 1987 amendment to
part 55, the NRC began conducting
opvmmr wqunl:ﬁu\’iﬂu axaminalions
for the purpose of license renewal. As
a rasult of conducting these
examinations, the NRC determinad that
nearly all facility requalification
programs met the Commission’s

focus on performance-based evaluation
criteria that clowly paralieled the
evaluation process used fur
a SAT Lnd tralning program. This
revision to the NRC requalification
examination process enabled the NRC to
?ong:c! compnbcml' m‘v‘o':nsnmlnutlmn
or tha purpose o an
mdeud’l license and, at the saine
time, use the results of the examinations
to determine the adequacy of the facility
licensee's requalification training

program.

Since the NRC began conducting
operator examinstions,
the facility and (ndividual pass
rates have improved from 81 to 80
pmt mdboulatom

ynmm

improvement in \bc qudhy

facility licensees’ testing uuhrhh and
in the performance of thelr operating
test evaluators. Of the first 79 program
ovaluations ewd"\:ludcd.um (10)
programs were as
unsatisfactory. The NRC lssuad
nformation Nodcl Nao. 90-54,
“Summary of Requalification Program
Deficiencies,” dated August 28, 1990, to
describe the technical deficlencies that
contributed to the first 10 program
fallures. Since that tine enly six

ph:ruu. of 120 subsequen
uations, ban been mhm
ﬂl fcatlc n axaminations

Pﬂc
cte! {n August through
Doambaohﬂl The pllot test

procedure directed dve NRC examiners
to focus on the evaluation of crows,
rather than individuals, in the simulator
porllon of the open!lng test. In

ua.m%n pllot examinations, the

RC examiners and the facility
evalunton independently evaluated the
crows and com their results, The
results were found 10 be in total
agreement. Furthermore, the NRC
axaminers noted that the facility
evaluators were comro(om at evaluating
crews and individuals and were
aggressive in finding deficiencies and
recommending remediation for
operators who exhibited weaknessas
The pocformance of the facilities'
ovaluators during the pilot examinations
further confirmed that the facility
liconsees can find deficiencios, and
roitiwdiate and retest their Licensed
operators’ appropriately,
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Foderal K i b A I Kufu S94n
Discussion conducting requalification examinations  requalification examination conducted
at meaarch and test mactor facililles hy |lm hw during the G.ynar tarm of the
In accordance with § 95 57(b)(2) ) Currently, facility hiconsees assist in vadividual's Lieonse. The requirements
Lt n'nm’n;n"'-'»'f' arw rag ""‘1"% the develd ;"JXH':\(:HI |.1);|t]’t»(('f'v‘.~' ha NWPA would be mot as follows
facility requalification examninations and  NRC requalification examinations, The (1) The 'h“‘ ations would continue o

annual operating tests, In
§55872(b)(2)(1v), Lcensed oparators are
also required to pass a con »prnhnns Ve
requalification writtan examination and
operating test conducted by the N
during the term of & 6 ysar license
These regulations establish
requiraments which impose a dual
responsibility on both l{m facility
licensee which assists in developing
and conducting (ts own as well as NRC
requalification examinations, and the
NRC which supervises both the facility
liconsea req E.mgmn as wall
as conducting a comprehensive
requalification axamination during the
term of an operator's 6-year license.

The NRC believes operational safety
at sach facility will continue 1o be
ensured, and, in fact, will bs improved,
“mn; d e l.go.zdh
ins; and overseeing ity
requalification 9 rather than
oonunulng to conduct individual

or requalification examinations.
NRC's e gince the
nning of the requalification program
tes that weaknesses in the
implemantation of the facility program
are ly the root cause of
defciencies In WWm of
tors, The NRC could more
effectively allocate its resources to
perform on-site inspections of facility
requalification examination and training
programs in mdmumwimdiulod
programmatic cw rather than
scheduling examiners In scoordance
with the numbot of Individuals
requiring license renewal. The NRC
axpeocts to find and correct
programmatic weaknesses more rapidly
and improve operational safaty by
redirecting the examiner resources o
lnspect programs.

As of October 9, 1002, the NRC bad
conducted requalification examinations
at 11 research and test reactor facilities
for a total of 34 operators being
axamined. No failures were {dentified.
For research and test reactars; this
sample the NRC with littls

the same -ﬂmhthu ,
s ahove with
reactors, Howwver, NRC
liawes that the flexibility to allocats
resources based on indicated
tic petformance rathar lhm
on the number of individuals requiring
liconse renewal would also tmprove
operational safuty at research and lest
reactars, In addition, the proposed rule
does not prevent the NRC from
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assistancs includes providing to the
NRC: (1) The training material used for
davelopmaent of the written and
iparating examinations and (2) tacility
parsonnsl 1o work with the RRC during
the development and conduat of the
examinstions. The proposed
amendments would reduce the
regulatory burden on the facility
licansees by reducing the effort
expended by the facility to assist the
NRC in developing and conducting NRC
requalification examinations for
liconsed openlm
As part of the proposed rule change,
the facility licansees would be required
10 wbmn to the NRC each annual
operating test or comprehensive written
axamination used for operator
requalification at least 30 days prior to
gl the test or axamination. NRC
would review theso examinations on an
audit basis for conformance with 10
CFR 55.59(a}2)X1&li). The NRC would
also review other information al-eady
nvcﬂ‘bh to the staff to determine the
of an on-site {nspection of the
ility requalification program. The
hRC would continue to expect each
facility to meet all of the conditions
required for conducting a requalification

program in accordance with 10 CFR
55.58(c).
Licensed ors would not have to

take any additional actions. Each
operator would continue to meet all the
conditions of his or her licanse
described in 10 CFR 85.53, which
includes the facility-conducted
roqualification examinations for licenss
ronewal. Each licensed operator would
be expected to continue to mweet the
requirements of the facility

requalification training progra
However, the licensed opcctor would

no longer be required o0
requalitication emduded
by the NRC during the term of his or her
license as & condition of license
m“‘!gd"&op-' f part 55, §55.2, will be
0
nvhndb!ndudom Bosnseos.
This ts e addition to the regulation. It
eliminates currently existing /- -
ambiguities between the regulatians of
p}:mu:g:n?urmg !\HMM(I)
thro m), already imposes
nqulnmenum myllcampo‘: and

already epacifies {roments
or fadlity Hoensees. -

The proposed emendments would
meet the requirements of section 306 of
the NWPA without the requirement that
ench licensed tndividual pass o

ren pxlrn facilitios to have requalification
programs an ifu duct requalification
exaninations; (2) the NRC would

ght (i e, administration)
nsa programs and examinations
through inspections, and (3)

§ 55.59(a)l2)(ii) provides that the NRC
may conduct requallfication
examinations in lieu of accapting the
facility licensee's vortification that a
licensed individua! has passed the
facility requalification examination. The
NRC will use this option Uf warranted

! .u\lv‘r NETrs

: '?\

afler an an-site inspection of the
facility's requalification p The
proposed amendments ool affect
the regulatory or other ap!

guldance required by 306 of the
NWPA and estahlished (n

§55.59(a)(2)(1ii) for the NRC to conduct
requalification examinations {n liew of
an examination givea by thae facility,

[nvitation To Comment

Comments cancerning the scope,
content, and {mplementstion of the
proposed amendmants are S
Comments are salicited mm
created by the requirement that each
facility licanses submit and the NRC
roview all annual operating tests or
comprehensive written examinations at
least thirty days prior \o c.onducuq
such tests or exama. in addition, b
comments on the applicability
pro amendments \o research and
test reactor [acilitios are .pu:hlly
solicited, as are suggestions for
alternatives to those rulemaking |
mathods described Lo this potice.

Commissioner Rogers' Separaté Views

Commissioner Rogers belioves that
the staff should be allowed the
discretion to administer axams es they
foel , Le., other than for cause,
withou ving prior Commission .
approvul. Roasons for allowing the stafl
to adininister dhactiomty eans
include:

1. Providing an additional lnceative
10 licenseas 1o maintain the quality of °

mwmcmm- fw
O

performing by which the "
adequacy of the licensees’ operstor
training programs.

3. Providing a basis 1o determine
whether or not licenses examiner
standards need 10 be revised.

4. Providieg an independent check of
tha quality of the licensees’ operstor
training programs. . o th Gk e ni it o
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5. Providing the NRC staff the
opportunity to maintain its examination
sxportise,

4. Ensuring that the latest, state-af-
the-art testing and assessment
techniques are being used.

Commissioner Curtiss' Separate Views

The staff has proposed that they ba
allowed to administer requalification
axaminations in two situations: (i)
Where cause sxists for administering
such examinations; and (1i) on a
periodic basis, at a specified frequency
of once avery six years at each facility.
Thare is norziusrnunnl within the
Commission over allowing the staff to
addilsier “for cause” examinations.
The dispute arises over whether the staff
should be afforded the discretion to
administer axaminations In situations
other than whare “cause” exists,
without first coming to the Commission
for advance approval. The staff has
recommended that they be allowed the
flaxibility to administer such
examinations at their discretion and,
with one minor exception, | agree with
the staff's recommendation. (I do not
believe it wise or essential to specify
sot periodicity for such examinations of
once avery six years, and, on this point,
[ concur {n the majority view).

The majority, as | undarstand it,
would limit the staff to administering
axaminations solely “for cause”, and
would not allow the staff to administer
examinations in any other situation
absent formal approval by the
Commission (i.e, whers, In the stall's
discretion, the staff deems it appropriate
to do 80). There are compelling reasons,
in my judgment, for allowing the staff
the flexibility to administer such
“discretionary” examinations on its
own accord. Io this A
Commissioner Rogers has set forth the -
reasons for allowing the staff to
administer such examinations, and |
concur ln the reasons that he has
articulated so persuasively.

Given the significant changos in the
agency's operator requalification
program that the staff has proposed (n
SECY-92-430 (and in which | generally
concur), | would have preferred a more
cautious transition, wharein the
sffectiveness of the new regulatory
approach could be confirmed through
such discretionary examinations, before
placing reliance on “for cause”
axaminations and an unproven
tnspection regime This |s particularly
tmportant given the continuing
vientification of weaknesses in licensee
training programs uncoveesd by our
curmant sxamination process
Accordingly, | beliove

n§ eudant stop to alle

theat 1t would be

w Lhie stall this
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floxibility. In my judgment, the
majority's insistence upon requiring the
stafl to come to the Commission for
advance approval in every such instance
is, as a practical matter, likely to
discourage the staff from administering
such examinations where thay may
indoed be warranted.

Fot the foregoing reasons, [ disagroe
with the decision of the majority o
foreclose the stalf from administering
examinations in such circumstances,
absent formal approval by the
Comumission. 1 also te myself
with Commissioner Rogers' commaents.

Additional Comments of the Chairman,
and Commissioners Remick and de
Planque <

The Chairman and Commissioners
Ramick and de Planque believe that all
of the objectives listed by Commissioner
Rogers and endorsed by Commissioner
Curtiss can be met, and are being met,
through various alternatives to
admlnm-m“llﬂamn tests and
exams pari y. For example, the
stalf will continue to administer an
estimated 700--800 (nitial operator
license examinations per ysar; it will
conduct examinations for cause using
the flexible authority already provided
by the lations, and as otherwise
approved by the Commission; it will
obsarve the administration of
examinations by the licensees as part of
both the NRC's (ns on
activities and INPO's and the National
Academy of Nuclear Training's
accreditation and assessment activities,
psrmitted by the NRC/INPO MOU; and
the staff will have the benefit of
continuous obsarvation by Resident
Inspectors,

ase oxisting alternatives provide
considerable opportunity for the stalf to
assosy the effectiveness of licenseo
training pm,mm. Indeed, the proposed
Statement of Considerations says that
the agency “expects to find and correct
programmatic weaknesses morw rapidly
end improve operational safety by
redirecting the examiner resources to
inspect programs.” [f the staff identifies
weaknesses in licensee training
p ms, the staff may then exercise
the Haxiblc authority of 10 CFR 55.59
(a)(2)(iif) to administer requalification
tests and exams for cause,

Staff expertise needed to administer
requalification tests and examinations
can also ba maintained by participation
in training coutses, just as staff axportise
such as that needed by [T members is
maintained. lnnovative concepts like
admmls!uring examinations and tests to
instructors and appropriste operator
Liconsing personnel on the siaulators at
the Technical Teain

1 Cenler As anothoe

way of malntaining this kind of staff
oxpertise .

If the stafl finds that with experience
there (s, in fact, a basis for administering
periodic exams or any other
altornatives, they are at libarty 1o
provide the rationale and plan for
Commission consideration. However,
the information the staff has presented
does not convince us of any uecessity
for administering periodic exams,

Finding of No Significant
Enviconment \l lmpact: Availability

The NRC has dotermined that the
proposed amendments, (f adopted, are
the type of action described (n
categorical exclusion 10 CFR
51.22(c)(1). Therefors, neither an
environmental impact statechent nor an
environmental assessment has been

prepared for this rule.
Paperwork Reduction Act Statement

This proposed rule amends
inforination collection requirements that
are subject to the Paperwork Reduction
Act of 1080 (44 US.C. 3501 et seq ).
This rule has been submitted to the
Office of Management and Budget for
review and approval of the paparwork

roquirements.

The public reporting burden for this
collection of information is estimated to
average 4 hours per response, including
the time for instructions,
searching existing dala sources,
gathering and taining the data
needed, and completing and reviewing
the collection of information. Send
commants regarding this burden
estimate or any other aspect of this
collection ol‘:l:énluonihmciu%ng
uuggouom ucing this burden, to
the Information and Records
Management Branch (MNBB-7714),
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555; and to the Desk
Officer, Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs, NEOB-3019, (3150~
0018 and 3150-0101), Office of
Management and Budget, Washington,
DC 20503,

Regulatory Analysis

The Commission has prapared a draft
regulatory analysis on this proposed
regulation. The analysis examines the
values (benefits) and impacts (costs) of
implemonting the proposed regulation
for licensed operator requalification
Fhe deaft analysis is available for
ispection in the NRC Public Documant
Room, 2120 L. Street, NW, (Lower
Laval), Washington, DC. Single copias of
the analysis may be obtained from
Famndor Auluck (see ADDRESSES

1T 1“..11)2‘
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Kegulatory Flevibihity Certiication

S LU LR vy Lo Feguintony
laxibilily At of 1689, 5 115 O BO5(E
¢ Lomumission cortilies that thas ruie
will not have a significant ecanomi
impact upon a substantial number of
small entities. This rule primarily
affocts the companies that own and
operate light watar nuclear power
reactors. The companies that o »2 and
aperate these reactors do not fall within
the scope of the definition of “small
entity” et forth in the Regulatory
Flaxibility Act or the Sroall Business
Size Standards set out ln regulations
issued by the Small Business
Administration in 13 CFR part 121,
Since these companies are dominant in
their sarvice areas, this rule does not fall
within the purview of its Act.

Backfit Analysis

Currently, facility icensees assist in
comhered repseliicntion caminates
requalification examinations.
The assistance includes providing to the
NRC the training material used for
development of the written
axaminations and tests and

prwﬂ%?cﬂﬂypm to work
with the during the development

and conduct of the examinations. The
Commission has concluded on the basis
of the documaented evaluation required
by 10 CFR 50.109(a){(4), that complying
with the of this proposed
rule would: (1) Reduce the regulatory
burden an the facility licansees b
reducing the effart expended by the
:}.dligplmmn:mm&»m in
svelopiug and conducting NRC
requalification examinations for
licomsed and (2) increase the
regulatory on the facility
licanssos by requiring them to submit
eamioations at least

all
30 da r to conducting the
pod ] sergg

As part of the proposed amendments,
the facility licensees would be required
to submit to the Regional
Administratar annual
requalification opersting teet or
comprehensive writlen requalification
maminstion st least 30 days prior 1o
conducting sach tost o examination.
The NRC would review these -
axaminations on an sudit basis for
con formance with 10CFR -~~~
55.50(a)2)(lati). The NRC would
conduct this review and review other
information already available to the
NRC to detarmios the scope of an on-
site Alon of the lacility
mqualification peogram. Tha NRC
w,:}u\d continue o ax sach facility
to moet all of the canditions required of

a requalification program fn accordance
with 10 CFR 55 59(¢)

Liconsed oparators would not have to
al actions. Each
uperaton wi uld be expuctad to conti
to meat all the conditions of his ar her
licouse described tn 10 CFR §5 .53,
which lncludes passing the facility
raqualification examinations for licenss
renewal. Each licensad uparatbr would
be expectsd to continue Lo meet the
requirements of the lacility
requalification training program
Howavar, the licansed oparator would
no longer be required to "
requalification mm!m!!::' conducted
by the NRC during the term of his or her
liconse, in addition to pessing the
facility licensee’s requalification
axaminations, as a condition of licenss
m‘}ge}ﬁmw“ of 55, 10 CFR 55.2
wouldbomkdt':l:chdo facility
licensees. This is an addition to the
regulation. It eliminates currently

butwean the

50 and 55. Part 50,
in § 50.54(1) through (m), slreedy
imposes part 55 on facility

requirements
licensees, and 55 already specifi
Be licansoe. .

"Fhe Commisaion bllevesth

licensed oparators are one of the main
components and poasibly the most
critical companent of continued safe
reactor operation, especially with

respect 1o mitigating the consequences
of smargency conditions. Two-thirds of

the requalification programs that have
been evaluated as “unsatisfactory™ had
significant problems in the qu-lny ar
implementation of the plant's

onunlnc¥ parsting procedures (EOPs).
In some o &mum.thhduty

Q..‘;n nany D\l"'l"l

wore revised. The Commission belleves
th:btm could bnv-b’td-nunod mum
p soonar by reviewling ity
requalification examinations and
operating tests and inspecting facility
requalification tmining and examination
programs. Facility licensoes could have
then corrected these problems and
improved overall operstor job

TIANCe SOOnAr.

roqua Hflcation E‘pm maore rapidly
than prowided for under the currnt
rogulations. The experience gained from
conducting NRC requalification
axaminations indicates that the NRC is
largely duplicating the efforts of the
facility licensees, The NRC could more
olfoctively use Itz resources to overseo

facility hosnses roqualification
neograms rather than conducting
ndividual operataor reg wlilical
axaminations for all licensed oporatars
Uuring fiscal yoar (FY) 1991, the NRG
wxponded approximately 15 full time
staff squivalents (FTE) and $1.8 million
i cotitractor assistancs funds (which
pauates to almost 10 additional FTE), for
a total of 25 FTE, to conduat
roqualification sxaminations. However,
the stalf oxpects to conduct about 20
percent fower requalification
examinatians during FY 1893 through
FY 1947 because the stafl's examination
offorts to date have greatly reduced the ‘
number of operstors who require an
NRC conducted examination !u‘rx;icu\w
renewal during this 4 period.
Consequently, (f the Ng’eontlnuu
conducting requalification examinations
for al? licansed operators, the staff
estimates lbllt it wouldm
approximately 20 year,
1&«0&)«\ {nrplomenting the proposed
requalification inspection
would save the equivalent of about 7
FTE (or $1.3 million) each year over
conducting requalification examinations
at the reduced rate for the tarm,
Each facility tcensee continve
in its present manner of conducting fta
licensed operator requalification
m. Howaver, proposed rule
would reduce the burden on the facility
licensees because sach lacility hoenses
would have its administrative and
tochnical staff axpend fewsr hours than
are now needed to asalst in developing
and conducting the NRC cation
examinations. Facility Hoansees are
expected 1o realize a combined annual

oparational cost savings of

rule meats the
50,109, that thare would be a substantial
{ncrease in the overall peotection of :
public health and safety and the cost of |

{mplemaentation ace justified. . f

List of Subjects 10 COFR Pact 85~
Criminal penalty, Manpower training

programs, Nuclear power plants and

roactors, Reporting and recordkeepiog

requirements,

Text of Final Regulation

For the reasons sat out in the
preamble and under the authority of the
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Atomic Energy Act,of 1954, as amended,
the Enurgy Reorganization Act of 1974,
as amended, the Nuciear Waste Policy
Act of 1982, and 5 U.S.C. 553, the NRC
is proposing to adopt the following
amendments to 10 CFR part 55 as
follows

PART 55-OPERATORS' LICENSES

1. The authority citation for 10 CFR
part 55 continues to read as follows:

Autherity: Secs. 107, 181, 182, 68 Stat.
939, 948, 953, as amended, sec. 134, 83 Stat.
444, & amended (42 US.C 2137, 2201, 2232,
2282); sacs. 201, as amended, 202, 88 Stat.
1242, as amended, 1244 (42 US.C. 5841,
5842).

Sections 55.41, 55.43, 5545, and 55.59 also
issuedd under sec. 308, Pub. L. 97-425, 96
Stat. 22682 (42 U.S.C. 10226). Section 55.61
also lssued under secs. 188, 187, 68 Stat. 955
(42 US.C 2238, 2237).

2. In § 55.2, paragraph (c) is added to
read as follows:
§55.2 Scope.
Ll " . - -

(c) Any facility licenses

§55.57 [Amended)

3. Section 55.57 is amended by
removiog paragraph (b)(2)(iv).

4. In § 55.59 the heading and
introductory text of paragraph (c) are
revised to read as follows:

§55.50 Requalification.

(c) Requalification program
requirements. A facility liconsee shall
have a requalification program reviewed
and approved by the Commission and
shall submit a copy of each
comprehensive requalification written
examination or annual operating test to
the appropriate Regional Administrator
at least 30 days prior to conducting such
examination or test. The requalification
program must meet the requirements of
paragraphs (c)(1) through (7) of this
soction. In lieu of paragrapha (c)(2), (3),
and (4) of this section, the Commission
may approve a program developed by
using a systems approach to training.

Dated at Rockvills, Maryland, this 13th day
of May 1993

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Samuel |, Chilk,

Secretary of the Comumnission
[FR Doc. 9311821 Filed 5-19-93. 8 45 am|
BILLING COOE 7880 0

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 71
[Docket No. 27297; Notice No. 934

)
Proposed Establishment of the East
Coast Low and Amendment to the
Atlantic Low and South Florida Low
Additional Control Areas

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: Ou April §, 1993, the FAA
tem ly amended the base altitude
of the Atlantic Low additional control
area from §,500 feet MSL to 2,000 feet
MSL. The amendment reinstated the
base altitude that axh:;d in this l:ﬂaﬁhon
alrspace area prior to the promulgation
of the Ofbhorg Alrspace g
Reconfiguration final rule. This action
enabled the FAA to conduct a micro-
review of the air traffic contral (ATC)
operations conducted within this
airspace area to determine the amount
of controlled airspace necessary to
contain certain ATC operations. The
roview revealed the need to amend the
Atlantic Low airspace area, The FAA Is
proposing to amend the Atlantic Low by
rodesignating a portion of the airspace
area as the East Coast Low, with a floor
of 2,000 feet MSL, and excluding the
East Coast Low and Federal Airways
from the Atlantic Low, Further, the
southern boundary of the Atlantic Low
would be redesignated as latitude
34°00°00” North rather than the current
latitude of 28°00°00™ North.
Concurrently, the northern boundary of
the South Florida Low would be
redesignated as latitude 34°00°00” North
rather than the existing latitude of
28*00°00” North. The proposals in this
NPRM would ensure Sm cortain ATC
operations are conducted (n controlled
airspace.

DATES: Comments must be recaived on
or before June 14, 1993,

ADORESSES: Comments on this NPRM
should be mailed in triplicate, to:
Federal Aviation Administration, Office
of the Chief Counsel, Attention: Rules
Docket (AGC-10), Docket No. 27297,
800 Independonce Avenus, SW.,
Washington, DC 20591, Comments
dalivered must be marked Docket No
27297, The official docket may be
axamined in the Office of the Chisf
Counsel, room 9150, weekdays, axcept
Foaderal holidays, batweon 830 a.m. and
5 pm

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Mr. William M. Mosley, ATP-230, Air
Traffic Rules Branch, Federal Aviation
Administration, 800 Independence
Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20591,
tolophone (202) 267-8783

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Comments lnvited

Interested persons are invited to

articipate in this proposed rulemaking
gy submitting such written data, views,
or arguments as they may desire.
Comments that provide the factual basis
supporting the views and suggestions
presanted are particularly helpful in
developing reasoned regulatory
decisions on the pro . Comments
rolating to the overall vegulatory
economic, seronautical, environmental,
anergy-related, or federalism Impacts of
the proposals contalned in this NPRM
are also tnvited. Substantive comments
should be accompanied by actual and
anticipated cost impact statements, as
appropriate. Comments should identify
the regulatory docket number and be
submitted in triplicate to the Rules
Docket address specified above.
Commenters wis to have the FAA
acknowledge receipt of their comments
on this NPRM must submit with those
comments a sell-addressed, stamped
postcard with the following statement:
“Comments to Docket No. 27297." The
postcard will be date stamped and
mailed to the commenter. All commaents
received on or before the specified
doam&duo for comments will be
considered by the Administrator before
taking action on the proposed
amendments. The proposals contained
in this NPRM may be changed in light
of comments received. All comments
received will be available for
axamination in the Rules Docket, bafore
and after the closing date for comments.
A raport summarizing each substantive
public contact with FAA personnel
regarding this rulomaking will be filed
in the docket.

Availability of NPRM's

Any person may obtain a copy of this
NPRM E; submitting a request to the
Federal Aviation Administration, Office
of Public Affairs, Attention: Public
Inquiry Center, APA-220, 800
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20891, or by calling
(202) 267-3485. Communications must
idantify the docket number of this
NPRM

Parsons interested in being placed on
a mailing list for future NPRM's should
roquest from the above office a copy of
Advisory Circular Number 11-2A.
“Notice of Proposed Rulemaking




