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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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SUBCCHMITTEE CON HUMAN FACTORS
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The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at

8330 a.m., DAVID WARD, Chairman of the Subcommittee,

presiding.
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MR. WARD: The meeting will come to order.

This is a meeting of the Advisory Committee on
Nuclear Safety Subcommittee on Human Factors.

I am David Ward, the chairman of the
subcommittee. The other ACRS members present today
are¢ Mr. Ray, and Remick. We have consultants Mr.
Catton, Mr. Debons, and Mr. Nertney.

The purpose of the meeting is twofold. First,
the subcommittee will discuss the proposed rule on
licensed operator staffing at nuclear power plants. In
the process of doing this, several other issuec ‘elated
to staffing will be addressed, for example, the number
of crev on shift, limits on overtime, and the
requirerents for shift technical advisor.

As a result of these discussions, ve would
like for th2 subcommittee to jevelop a recommendation
for the full committee on advice that it might chocse to
give to the Commissioners regarding the proposed rule.

I think you have read Mr. Fisher's write-up on
the proposed rule, and I see that there has been
considerable comment from the induscry and the public on
the rule. What we wvant to get today from the staff is a
better explanation of their background and the rationale

for requiring the new rule at this tine.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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The second major topic of the meeting will be
our second discussicn of the staff's agreed human
factors planning. Back in September, we discussed the
plan at some length. We had the benefit of
presentations by the staff, and an advancz copy of the
draft.

As you recall, the subcommittee was very
strongly critical of the plan, particularly of the
written plan. As a result of that meeting, we furnished
the staff with a3 considerable number of comments, both

general and specific comments that each of the

censultants had furnished, together with other input the

staff had received in the meantime.

They have redrafted the plan. You have

ived copies of that within the past week or so. wo

don 't plan to have any piecentation from the staff
regarding the plan, but rather we would like to have
your reaction to the redraft of the plan, and have a
general discussion. The staff interested in the plan
will be present during that discussion to ansver
questiocns or make comments that they might want to
make.

We will ask for two presentations from the
staff at the full committee meeting next. The first

the proposed new rule for licensed operator

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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staffing on Friday, November Sth at 10330 in the
morning. We have an hour allotted for a summary
presentation to the full committee. We can talk a
little bit more about that later, but we would like to
have the staff provide a summary of the presentation
they are goi.g to give at that time.

Rega.ding the program plan, on the same day,
the same morning, Friday morning, November 5th, we have,
I think it is, two hours blocked out beginning at 8:3¢
for presentations from the staff and a discussion from
the full committee on the integrated human factors
program plan. At that time, I will carry to the
committee a summary of the comments that we get here
tocday from the consultants &and subcomaittee memberse.

The agenda for today indicates that we will he
finisha3d fairly 2arly in the afternoon, by one ©°'clock,
€0 wve will not lkave a lunch break. WNe will go right
through to one, and I don't see why we shouldn't be able
to meke that. So if your travel plans are appropriate,
I guess you can leave it that way. I don't think th-t
ve will run much later than early afta2rnoon.

The staff has asked us for one slight
modification of the order of the agenda. Rather than
starting off with a description of the proposed staffing

rule by Mr. Merschoff, ve will go with D, B, C, in that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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order, and then ravert to the original orcer of the

agenda.

With that, let's go ahead with the first item
o>n the agenia which, I guess, is D, and this is Larry
Crocker.

MR. CROCXER: Good morning. My name is larry
Crocker, and with the Licensee Qualifications Branch,
Divisior of Human Factors Safety of NRR. With have with
us today several other NRR members, my Branch Chief and
two other members of the branch. There are also some
people from Res2arch, Mc. Goller, Mr. Overbee, and Mr.
Berschoff, who will also be on the agenda.

We are with you today to discuss the staffing
rules regarding the number of licensed spesrators on
shift, specifically, the SROs. I should point out, I
think probably I am a walking example of the absence of
an SRO. About two months ago, whoever was supposed to
be in charge of my motor control center shut down, so I
am having some difficulty speaking. If you do have
trouble understanding me, please let me know and I will
back up and try it again. Sometimes the tongue and the
cheek do not work the way they are supposed to.

Mr. Merschoff will be providing you the
details regarding the backcround, content, the intent,

and the current status of the rule. However, bhefore vwe

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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get into the specifics of the rule itself, we thought
that it was important to briefly discuss the predecessor
and related actions the staff has taken which have some
impact on the ruls, to set the stage, so to speak. I
would like to take a little time to review that stage
setting.

Our overall objective within the human factors
area of NER, I believe, can be simply stated as shown on
this slide. We are attempting to upgrade the
capabilities of the operating personnel to cope with
both normal and off-normal conditions at the nuclear
plant. In suppcrt of this objective, there really are
four primary areas of activity which are being pursued
simultaneousiy.

First, our Procedures and Test Review Braach
at NRR ie working on establishing clear, coherent,
understandable symptom based emergency procedures which
will proviie the operators with unambiguous guidance on
actions to take in off-normal situations.

At the same time, our Human Factors
Engineeriny Branch is working on improvements in the
control room that result in more usable information
available to the operators with a concurrent decrease in
the chance for human error. The safety parameter

display system makes sure that the operators have

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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information readily available to better cope with
effects of an accident.

I do not propose to discuss here the emergency
procedures or the control room improvement programs any
further, except to say that they are valuable in helping
make human operators plan. Th> committee is already
avare of the details of those progranms.

R third effort, nov largely concluded, had to
do with an upgrade of administrative controls. This
effort has been the responsibility of the Licensee
Qualificacions Branche. The individual actions that have
been taken stem from the lessons learned from the TMI-2
accident, and are noted on this slide.

Briefly, the changes have been made in the
administrative controls area. They include
establishment of shift relief and turnover procedures to
ensure that each member of an on-going shift is aware of
the plant status, and particular matters pertinent to
the station or the plant.

Procedures have been established at each plant
to assure that that only essential personnel are allowed
in the control room, and to establish a clear line of
authority for the control rconm.

Procedures have also been established in this

plan to assure that the operating experience originating

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



both at that plant and elsewhere in the iniustry is
identified and evaluated for applicability to that
plant, and is made known to those persons within the
utility who need such information.

At the same time, the procedures include
provisions which should preclude svamping these
individuals with non-essential matters. The staff feels
that the INPO-CN program is an important part of this
information experience feedback effort, and we endorse
the INPO-CN program by the industry.

Procedures also have been implemented at each
plant which require that important operating activities

re verified %o be correct. This independent
verification may be acceomplished by another gqualified
indivicdual or by automatic systems status verification,
some combination of the twvo.
¥R. RRY: Could I have a question, please?
MR. CROCKER:

MR. [ That verification of the correct

performance of operating activities, is that on-going on

is it a shift change activity?
CROCKERs This is as the activities are
completed.
YR. RAY: Se it is on-going.

MRE. CROC¥ERs It is on-goinc.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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Finally, procedures have been established at
each plant which assure that the duties,
responsibilities, and authority of the shift supervisor
ar2 clearly defin2d. As a corollary, shift supervisors
have been relieved of unnecessary administrative
duties. These procedures emphasize the responsibility
of the shift supervisor for management of the plant, and
they set forth a clear line of command authority at the
plant.

MR. REMICK: Larry, the references that you
have there, are those from 0660?

MR. CROCKER: Yes, 0660, the TMI Rction Plan.
I am sorry, I should have mentioned that.

All of this then brings us to the four program
areas which support our obiective of upgrading the
capability of the operating personnel. In addition to
providing improved emergency procedures, and improved
control boards ini systems, and upgraded administrative
controls, we also have a major emphasis on upgrading the
staffing, qualification and training of on-shift
personnel.

As a result of the TEI-2 lessons learned,
several immediate steps were taken in the upgrading of
qualifications of operations. In accordance with iten

12.2.1, the experience levels for operators was

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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increased.

For SROs, the pre-TM] requirements called for

a high school graduate, who had had four years of

responsibls powver plant experience, including one year
of nuclear power plant experience with a one for one
cradit alloved for each year of academic or related
training.

Since TMI, the required experience for SROs
has been 2xpanda2d to include also one year as a licensed
operator, six months ©f experience at the plant for
which the license is being sought, and three months of
training on-shift as an extra person.

For ROs, the pre-TMI requirements were a2 high
school graduate, two years of power plant experience,
including one year of nuclear experience. This now has
been expanied to also reguire three months of training
as an extra perscn on shift in the control room.

TMI Action item I.A.2.3 specified instructors
must be trained and qualified at the 3RO level, and it
also called for NRR to develop criteria and procedures
to be used for auliting training programs. Our branch
now has training specialists on staff. Procedures and
criteria for training are being written, and we are
beginning to conduct audits of licensee andi vendor

training programs.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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In accordance with item I.A.3.1 of the Action
Plan, the scope and criteria for licensing examinations
vere upgraied. PRequired training was added ir the area
of heat transfer, fluid flow, and thermal dynamics.

Training for mitigating core damage was
covered specifically by Task Action Item II.B.4.
Training emphasis was placed on proper response to
reactor ani plant transients.

The passing grade for operating examinations
was increased. Before TMI, the passing grade was 70
percent overall. Since TMI, it has been upgraded to 890
percent overall, vwith a minimum of 70 percent in any
category.

MR. CATTON: Howv many times can they take the
axam?

MR. CROCKERs Three times, I believe, before
they get intc real trouble. 1If they miss the first time
in one or two areas, we let them go back again, I
believe, after two months.

MR. CATTON: Who makes this decision?

MR. CROCKER: It is part of the Operator
Licensing Branch as far as the examinations are
concerned.

MR. CATTON: Threse before they get into real

trouble, which means that it is procbably four, If there

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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are extenuating circumstances, is it four?

MR. CROCKER: We have the expert with us, and

I might call on hinm.

MR. CATTON: Is it three and you are out, or
vhat?

MR. CROCKER: I really don't knowe.

Paul, can you help, or Ellis?

MR. MERSCHOFFs Ellis Merschoff, Office of
Research.

According to the Code of Federal Regulations,
there is a time period of two months before they can
take it a second time, and a period of three months
tefore you can take it a third time. There is no
cut-off. Conceivably, you could tike the 2xamination an
indefinite numdaer of times, unless the plant management
or the NRC decides that it is enough. But the code does
not specifically address the maximum number of time.

¥R. CATTON: Except that after the first it
takes six monthse.

¥R. MERSCHOFF: I am pretty sure that that is
the number and how it is spelled out in the code.

MR. CATTON: Thank you.

MR. LEWIS: Once they pass it, is that it for
life, or is there any schedule for reexamination?

MR. CROCKER: Every two years, thera is a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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requalification.

MR. LEWIS: But it is not with the same exam.
It is not the same intensity of the exam?

ER. CROCKERs It is not a full blown exam on
the requalification, but they are required to go over
specific subjects and be able to pass the
regqualification exam.

MR. CATTON: But that exam is not given by
NRC, is it; it is given by the plant, and you just check
it.

MR. CROCKER: It was at the plant before, but
there are efforts undervay to make that an NRC exan.

MR. CATTON: But at present it is not.

MR. CROCKER: At present, I believe it is
not.

MR. MFRSCHOFFs: There has Leen a recent
change, within the past few months, and 20 percent of
the requalification exams will be administered by the
NRC. That is 20 percent of the people who are taking
the exanm.

MR. RAY: 1Is there any intent to change it to
a full-blown exam as compared to the partia that you
mentioned a moment ago?

MR. CROCKER: I believe not. In fact, wve have

backed off from what was going to be required for the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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full NRC exam to the 20 percent. We just 4o not have
the manpower to take care of it.

MR+ RAY: On the reexam after they fail, is
that a complete examination, or is an examination only
in the ureas that were da2ficient?

MR. CROCKER: It depends on how much they
failed. If it was just one area, or maybe two areas,
they would take that portion of it over again.

MR. RAY: So a judgment is appliai.

¥R. WARD: Larry, do you know if it is the
practice of the utilities te, as part of the training,
at the end of the trainirg period, to giva exams
in-hous2, which are sisilar, or maybe old exams that
have been used?

ER. CROCKERs I believe that it is almost
universal practice within the utilities, yes.

MR. WARD: So, presumably, a utility won't put
2 license applicart up for the exam unless he or she has
already done very well on an in-house exanm.

MR. CROCXER: I think that is correct.

¥R. WARD: Does anyone have a rough number on
the fraction of failures.

MR. CROCKER: I had them at one tire.
Certainly, after TMI there was a tremendous failure rate

on the examinations for the NTOL plants. I think recent

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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data would probably indicate that they are doing
consideraely better. The training program seems to be
taking into account more of the th.ngs that we have been
putting emphasis on. But I don't have the precise
numberse.

KR. REMICK: I am probably four or five years
out of data2, but Paul Collins is in the audience, and if
I can quote his figures correctly, historically in the
past, 15 percent used to fail. But after TMI,
especially when it went up to 80 percent as passing, it
is my impression that more than 50 percent fziled. What
it is now, T am not sure.

MR. CROCKER: It is something like that.

MR. REMICK: I think historically it was
something like 15 percent faililed the NRC test.

MR. WARD: Is that tecause the utility
training groups took a while to get up to speed? Did
the exams change? The passing grade went up, but did
the content of the exam change?

MR. REMICK: I am certainly not an expert, but
the content changed, but also the level for passing, and
so forth.

Larry, I have a question. T think you said
that as part of Action Ttem I.A.2.3, instructors are now

certified at the SRO level. I think you said,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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certified. Are they not licensed?

¥R. CROCKER:s I think it is an option on the
part of the utility to either license or certify thenm.

MR. REMICKs If they are certified, they don't
have to go through a requalification program themselves;
is that right?

¥R. CROCKER: I believe they have to go
through a recertification. Ellis has another comment on
that.

MR. MERSCHOFF: They are required to take the
written portion of the SRC exam, and that constitutes
their certification, which is sort of a funny word.

They don't take the simulator exam, and they don't take
the oral exam. They are required to participate in the
reaualification program, the 2ntire two-year cycle
progranm.

¥S. GOODMAN: I would like to say OLPR is
preparing a commission paper this month on a lot of
these issues, particularly on the failure rates. That
commission, I believe, is due at the end of this month.

MR. LEWIS: What about the same failure rate
question on requalification. 1Is that a sure thing, or
do a number of people have their careers cut-off in
mii-stream?

MR. CROCKER: There is certainly a possibility

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 that they could have their career cut-off, but I anm
2 avare of any that this has happened to. I believe there
3 are some in the last year or so who have had some
4 difficulty with this. I belisve they have had to pull
5 them off shift duty and stick them in an intensive
6 training program for a little bit, to get them beefed up
7 so that they can pass the exam.
8 ¥R. LEWIS: I am just groping for whether the
9 requalification is an effort to force education. That
i0 is to say, there are wvays of doing this in which a
11 person is assured of passing eventually because he can
12 do it again and again, but it forces him toc study a
13 1little bit. Then there are other wvays in which you use
‘ i4 it to weed out the people who have gone downhill. I
‘6 just wondered what was the philosophy on
16 regqualificaticn.
17 MR. CROCKER: I suspect tnat it is a
18 combination, but I am not sure.
19 MR. MERSCHOFF: The way the requalification
20 exams work now, the industry Jives most of them. They
21 have in the past, even the 20 percent that the NRC gives
22 now. If an operator fails, his license is not revoked.
23 He is assigned to a qualification upgrading program to
. 24 strengthen the weak areas noted by the exam, and then he

26 is given 3 regualification exam.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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The catcher is, he is required to
satisfactorily complete the regualification program to
get his license renewved, so ultimately he has to pass
that requalification exam. But failing a
regqualification exam will not cause him to lose his
license.

¥R. LEWIS: Thank you.

MR. REMICK: It will cause him to go into an
acceleratai raqualification program if he is below a
certain level.

MR. MERSCHOFF: Yes. He is not necessarily
pulled off duty, but his training is upgraded.

MR. REMICKs Are these requalification exams

still given annually?

Mk. MERSCHOFF: Yes, it is still annually, but

the requalification program is two years long.

MR. LEWIS: The reason I am groping for one
moment on my question, on the pilot requalification,
vhich is a biannual thing, the rule states that it is
possible to pass but it is not possible to fail. The
intent is to pass everybody, but make them do it often
enough, and everybody knows that you cannot lose your
license through that sort of thing. That seems to be
th2 understaniing here, but perhaps not the rule.

MR. DEBONS: Am I assuming correctly that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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there is a source where 1ll these data concerning the
structuring of this test or these tests are available?
In other words, I could ask guestions about validation
of these t2sts which I begin to guestion?

In other words, is there a source within the
staff from which the reliability of the tests and the
validation of the tests can be obtained?

NS. GOODMAN: The Operator Licensing Branch is
that source. They are presently beginnin¢g a program to
validate the exam, and that program has only just begun
this fiscal year. Most of the questions that you are
asking can be answered in the remainder of the gquestions
they are working on. With the new program, they have
started to both upgrade the examination process, as wvell
as give a raliable, validated examination process.

MR. DEBONS: It wvould seem to me that this
activitiy would b2 rich for the purpose of developing
research on the g2neral gquestion of nuclear safety. Is
there an extension of these data to the research
community?

It seems to me that failure rates are
suggestive of some very critical independent variables.
Is there an extrapclation betwveen this and that?

¥R. MERSCHOFF: As far as the research in this

area, the format of the examination has recently

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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changed. The number of categories has been changed. A

new question bank is being developed by OLE that is
computerized, thus leading toward multiple choice type
Juestions, as opposed to the essay answvers that were
used in the past.

The Cffice of Research is planning validation
work in 1984 after experiance is gained in the new
format of the examination, and that research will
support the OLB development work.

At this time, there is nothing done. There
wasn't a user need received by Research.

MR. DEBONS: I think you are addressing the
content aspect of the examination. I am asking the
gquestion, given that we have these experiences from
these examinations, and given that these examinations
then can provide some suggestions concerning variables
regarding nuclear safety, are these experiences now
being translated to the research community?

I mean, is there a cross-over between tne
examination experience and the operational experience?
I am not asking the validation gquestion, I asked that
before.

¥R. MERSCHOFF: Right now there is not a
conduit to provide the research community with that

data. But after we validate the examination, we will
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certainly publish our work and provids the research
community with th2 data.

MR. PEBONS: It seems to me that it is
critical, frankly.

MR. LEWIS: Isn't there a secondary point,
just following up your point, which is a very good one,
vhich is to ask whethar the content of the examination
is, in turn, related to reactor safety.

¥R. DEBONS: That is a validation guestion.

YR. RENTNEY: Relevance and role, those are
the things that are Dbothering me. There is nothing
worse than an over-qualified operatecr, I think.

MR. LEWISs I can think of something worse.

¥R. RENTNEY: Yes, an underqualified
sparator.

¥R. REMICK: I have a question. Does the
Operator Licensing Branch still audit the annual
requalification exam?

¥R. CROCKER: Yes.

MR. REMICK: So they still go and audit those
and make sure that they are of comparable gquality to NRC
type exams.

MR. CROCKER: Yes, they do.

MR. REMICKs Do you know the fregquency with

vhich they audit those?
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MR. CROCKERs I do not know that. Doces anyone

have a fe2l for that? I know we check, but I am not
sure how often.
MR. WARD: Do you want to get the answver to

that, Forrest?

MR. REFICK: I would appreciate it, yes.

MR. CROCKER: We can certainly get that for
you.

MR. WARD: Maybe you can call somebody later
in the day and find out.

MR. RAY: Larry, I think maybe I wasn't
listening quite enough. There was a mention earlier of
a 20 percent participation by NRC in requal exanms.
Would someone explain to me what the 20 percent is. Is
it complets participation by NRC in approximately 20
percent of the number of exams given throughout the
industry at a given time, or does the NRC intrude, if I
can use th2 word, on the requal examination of each
operator for 20 percent of the scope?

MR. CROCKER: My understandivg is, it is full
participation in about 20 percent of the examinations,
rather than a 20 percent intrusion on each one.

MR. RENICK: Am I correct, larry, that this is
just starting in this fiscal year, fiscal year 1983,

through recent Commission action, I believe.
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MR. CROCKER: Yes, ve are barely getting
underway with it,

¥R. WARP: Why don't you go ahead, larry.

MR. CROCKER: 1In addition to the experience
ani training of the r2actor operators, there vas also a
question regarding the number of operators and cther
staff to operate a plant safely.

Various investigations and studies after the
TMI-2 accident resulted in various recommendations
regarding staffinjy. Nr. Merschoff has som2 data that he
vill be discussing with you later about these
recommendations. For my purpose,, I just want to point
out that at this time the regulatory and technical bases
for staffing requirements are quite skimpy.

We presently have no rules for nuclear plant
staffing for other than licensed operators. Operator
qualifications, as wvell as qualifications for other
plant personnel are specified in ANSI standard N.18.8,
1971, an endorsed by the 1975 version of Regulatory
Guide 1.8.

There is an 1981 version of the ANSI standard,
which I will label ANST 3.1, that has been adopted by
the industry but has not yet been endorsed by a

regulatory guide.

MR, WARD: Larry, the parsonnel gqu2lifications
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in those two documents, are they for just licensed
operators, or are they for all other personnel?

MR. CROCKER: They are for all personnel on
the plant staff.

MR. RAY: Excuse me, but sometinaes wve don't
understand what "all"™ means. Does that include
maintenance personnel?

MR. CROCKER: It has maintenance people,
managers, supervisors.

MR. RAY:s Thank youe.

¥R. CROCKER: In an attempt to develop a
better technical basis for plant staffing guidelines,
there are savaral 2fforts now underway, but ve do not
expect usable results to be available defore mid-1984.

We have a manpowver and staffing contract
effort now undervay at Pacific Northwest Laboratories
aimed at developing and recommending guidelines
regarding the total manpowver and staffing of nuclear
plants. It includes consideration of both shift and
non-shift personnel, and normal and off-normal
operations.

The objective of the effort is to develop
guidelines regarding the numbers of people, types of
Jobs, qualifications, and positions, and configuration

of staff na2cessary for safe cperation. Consideration
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also wvill be 7iven to construction ani! start-up staffing
and qualifications.

The results of this effort are not expected
until the summer of 1984, although some preliminary data
probably will be available by about next March.

There are also, either complete or undervay, a
number of staffing surveys aimed at getting a bdetter
handle on the numbers of people needed to staff a.
nuclear plant.

Among these is a survey of foreign reactor
operators conducted by our Office of Research. The
results were published as NUREG-0863 in May of this
year. The report includes a report on for2ign staffing
practices for 18 foreign countries.

MR. REMICX: Was that only operators, or did
that include other personnel?

MR. CROCKER: It was looking primarily at
operators.

INPO also has conducted a survey of staffing
practices and patterns within the U.S. industry. Our
understanding is that they plan to repeat the survey on
an annual basis, to include projections for each of the
requirements.

Our technical assistance contractor, BEL, also

is collecting information regarding plant staffing
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practices 1in connection with its effort on the various
technical assistance tasks.

Finally, both the Office of Feseach ard INPO
are conducting job task analyses in order to gather data
necessary to enable us to make the judgment as toc how
many people and what skills and qualifications are
neaded for safe plant operation.

At this time, it is not precisely clear to me
vhat we are g¢going to do with all this infocrmaton on
staffing practices, the n2cessary skills and
qualifications. However, it should enable us to make a
rational d2cision as to the nscessity of specifying
certain minimum numbers and certain minimunm
qualifications on the various plant staff positions.

In the meantime, not bother=2d by a lack of
technical basis or lack ¢f rules, the staff published
NUREG-0737. Amony other things, the NURFG provided
guidance regarding shift staffing for various plant
configurations.

MR. REMICK: Larry, before you go into that, I
had a question on your previous slide.,

About a year agd>, I believe, DOE, with input
from definitely INPO but I believe others, maybe
Oakridge, was conducting some kind of a study of supply

and demand of operating personnel. What is the status

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

27

of thaty has that been published, or is it still being
done?

MR. CROCKER:s It is underway. Does anyone
know whether it has been published or not?

MR. MERSCHOFF: That survey was conducted by
ORAU, the Oakridge Associated Universities for INPO with
DOE money. There was a first version published about
six months ago, and a final version is either published
or very soon will be published. I saw a draft of it a
month agoe.

MR, RAY: Does it have an identifying
designation number?

MR. MERSCHOFFs: If it does, I will give it to
Dave Fisher. I am not sure right now,

¥R. CROCKERs This slide is a reproduction,
really, of the staffing table from NUREG-0737. I have
added to the table the emergency preparedness staff, the
need for a communicator, a health physics technician,
and a rad. chem. technician to be on shift.

The STA is, of course, a new requirement
stemming from TMI lessons learned. One STR has been
required on each site to provide engineering advice to
the shift since January of 1980.

The only change in requirements for operators

from what was in effect at most plants prior to TMI is
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the additional SRO to be stationed in the control room.
The other operators, both licensed and unliceansed, shown
in the table, wer2 previously specified in the plant
technical specifications.

NUREG-0737 called for this new staffing level
to be in effect by July 1, 1982, It was an outgrowth of
this date that led to the staff briefing in June of this
year and subsequently t> rulemaking regarding licensed
operators, which Mr. Merschoff is now prepared to
address.

Before2 I turn the microphone over to Ellis,
there is one item, Mr. Ward, that you indicated you wvere
interested in, comparative informatin between the U.S.
staffing praciices and Canadian practices. I can either
talk about that now or later on, if you prefer.

ME. DEBONS: 1Is there a document that I could
obtain which specified tfor each of the positions that
you talked akout as to cumpetencies which relate to each
of these?

Po you know what I mean by that?

MR. CROCKER: Do you mean the gualifications?

MR. DEBONS: Yes, qualifications in a sense,
but I mean competencies or the sort of things that these
people hava to b2 ~ompet2nt to do.

¥R. CROCKER:s This is one of the things that
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we have unierwvay right now, the job/task analyses,

trying to define specifically what the individuals have

to be able to do at the plant in order to have a safe

operation.

MR. DEEONS: There is a document?

MR. CROCKERs There is not one now, but we
hope to get that information within the next year and a

half or two years.

¥R. DEBONSs: How soon?

MR. CROCKER: A year-and-a-half, I guess,
before we finally get it.

MR. DEBONS: That raises a question in my
mind. TIf the competencies are uncertain, ther what is
the basis for structuring an examination. I am rather
vague about that.

¥R. CROCKER: I think that same question comes
from other folks as well. The examination has bleen
there because it has been there. I don't know that
anycne ever developed the exams specifically to »ake
sure that the individuals had all of the specific data
or specific skills that were needed to operate a plant
safely.

MR. HARD: I think practice precedes theory,
and this is the case in many practical arts.

MR. LEWIS: But this is really an extremely
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important issue, because the reason for wanting to
upgrade operators was the accident at TMI. There vere
many things that happ2ned at TMI, but the barebones
problem was that for a couple of hours the reactor was
in trouble and the operators were unable to diagnose it
from information that was available to them on the
panel. So they let go beycnd the point of return.
Presumably, an upgrading is not done for someone's
sake. It has got to be directed toward resolving that
problem.

Your juestion, I think, is 2xactly
vell-taken. I find not much evidence that that kind of
thinking in accident analysis is at the heart of the
upgrading requirements.

Particularly, as an aside, I notice in your
first slide, you say that you vant to upgrade the
performance of the operators for both normal and
of f-normal operating conditions. I wvonder if there is
evidence that there were difficulties with normal
operating conditions, or that one has learned from the
TMI accident that there was a problem with normal
operation of the plant, or is that just a throw-awvay?

MR. CROCKXER: No. I think there was some
question, for example, as to wvhether the operators had a

good feel for the natural plant status or that they just
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folloved the internal plant procedures that were laid on

them. The question is, if they had really been
knowledgeable of the actual plant status, perhaps the

accident would not have developed the way it did.

MR. LEWIS: 1In that context, I agree with
you.

FR. MERSCHOFF: If I could go back to your
competency guestion, sir. We are not exactly groping in

the dark. There have been two major efforts since THNI
in that area. One is the American Nuclear Society's

standard on selection, qualification, and training of

pover plant operators, vhich letails the short of things

that they should be trained in and presumably should
know.

The second is Harol? Denton's letter of March
31, 1980, vhich upgraded the training and qualification
program rejuirements for all licensees, including such
things as training in heat transfer, fluid flow,
casualty exercises in simulators and that sort of
thinge.

So there are lists of the competencies that
these operators should have.

MR. DEBONS: Thank youe.

MR. CATTON: I am not sure that this solves

the problem of the examinations yet, though.
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MR. MERSCHOFF: There is a real effort
undervay to do that.

MR. CATTON: But it still has : ways to go.

MR. MERSCHOFF: That is probatly true.

MR. WRRD: 1Ivan, I am surprised to hear you
say that. I thought the examination, the training, as
stimulated by the examination changa2s, had been changed
in the last tvo years to include much more thermal
hydraulics.

MR. CATTON: It has, and I think we sav here
the exam from one of the plants, I don't recall which
one, and there is no question that there kinds of
problems appearing on them that never did before. But I
still feel that they are a little bPit too elementary.
The exams are still not balanced. They still tend to
lean more towvard the things that we saw in them earlier
vith electronics. The thermal hydraulics is just not
old enoughe.

I think it is beacause you have the same people
giving the examinations. They are older nuclear
engineers, and they don't realize that the plants are
run by fluids, and so forth.,

MR. WARD: All right.

MR. CATTONs: By way, that is alsc a comment

that has been mad2 by soma of the training officers, the
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ones responsible for training at some of the plants.
They are eager to have NRC stiffen up that other end of
the exam because it makes l1ife easier for them, and it
means a larger amount of money to that guy when he
passes it and he is going to learn what he has to to
pass it.

MR. WARD: So you are saying, Ivan, you think
the operator training is directly almost entirely toward
passing the exam.

MR. CATTON: The guy 1oing the training maybe
is trying to do a nice job, but he has to face up to the
fact that when th2y pass the 2xam they can run a nuclear
pover plant, and they get paid a lot more money for
that.

So the person who is taking the class, his
efforts are directed tovard passing that exam. He may
have a lot of information pass by him, but if he knows
he doesn't have to pay a wvhole lot of attention to it,
he is not going to. That is a real problem for them.

MR. WARD: Larry, the gquesticn about the
~omparison with staffing required at Canadian plants,
maybe you could touch con that now. If you would put up
the table you have from 0737, I just thought it might be
of interest.

As I understand the staffing, and, Larry, you
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may have more accurate information, if you look at the
Ontario Pickering Station, and add another column on
there. Do you have it?

MR. CROCKER: I just happ2n to have that.

This is a comparison of the Canadian and U.S.
staffing. The data basically vere taken from
NUREG-0863, the foreign survey document I mentioned
earlier. I have also discussed the information with an
individual from Ontario Hydro.

Both the U.S. and Canada have a shift
supervisor. Nearly as I can determine, these
individuals perform precisely the same functions in
either country. Namely, they are the individual in the
overall charge of plant operations during their shift.

The Canadian equivalent of senior reactor
operator is called authorized first operator. There are
two of these individuals, one in the control room and
one in what they c-all field areas, which is balance of
plant.

We have no equivalent requirement for the
authorized first operator in the f£ieli that would be an
SRO in the balance of plant, although one of the prime
reasons for us wanting to get an SRO on shift in the
control room is to make sure that the shift supervisor

is free to get out in the plant and see what is going
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one.

MR. RAY:s Could T interrupt you for just a
moment?

MR. CROCKER: Yes.

MR. RAY: The shift supervisor in the Canadian
modus apperendi, is he qualified to the same degree as
sur SRO or their authorized first operator?

MR. CROCKER: He is qualified over and above
the authorized first operator, yes.

MR. RAY: You say, over and above, relatively
speaking, is it over and above SRC in our skills?

KR. CROCKER: Yes.

MR. RAY: 1Is the equivalent of an STA?

MR. CROCKER: I guess it depends on what you
think an STA is worth. If you had a good STA, with
about 15 years of SRO operating experience, then I would
say, yYes.

MR. RAY: He would be comparable to the
Canadiann shift supervisor.

MR. CROCKER:s Yes.

MR. RAY: Maybe we should ask them how they
get there.

MR. CROCKXERs I will tell you, if you will
vait Jjust a minute.

MR. WARDs: Larry, I am not sure that that is
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really true. I think the difference in the U.S. plant,
as far as the NRC is concerned, the shift supervisor is
qualified or is licensed as an SKO.

MR..CROCKXER: That is correct.

MR. WARDs As far as the utility is concerned,
they have selected a person to be shift supervisor
because he has scme additional qualifications,

MR. CROCKER: Yes, sir.

MR. WARD: I think in the Canadian systenm,
they have formalized that somewhat mor2, so that there
is an additional set of training requirements and
testing for a man to be qualified as the shift
supervisor beyond the mera SRO qualifications.

MR. RAY: Qualification testing and
experience?

MR. WARD: Probably so.

MR. CROCKER: There is one exam for the
authorized first operatecrs, and anotjer exam for the
Canadian shift supervisor. Our shift supervisors do not
have take an exam, other than for their SRO license.
The utility appoints them as shift supervisor. But the
Canadian shift supervisor actually holds a license as
shift supervisor.

YR. LEWIS: Can I just very briefly address

the question o5f operating experience. You spoke of how
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isportant 15 years of operating experience is. I always
think of the aviation analogy in which the average pilot
goes throujh his 2ntire professional career without an
engine failure, for example, because engines are
extremely reliable. Yet, the function of the pilot is
to cope with the rare emergency that never comes.

The importance of operating experience in
preparing to deal with something that doesn't happen in
your operating experience is a little fuzzy to me. The
more important thing is simulator training on accidents
and requalification, and constant upgrading of the
ability to deal with things that don't happen in your
opesrating 2xpnrnrience.

So I am not so sure that operating experience
in either case is all that good a guide to the ability
to respond to an emergency.

MR. CROCKER: I agree with you. I feel that
this is one of the biggest things wve are going to get
from the simulators, just this ability to deal with the
outcome of events.

The Canadians require no other licensed
operator on shift. So they have three, the shift
supervisor, and the twvo authorized first operators.
Having said that, I shculd amend that on multi-unit

stations, they also have what they call a shif¢
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operations supervisor who amounts to the assistant shift
supervisor, if you will., He is also an auvthorized first
operator.

There is no Canadian equivalent toc our reactor
operator. So w2 have lined up, with our present
requirements, to call for two SEOs and twvo ROs on
shift. The Canadians would have a shift superviscr and
twvo authorized first operators on shift.

The Canadian equivalent of our auxiliary
operator is a non-licesns2d indiividual. He is called the
second operator. Each country has tvo of these
individuals on a shift,

The Canadians also have two assistant
operators on shift. In effect, the assistant operator
is in training for the second operator position. I am
told that in practice they also have on each shift
several trainee operators vho are in training for the
assistant operator slot.

¥R. WARD: Larry, a question or comment. In
making that compariscn, I guess I would have said that
the second operator is equivalent to the RO, and the
assistant operator is equivalent to the auxiliary
operator. But you make that distinction because the
second operator is not licensed in the Canadian system?

MR. CROCKER: Yese.
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MR. WARD: Whereas the RO is licensed.

MR. CROCKER: VYes.

¥R. WARD:s I understand.

¥R. CROCKER: In practice, vhile the U.S. does
not have a required equivalent to the assistant operator
or the trainee operator, in the real wvorld we find that
most of the U.S. plants do, in fact, have more the
auxiliary operators on shift. There are other
individuals there.

de 4id a survey several years ago, about two
years ago, that would indicate that mcst of the plants,
in fact, cacrry about four auxiliary operators on shift
rather than the two that are regquired. There is at
least one U.S. utility I am awvare of that recruits
individuals at what they call the utility operator
level, and promote them to equipment operator after they
have had a couple of years of experience, and then
finally to auxiliary operator when they feel they are
fully qualifisd to run the balance of plant equipment.
In my view this would correspond directly to the
Canadian trainee operator/assistant operator/second
operator scheme.

MR. WARD: Let me make one more comment. I
think the Canadian second operator, insofac zs the job

he does, is equivalent to the reactor operator, because
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he sits at the control bcard, I believe. He is not the

balance of plant operator, he is in the control room as
a control board operator.

MR. CROCKER: But controlling balance of plant
equipment, and not reactor activity, I believe is the
case.

MR. WARD: I got a little different story for
the multi-unit plants, but let's not take more time on
that.

¥R. CROCKERs You are probably more familiar
with it than I am. I have never been there.

The Canadians have mechanical maintenance on
shift, so they also have a requirement for two control
maintenance technicians and two mechanical maintainers
on shift. These would correspond to sort of a
combination of instrument controcl and electrical
technician in our country, and a maintenance
technician.

As noted on the chart, the U.S. does not
rejuire iniividuals in tha2se -ategoriess to be on shift,
although many utilities in fact do have such individuals
on shift. TMI-1, for example, plans to start with
something like 16 maintenance people on shift, and they
vill be part of the shift component.

The U.S. staffing, since2 the TMI-1 accident,
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has added the health physics technician, the radiation
chemistry technician, and the communicator on shift to
handle emergency preparedness matters. The Canadians
have no requirement for these individuals. My contact
at Ontario Hydro infcrmed me that their operators are
trained to provide essential health physics coverage if
necessary.

Finally, of course, ve have the STA that ve
spoke about earliesr. The Canadians considered it, but
elected instead to assure that the shift supervisor had
that capability that is othervise provided by the STA.

The total minimum staffing amounts to 11 on
the Canadian siie, and 10 on the U.S. side for a
single-unit station. The hooker here is that I am not
sure there are any single unit stations in Canada.

MR. WARD: Yes, there is one.

MR. CROCKER: There is a career progression
for the Canadian operators. They bring in a high school
graduate at the trainee operator level. After two
years, he is eligible for promotion to assistant
operator. After tvo more years, he is eligible for
promotion to second operator. After two years as second
authorized operato>r, he is eligible to take training to
become an authorized first cperator.

I am not sure of the time requirement as an
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authorized first operator baefore he attains ability to
take the shift supervisor examination. Fut they do have
a requirement that a shift supervisor have at least 12
years of experience outside of high school before he is
eligible to become a shift supervisor. I am not sure
vhat that 2xperience is, whether it is all nuclear or a
combination.

MR. WARD: So they don't require a B.S. degree
for the shift supervisor?

MR. CROCKER: They do not require a B.S.
degree for a shift supervisor. A high school graduate
is fine. However, in practice, I am told that more than
50 percent of the shift supervisors are graduate
engineers, which of course is one reason that they rely
on thes2 paople for the STA type expertise.

I mentioned that the Canadians do their
maintenanc2 on shift. I was told that at Pickering, the
four-unit station, they are authorized a total of 508
people on the staff, operating on a five-shift rotation,
vhich means that they have about 100 p2opl2 on shift on
each of the five shifts.

This is about the extent of cur knowvledge.

Are there any gquestions that I might answver?
¥R. REMICKX¢ Do you happen to know if they

have a requalification requirement?
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MR. CROCKER:z As near as I can tell from our

survey document, there is no formal requalification
requirement for qualified operators.

MR. WARD: I don't know if it is formal or
not, but in practice they requalify their operators. At
the Pickering station, they have a simulator, and they
have an extra shift.

MR. CROCKER: There are five shifts, and one
training shift.

¥R. WARD: There is alwvays one shift that is
training.

MR. LEWIS: Can I ask a gquick whimsical
question?

You mentioned that many of the Canadian shift
supervisors are graduate engineers. There has been a
fuss in our country about what level of education should
be required for the various personnel we are talking
nbou;. Why is there a requirement for being a high
school graduate?

MR. CROCKER: I am not sure I can tell you why
there is a reguir2ment for it. Apparently there is a
feeling that this is the bare minimum that you might get
aleng with,

MR. LEWIS: Peacea.

MR. CROCKER: I was just thinking that one of
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the best platoon sergeants I had, had a third grade
education, and he wvas a real crackerjack. PFMaybe that is
vhat you need rather than a high school graduate.

MR. RAY: Can you tell us whether or not high
graduates in Canada can read and write?

MR. CROCKER: I would certainly hope so.

If there are no further questions, I will turn
this over to Mr. Merschoff.

MR. MERSCHOFF: Good morning. My name is
Ellis Merschoff. I am with the Office of Research. I
am the task leader for this proposed rule that wve are
discussing on staffing requirerents.

I thought I would start with the background
information and give averyone an understanding of how
this rulemaking developed and where we stand now.

Originally there was a requirement in the TNI
Action Plan, NUREC-0660, for the staff to issue
instructions to upgrade control room staffing. Within
that TMI Action Plan item there was specific criteria
regarding an SRO in the control room and additional
oparators.

Those instructions wvere accompliished by an
Eisenhut letter t> all licensees and applicants dated
July 31, 1980. That letter required one senior reactor

operator in the control room at all times, and required
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a senior r2actor operator to be on site as a shift
supervisor, of fuel wvas loaded in the unit.

It required one more senior reacter operator
on site than the number of control rooms. If you had
tvo units, and twvo control rooms, you had three SRCs,
one shift supervisor and one SRO in each control room.
It required a minimum of two ROs for each operating
control room, and an SRO to supervise core operations.

This letter was sent out to all licensees and
applicants in July 1980, and it said that these criteria
would be used to issue licenses to all new applicants.
Additionally, they would be required for operating
licenses by July 1, 1982.

Shortly after this, in November of 1980,
NUREG-0737 was issued. NUREG-0737 was a compilation to
date of the items in the TMI Action Plan that had been
implemented. As part of NUREG-0737, the Eisenhut letter
was includi2d, and some corrections vere made to the
original staffing matrix regarding auxiliary operators
and reactor operators in multi-unit plants.

So in November of 1980, the Eisenhut letter
came cut again, published in MJREG-0737.

MR. RAY: Does NURFG-0737 still apply to near
licenses?

MR. MERSCHOFF:s Yes, sir.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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MR. RAY: Did it at that time?

MR. MERSCHOFF: NUREG-0737 says that these are
the criteria. As a matter of fact, in December, one
month after that, a Commission Policy Statement was
published in the Federal Register which said that the
NUREG-0737 criteria would be used for issuing licenses
to new applicants.

Moving ahead, then, to June of 1982, the staff
presented SECY-82-219 to the Commission, which was the
status of utilities® ability to provide the additional
SEO on shift to meet the reguirements of this
NUREG-0737.

The staff recommended at that time extending
the July 1, 1982, date to implement the minimum staffing
requirements, and that each facility should be evaluated
with respect to the significant effort being made to
meet these requirements, rather than one fixed date.

At the time the Commission discussed this,
considera‘ion was given to writing an immediate
effective rule which vould require these staffing
regquirements, but after some discussion the Commission
voted to codify the requirement through the proposed
rule and final rule route.

They said that they wanted an implementation

date of January 1, 1983, which was six months later than
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vas requir2d by NUREG-0737 and the Eisenhut letter.
They voted four to one =--

I am sorry, they decided in this Jun»> 15th
meeting to have the staff develop a proposed rale and
bring it back to the Commission within one :ar. It was
extremely important that it be done quickly, since it
vas already June and this requirement origci‘nally was for
July, and nov they wanted it in January.

The staff wvent back and in two weeks they
submitted to the Commission SECY-82-286, which the
Commission then looked at on July 29. So now wve are
actually about six weeks later. This was the proposed
rule on staffing requirements that the staff wvas
directed to write. The Commission voted four to one to
publish that rule for public comment.

There were som2 changes made to it at that
time. Commissioner Asselstine wanted specific words put
in the Fa2i2ral Ra2jister notice regarding the
implementation date, and whether it was too ambitious or
not. That was the proposed rule that the ACRS saw after
it wvas published. That is what we are discussing at
this point.

The Commission also decided that the rule
vould only go out for 30 days public comments. Again,

they are interested in getting this rule out as quickly
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as possible.

With regard to the rule itself, the current
requirements in the Code of Federal Regulations are
different than the 0737 requirements. If we go back to
the code, the only requirements regarding staffing that
are defined are in 50.54(k) which requires an operator
or senior reactor operator to he at the controls at all
during operations.

In 50.54(m) it requires an SRO to be on-site
or readily available on call during operation. The SRO
shall be on site or shall be present during start-ups,
approaches to power, recovery from unscheduled shutdown,
significant power reductions, or refueling. At other
tises, the SRO can be on call.

0f course, the practice and the 0737
requirements are different from that. Those are the
current reguirements. The proposed requirements would
codify the Eisenhut letter requirements as modified in
0737.

Basically it says, a senior reactor operator
in the control room at all times during operation; a
shift supervisor licensed on all frel units on site; two
reactor operators per operating control room, and relief
operator; a senior reactor operator to supervisor core
operations when you cold shutdown; one senior reactor

sparator 2n sit2, ani ona2 reactor operator for each
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unit.

With regard to the need for the rule, the
intent was to provide a senior reactor operator in the
control room during operation. But we didn't want to
impose this requirement and thereby tie the shift
supervisor to the control room.

The shift supervisor, being the SRO, requiring
him to stay in the control room at all times could be
counterproductive. We wvanted him to be free to move
around the plant as needed, to go around the site
vithout trouble, to supervisor the balance of plant
operators. Put, yet, there should be coverage in the
control r25» by a1 senior reactor operator. The reason
being that a senior reactor operator is trained
differently and has a different type of license than the
reactor operator.

The differences between SRO and RO training
are listed on this slide. These are the things that the
SRO is trained ani examined on that the RO is not. The
conditions and limitations in the license, the design
ani operating limitations in the t=2chnical
specifications, certain radiation hazards from
experiments, chielding operations, maintenance, and
various contamination conditions involving chemistry,

procedures and limitations involved in initial core
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loading, core alterations, control rodi programming,
determining external and internal effects on core
reactivity, fuel handling facilities and procedures,
procedures and equipment available for handling disposal
of radiocactive materials and effluents. This is a
iifferent type of person than the KO.

Additionally, when the SROs are examined by
th2 license examiners, they are looked at for
supervisory and leadership, and ability to perform under
stress. These things are hard to quantify, but
nonetheless help to make this person a better
supervisor, and overall understanding of the plant to a
much degree than the RO, specifically with the technical
specifications.

MR. WARD: Fllis, in the initial hours of the
Three Mile Island 2 accident, was there an SRO present
in the control room all of the time, some cf the time,
or what?

MR. MERSCHOFF: I don't know. I can find
out .

MR. CATTON: No. Zewey was the SRC, and he
vas out in on2 on2 of the auxiliary buildings trying to
fix the pump, at least that is my recollection.

MR. WARD: He was the shift supervisor, and

w7 5 the only SRO.
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MR. CATTON: Yes. I think this present

staffing rule is in ansver to that, to make sure that

you have an SEO in the control room at all times, so

that you can have a responsible person go >ut and take

care of the problem.

MR. LEWIS: How scon 4id he 3ot back to the

control room, do you remember?

YR. CATTON: I 4on't know, but he had to go

out and fix that pump, the condensate pump. My

recollaction is that it took 3 half-hour or so. I don't

remember the details.

¥R. LEWIS: The 1amaging decisions =-- The

discovery that the block valves were shut was made

fairly guickly,

sO that was done without the SRO, you

are saying. The damaging decisions, which took about

twvo-and-a-half hours, vere after he got back into the

control room.

MR, CATTCN: Everybody had a hand in that

onee.

MR. LEWIS: I understand that, I am just

saying that a correlation of the correct decisions and

the presence of the SRO is a little bit unclear.

MR. CATTON: That is certainly true.

¥R, WARD: I guess I would have expected,

Ellis, sinze at

least, apparently, some of the interest
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in the staffing rule is to be in the form it is from the
experience at Three Mile Island -- it is apparent to me
that that is what is wrong, but maybe that is not right
== that the staff would have developed some
understanding of exactly what they felt ths impact on
the Three Mile Island accident was.

MR. MERSCHOFFs: This issue is a little broader
than just Three Mile Island. That is one data point
that showed some need for changes. PBut I think that you
can generalize a little more than that by looking at the
type of work and the type of supervision, and the type
of people available to do it.

ER. WARD: You conclude, from the Three HNile
Island accident, that you need to have a man with this
sort of backgrcund in the control room at all times?

MR. MERSCHOFFs I would, yes, sir, I think it
would help. Rdditionally, had that SRO been in the
control room and been a party to the segquence of events,
rather than showing up later, trying to discern what had
happened, it might have made a difference. Nonetheless,
it is hard to argue ajainst having a person that
understands the tech specs and the conditions of
limitations of the license be in the control room or
operating.

MR. LEWIS: I don't think anybody argues

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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against the presence in the control room of somebody who

understands the tech specs. I think the disposal of
radiocactive materials may be another matter, but we
don't want to go throuch the list.

The point is, it is more difficult to make a
general level, jut-feeling upgrading of the operator
performance and qualifications than it would be to try
to analyz2 just which upgrading would be most beneficial
to reactor safety.

The way I feel, and perhaps others do, is that
perhaps this has not been 1one as carefully as it needs
to be done in order to do what we all want to do, which
is to make reactors reasonably immune to upset through
operator action.

MR. MERSCHOFF: I am not too sure that those
decisions were not carefully made when these
requirements came out in NUREG-0737, or the
recommendations of the various study groups. The
Commission made the decision, and they told us tc codify
the Eisenhut letter requirements, which is how wve
proceeded, rather than starting from ground zero. We
felt that the decisions had been made, and it wvas time
to move on.

MR. LEWIS: It is never too late to review a

d2cision, 2ven though it i~ signed by senior
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management.

MR. MERSCHOFF: I agree. I believe in this
decision parsonally. I think that it is a smart thing
to do.

We can 30 back in history a little bit
regarding the need. The various studies that were done
after Three Mile Island came up with some
recommendations. These recommendations, as was pointed
out in the public comments, did not provide a technical
basis for this rule. They were just that,
recommendations.

But NUREG-058S5, which were the recommendations
from the TMI-2 lessons learned task force, said that
consideration should be given to requiring two reactor
operators, and one senior reactor operator in the
contrcl room at all times during operation. The ACRS
reviewed the TMI-2 lessons learned task force report,
and sent a letter to the Chairman on December 13, 1979,
which endorsed that recommendation and supported it.

The special inguiry group in NUREG-1250, the
Rogovin Report, states that consideration should be
given to analyses and research performed to determine
the operator's responsibilities during normal and
off-normal conditions. But until that is done, the NRC

should re3juire that all hot operations be manned by a
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minimum of one senior reactor cperator, and two other
individuals with diagnostic ability.

NUREG-0616, which is the special review g3roup,
recommended that two operators be required in the
control room at 1ll times, and that is not necessarily

including the senior reactor operator. The need for

reguiring a shift supervisor to be in the control room

at all times should be evaluated.

I provide this as background, this 1979 report
and recommsndations.

MR. LEWIS: Can I pick up as to what the ACRS

said in response to 0585. Diil we endorse -- First of

all, the recommendation was that consideration be given,
and not that you should implement it.

MR. MERSCHOFF: That is right.

MR. LEWIS: We endorsed that consideration be
given, or 4id ve endorse the requirement, and did ve
specifically mention it?

¥R. MERSCHOFF: This is the letter, so let me
read it to you. It is on2 sentence.

BR. LEWIS: Very good. .

MR. MERSCHOFF: It is to Chairman Ahearne from
Dr. Carbon, the subject was, "Response to TNI-2 Lessons
Learned Task Forc2 Final Report.™ This entitled

"Staffing of Control Room.™ "The ACRS supports this
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recommendation.”

MR. LEWIS: I see. That is very 12tailei.
The recommendation was for consideration. Thank you. I
think I would bPe adverse to citing that as support for
the rule.

MR. MERSCHOFF: That is true, but nonetheless
the ACRES revieved these recommendations and did not
disagre2 with thaa at that time. This is the timeframe
vhen the Eisenhut letter and 0737 were developed, and
the ideas and decisions were being generated.

MR+ LEWIS: I don't want to be quarrelsonme,
but the recommend:ition was for consideration of the
recommendation. If I remember, at that time wve were all
avware, as vwe still are, of the need to upgrade the
ability of operators to deal wvith upsets. The
recommendation of whether the staffing requirements
should be changed would be a perfectly reasonable thing
to endorse at that time, without prejudics as to the
outcome of the consideration.

MR. MERSCHOFF:s Yes, sir. It wvas considered,
and the Eisenhut letter resulted from that, and 0737
resulted from that. Th-t is true. T don't mean to say
that the ACRS endorsed those recommendations, but to
consider thenm.

MR. REMICK: Do you happen to know, Ellis,
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what ACRS action was taken with regard to 0737? Did

they address 0737, or 4id they specifically address this

in 07372

¥R. MERSCHOFF: I don't know.

MR. CROCKER: I don't know ' the committee
specifically adiressed 0737.

MR. MERSCHOFF: I would like to put a little
perspective on this point. NUREG-0863 was mentioned
earlier and I noticed that Dave Fisher came out with a
copy of it. It is a fairly voluminous document entitled
"Survey of Foreign Reactor Operator Practices. It has
quite a bit of information in it.

The first dozen pages or so of it are matrices
that compare the 18 countries surveyed and the United
States. But the appendices, Appendix C, specifically,
incorporates the detailed responses from each countrye.
There is a lot more information there than just reactor
oparatnr and senior reactor operator requirements.

Often they did go into supervisory and auxiliary
operator type of things.

I know that the gquestion came up, and if you
want to dig more deeply into any particular country's
reguirements, Appandix C of that document can be very
helpful.

With respect to these requirements, the first
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question on that survey was, what is the minimum number
of reactor operators and senior reactor operators
regquired to be in the control room while the reactor is
operating. Seventeen 2f the 18 countries surveyed
require either an SRO or a shift supervisor to be in the
control room, and the 18th country did not answer the
question.

dith regard to requiring a number of reactor
operators in the control room, it gets a little more
fuzzy regarding whether they require operators, or one
operator and one senior reactor operator, one shift
supervisor, and the names change, and quite a few did
not ansver fully. So it is not quite as conclusive.

MR. REMICK: Do you happen to remember
off-hand how many of the countries indicat2d4 they
required a BS?

MR. MERSCHOFFs There were only two, Mexico
and Korea.

With regard to the public comments received on
this rule, there are to date 25 letters received
containing 70 public comments. By and large, the most
pravalent comments dealt with the implementation
schedule.

Twenty-seven percent of the comments received

said that the implementation schedule was too ambitious

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

59

and recommended either six months to one year slippage

in requiring thes2 upgrales. The reasons cited largely
were lack of forewarning, the time it takes to select,

qualify, and train these senior reactor operatorse.

It is a significant investma2nt of time to
bring these people up to speed, to get your staff up to
speed. Additional rejuirements such as the
encouragement to go to five or six-shift rotations. The
Commission's policy statement on working hours, which
limits the amount of overtime. You can use all of these
constraints for vorking against getting more operators
on shift.

Clearly if you require more SROs, you are
going to have to go down to a lesser number of shifts or
vork overtime, and it was a real problem to these
commentors to meet those requirements. As I said, it
vas 27 percent of the 70 comments.

The next most frequent comment received
regarded the technical basis for this rule or lack
thereof. The comment basically said that if there wvas a
technical basis for this rule, it certainly wasn't
apparent from the F2da2ral Register notice.

It went on to state that the study cited in
support, in fact, provided recommendations, but did not

defend a technical basis for these recommendations,
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vhich is true.

The cransition points selected for upgrading
the staffing were also commented on, where the
suggestion was made that they be made consistent with
the changaes in mode. That was the third most freguent
comment,

¥oving down in the order, comments were made
that the sacond SRO should be allowed to replace the
requirement for an STA. Having two reacter operators, a
senior reactor oparator, an STA, and a shift supervisor,
vas getting a little bit ridiculous, and it should allow
a multiple role concernig the STA.

Comments were made that the tech specs should
be used for requiring these staffing changes in lieu of
rulemaking, which is the way that it is done now. The
staffing requirements are placed in the tech specs, and
thi providies an opportunity to make case by case
decisions on what each plant really requires, and that a
rulemaking was too global and too inflexible for this
sort of decision-making.

Next was general support of the rule, and that
wvas only three comments, tc give you a feel it was four
percent. There was a comment that the rule should
regquire even more operators than it currently does.

That limit24 absences from the control room by the
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senior reactor operator should be permitted, and there
were various comments in this area.

Some comments said that short absences today
to the kitchen should be permitted. Another said that
extended absenc2s shoull be permittad if h2 is going to
check on a problem area. Another suggested that a
definition of the control room be deliberately defined
so that, if you don't allow short absences, the kitchen
should be considered a part of the control room.

There were commants on the r2gquiresmant for
relief operators in multiple unit plants, and how they
veren't really ne2ded, and you could use the extra
operator from one of the plants as a relief for the
others, rather than requiring a relief operator.

There vere comments on pirating, and how that
is a very real problem, when you have the implementation
and wvhen you have a short turnaround time, to require
utilities to have more people on shift and you limit the
amount of overtime, and your only alternative is to
st2al som2one els2's operator.

MR. CATTON: 1Isn't that helpful? One of the
problems in the past was that these people weren't paid
enough, and that is why we couldn't get them to do it.
My recollection from the aerospace iniustry is that

pirating sure raised the salaries in a hurry.
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MR. MERSCHOFF: I can't argue with that. One
of the comments that ve received included a pirating
letter that was sent to their people, which claimed that
the salaries that were being offered were, I think, 20
percent higher than wvhat they were currently being
paid.

Nonetheless, it contributes to destability in
ths short-term, when you take an operator who has gone
through years of training and qualification on that
particular plant, and you remove to another plant where
he has to start training all over again. So that the
experience that had resided in operating plant A is
lost, and he has to gain more experience in plant B, so
overall you can find some destabilizing effect.

MR. CATTONs It is certainly true that the
utilities are not known for paying a living wage without
some sort of force.

MR. MERSCHOFF: I suppose that that is one of
the countervailing aspects.

MR. CATTON: I think it may be very helpful.

MR. LEWIS: Did you consider the
recommendations to permit short absences and rejected
them for a reason?

MR. MERSCHOFF: Yes, sir.

MR. LEWIS: What was the reason?
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YR. MERSCHOFF: We feel that the requirement
for this expertise, the things that the SRO knowvs,
should be in the control room at all times, not out fcr
tvo minutes, five minutes, or ten minutes, or an
arbitracy time. He shoull be there all the tire.

If a relief is required, if he wants to go te
the head, or if he wants to go to the kitchen and make
macaroni, that is fine. The shift supervisor can come
in and provide his presence in the control room, so that
you have someone with the knowledge and abilities of the

senior reactor operator all the time and not part of the

time,

MR. LEWIS: Your reason was that you wvanted it
that wvaye.

MR. MERSCHOFF: It is needed.

MR. LEWIS: That you haven't established for
mne.

MR. MERSCHOFF: It wvas the feeling of the
staff.

MR. LEWIS: I understand.

MR. MERSCHOFF: There were two comments that
the comment period should be extended, that it was put
out for 28 days of public comment rather than 30 as
required, which was an administrative error. But

nonetheless, all the comments that were received after
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that date have bean considered, and that is the bulk of

them. 1In reality, we have been receiving letters of
comment for 60 days.

The value impact statement was cited as being
inadeguate. Ther2 were comments that staffing should be
a function of the plant size and complexity, rather than
the fact that it is a plant. You have boiling water
reactors that are 50 megavatt electric, and boiling
vater reactors that are 1100 megavatt. There should be
some consideration given to the complexity and the
size.

That about covers the public comments
received.

MR. WARD: Let's see, so I understand. Have
you considered all of these comments and given them
thought or consideration?

MR. MERSCHOFF: No, sir, we are still in the
process of considering them. We have made some changes,
which T will adir2ss now, and the rest are under
consideration. We have been receivinag these comments as
recently as tvo days ago.

MR. WARD: But you did say on one of them, the
one that Hal just brought up on limit24 absences, you
have consilered and rejected that comment. Is that

right?
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MR. MERSCHOFF: That is staff level work. We
have not received concurrence on that. The staff level
people that nave looked them over have decidedi that it
is not acceptable, but it could change. The staff has
not reachei unanimous opinion on this and is not ready
to transfer it to the Commission.

MR. RAY: FEllis, before you go on, and I think
this is perhaps a difficult question because of the
geographic area. Do you have any idea of the order of
magnitude of the remuneration of ROs and SROs in the
industry?

MR. MERSCHOFF: Yes, sir., It varies from,
let's say, an experienced SRO can get anyvhere from
$35,000 to prohably about $65,000, if you include
overtime.

MR. RAY: What about ROs?

MR. MERSCHOFF: I am not as sure about this,
but it is about $10,000 less at the low end, maybe
$25,000 to 345,000,

ER. RAY: Thank you.

MR. CATTON: If a young man gces to work as an
RO, how many years is it before he can become an SRO?

MR MERSCHOFF: The minimum requirement
regarding experience, I think, if he had a BS degree., is

two years >f nuclear power plant experience. If he

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE , SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

1

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

doesn't have a bachelor's degree, I belYieve it is four
years.

MR. CATTON: In four or five years, a high
school grajuate can be making somewhere above §$35,0007?

MR. MERSCHOFF: And he earns every cent of
it. The overtime that they put in demands that type of
remuneration.

MR. CATTON: It has really changed since TMI.

MR. WARD: I have a data point from Oantario
Hydro, if you are interested. This is a salary range,
but the first operator makaes $42,000 to
$45,000-Canadian, so divide by 1.2.

MR. CATTON: Th2 cost of living in Canada is
different, too. It is a lot of money.

MR. RAY: There is an interssting comparison
here. Do you hapren to know what the level of
remuneration is for the station superintenient is?

¥R. MERSCHOFF: Not off-hand, sir.

¥R. RAY: I wonder if it is much higher than
this.

MR. MERSCHOFF: It might be less, if you look
at all the overtime.

YR. RAY: So may find some of them applying
for jobs as SROs.

MR. MERSCHOFF: The overtim= is substantial,
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and I think that you might find that they prefer --
There is a lot of responsibility ther2, but the hours
are better, too.

MR. CATTON: How much of that large sum is due
to the overtime?

MR. MERSCHOFFs It can be as much as a third.

¥R. CATTON: Okay.

MR. REMICK: Ellis, you talk about the
responses in public comments about the implementation
schedule. Wasn't there a caveat in there that one could
go beyond the January 1, 1983, date with Commission
approval?

MR. MERSCHOFF: Yes, sir. January of 1983 is
the implemantation date. If you required an extension,
a six-month extension to that, up through July of 1983,
NRR could authorize that. If you required an extension
beyond that point, the Commission would decide on a case
by case basis. These comments recognized that.

MR. REMICK: They did?

¥R. MERSCHOFF: Yes, sir.

MR. PEMICK: They still felt that it was
unreasonable?

MR. MERSCHOFF: Certain of the comments
pointed out that we might be making more work for

ourselves because if you look at the number of people
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vho will not be able to meet the January of 1983
rejuirement, but can mea2t the July of 1983, why make
them all write letters and the rule on each one, since
we have already 4one that several times.

With regard to the 0737 requirements, NRR sent
out S50.54(f) letters which basically said, "Tell us you
are going to meet these 0737 reguiremesnts, or if you 4o
meet them, or if you don't, when you are going to meet
them, and what you are doing to get there.” Most of the
utilities have sent very detailed plans, both optimistic
plans and pessimistic plans, to show the range of time
that they expected, if everything goes well, that they
can meet it, or if it does not go well, they can meet
it. So these were done to some extent, and the comment
was that they would have to do it again.

If I can go on to what ve are doing about
these comments. Again, it should be pointed out that
these comaents are =till under review at staff level.
Dus to the timing of the meeting, we have not received
office concurrence from either research or NRR, or any
of the other offices. To these are staff level
decisions that we are talking about right now.

The first concerned the transition poinst, and
ve agreed with that comment, and we will change the

transition points to be consistent with the modes,
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transition being: <cold shutdown, tooc hot shutdocwn, less
than 200 degrees.

With regard to the implementation schedule,
the implementation dates in the rule are under
consideration by the staff. We have not made a decision
at this point. It is interesting to note, though, based
on the 50.54(f) responses that we got back, if we went
by the Januvary of 1983 requirement, 49 percent of the
plants wvould meet that rejuirement. They meet it now,
as a matter of fact. Forty-nine percent of the plants
currently mea2t th2se staffing requirements.

Thirty-one percent of the plants out there
vould require extensions beyond January of 1983,
Twenty-one percent could make it within the first six
months, which leaves us 10 percent of the plants that
vould need to got into the Commissioners granting the
extension, and the rest could be accommodated for by
NRR.

This does not add up to 100 yet. When you get
to 17 percent of the plants, they have alternative
proposals for STAs. _ They have STAs right nov that are
currently licensed as SROs, and they feel that there
should be a dual function allowed. If they have an STA
vho is qualified as an SRO, he should be allcwved to £fill

2oth functions sinultaneously. Two plants have
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rejuested 2xemption altogether due to the size of the
plant, they shouldn't have to meet this.

So we are talking abocut 70 percent of the
plants being able to meet that requirement within the
six-month extension under NRR's cognizance, 10 percent
Commission action, 17 percent with other iieas, and 2
percent exemptions. We have nct decided about what to
do on this yet.

There is a policy statement under
consideration by the staff at this time, and this is
tied in with the Part 55 rulemaking and the integrated
plant regarding qualification of personnel.

The Commission asked for a policy statement to
be issued in October which will address the STR versus
SRO functions.

There is under consideration at this point, if
a senior reactor operator has a bachelor of science
degree in engineering or a science, if he has two years
of power plant experience, if he has had the STA
training, then he could be the second SRO and be shift
technical advisor. But that is a draft policy
statement, and these decisions have not been transmitted
to the Commission yet.

MR. RAY: But this does not eliminate the

requirement that the classification of STA at the
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station, I assume. How do you fe2l about that?

ER. MERSCHOFF: On that shift, on shift A, if
you second SRO meets those criteria so that the STA can
go one, you don't need one.

MR. RAY: Suppose that the station has enough
people with these gualifications to meet that on every
shift, will you eliminate the STA reguirement for that
plant?

MR. MERSCHOFF: Yes, sir.

¥R. REAICK: I recall correctly, LaSalle
proposed somethin3y very close to that. Did the staff
permit them to do that?

MR. CROCKER: If I may, Dr. Remick. The
staffing at LaSalle actually has three SROs, one of whonm
is qualified as an STA. So the total number of bodie
is the same, but they actually have more capability than
we had asked for. The question on LaSalle was whether
ve would let the STA actually pull SRO duty during
normal operation. The answver is, yes, we would let him
do that. In an accident situation, he would back off
and provide his advisory function, and not te involved
with the plant operation.

MR. WARD: I guess I wvanted to ask you why
LaSalle has three SRO on a shift. But I want to get to

the point you just raisedi.
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One of rhe reasons for an STA that has been
given sometimes in the past was the sort of thing that
Larry just said, somehow this fellow is not going to be
intimately involved in the operation during emergency.
He will back off and taks a broad view.

Under your proposed policy, where the SRO
would be jualifiel as the STA, he wouldn't have that
capability. He would have to be involved in the
operation.

MR. MERSCHOFF: This is not a run-of-the-mill
SRO. This is an SRO with an engineering degree and STA
training. It is felt that he is a different type of
person. In reality, it may be worthwhile to have the
person with the ability to make the overall engineering
decisions also respcnsible for those decisions.

MR. WARD: My personal prejudice is that that
is much better. But one of the arguments given for the
STA in the past has been the point that larry just made,
vhich is that some people think that it would be
desirable to have an STA who can stand off and not be
tesponsibls for the operation, act as sort of an
advisor.

¥R. MERSCHOFF: There are those on the staff
that agree with that position, and that is one of the

major problems with this policy statement, as a matter
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of fact, going ahead and allowing that, because we lose
the standback capability. This has yet to be resoclved
with th2 staff.

MR. LEWIS: Do I remember correctly that you
said a bachelor's dagre2 in either 2njyineering or a
science?

MR. MERSCHOFF: VYes.

ME. LEWIS: Are there named sciences, or is
zZooclogy okay?

¥R. MERSCHOFF: We discussed zoology and
biology at length, and geology. At this point, they are
not named. We are thinking about related sciences,
physics, mathematics, and so on. I suspect that we are
going to have cull out zoology and life sciences, but
those decisions have not been made.

¥R. LEWIS: When you start doing this, you
vill have to think what it is for.

MR. CATTON: I would like to make a comment on
this STA business.

At GCinna, I asked them what they did with the
STA during the steam generator tube rupture incident,
and their comment was, "We didn't know what to do with
him, so we hail him ke2p track of what we were doing.”
It turned out that the reason was that, when you go out

and find somebody that meets these gualificaticns, and
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it turns out to be a kid right of school, he has about
as much knowledge of the way a power plant works as I
do0, and that is not very good. I think the method of
the SRO having the degree, and so forth, is much
better.

ER. BERSCHOFF: There is another option under
consideration ani that is the one where you can your
STA, the kid just out of school, and you get a shift
engineer and the shift engineer has a degree in
engineering or related sciencs2, and he has two years of
engineering experience, so he has been around the block
more than oncz, and he is also certified at the SRO
level. So he understands the plant and he has some
credibility with the operators. That is another method
ander consideratiosn.

4R. CATTON: That sounds good, too, but the
present way of getting an STAR into the plant, I just
don't think is going to wash. Who in their right might,
vwith a degree, is going to go out and 4o shift work.

¥R. LEWIS: This is an example of a personnel
action tak2n by the NRC, in my view, without thinking
through what the indications were. We certainly don't
vant to do that again, do wve.

MR. CATTON: That is riaght.

MR. WARD:s I think the NRC got a lot of advice
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from reviev committees.

MR. LFWIS: That won't change.

MR. WARD: Could I go back. ‘I vant to ask
Larry Crocker if he has any insight as to why
Commonwealth at LaSalle, in particular, is putting three
SROs on a shift.

MR. CROCKERs I think the prime reason is that
the individuals available and preferred to do that
rather than go out and hire these fresh engineers that
Dr. Lewis was talking about to £ill the STA positions.

Duke is in an analogous position. Down there,
they had enough SROs that they took these individuals,
gave them upgradel training to become STAs, and they are
now functioning at STAs, but not the combination like
LaSalle has.

¥R. WARDs: You are saying that they are
fulfilliny the STA requirement. While they are doing
it, they are also able to work as an SRO.

MR. CROCKER: At laSalle, yes. At Duke, they
have given all of their SROs STA training, and some of
these they designated as the STA, and they have no
responsibility as such for plant operation on that
shift.

¥R. REMICKs I thought that LaSalle came

pretty close to the shift engineer concept, but not
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gquite. Am I correct that LaSalle has not made a
comnmitment that they will live with that forever. They

have not made a commitment that they would keep that

arrangement?
MR. CROCKER: I think that is correct. I anm
not avare of a long-term commitment to that.

¥R. MERSCHOFF: Are there any other
questions?

MR. WARD: 1Is there anything else for Mr.
Merschoff?

(No response.)

MR. WARD: Let's go ahead wvith the next iten
on the agenda.

¥R. SHEAN: Good morning, gentlemen.

My name is Arthur Shean, and I am the Director
of Training for Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company. I am
here representing 19 utilities. With me today is Mr.
Charles Schrock who is the Licensing and Systems
Supervisor from Wisconsin Public Service Corporation.
Our purpose this morning is to provide some comments
from utilities on the proposed rule that you are dealing
vith this morning.

We appreciate the opportunity to address you
on the subject this morning.

First off, you are being handed some
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documents. The first packet 2f documents is a

cover-letter from the combined group through the means
of KMC Cormoration, and under that are a series of
letters, which perhaps you may have seen before, which
are comments from various utilities within cur group
making their individual points on the particular
proposed rule.

The second packet is a series of slides which
I will be referring to during my talk, althcugh I will
not get to all of them, depending on your guestions and
other comments that come about during the presentation.

First off, as a group, there are two points
that ve are specifically opposed to in the rule. The
first one is tha requirement for a fourth operator on
shift, and the second is the time table that is being
suggested for imposition of this rule.

We will take a look at those two ideas, and ve
have four specific positions.

The first is, ve do not believe that the rule
has sufficient justification for being put into place.
Secondly, ve believe there ace a variety of pending
items and initiatives that the Commission has come out
vith, and all of these tend to indicate to us that there
has not been a coordinated effort to try to tie all of

these factors together into a nice, complete, uniform

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

23

24

25

TR T S P

78

package, without possible deviation in the future.

The third is the fact that the schedule that
has been proposed will cause serious problems for most
utilities. They mnay say that they can meet the numbers,
but what that means may be far different from what the
staff means.

MR. WARD: Will you expand on that?

MR. SHEAN: Yes.

F'he last item is the fact that this rule is
designed increase the safety that we have experienced at
our reactor, but in fact in the short term it will tend
to decreas2 the safety at our reactors.

Let's take a look at each of these
individually in more specific detail.

The lack of justification =-- To begin with, I
10 not believe that there is any major study done to
take a look at any kind of event report or other
experience from the industry to show whether or not an
extra individual on shift could make a definite
difference in that particular event.

In fact a little earlier this morning the idea
of whether, in fact, that extra SRO in the control roonm
would have made any difference at TMI, which purportedly
is the catalyst for this rule being proposed.

The other item that is being proposed here is
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the fact that in the studies that have besn guotad,
there are recommendations and even the one that does
specifically address the issue of an extra person on
shift, only recommends a task analysis be parformed to
find out if it is needed. That was the Rogovin Report.

There are many task analyses and the staff
itself has admitted that none of these have truly been
completed to show what they intended to show. Yet, ve
are at the point of trying to impose a rule without this
valuable information to decide wvhether it is even
ne2ded.

So the guestion here of lack of justification
is one which goes beyond whether the rule is justified,
but whether the timing of this rule is even justified,
faced with the fact that other research is cominc before
us, or should be due within a year or so.

In fact, some of that detailed information is
patterned after the Canadian information. I was at a
briefing where the Canadian task analysis people
expressed their methods, which we are basically
folloving to find out what we need for our particular
operators.

Both industry and the foreign nuclear
operators are pecrforming studies, and ther2 is a long

list of items which the NRC themselves are studying. It

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W.. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345




10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

23

24

25

80

seams stranje, at this time, that they should decide to
go about tryina to impose a rule, when their own
information has not even come back yet.

Yoving on to other pending initiatives, there
is a list, vhich the staff this morning pretty well
@laboratel on, probably batter than I can 4o, the STA
requirement, the table B-1 requirements, college credits
andi that has besn from zero up to a bachelor of science
for various levels of operators, the degreed shift
supervisor, the shift engineer, overtime restrictions,
the rumber of chifts reguired for =2ach plant, from four,
five or six, depending on the needs, and simulator
examinations.

In all of these initiatives, the important
thing that I like to underline or underscore is the fact
that ve don't knov exactly which wvay ve are going, and
vhen we have gotten some particular information a: to
which way to go, vwe £find that they go and change their
mind again after they have imposed it once.

Some key examples of that are the idea of
overtire restrictions, which came out in several
different versions. Simulator examinations are a key
axample of this where they decided to give simulator
examinations for reactor operators going for licenses.

After they tried this for a while, they found out that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

25

81

this vas not really working very well, and decided to
withdrav that requirement for non-plant specific
simulators. We, as a utility vent out and made a lot of
contract arrangements to assure that we had that time at

a vendor, and now all of a suddenly we don't need it any

more.
MR. DEBORS: Can I ask a question, Mr.
Chairman?
¥R. WARD: Yes.
MR. DEBONS: I would like to examine the logic

of your initial statement. Let me see if I can repeat
it.

We haven't, in a wvay, given concrete evidence
that therea is a n224 for the second SRO. Can I switch
thes logic around and the conclusion from that is
obviously why go to the second SRO. The converse logic
goes something like this, inasmuch as ve 4o not know
vhat the basic facts are in this case, but wve have to
reduce the possibility of errosr in the situation, which
vould then justify the second SRO.

That is the converse logic. I would like you
to respond to that second alternative logic.

MR. SEEAN: The last issue I have before you
is the safety issue, an ve will bring some of the areas

vhere the additional person would tend to decrease the
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safety.

“R. DEBONS: 1In other words, reducing the
safety.

MR. SHEAN: For my plant, and I can only speak
for my plant, ve have been operating for ten years with
a three-opesrator level, and w2 have had no serious
problems. There is experience, as they seem to be
using, as an argument for their gut-reaction for
additional persons, which also counts.

MR. SCHROCK: Arthur Schrock with Wisconsin
Pudblic Service.

I guess another thought on that is, we are not
sure, why should ve make it a2 hard and fast rule until
ve really ' know that there is a requirzment. I could
reiteratesArt's comment that in our eight years of
experience, we have had some events, a ccuple of
transformer failures, which the current shifts handled
quite wa2ll.

.HR. DEBONS: I am going to wait for the
evidence that is forthcoming, but it would seem to me
that ve are faced with a probability of risk assessment
in this situation, and the logic apparently could te
defended that inasmuch as wve have no understanding about
reducing the probability, what you do is to increase the

probability of reducing the probability by having the
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additional individual. That is the logic.

MR. SHEAN: I am not sure that more is better
in all cases.

¥R. DEBONS: That is the evidence I am looking
forward to.

¥R. WARD: Art, could I ask you. You
cancelled your reservation for some simulator time. Was
that just for the actual NPC testing, or have you
cancelled some of the training time in the simulator?

MR. SHEAN: Let me give you some background on
that., We, as a single plant utility, and that is the
only asset that the company owns, have gone out and
contracted for tha2 delivery of our personal simulator in
1974,

We now 30 to a simulator vhich, because of our
unique design, do0es not very well simulate what we do
for a living. We go down there and we get some
transient accident analysis benefit from that simulator,
and our operators go through this at least one week a
year in the qualification on that simulator.

In preparation for this license examination,
wve have to give every reasonable chance for our
operators to pass the examination, and they have
anyvhere from one to two weeks of practice on that

simulator just to learn where everything is and become
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comfortable with it, and then take the examination. So
we are talking anywvhere from two to three exira weeks on
that rachine for each candidate to assure them that they
have a chance of passing that examination.

I am not sure, because of the non-plant
specific requirements of that simulator that we get all
that much from the training.

PR. WARD: You seem to have concluded that the
non-specific training really doesn't do you any good.
The only reason you are doing it is to help the operator
pass the exanm.

MR. SHEAN: In fact, wvhen we get our own
simulator, which will be exactly as our plant is, wve
would prefer to have simulator examination because ve
believe that our people could do better because they
will know our plant, and that is what we train them to
40, to osperate our plant.

But that is not the point that I am trying to
make. The point is that a ruling or an imposing was
placed upon us to comply with. We attempted in all good
faith to comply with that, and all of a sudden it vas
turned around on us and dropped, becausz T believe that
the planning that went behind that was not complete, and
yet they went ahead and took action.

In a similar situation, if you will take a
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look at the STA. The STA has been with us for
apprcximately three years, and I do believe any major
study has been done by the staff to verify the judgment
was reguir24d has truly besen borne out by the actions
that have taken place.

Again, lack of planning, lack of study, lack
of fcllow-up, shows to me that there is a lack of
coordinated effort being put into the overall picture as
to hov these individual piaces fit together.

I believe, from my point of view, that the
kind of action that was done with the emergency planning
SECY-82-111, should be performed and finalized before
any kind of ruling is taken a look at, nevertheless
taking a 1look at the studies that have been done to £find
out whether it is really needed or not.

MR. PERSENSKY:s They do havea major study on
“ae STA right now, on the concept of the STA and
engineering expertize on shift.

MR. CATTON: Have you, as a representative of
the utilities, done a study and is it available for us
to look at?

MR. SHEAN: Other than our individual
activities, we, as a plant, have decided to move away
from the STA, and ve have gone to the shift encineer

concepte.
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MR. CATTON: Do you have any studies that you
reported on that justify the position you are taking?

MR. SHEAN: No, just our personal evaluation.

MR. CATTON: My own personal view of what you
are doing isn't buying it, if you don't do the study
that is at least 2qual to the kind of study that NRC is
doing to Jjustify your position, all you can do is talk
about it.

MR. SHEAN: The point here is not the
individual item, What is concerning us is the fact
that, as ve look at these various items in some cases,
which tend to pull avay from each other, ve are
concerned as to whether or not ve should commit
ourselves to any one of them. Where we conmmit
ourselves, whether or not that will be pulled out from
under us, and we will be sent in another direction.

Moving along, the problem with scheduling and
planning, #e have found that at th2 time we were being
asked to add more operators to our staffing
requirements, we were facing other things that are being
placed upon us that tend to impede us in maintaining
that goal.

For example, it has already been discussed,
the idea of increasing requirements at the various

operator levels, when you know that before you can be
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tested at the SRD level, you have to spend three months
on shift as an extra person, and the additional four
years of experience required, as opposed to the ANSI
standard which requires a three-year experience level
for an SRO.

The eiucational requirements, if the various
decisions are made as to vhat level an operator must be
in as far as education, we find that we may have long
periods of time trying to upgrade the people we have on
shift nov to some level of college attainment.

The training reguiresments =-- At a time when wve
are trying to gain more operators, we find that our
training prograas must bs lengthened to incorporate the
operator training that has been placed upon us. I don't
mean to imply that these are not good ideas. My concern
is the fact that they tend to extend the program and
lengthen the time necessary to get an operator's
license.

Some of these things, for example, the
regquirements for mitigating core damage, the various
academic topics of thermal dynamics, heat transfer,
fluid flow, the requirements for pressurized thermal
shock, steanm ;eneratﬁt over-fill, station black-out, all
generic letters coming about since the TMI accident, and

the things that have been done to address the TNI
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accident.

Again, other actions that have been taken -- a
stiffening of the examination, and the increase of the
grad2 that you must attain to pass the examination,
going from a 70 to an 80 percent level, as it has been
discussed, has caused major difficulties in getting
enough people to pass the examination. In fact, the
rate was quoted by someone as going from 15 percent to
50 percent failure rate at the beginning of the
examination process.

At the same time that we are increasing the
training, there must be people provided to give this
training, and at the same time that we are trying to get
more people to provide the training, the regquirements of
those individuals has been increased to a senior reactor
level. This, in fact, has withdravn from those
available to be on shift, because ycu would like to have
your best people train the future reactor operators,
thereby takinjy some experience from your staff.

The regualification examination == I have a
letter on my desk from the Commission stating the
requirements for the requalification examination, where
they will be coming annually and testing 20 percent of
our people.

This impacts on licensing levels because they
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have also stated that those individuals, if they fail
that requalification exam, must be removed from operator
duties for all intents and purposes, and that means that
thay don't have 1 license, as far as we are concerned.
So they are proposing a reduction in the level, at the
same time that thay are tryiny to increase levels.

MR. WARD: That seems to be contrary to what
Nr. Merschoff said a few moments ago. That may be the
case, but I am not aware of it.

Mr. Thompson, do you want to comment on that?

MR. THOMPSON: Hugh Thompson, KRC staff.

The letter would require that an individual,
who did not demonstrate an adequate level of knowledge
on the requalificatin exam, be removed for an
accelerated retraining program which the utility then
wvould administer.

When the utility had demonstrated evidence
that he was qualified in those areas of deficiency, he
vould be allowed to go back on shift. This is the same
vay he is today when he doesn't demonstrate knowledge in
the utility administered requalification exam.

MR. WARD: You are saying that this is
actually the present practice?

MR. THOMPSON: That is correct.

YR. SCHROCK: Mr. Chairman, our program, which

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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is written in accordance with Appendix A of Part 55, has
two level. If th2 operator doesn’'t totally pass the
exam on one level, however he shows sufficient knowledge
in all othar catejories, he goes through a retraining
program immediately, but stays on shift.

At the second level, which is a little lower,
he is pulled off shift, relieved of his duties, and goes
through the retraining program until he does show
acceptable knowledge.

MR. WARD: But is that higher level just your
own utility impo>s24 requirement?

MR. SCH30CK: It is our own utility imposed,
but wve follow the guidelines of the 80 percent/70
percent in each section.

MR. WARD: Mr. Thompson, does that square with
your understanding of the policy?

¥R. THOMPSON: I am not familiar with the
details, but in that sense it is the correct approach
that we would anticipate taking.

MR. REMICK: Am I correct, Hugh, that
individual requalification plans were proposed by
individual licensees so they would differ somewhat, but
vould follow Appendix A of Part 55. So there would be
differenca2s betwe=n the requalification procranms.

MR. THOMPSON: That is correct. In essence,
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the overall approach would be for an individual who had
demonstrated a deficiency that was of concern to the
utility, he would go to an accelerated retraining
program before he resumed watch-standing, but he would
not be required to take a new NRC requalification
examination.

I vould be hesitant to that if everybedy at a
utility failed the NRC requalification exam, ihen there
might be an additional exam administered, ani there may
be some deficiencies identified in the program.

MR. WARD: Thank you.

Go ahead, ¥r Shean.

MR. SHEAN: The last item on the problem of
scheduling and planning is the idea that since the Three
Mile Islani accident, and other imposed actions that we
must take, we fini that the need for reactor operators,
particularly the senior reactor operators, has just
expanded tr2m2nioasly.

For example, the I.C.1 requirement to rewrite
emergency procedures truly requires the senior reactor
operator to be able to give the operations input
necessary tc make those worthwhile. The training staff
itself, as I know in my own case, have with dravn from a
tve senior reactor-operator operations to five, with

additions requir21 with the advent of my simulator
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training process. On my staff, I have more senior
reactor cperators on my training staff than some of the
operating shifts.

The shift engineer process, if it goes to its
full fruition, will require at least, I believe, a
senior reactor operator license. This is a goal that we
have set for ourselves at our utility for our shift
engineer.

You go on with the other activities that are
happening in the industry, such as the Institute of
Nuclear Power Operations requiring support, consultants
in the training area and other areas, draving these
individuals away from utilitiss to provide support in
starting up newv plants.

New Plants, themselves, pirating individuals
because they must have certain levels of experience on
their staff to get their coperating license.

At the same time, w2 are trying to seek higher
levels of shift staffing by means of additional shifts
to handle the training reguirements and other overtime
linitations, we have been trying to do a six-shift
rotation, as opposed to a five or a four-shift
rotation.

This, in our mind, has become absclutely

essential. In our plan to address addiitional staffing,
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ve have taken that a cornerstone of our plan, to
maintain a six-shift operation, so that we can handle
the additional requirements.

The NRC staff itself, I beiieve, is a true
example of the shortaje of gualified individuals at the
present time.. I believe they have not been able to
totally staff their own organizations. I don't have the
actual numbers on that, but perhaps you can ask the
staff if they have the numbers.

So idea, in the aftermath of TMI, the need is
becoming tremendously large and our training progranms
are trying their best to meet these needs, but ve are
having difficulties, and all of these items are trying
to pull away from and impede the possibility of
attaining the goals that they are trying to lay in front
of us with this proposal.

The last item is the safety implications, and
I hinted at those somewhat in my discussion to this
point. If this rule were to go into place with the
limitations that they propose, ve would find, as wve
already are finding, that there is a dilution of our
experience level at each of the utilities. The people
that we usad to have vho started the plants up, no
longer exist because they have been wooed away to other

plants or are regquired to do other activities.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345




10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

23

24

25

94

We are also finding that because of this
movement and because we have to upgrade people faster to
the SRO level, that in all positions we find new people
filling those positions. Former ROs are now SROs.
Former auxiliary operators are now reactor operators.
AOs that just came in the door are now performing
auxiliary operator functions.

So even thcugh the experience level of some of
these people may be the same ones that we have had
already, they acre now in nev and unfamiliar positions,
and, therefore, attempting to learn those positions,
even though we have proviied training.

This situation is the idea that you put more
pecple on shift, but all of a sudden your ability to pay
absolute attention to what is going on in the control
room starts to diminish.

If you take threse operators on shift, the
possibility of two or more people going into a
conversation is four, and if you add one more person,
the combination goes up to 11, the possibilty of two or
more people engaging in some sort of conversation or
discussion. Those types of things can detract from the
very attention level that was input into the system by
continuous, on-going control of the operation.

¥Re WARD: They might evan be talking about
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vhat is going on in the plant. You might have 11
convaersatisns about the plant.

YR. SHEAN: I believe that one of the problems
that did come out of TMI, after the accident itself, it
vas not the lack of people in the control, it is the
fact that there were too many people in the control
room.

In fact, they took steps to eliminate people
from the control room by having authority and specific
responsibilities designated, and setting up two other
facilities, the emergency operating facility and the
support facility, off and awvay from the control roonm.

There are some other short-term items that we
should take a look at. If you reguire a person to get a
reactor operator’s license, you are basically telling to
take an examination and pass it. I am not sure that the
examinations at the current time truly represent what a
man needs to know to becom2 an operator.

de have hai that problem on our training staff
in trying to provide gqualified operators and at the time
have th2m pass an examination. If the concern is to get
a license, then the sole effort is to seek a license and
not quality operation.

Another involved in that idea is the fact that

if you cram information in someone’s, it is a fairly
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common educational theory that if you cram for an
examination, you may pass the examination, but what ycu
retain is probadly nothing or very little. You would
have gotten more retention if you had a longer period of
time to slowly absorb, and completely engrain it into
your way of operation.

50 in the short term those two last items tend
to cause r2actions which may not be favorable for
safety, as wvell as tha other things we have discussed.

In summary, the items that ve are concerned
with, we find that thers is no justification that has
been shown for this rule. There are studies in place
which could show this, if we waited long enough to see
theme.

Secondly, there has been a distinct lack of
cocordination in all the different areas associated with
thi problem. We should have a consolidated, unified
plan, such as 82-111, to address these in a coordinated
manner.

Lastly, ve should carefully take a look at the
results of trying to impose this kind of requirement in
such a short period of time.

This is the general cpinion on this particular
rule. I am prepared at this time to discuss the kinds

of problems that 3 single utility, my own company, is
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having in planning and getting ready for the
iupleméntation o€ this kind cf a rule.

MR. REMICK: I have a question about your last
comment about insufficient time to prepare. How do you
address the fact that 0737 had recommended this by July
1, 1982.

MR. SHEAN: And it recommended the non-plant
specific simulator examination also.

MR. REMICK: So you 4idn't think that 0737 wvas
something that you should address?

MR. SHEAN: We have been trying to address
this problem continuously. Because of these other
influences that are coming along, which pull away from
these activities, ve have rade a good effort to meet
that. We found in most cases that we llave made good
progress, but also we have been torn apart.

I can quote from my plant. This year alone,
we had six experienced shift supervisors, and ve lost
three within three weeks, two of them to go to
California to start up a newv plant six times as big as
ours.

MR. REMICK: It is the reason, in the case of
your own plant, that you were unable to meet the July 1,
1982, date, because of loss of people. But you were

trying to gear up to the SROs.
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MR. SHEANs I don't think there is a plant I

am avare of throujhout the United States that has not
made some modest effort to try to increase the number of
operatdrs that they have on shift because, practically
speaking, the operators right now have us whare they
wvant us because there is a supply and demand situation.
They are the supplier, ani? there is no other
alternative.

As in our case, we had to do some serious
readjustment. We lost our six-shift rotation when these
three individuals, and ve had to go down to a five-shift
temporarily because there was no one there.

MR. REMICK: Did you give, at your plant, a
higher priority to> six shifts than having two SROs on
one shift?

MR. SHEAN: When I am subject to 20 percent of
my operators being tested on an annual basis, the six
shifts are essential to me because that will help me
more than having people go off their license. So I have
a personal interest in the people have in my plant, I
vant those people to keep their job and continue to be
able to be productive.

That is one of the things that we have not
really mentioned. There are some human factors here.

We have been bouncing these operators around vigorously
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one way ani then the other, t2lliny them that they have
to have a college degree, and then that they don't have
to have a college degree; they have t> go to the
simulator and leave their family, and then, no, they
don't have to go to the simulator and leave their
family. We have not treated them personally, ani that
is vwhy some of those pecple left. Some even left the
industry. We had one operator who is now a lobsterman.

MR. LEWIS: It is a bad time to go into that
business.

“R. SHEAN: This is the kind of real problenm
they face. If we had some time, I would like to some of
the problems that are particular to my plant, because I
think they illustrate some of the struggles that other
utilities have in good faith experienced in trying to
address these kinds of issues.

MR. WARD: We would like to 40 that, but I
think Mr. Schrock has some comment he would like to
make.

MR. SCHROCX: 1In the case of Kewaunee, wve
initially took exception to the second SRO in the fall
of 1979. We did receive a response from the staff on
that. So in the Spring of 1980, we decided to go ahead
and try to implement this. We went on a campaign to

hire people to put through a training program. By the
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fall of 1980, we had people. We started the operator
training program in the Spring of 1981,

Normally, it would take about three-and-a-half
years to license a person that we take right off the
street. In this case, we are doing it in about 15
nonthse. After these people get their ROs, then we place
existing ROs to upgrade to SRO, and then ve promote the
ROs.

MR. WARD: Before you go on, I would like to
clarify something.

At the beginning you said that the specific
objections of the utility wvas the requirement for four
operators on shift. It has not become clear to me how
much of a problem is related to the rule requiring the
four operators, and how much of it is related to the
rule requiring a second SRO.

MR. SHEAN: As a group, ve are opposed to the
fourth operator. In my own personal Maine Yankee
problem, we are nd>t really opposed to a second SRO on
shift. In fact, until Jjust recently, we ncrmally had
tvo SROs and an RO on shift for many reasuns. One, ve
like to hava a bdackup; and secondly, the senior reactor
operator can perform the same functions as our
oparator. So w2 thought that it was a good policy and

good practice to operate to have this additional
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experience on shift.

It is only recently, because of the problems
that we have encountered, that we had to go from that to
a one SRO and RO level. 1In fact, as I said, our
management is not opposed and would like to have that as
a standing operational mode.

MR. WARD: That is interesting. Put the
utility group as a whole hasn't taken that position; is
that right?

MR. SHEAN: Some do and some don't, so I can't
speak for the whole group. Again, I am here only
representing myself, and we are part of that group of
indivijual utilities.

MR. WARD: Why don’t you go ahead.

MR. SHEAN: I think there has be2n some
discussion of wvhat it takes to get to the various levels
of operational staffing. This is a typical example of -
the career pattern that one of our operators would go
through during his career with our company.

You can see, as a person enters at the top, he
has a period of training, and in our case it is anywhere
betveen three and four months of specific classroom
training. Then he has a period of on-the-job training,
and then h2 begins operation as an auxiliary operator.

After that they would spend a year as an AO,
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and then they would go into the control room operator
training course. That program would take anywhere
between -- it is averaging right now ten months. Then
the licensing process, the tasting, the feedback from
the license examination. We count on about a year's
time for that typically.

After that they must spend a minimum of one
year, at leas'!, as a reactor operator before they can be
considered for a senior reactor operator license. At
that time, they would go into a senior reactor operator
program, and go through the testing, and then come on
shift as a senior reactor operator.

So vwe are looking at a minimum, for a person
coming off the street -- we are not talking about an
average individual. We find that we must have at least
a merchant marine background or, better, a Navy-nuclear
background.

Then they come out about five years later with
a reactor operator, and the five-year timeframe is when
get his senior reactor operator's license. After that
he serves a period of time as a senior reactor cperator,
and then, only if he shows the appropriate assets and
capabilities, he is promoted to shift supervisor for the
plant. Again, this is the concept of two SROs on shift,

and one reactor operator.
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The problem we are facing now is very similar
to the analogy of a steampipe. You take a steampipe,
and it springs leaks, and steam is leaked out throughout
the plant. You find that if you have the restriction of
having to have the steampipe filled with appropriate
numnbers of peopls, who are the ones we have to have to
£11]l six shifts and meet the current rule, and the
regquirement that you can’t get from one place to the
other unless you start at the beginning of the pipe and
go to the end, and limitations on time as indicated for
the appropriate training program. If you throw in the
regualification or the potential college requirement on
the outside of the pipe, then all the way along you are
having leaks =pringiny out to meet all these additional
requirements, and these are the requirements that are
being plac=d on us.

The guestion is, how many people do you put in
reasonably to get this constant flow and, hopefully,
provide some experienced people out the bottom here who
can augment your management staff, and maybe, for that
matter, become vice preslident of operations some day.
This is the kind of problem, and this is the kind of
thing that I have had to go to the president of my
company ani1 discuss.

This slide comes from that presentation, to
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try to bring that very gqusstion of how many people do
you put in, and how do you run this kind of pipe with
all these leaks springing ocut at all times.

To meet this requirement, a plan that we came
up with, and I am intentionally going to show you this
slide because it is rather complex and detailed, that is
the kind of plan that implements the kind of concept we
are talking about. I have a chart over here that I
could show you. It is the very same chart that we are
showing up there.

In this chart, you see the timeframe
associated across cthe top, and you are seeing various
inputs, so that you don't have people bunging up your
training staff and also not sitting around losing
interest because they are not moving ahead at a fairly
rapid pace, which seems to be the only assumed thing in
the industry, just move, move, move, and the interaction
that you must have between the various levels.

Each time, you have to go through this level
to feed the training program at this level. After you

gJo to the training 1level here, you may be able to come

down here and cr# 21t e Jown here. Eventually, if you
are lucky, yu: ; *o other activities.

This is the kini of plan ani the kind of
activity that we have to get involved with to meet a
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regquirement of an extra man on shift. This is a
proposed plan to meet this very same goal.

If six months to a year down the pike someone
changes their mind that this is not what the study shows
ve ne~4, what happens to this effort? We rtarted with
real peopl2 in here, and if now all of a sudden we have
got to send them to college, as opposed to this other
activity. This is the kind of problems we face with an
arbitrary decision as to timeframes and regquirements.

MR. DEBONS: May I ask a guestion.

MR. SHEAN: Yes, sir.

MR. DEBONS: I am firing from the hip on this
one, but it doesn't seem that this is a very novel
issue. The military has faced this problem for years.
Have you done any research on this as a backup for your
arguments? The problem is there, as T understand it, it
is just that it 4cesn't seem to be a2 novel one.

MR. SHEAN: I don't claim it to be novel. It
seems that we should consider this when we make
decisions as ve do.

I am the training director for my company. My
president has told me, you have to meet this N
requirement, start planning for it. What do I do? This
{s my way o>f presanting to him the needs that I have in

order to meet his requirement.
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MR. DEBONS: Then I will have to go back to
our own people. Given that this is the particular
experience of the utilities, have the NRC people checked
the research in this to counteract or to sipport this
argument?

I find it very difficult to completely accept
the argument that this is an impossible sitvation. I
understand that it is a very complex one, but I wish I
had some data to support my suspicion that probably
there is some evidence as to how you counter this
cascading problam in personnel management, or personnel
training management. .

MR. SHEAN: T wvant to refrain from saying that
it is impossible, because I can't go to the president of
my company and say that it is impossible. I try to
provide a solution, and the solution is complex. We
have identified quite correctly that it can be done.

The2 question is, I don't in our company see how we can
do it by January 1, 1983, by any means.

MR. DEBONS: 1Is the timing the problem?

MR. SHEAN: I cau <show you this chart here
which is one line from this ove.,all chart. This is the
senior reactor operator chart. In this chart, in blue,
you see the actual manning you woull 2xpect to have at

any particular time. The red is the attrition factor
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vhich ve had to account for in our planning. I have
gone back and gotten the historic information from our
plant to justify our attrition rate.

We must also take into account the historic
failure rates on exams, so we know about how many people
will be added to the staff. We have but so many people

going through the training progranm.
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We have not, unfortunately, considered the
possibility of losing licenses because of
requalifications, and as long as we maintain six shifts
and continue our training program, we don't think we
¥ill. But that is a possibility that has been imposed
upon us ani is now being implemented.

But anyway, this chart shows the line that we
must attain to meet this requirement, and the time
frames based on the input of people in this chart that
we could hopefully attain this level. And you will see,
although w2 may maintain it at a level, say right here,
which is say the '83 time frame, July '83, yes, we'll
have that number.

But before the next program comes up we will
have attrition rates which will drop us from that level
and therefore drop us from six shifts and perhaps even
drop us below five shift rotations before the next class
comes alony. And that class can't start until the
reactor operator program is finished, so we have enough
people to fill the reactor cperator slot to fill the
senior reactor operator slot.

So we have a sawtoothed arrangement here. And
admittedly, this is statistical data that is projected
into the future, but we don't have any other information

to go on.
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MR. FEMICK: Are you addressing means of
addressing the attrition rate, or getting a higher
percentag2 of pe2opl2 to pass the exam through
selectivity, or higher salaries or better working
conditions, professionalism, esprit de corps, things
like this? '

MR. SHEAN: Yes. If I can mention the
attrition rate, I just want to show you the data I used
to project this information. This is our failure rate
information. 1It's in your packat as well.

You will find that we as a utility take
extensive care to screen our people prior to going up
for an examination. You look at the rates we have for
passing the examinations and you'll find they're gquite
good. In fact, we're guite proud of our success on the
examinations, because we screen our people effectively.

We have in fact consultants -- after we have
completely finished with them in our training progranm,
we have consultants who come in and give them a
simulated NRC examination. That's one of the last items
ve look at before we recommend the man for going up for,
examination. In fact, in the RO level you will see we
have attained 100 percent in the last few years by doing
this kind of activity.

At the same tine, we look at the attrition

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

24

25

110

rates. Notice, in the aftermath of TMI there wasn't any
sure idea of what wvas going on so people ware hanging
on, but after all the requirements started comino down
on the heads of our senior reactor operators, then 3 =--
and those three happened to be the most senior
individuals that we lost, unfortunately.

MR. CATION: Six figure salaries in
California?

MR. SHEAN: Tremendous hours, overtime, et
cetera. I wouldn't want the job. Those are the kinds
of things w2 have to 122l with.

When you talk about studies, I didn't do a
complete study of all the industry to find out if this
was a good way of doing it. We took our best shot at it
with the information we had available to us, and ve went
back and 35t the research from our own statistics and
information and tried tc put together a package for the
larger approach. This is just one area that we faced on
the list of items ve talked about.

MR. CATTON: Groups like vour own, you said
you represented 18 utilities?

MR. SHEAN: This is the group we're in right
now, yes.

¥R. CATTON: Are you giving any consideration

to a national academy of some kind or other to train
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your operators? DOE did that.

MR. SHEAN: Locally, for example, my
particular company is part of a Yankee complex of
companies. They have interrelation t» the common
engineering firm, et cetera. We do try tc share some
training experiences ani training courses. Health
physics is an example. Unfortunately, our plants are so
diverse and different that there are always some basic
generic topics, such as thermodynamics, heat transfer,
this sort of thing, and reactor physics, that can bde
taught. And those are, relatively speaking, about a
third at the most of the overall training requirements.
Most of it is the hands-on practical Maine Yankee
information they must knowe.

In fact, my background is in the mechanical
engineering area and I was brought to my company for
that specific reason. My greatest difficulty vas trying
to relate my knowledge to the plant across the street,
not a general plant but the plant across the street
vhich they want to know about.

And the operators are extremely intensely
interested in wvhat the sciences say about Maine Yankee.
They don't care what happens at CE; they don't care what
happens at Westinghouse, or anyplace else. They wvant to

know what happens at Maine Yankee because they are
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responsible for Maine Yankee. That again is my personal
company's situation and it cannot represent any other
company because it's solely been developed for that
purpose.

So that is basically the essence of what I
vanted to say. Again, I don't feel there's a
Justification for the rule. It is untimely and the
imposition of the timing of this thing is going to cause
us a great deal of difficulty, and the complex nature of
all the factors that are beinj thrown at us at one time
should be coordinated into a consolidated unified plan
so we can have one common set of marching orders to go
to a common goal, which is what w2 all wvant.

¥r. Schrock, did you have anything to add?

MR. SCHROCK: No.

MR. WARD: Thank you, Mr. Shean. That's very
helpful.

I think that completes the presentations. Nr.
Knuth, 1id anyone else have anything to say?

(No response.)

MR. WARD: Does the Staff have anything else
they would like to say, or comment on what you have just
heard?

¥R. CROCKER: I have nothinjz.

MR. THOMPSON: I don't have anything

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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specifically. I think we certainly rescognize the
situation they described. It tends to, I think, reflect
the utility's planning when they start2d s2rious efforts
to increase the input level to their training program as
to when they expect to be able to meet the increased
staffing levels. I would say that at least 50 percent
of the utilities are there now, and all of a sudden they
face the same sort of a loss through attrition, moving
on into the utility management.

It kinds of varies. We have those who started
up immediately and those who have waited until we had a
firm requirement before they significantly got their
program ac-el2rat2d, and thers will be different time
frames in each of those cases.

MR. WARD: I guess ¥r. Shean's point on that
was, there may have been utilities who happened to guess
right on the particular point, that this was a
requirement that wvas not going to change. On some other
issue, where there was a tentative requirement in 0737,
do you thiak it is possible that theres would be a
different wvrackup of requirements, that some would have
been convinced that another tentative requirement was
going to end up as a real one and started to move on
it?

For example, you gave the example of the
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simulator exam, which perhaps some utilities tooled up
to live with ani others didn't in terms of what would be
necessary.

MR. THOMPSON: I'm not sure that that is a
true statement. Certainly, for the short run we
eliminated that on non-plant-specific simulators. I
think that issue is still an opsn one with respect to
the question of whether the long-term plant-specific
simulators will be required for examination purposes.

In any event, simulator training is still a
portion of the increased effort that we are supporting
for the operators in supporting the TMI action items.

MR. WARD: Thank you.

Let's see. Before -- Tony, 4id you have a
question?

¥R. DEBONS: I have a question to you, Dave,
if I may. This is for my own education. When is this
rule supposed to be implemented? Is this rule now
current? I'm trying to understand.

MR. WARDs The Staff has proposed =-- the
original proposal is that the rule be implemented the
1st of January --

¥R. DEBONS: The first of January.

MR. WARD: -~ with the flexibility of

permitting exceptions to July, the middle of *83. But
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this is just a Staff proposal.

MR. DEBONS: I see. Well, I think that the =--
this is my own problem that I am trying to grapple with
in terms of providing guidance on this situation. That
is, if wve take a timing factor involved ~-- in other
words, we are now much more flexible in the application
of the rule. I would like to know what the implications
of that flaxibility is.

I am not really sure what the flexibility --
if I vere to recommend, for example, that based upon
vhat I have heard that it is not defensible to have an
implementation date, let's say, on January 1st, 1983,
but that w2 would proj=act that for another year, I'm not
really sure what the implications of that recommendation
is.

In other words, tc he very candid -- at least
I am trying to be candid vwith myself -- intellectually I
cannot cop2 with the tremendous complexity of the issue
here that flows from the NRC side in terms of the sort
of things we were discussing before in terms of the
nature of the competencies, the evidence to support it,
and the operational justification in the field in which
they feel that this rule is impeding --the technical
complexities are too severe for me to come to a

judgment, so I come to a very crude one that says, if ve
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ERP. WARD: Join the crowd.
(Laughter.)

MR. DEBONSs Pardon?

MR. WARDs T said, "join the crowd."
(Laughter.)

MR. DEBONS: 1If we delay this a year, then

vhat are the implications of this, i1f ve delay this two

years

?

Or if you were to say, hey, Mr. Utility, you are

to be sure that you will comply with this rule in 1984,

vhat are the implications for the utility? That is the

sort of thing I'm worried about.

that?

MR. CATTON: Or will they just vait two years?
MR« LEWIS: And with good reasone.

MR. WARD: Mr. Schrock, could you respond to

MR. SCHRCCK: Yes, I could. We currently have

about 15 operators in training with no plant

experience. If the rule goes through, we wvould probably

put all of these people on shift and take out existing

RO's to train them as SRO's. So this would mean that

actually on the pinels we would have inexperienced

people under the supervision of experienced shift

supervisors. If we had more time, we would put these

people on shift as extra people to work with experienced
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operators, to provide them some actual operational
experiance before we put them on the panels.

MR. DEBONS: How much more time?

MR. SCHROCK: We're looking at 1984 as the
proposed date, January 1st, 1984,

YR. DEBONS: Well, if that is 1984, then I
would like to know what the implication of the 1984
implementation date is.

MR. KERSCHOFF: Ellis Merschoff, NRC Staff.

The last handout in my package, which I didn't
discuss, may address that to some degree. It's entitled
"Status, NUREC-0737, Item 1813." We attempted to go
through all of the operating nuclear pover plants and
put them into categories.

The first category of 38 units currently meet
the staffing requirements. Th2 next category state they
ne2d more time. There are 24 units listed there. Some
of them have dates behind them. That can give you some
feel for the additional ones that can meet it.

Then we go on further to the 17 percent with
13 units under the alternative proposals that I
1iscussed.

YR. DEBONS:s Could you give me an idea of what
the implications are for the statement, need more time?

One vear? Is the implication two years? Three years?
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What technical implications come from the timing
factor?

MR. MERSCHOFF: Well, under "need rore time,"
ve put data2s next to most of them. We're talking about
vithin six months more time --

MR. DEBONS: What does that mean in terms of
ocur objective for nuclear safety? What does that mean?
Do2s that mean tha* we are jeopardizing risks here? How
do I judge that? I could say three years. What does
that mean? 1If I say three months, what does it mean?

MR. THOXPSON: That's a difficult area to
Juantify, w2 will 12finit2ly have a2 10 percent reduction
in risk or a 50 percent reduction in risk. It's a
judgment factor that eventually the staffing levels of
utilities need to be increased, and the Commission
looked at this as a recommending following TMI and made
a judgment that we could live until July of '82.

When ths Commission looked at it again in June
of this year, they changed the date to January of '82
because they recognized that there wera those utilities
having difficulty meeting it.

MR. WARD: You mean January of °'83?

MR. THOMPSON: January of *83.

As far as I know, there's no black and white,

on and off answver. If it's a utility that experiences a
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significant incidant, the additional staffing levels may
be there to provide that information that would prevent
that from degrading into a serious accident. If that
doesn 't occur, then the engineering expertise on shift
and the extra SRO on shift is called for by the TNMI
action plan, which may be put to use in other wvays in
increasing the capabilities of the plant to operate
safely and increase its own on-line time, increase the
capabilities of procedures, and enhance those areas that
vere identified.

These individuals would be doing something.
Typically, it's dependent on the utilities to assign the

various responsibilities.
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MR. CATTON: I think you have tc weigh that.
If he has to go ahead straightaway, he's got
inexperienca2d pacple at the control board. I am
surprised that you would do that if you feel that puts
your plant at risk.

MR. SCHROCK: I would like to adiress that.
Our operations superintendent has expressed that as
being one of his major concerns. At Kaewanni we just
came off of a 305-day run and nowv ve're on our second
roughly 157 days. The r2gional inspector said the same
thing. The2 challsnge is going to be to take these new
and experienced people and maintain that excellence in
operation. We won't have any choice, though, if we are
forced to put these people on shift.

MR. CATTON: Have you attempted to make some
sort of a measure of the increased risk as a result of
doing this as an argument for your position?

MR. SCHRCCK: We have already seen an increase
in the number of what we call personnel errors at the
aux operators level. So far, they haven't resulted in
any significant incidants, but I would suspect that if
ve continue to put lesser experienced people on shift,
ve will see an increase in the number of personnel
errors.

KR. WARD: Dr. Remick?
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MR. REFICK:s What is the staff's proposed time
table for coming back to the Commission on this proposed
final rule?

¥R. MERSCHOFF: Originally, at the July
meeting, the Commission requested we put the rule out
for 30-day public comment and get it back to the EDO to
be issued as a final ruls on October 30th. We since
requested and received a 30-day extension to that. We
ar2 sch2dulsd to jet it to the EPO to be forwarded to
the Commission on November 30th, 1982,

MR. REMICK: To the Commission at the end of
November?

MR. MERSCHOFFs Yes, sir.

MR. WARD: Okay. Does anyone els: have any
other questions bafore we go on to the next item?

(No response.)

MR. WARD: The next, we have two choices. ke
can finish up this section of the meeting, in which I
would like to get comments from each of you on what you
think about what you have heard, what you think wve
should be recommending to the full committee. Do you
want to 4o that b2fors or after a break?

¥R. CATTON: Before.

MR. WARD: 1I'va got one vote for before and

one for after.
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MR. LEWIS: After.

MR. WARD: I think I might vote.

MR. LEWIS: 1In that case, I have to make an
11:00 o'clock phone call.

MR. WARD: I would like to get your comments.
As I said earlier, ve will report to the full committee
ca next Friday morning at 10:30. We will have a
one-hour report. Don, ar2 you leaving? I would like to
have next Friday for the full committee some sort of
industry comment on some summary of what we have just
heard. Can you oryanize that?

HR. KLUTH: T have to leave, but yes, sir.

¥R. WARD: That is fine. So let's assume that
at the full committee meeting we will hear about a
half-hour from the staff and 15 minutes from the
industry, maybe a little less than that from the staff,
for a discussion.

Okay, let's go ahead. Jerry, would you like
to lead off? What do you think of what you have heard,
and what do you think we ought to be recomrmending to the
full committee?

MR. BRAY:s I am in sympathy with some of the
things the staff is proposing, the increased talent on
shift and so on, but I must confess I am impressed by

the story we have just heard from the ¥aine Yankee
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representative. I have to concede that there have been
incidents vhere the staff has imposed requirements on
the industry perhaps with a minimum amount of
Justification for it.

T would like to get a better feeling as to the
validity in the opinion of the staff of the claim that
there is -- there are efforts under way both under NRC
auspices and those of the industry the result of which
would provide better justification for this. I think
that is an area that might be valid.

So, at the moment, really, I am in a guandary
as to whethar or not I would say we should recommend to
the committee to approve the schedule arrangement or
plan for taking this to the Commission for
implementation. There is no guestion in my mind but
that concessions should be made to the industry as
necessary as to an implementation date, but there is no
question at all about the need for that.

Obviously, if you stampede these people into
meeting it in the strict sense of a head count, you are
going to degrade the guality of operaticns and their
capability to hanile an emergancy. This makes me very
apprehensive.

So, at the moment, subject to some validation

9f the near range availability, if I can put it that
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way, of better justification, I am inclined to vote for
deferring action until a future date. I don't know how
long that should be, but I think too fregquently this
kind of indictment about staff action has proved to be
true, and I am not sure this isn't another incidence of
that, and at the price of degradation of quality of
operations, I 4o not think we should risk it.

MR. WARD: Okay. Are you saying that the
implementation date should be relaxed?

MR. RAY: There is no question about that.
Yese.

MR. WARD: Or that the requirements should be
further justified before ever being promulgated?

MR. RAY: Well, taking a more logical approach
to presenting my thoughts, as you suggest, one, I think
a deferment of the requirement for better justification
is justified. Two, if a deferment of the ragquirement
cannot be implemented for whatever reason, maybe a
Commission to go ahead regardless, then a justification
of the date for qualification is very definitely
required, in my cpinion, and T would vote for that.

MR. WARD: Thank you, Jerry.

Forrest?

MR. REMICK: Well, first of all, the

Commission approved the issuance of NUREG-0737. Now,
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0737 is on2 of those nebulous documents. It is not a
requirement, so I will call it guidance. In that
document, guidance was given that the Commissior
intended that licensees comply with this by July 1,
1982. This committee had an opportunity to make
comments on 737, the underlying documa2nts. The one that
I scarned through this morning here during our meeting,
I don*t think the committee directly addressed this,
although there was reference by Mr. Merschoff, I
believe, on one committee statement.

The Commission found itself in a position, I
believe, that the thought was that two SRO's should be
on shift. Whether cor not there was adequate research to
back that up, I'm not sure, but that wvas the
Commission®s intent. They found theirselves in the
position where some utilities were complying, others
vere not. The Commission was in a position of, what do
you do about that? Do you reward those who are not
complying 2ven if it is because they are s2cond-guessing
wvhether the Commission is geoing to place this as a
rejuirement?

So, I feel the Commission has basically made
the decision that they are going to make the two SRO's
as a requirement and has ordered the staff to draft a

proposed rule, which has been out for_puhlic comment. I
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think based on public comment, the Commission would
certainly seriously consider or reconsider if there was
adequate justification, but I think the staff has taken
a little bit of the rap here for what the Commission has
almost already decided.

So, from my perspective, let me just
summarize. I think that the two SRO's, I can buy that
as a requirement. The question of implementation is one
that I am inclined to agree with Jerry, it worries me
very much that it might be imposed and ultimately result
perhaps in a plant being shut down when we have no
adequate backup to say that that plant was going to be
so much less safe without twc SRO's.

So, I think my advice would be that the
Commission consider implementation very carefully, using
staff advice for those cases where they think the
utilities really are trying to meet an implementation
date, but perhaps have extenuating circumstances.

So, I say on the two SRO's, I have no problem
vith that being a requirement. As for implementation,
prudence on implementation. Do I make myself clear?

MR. WARD: Yes.

Hal, w2 will come back to youa.

MR. LEWTIS: I have the advantage of not having

heard what 2veryone else said.
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(General laughter.)

MR. LEWIS: I have no objection to the two SRO

requirement, just as I would have no objection to two
captains in the cockpit, which the airlines often do.
It is a nice thinj to have. What troubles me is that
although it is not a zero sum game, it is true that

given anything you do does detract from other things

that you do, the objective is to upgrade the quality of

the plant staff to cope with an accident. It has simply

not been d2monstrated to me, and maybe that is in my

ignorance, that this is a carefully thought out thing in

tha context of what is the likelihocod of the accidents,
vhat do the operators have to do in likely accidents,
vhat does experience show in terms of the number of
operators on 4duty versus the ability to cope with
accidents.

None of those things have really been
demonstratad. The separation of the requirement for
four operators versus the requirement for two SRO's I
don't particularly want to deal with. It is clear that
this is causing some distress to the industry, but I
wvouldn't care at all about that if it wvere really
clearly a contribution to plant safety, and I just have
not seen that.

Now, nobody -- you know, it is true that all
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cf these, the plants that are dealing with this do have

long-time scales associated with them. You have to
begin, you have to> commit yourself 2arly. You have to
get a thing in motion. It is true that there are human
factors, and there ars career plans and cpportunities
and that sort of thing to become involved in them.

But on the other hand, I hate to see us
continue on a track just because we are on the track
without thinking through whether, for example, you know,
Just to pick a completely whimsical suggestion, which I
don't believe, whether instead one should have fewer
operators but hava tham all hive Ph.D.'s. Now, that I
don*t believe is the right way to go, but I don't think
that those comparative analyses of staff or crew
performance in the face of an emergency have been done,
or if they have, they have been well hidden from me.

So, I am nervous about pursuing a track just
because we are on it.

MR. WARD:¢ Ivan?

MR. CATTON: I think I sort of agree with what
is being said. In my view, the new rule just adds one
staff person. I sat in on a lot of meetings that had to
do0 with TMI 2, and I was ther2, and I sort of came to
the conclusion that adding somebody else that knew what

they were doing was a good thing. So, 1 think the
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staffing requirement is a very reasonable cne. T like
the idea of combining the TA with one of the SRO's, the
STA, T think, beingy one of the other parsons. I think
it's an excellent idea.

I became very concerned at Ginna when they
said their STA was a nev hire. 1In fact, they said the
only thing he could do was keep records well of what
they had done. That is an interesting circumstance.

The implementation schedule is something
else. I r2ally think in part the utilities are at fault
because they sit back and wait. On the other hand, to
force them now into meeting this requirement, I don't
think it would be a big gain to do that. I think the
utilitier are justified, and the implementation schedule
should be relaxad.

I also think the utilities should take a good
look at their overall supply in the pipeline, and maybe
get INPO t» start figuring out what they -an 10 about
it.

MR. LEWIS: Could I add one extra comment to
what T said, Dave?

MR. WARD: Sure.

MR. LEWIS: If I tried to put together in my
head what we have learned from the experiasnce of TMI,

vhere everyone agreed that the operators needed
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upjgrading, and what we have learned from the other less
vell publicized accidents which have happened since TNI,
and which have been less well criticized because the
crevws actually handled them pretty well, but there have
been a number of those things, the things that come out
as most important is just what you saii, have somebody
around who really knows what's going on. It doesn't
have tc be seven people who really know what's going on,
but at ieast one person who understanis th2 plant
behavior off normal well enough to do the necessary
diagnosis and prescription writing for coping with
emergency.

I think that it vas that vague feeling that
led to the STA reguirement, and as you recall, people
thought about whether the STA should have a degree in
nuclear enyineering, or a Ph.D., whatever. The real
need was for somebody to be well trained. That makes
sense, because the experience ycu get from functioning
as an operator if you understand the plant is better
than the experience you get if you don't.

But I wonder whathar a track that leads toward
an upgrading in quality of one individual rather than
quantity of individuals meeting a certain minimum
standard isn't better directed towards assuring the

safety of the plant, and that leads to all these other

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

juestions of whether the SRO zan't 3o pee -- forgive me,
to satisfy human needs, which apparently has been
rejected offhand in a discussion of these regquirements.
I am sorry, I spoke too much.

YR. WARD: Tony?

MR. DEBONS: When I wvas listening to Jeremiah
Ray speaking, I was saying, that is exactly what I would
wvant to say, exactly how he said it. I think I probably
can reflect my position by saying there is insufficient
data to support positions of e2ither one of these two
situations, and there are so many guestions that are
literally staggering in order to resolve some of these
questions, such as competency, to justify revision of
examinations, and the role of two people versus one
person in a1 kind of situation like this.

For example, I will take one instance, this
tvo SRO's versus one. What is the data overload in the
situation? Do I know that? Do I know what the data
overload is for a half an hour's sequence, an nour's
sequence, an hour and a half's segquence that would then
in fact enable me to plot the risk's dimens'ons if you
have one parson to deal with the data overlcad, two
persons to deal with the data overload. Maybe you need
three people to deal with the data overload.

The other question would be, given these data,
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can I then increase or improve the data processing
capabilitiass through a computer so that you don't need a
second SRO? I mean, there are all sorts of these
tremendous things.

S50, I come to the conclusion that most of my
colleagues come to right now, that I do not think we are
in a defensible position to ra2commend a rule fo-
implementation at this time, but I certainly wculd go
along with the recommendation that we stipulate a
particular time frame, providing we can in the interim
come up with defensible data to support it.

The othar impression I have is that I have sat
through three or four of these ACRS meetings, and I have
I 2ard the research people talk about their research
program, and no where did T get in that kind of
discussion the kind of problems I have heard this
mornina, and it occurs to me, why wvas that the case?

If ve are going to develop a cohesive position
about this nuclear safety, it seems to me that when ve
are talking about research, the kind of guestions that
surfaced today should also be at the forefront of the
research program, Maybe I was asleep at the time. If
so, I submit my apologies. But I did not hear thenm.

I would recommend that a clear statement be

generated from the discussions today which zlearly
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identify some research questions that have to be probed
and have t> be stadield as soon as possible. That is
what I would reconmend.

MR. WARD: Bob?

MR. CVERBYs Chuck Overby from the Human
Factors Branch, Office of Research.

It vasn't mentioned explicitly today, but it
vas referred to iaplicitly with regard to discussing the
task analysis. As a matter of fact, I believe the INPO
task analysis was referred to as well as the research
task analysis. Both of these programs are ongoing.

They have not yet been fiiished. But they are directed
tovards developing very technical data ve were
discussing with respect to operator gualifications and
control room crev data needs and display and control
relationships.

The point T vant to make is, there is this
ongoing activity, and ve believe it will provide a
substantial technical bas2 for these kinds of
decisions.

MR. RAY: Questions?

MR. WARD: So this might lead to a change. If
the rule is promulgated this year, vwe might get a change
in that rule five years from now on the basis of this

research.
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YR. RAY: Or two years from now. When do you
expect results?

MR. OVERBY: The research task analysis that
is presently ongoing, we are already collecting data
from teo power plants. We expact to have a final report
and deliver the results of the task analysis June of
1683. INPO has completed their survey of PWR plants,
and in December T believe we are going to start the BWR
plants, and next fall they would expect to have
completed their analysis.

MR. LEWIS: Go ahead.

MR. RAY: By the fall of '83, both efforts
would have been consummated into a report of some form?

¥R. OVERBY: Yes, sir, that's correct.
Assuming INPO can take the schedule.

MR. RAY: It would be interesting to have
someone tell us how long thereafter the NRC staff would
have digestad these and come to the conclusion that they
might impose this rule or some other version, or they
might dcop the whole thing. What kini of time lag do
they have there?

MR. THOMPSON: Hugh Thompson, NRC staff.

Right nowv we have a proposal for the program
before the Commission, which would have a July, '84,

time frame for a proposed rule on staffing and
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qualifications.

ER. WARD: A new rule?

MR. THO“PSON: It still would be the same
thing if you got the details completed on that.

¥R« RAYs So roughly speaking, that would be
‘84, you say?

MR. THOWPSON: Right, for a proposed rule.

MR. RAYs You are two years away, really, from
the position, let's say, an updated justification, if I
can be kini1 to evaryboly, for vhat you are trying to do
nov.

MR. THOMPSCN: The technical basis, yes.

MR. GOWERs Clark Gower from the Office of
Research.

I would like to offer a few comments here. I
am a« little concerned about the way the conversation has
trended. I would be very surprised if this research
caused any major changes in the direction of this rule.
I am also a1 littla disturbed by some of the comments
being made about two SRO's in the control room and an
overabundance of people in the control room. I think wve
have lost sight of hovw we got to where ve are.

The intent was to assure that there be a
senior reactor operator in the control room at all

times. You never know when something will break. At
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the same time, it is also recognized that the
intelligence and special expertise of the s2nior reactor
operator is often required elsevhere in the plant. That
is how you result vith this nev rule of regquiring the
presence of two senior reactor operators in the plant.

The intent 1s simply to assure that there is
one in the control room, which is the main place you
need one when problems develop, at all times.

MR. WARDs Thank you. Hal?

MRE. LEWIS:; Just two comments, one in response
to this comment. M¥any people have said you need ore in
the control room at all times, but that doesn’'t make it
any more true. Surely if we wvere to haggle, we would
agree that having one absent from the control room 1
percent of the time does not add very much to the
probability of a major reactor accident. If you gquarrel
vith 1 percent, I could go to a tenth of a percent.
There is certainly nothing magic about being there at
all times.

In the comparable airline case, the captain is
alloved to leave the cockpit. He is not allowed to
leave the airplane, but he is allowed to leave the
cockpit for a good reason, and there are extra
precautions that are taken in the cockpit to mitigate

the loss of sa2curity of the airplane when the captain is
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out of the cockpit.

So, those things are not hard and fast. The
stitement "at all times"™ really does not carry any
safety implication with it. The safety implication is
vhat percentage of the time he should be out of the
control room. That is one point. That is a comment.

Now a2 question. The task analyses that are
being done, whose results I look forward to with great
interest, presumably include both normal operation and
off-normal operation of the plant. In selecting the
off-normal seguences, one looks for crew requirements,
talents, and necessary knowledge. Are the choices of
these taken from the WASH 1400 list, from updated lists,
from other probabilistic analyses on the plant? Where
from?

MR. OVERBYs I can't identify the exact
scenarios, but there are about 23 or 24 scenarios that
are being tested cn simulators at each of the nuclear
plants.

MR. LEWIS: On 3 plant-specific basis?

MR. OVERBY: Yes, they are.

YR. LEWIS: By whom?

MR. OVERBY: We inquire of the plant
themselves what their procedures for the various

scenarios we have identified are, and then the
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contractor, which is General Physics on this, gces in

and advances the actual task analysis data collection
and assures that the procedures that we develop are
consistent with the plant procedures for each of the
scenarios.

MR. LEWIS: I am not so much concerned about
the procedures as the mechanism for selecting which
project2d accidents, because that is vhat ve are talking
about, which projected accidents you think are most
likely and therefore most relsvant to the operator
qualifications.

MR. OVERBY: These have been selected 25 a
representative sample of what ve think are the most
relevant for safety considerations. It includes small
break LOCA ani station blackoute.

MR. LEWIS: The ones that have been most
talked about.

¥R. OVERBY: That is not a bad way to go, bot
that is not exactly probabilistic risk analysis.

MR. GOWER: But you see, the reason that I
don't think the results of this research are going to
affect the decision facing us is that wvhat one wvants
here is th2 speciail expertise and intelligence of that
senior reactor operator in the control room in the event

of difficultiss, unforeseen circumstances.
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These task analyses are not going to shed any
light on how much that could have done or not done
depending o5n his presence there. It has already been
decided that there is a desirability of having the
expertise from a reactor operator and a senior reactor
operator. This rule wve are talkirg about would go one
step further and require that that higher level of
expertise, the senior reactor operator, be in the
control room at all times.

MR. LEWIS: T understand what you are saying,
and let me only reply that if you know what the results
of research will or will not show, we should or should
not be doing research.

ER. GOWER: This research will provide a great
deal of other information. I think it Jjust will not be
particularly specific to this question before us. It
won't give a clear ansver to the juestion wve are
grappling with this morning. I think it will give a
great deal of other information.

MR. LEWIS: T hate to waste time, but if you
say this research wvwill not shed light on this guestion,
presumably it is not directed towvards shedding light on
this question, in which case I have to come back, what
research is directed towards shedding light on this

question?
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“R. OVERBYs I think the task analysis will
shed light on this question to this extent. Pecause of
the nature of some of the off-normal events that ve're
testing and the fact that ve are collecting a time
response, you may find out that if there was not in the
control room a senior r2actor operator, just one, at
that time, that that has an effect cn the performance.

I think again we are talking about
capabilities with two, but in the absence of that
capability, we worry about the station.

MR. DEBONS: But pecformancz has to be =-- you
know, we are at a point where generalities really do not

help very much. It seems to me that we have been

performance, what performance are ve talking about?
That one individual is unable to cope with a cascading
data flow, and consequently their support person? Is it
a question that they are necessary as
cross-communication in this kind of situation wvhere if
on2 makes 31 decision it will be a higher risk? What are
ve talking about in terms of performance?

MR, WARDs I think maybe you missed what Nr.
Gover has been saying. The intent of the rule is not
that ve have two people in the control room. It is to

|
talking about generalities. When we talk about
ensure that a large fraction of the time there was one

|
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SRO in the control room who was gqualified to deal with

data flowv.

KR. LEWIS:s They said all the time.

MR. RAYs: They said all the time.

YR. LEWIS:; They make a big to-do about all
the time and most of the time.

ER. CATTON: One or 2 percent.

MR. WARD: We are not talking about 1 or 2
percent, though. In fact, in most plants where there is
an SRO who is the shift supervisor, he may be out of the
control room a major fraction of the shift.

¥R. RAY: But he is in the plant. He is not
en call some place back home. Fe is in the plant. So,
within a r2asonable period of time, a matter of minutes,
he should be able to be in the control roonm.

MR. CATTON: Jerry, there are also
circumstances like TMI wvhere the SRO was the one who had
to get that pump running again, so there was no SRO in
the control roonm.

MR. RAY: Maybe ve should examine what they
did about getting him into the control room.

MR. LEWISs That 1is right.

MR. RAY: So the modus operandi is perhaps
more important thain the number of people.

¥R. CATTON: That could be.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

23

24

25

1462

MR. WARDs Bob, 40 you still have some
questions?

MR. NERTNEY: I use complicated models to
study these things, but I wvon't bore you with that, It
rexlly comes down te, I think, out in the field, we have
a bunch of people out there, shift supervisors, SRO's,
vhatever label you want to put on them. We wvant control
knobs, and we want to analyze, and we wvant to compare
vith the operational intent and standards, and ve want
them to take propar action.

In that sense, T think we are probably a
little more preasature, if ve are talking about a final
rule that will stand forever, in trying to set up a hard
rule either on staffing or training, and I don‘'t base
that on my own juigment. I base it on the fact that
this research is joing on that we've been talking about,
this job and task analysis.

In terms of the roles of these people ia
making decisions and doing the work, I think there's a
lot to be ilone. Now, we may not change the hierarchy,
but we may change the training and the job descriptions
a great deal as a result f the job and task analysis,
but T do think we probab. are a little premature in
termas of role definition and the relevance to the cycle

that I just talksi about. So, we may be a little
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premature there.

The way I've been looking at this thing is an
interim hardening of the rules, really, to try to get
some definition into the staffing problem. I think my
impression is that there is the good side, which
primarily augments the technical judgment, and I think
in terms of what the NRC people said, they are right on
target in terms of augmenting technical judgment, with
no more than we know about the role definitions. In
other words, we've got to do a lot of technical backup.

On the other side, I think these people are
absolutely right in terms of the problams that are
resulting from the economics of the thing and the talent
pool, and T guess I am sharing what some other people
have said, that that kind of a cost benefit trade is
just too complicated to make in terms of the time I've
had to look at it and in terms of the information that
has been presented here.

So, I guess what I would say in view of the
fact that the goods are, I think, prima facie good even
vithout the technical basis, and the impact here seenms

to be a very, very real impact, I think my

» recommendation would be for this group, at least, to

defer to some compromise between the staff and the

utilities on that time schedule. That's the thing I
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feel. Then, once that is done, then we may, in terms of
the wvay the research is maturing over here, it may give
us a completely different answer on inserting an interinm
hardening >f the rule. If those things start moving
together, it might be a gnod idea to just skip the
interim rule step and just go to the task analysis.

Certainly we will begin to jet preliminary
results back, and I think ve would be better off to
solidify the interim rule down the line. Does that make
sense, gang?

MR. WARDP: I guess I would like to make a
couple of comments. It seems to me that the existing
rule is so far behind present practice and what is
universally ajr221 to be iesirable practice that I
certainly sympathize with the staff and the Commission
that I think they need a newv rule now.

On the basis of that, it does not seem to me
that the research that is going on realistically can be
counted on to impact the rule. That doesn’'t mean the
research should not be going on, and there may be a
threat that when the research is finished, the rule may
be changed again, but I think at the present time the
rule has to be based on best knowledge, which could be
based on the research.

I think that is true in many things other than
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this rule.

I am persuaied by the industry's problems with
the implementation dates as being real, even though
perhaps in some cases they could have started earlier,
but it seems to me there is a real complex and human
problem there. So it seems to me that the dates for
implementation should be relaxed.

I vas struck by the possibility that if the
Jates are relaxed -- we are probably talking about a
year or more -- that there might be some intermediate

position of requiring two SRO's and an RO in the control

room as some intermediate goal for the utilities that
cannot reach the two and two rule because 2f the
practical problems with training -- obtaining pecple and
training them.

I do not know how this will fit in, but I am
certainly also persuaded that having the STA
requirements contained in at least one SRO is the way to
go.

Do we have any other comments on this area
before wve take a break?

(No response.)
MR. WARD: Okay. Thank you all for your
patienc2. Let's zome bazk at about 12:15.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)
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MR. WARD: We will reconvene the meeting.

We have a new subject, and this is review of
the new draft of the staff's integrated human factors
program. Now, 2ach of you received the draft, which the
staff tells me should be regarded 4s the October 6th
draft. There is 1 newvw on2 coming to you right now,
wvhich is the October 15th draft, and I don‘'t necessarily
expect you to react to that right now. It might be
suitable at the end of hearing comments from consultants
and the staff to hear what is different from the Cctober
6th draft.

Fhat I'd like to do now at this part of the
meeting, which is going to be rather unstructured,
perhaps, but if you remember our review of the plan in
September, it resulted in a number of criticisms of the
plan, particularly the written plan, which we expressed
to the staff. They have taken those and, as I said
earlier, other inputs which they received with the
benefit of time, and redrafted the plan.

I theought it was rather markedly improved,
nyself. wWhat I would lik2 to 40 now is =-- but I'm not
sure whether it thoroughly or appropriately has
responded to all of the comments that were made by the
subcommitiee. So, what I would like to do now is to go

around the table, starting with Bob Nertney, and ask for
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your comments on the newv plan, new draft, the October
6th draft, keeping in mind the general problems that the
subcommittee had with th2 earlier 4raft, and then in
particular telling us whether you think the problens
that you yourself recognized in the plan are
appropriately addressed in the new draft.

From all of this input, I hope to have some
sort of a consensus ani a1 report for a1 report to the
full committee. As I said, there will be a report to
the full committe2. In fact, two hours' worth, at B8:;30
next Friday morning, November Sth. We will want to have
about a one~hour summary. The staff has not presented
anything to the full committee on the program plan, so
we will want to have about a one-hour summary of the
plan at that time. That will allow some time for a
subcommittee report and general subcommittee
discussion. All that may result in a letter from the
committee to the Commission.

Okay, let's go ahead. Bob, if you'll tell us
what you think about the new draft.

MR. NERTNEY: Okay. I won't repeat the
comments that appeared in the literature that wvas
distributed to us. I think I agree with most of those.
I think it's a 3024 plan, myself. In terms of its

stated purpose, that is, to determine the purpose of the
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human factors projyram plan, t> determine the appropriate
NRC role in assuring proper conciderations, et cetera,
really, given this and the additional material in the
program, I really think the proof is going to be in the
way the staff really conducts their affairs, that ve
really and truly keep these things cooriinatedi.

I still have a little concern because of
divisions of responsibility over here that somebody
begins to work up a human factor related plar in the
mechanical area, and someone else is working in the
training area, ani it doesn’'t mesh. It is going to be a
devilishly hard coordination job, but I think the issues
that are defined are ptoper, and I am comfortable with
the method of approach, ra2cognizing that ve are s+till
new end2ugh in this game that there will have to be a lot
of revisions.

Really, I see the main problem now as a
coordination problem, two coordination problems. One is
keeping th2 human factors work coordinated, and the
other is the problem that we are running into this
morning, where we have got regulatory material flowing,
and the tachnical support backup coming out two years
later, and of course there is no way wve could avoid that
in the past, but in the futur=s, I think that is going te

be an important thing.
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So, my reaction is favorable.

¥R. WARD: Okay. The particular points that
you addressed in your report you think are pretty
adequately addressed, Bob?

MR. NERTNEY: I think so. Now, the one thing
that I tend to hang on is models, little stick man
models or something that says this is what we are doing
with the operators. I am assuming that you really can't
coordinate unless you do something like that.

T guess if I would look for a soft spot, the
soft spot in the general area, I think I saw back in
research, wvhere this person wve're looking at that's
actually doing the hands on work with the technical
people backing him up, the model that describes the way
that he is manipulat~d by the system, and I don't really
see a model like that.

I have not seen a model like that. And the
coordinating material here, of course, is really on test
coordination, not so much technical contenut
coordination. But I guess I 4id not see anybody that
vas really wvorking at this idea of tying it all
together, s> that we get consistent regulatory material
related to procedures, to staffing, to training, so that
it all fits together all the way through.

MR. WARD: Okay. Tony?
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MR. LEBONS: If you recall in my comments I
didn't have very much of a strong sbjectiosn to the
original document. I know that there were some
editorial problems with it, some organizational problems
with the initial draft, but initially my reaction wasn't
that unfavorable.

I think =- you see, I see the problem in
perhaps a slightly different way. I see the human
factors problem as being a problem which is subordinate
to the information system problem, which is a different
problem and has a greater priority in my mind than the
human factors problem. Let me see if I can explain
that.

It is the information system that drives the
environment. That means that -- What do I mean by *he
information system? Well, i{f I could just go into a
mini statement here, 2 mini lacture, an information
system includes the classification of events, the
categorization of events, the sensing systems that pick
up these events, the transmission components that
transait this to the processing element, which could be
human or a computer. It could be the dacision elements
of the decision-maker who is faced with data that he or
she in fact has to respond to the events, and the way

that these particular decisions are communicated among
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the various elements.

That is the overall systems problem. I have
had one student at my university plot the entire data
flov throuzhout the system. It is not complete yet, but
it is beiny done by him, given the nine official
docurents that ve have had here. I have asked the
student to actually piot the nature of the
classifjcation of events, the language used in the
events, the sensing system that picks up these events,
and so on.

Based on that analysis, it seems to me I could
then understand the human factors problem. So, I see no
problem with the human factors element as I see it here,
but I need preliminary data concerning the information
problem before I can make judgments on this. That is
vhere I stand.

Number One, T didn't have much objection to
it. Number Two, I think the information system orobleam
precedes it. And Number Three, based upon the
information systems, I could then make the appropriate
assessment about the human factors problenm.

I mad2 the statement that there prchably is
not enough emphasis and priority given to a very
critical assessment of the Rasmussen model and the

cognitive processes that are involved, which I feel are
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very, ve'y crucial to this situation.

MR. WARD: Let me ask ycu, Tony, the
information systems problem, you are expressing that as
a2 problem you have got. You want to get a better
understanding of the information flow so that you can
understand the human factors problem. But it seems to
me that must be a problem. Is the staff, is the
industry dealing appropriately with the informatien
systems? Should it be?

“R. DEBONSs It should be, but it has not, in
my view. In other vords, they have precluded the
information systems analysis and have paid attention to
the human factors problem. I am saying, before you can
actually anderstand the human factors problem, you have
to in fact understand the information problem, the CQ
problem. It is one of thase concepts that does not come
to most people readily, but the whole nuclear plant
actually, the thing that runs the whole nuclear plant is
the information system, of which th2 human faztor aspect
is only engineering to ensure the facilitation of the
information system, and not conversely.

In other words, what we are looking at is
fixing up the kitchen before we can understand wvhat the
kitchen is for or what happens in the kitchen. That

might be a task analysis, but what I'm saying is, the
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task analysis should uot be focusing on the sink or the
stove, and so forth and so on, and vhat does the wife do
if ther2 is a slijht fire in the kitchen, and so forth.

What I am saying is, those problems are
secondary t> the issue as to what events are likely to
happen in that kitchen, how do we talk about them, how
can we pick them up, how can wve process them, all of
that. That's the information system problsm, ani that's
a crucial problem, and ve've been addressing the human
factors problem, but when I see the human factors
addressed, yes, they are complex, but I think in m;, icw
they are relatively manageable, but we may in fact bde
amiss if we don't understand the information system
problem.

That's the reason why I wvas asking before what
happens when you have an overload of data wvhen you have
this person. Who is going to process this? What sort
of decisions are 30ing to te likely to be made if it's
one person, two persons? Is the second person going to
augment th2 data processing? Why not have a computer
that could do that?

You see, you cannot answer the human fzactors
problems until you get a firm grasp on the information
problem. And mind you, I have been stressing all along

there is a big difference between data and information.
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MR. RAY: Could I add something?

MR. NERTNEY: We may have a definition
problem, because in mv viev, it does incluce the total
information systanm.

MR. DEBONS: Only at the utilization level,
not at the other levels.

MR. RAY: I think I can understand your point,
but it depends on the answer to this question. Are you
saying ve haven't paid enough attention to the menu that
is going to be served from the kitchen?

MR. DEBONS: That is part of the problem. The
menus have to be related to -~

MR. RAY: What is needed.

Mk. DEBONS: The menu has to be related to how
ve label the dishes. You know, the plates. And wvhat
happens.

MR. RAY: So you can recognize what's being
served.

MR. DEBONS: That's it. It is an infinitely
more complex problem, but the human factors is
predicated on it. When the human factors people talk
about information processing as such, they are talking
about it at the utilization level, and they are not
talking about it from a whole systems point of view.

It is the CQ problem all the way down the
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line. This is a beautiful environment for unierstanding
CQ right here. And CQ is not only human factors.

MR. CATTON: What is it? Commani zontrol?

MR. DEBONS: Command control communications.
Communications involves the kind of signals that are
received through radar, the way you label these signals
on radar, what kind of cables you use to transmit, the
satellites that might transmit this. It is an
infinitely more complex problem than simply providing
menus for decisions. That's what I've been stressing
all along.

MR. WARD: I am having trouble coming to grips
vith what you are saying.

MR. DEBONS: For example, you could provide
the President of the United States with a very, very
beautiful telephon2 system. You coull provide him with
an excellent resolution TV in his room. You can provide
him with Ta2lenet and everything elss. But that is only
one component. Where is he getting the signals from?
How are the signals being classified? By classify, I
don't mean intelligence. How are they being actually
categorized? How are they being identified? 1Is the
language a limitation in the classification and
categorization of those signals?

If you have, for example, a faulty valve, how
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should you talk about a faulty valve in order to be
correspandingly effective in terms of its being
representai at th2 utilization level?

It is an extremely complex sort of thing. The
first thing you have to do is say, here are the events.
Who is going to pick up the events? Are humans going to
pick up the event, or is the sensor geing to pick up the
event? Well, there are differences in sensors picking
up an event and humans picking up an event. Khat are
the limitations of sensors and humans, and so forth and
so on, all down the line.

Then, once you have determined the limitations
of the various componants, then you can ask yourself the
gquestion, how can wve optimize the function of these
particular elements in the overall objective of the
system, and that is in this case to prevent a nuclear
accident. It is a much more complicated problem than is
reprecanted by 1oilars and fijures and what have you.
The control aspect is only one small element of it.

MR. WARD: I think maybe ve need a seminar.

It might be interesting when your student completes his
data flow analysis.

MR. DEBONS: He is doing his dissertation on
that, as a mattar of fact.

MR. WARD: So you will share that with us?
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MR. DEBONS: Oh, sure.

MR. CATTOR: Maybe he could come in here and
give us a seminar.

¥MR. DEBONS: He would be delighted to.

MR. BAY: T think we could very wvell use
perspective on that.

MR. DEBONS: This student, incidentally, has
vorked at Bell Labs, and came to us as a graduate
student for his 41o5ztorate. He is doing this analysis.

MR. WARD: What sort of schedule are you on?

MR. DEBONS: Oh, about six to twelve months.

MR. WARD: So ycu don't think it will impact
the staffing rule?

MR. DEBONS: No, I den't think it will impact
the staffing rule.

(General laughter.)

MR. WARD: Thanks, Tony.

Ivan?

MR. CATTON: I have several comments. I think
first the integration with organizations outside of NRC,
in many cases they were mentioned, but it really didn't
indicate how they vere going to integrate.

o give an example, in the thermal hydraulics
area, there are lots of joint.ptoqrals, EPRI/NRC

NRC/EPRI, and some other small companies. This has been
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very effective in transmitting information back and
forth. I would have felt better if they had said wvhat
they vere joing t> 4o in that respect. Now that I know
vhat JTA means, I can take a question mark out of the
middle of my notes.

MR. RAY: What does it mean?

MR. CATTON: I wrots it down. Job task
assessment. You didn't know either?

(General laughter.)

RE. RAYs I thought you were referring to the
analyses that the research was directed towards.

MR. CATTON: In reading through, I noticed the
NRC has plans to 1evelop a training program for
prospective plant managers. If NRC thinks it is going
to do that, I think it is deluded. I really have
nothing more to say about that.

There was discussion of a human factors review
groupe I think the makesup of the human fa-tors review
group is very important, and it should include people
from industry as well as academia and NRC. Reading
through it, it looked to me like it was only NRC
people. It should broaden itself, and it should try to
get people who ar2 somewhat negative about what they are
trying to do. I think it is very effectise when you

have somebody reviewing your work who really starts out
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as a disbeliever, and maybe somebody from Cntario Hydro
vould make a good contribution, or Duke Power. I think
they both have pretty good programs.

This could become an arena for the overall
integration of the programs within NRC and industry. I
vas very pleased to see that the maintenance area is now
called out clearly in the report. I think that's a very
important eslement.

I have to admit, I probably didn't read this
version as well as I read the previous version, but I
still think that one thing that would be very helpful
vould be if the day to day people within NRC had an
appreciation for human factors, so that wh2n the IEE
inspector is walking though and there's a valve on the
back side of something, he will comment on it so that
maybe it could get changed. I don‘'t see any way that
thing is going to happen as a result of what I read in
this reporte.

Another thing I noticed that was very lacking,
or was lacking, was any attempt to try to attempt what
the operator really ought to know. Let me try to
distinguish what I'm thinking about from what is called
job task assessment. EPRI ran studies where they used a
simulator. They ran groups through it, and they found

some dii bstt2ar than others. When th2y tried to get a
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feeling for why some did better than others, they found
that thos2 who hai i perception of thair system that was
closer to what it really was did better in controlling
different incidents.

This 2ets down to, gee, do you just train a
person, or do you try to train him in a way that ne
understands some of the tnings that underly what makes
his system work? I don't see that interest anywhere
vithin the document. I may have just missed it.

MR. WARD: I guess I woul? invite all of you
to comment on each other's comments as we go alonge.

MR« CATTON: You mean, I'm going to comment on
ycur comments?

(General laughter.)

MR. THOMPSON: If you are going to open it up.
I @ill provida a zomment or two.

First, on the human factors review group, I
think you should notice that the Advisory Committee Act
does give some restraints to that, but I think it's a
comment which we could certazinly evaluate. We set up a
peer panel, and w2 had individiuals from the FAA and
other organizations who clearly had a disinterest in the
program, to review that, to provide comments.

With respect to --

MR. WARD: I notice that your four months'
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revievs were going to include reviews of the irdustry
programs.

MR. THOMPSON: That's correct. We were
clearly planning to have input from all those who had
active programs ongoing, whether it's INPO, EPRI, DOE,
those related individual efforts. We wanted to make
sure those were clearly incorporated, and that those
individuals vere aware of how the program was
progressing.

MR. WARD: Wculd those reviews be the primary
input for your review panel, or are they more apt to
be =--

MR. THOMPSON: It would be each individual

branch chizf, both in research and NBR keeping up to

date more freguently with the third or fourth meetings

that wve talked about.

MR« CATTON: This has been very effective
vhere the person who has head2d up the review group has
been from R he was not necessarily one of the
ones that was in the program itself, and he would wvwrite
up the results >f the ra2viawv group. I think it has been
very effective, somewvhat disconcerting to some of the
contractors, but it has been very effective.

MR. WARD:s So your point was that somebody

from another branch of the NRC should be in the review
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group?

MR. CATTON: I should think somebody from
INPO, maybe even scmebody from Ontario Hydro, because
there they have a little different idea about how things
should be ione. MYaybe somebody from Duke Power, EPRI,
as wvell as your own people, and maybe some people from
the universities.

MR. THOMPSON: Right now, ve meet
periodically, about every six to eight weeks, and go
ovar programs, ani we are2 obviously doing that in a more
structured, formal way of doing that. I would have no
difficulty vith having those individuals there to
participate and provide comments. I think it is more of
the actual structure of the organization, whether it
gives a'".ce to the EDO on the programmatiz changes, as
to vhether we have some procedural trappings that we
must be careful t> avoid, but certainly from the aspect
of interfacing and ensuring they are current on what we
are doing and they are doing and our programs are
meshing, that is what ve intend. We had not thought of
Ontario Hydro, actually.

On the second point, the comment that there
seems to be no effort made to determine what the
operators really ought toc know, I guess maybe the level

of detail in the program is not at the level that that
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specific aspect is called out, but the entire training
program effort, as well as the job task analysis, is
aimed at having an effective training program teaching
the operators what they ought to know from an
operational viespoint.

¥R. CATTON: I think that's what I'm getting
at, and again, maybe it's just in part I don't

understand the language, but when you can train people

to do things by rote, or you can teach them the physical

processes that underlie, and then teach them a little
less than rote, I have a preference, but I don'%t know
which one is the best one.

I don't see anywhere where you are trying to
figure these things out.

“R. THOMPSON: I think that's what the
training program element itself is geared to, and the
entire effort.

MR. CATTON: The only way I can see that you
can really do that is to somehov get crews from
different places that are run differently, and see how
wvell they perform. I am not sure that's the way to do
it, either.,

MR. THOMPSCN: I think we were going to make
an effort at establishing a more functional evaluation

of the crews' operational capabilities rather than
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saying you have t> have 60 hours of training in systems
performance. It was having the utility identify what
the operators needed to know about the system
performance and gear the training program toward that
aspect, as oppos2i to a training program that was geared
to providing information.

MR. CATTON: When you ask the utility, what
does a person need to know, I suspect you could get 50
or 60 different ansvers to that guestion. I really
think the utilitiss' viaw is pretty much training like a
soldier charging up the hiil. I'm not sure that's a
proper way to train your operators. If you are just
going to ask the utilities, you are just geing to get
cne view.

MR. THOMPSON: I think the approach ve're
taking is a bit broader than that. It is a combination
of taking the job task analysis that INPO is doing,
making it plant-specific with respect to a planning
approach that emphasizes the functional knowledge as
opposed to how many classroom hours wve had.

Maybe we need to discuss this in some other
detail with our training folks. Unfortunately, we've
got a different group here today.

R. CATTON: Maybe I should read your report a

little more carefully.
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MR. DEBONS: Could I comment on Ivan's

gquestion?

MR. WARDs Certainly.

MR. DEBONS: We are going to deal with
information needs specifically. It is not sufficient if

ve ask Ivan's guestion about which is better for doing a
particular function, rote, memory, or vhatever. The
critical issue is not the knowledge requirement, that
is, what do I need to know about how many people are in
the street right now, but rather, what am I going to do
with that bit of knowledge? That is the crucial
question,

If, for example, the individual has to
understand the relationship about how many people are in
the street in r2lationship to a fire situation, he has
to understand that, so the information need is not that
there are people or there are fires. The thing is, wvhat
is he going to 40 in relationship to the p2ople and the
fires? 1In other words, are you really addressing the
whole issu2 of cojnitive resquirements, wvhizh are the
crucial dinensions of the task performance, not the
avareness.

The issue is not that there is a breakdown in
a valve, but what does the breakdown in the valve mean

in relationship to the total situation that is
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occurring. That is the cognitive requirement. Now,
where in the constellation of your thinking is that
particular issue being addressed?

MR. THOYPSON: It is being addressed, I think,
in a couple of areas. One is in the procedures and
training -~ in the procedures upgrade and testing. “hat
is, once the information is presented to the operators,
vhat are the procedures he uses to keep the plant in a
safe condition? What actions does he need to take? How
is that information presented to him? Is it an event
basis? 1Is it a system functional base? As well as how
that information interfaces with th2 managing of the
control room. How is that information displayed to
him? 1Is it there where he can recognize it? Is there
information overload that looks at the alarm functions?
And then, as that kind of ties back into training, those
are the procedures he is going to use, this is the
information where it is going to be presented. How has
he been trained?

MR. DEBONS: 1Is there a clear recognition that
trying to understand a bit of data is different from
analyzing iata?

MR. THOMPSON: I want to say yes, but there
must be something more to the guestion.

MR. DEBONS: You see, comprehension and
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analysis are tvo different funtions. If the regquirement
on the control situation is analysis, and the only wvay
we are looking at the human factors problem is that the
individual has to understand it, then obviously the
requirement will not be satisfied. They are different
intellectual activities that are rejuired. We need to
unde:-stand that given a particular task, the
intellectual reguirements are different to this extent,
and consequently we are going to train the individual or
we are going to engineer the environment so that that
intellectual function is satisfied.

Do you fecllow what I am trying to say?

MR. THOMPSON: I follow that, but I think part
of this effort, you tend to look at kind of a future
looking aspact, where we are looking at the advanced
control rooms as opposed to facing reality that we do
vith a number of these control rooms. You may come out
vith an entirely different animal when you start with a
clean slate of paper than what wve are now working with.

MR. CATTON: You know, now freguently one cof
the biggest problems is the recognition. He has pieces
of information. He has to sort it, see what he's got,
and then decide what he is going to do.

MR, DEBONSs Yes. The awvareness need is

obviously satisfied by human factors, but I'm not sure
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the analysis need is satisfied.

MR+ CATION: The wvay the present plants are
built, he has to understand what he sees on the board
before he knows what to do.

MR. DEBONS: Right.

MR. CATTON: That's the thing I'm driving at.
What do you do with this person so that he can best
understand that? And I am not sure the present training
programs do it.

MR. DEBO“Ss Exactly.

MR. BOOHER: This came from the NRC. As far
as the training program, from what I understandi, we are
looking very closely at the ISE approach that considers
task analysis, job analysis as your basic Jata from
wvhich there is a systematic employee look at the type of
media, the type of presentations that would be used,
depending on the information needs, et cetera, et
cetera, or whether or rot you had a simulator, how many
tines you need to practice in it.

This approach is wvhat is attempted to be
reflected in the program plan. We are currently
developing a detailed implementation plan to back this
up, but I would hope that we are addressing your
concerns in this area.

MR. CATTON: Maybe I don't understand really
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what ycu're telling me. Maybe if I give you an example,

you can tell me yes or no. Are you familiar with the

EPRI program that was run at SNUPPS?

¥R. BOOHER: No. Not presently.

MR. CATTONs Gee, I would think you would be.

MR. WARD: Give him a chance. He just got
it.

MR. CATTON: This is an industrial program.
The reports have been out for a long time. It was done

by Alex Long. Do you know him?

MR. BOOHER: No.

MR. CATTON: He ran a series of crews through
the simulator. They put up several different kinds of
events that they went through. They tried to figure
out, gee, this group did better than that jroup, why,
and they came to some conclusions.

One of the conclusions that they came to =--
and by ths way, Alex Long started out by wanting to do
disturbance analysis in the control room, and was very
upset by the fact that it's an impossible task. The
operators couldn't handle it. .One of the conclusions
thay came to was, if they understood what a heat balance
vas -- by that I mean steam generators, vessels, where
things vere going =-- they could find a path from where

they were at to ending the event much bettar than the
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person who just knew that there were pumps and steanm
generators and vessels, even though thay were both
equally well trained.

To me, there is a message there. I would like
to see that message pursued. Maybe I am missing
something in that sometimes I don't understand the
languag2 to describe what you want to do. Maybe I

missed the point.
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MR. WARDs 1Ivan, can I comment on that? I‘'ve
heard a little bit about that, too. It sounds great and
Yyou can really got a massive i1ata base built on that
sort of experimentation, which would probably be very
valuable.

But I got the impression that even the people
involved with it guestion the practicality of it. It's
a very expensive wvay to get data. Let me ask you, for
example, how do you decide which operator, in making
this correlation, has an understanding of the thermal
process? His grade on an exam? They all had some
understanding of it, so he must have separated thenm.

MR. CATTON: I'm not really sure how he was
able to get to that conclusion. But Alex is pretty
strong about it. As a1 matter of fact, when he was here
I asked him the same gquestion so you guys would hear the
ansver.

MR. WARD: What guestion?

MR. CATTON: About how do you want to think
about your system. You can think about it in terms of
pumps connected to pipes, that are connected to vessels,
and so forth, or you can think about it in terms of a
mass balance, heat balance system that you somehow have
to keep working. It's a Aifferent kind of thinking.

MR. DEBONS: Absolutely, absolutely.
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¥R. WARD: I agree with that. It sounds very
rational ani avarything.

MR. CATTONs: It may be nonsense when you try
to implement it.

“R. WARD: Rhen you're doing an experiment
with tvo different crews on the simulator, how do you
decide which crew is looking at things this way and
vhich crew is looking at things in a less analytical
way?

MR. CATTON: I suspect they had some kind of a
test, or even talked to them about what they thought was
happening. Some of the crews never did figure out the
situation that was put in front of them. There was a
tremendous variation. I think there is something to
vhat they are doing at the front end when they get this
guy ready.

MR. RAY: Would knowledge of what went into
their training program respectively help you
characterize what Dave is concerned with?

MR. CATTON: I woull think so. Somebody is
surely going to have to do it, and it’'s not going to be
cheap. But is it going to be more expensive than not
deing it and winding up sorry?

MR. RAY: Would the billion dollar debit go on

your hands?
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MR. WARDs Forrest, do you have any comments
you'd like to make?

MR. REMICK: Just a very few. I did not
participate in the earlier review and, knowing that as a
result of that there would be a revision, I didn't even
read the first version. I concentrated on reading the
ccmments that the Committee and the consultants made to
th2 Staff, and than r2ai the October 6th version.

It seemed to me that the Staff was quite
responsive, as best I could tell, to many of those
comments. I found that it was readable and
understandable. It seems to me this has to be a living
document that will chang2 at least yearly. I agree with
Bob Nertney that coordination of all the effort is going
to be extremely important. Of course, that's a problem
the Staff faces with different offices and doing a
multidisciplinary type program. They face that all the
time.

But I think it's certainly extremely important
in this case, being on top as research comes in. Tieing
it together and s> forth is going to be a tough job for
the Staff. There is one aspect of it. As I read it and
saw all the research that is being done and needs to be
done, a question came to my mind: Who is going to be

doing this research?
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I wvould hope that the Staff would break away
from the J2neral nold of, beciuse it is easier to
contract with national laboratories -- it seems like
some of these things, when we get into validation of
exams and exam contents and processes, there is other
expertise. I don't say this because I come from a
university, but at least the universities and other
places. I would hope the Staff would tap the best
possible expertise in some of these areas, instead of
going the usual route, instead of going to naticnal
laboratories.

That's the word I would have. I think it's
important to get people extremely knowledgeable in this
area, and I think it's a goecd opportunity to do that and
I hope the Staff will take advantage of the oppertunity,
because then you have the same people doing the same
things. W2 need newv thinking.

YR. WARD: I think that is an important
comment. I don't think you wvere here when we had sonme
comment from Gabe Salvende on that. He had sort of an
interesting -- I thought it was an interesting comment.
He said one2 reason that perhaps research in this area is
not being placed at the universities is it's really kind
of applied research. It is not of a very funiamental

nature and really the sort of thing that universities

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE.. SW._, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

174




10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

175

are interested in doing. So the Staff might have a
problem placing that.

¥R. REMICK: I'm not sure that is a very
unrealistic timetable.

MR. WARD: He says he thinks that's a real
problem, because here is not enough interest in this
general area, in the application of human factors or
human factors resz2arch relatei to the operation of
nuclear power plants, so that the universities are not
going to be turning out the type of people,
professionals, that the industry is going to need.

So I guess that is just two different
problems. It perhaps is another reason why there should
be an effort to place more research at the
universities.

MR. KEMICK: I think ther2 would be some
interest. I think some universities could at least
contribute to pieces of this in a knowledjeable way
where they could couple perhaps some operational
knowledge with people knowledgeable in testing. But I
do not know how these are handled, or if the
universities are even awvare of this plan. I don't want
to restrict it to universities.

MR. CATTONK: One of the problems with a

university dealinjy with NRC, there are two routes. You
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can apply for a grant. I think the rule is one percent
of the RES budget goes to grants. Or you can respond to
an RFP, and professors just don't do that. Respending
to an RFP, you've got 30 days, you've got to write all
this stuff down, you've got to get it back in, and it's
a new ballgame for them.

MR. REMICK: In some institutions, that's
true.

MR. CATTON: The other problem with this is
the NRC Staff cannot ask for a grant. If they ask for a
grant, it's got to go RFP. So they're kind of caught
between a rock and a hard place. All you can do is kind
of tell your friends to provide a grant for the NRC.

MR. REMICK: Does the Staff foresee these
things going out on an RFP.

MR. THOMPSON: 1I'11 speak for NRR and let Carl
Gower speak for the Research effort.

At least in on» major effort, which is the
long~-term examination development, we are going to go
out with a competitive BFP. Ve started the initial
effort in accordance with an effort to get back to the
Commission with items of upgraded programs. But it
takes you about six months to a year to do it all and to
make those evaluations.

I would anticipate that -- we were looking, at
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least, at those efforts where we could do that. I think

ve looked at one time to going to Educational Testing
Center and I think they wanted like a five-year progran
and $10 million to give us a newvw exam. And there's no
guestion that would have been 3 really fine exam and wve
may include them in our overall efforts.

But it is one in which we are looking at the
national labs immadiately, but they in turn are looking
at other organizations to provide their input and have
some private contractors associated with thesm.

I'11l let Carl answer Research.

MR. COWER:s I think it has really all been
said already. Forrest, I think your comment is a very
good one. It's perhaps a good thing for someone to
remind us of perisdically and make us try a little
harder.

We like to place contracts RFP. I personally
think ve get a lot more bang for our buck. We do it
vhen it's at all possible. The biggest single contract
ve have in human factors, the task analysis work, was
placed with an RFP.

However, I think you can overemphasize the
problems associated with going that way versus going
with a national laboratory. Some of these have already

be2n brought out. It usually takes about one year to go
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with the RFP. I would go on the high side of that. I
know it soands ridiculous until you get down with the
details, but to place an RFP contract in less than one
year is a real accomplishment, whéreas a contract with a
national laboratory can be placed in a matter of a few
months.

There are other factors that come into play,
other things that push you towards the national
laboratory, particularly in this stage of budget cuts,
political pressures to keep national laboratories
afloat. Again, I say we're sensitive to what you say
and ve are certainly going to try to place the work
wvhere ve think we'll get the best answer, and we will
try a little harder.

MR. DEBONS: I wondar if I can comment. I
vonder if it is possible to initiate a project in which
there is 3 sclid attempt to correlate research that is
being done now sponsored by universities and other
things which correlates directly with your issues. I
brought one of these to Mr. Fisher's attention this
morning, the National Conference on Artificial
Intelligence, which was done by the EGEG company, which
addresses a problem here of an excellent system for
treatment of nuclear reactor accidents.

I went to a meeting last week in Columbus,
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Ohio, and there were two papers, one by Dr. Underwood
and another by Dr. Jackowitz, which discussed diagnostic
treatment in nuclear plants. Now, I'm sure that the
space agency, the Department of Defense and many other
sources ar2 in fact addressing problems that we have in
fact addressed around the table here.

Can wve get a correlation of these efforts, so
that they -ould be funneled into the general effort?

MR. GOWER: I think the general answer to that
comment is, our etfort t. accomplish that is generally
done by way of literature searches that are almost
alvays the initial part of any contract. Generally,
there is a specific requirement for the contractor te
perform a literature search to try to determine what has
been done in that area or related areas out front.

I think we've got a comment, ¥r. Overby here,
about the specific example you gave. We do have that
one included in our plan.

MR. OVERBY: One of the authors of that paper
is Bill Nelson. I think the gentleman sitting to your
inmmediate left will vouch for me that that work was
performed. It was a funded effo-t by the NRC Research
Group.

And T think that should be interpreted that,

yes, we are pushing out in those areas, and this goes
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back to some of the aiditional work we're d2ing in
cognitive modeling that we are planning now. We don't
have the results in that area yet, but I think it is
quite consistent with your prods to us. I think we are
beginning to develop in this area.

MR. WARD: Jerry, I guess we are around to
you.

MR. PAY: I am in a position now that I can
benefit by the remarks made ahead. So I will give the
caveat that I fe2el in completz agreement with many of
the things that have been said.

I would like to say to the Staff that I think
this is a vastly improved document over the first. You
have really done some work on it. There is now a
structure to> iapla2ment the progranm.

There is one thing, though, that is lacking in
the implementation that I feel might be considered
significant. There is the ovarall responsibility, as
indicated, which one might expect, and then there is an
indication of assistance from a Human Factors Review
Group, which is a very good concept, to have such a
group. And it is chaired by the Director of the
Division of Human Factors Safety, where he is going to
have a perspective that is limited to his, so they bring

in the diractors of several other divisions to
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complement his.

But throughout it all, there is no indication
of a centralization on a timely basis. Now, Rob
mentioned the need for careful coordination and
correlation and interrelations, and so did Tony and Ivan
and Forrest. The significant thing to me is that that
interrelation, that coordination, must be timely.

You cannot wvait for a four-month review.
There are three reviewvs, spaced four months apart, that
#ill be implement2d. You can't wait for that kind of
time on a project as widespread, as important to the
safety and welfare of the public, as this fundamentally
is.

It seems to me that this program, this vhole
project, needs a program director, someone who is going
to, with the necessary assistance assigned to hinm,
someone who is going to keep the timeliness of the
reviews in mind, who is going to look from day to day,
veek to week, who is doing what, is he meeting his
objectivesror is he not meeting his objectives.

In that sense, it is not unlike a construction
project. It is almost as complex an effort in its
ovarall scope, the widespread nature of it, as many
construction projects. The way to implement those on a

timely basis is to have someone who is charged with the
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responsibility that he will make his report at periodic
meetings with the EDO and the review group as to what
his experisnce has been, whether or not progress is
proper or so on, to complement the reports by the bdrach
heads and things of this nature.

In this sense, the implementation is
fragmented. There are responsibilities assigne” to the
functional organizations of the various disciplines
involved. It seems to me there is a need, in order to
keep it on course and to maintain schedules and the
progress that is conceived as being necessary for this,
to have the results in proper tune with the various
components, that there must be someone who is assigned
the responsibdility for implementation, not from the
viewpoint of the responsibility of the EDO, but to get
the job done.

That's the only comment I could offer that
would complement what we have already heard.

MR. WARD: Thank you, Jerry.

MR. HELMS: Helms from DOE.

It seems to me that your point is wvell taken,
but that this area has both a big "R" and a big *"D".
That is, you are tied to the immediate needs of the
regulatory process to promulgate regulations, and at the

same time the data base, that is the background or "R"™,
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if you will, is not clearly in place, or if it is it
isn't corra2lated, if you coull use that term.

I believe I can take a page from INPO ideas,
which was to take, for instance, the human factors data
and say, okay, we will take some data, we'll put it in a
book, and we'll use it and find out howvw many times we
have misoparatedi this valve,

Their view is that that is the beginning of a
process. We have ijentified 2 need and therefore you
can train to that need and you can correct that thing.
You shouldn't take this original nut, if you will, if
you had it, and treat it too sacrosanct. That is, there
should be a basis for re-examination, for design, for
training, for any other motivation that you might use,
for assisting the operater for whatever it is.

My own view, of course, is this: that I
believe in the human performance area that the
pecformance is cyclic, that is, similarly trained people
from day to day, from time to time perform irregularlye.
I believe that can be demonstrated in air flight safety,
aircraft flight safety andi other things, which I draw
from basically as a background.

You hav2 accijsnts, you get more careful, you
don't have accidents, you relax on maintenance and

whatever it is that makes the accident. So that it is
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our view that ve are dealing here with a problem where
ve need performance in the 10.8 kind of level. That's
vhat ve like to think of, whereas human performance is
more nearly like the bank teller, who makes one error of
entry per about 3500 entries. It doesn't have the same
consequence if somebody corrects it right away, but they
don't leave until it balances to the penny that day.
But you don't have that day in this case. That's about
10-u.

-4

So somewhere between the 10 normal human
pecformanc2 of fairly competent people to the
requirement that we face, which is a 10-8 or iy or
whatever the number you're going to think about, we have
got to structure things which get from A to B. And of
course, this is part of it.

But as I say, you could take a simplistic view
that you collect all of this data, whatever format you
think you need it in. That's just the beginning point
of beginning to address the problenm.

I think that, for instance, on page 41, tha
discussion there of the data could recognize the br -szdth
of that problem, the last paragraph on page 41. I think
it needs to recognize the INPO input, but that should be

the beginning point of training, at least from their

point of view, and there are other points of view about
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it.

We had also made some comments, which were
that it is desirable to have recognition of the oncoing
efforts at industry and other places, and I perceive
that this is pretty well incorporated in the plan. I
guess T would remind us that there are different points
of view. That is, the same research done by, for
instance, say a utility consortium, may have slightly
different objectives and methods and level of detail and
that sort of thing than, say, a big RED from NRC.

So we see some need for what you might call
apparent duplication, in that there is some work going
on someplace that does not necessarily fulfil the NRC
reguirement. We perceive that the plan and the work is
strongly driven by the need for regulation input. That
is, you wvant to have certain specific items, the big
"D", if you will, of the regulation business, out at
such and such a times.

One does not normally schedule big "R" that
vay. You know, big "D" gets done right awvay.

But anyway, those are some comments I would
like to make here.

MR. WARD: Thank you, Mr. Helms.

Okay. Well, I z2ppreciate all the comments on

the plan.
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Let me ask Mr. Thompson for two things. Could
you just tell us what your schedule on the plan is? And
secondly, maybe you can outline very briefly what the
difference is between the October 15th and October 6th
iraft, what shoull we look for or not bother to look for
anything.

MR. THOMPSON: Briefly, the schedule. The
plan was submitted to the EDO on October 15th. The EDO
has reviewed it and is vaiting for the ACRS comments
before he transmits it down to the Commission. So I
wvould obviously be looking for a letter Saturday or
Sunday moraing or -~

¥R. WARD: It*ll be Friday.

MR. THOMPSON: And then I guess the EDO will
evaluate the comments and wvhether he wants to make any
corrections to the program plan. He is right now
scheduled to submit it to the Commission on November the
12th. 1If there are no problems, he probably will
continue on that schedule.

If ther2 are major items that he wants to
correct, then he will probably wait. There really were
not any significant differences between the current
version ani the October 6th version. There are clearly
a few other editorial changes that we would like tc make

based on comments received from those who have reviewed
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this version.

In essence, probably the most significant
shift wvas the table, I believe, which was the
introduction on the TMI action plan items to the present
Appendix A. That table is an attempt to reflect the
overall prioritization of these items in conjunction
with the prioritization of other generic issues with
respect to their relative payoff, and to be consistent
with the efforts that the Division of Safety Technology
has under way right now with NUREG-0933.

MR. WARD: 1It's an attempt to prioritize
vwithin the human factors area?

MR. THOMPSON: Integrate it with all generic
issues, the hardware -- and we obviously have some
difficulty with the datails of the prioritization on a
cost-benefit basis, with risk reduction. And we are not
sure that the m5d21iny that the Division of Safety
Technology used is necessarily appropriate, but I don't
think we have any significant problems with their
overall evaluation and priority ranking that they have
been assigned.

MR. WARD: RAll right, very good.

WNell, if anyone has any comments, has an
opportunity to review and get any comments to us on the

October 16th draft before the end of next week, we will
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use them and wve will appreciate it.

I guess T might -~ let's see. The ACES Staff
prepared a couple of documents reviewing the October 6th
plan which, Mr. Thompson, may be of use to you. One is
a memo from -- prepared by Preston, and I haven't read
it yet. But ve might wvant to make that available. We
will make that availablz to you.

The other is Mr. Fischer's status report for
this mese2ting. He made some detailed comments on the
plan, and you might €find that useful. So wve will
provide you with that.

I guess, Dave, I would ask you to provide in
the meeting book, te include both of those for the
memrbers. And I suppose we ought to give them the 10/15
draft as well of the plan. It's probably not practical
to mail it out to them in advance.

MR. FISCHER: That's prcbably true.

MR. WARDs Okay. Well, ve're down to the last
item on the agenda, which is just talking about the
future meetings. Let's see. I guess there is one
future meeting. Dave Fischer has asked if the
consultants could furnish him with kind of a long-range
availability, you know, maybe over the next few months.

The members routinely -- we have a process of

doing that. But if it's obvious that certain blocks of
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time -- we ran into certain problems when we scheduled a
Human Factors Subcommittee meeting on the same day when
there®s a human factors conventior on the other side of
the country, and we would want to avoid that. So if you
coulda furnish that ahead.

One of the things I would like to touch
briefly on, what we have listed here as "Sheehy
concern”. We have had a number -- I have had and sonme
of the ACRS Staff has, and certainly the NRC Staff, has
hai a number of discussions with Mr. Sheehy, who is
concerned about the program that the NRC and the
industry has for abnormal occurrence procedures.

Now, you might say that there is what everyone
seems to think is a good and very important progranm
32ing on ian the NRC ani the industry for providing
operating plants with better emergency operating
procedures. This is the program where the vendors are
furnishing to their customers symptom-based guidelines
for dealing with true emergency accident seguences.

Then the operators, utilities, are developing specific
plant procedures from those. Everybody thinks that's a
very valuable and important program.

¥r. Sheehy has expressed concern and continues
to express concern that there is another level of

incident which is not being appropriately covered yet.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHING TON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

24

25

190

This is what some people call an abnormal occurrence.
This where ther2 re2ally hasn't been a serious plant
accident, but there's been some degradation of the plant
performance. A key piece of equipment has failed; a
fire, a minor fire, let's say, in the control room, is
one thing that's pointed out.

His concern is that because the industry does
not yet have what he believes are an adeguate set of
procedures, adejuate training in that area, that there
is a potential for an abnormal occurrence cascading into
3 more serious event. And I have had a little trouble
figuring out exactly -- the NRC program I think is
addressing this general area, perhaps not as
specifically as this particular individual would like to
see it addressed.

In particular, I think he believes there
should be some sort of a, rather soon, a detailed task
analysis made of certain abnormal occurrence sequencess.
Now, I guess what I am looking for is =-- my opinion 1
think is that this is a concern. It is not nearly as
important as the emergency operating procedures which
are being developed, and I am not sure that the NRC and
the industry can do everything it wants.

I think it*'s appropriate to -- the schedule

that the NRC has outlined is appropriate. I guess what

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE ., S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



—

10

1

12

13

14

15

18

17

18

19

2i

8

24

25

191

I would like to find out from the Committee membes is
vhether you have any inclination to look ints this
further. Maybe it's impossible to have any opinion
based on the sketchy outline I have given you.

Perhaps vhat ve could do is give you some of
the documentation and ask you to look at it. And if you
think this is something that ought to be pursued by our
Subcommittee, let me know.

MR. RAY: A guestion, Dave?

MR. WARD: Sure.

MR« RAY: What is the nature of his
fundamental concern? Is it that the abnormal
occurrences are not being properly classified, that
there's no follow-up of them, or that the information on
them is lacking aleguate dissemination throughout the
industry?

¥R. CATTON: Or the cperators don't know how
to handle them?

MR. WARD: He's concerned that at individual
plants an abnormal occurrence might not be dealt with
crisply enough, rapidly enough.

YR. RAYs Response.

MR. WARD: Yes, the response might not be
adeguate and it could then cascade into a more serious

avant or s2ries of events.
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ME. CATTON: I guess we all share that concern
a littls bit, don't we?

MR. BAYs VYes.

MR. WARD: So really, it's a matter of
priority. You can't have everything on the top of the
list,

MR. CATTONs He doesn't like his concern being
at the bottom,

MR. WARDs That's right.

MR. RAY: Really, this is part of the overall
picture, that the response of the industry to the LER's
has been lacking. W®What he is saying is the more serious
of the LER's should get more attention.

MR. WARDs Yes, T think maybe that's one way
to look at it.

Okay. So Dave, you have passed cut something
here? What did you pass cut?

¥R. FISCHER: I passed out the correspondences
between =-- Sheehy to the Staff and the Staff back to
Sheehy.

MR. WARD: There's also something from Jan
Preston on October 26th, a memo describing discussions
at a meeting with Mr. Sheehy, between Mr. Sheehy and the
Staff. Perhaps you could get that.

MR. FISTHERs They all have a copy of that.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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MR. WARDs Okay. Well, if you would read
those thinjys ani let me know vhether you think this is
something that we ought to look into, I would appreciate
it.

MR. REMICK: Dave, just an initial reaction.
I have read it. I noted that a letter came in from the
Chairman of the Commission. He chose to give that to
the Staff, which is his prerogative. Apparently he has
not asked the ACRS to look into this issue. I would
hesitate to step into that if wve have not been asked for
our advice. This has been given to the Staff. The
Commission is avare of it.

MR. WARDs Well, yes, he has written a couple
of letters.

HR. REMICK: That's just a personal
perspective, I guess.

¥R. WARD: I guess I don't feel that
constrained.

ER. REMICK: WNo, I don't feel constrained.

MR. RAY: I think history will show that the
ACRS has not waited on ceremony =--

¥R. WARD: History will also prove maybe it
should have.

MR. RAY: == to act and expect reactions.

MR. THOMPSON: Since I did spend about two and

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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a half hours with ¥r. Sheehy, I could maybe add one bit
of enlightenment, as you read the documentation that's
before you. If T were to> characterize his concerns, it
is that the overall program with respect to 82-111,
vhich is the detailed contrcl room review, that the task
analysis that is called for focuses on emergency
operating procedures, and he believes that there is a
subset of th2 abnormal procedures that should be
included in the task analysis and would identify human
engineering deficiencies that will Le overlooked by the
present approach.

Therefore, he believes that the Commission's
guidance as embodi2d in SECY-82-111 should be modified
to require some subset of the abnormal procedures to be
included as part of the task analysis.

I do not believe that he is concerned that the
1.C+9 normal and off-normal procedure upgrade efforts
are sufficient. In fact, I think his comments are that
goes beyond even what he feels is necessary to address
his concerns. So to the extent that you can put his
concerns into a context, it is the context that he
believes the control room modifications would likely
nead to be identified and that the present approach in
82-111 will nct identify them.

MR. DEBONS:s May I take advantage of that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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statement? That is essentially what I was talking aboct
before about the information system. That's exactly it
right down the line, that if you have an understanding
of the event and the nature of the event you can go from
there and jevelop the entire information flow. And what
Sheehy is saying, you have not accounted for the entire
vhole broad range of events.

I thought I would take my opportunity to
defend my previous statement.

MR. THOMPSON: I hope I wasn't attacking your
previous statement. But to the extent of the Staff's
present evaluation, it is our belief that we are in fact
covering that information that is necessary as part of
tha 82-111 approach.

The Staff is still corresponding with Mr.
Sheehy and wvwe will do our utmost to keep the
Subcommitt22 fully and currently informed of all of our
activities in this area.

MR. WARD: Thank you.

Well, I wvould like to thank you all for your
help. :

(Whereupon, at 1:35 p.m., the Subcommittee

meeting was adjourned.)
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Dear Mr. Chilk:

On Monday, August 30, 1982, the NRC published a proposed rule in the
Federal Register, entitled "Licensed Operator Staffing at Nuclear Power
Units" (47FR38135) and requested comments by September 27, 1982, KMC,
Inc, and the nineteen utilities who form the Qualifications of Reactor
Operators (QRO) Utility Group are pleased to offer their camments for
the Commission's consideration. The members of the utility group are
listed in enclosure 1.

KMC, as the sponsor of other utility groups, has consistently brought to
the Camission's attention the staff's apparent lack of coordination in
imposing new requirements listed in NURBG-0737 upcn the nuclear
industry. This proposed rule indicates that there is still a lack of
coordination in the human factors area. A similar situation existed in
the area of emergency response planning until the approval of
SECY-82-111, which recognized that there are trade-offs among various
requirements. For example, an excellent SPDS negates the need for
extensive control roam design changes. SBECY-82-1ll1 pulled together the
various emergency response requirements into a coordinated grouping.
Similar coordination is needed for plant staffing. Presently NRR, RES
and NMSS are develcping an Integrated Human Factors Plan. It makes
little sense to proceed with the proposed rule until the applicable
portion of the Integrated Human Factors Plan is campleted so. there is an
understood, technically justified reason for the shift manning required.

The justification listed for the prcposed regulation is extremely weak;
in fact, it is virtually non-existent. The background discussicn of the
rule refers to several investigations conducted in the aftermath of the
™I accident and states that they "concluded that, among other things,
current shift staffing requirements should be upgraded." Upon review of

N \\lo.ﬁg}& c Ackncwledged by mﬁ.?%é&éy ,,—f,,”f
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the documents listed, one finds, contrary to the FR notice, that there
is no mention of staff manning requirements in the study conducted by
the President's Camission on Three Mile Island. Furthermore, the
conclusions reached in the other documents (the NRC Special Inquiry
Group, the Lessons Learned Task Force and the Bulletins and Orders Task
Force) are not conclusions but rather bold requirements with no
discussion or substantiation,

In NUFEG/CR 1250, (page 612) the Special Inquiry Group, recommends: "8,
Analysis and research should be performed to determine cperator
responsibilities and actions during normal and abnormal copditions. The
results of this analysis should be used as a basis for determining
operator selection and training criterion, manning levels, and
procedural format and content., 9. Until recammendation 8 can be
implemented, the NRC should require thag all hot operations shifts be
manned by a minimum of one SRO, two CRO's and one additional
individualwith demonstrated and tested capabilities in abnormal system
diagnosis., Two of these individuals should be required in the plant
control room at all times." Thus the conclusion of the SIG was not for
two SRO's on shift and one always in the control room, but rather that
there be at least 2 individuals in the control room, that an individual
(such as the STA) be available on an interim basis and that analysis be
conducted to determine manning levels. We see no justification to
require an SRO to remain in the control room at all times. If he is

' touring the plant, or should his office be directly outside the control
- room with communications available, he is inmediately available. On p.
854 of the SIG report, another recommendation states:

N

v On the same priority basis, onshift manning
levels should %e increased, if necessary, to
conform with levels determined to be needed by
the results of accident response task analyses
conducted to define the tasks that may need to
be performed in the event of serious accidents,
including those that might involve significant
core melting.

It is our understanding that both INPO and NRC have such task analyses
underway. It is clear that the SIG does not support the proposed rule.

Thus the requirements of NUREG 0660, 0737 and the proposed rule for
increased numbers of SKO's on shift, and the requirement that there
always e an SRO in the control room are nowhere substantiated. In
fact, the supplemental information fails to cite a single Abnormal
Occurrence Report, LER, cperating report, ABOD paper or IE investigaticn
that even speculates that the addressed event would have, or could have,
been prevented by the presence of an additional SRO on shift.

Perhaps the NRC's intention is to provide additional backup in
emergencies to the shift supervisor by requiring a second SRO. If this
is the reason, there appears to be little or no justification for the



current STA or the proposed shift engineer, The utilities believe that
the shift supervisor would be far better served during unusual events by
the presence of an experienced second SRO than by a degreed, relatively
inexperienced engineer. The statement of proposed action states that
"this change would assure that supervising and technical expertise is
continuously available in the control room to respond to accident
situations." If this is true, there appears to be no further need for a
shift engineer.

The QRO Utility Group requests that the Cammission reconsider the
justification for this proposed regulation. Unless it knows the purpose
of the proposed requirements, the Camnission is merely stating "more is
better." If two SRO's are required on shift to provide assistance in
abnormal situations, then the need for a third individual (the STA or
shift engineer) is in question. If the_shift engineer is needed, what
is the purpose of the second SRO? Without any analysis of how many
individuals with what knowledge are required, how can the Camission
proceed to rulemaking? The utility group would support the concept of
the second SRO as the technical backup to the shift supervisor, thereby
cbviating the need for the shift engineer.

As stated in the supplementary information published with the proposed
rule, the NRC has been considering means to upgrade current shift
staffing requirements and in fact issued same interim criteria in NUREG
0737. Despite its concern gver the direction in which the NRC was
proceeding, the utility industry has been moving toward meeting these
enhanced staffing requirements at the same time that the demand for
licensed operators has been rapidly expanding due to the many nuclear
units nearing campletion, the need for operators to provide the insight
of operating experience in technical organizations such as INPO, and the
expanding training programs of utilities., At the same time, utilities
are attempting to reduce overtime work and increase the number of
operating shifts, all in accordance with NRC direction. The position of
SRO is one which requires not only the ability to pass an examination,
but also several years of experience, and most importantly, the maturity
and judgment which will convince utility management to entrust the
individual with a vital role. This experience cannoc be gained quickly,
nor can the imposition of a rule engender the necessary maturity
required. While it is clear that all utilities are moving toward .
meeting these new manning requirements which were outlined in NUREG
0737, the severe manpower demand facing the nuclear industry may result
in utilities falling short of the January 1, 1983 deadline proposed in
the rule. This should be no surprise to the Commission, in that it has
not been successful in adequately manning its Operating Licensing Branch
which requires similarly skilled individuals, despite extensive
recruitment efforts. We suggest to the Cammission that should this rule
be adopted contrary to our comments, the implementation date be modified
to January, 1984 and licensees be required to present an implementation
plan by January, 1983. In any case, extensions for "good cause" should
be liberally granted based on the demonstrated shortage of cperators,
and the enhanced training, examination, and qualification requirements



which now exist, so that utilities are not forced to increase overtime,
reduce the number of cperating shifts, or lower their own standards for
recammending operators to the NRC for licenses.

This position is consistent with our letter to Chairman Palladino of
July 13, 1982 (a copy of which is enclosed). We feel that individual
utilities should be allowed to establish the organizational arrangement
which best meets their mix of talents while maintaining that set of
functional criteria justified by the NRC. These should be worked out
between the utility and the NRC, similar to the actions required 'n SECY
82-111, rather than through a specific rulemaking.

In conclusion, we request that the Commission reconsider the need to
require two SRO's on shift and the need for an SRO to always be in the
control roam until it discovers a rationale -for the requirement. Should
the Camission reach the conclusion that the second SRO is the technical
backup for the shift supervisor, we would recammend the "shift engineer”
concept be dropped. The task analysis underway should be used to
address this issue. Finally, we request that should this rule be
issued, the inmplementation date be delayed for one year.

Sinqerely,
Thamas C. Hough
K, Inc.

.



Enclosure 1

QUALIFICATIONS OF REACTOR OPERATORS
GROUP MEMBERS

Baltimore Gas & Electric Canpany
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company
Consurers Power Carpany

Florida Power Corporation

Florida Power & Light Campany

Qulf States Utilities Company

Maine Yankee Atonic Power Corpany
Nebraska Pub.ic Power District
Mortheast Utilities Service Company
Northern States Power Company

Qraha Public Power District

Pacific Gas & Electric Carmpany
Pennsylvania Power & Light Company
Public Service Electric & Gas Corpany
Fochester Gas & Electric Corporation
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
Toledo Edison Carpany

Wisconsin Public Service Corporation
Yankee Atomic Electric Cotpany
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OR DONALD F KNUTH
Presigent

July 13, 1982

Chairman Palladino

Office of the Camissioners

U.S. Muclear Regulatory Cormission
washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Chairman Palladino:

KMC, Inc. has been working very closely with a nurber of utilities and
the NRC staff in the develcpment of personnel requirements for operators
of nuclear power plants., The Qualifications of Reactor Operators (QRO)
Utility Group, whose nineteen members are listed in enclosure A, has
previously provided both written and oral camments on issues such as
training and experience requirements for operators, need for Shift
Technical Advisors, staffing needs for emergency situations, NUREG/CR-
1750, and SECY-81-84.

K and the member utilities of the QRO, having read the peer advisory
parel's report and attended the Canmission briefings on it, felt it
appropriate at this time to provide you with our camments on
establishing new staffing requirements and associated qualification
needs to safely operate nuclear power plants.

The irpression KMC has cbtained from attending these Camission
briefings is that certain Camissicners and NRC Staff menbers believe
that the utility industry has a closed mind on staffing and
qualification needs and has camissicned INPO and others to justify its
views through scme sort of corplicated computer based hocus pocus. This
misconception was particularly evident in the discussion during the
briefings hv AIF and L@0 on June 10, 1982, and the follow-up briefings
on June 11, 1982, This is an erroneous view, since both NRC's Division
of Human Factors Safety and industry have programs to establish exactly
what the operators must know and what previous training they need to
function effectively. In fact, the Division of Human Factors Safety has
plans to sponsor research on what the function of tha "Shift Engineer”
should be and what alternatives there are to that position. The peer
panel made it clear that they could not discern a palpable need for a
degreed engineer on shift. They acquiesced to the concept of a shift
engineer because of specific NRC lobbying and a genuine doubt about
technical backup in emergencies based on lack of knowledge of emergency
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action requirements already in NRC policy (30 minute on site goal for
technical support) and current utility procedures which ensure that the
qualified experts are called, consulted or brought in as necessary.

In this letter we wish to delineate the functicnal cbjectives of
staffing, and in the attachments we describe several organizational
concepts that can meet the cbjectives. The utilities are firmly
convinced that the functional needs to counter emergency situations can
be met by more than one single organizaticnal concept which is mandatad
by the NRC. One of the these might be attractive to a large utility
having multiple units in operation and others under construccion,
whereas others might be more suitable for a utility having a single
nuclear unit in operation and no current plans to build another. There
are many other organizational variations which could also provide the
functicnal requirements.

- -

The first issue to be addressed is the minimm staffing requirement for
safe operation of a nuclear power plant., In the past, the number of
persons and their required qualifications were based upon previous
experience and utility judgment. A more rigorous technique, that of
conducting Job and Task Analysis, is in progress at INPO and the NRC,
and should provide a more camprehensive basis to establish the numbers
of required operations personnel and the training needs. These generic
Job and Task Analyses can be used by each utility in develcoping or
refining their staffing levels and training programs. We are pleased
that the Commission intends to withhold final rulemaking action until
this information is available. For routine cperation and responses to
design basis accidents, published reports such as NUREG/CR-1750 and the
report of the the peer panel which you appeinted, hold that the
operating staff need not be college graduates.

In responding to events which have conflicting or questicnable
indications or where plant responses are different than expectad, it
becares more difficult to establish the required mix of talents to cope
with the event. Since the Three Mile Island accident thers have been
improverments in system designs and operating procedures, and the
capability of operators to deal with abnormal situations and
emergencies. For example, symptom oriented emeogency procedures which
eliminate the necessity to immediately identify the initiating event or
equirment malfunction are one exarple of improvements which are
underway; these procedures are designed to trigger responses based upon
preserving margins to safety parameters (such as pressure), rather than
withholding proper actions until the root cause of the event has been
diagnosed. Another example is the SPDS. Yet another is the required
upgrading in the ability for utilities to augment the operating
organi:ation in a short time frame in the even: of an incident. Cne
vexing question is what, if any, additional cepability should be
available to the control room? More specifically, should a degreed
engineer be available to the control room, and if so what is expected of
him? It would be unfortunate if the Camission, in addressing these
questions, mandated an organizational structure which for all but the
largest utilities would be extremely difficult to meet. Degread
engineers do not wart to spend their careers on shift work. They will
put up with it for short periods of time if the pay is right and the




future holds greater pranise. For a few utilities, with large nuclear
plant comitments, this future may be readily available, but in a
smaller utility, the mobility is just rot thers. For example, in a
smaller utility requiring a degreed person on shift could result in high
personnel turnover of college graduates who see minimal advancement
opportunities. As a result, the shift engineer would never attain the
experience essential to providing meaningful advice during an incident,
nor would he gain the respect and confidence of the shift crew.

Having posed the difficult questicas in the preceding paragraph, we
shall now provide answers by defining the functional requirements to aid
the control room and develop a few organizetional strategies to meet
those functiocnal requirements although we recognize there will be
additional acceptable methods. In answering the question, what
capability needs to be available to the control room, we believe that in
an incident one knowledgeable individual having corparable
qualifications of a senior cperator (as upgraded through STA type
training) should be available to assess the situation without the
requirement to execute procedures in response to the incident. The
designated individual or "technical advisor" should be free to review
the entire response to the incident. When items do not seem under
control or unexpected indications or events occur, the "technical
advisor" should, as appropriate: advise the shift supervisor, consult
with other off site individuals, call in response personnel, and if

. needed begin to activate the Technical Support Center.

T™e second question to be addressed is should the "technical advisor" be
a degrzed engireer, and if so what engineering expertise is expected df
him? In the role which we believe proper for the "technical advisor,"
it is not 2xpected that the individual should perform analyses or
engineering calculations, rather he should be experienced and trained to
carprehend indications being received and recognize if the situation is
under control or more assistance is needed. We do not see any
particular advantage to having the person degreed. The concept of being
free of direct cperaticnal pressures and having knowledge of plant
cperating details are more important than possession of engineering
analysis abilities. If, for exarple, the "technical advisor" were a
rechanical engircer and a particular incident were electrical in nature,
the educational mackground would be of little use and the "technical
advisor" would lean on his ience and training to cope with the
situation. While we obvious%y 53613 not prec using degreed talent,
it is the experience and training which should be utilized in providing
advice. That experience and training should be of the caliber expected
of a senior reactor operator. Finally, it seems evident that the shift
operations personnel, in a highly unusual situation, would most likely
twn to the most highly qualified individual in the plant organizaticn
rather than to a junior engineer.

Having now defined the type of talent which is desired, how can this be
accarplished? Ve believe it can and should be met a nurber of ways.

The reason we say this is that different plants have different operating
modes, different control room arrangements and most important, different
mixas of talent in terms of experience, training and education. In
enclosure B we have dafined a number of organizational means of
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providing the functional capabilities. Some would be preferred by a
particular utility, but 21l methods would satisfy the functional
requirements we have discussed.

In surwary, we are convinced that if the NRC should issue regulations or
guidance, we believe it should specify the functional requirements and
not dictate any one means of meeting “he requirements. We have enclosed
as Enclosure C language which would be suitable to state the
requirement. The utilities who are charged with the responsibility to
safely cperate their power plants should be permitted to develcp and
propose means of meeting the requlatory requirements in a manner
consistent with their site needs. Further pursuing this theme of
utility responsibility, we fully recognize the desire ror future utility
managers and upper management to have front line nuclear plant
experience. There are many ways to achieve this, including time spent
on shift. But, we are sure you realize-that this is not the only way.
For example, tours of duty spent on the plant engineering staff and
aotaining SRO licenses or certification provides engineering as well as
cperational experience which is desireable to upper management in
decision making. This is an area in which the NRC should clearly allow
each private utility the leeway to conduct its own management training
programs. We would appreciate the opportunity to discuss our views with
the Camission and would be happy to answer any questions on this
matter,

Sincerely,

W,

{.c. -~

Donald F. Knuth




ENCLOSURE A
QUALIFICATIONS OF REACTOR OPERATORS GROUP

Baltimore Gas & Electric Carpany
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company
Consumers Power Campany

Florida Power Corporation

Florida Power & Light Carpany

Gulf States Utilities Cm?any

Maine Yankee Atcmic Power Corpany
‘Nebraska Public Power District
Northeast Utilities Service Campany
Northern States Power Company

Qraha Public Power District

Pacific Gas & Electric Campany
Pennsylvania Power & Light Company
Public Service Electric & Gas Company
Fochester Gas & Electric Corporation .
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
Toledo Edison Carpany

Wisconsin Public Service Corporation

Yankee Atamic Electric Campany



ENCLOSURE B

ORGANIZATIONMAL CONCEPT TO PROVIDE TDCHNICAL ADVISOR

DUTY "TECHNICAL ADVISOR"

One means of meeting the requirement would be as depicted on
following schematic. In this instance, a concept similar to the
Navy's engineering cuty officer or military standby alert system
would be used. Staff engineers from the plant staff, the
Independent Safety Engineering Grodp (ISEG) or other campany
positions would be assigned to a rotating duty cycle and would
remain on call to the control roam as an advisor for a period of
say 24 hours. These individuals would be camplctely knowledgeable
about the details of the plant based on their reqgular job at the
plant and the qualification progran and would be current on plant
status and evolutions as part of their duty turnover. This
arrangement might be well suited for utilities having only a single
or few nuclear units, where well qualified engineers could be
attracted tn periodically stand pericds of "technical advisor”
duty, but who would not be required to accept permanent shift duty.

MORMAL OR ADNORMAL -OPERATION

SHIFT SUPERVISCR (SRO) = = = = = = on duty
"technical
advisor"

SRO level
trained

P

-
RO

UPGRADED SRO QONCEPT:

Thi.s concept uses two SRO's and two RO's to control the plant under
both normal and abnormal situations. The junior SRO maintains
direct supervision of the panel operators, providing backup to
their acticns. The senior SRO, who has received additional

training similar to that outlined for STA's and has extensive plant
experience, is free to observe the panel cperators and the junior
SRO and to devote his attention to evaluating the overall response
of the facility.




NORMAL AND ABNORMAL OPERATIONS

SHIFT SUPERVISOR
(SRO w/STA training)

SRO

l'_'l'_—'\

RO RO

SHIFT ENGINECR CONCEPT:

In this concept the shift supervisSr is in charge of the shift
carplement and holds an SRO. A shift engineer who is a degreed
individual is assigned as the normal control room supervisor and
another SRO is assigned patrol ocutside of the control room as well
as performing duties in the control room. In the event of an
abnormal event, the shift engineer sumons the shift supervisor to
the control room, assumes the role of "technical advisor", and does
not have procedural responsibilities. A schematic depicting this
organization's arrangement is shown below.

~

NORMAL OPERATIO

SHIFT SUPERVISOR (SRO)

I L
SHIFT ENGINEER SRO
(SRO, degreed) (Patrol & control
L room duties)

RO

ABNORMAL OPERATION

SHIFT
SUPERVISOR

l




4. TvO CONTROL ROCMS

In a two unit plant with two control rooms one concept for
providing a technical advisor would be to utilize cne of the
trained SRO's as an advisor to the unit experiencing the incident,
In concept the arrangement would be as follows:

NORMAL OPERATION

SHIFT
SUPI:WIE’;OR (SRO)
) 1
CONTROL SUPERVISOR ° & : CONTROL SUPERVISOR
SRO (STA Trained) SRO
I ' 1
RO RO ' RO RO

ABNORMAL OPERATION

Unit experiencing problem operating unit
SHIFT CONTROL SUPERVISOR
SUPERVISCR = = = = Technical Advisor SRO :
sr:o |

RO RO
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ENCLOSURE C
FONCTIONAL STATEMENT FOR "TECHNICAL ADVISOR"

The following paragraph, which might be suitable for incorporation
. in 10 CFR 55, describes the required attributes of the Technical
advisor function.

"A capability to evaluate the overall response of the facility
shall be available during non-routine conditions. This
capability shall be vested in an individual who has the
training and experience necessary to recognize and evaluate
the transient response of the facility and who is independent
of responsibilities for routine direction of operating staff
personnel during a transient.”
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DOCKET 50-312

RANCHO SECO NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
UNIT NO 1

PROPOSED CHANGE TO 10CFR50.54 -

The Sacramento Municipal Utility District proposes that the comments in the
following discussion be seriously considered prior to the NRC acting on the

‘ proposed change to 10CFR50.54 as published in the Federal Register, Volume
47, No. 168 of August 30, 1982. . p

A1l operating nuclear power plants are required to operate and staff within
the requirements of the Technical Specifications issued uniquely for each
plant. The Technical Specifications pro’ide flexibility for the NRC to con-
sider unique features at each facility when establishing minimum conditions
for operation. Historically, the Technical Specifications have established
the minimum staffing requirements for a particular unit and the requirements
have frequently been more restrictive than the law required. There is abse-
Tutely no need to become prescriptive within the law to the working location
of personnel ( (proposed 10CFR50.54 (m)(2)(ii) and 10CFRS0.54 (m)(2)(iii) )
nor the deadline for establishing staffing levels ( (proposed 10CFRS0.54 (m)
(2)(i) ). To de so, removes the flexibility to consider other alternatives
and may penalize a utility which has made good faith efforts to comply with

938  the wide range of uncoordinated guidance recently issued by the Commission.
a”g This guidance includes staffing levels, experience requirements prior to
SR licensing and overtime limits.

30 -

% The Darrell G. Eisenhut letter of July 31, 1980, discussed Interim Criteria
- « for Shift Staffing. The District's response to that letter dated November 3,

1980, established two realistic schedules for meeting the criteria. One

schedule optimistically assumed no attrition and projected a compliance date E 7
of November, 1983. The other schedule provided for a more realistic 30% — ”
attrition and provided for a compliance date of(Qggilaﬁzgiéf/The NRC made no
response to the schedules and the District procee ngly with staffing
actions. On January 15, 1982, the NRC letter from John F. Stolz, again

requested the District's schedule for meeting the Interim Criteria for Shift
Staffing. The District reiterated the same scheduie by letter dated
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February 11, 1982. The proposed rule change completely disregards the
District's previous responses and fails to recognize that operating personnel
cannot be licensed "overnight".

Historically, the District's Operator Licensing Program has been deliberate

and extensive. Normally, a qualified candidate spends a minimum of eighteen

to twenty-four months as an unlicensed operator in the plant prior to beginning
reactor operator training. The license training program then takes approxi-
mately sixteen months to complete. In addition, the NRC has imposed a one year
experience requirement as a licensed reactor operator prior to taking the Senior
Operator Examination, and the District's upgrade training program for Senior
Operator requires approximately seven months. Candidates put up for licensing
by the District have been 100% successful in passing the NRC examination on

the first attempt under the post-TMI 80%-70% criteria. This is in stark con-
trast to the experience of many other utilities. We firmly believe that any
attempt to speed up the District program can only lead to aaverse safety impli-
cations for the General Public.

IE Circular No. 80-02, of February 1, 1980, established overtime guidance to
assure that operating personnel are physically prepared to stand a competent
duty. The District, as a result of this guidance, has coomitted to establish

a six-shift rotation to minimize overtime and in particular, to eliminate the
requirement to conduct training on an overtime basis. As a result of industry's
commitment to INPO, the required orerator requalification program has expanded
making the nonovertime training goal even more important. This commitment to
six shifts was enrhanced by INPO comments resulting from the 1981 audit and more
recently by an ourside consultant review conducted as a commitment given to the
NRC Regional Director during an enforcement conference. This six-shift rotation
commitment would have to be delayed for many months if a requirement is made to
increase the licensed operator staffing per shift in 1983.

Discussions with other utilities indicate that many other plants would have to
meet the increased shift staffing by scheduled overtime and by less than six
shift rotations. In light of industry experience and IE Circular No. 30-02,
this action seems contrary to the best interest of safety. It would seem that
if in fact utilities do take these steps because of the proposed rule change,
the NRC is gquilty of enforcing one requirement without thoroughly evaluating its
resulting impact on other guidance the industry is trying to meet. Here is an
excellent example of how a rule change removes flexibility which the Technical
Specifications allow.

Amendment No. 31 to the Rancho Seco Operating License prescribed in the Technical
Specifications that a Shift Technical Advisor (STA) be available to snift crew
personnel. The District has embarked on a training program to license Shift
Technical Advisors currently on the staff. This program, voluntary in nature, is
being pursued as a means of strengthening the overall capability of the operating
crew and support staff. Two of the District's STA's are currently licensed as
Reactor Operators and four others are in training with an anticipated licensing
date of March 1, 1983.

A final comment that should be ~on:idered deals with a serious situation which
the NRC guidance has caused. The rroposed rule and earlier guidance is
promoting personnel piracy within che industry.
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Enclosed is a letter that has been sent direcctly to the homes of numerous
District employees. This is typical of =everal such piracy attempts which
are known to District management. In z2diticn, the local media in areas
where experienced nulcear personnel are concentrated as well as industry
publications are commonly used to advertise opportunities. The direct home
mailing generally comes about from concentrated programs aimed at particular
individuals. In the case of the example we have enclosed, we feel that it
represents recognition that the District has acquired and trained excellent
operating personnel. However, it also illustrates the extent to which some
hiring firms will go to meet their employers requests. These requests are
undoubtedly a direct result of the NRC's mandated staffing requirements and
the proposed deadline dates which we fear are to become law without benefit
of seriously looking at each facility's unique situations. What is particu-
larly distressing about this solicitation is that the salary offers from the
the investor owned utility sponsoring the recruiter exceed the District's
salary structure by 15%-32%, and the license bonus by 43% or more. Since
the District is municipally owned, it has many of the same type of fiscal
restraints and public responsibilities with respect to salary and benefits
with which U.S. Federal organizations are faced.

It should also be pointed out in this context, that piracy of licensed personnel
actually decreases the supply of licensed operators at U.S. Nuclear power
stations. Not only do many of these individuals leave the utility industry,”
many that join other utilities co'so in nonshift operations capacities. Even
those licensed personnel who join a new utility to remain in shift operations
are removed from licensed duty for one to two years while they train and -
license on the new facility.

If due consideration is given the above comments, the District is confident

that the Commission will see the merits ‘n dealing with power station staffing
levels and deadlines for those levels on a case by case basis and rescind the
proposed change to 10CFR50.54. The Technical Specification conditions for oper-
ation certainly provide for establishing Commission requirements and at the same
time provide for much more flexibility than does the proposed rule change.

Sincerely,
) bc: J. J. Mattimoe
D. G. Raasch
R. J. Rodriguez
R. J. Rodriguez R. A. Dieterich
Manager, Nuclear Operations J. V. McColligan
: R. W. Colombo
L. G. Schwieger (2)
Attachment ) Supervisors
Tom Baxter

4th Floor Files

cc: Richard DeYoung (NRC) 3rd Floor Files
John F. Stolz %NRC) Harvey Cantor
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Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit Noa. 1, 2, & 3 BRANCH

Proposed Rule Governing Licensed N
Operator Staffing at Nuclear Power
Plants (87 Fed. ez 38133 (1932))

Dear Mr. Chibes

On August 30, 1982 the Commission published for mmm(ent a proposed rule

governing operator staffing at nuclear power plants (47 Federal Register
133 (1982)). Connecticut Yars«u Atomic Powgr Company & Northeast
udearlnethampmympleuedmabmuthefouwingmmmhmﬂn

proposed rule, _

" From the outset, CYAPCO&NNECOwhhmenvluslzeﬂuchavobm
Wworking to upgrade shift stafling so that, consistent with the proposed rule,
m«.muqu.:mmm‘m:mstmmum
Opeamtwlkusedﬂeacm%mwamhbnunoltmmum
Acxiliary operators. These activities have been under way since 1930, even
2 .@ﬁnymdmtreq\uredbyndgreguhtiunotwda. In spite of this, we
believe that the proposed rule hdudesmuredhtlcconpﬂmdeadﬂmwhldn
should be modified. 'efmrecommendt!utceruhted'ﬁcald\atgube
made in the proposed rule, These comments are set forth In detail below,

L ﬂuJar%_nql,l”JDea%
and the E xemption Process
As currently the shift staffing rule would have to be satistied full by
Jammsary 1, l”,unlessnlbcermand\uwgoodamevﬁryltm be

m from achieving compliance by that date. We submit that such a
is completely unrealistic because it falls 0 account for the very real

821
PDR °,9,.§ 0230 820954

50 37Fg :
¥ 3\-8-133 - PDR resently operate Millstone Units | and 2 and the :DS' 12
Haddam Neck nuclear facilities. Additionally, Millstars ITnis 2 e ccedea o
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‘ (1)  increased training and other requirements
imposed on current operating staff which
lengtheras training tire;

(2) unexpected attrition In current operating
staffss

(3) elevated standards for obtalning operator

(8) delays in NRC administering reactor
operator tests; and

(5) the need to distribute operating staff with
commercial experience among not only
Currently operating power reactors but also
among facilities which will soon begin
functional testing, fuel loading, start-up
testing and power ascension.

is apparent to CYAPCO and NNEZCO that the NRC ls semsitive to the
ficulties in obtaining enough qualified personnel to meet staffing requirements.
glven the Commission's difficulties in fully staffing its own Operator Licens
- Branch despite extensive recruirment efforts. .

During the past year, CYAPCO & NNECO have endeavored to bring these
matters to the attentjon of the NRC S:aff, apparently with little or no success.
On Octuber 22, 1980 we stated in a letter to Darrell (. Elsenhut that we were
committed to certain upgrades in shift scaffing by July |, 1982. However, we
also advised NRC that the July {, 1952 date was contingent upon a number of
factors such as minimum tumover of personnel out of the Operations
Department and oondmgzd success at licensing new Reactor Operators and
Senior Reactor Operators.

On September 28, 1981 CYAPCO & NNECO again wrote to the NRC conceming
shift stafting levels. We advised tha Staff that we would be unable to achieve
the increased staffing levels as early as originally anticipated and that it would
require until July 1, 1983 to have a second licensed Reactor Operator on duty in
the control room rather than July 1, 1922, as originally planned. The letter set
for th a number of reasors for this chuage, inchAing the need to staff Millstone

.\

October 22, 1980 letter from ¥. G. Cowwsl' to Darrell G. Elsenhut,
Director, of Operating Reacturs, Cifice of Nuclear Reacror Regulation,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
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.Unlt No. 3 with the maxbrun number of experienced Reactor Operators, and
increased regulstory raquirements governing overtime and training.? Following
a meeting with NRC ja December, 1981 and at the Staff's request, CYAPCO &
NNECO p and sudbmitrad on flarch 1, 1982 a detailed plan (includ Its

lustm‘cad to assure that requiced shift coverage would be available by July I,
1983,

Lastly, on August 31, 1982, CYAPCTO sdvised the NRC with respect wo Haddam
Neck that it was unable %0 nlsce twe individuals with Senior Reactor Operators
(SROs) on each shift as recommended in Staff guidance documeants. This situation
was due to unexpected attrizion, efforts to provide college level tralning to SROs
and delay in processing NRC examination results.? '

At present, it is clear that CYAPCO and NNECO will be unable to meet the
upgraded staffing levais by January 1, 1983 without reducing the number of
shifts and vhhtm overtime guldelines of Generic Letter 82-12. However,
as stated In the ! i, 1982 letzer?, CYAPCO and NNECO intend to achieve
full compliance with thes= staffirg gi-id-lines by July I, 1983. Also, as stated In
our March 1, 1932, letter, as iitvorzal licensed operators become available,

@ they will be piaced on shift sa a3 to meet the staffing recommendations on as
many shilts as possible. Thus, some shifts could actually be staffed In
accordance with the NRC's zuidance as early as Janvary I, 1983. However, it
will require until July I, 1983 to previde this level of stafling on all shifes,

CYAPCO and NNECQO find it extremely disturbing that not only has the NRC
failed to respond to the merits of cur previous submittals regarding shift staffin
upgrades, but that it is ncw proposing to cequire that such upgrades be comple
within approximately two mwatar. [f regulations are to include reasonable
compllance deadlines, they must rake Into account the practical difficulties
licensees will face In auhleving corpilance. There is no indication that the
p rule does so. Accordirgly, the January I, 1983 compliance date set
focth In the prepoed rule should be extended at least six months, and, more
realistically, should be extes:ded cn2 year to January 1, 193%.

We further suggest that it s mislzasiing to state (as does the Federal Register
notice) that the Jznvary 1. 1983 deacdlire is reasonable because "the utility
Industry has been nttempting to meet the increased stafling levels called for in
NUREG-0737 for approxuna‘ely twa years.™ (87FR33136k In fact, as the

3 September 28, 1981 letter from W, G, Counsil to Darrell G, Elsenhut.
’ March 1, 1932 letter from ¥. G. Counsil to Darrell G. Eisenhut.
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Commission itself knows, NUREG-0737 was and still Is a Staff guldance
document to the extent that it applies to currently operating piants,6 and as such
does not impose any Jegal requir:ments on current operating Jicense holders.7 We
believe that to establish a binding deadline for meeting a requirement based on
the premise that licensees had ample notice of it by virtue of an earlier Staff
dance document retroactively transforms that nonbinding document to a

. or requirement. .

Moreover, aside from the legal questions raised by relying on a guidance
document ta justify a compllance deadline, we believe that the reference to
NUREG-0737 undicated a failure cf NRC to clarify the priority it has placed and
now places on shift statfing upgrades. One effect of pot Imposing such upgrades
as a requirement initially was o send a signal ta both licensees and the public
that, while NRC believed that saift stalfing should be given attention, it was of
a lower prlority than other facility modifications ilnclud(n; procedural or
organizational changes) which wvere requiced by law. Consequently, In those
cases where both required moditications and recommended actions could not be
completed simuitaneously, licensees gave higher priority to completing required
activities. The NRC should not now bmpose a short-term deadline based on Its
belief that licentess ao 4 neriod of time preceding Imposition of the
requirement (e, the period when the "requirement™ was set forth in Staff
dance documents) during ahich to achleve compliance. Rather, a compliance
te should be established which takes into account fully the priocity the NRC
In fact placed on salft stafling vogrades
Lastly, we ¢o rot with the assumption implicit in the proposed rule that
even if the January 1. 1983 dealline cannot be met, the exemption process will
provide a mechinism through which relief fram that deadline may be provided on
a case-by-case basis. We have already requested relief from those aspects of the
Staff "guldance documents” which would be codifled in the proposed regulation.
Moreuver, wa hayve submitted datailed justification in support of such relief on
September 78, 19K1, and March |, 1982, We have also met with the Staff to
discuss the matter on December 1, 1981. As yet, no action has been taken on the
request. And, the fact that the NRC has proposed a shift staffing upgrade rule
without addressing the potential cbstacles to meeting the January 1, 1933
deadline already brouzh? to its attention in those submittals does not provide a

basis for concluding thut they -vill be considered by the Staff later on in the
exemption proc2ss.

& Transcript of Jun= 11, 1532 Public Commission Meeting, "Discussion of
Status of Shift Manning Requirement” at P, 26-73.

7 .8, Matter of Fire Protection for Operating Nuclear Plante. C1.0.X0-
~ - S e e A g vm———- ] g ——————
i“ “TTA, 13 SRC 778, 782 n 2 (U951
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inally required by 10CFRY0.47 and Appendix E, the Commission proiogd
981

changing the date to February 1, 1982, See 86 Federal Register 46587 (1

the proposed deadline. Consequently, CYAPCO & NNECO recommended that a
later date be selected.’ Becuice this recommendation was not accepted, we filed
3 request for a limited exemption from the February 1, 1982 deadline.? The
request was denied for the followlirg reasons. ,

When the Commissian chose the February |,
1982 deadline, they were aware that some

wese estimating that they might not
be able to cemolete installation of their
Systems by that date. Even with tils
knowledge, the Commission decided that the
F l, 92 dendline was reasonable, and
thatauncu\s-.-esshou!dhavebeenableto
mect this deadline bv having applle«l ficient
resowrces ta the task without delay.

Importantly, the denial did nct address our facrual justifications for the
exemption request. Rather, It asserted simply that the February 1, 1982
deadline was reasonable. The current rulemaking on shift staffing upgrades
appears to be following this same unfortunate patternn. The NRC has

that licensees sitisfy a new requirement in an unreasonably shoct time. The
ditficulties in doing so have been brought to the attention of NRC, yet 30 far
these difficulties have Apparenily been ignored by the NRC. ccordingly,
CYAPCO & NNECO wrge that the January [, 1983 deadline set forth in the
proposed regulation be exterded from six months to one year.

¥ October 20, i5h1 letter from W. G. Counsil to Mr. Samuel J. Chilk,

Secretary, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, ‘

January 18, 1982 jetter from W. G. Counsil to Mr. Wiliam J. Dircks,
Executive Diractor for Operations, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

February 3, 1982 letter from Mr, Darreil G. Elsenhut to W. G. Counsil.



Another experlence witch kas significantly contributed to our current perception

of the workability of the exemption process concerns the fire &rotecuon or
Appendix R [ssue. Despite the explicit guldance provided to the NRC Statf in
the United States, Cinxrt of Appeals dacision issued on March 16, 198211, it is not
yet clear how the commission Intends to ensure that exemption requests are In
fact being elevated to a lavel comparable to the three alternatives specified In

@S cction 1LG.2 of Appeniix R, The extensive resources that have been invested
in documenting and pursuing the exemption alternativas could have been reduced
signiticantly if the regulation had Initially been founded on more sound technical
bases.

~

U, Substantive Modi.flcatlu\_s

CYAPCO & NMNECO have two. specific comments.on substantive aspects of the
propased regulation.  First, the proposed regulation sho'dd be modifiad to
account expressly for pesisonnel absences of ited duratior. We therefore
recommend that the following footnote (footnote four) be added to the tabla set
forth in preposed Seciion 30, 35 (mX2Xs

The above shift crew composition may be less

than the minimumn requirements for a period

of time mot ro exceed two hours in order to

accommedafe umeapected absences, provided

expeditious actions are taken to fill the
-~ requirad positlons.

provi-;iov; would incorporate language similar to that already found In
. ‘dection § of the Standard Technical Specifications, and In owr existing Technical
: ifications Iseued by the NRC, :

n addition, we recommend that the transition points with respect to staffing
requirements be identifted in terms of operational modes now set focth in
Standard Technical Specifications. Specifically, operating nuclear power units
would be defined a» unis In bot shutdowm, hot standby, startup and power
operation. Urdts In cold shiitdown or in retueling would be defined as not
operating. See Sectian I, "Definitions”, of Standard Technical Specifications,

4% Value-Impact Statement

We believe that the valie-impact statement supporting the proposed rule is
inadequate. When the Comimission issued its existing value-impact guidelines, it
contemplated that those guidelines would be a useful device In analyzing the
meed for and effectivenssy of propnsed administrative sctions. It is difficult to
understand how this Conmiission goal can be achieved in view of the inadequate
‘manner in wWhich the Staff has applied the guidelines,

TT" "Opinion of e U. 5 Court of Appeals for the Distric of Columbia Circuit,
No. 31-1058, The Canwwcticur Light and Power Company, Et Al, v.
Nuclear Regilatory “ommission, March 16, 1982,
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For example, the valuc-ipact statement Included with the proposed rule states:

"The Impact on the bxlustry would be the cost of training and inaintaining
‘ the raquired number cf licensed operators nn shift.”

and: b

"Tha value of e prupored action to the public would be safer and more
reliable opedation of mxclear power facilities”

Yet, no atzempt Ix inade o quutiify either the impact or the value. In fact, no
information Is provided te substantiste the statement that ruciear plant
operation will be sufer :nd nore relisble with the increased staffing levels,
Therefore, we judge the value-impact statement to be extremely shallow since
there Is no benchmark te ju:ge reative costs and benefits.

We trust rhat ou recommendations will be considerad by the NRC prior to
promulgating the droposad cule, particularly with respect to the January I, 1983
complianco dats s2t forth theroin. If that date is not modified, we would have
no other alternativa but to request an exemption from it.This administrative
exerclse of establishirg an unreasonable deadline then taking enforcement
actions against ll:ensees thut cannot comply will not result In any measurable
Increase in the puslic: health and safety, especially since the resources of bath

. CYAPCO, MNECT and the NRC zould be better spent on resalving other issues.
The NRC Is urged to avaluyate and respont to the merits of our justification at
this stage, rather than prumulgating the rule as proposed and obligating us to
embark upon anothor administrative exercise,

t response to Cermmissioner Asselstine's raquest for comments on the feasibility
of complying witi+ the January 1, 1983 date, we are providing a copy of this
letter to his office dicectly.

If you hava any cuestions sn these comments, we would be pieased to discuss
them with you. <

Very wuly yours,

CONNECTICUT YANKEE ATOMIC POWER COMPANY
NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY

.'/ ” /
& W%J&m :

Senior Yice President
ccr Cominissioner Asselstine
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Z 34
References: (a) Llicense Hu, DOR-3§ (Docket 50-309) 2 77 £
(b) MYAPCo Letter to USNRC dated July 21, 1982, mN-82-132
"Regirest for Extension af Shift Nmnln? Requirements”
1

(c) USNRC Letter to MYAPCa cdateg Septamber 1982
Subject: Maina Yankee Atomic Power Comparny comments on Proposed Rule: .
Licensed Operstor Staffing at Nuclear Power Units, FR38135, et seq,
‘ August 30, 1982
Oear Sirc:

Maine Yankee 1s pleaced to provide comments on the subject proposed rule.
Our comments endclse the concept of a second SRO on duty for operating units,
express resarvations about the requirement for a fourth licensed individual on
shift, express reservations about tha reasonableness and workability of the
proposed implementation schadule and suggest a reavision to the definition of
"operating® contained in a footrotae to the proposed rule's staffing table.

Maina Yarkee is a single unit plant and 1s required by license to have at
least one SRO and two ROs on =ach shift crew ouring power operation.

we agree that there s a benerit assoc!eted with the proposed requirement
for two SROsS on esch crew and have slway3 attempted to meet that standard.
fowever, attrition and the nead fcr =ore operaters to mest expanded training
requirments has sometimes maow it necessary Lo rasort to meeting only the
license requirements. Despite cur past difficulties, we believe that the
Aroposed two SRO requiressnt would improve the gquality of cperations.

‘,ws believe that the requirem=nt ror a fourth license on each shift is
wwiecessary, will not result in any compensating imorovements in operational
wpality and may, in fact, be detri=entul.

The addition of a second SRO and ths Increased SRO training requirements,
Jlus the requirement for a qualifizd Shift Technical Advisor zlready increase
substantially the technical competance of zach shift crew. A second RO only
10ds yet anothex "palr of hands™ which dgces not appesr to be a "lesscen
‘agrmed™ from TML. : :



MAINE YATIRZE A70pM S POWER COMPANY

‘reury ta tha Commissicn September 27, 1982 '
tecd States Nuclear Regulatory Commission _ Page two

The additional training requir=mants impnsed since TMI have prompted many
utilities to go from five to six shifts and expand thelir training staffs. The
adoed experiences requirements for cperstors has made rapld staff expansion
aifficult if not impassible in some casas, The required fourth license will
further strain the glready pressct triining resourcas of licensees requiring
yet more instructors compcunding the nesd for more licensed operators.

The requirement will force soms licansees to back down from six to flve
and perhaps even ta four shifts, incraasing tha work load on the operators,
perhaps ralsing attrition which would compousnd the problem, ,

Furthermore, dropplng back the mumbtar of shifts would reduce the time
available for uunlr?, more overtime work would be necessarl and training
quality may suffer. In summary, incressing the gquantity of licenses may
decrease the quality of licenseces. .

We believe the schedule In ti:e proposed ruls is uynrealistic. we have
ted a comgrahensive study to determine when we could seet it using all
available resources. Becsuse of tne tias necessary to glve new operators at
each job level the roquired experisnca and training, our best estimace for
weeting the requirewents is mid-1984. Any early schedule imposed would force
us to reduce the mumbar of shifts sith the possible adverse consequences
described sariier,

Maine Yankee has previously (Refzrence (b)) indicated the time frames
required to add & fourth (SR0) licenzed indivicual to operating crews. Staff
consideration of this mattar wus o-fecrad (Refersnca (c)). :

For your infgomatlon, Attactrent A outlines the steps ve belleve must be
accomplished %0 nluce a fourth (SRD) licensed individual on shift.

We do not belleve the definiiicns nf "cperating"” in the proposed rule's
staffing tabla are aporcpriaste. We would suggest a revision which would hew
more closely to the lines present 1ln standard technical specifications. For
example, the second 370 raqulrement might Ge agplled to startup and power
operating modes and rcolaxed in shutdown modes. This would promote consist

th familiar mcde dafinitions erd checiqroints., There seems to be no rationa
making this requirament applicsble at or above 200° for PWRs - any other
anperature would secve equally =ell. '



MAINE YANKER ATOMIC POWER coupiuv

cretary to th= Commission September 27, 1982
itad States Nuclear Regulatory Comission Page thres

Malne Yarnkes believes that the requirement for a secaond SRO is worthwhile;
hat the requirement for a fourth license is unnecsssary and may be

letrimental; that the proposed schecdule should be delayed at least one year to
rovide the time to meat it without an undue sacrifice in quality; and that
he definition of "operating™ should be revised for consistency. '

Yours vary truly,
MAINE YANKEE ATOMIC POWER COMPANY

‘ ' John H. Garrity ,i Senior Director
Nuclear Engincering & Licensing

pjp
ttadwmant -~ 1 Page

c: Mr. Paul A, Swetland
Mr. Ronald C. Haynes
Mr. Robert A. Clark



MAINI YAHNKEE ATOMIC POWER COMPANY

ATTACHMENT A: STEPS FOR ADDITION OF A FOURTH
LICENSED (SRO) INDIVIDUAL ON SHIFT

Relief of unlicensad eguipment operators by qualified replacements so

the equipment operators car go into training for NRC RO licensing
examinations.

Training and NRC =raniration and licensing of RC candidatas for
assigment aa reliefs far [0s on duty. ;

Relief of on-duty POs by new ROS so the relieved ROs can go into
training as sRos.

Tralning and N°C sxamination and licensing of SRO candidates. (Note:
NRC experierce roquiremants must be met by SRO candidates).

Addition of the new 5RUs to the operating crew.
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Mr. Samuel Chilk
September 27, 1982
Page 3

experience level of the operating staff, as well as creating the possibility of a
flaved training and hiring program. If a utility is forced to license a certain
number of operators by an arbitrary date, the temptation exists for the license™
candidate to study to "pass the exam", and not necessarily to operate the plant.
Additionally, if the candidate is not allowed an adequate amount of time to absorb
the information he is learning, his retention of that material may be decreased.
Both of these possibilities have obvious safety consequences. WPSC has tried to
minimize these concerns by establishing a rational 'schedule which allows an adequate
amount of time to train license candidates.

The dilution of the overall experience level is of great concern to us. Prior to
this requirement, WPSC's operational staff consisted of five shifts, with one SRO
(the shift supervisor) and two RO's per shift. (WPSC also maintains an STA on site
when the urit is above cold shutdown.) The experience level of these personnel was
excellent, due to the extremely low rate of attrition which we have been able to
maintain. For example, in March of 1979, every shift supervisor and licensed operator
on shift had pre-operational experience at the Kewaunee Plant, even though we had
been operating for five years at that time. The value of this experience cannot be
over-emphasized. The control room operators are, in part, the first to respond

to alarms and abnormal conditions in the control room. The insight into the workings
of the plant that these personnel have gained from pre-operational experience is
extremely valuable.

However, as a result of the proposed requirement for a second SRO, WPSC has been
forced to take steps which will virtually eliminate all pre-operational experience
“"on the panels". WPSC acknowledges that this experience cannot be maintained
throughout the life of the plant, however, under normal conditions the turnover of
personnel would be much slower, allowing for a timely and more complete transfer of
information and experience among the operators.

WPSC also acknowledges that this experience will not be totally lost, since present
operators that will be upgraded to SRO's will be acting supervisors in the control
room. Keep in mind, however, that the actual manipulation of controls rests with
the control room operators (RO's), and these operators will be the first to respond
to abnormal conditioms.

Acother negative aspect of the proposed effective date is the potential it creates
for "pirating” of operators in the industry. An arbitrary shift manning requirement,
with an arbitrary effective date, will increase the temptation for utilities to
recruit qualified operators from operating power plants, causing a further reduction
in overall experience levels.

Finally, with respect to an arbitrary completion date, WPSC would like you to realize
the potential it would create for a contradiction with another one of your guidelines.
Generic Letter 82-12 (June 15, 1982) informed all utilities of your guidelines
concerning working hours for nuclear plant operating staffs. These guidelines limit
the amount of overtime and consecutive days that operators should be allowed to

work. The imposition of an arbitrary date when an increased staff size would be
required could result in a forced overtime situation which in turn would result in
the violation of your working-hour guidelines at those facilities which have
traditionally operated successfully with small operating staffs. This would
unreasonably place the utility in a "no-win" situation.



Mr. Samuel Chilk
'~ September 27, 1982
Page 4

Technical Justification for Increased Staff Size o

As justification for the increase in operating staff size which would be required by

the proposed 10CFR50.54 (m)(2), the NRC has stated that ".... studies and investigations

have recommended changes in the numbers, qualifications, and organization of nuclear

power plant personnel. .... These studies concluded that, among other things, current
..hif: staffing requirements should be upgraded.” Here, once again, WPSC finds history

repeating itself. The NRC has not given any justification for the requirement with

this statement, but has referred the reader to a set of other documents. This is

exactly the practice for which the NRC was admonished by the Court of Appeals for

the District of Columbia in their decision on the Fire Protection Requirements (Docket
81-1050, March 16, 1982).

WPSC feels that this continuing disregard for the requirements of the Administrative

Procedure Act only serves to undermine NRC licemsee's and the public's confidence in
the rulemaking process.

WPSC has reviewed several of the reports and documents referenced in the proposed rule.
Unlike the Commission, WPSC does not feel that these reports recommend an increase
in the staff size of operating plants, as discussed below. i

Kemeny Report

The report of the President's Commission on Three Mile Island (The Kemeny Report)
includes recommendations for improvements in several areas, ranging from the NRC itself
to Emergency Planning and Response. In reviewing these recommendations, WPSC has not
been able to identify any that specifically recommend an increase in the on-shift
‘staff at nuclear power plants. Perhaps the recommendations of the President's
Commission that come the closest to this proposed requirement are those regarding
training. However, these recommendations do not require an increase in the number
of operators, but an upgrade in the training of operators. In WPSC's opinion, this
proposed rule runs exactly counter to these recommendations by imposing an arbitrary
date of implementation, thus undermining the objective of improved training (as
discussed above).

WPSC's conclusion that the Kemeny Report does not recommend an increase in operating
staff size is supported by Volume 2 of NUREG 0660, NRC Action Plan Developed as a
Result of the TMI-2 Accident. Pages 3 through 26 of Volume 2 provide a cross reference
of the President's Commission's recommendations to the Action Plan items. Item 1.A.1.3,
Shifr Manning, does not appear on this cross reference.

Bulletins and Orders Task Force

The report of the Bulletins and Orders Task Force is also referenced in the proposed
rule as justification for increased staffing. Again, WPSC's review of this report
has been unsuccessful in providing technical justification for this proposed rule.
In fact, footnote (1) of the proposed rule suggests that NUREG 0660 be used to glean
further technical information on this requirement. WPSC has found that the Bulletin

.and Orders Task Force report is not even referenced in Volume 2 of NUREG 0660 (see
above).

NRC Special Inquiry Group (SIG)

WPSC's review of the report of the Special Inquiry Group (Rogovin Report) provided

a repeat of our other reviews. Again, the report recommends an "upgraded set of
requirements' concerning shift staffing, but falls short of suggesting an increase

in the number of licensed senior reactor operators on site until appropriate analyses
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are completed. The Rogovin report suggests that the qualifications of the utility's
staff be certified to insure the management and technical qualifications of utility
personnel. (pp 106-107 of the Rogovin Report)

-~

~

In reviewing the recommendations of the SIG as summarized in NUREG 0660 WPSC could
only identify a weak link between the SIG's recommendations and the actual requirement

to increase the staff size. For example, recommendation 9 (page 75, volume 2 NUREG
0660) suggests that: "

Until recommendation 8 can be implemented, the NRC should require that all

hot operations shifts be manned by a minimum of one SRO, two CRO's and one

additional individual with demonstrated and tested capabilities in abnormal
system diagnosis. Two of these individuals should be required in the plant
control room at all times (C.2.a, C.3.a).

Recommendation 8 suggests that research be performed to determine what an appropriate
staff size should be. WPS has met the requirements of recommendation 9. It is our
understanding that task analyses are being performed by INPO, among others; while
this work is continuing our shift staff is made up of one SRO (Shift Supervisor), two
RO's, one Shift Technical Advisor, one equipment operator and one auxiliary operator.

Similarly, recommendation 2 (page 76, Volume 2, NUREG 0660) suggests that "on-shift
manning levels be increased to levels determined to be needed by the results of acciden
response task analyses." Again, it is premature to proceed with rulemaking on this
topic until the appropriate research is completed.

Referring finally to NUREG 0737 and the preliminary value impact statement associated
with this proposed rule, WPSC at last discovered an attempt to justify this requirement.
The latter document states that this requirement is necessary (1) to ensure the
presence of a person with a senior operator license in the control room at all times
that a nuclear power unit is operating; and (2) to provide a minimum number of licensed
personnel on each shift at all times.

NUREG 0737 states essentially the same purposes for this rule, with the justification
that it would allow for the movement of key individuals (presumably, the shift
supervisor) about the plant.

While WPSC agrees with the concept of mobility for the shift supervisor, we do not
understand the reasoning that there should always be an SRO in the control room.
WPSC's experience has shown that current staffing levels are adequate tc provide
for the health and safety of the public. In our off-normal experiences at the
Kewaunee Plant, WPSC has shown that two qualified RO's, under the direction of the
shift supervisor, can adequately handle the plant. Furthermore, since serious
accidents at nuclear power plants are slow developing (e.g.: TMI-2), the shift
supervisor can be allowed to move about the plant with assurance that he can return
to the control room within minutes, if necessary.

WPSC has not been able to determine adequate technical justification in the referenced
documents to require that an SRO be in the control room at all times. This requirement
appears to have been assumed by the NRC, thus providing the basis for increasing the
staff at nuclear power plants. Based on our eight years of operational experience,

it is WPSC's opinion that such a requirement is not necessary.
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In fact, WPSC feels that there are potential safety concerns in increasing staff sizes
to a level where individuals become nonproductive. If the staff level is raised to
such a2 point, the nonproductivity of the personnel will breed inattentiveness, which
in turn can have serious safety consequences. WPSC recommends that this proposed

rule be delayed to allow for the completion of appropriate research which will define
the need for such a rule. :

In WPSC's opinion, the safety of nuclear power plants is best served by highly qualifie

those personnel are not adequately prepared for their job responsibilities. WPSC feels
that the NRC should not concentrate on numbers as much as on the proper selection,
qualification and continual requalification of personnel. By imposing arbitrary
completion dates for a rule such as this, the NRC is only undermining the key component

in the safety of a nuclear power plant.

-

personnel. The number of personnel on shift will add little or nothing to safety if i
|

Such a generalized statement of purpose, unsupported oy specific technical justificatio
is ar insufficient basis for imposition of a costly, inefficient and potentially
counterproductive staffing requirement. The method of proposed implementation and

lack of expressed justification suggest that the rule is being proposed more for its
appearance of increasing safety than for its substance.

In summary, WPSC recommends tnat the commission uot adopt the proposed rule for the
following reasons:

1'

2.

The proposed rule violates the procedures and intent of the Administracive ‘
Procedure Act. ‘
The proposed effective date is arbitrary; impositions of this arb.trary

date could have severe safety consequences.

The commission has not provided adequate technical justilication for che
rule.

WPSC's experience at the Kewaunee Nuclear Power Plant has demonstrated
the acceptability of our existing staff size.

The rulemaking should, at a minimum, be postponed until the appropriat«
analyses considering shift manning are completed. Paraphrasing the wovds
of the Court of Appeals, the NRC has treated the safeguards of the
administrative process too cavalierly, making it impossible for the
public (or a reviewing court) to discera that the agency action has
indeed furthered the public safety.

As always, WPSC would be happy to discuss these comments with you, ard would appreciate
your reply.

Very truly yours,

C st

C. W. Giesler
Vice President - Nuclear Power

is

¢ce - Mr. Robert Nelson, US NRC
Mr. David Baker, Foley & Lardner
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O~tober 6, 1982

Secretary of the Comwission
U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Attention: Docketing and Service Section

-

Northern States Power Company appreciates the cpportunity to review and comment
on the proposed revision to 10 CFR Part 50 related to Licensed Operator Staffing
at Nuclear Power Units published in the Federal Register on August 30, 1982,

We have the following comments to offer:

Requirement for Senior Reactor Operator (SRO) in Control Room

The proposed rule will requlre the presence in the control room
at all times of m holding a senior operator license for
each unit which /e cold shutdown.

\* our Monticello plant (and several other plants), the Shift
‘upervisor's offics 13 not located in the control room. This
individual will liold one of the two SRO licenses required during
plant operatlon. The Shift Supervisor's office is located
{mmadiately adjacent to the coatrol room and transit time between
the two areas tak~s less than ten seconds. Redundant communication
channels are aveilable between the two areas. We helieve the rule
#lould recognize such arrangemen's as being equivalent to having

an SRO located in the control room.

We have loung recomnized the advantages of locating the Shifc
Supervidor's office outside of the control room (for example,
reduction in tratfic intu and ~ut of the control room resulting
in fewer Adistractions to the co:trol room operators). For smooth
and efficient plant functioning, the Shift Supervisor must be
eas.'y accessible and spend most of his time in his office. The
second SRO required by the rule should be free to move throughout
tha plant for routine inspections and evaluation of off-rormal
events.

Deadline for Meeting Requirements of
Rule Relating to Two SRO's on Shift

The proposed rvle hés an implementation date of January 1, 1983.
It would allow the D.recto: of Nuclear Reactor Regulation to
grant requests for extensions of the deadline to July 1, 1983,
if the requests are timely and demonstrate good cause. In
exceplional cases, further extensions may be granted by the
Commission {tself. We believe the January 1, 1983 deadline is
unrealistic ard the extension policy contained in the proposed
rule is not Liderai enough.
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The requirement for two SRO', on shift is an especially
difficult one for a one-unit plant site to meet. At
our Monticello plant we initiated steps long ago to
increase the number of licensed and senior licensed
operations personnel in conjunction with implementation
of Item I.A.1.3.2 of NUREG-0737. On February 5, 1982
we requested an extension in the i{mplementation schedule
for Item I.A.1.3.2 until February 15, 1983 to train and
license additional senior licensed personnzl. In spite

>  of good faith efforts, our goal of two SRO's per shift
has not yet been met and we now believe an additional
schedule extension request will be necessary.

We believe the proposed rule underestimates the difficulty
involved in selecting, training, and licensing personnel.
At a time when licensing requirements are becoming more
rigorous and experienced personnel are in short supply,
more training and preparation are necesaary for license
candidates. The final rule should recognize this fact

and contain a realistic implementation date for the shift
manning requirements. January 1, 1984 would be a realistic
implementation date.

Please contact us {f you have any questions concerning our comments related
to the proposed licensed operator staffing rule.

Da.g M\\»
David Musolf
Manager of Nuclear Support Services

DMM/bd

cc: Regilonal Administrator-III, NRC
NRR Pro ject Managers, NRC
NRC Resident Inspectors
G Charnoff
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September 27, 1982 J.E.Tribble
D.E.Vandenburgh

Secretary of the Coamlssion W.P.Johnson

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission L.H.Heider

Washington, D. C. 20555 D.W.Edwards/R.E.Helfrich
JAK/JBS/REG/AL

Atteation: Docketing and Service Braach ACK/LDM/RES/.JD
J.G.Robinson B.B.Beckley

Subject: Comments Pertaining to Licensed Operator Staffing; Propcsed Ruf eS . Thomas

(47FR38135, 30 August 1982) t ok E.E.Pilat D.E.Moody

B.C.Slifer J.T.Cady,Jr.

Dear Sir: J.H.Moody P. Higgins
W.G.McGee R.W.Huston

We welcome this opportunity to exercise our privilege of subaitting comaéhreso
Yankee Atomic owns and operates a nuclear power plaat in Rowe, Massachusetts. The GLA-2
Nuclear Services Divisioa also provides engineering and licensing services for otherLic.File
nuclear power plants ia the Northeast includiag Vermoat Yankee, Maine Yankee, and

Seabrook 1 and 2. W.F.Conway
R.W.Burke

LﬁTRODUCTORY REMARKS REGARDING LICENSED OPERATOR 3TAFFING J.H.Garrity
J.B.Randazza

Yankee Atomic recognizes that some licensees already comply with the proposed

.stafflng crequirements for liceased operztors. Others may achieve compliance before the
proposed deadline of January 1, 1983. Still others, and we think the majority of
licensees, will be unable to achieve the proposed levels of staffing by that deadlize.
Many ip this latter category have already requested extensions beyoand that date. Thus,
the proposed rule abruptly confronts some licensees with the penalties of noncompliaace,
but rewvards others who have already established their licensed operator gtaff consisteat
with NRC's proposed requiremeats.

The post-TMI literature that NRC cites ia the proposed rule provides no explanation
for NRC's belief thar a backup SRO ls necessary for reasons of facreasing safety during
plant operation. The Presideat's Commission on Three Mile Island does not address
staffing levels for liceansed operators. The conclusions reached in other documeats such
as reports of the NRC's Speclal Inquiry Group, Lessons Learaned Task Force, or Bulletios
and Orders Task Porce are officlal pronouncements and policy statemeants, not
adalnistrative rulemakings. They do not reflect the required level of reasoned
decision-making that must precede NRC's promulgation of a new requirement.

In our opinion, the need for this proposed requirement has not been adequately

established; especlally in view of the difficult and unsettled task of describing what
{s the appropriate relationship between Coatrol Room design, emergency operating
procedures, and human factors. The questions raised by these relatioanships are

.lultl-hcetcd. and caonot easily be resolved by a single-issue rulemaking. e belleve
the rule is premature and recommend that NRC delay their decision on licensed operator
staffi{ng, untll the aumerous and extensive studies now underway by NRC and ladustry are
completed (see Attachment to thls letter). These studles arz part of NRC's integrated

) effort to establish shift crew qualifications, which is necessarily related to the

X question of licensed operator staffing. The Attachment summaries these studies, which
represent a more holistic and less ad-hoc approach than this i{solated proposal. At
least five key activities are undervay, represeatiang a very significant commitment of
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NRC and Industry resources, that would appear to provide the sound basis this proposed
rule lacks. We believe that by proposing this rule in advance of galning knowledge from

‘thou programs, the NRC may put the cart before the horse.

DISCUSSION OF THE PROPOSED RULE

1. A fixed deadline for compliance of January 1, 1983, even with the privilege of
requesting extensicns, may not be the most fair and reasonable choice.

The propcsed rule establishes a deadline of January 1, 1983, for meeting its
mioimum licensed osperator staffing requirements, but permits the Director, NRR, to graat
extensions "for good cause” to July 1, 1983. Many utilfties have already requested
extensions from this date, based upon the NRC's criteria set forth in the Supplementary
Information section. Although the proposed rule further provides for extensioas,
granted by the Commissioners to beyond July 1, 1983, no criterion are established for
what "exceptional cases” would be eligible for such extensions. Despite NUREG-0737's
prior requirements, concerning staffing levels for licensed operations, this proposed
rule is the first officlal opportunity that NRC has provided for subamitting commeats on
these requirements. Licensees are now faced with a codified deadline concerning
staffing levels, and this proposed rule in which NRC has provided less than thirty days
for public comments and merely four moaths until compliance is required.

We bellieve that an "ezceptional case” may already exist for any request for

’xtcnuon beyond January 1, 1983. This date i{s too soon fo: many licensees, and does

not correspond to a future jate whea results will be avallable from the exteaslve
ongoing activities, listed on the Attachment to this letter. In particular, INFO's
Survey of Occupational Employmeant {n Nuzlear Power Activities, which i{s due October
1982, could be consulted by NRC for projecting personael availability and demands for
licensed operators. There may be reason %o find that January 1, 1983 {s not the most
falr and reasonable deadline that could be chosen. Moreover, NRC action in advance of
the INPO survey will negate the purpose and timeliness of the survey, contrary to the
spirit of Industry cooperation with NRC, which INPO has fostered since its formation.

2. Instead of fixing a deadline that may be nnrealistic for many Utilities, NRC should

permit each licensee to negotiate a more viable commitament date.

In the area of NRC requirements for emergency preparedness capability, the
Comaittee to Review Generic Requirements has distilled many isolated, and in some cases
ad-hoc, requirements into a single documeat {n SECY 82-111. The Commissioners have
approved a scheme for licensees to negotiate their coamitmeats to SECY 82-111
requirements, together with their NRC Project Managers. The Coumissioners explicitly
recognized that a discrete deadline for the diverse SECY 82-111 eamergency preparedness
requirements would be unfair to many Utilities, who were continuing with good-faith
efforte to implement these capabilities ia the absence of a concise regulatory
requirement.

Similarly, we believe that a negotiable commitment scheme {s appropriate for
licensed operator staffing requirements. Thus, NRC would demonstrate a falr
consideration for a Utllity with, among other factors, an active recruitment program,
sufficieat persoannel in training, and an adequate training program. A fixed deadline
can be unnecessarily demoralizing, to a utility whose good-faith efforts in these areas
{s oaly to be met with a flnding of noncompliance, with the premature and arbitrary
deadline of January 1, 1983.
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3. Staffing requiremeants that abruptly increase, at a pre-selected core-average
temperature, are unnecessarily (nflexible and may prevent a Shift Supervisor from
‘ leaving the Control Room even when safety demands his preseace elsewhere in the

glant.

According to the proposed rule, taking pressurized water reactors for {1llustration,
the minimum requiremeats for Senlor Reactor Operators increase by oae when core-average
temperature reaches 200°F. A shift Svpervisor supervisiog a plant heatup to normal
operating temperatures would be forbidden from leaving the Control Room, in case he {is
needed elgewhere, until a second Senlor Reactor Operator reports to the Control Room for
duty. Thus, the consequeance of basing the requirement upon temperature is paradoxical:
either the plant heatup would be delayed uatil the second SRO arrives, or the S5 must
disobey a requirement if an emergency arises and he must exit the Control Room before
the SRO arrives. Nothing about 200°F, however, compels this result for all
pressurized water reactors. Plant operations are aot suddenly made unsafe at 200°F,
so that two SROs on Shift are necessary. And nothing is desirable about forcing a plant
cooldown, merely so the SS can leave the Coantrol Room. A pre-selected temperature
transition polat «f 200°F for all plaants is unreallstic since it does not correspond
to any identifled risk of plaant operation, which would demand another SRO, and may
create a safety hazard 1{f it operates as a diseacentive for a SS to go where he is
needed most.

We believe, for example, if this prooosed rule is promulgated, that a better way to
' administer the requirement for a backup SRO would be to key on Operating Modes 1-6,
which are defined for each plant, and to only require the second SRO before a expiration
of the subsequent shift. Thus, the transition-requirement more naturally corresponds to
plant-specific definitions of modes, and a reasonable perlod of flexibility would exist
to permit the SS to roam freely about the plant without delaying operation, until a
backup SRO arrived.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Yankee Atomic believes that this proposed rule should not be promulgated in advaace
of results of those NRC and Industry Activities listed as the Attachment to this
letter. In addition, it should only be promulgated Lf NRC establishes that additional
compliance costs to Utilities are justified by avoiding identifiable risks of plant
operation as a coasequence of requiring more licensed operators on shift. Othervise, we
feel the rule is both premature and not properly justified by reasons of significantly
{ncreasing plant safety.

Very truly yours,
YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
e e E el

Robert E. Helfrich
Senior Englneer - Generic Liceansing

’ REH /dd



) Projected Availability

October, 1952

November, 1982

December, 1982

June, 1983

June, 1983

July, 1983

ATTACHMENT*

Item

INPO Survey of Occupational Eaployment in
Nuc tear Power Activities, to determine
employment status zad demand for liceased
operators by Utilittes.

Brookhaven~Pacific Nor:thwest Labs Contractor

Report for the NRC's Division of Humau Factors
Safety, for use {a developing guidelines for
shift staffing and qualifications requiremeat.

NRC D'‘vision of Human Factors Safety Project,
Preliminary Report, to define the preferred role
of an engineer on shift, facluding: functions,
responsibilities, qualifications, orgaanizational
relationship, integration with other operating
staff.

NRC Division of Human Factors Safety,
Application of Instructional Systems Developament

to Evaluation of Nuclear Utility Traiaing,
project to develop guidelines for operator
training programs in the auclear {andustry and
for specific positions and plaant type.

NRC Division Facility Operations, NRC-RES
Job/Task Analysis, project to obtain detailed
information on crew operations during transieat
and accident coaditions, on human engineering
design on Control Room nuambe: and types of
operations, training requirements, etc.

INPO Job/Task Aaalysis, project to obtaln
detafled data and descriptions of skills and
knowledge requirements of ten operational
positions (e.g., RO, SRO, AO, SS, STA, etc.).

* Preseantation by Dr. J. Persensky, NRC Licensee Qualificatlon Braach,
September 1, 1982 Meeting of AIF Subconmittee on Reactor Operations and

Ma{ntenance

&
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LACK OF JUSTIFICATION

OTHER PENDING INITIATIVES

SCHEDULE AND PLANNING IMPLICATIONS

SAFETY IMPLICATIONS



LACK OF JUSTIFICATION

- LER EXPERIENCE

- INDUSTRY STUDIES
INPO TASK ANALYSIS

= NRC RESEARCH

OTHER PENDING INITIATIVES

- STA

- TABLE B-1

- CoLLeGe CREDITS

- DEGREED SHIFT SUPERVISOR

- SHIFT ENGINEER

- OVERTIME RESTRICTIONS

= No. OF SHIFTS INCREASED

= SIMULATOR EXAMIMATIONS



SCHEDULE AND PLANNING IMPLICATION

- EXPERIENCE REQUIREMENTS

- EDUCATION REQUIREMENTS

- TRAINING REQUIREMENTS

- More DIFFICULT Exam STANDARDS

- EXPANDED TRAIMING STAFF AND REQUIREMENTS

- REQUALIFICATION EXAMINATIONS

- EXPANDED NEED FOR LICEMSED PERSONNEL

SAFETY IMPLICATIONS
- DiILuTioN oF OPERATING EXPERIEMCE
- LESS EXPERIENCE ON SHIFT

- PCSSIBLE INATTENTIVENESS
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LOSS

ATTRITION ==<{-

ATTRITION =—=<[-

ATTRITION =—=<{~-

ATTRITION ==<{~

AO
18

RO
12

SOS

PSS

6-12 MO.

10 MO.

9 MO.

TRAINING

REQUAL

COLLEGE
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MAINE YANKEE
EXAM FAILURE RATE

PROPOSAL AS OF 10782

PROGRAM
START COMPLETE PASS EXAM

1979

SRO - o &

CRO 5 4 4
1980

SRO 3 3 3

CRO 6 4 4
198|

SRO 7 6 4

CRO 6 4 4
1982

SRO 6 4 4

SRO | | |

CRO 10 7 7

SRO $/3 1983

CRO 8 Completions
TOTAL — TOTAL
LESS UNFINISHED SRO 18 b Ly R 67 %)~

CRO 27 , e 19 . ox |9+ { 70% )=

%o RESIGNED

o ———————t———— - o



PROPOSAL AS OF 10/82
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PROPOSAL AS OF 10/82
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MAINE YANKEE
Operations Dept.
Attrition Rate

PROPOSAL AS OF 10/82

VEAR  ARKAGL  COMRRSR RSfadimen O™
1977 | 4 2 7

1978 0 4 2 6

1979 3 | 2 6

1980 2 | 0 3

1981 4 | 5 10
1982 | 0 3 4
TOTALS I I 14 36
AVG./yp 1.83 1.83 295 e
PLANNING e 2 3 T/year

RATE/yR.




