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1 approve in part and disapprove in part the staff's recommendation to publish for comment
the proposed amendments to 10 CFR Part 59.

tests and written examinations to

| favor veturning the conduct of requalifi xam
ﬁ@_!& !!uﬁiﬁ (as was the case e staff auditing the test and
exafination process throyg % %ts Ens?i@ﬁ% ?ﬁﬁ;@ and, wém there is cause, the stalf using
thm{Rﬁm in 10 S9(a .to conduct all or portions of the tests and
examinations,

The existing Memorandum of Agreement between INPO and the NRC assures that the
NRC will be aware of any modifications, or updates to the industry's acereditation program
objectives and criteria documents which would warrant any modification in the NRC
position expressed in the FRN. In addition to verifying licensee programs through the NRC
inspection process, the staff will continue to monitor the acceptability of the industry
accreditation process by:

(8)  Nominating individuals who are not on the NRC staff to serve as members of the .
National Nuclear Accrediting Board with full voting privileges;

(b)  Having an NRC staff member attend and observe selected National Nuclear
Accrediting Board meetings; .

(¢)  Having NRC employees observe INPO accreditation team site visits; and

(d) Receiving periodic briefings and reviewing any modifications in the program
objectives and criteria,

[ agree with the stafl “that it could ensure and improve operational safety at each facility
by directing its resources to inspect and overses facility requalification programs rather than
conducting requalification examinations."  Such an approach is consistent with the NRC
Princinles of Good Regulation, which state in part that "Regulatory activities should be
consisient with the degree of risk reduction that they achieve. Where several effective

alternative: «re available, the option which minimizes '+ use of resources should be
acopted.
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However, 1 disapprove the staff's proposal to periodically conduet selected ortions of
requalificatio n..oleEcl!m. ing tests and 'wrtf{ten m"‘nir.nia" tions at each facilify for o me"'gmr ancause
or 4y th& THfmIss roves. Exi :

the NRC ay admiiister requalilication {ests and examinations in lieu of the facility
licensee. The staff indicates that the NRC will utilize this existing option not only to
conduct the exams for cause, but also to periodically (“at each facility at leas every 6 years')
conduct selected portions of requalification examinations (presumably this means operating
tests and written examinations), [ etranaly sur o NRC conduet of requalification
exems wharee there s indlentions the, ¢ saqualitication program is fatterimy in other
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words, if such action is warranted for cause, However, I do not support the staff's proposal
to periodically conduet portions of exams at all facility licensees. Apparently, the staff's sole
justification for this proposal is that "these periodic examinations will allow the staff to
maintain the skills required to conduct requalification examinations...". If this is deemex
to be essential, alternatives other than the conduct of approximately twenty partial
requalification exams per year are available,

1 approve the publication for comment in the Federal Register of the proposed amendments
to 10 CFR Part 85 subject to the modifications (attached) which delete reference to the
staffs intention to periodically conduct selected portions of requalification tests and
examinations at each facility at least every 6 years, Further, I provide one editorial
suggestion, as indicated, to clarify the staff’s intent that the proposed amendments apply to
research and test reactor licensees. No changes are needed in the proposed amendments
to 10 CFR Part 55 themselves; however, conforming changes may be needed in other
documents (e.g., the Draft Regulatory Analysis).
o addition, T have two concerns which I would like the ste to conslder during thes comment
poolod and the preparation of the final rule, Buth concerns have to do with the proposed
amandmant to § §5.59, which would require that facility licensees submit to the NRC each
annual operating test or comprehensive written examination at least thirty days prior to
conducting such test or exam, First, T question the efficacy of this in light of the fact that
the staff conld audit these tests and exams on site as part of its inspactinn or initial licensing
prossss ns done In the past. T doubt that the mere submission »f these tests and exams,
in and ~* {self, will represent an undus burden on licensees, but [ believe that the reseipt
of an average of several teat or exam packages every working day of the year®, y2ar in and
varr aut, is & questionable deain on NRC resources, including storage facilities. Sesondd
“am concerned that the requirement to submit tests and exams thirty days in advance will
¢ unduly t some 10 licensess, R»nndmmmu tests and exams [
tiple shift and administrative crews, and it will be difficult for them to do/this and syl
maet the 30-day requirement.
As a separate matter, [ will be providing comments on SECY-92.432, "Status of the Licensed
Operator Requalification Program - Response to Staff Requirements Memorandum
(M920602)." SBCY«92.432 outlines the staff's proposed inspection process for

requalification programs.

Y [ am assuming: (1) that there are 75 power reactor and 42 research and test reactor
requalification programs, (2) that each power reactor facility has six operating or
"adminisirative” crews, (3) that power reactor licensees submit an operating tes: for
each erew annually and written examinations for each crew bi-annually, and (4) that
research and test reactor licensees annually submit & combined operating test and
written exam. On these assumptions, there will be (7S x 6 x 1.8) + (42x 1) = 717
packages each year. At 250 working days per year, that's 2.9 packages each working
day, or one every 2 3/4 hours each working day.
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
10 CFR Part 55
RIN-AE 39

Operators’ Licenses

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

.

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory Coumission (NRC) 1s prerosing to amend 1tsb‘
regulations to delete the rlqu1romnt tha w::chf{i‘connd o';o:::or pts:"l‘,‘
comprehensive requalification written examination and an operating test
conducted by the NRC during the term of the operator’s 6-year 1icense as a
prerequisite for license renewal. The proposed amendment will raquire
facility 11censeas to submit coples of each annual operating test or
comprehensive written axamination used for operator requalification for review
by the Commission at least 30 days prior to conducting the examination or the
test. 1In addition, the proposad rule will amend the "Scope® provisions of the

regulations pertaining to operators’ 1icenses to include facility Ticensees.

DATES: The comment period expires . Comments received after

this date will ba considered if it is practical to do so, but the Commission

{s able to assure consideration only for comments received on or before this

date.



to giving the test or examination, The NRC would review these examinations on
an audit basis for conformance with 10 CFR 55.58(a)(2)(1&11), The NRC would
also review other information alraady available to the staff to determine the
scope of an on-site inspection of the facility raqualification program., Fhe-
Nt tao-4nbends—to-comdret-setectwd-porttoms-of-requr Tt oTeram et bons
—at-pach—fretitty—at-—terst-avery-f—years. The NRC would continue to expect
each facility to meet all of the conditions required for conducting a
raqualification program in accordance with 10 CFR 55.58(c).

Licensed operators would not have to take any additional actions. Each
oparator would continue to meet all the conditions of his or her license
described in 10 CFR 55.53, which includes passing the facility-conducted
requalification examinations for 1icense renewal. Each 1icensed operator
would ba expected to continue to meet the requirements of the facility
requalification training program, However, the 1icensed oparator would no
longer be required to pass a requalification examinatfon conducted by the NRC
during the term of his or har license as a condition of license renewal.

The "Scope" of Part 55, § 55.2, will be revised to include facility
licensees, This is an addition to the regulation. It eliminates currertly
existing ambiguities between the regulations of Parts 50 and 55. Part 50, in
§ 50.54(1) through (m), already imposes Part 55 requirements on facility
licensees, and Part 85 already specifies requirements for facility licensees.

The proposed amendments would meet the requiremants of Section 306 of
the NWPA without the requirement that each licensed individual pass a
requalification examination conducted by the NRC during the 6-year term of the
individual's license. The requiraments of the NWPA would be met as follows:

1) the regulations would continue to require facilities to have




r‘quaIification programs and conduct requalification examinations; 2) the NRC
would provide oversight (1.e., administration) for these programs and
examinatfons through inspections; and 3) § 55.59(a)(2)(111) provides that the
NRC may conduct requalification examinations in 11eu of accepting the facility
Ticensee's certification that a 1fcensed individua) has passed the facility
requalification examination. The NRC will use this option 1f warranted after
an on-site inspection of the facility’s requalification program antheatoo-to-
-ﬂ0n40d#0ally-0onduo4-o0loo4od-poﬁt#ono~o‘-uoq0o&#ﬂ*oa&4ou—onon&no&4on‘. The
proposed amendments would not affect the regulatory or other appropriate
guidance required by Section 306 of the NWPA and established in
§ 55.59(a)(2)(111) for the NRC to conduct requalification examinations in 1ieu
of an examination given by the facility.

Invitation To Comment

Commants concerning the scope, content, and implementation of the
proposed amendments are encouraged. Comments on the applicability of the
proposed amendments to research and test reactor facilities are especially

solicited, as are suggestions for alternatives to those rulemaking methods
described in this notice.

Finding of No Significant Environmental Impact: Availability

The NRC has determined that the proposed amendments, 1f adopted, are the
type of action described in categorical exclusion 10 CFR 51.22(¢)(1).
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There are tera wvhere =432 provides a
detailed - to

important that these additional details be incorporatad into the

pProposed rule in SECY~92-430. In particular, there are shres
reas where additional discussion should be included:

1'

Mhmt-b 430, I believe it {s

I

i dicat’a that the 22 Wil inspact sa

EY [ . 23 G 10 mm
Annually, unless the facility is scheduled for an NRC
raqualification examination. SBCY=92-430 makes no mention

packion,

SECY~92-432 indicates that the staff’s onaite inspsction ig
éxpected to coincide with the annual operating tests that
the faoiliey tv-n'to>1t3=op.ratort. The staff will assess
the facility giconlao'l ability to maintain established
“perator performance standards, to evaluate its crews and
operators objectively, and te Provide ramedia) training when
necessary, SECY-92«430 makas no mention of when the
inspections wiil normally oceur or the above nature of the
inspections. The fact that these inspections wil) ocour at
& time when the NRC can menitor exam administration provides
important {ncentive to operators and trainers.

SECY-82-432 indicates that the NRC wil) 2180 ret/ .n the
authority to conduct examinations “for Caune' aut any
facility where it believaes th&tﬁtnot!oot&vp training is
cauaing atore to commit errors. The regional managers
will consider overall operational performance, the results
of NRC inspection Programs (e.g., requalification, emergency
operating procedure, and resident), the results of routing
initial and requalification examinations, and other factors
whan docidinf whether to conduct a "for cause"
requalification exam at the facility, SECY~92-430 does not
describe the breadth of criteria that may trigger "gor .
Cause" testing,
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RESPONSE SHEET

T0: SAMUEL J. CHILK, SECRETARY OF THE CoMmmIssIoN
FROM: COMMISSIONER DE PLANQUE

SUBJECT: SECY-92-430 - PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO 10 CFR
PART 55 ON RENEWAL OF LICENSES AND
REQUALIFICATION REQUIREMENTS FOR LICENSED
OPERATORS
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NoT PARTICIPATING _ ReauesT Discussion _

COMMENTS :

I agree with Comnissioner Remick’s proposal to delete refererce
to the intentior to periodically conduct portions of the tests a+
ali facilities. I further agree with Commissioner Curtiss that
the details from SECY-92~432 should be incorporated into the
proposed rule publication.
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