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*rant March ‘,4, 1989

The Honorable E. Thomas Coleman
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 2051°¢

Dear Congressman Coleman:

Your constituent, Mr. Wes Baruth, inquired about an amendment that we have
recently proposed to the Nuclear Reguiatory Commission's regulations. This
proposed amendment 1s entitled, "Education and Experience Requirements for

enior Reactor Operators and Supervisors at Nuclear Power Plants” and it

contains two alternatives. Both alternatives are intended to upgrade the
operating, engineering, and accident mansgement expertise provided on-shitt at
nuclear power plants, This upgrade is expected to enhance the capability of

the operating staff to respond to potential accident situations and to effectively
restore the reactor to a safe and stable condition. These alternatives are
explained in o bit more detail below and a copy of the Federal Register Notice

on this proposal 1s ernclosed for additional information,

The first «lternative would apply to senior reactor operators. It would require
that each applicant for & senior reactor operator license have a bachelor's

degree in enaineering, engineering technology, or the physical sciences from an
accredited college or university. The first alternative would achieve our
objective of upgrading by combining engineering expertise and operating experience
ir the senior reactor operator position,

The second alternative would apply to persons who have supervisory responsibilities,
such as shift supervisors or senior managers. It would require that they have
enhanced educational credentials and experience over that which is normally

required for senior reactor operators. The desired ecucational credentials

are: a bachelor's degree from a program accredited by the Accreditation Board

for Enrgineering and Technology; a professional enaineer license issued by a

state government; or a bachelor's degree and an Engineer-in-Trazining certificate
that indicates one has passed a state administered examination. The second
alternative would achieve our obiective of upagrading by combining engineering
expertise and operating experience in the shift supervisor position,

The second alternative does not currently apply to the position held by your
onstituent, Mr, Baruth., Even if the first alternative were selected for final
promulgation, your constituent would be exempt (grandfathered) from the deqree
requirement 1f he maintains his senior reactor operator license. The first
alternative would become effective four years after firal rule promulgation,
The exenption applies to persons who hold « senfor reactor operator license or
the date four years after final rule promulgation. This exemption would ensure
that the experience of the current senior reactor operators 1s retained.
Delaying the implementation ¢f the first alternative by four years allows time
for those reactor operators who want to become senfor reactor operators to take
the necassary examination and complete all requirements for the senior reactor

operator license, resS?
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The Honorable E. Thomas Coleman 2

Concurrently with the amended final rule on this matter, the Commission intends

to publish a policy statement which encourages nuclear power plant licensees to:

1) implement personnel policies that emphasize the opportunities for licensed

senior reactor operators to assume positions of increased management responsibility;
?) develop programs that would enable currently licensed senior reactor cperators,
reactor operators, and shift supervisors to obtain college degrees; and 3§ obtain
college credit for appropriate nuclear power plant training and work experience
through arrangements with the academic sector.

Finally, 1 would emphasize that the concerns of your constituent, Mr. Baruth,
will be considered during our analysis of the public comments received on this
matter. 1 trust that the above information is responsive to your request.

Sincerely,

Executive Director
for Operations

Enclosure:
Federal Register notice
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or 4 importers would be involved These
importations are insignificant when
compared with the 300,000 or more
swine that were imported into the
United States in 1987,

In addiuon, Great Britain has no pork
processing plants that are approved by
the USDA s Food Safety and Inspection
Service. Therefore, even if Great Britain
were 10 be recognized as being free of
hog cholera, commerical shipments of

ork products fram that country to the
Elnmd States would still be prohibited
Thus, while individuals would be
allowed to tmport amall quantities of
pork and pork products for personal
consumption, commercial shipments
would continue to be ineligible for
importation.

For these reasons, the amoun! of pork
and pork products imported into the
United States from Great Britain would
remain very small. and would have no
significant impact on U.S. swine
producers

Under these circumstances, the
Admnistrator of the Animal and Plant
Health Inpsection Service has
determined that this action wou!d not
have a significant economic impact on &
substantia! number of small entities.

Paps work Reduction Act

The regulations in this proposal
contain po information collection or
recordkeeping requirements under the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44
U.S.C. 3501 el seq.).

Executive Order 12372

This program/activity is listed in the
Catalog of Federa! Domestic Assistance
under No 10.025 and is subject to
Executive Order 12372, which requires
intergovernmental consultation with
state and local officials. (See 7 CFR Part
3015 Subpart V)

List of Subjects in # CFR Part 84

Anima! diseases, Hog cholera, Import,
Livestock and livestock products, Meat
uend mest products, Milk, Poultry and
poultry products

Accordingly. 8 CFR Part 84 would be
amended s follows

PART 94 ~RINDERPEST, FOOT-AND-
MOUTH DISEASE, FOWL PEST (FOWL
PLAGUE), NEWCASTLE DISEASE
(AVIAN PNEUMOENCEPHALITIS),
AFRICAN SWINE FEVER, AND HOG
CHOLERA PROMIBITED AND
PESTRICTED IMPORTATIONS

1 The authority citation for Part 94
would continue to read as follows

Authorty: 7 U S C 1470 150ee, 16 162
450 19 USC 1300 21 USC 111, 1144 1344
1341 134c. and 104 NUSC 9701 2USC
47131, 4232, 7 CFR 217, 2 51, end 37.2(d)

2 Paragraph (a) of § 84 9 would be
revised to read as follows

§94.9 Pork and pock products from
countries whers hog cholers exists.

(8) Hog cholera is known to exist in
all countries of the world except
Australie, Canada. Denmark. Dominican
Republic, Finland, Great Britain
(England, Scotland, Waules. and Isle of
Man), loeland, New Zealand, Northern
Ireland. Norway, the Republic of
Ireland, Sweden. and Trust Territory of
the Pacific lslands.'
§94.10 [Amended.)

3. Section #4.10 would be emended by
adding "Great Britain (England,
Scotland, Wales, and Isle of Man).”
immediately after “Finland.”.

Done in Wushington. DC. this 22 day of
December 1968
Janres W. Glosser,

Administrator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service

[FR Doc. 86-29912 Piled 12-28-88. 8 45 am)
BILLNG COOE 3410-34-
e

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

10 CFR Part 50

Ensuring the Effectiveness of
Maintenance Programs for Nuclear
Power Plants; Extension of Comment
Pertod

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

AcToN: Proposed rule: Extension of
comment neriod

suMMARY: On November 28, 1988 (53 FR
47822) the Commission published for
public comment a rule that would
require commercial nuclear power plant
licensees 1o strengthen their
maintenance activiues in order to
reduce the likelihood of feilures and
events caused by the lack of effective
maintenance The comment period for
this proposed rule was to have expired
on January 27, 1989 The Nuclear
Management and Resources Council
(NUMARC) has requested a sixty-day
extension of the comment period. In
view of the importance of the proposed
rule, the amount of time that the
NUMARC sugges!s is required in order
1o provide mean'ngful comments on
behal!f of its member utilities, and the
desirability of developing a final rule as

' Sue 0190 other provisions of this part and Paris
62 05 98 and 327 of thus chapler for other
prohib tons and rosinchions upor imporishon of
swine and their products
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soon as practicable, the Commission has
decided to extend the comment period
for an additional thirty days. The
extended comment period now expires
on February 27, 1889

OATE: The comment period has been
extended and now expires February 27,
1989. Comments received after this date
will be considered if it is practical to do
80, but assurance of consideration
cannot be given except as to comments
received on or before this date.

ADORESSES: Mail written comments to:
Secretary, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555,
Attention: Docketing and Service
Branch. Copies of comments received
may be examined at the NRC Public
Document Room. 2120 L Street NW.,
Washington, DC.

Deliver comments to: 11155 Rockville
Pike, Rockville, MD between 7:30 e m
and 4:15 p.m. weekdays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Moni Dey, Office of Nuclear Regulatory
Research, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555.
Telephone (301) 482-3730.

Dated at Rockville. Maryland this 22nd day
of December. 1988

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
john C. Hoyle.

Acting Secretary for the Corimission
[FR Doc. 88-20992 Filed 12-25-88 8.45 am)
BILLING CODE 76000181

10 CFR Parts 50 and 55

Education and Experience
Requirernents for Senlor Reactor
Operators and Supervisors at Nuclear
Power Plants

AQENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule

sUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulutory
Commission is proposing to amend its
regulations regarding educational
requirements for operating personnel at
nuclear power planis. The proposed
amendments would require sdditional
education and experience requirements
for senior operators and supervisors. In
promulgating the proposed amendments
the Commission has identified two
alternalives

Under the firs! alternative, the
proposed amendment would apply to
scnior operators. It would require thet
each apphcant for a senior operator
license to operate a nuclear power
reactor have a bachelor's degree in
engineering, engineering technology, or
the physical sciences from an saccredited
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university or college. The proposed
amendment would upgrade the
operating. engineering, and sccident
management expertise provided on shilt
by combining engine expertise and
operating experience in the senior
operalor position.

Under the second alternative, the
proposed amendment would apply to
persons who have supervisory
responsibilities, such es shift
supervisors or senior managers It would
require that they have enhanced
educational credentials and experience
over that which is normally required for
senior reactor operators. The proposed
smendment would upgrade the
operating. engineering, and accident
management expertise provided on shift
by combining engineering expertise and
opergting experience in the shift
supervisor position.

"l)‘ho Commission believes that
adoption of either of the alternatives, for
senior operatory or shift supervisors,
would further erisure the protection of
the health and safety of the public by
enhancing the capability of the
operating staff to “espond to accidents
and restore the reuctor to & safe and
stable condition.
vares: Comment period explres
February 27, 1989. Comments received
after this date will be considered if it is
practical to do so, but the Commission ls
able to assure consideration only for
comments received on or before this
date.

ADORESSEE: Mail comments to: The
Secretary of the Commission, US.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555, Attention:
Docketing and Service Branch.

Deliver comments to: One White Flint
North, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville,
Maryland, between 7.30 a.1n. and 418
p.m. Comments may also be delivered to
the NRC Public Document Room, 2120 L
Street, Lower Level, NW., Washington,
DC between 7:30 a.m. and 415 p.m.

Examine comments recelved. the
environmental assessment and finiing
of no significant impact, and the
regulatory analysis at the NRC Public
Document Room, 2120 L Streel, Lower
Level, NW., Washington, DC.

Obtain single copies of the
environmental assessment and finding
of no significant impact and the
regulatory analysis from MR
Fleishman, Office of Nuclear Regulatory
Research, Washington, DC 20555,
telephone (301) 492-3704.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
M R. Fleishman, Office of Nuclear
Regulatory Research, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 205585, telephone (301) 492-3784.

BUPPLEMENTARY INFORMA TION

Background

Since the Three Mile Island Unit
(TMI-2) sccident on March 26, 1979, in
which human error, among other factors,
contributed to the consequences of the
sccident, the issue of academic
requirements for reactor operators has
been & major concern of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC). In July
1979, “TMI-2 Lessons Learned Task
Force Status Report and Short-Term
Recommendations,” (NUREG-0578)"
mede specific recommendations for e
Shift Technical Advisor (STA) to
provide engineering and sccident
assessment expertise during other than
normal operating conditions. On
October 30, 1878, the NRC notified all
ornun. nuclear power licensees of the
short-term STA requirements, .., that
STAs should be on shift by January
1980, and that they should be fully
trained by January 1861. In November
1980, “Clarification of TMI Action Plan
Requirements,” (NUREG-0737),
provided further details to licensees
regarding implementation of the STA
position. It identified the STA es &
temporary position pending ¢
Commission decision regarding long
range upgrading of reactor operator and
senior operator capebilities.

The qualifications of operators were
also addressed by the 1878, “Lesaons
Learned Task Force,” (NUREG-0585),
the 1880 Rogovin report, “Three Mile
Island: A Report to the Commissioners
and to the Public,” (NUREG/CR-1240),
and the 1882, "Report of the Peer
Advisory Panel and the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission on Operator
Qualifications,” (SECY 82-162).*
Although the 1982 report recommended
ageinst imposition of a degree
requirement, the consensus among these
reports was thet greater technical and
academic knowledge among shift
operating personnel would be beneficial
to the safety of nuclear power élmu.

On October 28, 1885, the NR
published in the Federal Register (50 FR
43621) e fina! policy statement on
engineering expertise on shift 10 allow

' Copies of all NURECS referenced moy be
purchased through the US. Covernmen! Printing
Office by calling (202) 2762080 or by writing 10 Cie
U8 Government Printing Office. P O Box 37062
Washington. DC 200137082 Copies mey also be
purchased from the Nations! Technical Informauon
Sorvice. US Department of Commeroe, 8285 Port
Royal Road. Springfield. VA 22181, A copy s
svailable for inspection or copying for o fee in the
NRC Public Document Roum. 2120 L Sireel, Lower
Level. N4 Washington. DC.

* The documents with SECY designators and the
Generic Latter discussed in this rule are svallable o!
the NRC Public Document Room at 2120 | Streel,
Lower Level, NW, Washingion DC.
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an alternate means of providing the
necessary technical and academic
knowledge to the shift crew. Option 1 of
the Policy Statement permits an
individual to serve in the combined
Senior Operator/Shift Technical
Advisor (SO/STA) role if that individual
holds either a bachelor's degree in
engneering, engineering t logy.
physical science, or & pmfouion:fy
engineer's license. Option 2 permits
continuation of the separate STA who
rotates with the shift and bolde a
bachelor's degree or equivalent and
meets the criteria as stated in,
“Clerification of TMI Action Plan
Reguirements,”" (NUREG-0737). The
Commission aiso encourages the shift
supervisor to serve in the dual-role
position, and the STA to take an active
role in shift activities.

On May 30, 1986, the NRC published
an sdvance notice of proposed
rulemaking (ANPRM) (51 FR 10561). The
purpose of the ANPRM was to extend
the current level of cn:lnn
expertise on shift, as described in the
Commission's Policy Statement on
Engineering Expertise on Shift (50 FR
43621) and to ensure that senior
operators have operating experience on
s commercial nuclear reactor operating
at greater than twenty percent power,
e.g. "bo!” operating experience (Generic
Letter 84-18). The ANPRM was the
result of « Commission decision to
consider an amendment to its
regulations (Parts 50 and 55) and to
obtain comments on the contemplated
sction to upgrade the levels of operating,
engineering, and accident management
expertise on shift.

In addition to describing the proposed
rule in general, the ANPRM presented &
list of twenty questions concerning
various aspects and implications of the
proposed rule. Two hundred letters were
received in response to the ANPRM. A
summary and anelysis of the comments
are included in SECY-87-101 dated
April 16, 1867, The NRC has reviewed. in
detail, ail the comments made on the
ANPRM as well as comments received
since that time, In general, the
commenters were opposed 1o a degree
requirement for senior operators. The
proposed amendments in this notice
reflect in detail many of the comments
and responses to the questions posed
Apart from the detailed comments on
the proposed contents of the rule, a
number of general comments were
provided regarding the possible adverse
effects of requiring degrees for senior
operators. The public comments as well
es those raised during NRC staff review,
can be categorized as follows:
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1. The proposed rulc is not new os.0m

2 Experience is more importunt than @
baclie or s degree

3 The propesed rule wili b ove g negative
impact on safety /

4 Ine proposed rule res.!t in g geeater
operatur turmover rate”’

5 The proposed rule will basically block
the career path of reactor operators resulting
in lower mornle

6 There will be less overall experience on
shift due to the promotion of 50s into
inanagement positions

The Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards (ACRS) also considered the
preposed requirement and discussed it
at several meetings in 1986 and 1987,
The ACRS strongly supported the
concept of having engineering expertise
on each shift. However. they did not
agree that nquumgl degree for senior
operators was the best approach, though
they agreed that specific technics)
knowledge should be required. They
believed that, because of the concern
sbout adverse effects raised by many
knowledgeable individuals, the
proposed rule should be reconsidered

The Commission has carefully
considered the numerous comments
received on the ANPRM as well as the
recommendations of the ACRS. During
its deliberations subsequent to the
ANPRM, the Commission considered the
follow ing three options regarding
Improving engineering expertise on shift.

1 Proceed with the contemplated degree
rule and concurrent policy statemer ! es
proposed o the ANPRM. This option would
in the long-term result in at least tvvo Senior
Operators on ahift who have bachelor s
degrees

2 Propose & rule to require & degreed
individual on shift similar to & Senior
Manager. as described in SECY-84-100
"Proposed Rulemaking Concerning
Requirements for Senior Managers

3 Amend the Policy Statement on
Exngineering Expertise on Shift (50 FR 436.1)
to explicilly encourage licensecs to develop
progtums leading 10 degrees to utilize the
combined SO/STA option and to phase out
use of separste STA

The Commission has decided to
rwpoud two alternative amendmen's
ur consideration and public comment
with the understanding that, following
the public comment period. only one
elternative would be selected for final
promulgation. The alternatives proposed
are similur to Options 1 und 2 but with
significant differences based on
comments and further considerations by
the Commussion following the ANPRM
Although comments received on the
ANPRM were generally unfuvorable, the
Commission believes that it would be
beneficial to have & full public siring of
views on theu)y proposals

1~

Concurrent Policy Statsment

The Comniission will publish
concurrently with the final rule a policy
statement which enceuruges nuclear
power plant Leensees, working with the
nuciear industry, to:

1 Implement personnel puiicies that
emphasize the opportunities for licensed
operators to assume positions of increased

management responsibility;

2. Develop programs that would enable
currently hicensed senior operators. reactor
operators and shift supervisors to obtain

collegc degrees: and
3 Obtaiw college credit for eppropriate

nuclear powe’ plant training and work
experience Wurough arrangements with the
academuc sector

Discussion

The NRC is concerned that operator
qualifications 10 deal with accidents
beyond design basis conditions warrant
improvement. Operator training
programs and releted emergency
operating procedures generally do not
consider accident cunditions beyond
inadequate core cooling. There is &
general consensus that well qualified
operators can substantially mitigate the
effects of severe accidents. The industry
Degraded Core Rulemaking Program
(IDCOR! industry group. for example,
has developed a ents that operators
could substantially reduce the rnsk
posed by these conditions. The NRC is
considering the need for more extensive
severe accident training and emergency
operating procedures as well as
engineering qualifications for senior
operators.

There are numerous approaches that
may be taken regarding the issue of
improved operator capabilities; the
Commission has decided to reques!
comments on two approaches. The
proposed amendments would only affec
persons assoc.ated with nuclear power
reactors They would not affect persons
associated with non-power nuclear
reactors such as research and tes!
reactors. Cach slternative approach will
be considered in parallel. Each approach
is discussed separately. Much of the
discussion of Alternative 2 duplicstes
that of Alternative 1 8o that each may be
viewed on its own merits

Alternative 1—Requirements for Senior
Opcrotors

The purpose of this proposed
sliernative is to upgrade the operating
engineening. and accident managemen!|
expertise provided on shift by
combining both engineering expertise
and operating experience in the senior
operator function. The NRC belioves this
epproach will enhance the capability of
the operating staff to analyze and
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respond to complex transients and
accidents and thereby further ensure the
protection of the health and safety of the
public.

The policy statement on enginesring
expertse on shift published in the
Federal Register on October 28 1085 150
FR 43621) provided an interim method of
achieving more engineering capability
on shift. Essentially, with Alternative 1
the NRC is moving from interim
requirements which provide engineering
capability for accident conditions (the
STA). to requiring engineering
capability, and nuclear power plast
operating experience. in the same
individual (the 8O).

In Alternative 1, the proposed
amendment would require each
applicant for a senior operator (SO)
license to operate @ nuclear reactor,
after [4 years following the effective
date of the rule], to have & bachelor's
degree in enginecring. engineering
technology, or the physical sciences
from an uccredited university or college
Applicants with other bachelor's
degrees from an accredited institution,
or from a foreign college or university,
would be considered on & case-by-case
basis if the utility (licensee) certifies
that the applicant has dem:nntntod
engineering expertise and high potential
for the SO position. The Commission
does not want to prevent individuals
with excellent engineering experience.
but with nontechnical degrees, from
becoming SOs; however, degree
equivalency will no longer be accepted.
An accredited university or college is
defined as an educational institution in
the United States which has been
approved by a regional accrediting
body.

The proposed amendment would
apply to applicants for a 8O to operate &
nuclear power reactor. People who held
SO licenses on [4 years following the
effective date of the rule] would be
exemp! from the degree requirement.
Thus. those persons who hold a senior
aperator license on (4 years following
the effective date of the rule). would be
"grandfathered” (i.e. & Lifetime
exemption) by the proposed
amendment. Even if they were to lose
their SO license in the future. eg dueto
a change in jobs Xplants, they could
till reapply for a new SO license
without satisfying the degree
tequircment. It is recognized that
“grandlathering" current SOs could
result in SOs without degrees for an
extended period of time. Since the
Commission's intent is to maintain al
least the same degr.e of engineering
expertise on shift as currently exists, the
STA policy described under options 1

V4
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and 2 of the October 28, 1885 policy
statement (80 FR 43821} would continue
in efiect Thus, if twn “grandfathered”
504 are used on shift. the facihty
licensoe would be required to bave o
separate individual on shift who bos the
STA education and experience
described in NUREC-0737 If one of the
SO% hus o degree and one is
“grandfathered " Option 1 of the policy
statement would be satisfied When all
8Os kave degrees. the policy statement
would no longe: be needed.

The concurre..: policy statement will
encourage previcusly licensed SOs to
obtain degrees. In the past the NRC has
sccepted “equivalents’ 10 the bachelor's
degroe for @ separate STA The
equivaienis were based upon
specialized utility treliing or other work
experiences. For the proposed
amendment, however, equivalency
would not be acceptable to the NRC in
lieu of & degree. Because the
Commission is not in a positivn to
evaluaie the scademic equivalency of
utility training, it encourages utilities to
seek out academic institutions who will
evaluate the training programs and grant
course credit for such equivalency based
upoti work experience or specialized
training. Thus the concurrent policy
statement will encourage efforts 1o have
the training accepted by the colleges for
partial credit toward fulfilling the
uirements of an accredited degree.

degree requirement would not
apply to licensed reactor operators
(ROs). However, the concurrent policy
statement will encourage ROs to obtain
degrees 80 that they can progress to the
SC position and to other utiiit
positions. The Cotamission believes a
degree requirement for SOs on shift,
along with the concurrent policy
statement, will not only enhance public
health and sefety, but will also enhance
promotion epportunities for SOs.

The culoffgu!e of four years following
the effective date of the rule for
spplication for @ SO license by
individuals who do not have degrees is
chosen Tor three reasons. First, it will
allow operators now in treining
sufficient ime and notice to complete o
deg 2e before application. Second, it
should not cause undue hardship on
cperators who are now in the process of
prepanng and training for the senior
operator license, and third, licensecs
have been encouraged by the Palicy
Statement on Engineering Expertise on
Shaf IO?lmn 1) to move toward a dual-
role SO/STA position. Furthermore,
innge operators who are licensed as SOs
or. the cutoff date would be
“grandfathered.”

In Alternative 1, the proposed
amendment would also require one year

Federal Register / Vol. 83 No. 250 / Thursday. December 29. 1988 / Proposed Rules
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of “hot" and st least 3 years tnta’
operating experience for each applicant
for & SO license. A RO license is
required in order to get “hot” contral
room gperaling expenence: thus, the
proposesd amendment expands the
current NRC policy, deacribed in
Regulatory Guide 1.8 Revision 2, dated
April 1987, “Qualification and Training
of Pernonne! for Nuclear Power Plants.”
to ensure that SOw with degrees have
sufficient operating experience.
Regulatory Guide 1.8 {n position C.1.e.
allows an applicant for & SO license
with a degree to have only 2 years of
responsible power plant experience,
aone of which needs to be us & reactor
cperator. Thue, Reulatory Gnide 1.8
will bee revised il the proposed
amendment is adopted. The proposed
amendment would require the SO
applicant with a degree io serve s a RO
a! greater than 20 percent power for at
least 1 year. This does not mean that the
reactor must be at pow er 100 percent of
the time during the year, hewever, the 1
year time period should not include
periods of significant downtime for
maintenance or refueling (i.2.. periods
that exceed & weeks duration). Bpevial
provisions are proposed in order to
sccommodate those applicacts from
facilities that are unable to operate
above twenty percent power due either
to (a) the facilities not having completed
their initial slartup program and being
licensed to run at power, ar (b) the
facilities being in an extended shutdown
mode. In the case of the facilities not yet
licensed 1o run al power, alternative
approaches to meet the twenty percem
power requirement may be approved by
the Commission. In the case of facilities
in extended shutdown, the Commission
may process the application and
administer the writien and operating
tests but would defer issuance of the
senior operating license until the twenty
percent power requirement is fulfilled
This proposed requirement for @ 8O
applicant with a degree also implies that
an applicant for a RO license with &
degree must only have 2 years of related
nuclear power plant experience. This is
a change 1o the guidance in Regulatory
Guide 1.8 v'hich endorses the American
National Standard, ANSI/ANS-3.1-1881,
“Selection, Qualification and Training of
Personnel for Nuclear Power Plants.”
The standard indicates that 8 RO
app'icant must have a minimum of 3
years of power plant experience of
which at least 1 year shall be nuclear
power experience. If the proposed
amendment is adopted, it woulil
supersede the guidance in Regulatory
Guide 1.8 and necessitate iis revision in
accord with the amendmen! Also,
position C1.d of Regulatory Guide 18,

un educational criteria. would have to
be revised to reflect this smendment.

The concurrent policy stelement is
intended to sncourage {ncennel
(utilitiee) and the nuclear industry to
provide incentives and manugement
opportunities for SOs a: well as to
improve the engineermg cepabilities of
the on shift crew. The 50 with a degree
and shift operating experience can
become a valuable personnel rescurce
tor the utility, one who combines shift
operational management experieace
with the potential for grum
management resporsibility. The policy
s atement, atmong other things, will
encourage licensees to provide that
career path.

The Commission believes that
requiring & degre 2 will contribute to the
goa! of having SO who hawe
operational experience, technical and
academic knowledge. and educational
credentials that shou!d improve their
performance as operators and possibly
open career paths from which they may
have been excluded (n the past. The 8Os
with degrees should be able to respond

better to off normal incidents.
there will be increased tre' to cover
accident conditions, training Is oot

sufficient. It is tmpossible to cover every
eventuality during training. The
operators must have sufficient
understanding of basic engineering
principles, and detailed knowledge of
nuclear design and operation to
appropriaiely respond to situations that
have not been previously covered in
:slnin; :ve&o(hom, In addition, SOw» with
egrees ave greater for
professional growth since m will gave
the qualificstions needed to advance to
managerial positions. With the chance
for personal growth should come greater
job satisfaction. The validity of these
beliefs has been reenforced by the
expericences of licensed operators
participating in an ongoing utility
sponsored program similar to what is
being proposed herein. The Comm.ssion
also believes that migration of 80s
upward into plant management wil
contribute to improved plant safety

Alternative 2—Reguirements for
Supervisors

The purpose of this proposed
alternative is to upgrade the operating
engineering and accident management
expertise provided on shift by
combining both engineering expertise
and operating experience in the shift
supervisor ot senior manger function
described in § 50.54(m)(2)(ii) of the
regulations. The NRC believes this wil!
enhance the capability of the op=rating
s'cfl to analyze and respord 1o cc mplex
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transients and accidents and thereby
further ansure the proiection of the
health and safety of the public.

The policy stalement on engineenng
expertise on shift published in the
F oderal on October 28, 1985 (50
FR 43621) provided an interun method of
nchuv\ri.:,or- engineering capability
on skift sise. 'y, with Alternative 2.
the NRC is i g from interim
requirements which provide eagineering
capability for accident conditions (the
STA ) to requiring engineering
capability, and nuciear power plan!
operating experience, in the shift
SUPErvISOT OF BEnior manager.

1o Alternative 2. the proposed
amendment would revise § 50.54,
Conditions of licenses, regarding the
requirements for a shift supervisor or
senior manager. It makes a distinction
between power plant sites with one
centrol room and those with two or
more control rooms. The inter of the
proposed amendment is to ensure that
there is @ separate shift supervisor for
each control roorm who is responsible
for overall operstion of all fueled units
operated by the contrcl room at all times
there is fuel in any of the units. The
Commission may permit exemplons (o
the one supervisor per control room
amendment, on a case-by-case basis, for
those situations where control rooms
may be close to each other. The
proposed amendment would require
each shift supery or, after [4 years
following the effective date of the rule),
to have one or more of the followir2
enhanced educational credentials: A
bachelor's degree from & program
accredited by the Accreditetion Board
for Engineering and Technology (ABET),
s professional engineer License issued
by » stale government; or, a bachelor's
degree and an Engineer-in Training
(EIT) certificate that indicates one has
passed an examination administered by
@ slute or other recognized authority.
This requirement wil! ensure 8 minimum
leve! of engineering expertise for each
sh f supervisor. The bachelor's degree
with the EIT would not necessarily have
to be ir & technical discipline, provided
ihe prison meets the state education
and experience criterig for
administration of the EIT. The NRC
recog:.izes that in some states it may not
be possible to be registered vs 8
pro‘essional engineer or receive an EIT
cert licate without having received
either a bachelor's degree from an ABET
accrediied program or a bachelor's
degree in @ technical discipline. For
individuals in those states, the NRC is
considering other options available for
adrinistering n EIT equivalant
examination. The STA policy described

e s

under options 1 and 2 in the October 28,

985 policy sta vcaent (50 FR 43621)
would be eliminiated since the shift
supervisor would be providing the
engineening expertise on stuft and there
would be no need for the STA.

In the past the NRC has accepted
“equivalents” to the bechelor's degree
for a separute STA. The equivalents
were based upon specialized utility
training or other work experiences. For
the proposed amendment, however,
equivalency would not be acceptable to
the NRC in liev of one of the educational
credentials. Because the Commission ls
not in 8 position to evaluste the
scedemic equivalency of utility training.
it encoursges utilities 1o seek out
scademic institutions who will evaluate
the training programs and grant course
credit for such equivalency based upon
work experience or specialized training.
Thus. the concurrent policy statement
will encourage efforts to have the
training accepted by the colleges for
partial credit toward fulfilling the
educational requirements for the shift
SUpErvisors.

The educational credential
requirement would not apply to licensed
reactor operators (ROs) or senior
operators (SOs). The concurrent policy
statement will encourage all ROs and
SOs to obtain the enthanced educationa)
credentials so thet they can p 88 10
the shift supervisor position and to other
utility positions. The Commiseion
believes that the educational
requiremep! for shift supervisors, along
with thé;turren! policy statement, will
not only enhance public health and
safety, but will also provide a route for
promoting ROs and SOs. By restricting
the requirement to shift supervisors, the
Commission believee thet the normal
progression from RO to SO can be
retained for those ROs and 50w who do
not wish to obtain the enhanced
educational credentiels and who have
no desire to enter management

The date of four years following the
effective date of the rule fcr
implementation of the educational
credentials requirement for shift
supervisors is chosen for two reasons
First, it will allow shift supervisors
sufficient time and notice to completc a
degree. Second. it should not cause
undue hardship on shift supervisors
since licensees have been encouraged
by the Policy Statement on Engineering
Expertise on Shift (Option 1) to move
toward a dual-role SO/STA position;
which has frequently been assumed by
the shift supervisor.

In Alternative 2, the proposed
amendment would also require one year
of “hot" and et least 3 years total
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operaiing experience for each shuft
supervisor or senior manager. The
proposed amendment changes the
current NRC policy. described in
Regulatory Guide 1.8, Revision 2. dated
| 1887, ification and Training
Persounel for Nuclear Power Plants.”
Regulatory Guide 1.8, in position C.1.d..
states that & shift supervisor only needs
. hﬁ school diploma. Thus, Regulatory
Guide 1.8 will be revised. if the proposed
amendment is adopted. 1o reflect the
new educational credentials and
experience required to become & shift
supervisor (Le. 3 years experience with
1 year a2 & RO). The proposed
amendmen: would require the shift
supervisor to serve as 8 RO &t greater
than 20 percent power for at least 1
year. This does not mean that the
reactor must be at power 100 percent of
the time during the yesr: however, the 1
year time period should not include
periods of significant downtime for
maintenance or refueling (i #.. periods
that exceed & weeks durstion). Special
provisione ure proposed in order to
accommodate shift supervisors from
facilities that are unable to operate
above twenty percent power due to the
facilities not having completed their
initial startup program and being
licensed to run at power. For such
facilities, alternative approaches to mee!
the twenty percent power requirement
may be approved by the Commission.

The concurrent policy statement is
intended to encourage licensees
(utilities) and the nuclear industry to
provide incentives and management
opportunities for shift supervisors as
well as to improve the engineering
capabilities of the on shift crew. The
shift supervisor with enhanced
educationgl credentials and shift
operating experience can become a
valuable personnel resource for the
utility. one who combines shift
operational management experience
with the potentiul for greater
management responsibility. The policy
statement, among other things, will
encourage licensees to provide that
career path: both for shift supervisors
and other operating personnel who
obtain enhanced educational
credentials.

The Commission believes that
requiring enhanced educationa)
credentials will contribute to the goal of
having shift supervisors who have
operational experience, end technical
and academic knowledge. that should
improve their performance as
supervisors and possibly open career
paths from which they may have been
excluded in the past. The shift
supervisors should te able to respond



betier to off hormal incidents. While
there will be increased Irum, to cover
sccident conditions, treinung slone is no!
sufficient It is imposeible to cover every
evertuality during training. The shift
supervisors nn:; 5 ve sufficient
understanding of basic engineering
princ ples, and detailed knowledge of
puclear denign and operation to
appropriately respond (o situations that
have not been pre ously covered (n
training sessions. In addition, sbufi
supervisors with enhenced educetionsl
rredentials will have greater o ty
for professional growth since will
have the qualifications needed to
sdvance to manager=! nositions. The
Commission . '» . cé.. that tion
of shift supervisors upward into plant
management will contribute to lmprovid
overall plant safety.

Couclusion

Although the Commission believes
there 19 a net benefit of the proposed
amendments o enhancing public bealth
and safety. it acknowiedges that this
judgment is based on 8 qualitative
sssessment of the relative contributions
of various {actors, some with potential
positive impacts and others with
potes’i ! weartive mpacts. The most
sign ficant positive factor is the
enharced capability of the shift
operating staff to effectively manage
sccidents. Increased operating
experience of plant managemer.’ is also
an anticipated longer term benefit
However, there are possible
disadvantages. For Alternative 1, they
include (1) the potential for lower
morale among renctor operstors without
degrees whose naturel career rlh.
promotion to the 8O level, is blocked,
and (2) the potential reduction of overall
operating experience on shift as SO
with degrees move to other work, For
Alternative 2 the disadvantages include
the potential for lower morale among
senior operatcrs without degrees whose
promotion to the shift supervisor level is
L'acked.

Upon consideration of these and other
faztors, such as those identified by the
public comment process on the ANPRM
the Commissiun concludes. at this time,
that the overall effect of the proposed
averdments would be beneficial and
would result in greater plant safety. This
benefit will be achieved over lime by
improved quality of the operational
personnel and by plant managemen!
that has & better understanding of the
unique operational problems sssociated
with nuclear power reactor operations
The Commission believes that
increasing the educational level of the
operating staff will increase
professionaliem both in the control room
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and throughout the utihty with &
resultant improvement in plant safety.

Invitation to Commen'

In view of the unusual nature of this
notice of proposed rule in which
two alternatives are proposed, the
Commission specifically encourages
comments regarding comparison of the
slternatives. Comments are particularly
solicited in regard to:

. Whirt Siternative 3 preferable assuming
one ~ (| ve selected?

2 What are the potentia) impects of esch of
the alternatives on licensee

3 Regarding implementation of the
altenatives, would there be @ more
appropriate transition period for each
allernative than the one proposed?

4 Alternative 2 provides for three different
methods for demonstresing technical
expertise with educetonal credentiale.
Would some other inethod be desirable for
this purpose? Are there other alternaiive
ways 10 semonstrate knowledge of
appropriate enginee tundamenials for
people who mey be ineligible to take the EIT
examination?

5. Should a requirement be imposed
requinng all senior operstors to pass an

in Treining (EIT) or eguivalent
examinalon as & measure of basic Wwcamcal
expertise i addition 1o, or inslead of, the two
proposals o this notice? If such &
requirement were in place, would it be
necessary to require enhanced educetional
credentials for sore?

6 Independent of requirement, is
there & need for the experiencs ~squirements
10 e wioreased for the shift supervisar

position? Ase the proposed reguiremenis
called for i) the two alternatives sulficten!?

Additional Views of Commissioner
Roberts

In this proposed rulemeking the
Commission i3 considering two
alternatives regarding educational
requirements for operating personnel.
The first alternative, which is an old
proposel, would impose & degree
requirement in senior operators. The
s>cond alternative would require
enhanced educational credentials for
supervisory personnel. Although | have
not reached a judgment on the need for
supervisory personne! to have enhanced
educational credentials, | am supporting
the publishing of the second alternative
in order to obtain the benefit of the
public's comments. In the case of the
degrecd operator proposal, | cannot do
80.

Since | have been a member of the
Commission, there have been numerous
proposals dealing with the size,
qualifications and organization of the
operating crew at nuclear power plants.
Several of these proposals were adopted
by the Commission because it was
determined that they would enhance
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safzty: others were discussed and
dropped because no basis was found 0
support them. The proposal for den-sed
operators was an example of the latter

itis unfortunate that this lesue
continues to surface. As reflected in the
earlier public comments on this issue
the mere potential for imposition of thus
requirement (s heving e negstive impact
on operator morale. | continwe 1o bebeve
& requirement for degreed senior
operators is (Ll advised. Not only is there
no demonstrated safety benefit from this
action but there is 8 significant potential
for negative safety raplications To once
again publish this proposal will only
continue the negative impact this issue
is having on operator morale.

In 1981, the Commission formed a
peer review panel to consider
specifically reactor
qualifications including whether s BS
level degree should be required for
senior operators. This peer review panel
concluded (ref. -SECY-82-162) that not
:nly v;v:’l there no evidence th'at 8 .

ormal degree was necessary for jo
performance but that *imposition of
such a requirement, without evidence
that the requirement is needed to
perform the job, is likely to result in &
decrement in overall performance and
thus impair public safety” {emphasis
sdded) In spite of numerous studies
conducted by the staff since 1882, there
is still no evidence that a BS degree is
needed to perform the job of senior
operator. In fact, in the recent report
entitled “Human Factors Research and
Nuclear Safety”, the Nationa! Research
Council Panel on Human Factors
Research Neecs in Nuclear Regulatary
Research recommended research in this
area dprior to meking & degree
mandatory. The panel considered this
research a high priority as “(a)n
ijudicious regulation could lead to
problems with both morale and
recruiting without necessarily improving
eafety "

Although I agree that it is valuable 1o
bave personnel with operating
experience in utility management, it is
inappropriate to attempt to accomplish
this objective by so severely penalizing
reactor operators and senior operators |
do not believe that one obtaine the
molivation and abilities that makes an
individual # good manager merely by
obtaining e degree. Those individuals
with motivation and ability will pursue
a degree to improve their qualifications
There are currently a significant number
of senior operators who have degrees.
This should provide a sufficient pool of
individuals resulting in an infusion of
operating exerience into utility
management.
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| believe that the Commission and the
industry have put in place a number of
progrems which have upgreded and will
cortin.e to upgrade the qualifications of
reacior operators. in addition, the
increased recognition of the importance
of well qualified operators will continue
1o pay dividends in the future. A number
of util:ties are providing opportunities
for their operators to further their
education. | fully support and encourage
these initiatives. These programs will
allow those with ability and desire to
progress up the management chain | em
confident that these initiatives will
enhance the sale operation of our
nuclear power plants. However, one can
not expect immediate results These
initatives take time to show
improvements.

&fhen commenting on Alternative 2 of
the proposed rulemaking | will be
particularly interested in comments
concerning the viability of this proposal
To be viable, this proporal must allow
for the orderly progression of operating
personnel through the ranks from
suxiliary operator to shift supervisor so
a8 10 ensure cxwriencad(renonnﬂ on
shift. Specifically. | would like to know,
from the perspective of current
opersting personnel. how ¢ icessible are
ABET accredited engineering programs?
If the PE or EIT options are selected.
which states allow registration and/or
classification as an EIT without an
ABET accredited degree? In light of the
fact that states require work experience
10 be registered s & PE and, with a non-

accredited engineering or related degree,

often require work experience to be
classified as an EIT, will state
registration boards grant credit for
operating experience as “acceptable
professional experience . . . of & grade
and character indicating that the
spplicant may be competent to practice
engineering”? If credit is granted for
operating experience. does this
experience have to be acquired after
receiving a degree?

I will also be interested in comments
in response to Questions 4. 5 and 6 of
the Invitation to Comment.

Environmental Impact—Categorical
Exclu on

The NRC has determined that this
propused regulation is the type of action
described in categorical exclusion 10
CFR $1.22(c)(1). Therefore, neither an
environmental impact statement nor &n
environmental assessment has been
prepared for this proposed regulation.

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement

This proposed rule does not contain @
new or amended information collection
reouirement subject to the Paperwork

Reduction Act of 1680 (44 US.C. 35601 et
seq ) Existing requirements were
approved by the Office of Management
and Budget spproval numbers 3150-
0011, 31500018, and 31500080

Reguletory Analysis

The Commission has prepared a draft
regulatory analysis for this proposed
regulation. The analysis examinee the
costs and benefits of the alternatives
considered by the Commission. The
draft regulatory analysis is available for
inspection and copying for & fee a! the
NRC Public Document Room, 2120 L
Street, Lower Level, NW._ Washington
DC. Single copies of the analysis may be
obtained from M. R. Fleishman. Office of
Nuclear Regulatory Research.
Washington, DC 20555, telephone (301)
492-3704.

The Comminsion requests public
comment on the draft analysis.
Comments on the draft analysis may be
submitied to the NRC as indicated under
the ADORESSES heading
Regulatory Flexibility Certification

As required by the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1880, 6 U.S.C. 805(b).
the Commission certifies that this rule, if
promulgated. will not have a significant
economic impact upon & substantial
number of small entities. This proposed
rule affects only the licensing and
operation of nuclear power plants. It
aloo affects individuals licensed as
operators at these plants. The
companies that own these plants and
the individual plant employees licensed
to operate them do not fall within the
scope of the definition of “small
entities” set forth in the Regulatory
Flexibility Act or the Small Business
Size Standards set ou! in regulations
issued by the Small Business
Administration in 13 CFR Part 121. Since
these companies are dominant in their
service areas, this proposed rule does
not fall within the purview of the Act.

However, because there may be now
or in the future small entities which will
provide licensed operatom to nuclear
power plants on a contractual basis, the
NRC is epecifically see comment as
to how ihe regulations will affect them
and how the regulations may be tinred
or otherwise modified to impose less
stringent requirements on them while
still adequately protecting the public
health and safety. Those small entities
which offer comments on how the
regulations could be modified to take
into account the differing needs of small
entities should specifically discuss the
following items

1. The size of their business and how the

proposed regulations would result in 8
significant economic burden upon them as

compared to larger organizations in the same
business community

2 How the proposed regulstions could be
modified to take into account theu differing
needs or capabilities.

2. The benefits that would accrue. or the
detriments that would be avoided. if the
proposed regulations were modified as
suggested by the commenter

4 How the proposed regulations, as
modified. would more closely equalize the
impact of NRC regulations or creste more
equal acoess 10 the benefits of Pedare)

programs as opposed to providing special
advantages (o any individuals or groups

8 How the proposed regulations, as
modified. would still adequately protect the
public bealth and safety

The comments should be sent to the
Secretary of the Commission, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Washington, DC 20555, Attention:
Docketing and Service 9-anch,

Backfit Analycis

As required by 10 CFR 50.109, the
Commission has completed a backfit
analysis for the proposed rule. The
Commission has determined. based on
this analysis. that backfitting to comply
with the requirements of this proposed
rule will provide a uhouno-r increase
in protection to public health and safety
or the common defense anc security at @
cost which is justified by the substantial
increase. The oackfit analysis on which
this determination is based reads as
follows:

1. Statement of the specific objectives
that the proposed bam designed to
achieve.

The objective of the proposed rule is
to upgrade the operating, engineering,
and eccident management expertise
provided on shift by combining both
engineering expertise and operating
experience ' he senior operator or shift
supervisor runctions.

2. Generol description of the activity
that would be required by the licensee
org, ;)h‘cam in order to complete the

13

The proposed rule, under Alternative
1, would require each applicant for &
senior operator (SO) license to operate a
nuclear power reactor, after (4 years
following the effective date of the rule),
to have @ bachelor's degree in
engineering, engineering technology, or
the physical sciences from an accredited
university or college. Applicants with
other bachelor's degrees from an
accredited institution, or from a foreign
college or university, would be
considered on & case-by-case basis if
the utility (licensee) certifies that the
applicant bas demonstrated engineering
expertise and high potential for the SO
position. The Commission does not want




1o prevent individuals with excellent
engineering experience. but with
nentechnical degrees. from becoming
SOs. however, degree equivalency will
no longer be accepted. An sccredited
university or college is deflined as an
educational institution in the United
States which has been approved by a
regional accrediting body.

?m proposed amendment would
spply only 10 applicants for & 5O license
to opersle & nuclear power resctor
People who hold SO licenses on (4 years
following the effective date of the rule|
would be exemp( from the degree
requirement. Those persons who hold &
seruor operator license on [4 years
following the effective date of the rule)
would be "grandfathered” by the
proposed rule. The propose
amendment would not apply to 50
spplicants for non-power nuclear
reactors such as research and test
reactors. Licensed reactor operator
(ROs) would not be required 10 have &
degree The proposed rule would also
require one year of “hot” (i.e. as &n RO
at greater than 20 percent power) and at
least 3 gnn total opereiing experience
for each applicant ‘or a SO license.
Special provisione would be proposed to
sccommodate those applicants from
facilities that are unable to operate
above 20 percent power,

The proposed requirements of
Alternative 1 would only apply to power
reactor licensees indirectly. There
would be no modification of or addition
to the orgenization, i.e administrative
and functional structure, required to
operate 8 nuclear power reactor as a
result of thie proposed amendment
because:

1. the person (o whom the S5O repornt
would not change

2 the number of SOs per shift would not
change

3. the totel number of operators per shift
would pot change:

4 the training requirements, writlen
examinations and operating tests for & SO
would not change: and

5 the tasks performed by a 80 would not
change

However, the power reactor Licensees
would have to get new S0s from a group
of individuale who already have
appropriate degrees or else provide the
educational oppportunity for their own
employees (o obtain a degree.

The proposed rule, under Allernative
2. would require 8 scparate shift
supervisor for each control room who is
responsible for overall operation of all
fueled units operaied by the control
room at all times there is fuel in any of
the units. The requirement would only
apply to power rescior licensees: it
would not apply to licensees for non-
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power nuclear reactors such as research
and test reactors. Exemplions to the one
supervisor per control room
requirement, may be permitted. on a
case-by-case besis, for those situstions
where conirol /ooms may be close to
each other. Each shift supervisor, after
{4 years foliowing the effective date of
the rule), would need to bave one or
more of the following enhanced
oducoug:‘l credentials mmo;'om
degree from a program a y the
Accreditation go‘fd of neering and
Technology (ABET): a professional
engineer license issued by & state
government; or, & bachelor's degree and
an Engineer-io-Trainirg (EIT) certificate
that indicates one has pessed an
examination administered by a state or
other recognized suthority. This
requirement will ensure a minimum
level of engineering expertise for each
shift supervisor. The bachelor's degree
with the EIT would not nocessarily bave
1o be in & technical discipline provided
the person meets the stete education
and experience criteria for
udministration of the EIT. The proposed
rule would also require one year of
“hot” and st least 3 years total operating
experience for each shift supervisor or
senior manager. Special provisions
would be proposed to sccommodate
those applicents from facilities that are
unable to operate above 20 percent
power.

3. Potential change in the risk to the
public from the accidentol off-site
release of radioactive moterial.

It {s not feasible to quanttatively
evaluate the change in risk to the public
a8 o result of the proposcd rule. That is,
the effect of the 8O or shift supervisor
on the probability end consequences of
#n accident, und the change in the
probability and consequences of an
accident as @ result of requiring eithar
the 50 to have 8 bachelc*'s degree or
the shift supervisor to huve enhanced
educational credentials is not known.
The Commission believes that requiring
degrees for 8Os or enhanced
educustional credentials for shift
supervisors will contribute to the goal of
having SOs or shift supervisors who
have operational experience and
technical and academic knowledge that
should improve their performance as
operators and possibly open career
paths from which they may have been
excluded in the past. The SOs with
degrees or shift supervisors with
enhanced educetional credentials
should be able to respond better to off
normal incidents. While there will be
increased training to cover accident
conditions, training alone is not
sufficient. It is impossible to cover every
eventuality during training. The
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operators must have sufficient
understanding of basic engineering
principles. and detailed knowledge of
nuclear desig: and operation to
appropriately respond to situations that
have not been previously covered in
training sessions. In addition, SOs with
degrees or shift supervisors with
enhanced educational credential: will
have greater opportunity for
professional growth since they will have
the gualifications needed to advance to
managerial positions. The Commission
believes that there will also be an
improvement in plant safety as $Os or
shift supervisors migrate upward into
plant management although this
improvement could be counter balanced.
in part, by a potential reduction in
overall operating experience on shift as
8Os with degrees w.ove to other work

& Potential impact on radiological
exposure of facility employees.

There is not expected to be any
significan. change in the radiological
exposure of facility employees due to
the proposed rule except for the
ungurutifinble reduction in the
probatility and consequences of an
eccident and the subsequent reduction
in exposure.

8. Installation and continuing costs
associated with the backfit, including
the cost of facility downtime or the cos!
of construction delay.

One of the questions posed in the May
30, 1888 ANPRM, relative to Alternative
1, concerned what the implementation
and operation costs of the proposed
amendment would be to the utilities
The cost estimates received ranged from
negligible to prohibitive. Various
scenarios for achieving the desired
stalling level of SOs with degrees were
assumed. These varied from hiring
individusls with degrees and passing
them through the normal utility training
programs to taking ROs and sending
them to college while either paying them
at overlime rates or hiring replacement
ROs. A utility could also implement an
onsite college degree program for its
operators. for example, & program
currently being run for an operating
plant cos!s $250,000 per year to educate
80 people. The range of costs of such an
onsite program are estimated to vary
from $250.000 to $480,000 per year. The
cos! to the utilities of Alternative 2
would be less since there would be
fewer shift supervisors to train.

It is clear that there are numerous
methods that can be used to implement
the proposed rule with an extreme range
of costs depending on the method
adopted. It would be a utility's choice 8¢
to which method to adopt, taking into
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account the various cost and persounel
considerations.

8. The potential safety impoct of
changes in plont or operational
complexity. including the effect on other
proposed and existing regulatory
requirements.

There would be no changes in the

lant or operational complexity and

nce, no potential safety impact relsted
to them. However, there would be an
cﬂmmhcmda‘n:c - wJ
Regulatory e 18 Relative
Alternative 1. the guidance in
Fegulutory Guide 1.8 aliows an
applicant for 8 SO license with & degree
to have only 2 years of responsible
power plant experience, none of which
needs 10 be an a reactor operstor. This
would have to be revised f Alternative
1 is adopted since the proposed
amendment would require 8 SO
applicant with & degree to serve as a RO
at greater than 20 percent power for at
least 1 year. Furthermore, the guidance
indicates that & RO applicant must have
& minimum of 3 years of power plan!
experence of which at least 1 year shall
be nuclear power experience. This
would have to be revised since it is
inconsistent with the proposed
amendment which implies that an
applicant for e RO license with e degree
must have 2 years of related nuclear
power plant experience. Finally,
position C.1.d of the Regulatory Guide
would have to be revised to indicate
that & bachelor's degree {s the minimam
educationa! requirement for « 8O
candidate rather than a high school
diploma. Relative to Alternative 2,
current guidanoe in Regulatory Guide
1.8, Revision 2, April 1087,
"Qualification and Training of Personnel
for Nuclear Power Plants.” states that o
shift supervisor only needs a high school
diplome. This would have 10 be revised,
if Alternative 2 is adopted, to reflect the
new educational credentiale and
experience required to become a shift
supervisor (i.e., 8 years experience with
1 year as 8 RO).

7. The estimaoted resource burden in
the NRC associated with the proposed
backfit and the ovaoilability of such
resources

It is anticipated that there will be
relatively minor impact on NRC staff
resources as a result of implementing
the proposed rule. For Alternative 1,
there may be some increase in the
number of applications to process and
tests to administer, because of the
sttempts of current ROs to become SOs
prior to the cut-off date, but this should
not cause & significant impact oo the
NRC staff. No new resource
requirements are expected.

8. The potantial impoct of differerces
in focility type. design or age on the
relevancy and practicality of the
proposed bockfit.

The proposed rule only applies to SO
applicants for opareation of a nuclear
power reactor or to shift supervisors. It
does not apply to SO applicants or shift
supervisors for non-power nuclear
reactors such as research and test
reaciors.

The facility type, design or age should

have no relevancy to the impact or
practicality of the backfit. For
Alternative 1, the to which each
utility licensee bas already implemented

an educationa! program would be most
important. Those {acilities which have
implemented such 8 program will clearly
be less affected by the proposed backfit
than would those facilities thet have
not. For Alternative 2. the number of
reactors and control rooms on a si‘e
would have greater significance. Those
facilities which have only one control
room on their site would be least
aflfected by the proposed rule.

9. Whether the proposed backfit is
interim or final and, if interim, the
Justification for itmposing the proposed
backfit on an interun basis.

The proposed rule, when made
effective, would be in final form and not
on an interim basis.

Alternative 1—Requirements for Senior
Operators
List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 55

Manpower training programs, Nuclear
power plants and reactors, Penalty,
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements

For the reasons set vut in the
preamble and under the authority of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.
the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974,
as amended, and 8 US.C. 553, the NRC
is proposing to adopt the following
amendments to 10 CFR Part 55

PART 55—-OPERATORS' LICENSES

1. The suthority citation for Part 55
continues to read &s follows:

Authority: Secs. 107, 101, 182, 88 Stat 839,
B48. 953, as emended, sec 234, 83 Stal 444, a9
amended (42 US C 2137, 2201, 2232, 2282);
sccs 201, ee amended. 202, 88 Stat 1242, as
amended, 1244 (€2 USC 5841, 2)

Sechions 5541, 55 43, 5545, and 55.59 also
issued under sec. 306, Pub. L. 97425 96 Stat
2262 (42 U.S C 10220). Seclion 55.61 also
issued under secs. 186, 187, 68 Stat 955 (42
USC 2236, 2237)

For the purposes of sec. 223. 68 Stat. 958, s
amended (42 US.C 2273); (§ 559, 55.21,
5549, and 55 53 are isaued under sec 1611 68
Stat. 949, as amended (42 US C 2201(i)). and
§§ 558 5523, 8525 and 55.53(1) are issved

under sec. 1610, 86 Stat 960, as amendud (42
US.C 220m(0))

2 In 554, a new definition is added
in alphabetical order 1o raad s follows.

§56.4 Dofinitions.
. . . - .
“Accredited university or college”

means an educational institution in the
United States which has been approved
by & regional accrediting body.

3. In § 55.91, & new paragraph (e) is
oddodtoludulollowaz"»

§ 5531 Mow to apply.

{e) Each applicant for & senior
operator license 10 operate @ nuclear
power reactor, after (4 years following
the effective date of the rule], must have
& bachelor's d in engineering,
engineering technology, or the physical
sciences from an accredited university
or college. Applicants with other
bachelor's degrees from an accredited
institution, or from & foreign college or
university, will be considered on a case
by-case basis if the reactor plant
licensee certifies that the applicant has
demonstrated engineering expertise and
high potential for the senior operator
position. In addition, except as noted in
paragraphs (e)(1) and (e)(2) of this
section, after (4 years following the
effective date of the rule), each
applicant for & senior operator license
-oust have at least three years of

rating experience at & nuclear power
plant, of which one year's experience
must be as a licensed control room
operator for @ nuclear power reactor
operating at greater than twenty percent
power. At least six months of the
nuclear power plant experience must be
e! the plant for which the applicant
seeks the license. An suthorized
representative of the facility licensee
will verify that the requirements of this
peragraph have been met as a part of
cert.fying the applicant's qualifications
pursuant to paragraph (a)(4) of this
section. Any person holding e senior
operator license on [4 years foll - ving
the effective dete of the rule) is exempt
from the requirement to have a
bachelor's degree.

(1) For each applicant from a facility
that has not completed preoperational
testing and an initial startup test
program as described in its Final Safety
Aralysis Report, as emended end
approved by the Commission, and has
no! yet been licensed to operate st
power, the Commission mey approve
alternatives that provide experience
equivalent to operation at twenty
percent power,
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(2) For each spplicant from a facility
that hes (i) completed preoperational
testing as described in its Final Safety
Analysis Report. as amended and
approved by the Commission. and [(ii) is
in an extended ehutdown which
precludes operation et greater than
twenty percent power, the Commission
may process the application and may
administer the written examination and
operating te: - vequired by §§ 85,43 and
55.45 of this part, but may not issue the
license until the required evidence of
operation at greater than twenty percent
power is supplied

Alternative 2—Requirements for
Supervisors

List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 50

Antitrust, Classified information, Fire
protection, Incorporation by reference,
Intergovernmental relations, Nuclear
power plants and reactors, Penalty,
Radiation protection, Reactor siting
criteria, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements

‘or the reasons set out in the
preamble and under the authority of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1854, as amended,
the Energy Reorganization Act of 1874,
as srended. and 5 U.S.C. 653, the NRC
is proposing to adopt the following
smendments to 10 CFR Pari 50

PART 50--DOMESTIC LICENSING OF
PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION
FACILITIES

1. The authonty citation for Part 50
continues to read as follows:

Authority: Secs 102, 103, 104, 105, 181, 182,
183, 186, 180, 60 Stat 830, 837, 830 948, 853
054, 955 950, as amended, sec 234, 83 Siat
1244, as amended (42 US.C 2132 2133, 214
2135, 2201, 2232, 2233, 2238, 2239 2282). seca
201, #s amended, 202, 200, 88 Stat 1242, #s
smended, 1244, 1240 (42 US.C 5841 5842
S840 )

Section 50.7 also iesued under Pub. L 85-
801, sec. 10, 92 Stat 2051 (42 US.C 5851)
Section 50 10 also issued under seca 101, 185
68 Stat 836,155 as amended (2USC 2131
2235); sec. 17 2, Pub. L. #1-190, 83 Stat. 853 (42
U S C 4332) Sections 50.23, 50.35 50.55, and
50 .56 also 10 1wed under sec. 185, 68 Stat 855
(42 U8 C 2 35) Sections 50.33a, 50 554 and
Appendix / 1 also issued under sec 102, Pub
L. #1180 83 Stat. 853 (42 US.C 4332)
Scctions 50 34 end 50 54 also lssued under
soc 204, B2 Stat 1245 (42 US.C 5644)
Scections 50 58, 50 01, end 50.82 also issued
under Pub. L 87415 80 Stat. 2073 (2 USC
2239) Section 50.78 also issued under sec
122 08 Stat. 039 (42 US.C. 2152) Sections
50.80-50 81 also issued under sec. 184, 60 Stat
'54. as amended (42 US.C. 2234) Section
50103 also issved under sec. 108, 68 Stal. 839
as amended (42 US C 2138). Appendix F also
issued under sec. 187, 88 Stat. 955 (2 USC
2237)

For the purposes of sec. 223, 68 Stal. 858, as
amended (42 US.C. 2273): §§ 50.10a). (b).

and (c] 5044 50 46 50 48 50 54, and 50.80(s)
are issued under sec 1610 68 Sia' 948 2
smended (42 US.C. 2201(b)). §§ 50.10(b) and
(¢). and 50 54 are msued under sec 161/, 68
Slat. 940, as amended (42 U S C. 2201(1)). and
1§ 509, 50.55(¢). 50.58(b), 50.70, 50.71, 80.72,
80.73. and 50.78 are issued under sec 1810, 86
Sta! 950. as amended (42 US.C 2201(0))

2. In § 50.54, paragraph (m)(3) is
removed and the introductory text to
paragraph (m)(2) and paragraph
(m)(2)(ii) are revised, to read as follows

§ 50.54

Conditions of kcenses.

(m)

(2) Notwithstanding any other
provisions of thie section, licensees of
nuclear power units shall meet the
following requirements

(l) . L

(i1)(A) For single unit sites or multiple
unit sites with one control room, the
licensee shall have at its site @ person
holding a senior operator license for all
fueled units st the site who is assigned
responsibility for overall plant operation
at all times there i fuel in any unit.

(B) Fer multiple unit sites with two or
more control rooms, the licensee shall
have at its site & person for each control
room who: holds a senior operator
license for all fueled units operated by
the control room: and is responsible for
overall operstion of these units at all
timze there is fuel in any of them
Exemptions may be considered on a
case-by-case basis teking into sccount
the phyeical locetion of the control
rooms

(C) After [4 years following the
effective date of the rule}. each person
described in paragraphs (m)(2)(ii)(A)
and (m)(2)(ii)(B) of this section must
have one or more of the following
educational credentials: A bachelor's
degree from @ program accredited by the
Accreditation Board for Engineering and
Technology (ABET); a professional
engineer license issued by a state
government; or, & bachelor's deg -2 and
an Engineer-in-Training (EIT) certificate
that indicates one has passed an
examination administered by a state or
otl.er recognized authority

(D) Except as noted below, after |4
years following the effective date of the
rule), each person described in
paragraphs (m)(2)(ii)(A) and (m)(2)(ii)(B)
of this section mus! have at least three
years of operating experience et @
nuclear power plant, of which one year's
experience must be es a licensed control
room operator for a nuclear power
reactor operating et greater than twenty
percent power. At least six months of
the nuclear power plant experience must
be &t the plant for which the person has
responsibility. For each person at e

plant that has not completed
preoperational testing end an initial
startup test program as described in its
Fioal Safety Analysis Report, as
ainended and approved by the
Commission, and has not yet been
licensed to operate at power. the
Commission may approve altert atives
that provide experience equivalent to
operation el twenty percent power
. . - . .

Dated st Rockville, Maryland this 23rd day
of December, 1968,

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
jobo C. Hoyle,
Acting Secretary for the Commission
[FR Doc. 26993 Filed 12-26-88. 8.45 am)

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration
14CFR Part 73

[Alrspace Docket Ko, 88-AEA-4)

Proposed Alteration of Restricted
Area R-6601 Fort AP, Hill, YA

AQENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

AcTON: Notice of preposed rulemaking

SsuMMARY: This notice proposes to alter
the boundaries and change the
controlling agency for Restricted Area
R-0601 Fort A.P. Hill, VA. The
Department of the Army has requested
an enlergement of R-8601 to
accommodate sdditioral training
requirzments. In addition, the proposed
action would revise the assigned
controlling agency.

oATES: Comments must be received on
or before February 13, 1989
ADORESSES: Send comments on the
proposal in triplicate to: Director, FAA
Eastern Region, Attention: Manager, Air
Traffic Division, Docket No. 88 -AEA 4
Federal Aviation Administration, [FK
International Airport, The Fitzgerald
Federal Building, Jamaica, NY 11430

The official docket may be examined
in the Rules Docket, weekdays, except
Federal holiaeys, between 8:30 8. m. &nd
5:00 p.m. The FAA Rules Docke! is
located in the Office of the Chief
Counsel, Room 9186, 800 Independence
Avenue, SW., Washington, DC.

An Informal docket may also be
examined during normal business hours
&t the office of the Regional Air Traffic
Division.

FOR FURTMER INFORMATION CONTACT,
Paul Gallant, Airspace Branch (ATO-
240}, Airspace-Rules and Aeronautical
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Date:

The Honorable £, Thomas Coleman
United States House of Fepresentatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Colema

Your constituent, Mr. Wes Baruth, 1n“uired about an amendment that we have
recently proposed to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's regulations, This
proposed amendment is entitled, "Education and Experience Requirements for
Senfor Reactor Operators and Supervisors at Nuclear Power Plants” and it
contains two alternatives. Both alternatives are intended to upgrade the
operating, engineering, and accident management expertise provided on-shift at
nuclear power plants. This upgrade 1s expected to enhance the capability of
the operating staff to respond to potential accident situations and to effectively
restore the reactor to a safe and stable condition. These alternatives are
explained in a bit more detai! below and a copy of the Federal Register Notice
on this proposal is enclosed for additional information.

The first alternative would apply to senijor reactor operators. It would require
that each applicant for &« cenior reactor operator license have a bachelor's

degree 1n engineering, encineerirg technology, or the physical sciences from an
accredited college or university., The first alternative would achieve our
nbjective of upgracing by combining engineering expertise and operating experience
irn the senior reactor operator position.

The second alternative would apply to persons who have supervisory responsibilities,

such as shift supervisors or senior managers, It would require that they have

enhanced educational credentials and expurience over that which is normally

required for senfor reactor operators. The desired educational credentials

are: a bachelor'c degree from & program accredited by the Accreditation Board

for Engineering and Technology; a professional enginee~ license issued by &

state government; or a bachelor's degree and an Enginec: ‘n-Training certificate
that indicates one has nassed a state administered examinaiion. The second
Telford

MFleishmar

*See Attached for Previous Concurrence
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