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ABSTRACT
On July 26, 1983, the Commission published in the Federal Register a final
rule (10 CFR 50.73) that modified and codified the Licensee Event Report (LER)
In September 1983, the
system.
The rule became effective on January 1, 1984.
NRC published NUREG-1022 which provides supporting information and guidance
that is of interest to persons responsible for the preparation and review of
The information contained in NUREG-1022 includes: (1) a brief
LERs.
description of how LERs are analyzed by the NRC, (2) a restatement of the
guidance contained in the Statement of Consideration that accompanied the
publication of the LER rule, (3) a set of examples of potentially reportable
events with staff comments on the actual reportability of each event,
(4) guidance on how to prepare an LER, including the LER forms, and (5)
Subsequently, during the period from
guidance on submittal of LERs.
October 25, 1983 to November 16, 1983, the NRC staff held five regional
meetings to discuss the scope and content of the LER rule with utility and
During these meetings numerous questions arose
NRC regional representatives.
This supplement to NUREG-1022 contains a summary of the
and were answered.
questions asked and the answers given.
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I.

INTRODUCTION

On July 26, 1983, the Commission published in the Federal Register a final
rule (10 CFR 50.73) that modified and codified the Licensee Event Report (LER)
In September 1983, the
system. The rule became effective on January 1, 1984.
NRC published NUREG-1022 which provides considerable information that is of
In
interest to persons responsible for the preparation and review of LERs.
addition, since the reporting criteria in 10 CFR 50.72, "Immediate
Notification Requirements of Significant Events at Operating Nuclear Power
Plants," and 10 CFR 50.73 are, in most cases, either identical or very similar,
NUREG-1022 is also useful for clarifying the types of events that require
The
immediate notification of the NRC in accordance with 10 CFR 50.72.
information contained in NUREG-1022 includes:
1. The LER rule (10 CFR 50.73).
2.

A brief description of how LERs are analyzed by the NRC.

3.

A restatement of the guidance contained in the Statement of Consideration
This guidance explains
that accompanied the publication of the LER rule.
the intent of the various criteria and requirements contained in the LER
rule.

4.

General and specific guidance on how to prepare an LER, including the LER
Tables of some of the codes needed to complete the LER form are
forms.
also included.

5.

A set of examples of potentially reportable events with staff comments on
the actual reportability of each event.
The descriptions were taken from
actual operational events; however, reference to the plant at which the
event occurred was removed and on occasion the description of the actual
event was altered slightly to illustrate a specific point.

Between October 25, 1983 and November 16, 1983, the NRC staff held five
regional workshops to discuss the scope and content of the new LER rule
Numerous
(50.73) and the revised Emergency Notification rule (50.72).
This Supplement to
questions were asked and answered during these workshops.
NUREG-1022 is a summary of the questions asked and the answers provided at the
various meetings.
As noted above, the reporting criteria in 50.72 and 50.73 are, in most cases,
either identical or very similar.
Therefore, the questions and answers in
Section II of this Supplement to NUREG-1022 are also useful for clarifying the
types of events that require immediate notification of the NRC in accordance
with 50.72.
In addition,. several questions and answers that pertain only to
50.72 are included in Section II of this Supplement.
Further, a comparison of
the criteria in 50.72 and 50.73 is included as Appendix A. Finally, a copy of
the Federal Register notice publishing 50.72 is included as Appendix B.
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II.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS FROM THE LER WORKSHOPS

1.0

Paragraph 50.73(a)(2)(i)(A),

1.1

What is meant by "completion of shutdown"? Is this in terms of
operating modes specified in the Technical Specifications or do you
have a specific plant condition in mind?

Answer:

"Completion of a shutdown" is the point in time when the Technical
Specification requires that the plant be shut down (i.e., the first
operating mode reached going down in power, that requires that the
reactor be subcritical).
For example, if at 0200 the plant enters
a Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) which states, "restore the
inoperable channel to operable status within 12 hours or be in at
least Hot Standby within the next 6 hours" the plant must be shut
down (i.e. at least in Hot Standby) by 2000. The LER is required if
the inoperable channel is not returned to operable status by 2000.

1.2

What about the situation where you have seven days to fix a
component or be shut down, but the plant must be shut down to fix
the component? Assume the plant shuts down, the component is fixed,
and the plant returns to power prior to the end of the seven day
period.
Is that situation reportable?

Answer:

No.
If the shutdown was not required by the Technical
Specifications, it need not be reported.
However, other criteria
in 50.73 may apply and may require that the event be reported.

1.3

Suppose that there are seven days to fix a problem and it is likely
the problem can be fixed during this time period.
However, the plant
management elects to shut down and fix this problem and other
problems.
Is an LER required?

Answer:

Some judgement is required.
An LER is not required if the situation
could have been corrected before the plant was required to be shut
down, and no other criteria in 50.73 apply.
The shut down is reportable, however, if the situation could not have been corrected before
the plant was required to be shut down, or if other criteria of 50.73
apply.

2.0

Paragraph 50.73(a)(2)(i)(B),

2.1.

Is it correct that I do not have to submit an LER unless I
actually reach the end of an LCO clock?

Answer:

Yes.
For the purpose of this criterion, an LER is not required unless
the conditions of the LCO and its. associated Action Statement are not
met (i.e., are violated) or the plant must be shut down because of a
Technical Specification requirement (i.e., "the end of an LCO clock").

2.2

I thought the LER rule was developed in order to assure that serious
events were reportable, yet the criteria seem to be the time windows
of the LCOs.
Why is it that time restraints are used so frequently?

Shutdowns.

Technical

Specification Violations

-4Answer:

Since time restraints are measures of significance, the staff believes
that violations of LCO requirements (e.g., violation of the "time
windows") are serious events.
In addition, the staff believes that
any event, operation, or condition that is prohibited by the Technical Specification is sufficiently significant to warrant an LER.

2.3

We believe that surveillance testing and redundancy together promise
assurance of operability.
Further, we often have 7-day LCOs and we
perform surveillance tests on 30-day intervals.
Is an LER required
every-time we find a problem during surveillance testing?

Answer:

No.
In general, for the purpose of evaluating the reportability of
situations found during surveillance tests, it should be assumed
that the situation occurred at the time of discovery, unless there is
firm evi.dence to believe otherwise.
For example, if a standby
component with a 7-day LCO is'.found to be inoperable because it was
assembled improperly during the maintenance conducted 30 days
previously,.then there is firm evidence that it had been inoperable
for the entire 30 days, and an LER is required.

2.4

Most Technical Specifications have some LCOs that do not have Action
Statements.
When these LCOs cannot be met, the plant enters what is
known as the "Motherhood Clause" (e.g., Section 3.0.3 of the Standard
Technical Specifications) which requires that they correct the condition
or be shut down within one hour.
If the condition is corrected within
one hour (i.e., the plant does not shutdown) is the event reportable?

Answer:

The event is reportable.
Although the Technical Specifications are
not violated when a plant enters the "Motherhood Clause" the plant
is operating with a "condition prohibited by the plant's Technical
Specifications" and an LER is required.
The time limit in theý
section only allows sufficient time for an orderly shutdown.

2.5

My Technical Specifications require that each Surveillance Requirement
or Inservice Testing Requirement be performed within the specified
time interval with:
a.
b.

A maximum allowable extension not to exceed 25% of the surveillance interval, and
A total maximum combined interval time for any 3 consecutive tests
*not to exceed 3.25 times the specified surveillance interval.

If a Surveillance Requirement is missed, but the error is identified
and the Surveillance Requirement completed within the extension limits
described above, must an LER be submitted?
Answer:

No.
If you are within the limits specified by the Technical
Specifications (e.g., the limits on allowable extensions are not
violated), an LER is not required.

2.6

When we violate license conditions, we are to report immediately
with a 14-day written followup.
Does the LER rule include license
conditions in addition to Technical Specifications and does it
supersede this requirement?

- 5Answer:

No.
Violations of a license condition that are contained in locations
other than the Technical Specifications, are not superseded by the LER
rule and should be reported separately (see question 7.15).

2.7

Is a
Procedures are required by our Technical Specifications.
violation of a procedure, no matter how minor, considered to be a
violation of our Technical Specifications which would be reportable
as an LER?

Answer:

No.
Although a failure to adhere to a procedure required by the
Technical Specification is a violation of the Technical
Specifications, whether it is reportable depends upon if it results
in a condition covered by the rule. A violation of a procedure
would not be directly reportable unless the operation or condition
violated a Technical Specification requirement, or it resulted in
an event or condition that is reportable under.-the.criteria- of 50.73.
If such an. error could happen at other plants and could have serious
consequences, you are encouraged to submit a voluntary report.

2.8

My Technical Specifications include a number of requirements
concerning fire protection systems and related plant features.
Do I need to submit an LER on aspects dealing with *fire protection?

Answer:

Fire'protection systems covered by Technical Specification (e.g.,
through Limiting Conditions for Operation) are within the scope of
the LER rule.
Fire protection systems that are not covered by the
Technical Specifications are not within the scope.
However, fires
that challenge such systems may be reportable under 50.73(a)(2)(iii)
or 50.73(a)(2)(x).
(See question 7.15)

2.9

Section 6 of our Technical Specifications has a number of administrative requirements such as organizational structure, number of
personnel on shift, hours of work, need to approve procedures within
14 days, etc.
Must we submit an LER whenever an administrative
requirement in Section 6 is not met?

Answer:

Although failure to meet the administrative requirements of the
Technical Specifications is a-violation; whether it is reportable as
an LER depends upon if it results in a condition covered by the rule.
If the violation of the Technical Specification results in operation
prohibited by the Technical Specifications, then the event or condition is reportable.
For example, operation with less than the
required number of people on shift would clearly constitute operation
prohibited by the Technical Specifications, or operation with a
procedure that had not been properly approved would constitute
operation prohibited by the Technical Specifications.
However, if
the requirement is only administrative and does not affect plant
operation, then an LER is not required; for example, a change in the
plant's organizational structure that has not yet been approved as a
Technical Specification change.
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Paragraph 50.73(a)(2)(i)(C).

3.1

I cannot find 50.54(x) [Referenced in 50.73(a)(2)(i)(C)] in the
regulations.
What does it say?

Answer:

10 CFR 50.54(x-) was published in the Federal Register on April 1, 1983
(48 FR 13966) with an effective date of June 1, 1983.
This rule
generally permits licensees to take reasonable action in an emergency
even though the action departs from the license conditions or
Technical Specifications if the action is immediately needed to
protect the public health and safety.

4.0

Paragraph 50.73(a)(2)(ii),

4.1

At one point, we became aware that our plant could have potentially
been in an unanalyzed condition.
But we never operated in that
condition and we prevented such operation by administrative procedures.
Is that reportable?

Answer:

No.
The event is not reportable if the plant was never in an
unanalyzed condition.
However, in reviewing the reportability of
each situation, please carefully review all criteria of 50.73 since
the situation may be reportable under a different criteria.

4.2

If we update our docket with updated information on the plant design
basis or accident analysis and we have an event or condition which
was outside the original FSAR but not outside of the updated
information; do we have to submit an LER?

Answer:

No.
An LER is not required if the event or condition is within the
design or licensing basis as currently docketed and approved by the
NRC.

4.3

Not all of our activities are covered by procedures.
an LER for all activities not covered by procedures?

Answer:

No.
An LER is required only if an activity is required to be
procedurally controlled (e.g., by a license condition or by a
licensing commitment such as a commitment to comply with Regulatory
Guide 1.33).

5.0

Paragraph 50.73(a)(2)(iii),

5.1

For potential threats such as tornados, how close does it have to
come before it constitutes an "actual" threat to the plant?

Answer:

The licensee must use engineering judgement to determine if there
was an actual threat.
For example, with regard to tornadoes, the
decision would be based on such factors as the size of the tornado,
and its location and path.
There are no prescribed limits, but in
general, situations involving only monitoring by the plant's staff
are not reportable, but when preventative actions are taken or if
there are serious concerns, then the situation should be carefully
reviewed for reportability.

Unanalyzed Conditions.

Must we submit

External Threats.
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Would a snowstorm that prevents people from entering or leaving
the plant be reportable?

Answer:

If the snow significantly hampered personnel in the conduct of
The licensee must use
their activities, the event is reportable.
judgement based on the amount of snow, the extent to which personnel
were hampered, the extent to which additional assistance could have
been available in an emergency, the length of time the condition
For example, if the snow prevented shift relief for
existed, etc.
several hours, the situation would be reportable.

5.3

There was a recent earthquake in New York which we reported to the NRC
Thirty days later it was
via the Emergency Notification System (ENS).
clear that there was no actual threat to the plant.
Is an LER required?

Answer:

No.
An LER would not be required.
However, the call on the ENS was
appropriate because of the potential for further seismic activity,
and public interest.

6.0

Paragraph 50.73(a)(2)(iv),

6.1

There is a wide range of Engineered Safety Features (ESF) installed
in the various plants and not defined for some plants.
Is there a
standard list of ESF?

Answer:

There is no standard list of ESF.
The criterion is based on each
plant having defined systems as ESF (e.g., in the plant's FSAR).
If
there is uncertainty in this regard, the situation should be
discussed with your NRC Regional Office.

6.2

My plant (BWR) has the Rod Block Monitor (RBM) as an ESF.
Do I
have to submit an LER every time there is a rod block or other
action by the RBM?

Answer:

If the rod block monitor (RBM) is not classified as a portion of
the Reactor Protection System (RPS) or as an Engineered Safety
Feature (ESF), rod blocks need not be reported.
However, if the
rod block monitor (RBM) is classified as a portion of the Reactor
Protection System (RPS) or as an Engineered Safety Feature (ESF),
rod blocks should be reported.
The licensee may request an
exemption under 50.73(f) if it can be shown that actuation of this
system does not constitute an event of actual or potential safety
significance.

6.3

Two of our ESF systems, the toxic gas isolation system and a control
room isolation system, are highly unreliable and often actuate when
not needed (invalid actuation).
Are spurious actuations reportable?

Answer:

Yes.
Spurious actuations of ESF are challenges to the system and
are reportable.

6.4

In our plant, a turbine trip results in starting of the diesel
generator(s), but does not give a reactor scram.
Since a turbine

ESF Actuations.

-8trip can result from a variety of nonsafety-related causes, would
the starting of the diesel generators (ESF equipment) be reportable?
Actuation of any ESF is reportable.

Answer:

Yes.

6.5

If you get a reactor scram before the plant is critical,
considered reportable?

Answer:

All reactor scrams are reportable,
Yes.
level when the trip occurred.

6.6

At times we may get a scram signal while performing surveillance
These particular tests are performed only while the plant
testing.
Would such
is shut down (i.e., they cannot be performed at power).
scrams still be reportable?

Answer:

Yes, unless the scram was a recognized part of the test procedure
(See also Question 6.9)
and was expected.

6.7

Often we are in operating modes when automatic scrams are not
required to be operable, or parts of the containment isolation
system may actuate when the system is not required to be operable.
Are such events reportable as LERs?

Answer:

Actuations of ESF and RPS are reportable even if they are
Yes.
However, if the actuation or trip is part
spurious or unnecessary.
of a preplanned sequence, or it is a controlled (e.g. documented)
and expected result of the procedure (see question 6.8), it is not
reportable under this criterion (see also question 6.9.).

6.8

When we put steam generators in wet lay-up we always get a scram on
Would this scram be reportable?
high level.

Answer:

No. Because the scram signal is not an actual or spurious protective
action, but an expected result of a controlled procedure.

6.9

Is the spurious operation of a system that is not required to be
operable reportable?

Answer:

If the system is not required to be operable and it has been properly
removed from service such that it can not perform its intended
function (e.g., manual discharge valves are shut, breakers are
open), then a spurious actuation of part of the system (e.g., the
pump starts but the discharge valve remains shut) is not reportable.
However, if the system actuates and performs its intended function,
the actuation is reportable even if the system is not required to
be operational.

6.10

When we move the mode switch to shutdown,
Are these scrams reportable?

Answer:

If a scram is not required, and is an expected result of placing the
mode switch to shutdown (i.e. it is part of the normal shutdown
procedure), the scram is not reportable.

is this

regardless of the power

we get an automatic scram.
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6.11

Some reactor scrams occur because of the actions of individuals
For example, the plant may scram on low
(e.g., an INC technician).
pressure because of a human error even though the reactor pressure
is fine.
Are such scrams reportable?

Answer:

Yes.

6.12

If we get multiple scrams over short periods of time,
reported in one LER?

Answer:

Yes.
More than one event can be reported in a single LER if the
events are related (e.g., same general cause or consequences) and
they occurred over a reasonably short length of time, (e.g., several
However, LERs are intended to
errors during a single startup).
address specific events and plant condition and, thus, the flexibility of using one LER to report multiple events should never be
used to report unrelated events or as an attempt to decrease the
number of LERs.

7.0

Paragraph 50.73(a)(2)(v),
of a Safety Function.

7.1

Some clarification is needed for events or conditions that alone
"could have" prevented the fulfillment of a system safety function.

Answer:

"Events or conditions." generally involve operator actions and/or
component failures that could have prevented the functioning of a
safety system.
For example, assume that a surveillance test is run
on a standby pump and it siezes.
The pump is dissassembled and found
to contain the wrong lubricant.
The redundant pump is disassembled
and it also has the same wrong lubricant.
Thus, it is reasonable to
assume that the second pump would have failed if it had been challenged.
However, the second pump and, therefore, the system did not actually
fail because the second pump was never challenged.
Thus, in this
case, because of the use of the wrong lubricant, the system "could
have" or "would have" failed.

7.2

A number of criteria indicate that they apply to actual situations
only and not to potential situations identified as a result of
analysis; yet, other criteria address ".could have."
When do the
results of analysis have to be reported?

Answer:

The results need only be reported if the applicable criterion requires
the reporting of conditions that "could have" caused a problem.
However, others have a need to know about potential problems that are
not reportable; thus, such items may be reported-as a voluntary LER.

7.3

Utilities are not required to analyze for system interactions, yet
the rule requires the reporting of events that "could have" happened
but did not.
Are we to initiate a design activity to determine "could
have" system interactions?

Spurious or unintended reactor scrams are reportable.
can they be

Events that Could Have Prevented Fulfillment

-
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Answer:

Report system interactions that you find as a result of ongoing
No.
routine activities (e.g., the analysis of operating events).

7.4

I noticed that Section 50.73(a)(2)(v) uses the Part 100 definition of
safety related systems.
What about systems and components that may be
classified as "important to safety." Are they included in the scope
of the LER rule?

Answer:

50.72 and 50.73 use neither the phrase "safety-related" nor "important
to safety" because of the varyi.ng interpretation associated with
these terms.
The definition of the systems included in the scope
of these rules is provided in the rules.

7.5

There are many
stops, cooling
Specifications
Do you want an

Answer:

An LER should be submitted whenever an event or
See question 7.4.
Several of these criteria
condition meets the criteria of 50.73.
involve engineering judgement, and thus, licensees have the ability
and responsibility to determine the reportability based upon the
situation and the requirements of the rule.

7.6

How long does safety equipment have to operate in order to fulfill
its safety function and what guidelines should be used regarding
operator assistance or repair? For example, an operator can adjust
the amount of cooling water which might allow a pump to continue
to operate.

Answer:

A safety system must operate long enough to complete its intended
Reasonable operator actions to
function as defined in the FSAR.
correct minor problems may be considered, however, heroic actions
and unreasonably insightful diagnoses, particularly during stressful
In addition, in the FSAR,
situations, should not be assumed.
analysis is performed on how long the system/component is expected
to operate without operator action.

7.7

Is an LER required if a system is lost but the safety function can
still be met by other systems? For example, we have several systems
If we lose one of these
which can be used to remove decay heat.
systems, but other systems are available to perform the same safety
functions, is that reportable?

Answer:

Yes.
Loss of a safety system function is reportable even if there
However, the
are other systems that can perform the same function.
capable
of fulavailable
systems
should
discuss
other
LER narrative
filling the same function.

7.8

My Technical
Stand-By Gas
generator is
would not be

components, systems, and plant features (e.g., fire
fans, room isolations) controlled through Technical
and thus must be considered to be "safety related."
LER for all these minor items?

Specifications require that if I have one train of the
Treatment System (SBGTS) inoperative and if one diesel
lost, I must declare the SBGTS inoperative since it
Is
available if offsite power is lost for any reason.

-
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this considered to be an event that "could have prevented" the fulfillment of the safety function of a safety system (i.e., is a system
inoperable if it is declared inoperable, even though the system is
still operational)?
Answer:

Yes.
In general, determining if an event "could have prevented"
fulfillment of a safety function, unrelated and independent failures
that did not actually occur should not be included.
In this case,
the failure of the diesel generator is not unrelated.
With one
train of the SBGTS inoperable and the~emergency diesel generator
inoperable in the other train neither SBGTS are capable of performing
their intended safety function.
Therefore, the event would be
reportable.

7.9

Previously under LER reporting requirements, we did not have to
submit an LER when a problem was found in equipment that was out
of service or not required to be operable.
Now it seems LERs will
have to be submitted.
Is that true?

Answer:

Yes.
Events or conditions are reportable if they meet one or more
of the LER criteria, particularly 50.73(a)(2)(v).
Reporting is
required regardless of operating mode or power level.

7.10

Suppose during shutdown we are doing maintenance on both SI pumps.
Since this system is not required to be operational, I assume this
situation is not reportable? I also understand that if something
happens that would cause both SI pumps not to be operational at power,
that would be reportable.
Is that correct?

Answer:

Removing both SI pumps from service to do maintenance is not
reportable if the resulting system configuration is not prohibited
by the plant's Technical Specifications.
However, if a situation
is discovered during the maintenance that could have caused both
pumps to fail (e.g. they are both improperly lubricated) then that
condition is reportable even though the pumps were not required to
be operational at the time that the condition was discovered.
As
another example, suppose the scram breakers were tested during shutdown conditions, and it was found that for more than one breaker,
opening times were in excess of those specified, or that UV trip
attachments were inoperative.
Such potential generic problems are
reportable in an LER.

7.11

My plant has a single train safety system (e.g. High Pressure
Coolant Injection).
Do I have to submit an LER every time we
take this system out of service to perform maintenance on it?

Answer:

No.
You are not required to report the removal of such systems
for maintenance if it is done in accordance with the Technical
Specifications provisions.

-
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7.12

Often during refueling outages, equipment is valved out in order
This situation (i.e., valving out the system)
to perform maintenance.
Are errors associated with these situations
would not occur at power.
(e.g., errors in valve out) reportable?

Answer:

If the system is required to be operational during refueling, the
However, if the system is not required
error is clearly reportable.
to be operational during refueling, the test of reportability is not
limited to. power operation.
Use engineering judgement.
If the
situation could not have occurred at power and there are adequate
procedures that would have discovered and corrected the situation
However,
before the plant returned to power, it is not reportable.
have
would
situation
the
that
be
developed
cannot
if confidence
been identified and corrected before the plant returned to power,
then it should be reported.

7.13

There are a number -of environmental systems in a plant dealing with
Many
-such things as low level waste (e.g., gaseous radwaste tanks).
of these systems are not required to meet the single failure criterion
so a single failure results in the loss of-function of the system.
Are all of these systems covered within the scope of the LER rule?

Answer:

If such systems are required by Technical Specifications to be operaIf the system is
tional then system level failures are reportable.
not covered by Technical Specifications and is not required to meet
the single failure criterion, then the system does not perform a
"safety function" in the context of the LER rule and failures of
the system are not reportable.

7.14

At our plant, RCIC is not a "safety system" in that we assume
Are failures
no credit for its operation in our safety analysis.
and unavailability of this system reportable?

Answer:

If RCIC is not considered to be an ESF, then its actuation is not
However, if the plant's safety
reportable under 50.73(a)(2)(iv).
analysis considered RCIC as. a system needed to remove residual heat
(e.g., it is included in the Technical Specifications); then its
If the RCIC is covered
failure is reportable under 50.73(a)(2),(v).
under a Technical Specification surveillance test requirement, then
an LER is required under 50.73(a)(2)(i)(B) if the Technical Specification is violated.

7.15

There is a section covering prompt reporting as a license condition
Are these
which requires reporting of fire detection failures.
requirements still present?

Answer:

The LER rule only supercedes the reportable section of Technical
All other
Specifications (normally section 6.9.1.8 and 6.9.1.9).
However, other reporting
reporting requirements remain in effect.
requirements can be satisfied by the submittal of the LER form, with
the content appropriately modified to fully describe the reportable
situation.

7.16

We have redundant leak detection systems and features.
level would a failure be reportable?

At what

-
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Answer:

Failures are reportable at the system level under the
However, LERs may be required under other
criterion.
criteria such as violation of Technical Specification
of potential generic problems and thus, all reporting
be carefully reviewed.

7.17

Suppose a
Please refer to example C-5 (in Appendix C of NUREG 1022).
single fai'lure causes a system to be inoperative, but the single
I assume
failure has been analyzed and found by NRR to be acceptable.
that such a single failure would not be reportable?

Answer:

The loss of a safety system is reportable.
However, the LER can and
should discuss any analysis or plant features which address or reduce
the safety significance associated with the loss of the function.

7.18

Assume there are unrelated component failures in several safety
systems.
Would an LER be required?

Answer:

No.
An LER would not be required if component failures are truly
independent (i.e., apparently random').and unrelated.

7.19

How should a plant report a defective component that was delivered,
but not installed?

Answer:

A single defective component would not generally be reportable
(assuming that the problem has no generic implications).
A generic
problem or a number of defective components would probably constitute
a condition that could have prevented fulfillment of a safety function,
and, if so, would be reportable.
Engineering judgement is required to
determine if the defects could have escaped detection prior to installation and operation.
As a minimum, any generic problem may be
reported as a voluntary LER.
In addition, such a condition may be
reportable under 10 CFR Part 21.

7.20

I notice that loss of relief/safety valve capability is reportable.
Does this mean that an LER is required when one valve is inoperative?
In addition, suppose you have one pump in a cooling system (e.g.,
chilled water) supplying water to both trains of a safety system, but
there is another pump in standby; is the loss of the one operating
pump reportable?

Answer:

No.
Single, independent (i.e., random) component failures are not
reportable as LERs if the redundant component in the same system
did or would have fulfilled the safety function.
In general, however,
such failures are reportable to the NPRD System.
However, if such
failures have generic implications, then an LER is to be submitted.

7.21

Suppose the wrong lubricant was installed in one safety-related
pump, but the pump in the other train was correctly lubricated.
Is this reportable?

Answer:

Engineering judgement is required to decide if the lubricant could
have been used on the other pump, and, therefore, the system function

loss of function
LER reporting
LCOs, or because
criteria should

14

-

If the procedure called for testing of the
would have been lost.
first pump before the maintenance was performed on the second pump
and the testing clearly identified the error, then the error would
However, if the procedure called for the wrong
not be reportable.
lubricant and eventually, both pumps would have been improperly
lubricated, and the problem was discovered only when the first pump
was actually challenged and failed, then the error would be reportable.
7.22

Example C-8 indicates that a setpoint drift problem with a particular
switch could be reportable.
Would you clarify if setpoint drifts are
to be reported if they are experienced more than once?

Answer:

The independent failure (e.g., excessive setpoint drift) of a single
pressure switch is not reportable unless it alone could have caused
a system to fail to fulfill its safety function, or is indicative of
a generic problem that could have resulted in the failure of more
than one switch and thereby cause one or more systems to fail to
fulfill their safety function.

7.23

If an approved plant procedure has a major defect (e.g., it contains
a step that would cause a safety system to become inoperative), but
that procedure was never used, would that situation be reportable as
an LER?

Answer:

If the procedure was approved for use, the error is reportable;
If the error was
whether or not the procedure was actually used.
discovered before the procedure was approved, the error is not
reportable.
However, the licensee is encouraged to submit a
voluntary report if it is likely that other plants may have made,
but not discovered, the same error.

7.24

Suppose a maintenance operation is being conducted while the plant
is shutdown and the operation would never be performed while the
During the maintenance, a personnel error is
plant was at power.
Is that
made and offsite power is lost to one or more vital areas.
situation reportable?

Answer:

If the procedure could not be performed at power, and no criteria
However,
of 50.73 are met, then the error would not be reportable.
if the error disclosed a previously unidentified design deficiency
that was triggered by the error, or if the error was possible using
similar procedures that are performed at power, (e.g., there is a
similar procedure that would be performed at power and could have
produced a similar error that would have had the same result) then
In addition, the event would also be
the event would be reportable.
reportable if the offsite power that is lost is required for safety
functions when shut down.

7.,25

In some systems used to control the release of radioactivity,
detector controls certain equipment.

In other systems,

a

a monitor

is present and the operator is required to initiate action under
Are failures
The operator is not "wired" in.
certain conditions.
of the operator to act reportable?

-
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Answer:

Yes.
The operator may be viewed as a "component" that is an integral,
Thus, if an event or
and frequently essential, part of a "system."
condition meets the criterion specified in 50.73 for reporting, it is
to be reported regardless of the initiating cause (i.e., whether an
equipment, procedure, or personnel error is involved).

7.26

Assume an error in valving is made so that both trains of a system
Would the error be reportable if
would have been inoperative.
identified and corrected before the initiation of plant operation?

Answer:

It depends on the situation.
If the error was found by chance or
good fortune, then it is reportable.
If the error was found by
preplanned actions to assure correct valve lineup, then judgement
is needed, but generally the error would not be reportable.

8.0

Paragraph 50.73(a)(2)(ix),

8.1

If I have a release over 15 minutes, do I divide by four to get the
rate averaged over an hour? What about releases that occur over
an extended period such as 3 or 4 hours?

Answer:

For a release that takes less than one hour, normalize the release
to one hour (e.g., if the release lasted 15 minutes, divide by four
to normalize to 1 hour).
For releases that lasted more than one
hour use the highest release for any continuous 60-minute period
(i.e., comparable to a moving average).

8.2

Table 2 of Part 20 provides releases in terms of isotopic related
values.
Does the release have to be two times any specific isotope
before an LER is required?

Answer:

No.
Releases of mixtures of radionuclides are treated in accordance
with the '"Note to Appendix B" of 10 CFR Part 20.
Paragraph 1 of the
"Note" provides for summing of the fractional maximum permissible
concentration (MPC) values for the radionuclides known to be present
in the mixture.
Paragraphs 2, 3, and 4.of the "Note" provide
concentration limits for cases in which the identity or the
concentration of any radionuclide is not known.
Paragraph 5 of the
"Note" provides for' conditions under which a radionuclide may be
considered not to be present in a mixture for purposes of these
calculations.

8.3

Do the criteria on reportability of radioactivity releases include

Radioactive Releases.

iodine spike releases?
Answer:

Yes.

8.4

What meteorological data should be used in determining offsite
concentrations (e.g., annual average, real time or worst case.)?

Answer:

Annual average meteorological data should be used for determining
offsite airborne concentrations of radioactivity.
This is to
maintain consistency with the Technical Specifications.

-
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8.5

What location should be used as the point for release calculation
purposes (e.g., unrestricted area as defined by Part 20 or the
expanded definition as specified in NUREG 0133 "Preparation of
Radiological Effluent Technical Specifications for Nuclear Power
Plants")?

Answer:

The expanded definition of an unrestriced area as specified in
This is to maintain consistency with,
NUREG 0133 should be used.
the Technical Specifications.

8.6

What is the impact of the rule on the environmental Technical
Specifications (Appendix B)? For example, are the radiological
release reporting requirements revised?

Answer:

Appendix B Technical

8.7

Can we use LERs to report environmental

Answer:

Check the "Other" block in Item 11 and type "Environmental"
Yes.
in the space immediately below the "Other" block.

Specifications are not affected by the LER rule.
LERs?

011)
THIS REPORT 1I SUBMITTED PURSUANT TO THEREQUIREMENTS OF 10 CFR §: (Check one or more of the following)
20.402(b)

20.406(c)

50.73(a)12)lv)

20.4065W(11(I)

50.36(c)(1)

W0.73(

20.40511)(11)

5 .36(c)(2)

20.4061a)(1)(111)

50.734.)(2M()

20.40.s)(1,)1

10,73(o::2)(11)

2 0.40644){1)v)

50.734@)(21010)

0

73.71(b)

0(2)7v)3.711)

50.73(s)(2)(vl)

FI

50.73(s)(2)IvIIH)(A)

.73(.02|,I,

50.73(s)(2)4.)

)

OTHER (Sooclfy in Abswt
below and in Text, NRC Fonn
366.4)

Environmental

A few utilities use a separate report numbering system for environmental LERs which can sometimes cause problems in terms of duplicate
We request that utilities eliminate the environmental
LER numbers.
and report them within the standard reporting
system
numbering
LER
as environmental LERs.
delineated
clearly
system
Internal Threats

9.0

Paragraph 50.73(a)(2)(x),

9.1

I understand that if the guard shack burns down and the fire does not
Is
actually threaten the plant, the fire would not be reportable.
that correct?

Answer:

Yes.
A fire that does not pose an actual threat to the plant is not
However, the fire may be reportable under
reportable under 50.73.
73.71.

9.2

What role or importance is the plant mode in trying to determine
the significance of internal threats? Can we take credit for being
shutdown or must we assume all operating modes?

Answer:

You may consider the plant mode in determining if there was an actual
However, engineering judgement is necessary on
threat to the plant.
Do not incorrectly assume that everything that
a case-by-case basis.
happens while the plant is shutdown is unimportant and not reportable.

-
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9.3

You used an example that a fire in the control room would be
reportable.
If that event has been analyzed and found to be
acceptable, why is it reportable?

Answer:

A fire in the control room is considered reportable because it
poses an actual threat to the plant and significantly hampers site
personnel.
To be reportable, the test is whether the plant is
A fire
actually threatened or personnel are significantly hampered.
does not have to actually damage the plant or totally prevent site
personnel from performing duties necessary for the safe operation of
the plant to be reportable.

9.4

If we have a fire in the refueling bridge and we are not moving
fuel, would the fire be reportable?

Answer:

No.
If the plant is not moving fuel and the fire does not otherwise
threaten other safety equipment and does not hamper site personnel,
the fire is not reportable.
If the plant is moving fuel, the fire
is reportable.

9.5

If we have a fire in the reactor building that force.s contractor
personnel who are doing a safety related modification to leave,
but the fire did not hamper operations personnel or equipment,
would that fire be reportable?

Answer:

No. The fire would not be reportable if the fire was not severe
enough that it posed an actual threat to the plant and the delay
in completing the modification did not significantly threaten the
safe operation of the plant.

10.0

Event Reportability - General

10.1

Is there any economic damage level threshold for LER reporting
(e.g., any event that results in damage in excess of $100,000)?

Answer:

No.

10.2

Is an LER required if

Answer:

No, unless the event that caused the emergency plan to be activated
meets one or more of the criteria in 50.73.

10.3

We are aware that a recent generic analysis of the rod drop accident
applicable to our plant indicated that this event would exceed the
value given in the FSAR.
Further, the analysis indicated that the
condition was fully acceptable and did not result in a serious threat
to the plant.
Is an LER required?

Answer:

The condition would be reportable as an LER if the analyzed rod drop
had actually occurred and caused the plant to be in a condition outside
the design basis of the plant.
If such an event had not occurred the
analysis alone would not be reportable as an LER but may be reportable
under other NRC requirements.
If the condition were reported as an LER,

we activate our emergency plan?

-
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then the generic analysis should be discussed and referenced in the
assessment of the safety consequences of the event [see 50.73(b)(3)].
11.0

Engineering Judgement

11.1

What is the basis for "engineering judgement?" Does that mean a
documented engineering analysis or a judgement by a technically
qualified inidvidual?

Answer:

Engineering judgement may include either a documented engineering
analysis or a judgement by a technically qualified individual depending
on the complexity, seriousness and nature of the event or condition.
A documented engineering analysis is not a requirement as a basis for
an engineering judgement for all events or conditions, but it would
be appropriate for particularly complex situations requiring in-depth
analysis.
In addition, although not required by the rule, it may
behoove the licensee to record in writing that a judgement was
exercised by identifying the individual making the judgement, the
date made, and briefly documenting the basis for this judgement.

11.2

Will the resident inspectors understand these same words regarding
the use of engineering judgement?

Answer:

Yes.
The rule and associated documentation have been discussed in
considerable detail with the regional staff and with many of the
resident inspectors in order to achieve a consistent interpretation
by the NRC as well as licensee personnel.

11.3

What happens if the resident disagrees with the plant management
and believes an LER is required?

Answer:

When there is a difference of opinion,

licensees will be given a

position from the Regional Office.
12.0

Paragraph 50.73(b),

12.1

Suppose that during an event several ESF systems actuate.
Am I
supposed to describe all actuations-in the LER event description?

Answer:

Yes.
All aspects of the complete event should be described, even
those aspects that, by themselves, would not be reportable.
For
example, if a random component failure (generally not reportable)
occurs following a reactor scram (reportable), the component
failure should be described in the LER for the reactor scram.

12.2

There have been some events where the trip logic was completed by 4
or 5 ESFs.
Does each logic train have to be described in the LER?

Answer:

Yes.
The LER is to describe the complete event.
There is no need to
provide redundant information or unimportant details, yet the
performance and status of ESF equipment important to defining and
understanding what happened and to determining the potential implications of the event should be discussed.

LER Content.

-
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12.3

Why can't we just reference pertinent sections of our FSAR?

Answer:

First, not all organizations or individuals have access to FSARs.
Second, extensive cross-referencing would be excessively time
consuming considering the large number of LERs and large number
Third, in many cases the FSAR
of reviewers that read each LER.
description may not be sufficiently detailed or up-to-date.

12.4

You indicate that any unique plant features are to be described,
yet we may not be aware of the extent to which our plant is unique.
How do you determine what is conventional and what is unique?

Answer:

The NPRDS Reportable System and Component Scope Manual and IEEE
Std 805-1983, "Recommended Practice for System Identification in
Nuclear Power Plants and Related Facilities" both contain drawings
If your systems-differ from
of generic systems for PWRs and BWRs.
the generic design, some explanation would be appropriate.
The
length and detail should be a function of the extent of the difference
and the significance of the difference in terms of understanding what
happened.

12.5

Does the term "reasonable and credible" conditions really refer to
normal plant operating conditions or to potential accident conditions?
In addition, do we have to consider additional component failures as
"reasonable and credible" alternative conditions?

Answer:

"Reasonable and credible" alternative conditions may include either
normal plant operating conditions, additional component failures, or
potential accident conditions depending on the event.
Each licensee
is required to assess its operating experience.
In order to determine the safety significance and implications of operating events,
consideration will normally be given to the implications of the event
under normal alternative operating conditions such as reactor power
and mode (i.e. would the event be more severe) and under off-normal
conditions expected to actually occur during the life of the plant.
The intent of this section is to obtain the results of such routine
reviews.
It should be noted, however, that 50.73(b)(3) does riot
prescribe the scope or content of the assessment.

12.6

We now make a conclusion in LERs about the impact on public health
and safety from reportable events.
Are we to continue to make such
conclusions?

Answer:

A conclusion regarding the impact or implication on public health
and safety may be included as part of your assessment but it is not
requi red.

12.7

What is meant by corrective action? Is that corrective action to
restore the system or component to service, or is that corrective
action to prevent recurrence, or is it both?

Answer:

Both.
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Answer:

Should the LER contain information on any personnel
action taken as a result of the event?

disciplinary

The discussion of the corrective action taken may, on occasion,
However, reference by
. include personnel disciplinary actions.
not
be
included.
should
name to specific individuals

12.9

Would you please clarify or define what is meant by "previous
For example, is it events with the same cause, the
occurrence."
same end-result, the same failures, or the same sequence? In
addition, the definition of a "previous occurrence" becomes important
when we attempt to answer why corrective action was not adequate.

Answer:

Previous occurences should include previous events or conditions
which involved the same underlyinig concern or reason why the LER is
being written (e.g., the same root cause, or the same failure, or the
For infrequent events (e.g., fires) a
same sequence of events).
rather broad interpretation should be used (e.g., all fires and,
certainly, all fires in the same building should be considered
"previous occurrences").
For more frequent events (e.g., ESF
actuations) a narrower definition may be used (e.g., only those
scrams with the same root cause, or only those ESF actuations of
the same system and with the same root cause.need to be considered
"previous occurrences").
The intent is to identify generic or
In addition, for the benefit of users of LER
recurring problems.
data bases, it would be useful to note reference LERs in the abstract
The abstract is generally
on the first page of the LER form.
included in the data :base and, therefore, is more readily available
to system users.

12.10

In the future when the LER rule is effective, do we have to go
back and report allprevious events that are not now reportable
such as scrams?

Answer:

No.
For events and conditions which were not required to be reported
previously as an LER, "all previous events" means those events and
conditions discovered after January 1, 1984.

12.11

You require that we list all previous events.
to reference LERs that reference other LERs?

Answer:

Reference should be made to all previous LERs in the subject LER.
This serves to greatly increase the efficiency and effectiveness of
the LER reviewing process.

13.0

50.73(c),

13.1

May a revised LER include only instructions to revise specific parts
of the original LER?

Answer:

In addition, it would be very
No.
The revised LER must stand alone.
helpful if the licensee would indicate in the text on the LER form the
The revised or supplementary
revised or supplementary information.

Is it

permissible

Revised LERs.
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information could be noted in a manner-analogous to amendments for
FSARs by placing a vertical line in the margin.
13.2

If we mentioned in the LER that an engineering study is being
conducted are we obligated to tell you the results of the study?

Answer:

The results of the study should be reported in a revised LER only if
it would significantly change the reader's perception of the course,
significance, implications, or consequences of the event; or results
in substantial changes in the corrective action planned by the
licensee.

13.3

What if I check (Item 11 on NRC-366) two criteria for reportability
and later I find that other requirements also pertain, must I
resubmit the LER?

Answer:

Yes,

13.4

If we submit a voluntary LER and later determine that the event is
required to be reported, do we have to resubmit the LER?

Answer:

Yes,

14.0

50.73(d),

14.1

When does the 30-day clock start?

Answer:

The LER must be submitted within 30 days of discovery of the event
or condition that is reportable.

14.2

The rule says that events must be reported within 30 days of discovery.
How does this vary from event date?

Answer:

If the event is clearly defined, give the event date in Item 5 of
NRC-366.
For example, if an ESF actuated on 1/15/84, but the actuation
was not discovered until a review of the sequence-of-events printout on
1/30/84, the event date should be 1/15/84 and the LER is due on 3/1/84
(i.e. 30 days from the discovery date of 1/30/84).

a revised LER should be submitted.

a revised LER should be submitted.
Time Limit for Reporting

However, if a licensee discovered on 1/15/84 that a design error [reportable under 50.73(a)(2)(v)] occurred some time in 1982, then the event
date should be 1/15/84.
If the LER is not submitted within 30 days from the event date, explain
the relationship between the event date, discovery date, and report date
in the LER text.
14.3

In the past we have always thought of the event date as the date of
discovery; thus, we would not have given an 82 number to an event
which occurred in 1982 but was not discovered until 1983.
Does
50.73 change this interpretation?

Answer:

The date used as the first two digits of the LER number (Item 6)
should be consistent with the event date in Item 5. In general, the

- 22 event date is the day on which the event occurred.
If the event date
is not known or is uncertain, the event date can be the discovery date.
14.4

At times the NRC has proceeded with enforcement action based on plant
conditions we should have known about, but did not discover.
In this
regard, does the 30-day clock for LERs start with the actual discovery
date or from the date we should have known?

Answer:

For LER reporting, the event date is the discovery date if the event
date is not clearly defined.
Other interpretations may, at times, be
appropriate for enforcement action purposes.

14.5

Suppose a technician sees a problem but a delay occurs before an
engineer or supervisor has a chance to review the situation.
When
does the clock start and what is the difference between "event date"
and "discovery date?"

Answer:

The discovery date (which starts the 30-day clock) is the date that
the technician sees a problem.
Therefore, for a single event or
condition it is possible to have as many as four applicable dates:
1. The Event Date when the event actually occurred (entered in
Item 5).
2.

The Discovery Date when someone in the plant recognizes that
the event has occurred (starts the 30-day clock and should
be entered in Item 5if
the event date cannot be clearly defined).

3.

The "Reportability" Date when someone decides or "discovers"
that the event is reportable.

4.

The Report Date when the LER is submitted (entered in Item 7).

If there is a significant length of time (>30 days) between event
date and either the discovery or "reportability" date, the reason
for the delay should be discussed in the LER text.
14.6

Answer:

There were a series of questions involving:
a.

For events that occurred in late 1983 but were not reported until
1984, what format should be used?

b.

For events that occurred in 1983 but were not recognized as reportable until 1984 and were not reportable under 50.73, what format
should be used?

c.

For events that occurred in 1981 but were not discovered until
1985 as reportable under 50.73, what format should be used?

50.73 is effective on 1/1/84.
Therefore, events that occur in late
1983 should be reported using the LER requirements and format in
effect at the time of the event, even though the report will not
actually be submitted until after I/1/84.
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14.12

Does the LER have to arrive within 30 days or is it
have it signed within 30 days and mailed?

Answer:

The LER should be mailed within 30 days except as noted in the
answer to question 14.10.

14.13

We sometimes test components such as valves and snubbers over a
During this period we may discover a
period of several weeks.
Do we have to submit each
number of inoperative components.
failure as an LER or can we submit multiple failures in one LER?

Answer:

For similar failures that are reportable under 50.73 criteria and
that are discovered during a single test program or activity, report
all failures that occurred within the first 30 days of discovery of
However, the 30-day clock starts when
the first failure on one LER.
State in the LER text (and
the first reportable event is discovered.
code the information in Items '14 and 15) that a supplement to the LER
Submit a revision to
will be submitted when the test is completed.
Include all the failthe original LER when the test is completed.
ures, including those reported in the original LER, in the revised
(See question 21.1)
LER (i.e., the revised LER should stand alone).

14.14

If we are in an outage that lasts 60 days, can we write one LER to
report problems during this time period or one LER to be followed
by supplemental reports?

Answer:

Similar events that are part of the same activity or test program and
are therefore related may be reported as a single LER (see question
However, unrelated events or conditions should be discussed
14.13).
in separate LERs (i.e., this flexibility should not be used as a
mechanism to avoid submitting separate reports of separate events).
(See question 21.1)

15.0

50.73(d),

15.1

We now have to submit almost 60 copies of LERs.
ment been changed?

Answer:

50.73 requires only two copies, one to the NRC Document Control
Yes.
An additional copy is
Desk and one to the Regional Administrator.
suggested to the resident inspector and this copy may be required
in the future.

16.0

Paragraph 50.73(f),

16.1

Will exemptions be only generic in nature or can they also be plant
speci fi c?

Answer:

However, one of the
Exemptions may be plant specific or generic.
goals of the LER rule is a consistent set of reporting requirements
Therefore, plant specific exemptions
that apply to all plants.
would not be issued unless fully justified based on unique plant
conditions in order to minimize substantative inconsistencies in
the reporting requirements.

Report Copies.
Has this require-

Exemptions.
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Technical

Specification Modification.

17.0

50.73(g),

17.1

Is it important to modify our Technical Specifications before
January 1, 1984?

Answer:

No.
The Technical Specifications change is purely administrative
(i.e. it authorizes removing the superceded sections of the
Technical Specifications) and can occur at any time before or
after January 1, 1984.
(See NRC Generic Letter 83-43 dated
December 19, 1983)

17.2

There are sections in our Technical Specifications that have reporting
requirements which reference the deleted sections.
What happens if
these situations are no longer required to be reported under 50.73?
Sometimes these reporting requirements say to submit a Special Report.
Must we do this if the situation is not reportable as an LER?

Answer:

If the requirement references the Technical Specifications sections
that refer to LER reporting (typically 6.9.1.8 and 6.9.1.9) and it
does not meet any of the criteria in '50.73, the event or condition is
no longer reportable.
If the requirement references the Technical
Specification section associated with Special Reports (typically
6.9.2) it is still reportable as a Special Report (see NRC Generic
Letter 83-43 dated December 19, 1983).

17.3

As a result of TMI-2 some additional reporting requirements were
added to Section 3 of the Technical Specifications.
For example,
Auxi.liary Feedwater flow indicators, and PORV valve position are to
be reported within 14 days if inoperative for 7 days.
Does the LER
rule supersede these Technical Specification requirements?

Answer:

The LER rule supersedes all reporting requirements that refer to
to "Reportable Occurrences", "LERs", or reference the Technical
Specification section associated with LERs.
All other reports
(e.g., Special Reports) are still required.

17.4

Does the LER rule supersede past IE Bulletins and Information
Notices that either had new reporting requirements or interpretation
of previous LER requirements?

Answer:

See questions 17.2 and 17.3.

17.5

The Technical Specifications requirements which involve the review
of LERs by the Plant Review Committee (PRC) reference the LER
section.
If you eliminate this section, you will eliminate any
requirement for PRC review.
I am sure this was not intended,
but how will it be corrected?

Answer:

Generic Letter 83-43 (dated December 19, 1983), which describes how
to remove the LER sections from the Technical Specifications, also
describes how to change the reference associated with PRC review to
50.73.
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18.0

Conforming Amendments to Part 20, and Section 50.36.

18.1

Are the modifications to Part 20 and Section 50.36 also effective
on January I, 1984?

Answer:

Yes.
The conforming amendments to Part 20 and Section 50.36 that
were published with 50.73 are also effective on January 1, 1984.

19.0

Voluntary LERs.

19.1

In the past, instead of submitting an LER we have, on occasion,
submitted information letters. Can information-type LERs be submitted under the "Other" category?

Answer:

Yes.
Please submit information-type LERs (i.e., voluntary LERs) as
an LER with "Other" checked in the reporting requirements block
(Item 11). In addition, type "Voluntary Report" in the space
immediately. below the "Other" block.
Do not use information letters
to report operational events that do not meet 50.73.

THIS REPORT 1 SUBMITTED PURSUANT TO THE RECUIREMENTS OF 10 CFR §: tlChck one of mom Of f" ftlowifng) (111

20.406)(.)(1)1|1)

90.7324)I2)(Iv
50.73 )(021(0)
0.73(s)(21(vU)

20.405(c)
00.3111(c)(1)
50.38(c)(2)

20.4021b)
20.405W11)(1)()
20.405(e1)((i'
__

--

50.73(a) (21(1)

-

50,7341 (2)WvHIl(4
A)

20A46.4(1,((I)

50.?73.102)01

50.73(ao(2)(N.vIiUe)

20 .406(.H1 )(v)

50.734*1(21(1iI()

S .73(@IH2)(.(

73.71(bi
X
--

71.'7111s)
OTHER (Spw/•y in Absoutc
Now and In TOW,NRC ForM
3b.A
I

Voluntary Report

19.2

Do we have to give a number to LERs submitted as an optional or
voluntary report or for a report which meets other than 50.73
requi rements?

Answer:

Yes.

19.3

If we start submitting a lot of reports under the "Other" category
(e.g., voluntary reports) we will have a higher number of LERs.
Will
we be penalized by those organizations and individuals that count LERs?

Answer:

You will not be penalized by the NRC (e.g., as part of the NRC
Systematic Assesment of Licensee Performance (SALP) program).
It
is recognized that counting LERs is not an accurate or appropriate
measure and should not be used as a basis to judge licensee performance at operating facilities (e.g., How many setpoint drift LERs
equal one LOCA LER?).
In addition, we believe that the submittal of
optional reports is a strong indicator of a licensee's commitment to
complete reporting and to effective use of operational experience
and thus worthy of specific credit and mention in any appraisal
involving operational data.
However, the use of the LERs by other
organizations is outside of our control.
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Are there any other reporting mechanisms besides LERs for reporting
items or conditions which might prove useful that will not result
in individuals counting the report as an LER?

Answer:

No.
Reportable information is to be submitted as LERs because there
are well established procedures for their distribution and entry into
computerized data files. Consequently, there is less chance that the
information will be lost or "fall through a crack".

20.0

Special

20.1

My Technical Specifications require certain Special Reports (typically
described in Section 6.9.2).
Can these reports be submitted using the
LER forms?

Answer:

Yes.
The LER forms may be used to submit Special Reports.
Check the
"Other" block in Item 11 of the form, and type "Special Report" in
the space immediately below the "Other" block.
When it is elected
to use an LER for either a Special Report or a voluntary report, the
provisions of 50.73(b) covering the content of the report may not be
applicable or appropriate.
Thus, in these activities, the content of
the report should be developed to best present the information
associated with the situation being reported.
In addition, if the LER
Form is used to submit a Special Report, the report number should be
from the sequence used for LERs.

Reports.

THIS REPORT IS SUBMITTED PURSUANT TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF 10 CFR §: (Check one or more of the following) 11t)
_ 20.402(b)

20.405(c)

50.73a).(2)liv)

73.711b)

20.405(s)(1)(i)

50.36(c)(1)

50.734a)(2)(v)

73.71(e)

._ 0.406)a)(1)(il)

W0.36(c)(2)
i3 50.731m) (2)(1)
)

50.73(a)(2110)
.below
50.73(@)(2)fvill|(A)

OTHER (Specify In Abstract
366A) and in Text, NRC Form

_. 20. •of(a ){1)(li}

0
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20.4065)(1 (v)

Special Report

0.731s)c2)(i.tl)i()

50.73(01)2)1i0i)

50.73(a)121(x)

20.2

What about duplication of reports between Special Reports which are
still required as LERs.
For example, in our Technical Specifications,
an ECCS actuation (which is reportable under 50.73(a)(2)(iv)) requires
a Special Report.
Are two reports required? Also, fire detector
failures are to be reported as Special Reports for Unit 2 and as LERs
for Unit 3. Can't the same type of event be reported by the same
type of report?

Answer:

If an event is reportable under 50.73 and is reportable as a Special
Report, check the block in Item 11 for the applicable section of 50.73,
and check the "Other" block.
Type "Special Report" in the space
immediately below the "Other" block.
As noted elsewhere, when using
the LER form, the content of the report should depend upon the reportable situation.

THIS REPORT IS SUBMITTED PURSUANT TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF 10 CFR §: (Check one or more of the folowiwng) 111)
20.4021b)

20.405(c)

50.73ta)(2)(Wv)

73.71(b)

20.406).11 )()

S0.35(e)(1)
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X
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50.73((2)(H

)

OTHER (Spaecify in Absoect
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below end In Text, NRC Fwem
36SAJ

Special Report
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Appendix J Reports (Leak Rate Test Reports).

21.1

I must perform leak rate testing as required by Appendix J and report
the results.
This report seems redundant to LER reporting.
Must I
submit both an LER and an Appendix J report or just one and if so
which one?

Answer:

Although reportable situations may be discovered during a leak rate
test, the entire leak rate test is not reportable as an LER, and
should be reported separately.

22.0

Part 21 Reports.

22.1

Under Part 21, a vendor that identifies a reportable defect submits
a Part 21 report to the NRC, and at the same time may inform each
purchaser of the component, sepvice, etc.
If the Part 21 report
accurately and completely describes how the defect applies to each
plant, then no further reporting by licensees is generally made.
However, if the report does not accurately or completely describe
how a defect applies to one or more plants, then each unit submits
an LER describing how the defect applies to the subject unit.
How
should this practice continue under the new reporting requirements?

Answer:

The reporting requirements and procedures for Part 21 have not been
changed by 10 CFR 50.73.
If a Part 21 report would have been
submitted in the past, it should continue to be submitted.
The
LER form may be used in reporting Part 21 occurrences in which case
the "Other" block in Item 11 of the LER form should be checked and
"Part 21" should be typed in the area immediately below the "Other"
block.
If the defect also meets one of the criteria in 50.73, and
the applicable section of 50.73 should be checked in Item 11 and the
"Other" block annotated as described above.

1
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~below and In Text, NRC Fo-n
366A)

Par t 21

23.0

Section 73.71 Reports.

23.1

I understand we can use the LER to report events reportable under
§73.71.
However, the reporting period of §73.71 is 5 days and 15
days while the LER is 30 days.
Which time period governs?

Answer:

Licensees may use the LER forms, but time periods and report content
requirements of §73.71 still apply.
It should be noted, however, that
the staff plans to change the reporting period of §73.71 to 30 days.
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23.2

Since sabotage events can be reported using the LER form, are there
any special instructions for including safeguards or security
information or for the labeling or marking of such information?

Answer:

Events or conditions that are reportable under §73.71 should be submitted using the new LER forms with the appropriate blocks in Item 11
If the report contains safeguards information as defined in
checked.
§73.21, the LER forms may still be used, but they must be appropriately
Safeguards and security informamarked (i.e., Item 17 of NRC-366A).
tion should be included only in the text (Item 17) (i.e., safeguards
.and security information should not be included in the abstract (Item
16)).
In addition, the text should clearly indicate the information
Finally, the requirements
that is safeguards or security information.
of §73.21(g) must be met when transmitting proprietary information.

23.3

At times, in order to properly describe the details of an event and
component failures, it may be necessary to include Proprietary
Information.
What provisions have been incorporated to adequately
protect Proprietary Information if the LER includes such information?

Answer:

If the LER contains Proprietary Information the LER should be
Proprietary
appropriately marked (i.e., Item 17 of NRC-366A).
Information should be included only in the text (Item 17) (i.e.,
Proprietary Information should not be included in the abstract (Item
16)).
In addition, the text should clearly indicate the information
that is proprietary.
Finally, the requirements of §73.21(g) must be
met when transmitting proprietary information.

24.0

Forwarding Letters.

24.1

Is a forwarding letter necessary?

Answer:

Yes.
A forwarding letter signed by a responsible official should be
used to submit the LER.

24.2

Is there a prescribed format for the forwarding letter?
acceptable to show a copy (i.e., a "cc") to INPO?

Answer:

Licensees
There is no prescribed format for the forwarding letter.
are permitted and encouraged to include INPO as a "cc" on the
forwarding letter.

24.3

Can multiple LERs be forwarded by one forwarding letter?

Answer:

Yes.

25.0

LER Form.

25.1

Can we use a facsimile of the form in order to use word processing
equipment to prepare the LER?

Answer:

Yes.
However, do not significantly alter the size or general format
and layout of the form.

Is it

3025.2

How do I get LER forms?

Answer:

NRC will provide forms free of charge.
Fifty copies of each form have
been sent to each plant manager.
Additional copies may be obtained
free of charge by writing to "NRC/Publication Services Section,
u.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington D.C. 20555".

25.3

Is it acceptable to reuse a sequential LER number even if
date is later than subsequent reports?

Answer:

Yes.
We would prefer that all LER numbers be used (i.e., reuse a
sequential number rather than leave holes in the sequence).
If you
assign an LER number to a report, but subsequently decide not to
issue the report, reassign the number to a subsequent event.

25.4

A situation is discovered in one unit that applies to both units.
How should this be reported?

Answer:

Submit
lowest
unit(s)
should

25.5

What about plants that have operating modes such as hot shutdown,
cold shutdown, operating, refueling, etc., but no mode numbers?
Are we to put an "N" in the operating mode (Item 9)?

Answer:

Yes.
If the plant does not have numerical operating modes (e.g.
"Mode 5") put an "N" in Item 9 and describe the operating mode
in the text.

25.6

Where do we put the model number of failed components?

Answer:

Put the model number of failed components in the text.

25.7

Do we have to report only those component failures within the scope
of NPRDS (or EIIS), or any component failure involved with the event?

Answer:

Include in the LER text, and in Item 13 of NRC-366,
failure involved in the event.

25.8

Is the date of supplemental reports considered firm (i.e., a
regulatory commitment) or is it just a target date?

Answer:

The "Expected Submission Date" (Item 15) for supplemental reports
It is not a regulatory commitment.
is a target/planning date.

25.9

Is it acceptable just to have an abstract (i.e., describe the entire
event in the abstract space)?

Answer:

However, a detailed description of the event is required such
Yes.
We
that a knowledgeable reader can understand the complete event.
expect that few reportable events will be so simplistic that they
can be adequately described in 1400 characters.

the event

a single LER.
Items 1, 2, 6, 9, and 10 should refer to the
numbered nuclear unit.
Item 8 should indicate the other
affected.
The abstract (Item 16) and the text (Item 17)
describe how the event affected both units.

any component
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25.10

Is there a limit to the number of characters or pages in LERs?

Answer:
I

No.
The abstract is limited to 1400 characters but the text may
include as many pages as are needed.

25.11

Is it acceptable to include drawings in the LER text? Must they be
on the form? What about photographs? Is it acceptable to send them
with the LER?

Answer:

Drawings, figures, tables, photographs, etc. may be included with
LERs.
If at all possible, they should be provided on an LER form
(i.e., NRC 366A).
In addition, care should be taken to insure that
drawings, etc. are of sufficient quality to permit legible reproduction and micrographics processing.
Oversized drawings (i.e.,
larger than 8 1/2 X 11) should be avoided, if at all possible.
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ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON 10 CFR 50.72

1.0

Words Vs Examples

1.1

It is difficult to instruct an operator how to implement the specific
reporting requirements of 50.72.
The regulations are words, yet the
explanation is by example.
Would it not have been better to have
more examples?

Answer:

It is correct that the regulations do not include examples and may
need amplification in plant procedures.
The information contained in
this supplementary NUREG does, however, contain specific examples.
Comments on the regulations themselves can be submitted at any time
and should be submitted where a regulation can be improved or needs
to be changed to assure safety,

2.0

Categories of Reports

2.1

There seem to be three categories of reports - 15 minutes to offsite
organizations; 1 hour to the NRC; or as soon as possible after
reporting to offsite agencies.
Can you clarify this?

Answer:

Reports should be made as soon as practical and in no case later than
the regulatory deadlines.
Different deadline's are provided so that
more time is permitted for events of less safety significance.

3.0

Paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(i)(A) - Initiation of Shutdown

3.1

Maintenance is required on a safety-related component and, as a
result, the component is not available.
A limiting condition for
operation (LCO) is then entered.
In order to fix the problem it
is necessary to reduce power but not to shut down.
Must we report
via the emergency notification system (ENS) when we reduce power?

Answer:

Yes.
If the plant is in a LCO and must reduce power, it should be
reported, even though the shutdown was not completed and even though
the power reduction may be necessary only to fix a component rather
than to meet the requirements of the LCO to shut down.

4.0

Paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(v)

4.1

What is meant by a major loss of emergency assessment capability?
For example, would loss of the Safety Parameter Display System (SPDS)
be reportable?

Answer:

A major loss of emergency assessment capability would include those
events that significantly impair the licensee's safety assessment
capability.
Some engineering judgement is needed to determine the
significance of the loss of particular equipment.
Loss of only the
SPDS for a short period of time need not be reported, but loss of
SPDS and other assessment equipment at the same time may be
reportable.

- Emergency Assessment Capability

- 34 4.2

What is meant by a major loss of offsite response capability? For
example, would the loss of one siren for a short period of time
warrant making an immediate notification to the NRC?

Answer:

A major loss of offsite response capability would include those
events that would significantly impair the fulfillment of the
licensee's approved emergency plan.
Although loss of a single siren
for a short period of time is not a major loss of offsite response
capability, the loss of a large number of sirens or more importantly-.
the loss of the capability to alert a large segment of the population
for a period of one-hour, would warrant an immediate notification.

4.3

In the rule as published in the Federal Register, the examples
regarding "loss of emergency assessment capability, offsite response
capability, or communications capability" all deal with equipment
under the direct control of the licensee. Must a plant notify the
NRC if equipment maintained or owned by others fails and that failure
degrades offsite response, emergency assessment or communications
capability?

Answer:

Yes.
If, for example, the alert systems (e.g. sirens), are owned
and/or maintained by others, the licensee should take reasonable
measures to remain informed and they must notify the NRC of a large
number of sirens fail (see question 4.2).
As another example, if
a large storm or other event causes roads to be closed and the State
and local governments are rendered incapable of fulfilling their
responsibilities in the emergency plan for the plant, then the NRC
must be notified.

4.4

Suppose that a plant is doing a surveillance instruction on its
undervoltage protection and the first step is to place the security
.computer and emergency communications on a back up power supply which
is a diesel generator.
If the diesel generator fails and communications with local law enforcement agencies are lost for a minute.
or two until power is transferred back to the normal bus, should
this be reported as a loss of emergency communications capability?

Answer:

No.
A momentary loss of emergency communications or offsite response
capability does not have to be reported.

5.0

Paragraph 50.72(b)(2)(vi)

5.1

I noted that "inadvertent" releases of radioactive material were
stated in the rule as an example which would require a 4-hour
notification, irrespective of magnitude, if a news release or
notification to other government agencies is made.
Is this correct?

Answer:

The 50.72 4-hour notification was not for "routine" releases
However,
although they may be required to be reported to the State.

- Radioactivity Releases

- 35 a "routine" release which subsequently•-received media attention
should be reported to the NRC in accordance with 50.72(b)(2)(vi).
The key statement is "....event or situation related to the health
and safety...." Where a State or other government entity has a
requirement or agreement with an NRC licensee for routine reporting
of other matters, the NRC only requires a report when that matter
gets escalated to a "news release" of a "situation."
5.2

If we are required to make routine reports to the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) regarding routine effluent release data,
are we required to make immediate notification to the NRC?

Answer:

No.
Routine reports on effluents need not be reported under the
immediate notification requirements.
If, however, there is a
particular effluent release that has safety significance, or is
expected to generate public, media, or other agency attention as
a result of being unusual or abnormal, then an immediate notification
to the NRC would be warranted.

5.3

You indicated that some events need not be reported if there is no
anticipated press interest.
We may not know whether a press release
will or will not be issued within 4 hours.
What should we do?

Answer:

A report should be made within 4 hours of a decision to issue a
press release.

5.4

Must the plant notify the NRC per 50.72(b)(2)(vi) when the State
incident response facility receives an alarm indication coincident
with a control room alarm? For example, an effluent radiation
monitor alarms both in the plant control room and at the remote
State center, but the actual radiation release is less than the
criteria in 50.72(b)(2)(iv).

Answer:

Several State incident/emergency response facilities receive real
time alarm indications coincident with alarm conditions at nuclear
power facilities.
For example, a hi-radiation alarm for a gaseous
effluent radiation monitor would activate alarm indicators at a
remote State facility.
The NRC does not consider these alarm
indications as notifications to the State by the licensee.
An alarm
received at a State facility is in itself not a requirement for
notifying the NRC.
In so far as this reporting criteria is concerned,
the licensee need only notify the NRC when the licensee determines
that a reportable release has occurred, or believes a real potential
exists for interest on the part of the State, the media, or the
public, or a press release is being planned.
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COMPARISON OF 50.73 AND 50.72

50.73(a)(2)(i)(A)

The completion of any nuclear plant shutdown required by
the plant's Technical Specifications; or

(B)

Any operation or condition prohibited by the plant's
Technical Specifications; or

(C)

Any deviation from the plant's Technical ,Specifications
authorized pursuant to §50.54(x) of this part.

50.72(b)(1)(i)(A)
(B)

The initiation of any nuclear plant shutdown required by
the plant's Technical Specifications.
Any deviation from the plant's Technical Specifications
authorized pursuant to §50.54(x) of this part..

- 38 50.73(a) (2)(ii)

50.72(b)(1)(ii)

50.72(b)(2)(i)

Any event or condition that resulted in the condition of the
nuclear power plant, including its principal safety barriers,
being seriously degraded, or that resulted in the nuclear
power plant being:
(A)

In an unanalyzed condition that significantly compromised
plant safety;

(B)

In a condition that was outside the design basis of the
plant; or

(C)

In a condition not covered by the plant's operating and
emergency procedures.

Any event or condition during operation that results in the
condition of the nuclear power plant, including its principal
safety barriers, being seriously degraded; or results in the
nuclear power plant being:
(A)

In an unanalyzed condition that significantly compromises
plant safety;

(B)

In a condition that is outside the design basis of the
plant; or

(C)

In a condition not covered by the plant's operating and
emergency procedures.

Any event, found while the reactor is shutdown, that, had it
been found while the reactor was in operation, would have
resulted in the nuclear power plant, including its principal
safety barriers, being seriously degraded or being in an
unanalyzed condition that significantly compromises plant safety.
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50.73(a)(2) (iii)

Any natural phenomenon or other external condition that
posed an actual threat to the safety of the nuclear power
plant or significantly hampered site personnel in the
performance of duties necessary for the safe operation of
the nuclear power plant.

50.72(b)(1)(iii)

Any natural phenomenon or other external condition that
poses an actual threat to the safety of the nuclear power
plant or significantly hampers site personnel in the
performance of duties necessary for the safe operation of
the plant.

- 40 50.73(a)(2)(iv)

Any event or condition that resulted in manual or automatic
actuation of any Engineered Safety Feature (ESF), including
the Reactor Protection System (RPS).
However, actuation of
an ESF, including the RPS, that resulted from and was part
of the preplanned sequence during testing or reactor operation
need not be reported.

50.72(b)(1)(iv)

Any event that results or should have resulted in Emergency
Core Cooling System (ECCS) discharge into the reactor coolant
system as a result of a valid signal.

50.72(b)(2)(ii)

Any event or condition that results in manual or automatic
actuation of any Engineered Safety Feature (ESF), including
the Reactor Protection System (RPS).
However, actuation of
an ESF, including the RPS, that results from and is part of
the preplanned sequence during testing or reactor operation
need not be reported.

- 41
Any airborne radioactivity release that exceeded 2
times the applicable concentrations of the limits
specified in Appendix B, Table II of Part 20 of this
chapter in unrestricted areas, when averaged over a
time period of one hour.

50.73(a)(2)(viii )(A)

(B)

(ix)

50.72(b) (2)(iv)(a)

(B)

Any liquid effluent release that exceeded 2 times the
limiting combined Maximum Permissible Concentration
(MPC) (see Note 1 of Appendix B.to Part 20 of this
chapter) at the point of entry into the receiving water
(i.e., unrestricted area) for all radionuclides except,
tritium and dissolved noble gases, when averaged over a
time period of one hour.

Reports submitted to the Commission in accordance with
paragraph (a)(2)(viii) of this section also meet the
effluent release reporting requirements of paragraph
20.405(a)(5) of Part 20 of this chapter.

Any airborne radioactive release that exceeds 2 times the
applicable concentrations of the limitsspecified in
Appendix B, Table II of Part 20 of this chapter in
unrestricted areas, when averaged over a time period of
one hour.
Any liquid effluent release that exceeds 2 times the
limiting combined Maximum Permissible Concentration (MPC)
(see Note 1 of Appendix B to Part 20 of this chapter) at
the point of entry into the receiving water (i.e.,
unrestricted area) for all radionuclides except tritium
and dissolved noble gases, when averaged over a time
(Immediate notifications made under
period of one hour.
this paragraph also satisfy the requirements of paragraphs
(a)(2) and (b)(2) of §20.403 of Part 20 of this chapter.)

-

50.73(a)(2)(x)

50.72(b)(1)(vi)

42-

Any event that posed an actual threat to the safety of the
nuclear power plant or significantly hampered site personnel
in the performance of duties necessary for the safe operation
of the nuclear power plant including fires, toxic gas releases
or radioactive releases.

Any event that poses an actual threat to the safety of the
nuclear power plant or significantly hampers site personnel
in the performance of duties necessary for the safe operation
of the nuclear power plant including fires, toxic gas
releases, or radioactive releases.

- 43 50.73 - No comparable requirement.

50.72(b)(1)(v)

Any event that results in a major loss of emergency assessment
capability, offsite response capability, or communications
capability (e.g., significant portion of control room indication, Emergency Notification System, or offsite notification
system).

50.72(b)(2)(v)

Any event requiring the transport of a radioactivity
contaminated person to an offsite medical facility for
treatment.

50.72(b)(2)(vi)

Any event or situation, related to the health and safety of
the public or onsite personnel, or protection of the
environment, for which a news release is planned or
notification to other government agencies has been or will
be made.
Such an event may include an onsite fatality or
inadvertent release of radioactive contaminated materials.

-

45

-

APPENDIX B
Federal Register Notice
for
10 CFR 50.72
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Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555;
Telephone (301) 492-4973.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background

10 CFR Part 50
Immediate Notification Requirements
of Significant Events At Operating
Nuclear Power Reactors
AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.
ACTION: Final rule.
SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission is amending its regulations
which require timely and accurate
information from licensees following
significant events at commercial nuclear
power plants. Experience with existing
requirements and public comments on a
proposed revision of the rule indicate
that the existing regulation should be
amended to clarify reporting criteria and
to require early reports only on those
matters of value to the exercise of the
Commission's responsibilities. The
amended regulation will clarify the list
of reportable events and provide the
Commission with more useful reports
regarding the safety of operating nuclear
power plants.
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 1, 1984.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:.

Eric W. Weiss, Office of Inspection and
Enforcement, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

On February 29, 1980, the Commission
amended its regulations without prior
notice and comment to require timely
and accurate licensee reporting of
information following significant events
at operating nuclear power reactors (45
FR 13434). The purpose of the rule was
to provide the Commission with
immediate reporting of twelve types of
significant events where immediate
Commission action to protect the public
health and safety may be required or
where the Commission needs accurate
and timely information to respond to
heightened public concern. Although the
rule was made immediately effective,
comments were solicited. Many
coimmenters believed the rule was in
some respects either vague and
ambiguous or overly broad.
After obtaining experience with
notifications required by the rule, the
Commission published in the Federal
Register a notice of proposed
rulemaking on December 21, 1981 (46 FR
81894) and invited public comment. The
proposal was made to meet two
objectives: change 10 CFR 50.54 to
implement Section 201 of the NRC's 1980
Fiscal Year Authorization Act and
change 10 CFR 50.72 to more clearly
specify the significant events requiring
licensees to immediately notify NRC.
The problems and issues which this
rulemaking addresses and the solutions
that it provides can be summarized in
five broad areas:
1. AuthorizationAct for FY80
Section 201 of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1980 (Pub. L. 96-295)
provides:
(a) Section 103 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 in amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new subsections: f. Each license
issued for a utilization facility under this
section or section iQ4b. shall require as a
condition thereof that in case of any accident
which could result in an unplanned release of
quantities of fission products in excess of
allowable limits for normal operation
established by the Commission, the licensee
shall immediately so notify the Commission.
Violation of the condition prescribed by this
subsection may, in the Commission's
discretion, constitute grounds for license
revocation. In accordance with section 187 of
this Act. the Commission shall promptly
amend each license for a utilization facility
issued under this section or section 104b.
which is in effect on the date of enactment of
this subsection to include the provisions
required under this subsection.
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Accordingly. this rulemaking includes
an amendment to 10 CFR 50.54 that
would add an appropriate notification
requirement as a condition in the
operating license of each nuclear
utilization facility licensed under section
103 or 104b. of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2133, 2134b.
These facilities generally are the
commercial nuclear power facilities
which produce electricity for public
consumption. Research and test reactors
are not subject to the license condition
as they are licensed under section 104a.
or 104c. of the Act Under the
amendment to 10 CFR 50.54, licensees
falling under sections 103 or 104b. would
be required, as a condition of their
respective operating licenses, to notify
the NRC immediately of events specified
in 10 (FR 50.72.
2. UnnecessaryReports
Several categories of reports required
by J 50.72 are not useful to the NRC.
Among these categories are reports of:
worker injury, small radioactive
releases, and minor security problems.
For example, reports are presently
required if a worker onsite experience
chest pains or another illness not related
to radiation and is sent to a hospilal for
evaluation: or if the vent stack monitor
moves upward-a few percent yet
radiation levels remain 100,tX0) times
below technical specification limits; or if
the security computer malfunctions for a
few minutes.
This rulemaking eliminates such
reporting requirements from § 50.72 and
in general clarifies and narrows the
scope of reporting. However, revision of
Part 73 of the Commission's regulations
is necessary to msoive all problems with
security reports.
3. Terminokogy, Phrasing.and Reporting
Thresholds
The various sections of 10 CFR 50
have different phuasin& terminology.
a"d thresholds m the reporting ariteria.
Even when no different meani g is
intended a change in wording can cause
confusion.
This rulemakIng has been carefully
written to use lenninology. phrasing.
and reporting thresholds that are either
identical to or similar to those in 1 50.73,
whenever possible. Other conforming
a
rmenents to Parts 20. 21 73, and in
550.55 and Appendix E of Part 50 are
under development.
As a parallel activity to the
preparation of I 50.7Z on July 28,19B3.
the Commission has published a
Licensee Event Report (LER) Rule
(I 50.73) which requires licensees for
operating nuclear power plants to

prepare detailed written reports for
certain events (48 FR 33850).
4. Coordinationwith Licensee's
Emergency Plan
The current scheme for licensees'
emergency plans includes four
Emergency Classes. When the licensee
declares one of the four Emergency
Classes, it must report this to the
Commission as required by § 50.72. The
lowest of the four Emergency Classes,
Notification of Unusual Event, has
resulted in unnecessary emergency
declarations. Events that fall within the
Unusual Event class have been neither
emergencies in themselves nor
precursors of more serious events that
are emergencies.
Although changes to the definition of
the Emergencl Classes are not being
made in this rulemaking, a new
reporting scheThe that would ultimately
eliminate "Unusual Event" as an
Emergency Class requiring notification
can be adopteil consistent with this rule.
A proposed rulemaking which would
redefine the Emergency Classes in
§ 50.47 is in preparation and may soon
be published for public comment. This
final rulemaking makes possible the
elimination of "Unusual Event" as an
emergency class without further
amendment of .5&72 by including in
the category of non-Emergencies the
subcategory of "one-hour reports-"
5. Vague or Ambiguous Reporting
Criteria
The reporting criteria in 1 50.72 have
been revised in order to clarify their
scope and intent. The criteria were
revised for the proposed rule and in
response to public comment. The
"Analysis of Comments" portion of this
Federal Register notice describes in
more detail specific examples of
changes in wording intended to
eliminate vagueness or ambiguity.
1I. Analysis of Comments
Twenty letters of comment were
received in response to the Federal
Register notice published on December
21, 1961 (46 F1R 61894). Of the twenty
letters of comment received, the vast
majority (15 of 20) were from utilities
owning or operating nuclear power
plants. This Federal Register notice
described the proposed revision of 10
CFR 50.72. "Notificatics of Significant
Events," and 10 CFR 50.54. "Conditions
of Licenses." A discussion of the more
significant comments follows:
' opes of these docuamul are available Sr
public inspection and oopying for a fee in the NRC

Public Document Room. 1717 H Street. N.W.,
Was
oor. D.C. 20555

Conditions of Licenses (§ 50.54)

A few commenters said that the
"Commission already has the ability to
enforce its regulations and does not
need to incorporate the items as now
proposed into conditions of license."
The Commission has decided to
promulgate the proposed revision of
1 50.54, "Conditions of Licenses," in

order to satisfy the intent of Congress as
expressed in Section 201 of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission Authorization

Act for Fiscal Year 1980. This Act and
its relationship to § 50.54 are discussed

in detail in the Federal Register notice
for the proposed rule (46 FR 61894).
CoordinationWith OtherReporting
Requirements (FinalRule § 50.72)
Seven commenters said thal the NRC

should.coordinate the requirements of t0
CFR 50.72 with other rules, with
NUREG-0654. "Criteria for Preparation
and Evaluation of Radiological

Emergency Response Plans and
Preparedness in Support of Nuclear
Plants." and with Regulatory Guide 1.16,
"Reporting of Operating Information

. . ." Many of these letters identified
overlap, duplication, and inconsistency
among NRC's reporting requirements.
The Commission is making a
concerted effort to ensure consistent

and coordinated reporting requirements.
The requirements contained in the
revision of 10 CFR 50.72 are being
coordinated with revision of J 50.73,
§ 50.55(e). Appendix E of Part 50.
§ 20.402, § 73.7L and Part 21.
Citing 10 CFR 50.72 as a Basis for
Notification [FinalRule § 50.721a)(4))
A few commenters objected to citing

§ 50.72 as a basis when making a
telephone notification. The letters of
comment questioned the purpose. legal
effect, and burden on the licensee.
The Czomission does not believe that
it is an unnecessary burden for a

licensee to know and identify the basis
for a telephone notification required by
§ 50.72. There have been many
occasions when a licensee.could not tell
the NRC whether the telephone

notification was being made in
accordance with Technical
Specifications. 10 CFR 50.72. some other
requirement, or was just a courtesy call.
Unless the licensee can identify the
nature of the report, it is difficult foithe
NRC to know what significance the
licensee attaches to the report, and f
becomes more difficult for the NRC to
respond quicldy and properly to the
event.
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Immediate Shuldown (FinalRule
§ W0.72[b}(I}[i))
Several commenters objected to the
use of the term. "immediate shutdown."
saying that Technical Specifications do
not use such a term.
The term is used in some but not all
Technical Specifications. Consequently.
the Commission has revised the
reporting criterion in question. The final
rule requires a report upon the initiation
of any nuclear power plant shutdown
required by Technical Specifications.
Plant Operatingand Emergency
Procedures(FinalRule § 50.72(b)(1)(ii))
Several commenters said that the
reporting criteria should not make
reference to plant operating and
emergency procedures because:
a. It would take operators too long to
decide whether a plant condition was
covered by the procedures.
-b. The procedures cover events that
are not of concern to the NRC. and
c. The procedures vary from plant to
plant.
While the plant operating personnel
should be familiar with plant
procedures. it is true that procedures
vary from plant to plant and cover
events other than those which
compromise plant safety. However. the
wording of the reporting criteria has
been modified (i 50.72(b)(1)(ii) in the
final rule) to narrow the reportable
events to those that qignificantly
compromise plant safety.
Notwithstanding the fact that the
procedures vary from plant to plant, the
Commission has found that this criterion
results in notifications indicative of
serious events. The narrower, more
specific wording will make it possible
for plant operating personnel to identify
reportable events under their specific
operating procedures.
Building Evacuation(Final Rule
§ 50.72fb)(1](iii)
Ten commenters said that the
proposed I 50.72b)[5)[iii) regarding
"any accidental. unplanned or
uncontrolled release resulting in
evacuation of a building" was unclear
and counterproductive in that it could
cause reluctance toevacuate a building.
Many of these commenters stated that
the reporting of in-plant releases of
radioactivity that require evacuation of
individual rooms was inconsistent with
the general thrust of the rule to require
reporfing of significant events. They
note that minor spills, small gaseous
waste releases, or tle disturbance of
contaminated particulate matter (e.g..
dust) may all require the temporary
evacuation of individual rooms until the

airborne concentrations decrease or
until respiratory protection devices are
utilized. They noted that these events
are fairly common and should not be
reportable unless the required
evacuation affects the entire facility or a
major part of it.
The Commission agrees. The wording
of this criterion has been changed to
include only those events which
significantly hamper the ability of site
personnel in performance of duties
necessary for safe operation.
One commenter was concerned that
events occurring on land owned by the
utility adjacent to its plant might be
reportable. This is not the intent of this
reporting requirement. The NRC is
concerned with the safely of plant and
personnel on the utility's site and not
with non-nuclear activities on land
adjacent to the plant.
Explicit Threats (FinalRule
§50. 72(b)(1)(vil)
A few commenters said that the intent
of the term. "explicitly threatens," was
unclear. Those commenting wofidered
what level of threat was involved. The
term. "explicitly threatens, " has been
deleted from the final rule. Instead. the
final rule refers to "any event that poses
an actual threat to the safety of the
nuclear power plant" [| 50.72(b)(l}(vi)]
and gives examples so that it is clear the
Commission is interested in real or
actual threats as opposed to threats
without credibility.
Notification Timing (FinalRule
§ 50.72(b)(2))
The oommenters generally had two
points to make regarding the timing of
reports to the NRC. First, the comments
supported notification of the NRC after
appropriate State or local agencies have
been' notified. Second, two commenters
requested a new four-to six-hour report
category for events not warranting a
report with one hour.
Allowing more time for aeporting
some non-Emergency events would
lessen the impact of reporting on the
individuals responsible for maintaining
the plant in a safe condition. Limiting
the extension of the deadline to four
hours ensures that the report is made
when the Information is fresh in the
minds of those involved and that it is
more likely to be made by those
involved rather than by others on a later
shift.
Other, more significant nonEmergency events and all declarations
of an Emergency must continue to be
reported within one hour. The one-hour
deadline is necessary if the Commission
is to fulfill its responsibilities during and
following the most serious events
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occurring at operating nuclear power
plants. A deadline shorter than one hour
was not adopted because the
Commission does not want to interfere
with the operator's ability to deal with
an accident or transient in the first few
critical minutes.
Therefore, based on these comments
and its experience, the NRC has
established a "four-hour report." as was
suggested.
Reactor Scrams (FinalRule
§ 50.72(b)(2)(ii))
Several. commenters said that reactor
scrams, particularly those scrams below
power operation, should not require
notification of the NRC within one hour.
In response to these comments, the
Commission had changed the reporting
deadline to four hours. However, the
Commission does not regard reactor
scrams as "non-events," as stated in
some letters of comment. Information
related to reactor scrams has been
useful in identifying safety-related
problems. The Commission agrees that
four hours is an appropriate deadline for
this reporting requirement because these
events are not as important to
immediate safety as are some other
events.
Radioactive Release Threshold (Final
Rule § 50.72(bJ(2)(iv))
Several commenters said that the
threshold of 25% of allowable limits for
radioactive releases was too low for
one-hour reporting.
Based upon these comments and its
experience, the Commission has
changed the threshold of reporting to
those releases exceeding two times Part
20 concentrations when averaged over a
period of one hour. This will eliminate
reports of releases that represent
negligible risk to the public.
The Commission has found that low
level radioactive releases below two
times Part 20 concentrations do not, in
themselves, warrant immediate
radiological response.
This paragraph requires the reporting
of those events that cause an unplanned
or uncontrolled release of a significant
amount of radioactive material to offaite
areas. Unplanned releases should occur
infrequently: however, when they occur.
at least moderate defects have occurred
in the safety design or operational
control established to avoid their
occurrence and. therefore, these events
should be reported.
PersonnelRadioactive Contamination
(FinalRule § 50L72(b)(2)[v))
Several commentere objected to the
use of vague terms such as "extensive
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onsite contamination" and "readily
removed." in one of the reporting criteria
of the proposed rule.
Based on this comment, new criteria
have been prepared that use more
specific terms. For example. one new
criterion requires reporting of "Any
event requiring the transport of a
radioactively contaminated person to an
offsite medical facility for treatment."
Experience with telephone notifications
made to the NRC Operations Center
suggests that this new criterion will be
easily understood.
III. Paragraph-by-Paragraph Explanation
of the Rule
Paragraph50.72(o) reflects some
consolidation of language that was
repeated in various subparagraphs of
the proposed rule. In general, the intent
and scope of this paragraph do not
reflect any change from the proposed
rule.
Several titles were added to this and
subsequent sections. For example,
paragraph 50.72(b) is titled "NonEmergency Events" and it has two
subparagraphs: (b)(1), titled, "One-Hour
Reports" and (b)(2), "Four-Hour
Reports." The events which have a onehour deadline are those having the
potential to escalate to an Emergency
Class. The four-hour deadline is
explained in the analysis of paragraph
(b)(2).
Paragraph50.72(b)(1)(i)(A) requires
reporting of "The initiation of any
nuclear plant shutdown required by
Technical Specifications." Although the
intent and scope have not changed, the
change in wording between the
proposed and final rule is intended to
clarify that prompt notification is
required once a shutdown is initiated.
In response to public comment, the
term "immediate shutdown" that was
used in the proposed rule is not used in
the final rule. The term was vague and
unfamiliar to those licensees who did
not have Technical Specifications using
the term.
This reporting requirement is intended
to capture those events for which
Technical Specifications require the
initiation of reactor shutdown. This will
provide the NRC with early warning of
safety significant conditions serious
enough to warrant shutdown of the
plant.
Paragraph50.72(b)(1J(i)(B) was added
to be consistent with existing
requirements in J 50.54(x) and the
existing § 50.72(c) as published in the
Federal Register on April 1. 1983 (48 FR
13966) which require the licensee to
notify the NRC Operations Center by
telephone when the licensee departs

from a license condition or technical
specification.
Paragraph50. 72(b)(1)(ii),
encompassing events previously
classified as Unusual Events and some
events captured by proposed
§ 50.72(b)(1) was added to provide for
consistent, coordinated reporting
requirements between this rule and 10
CFR 50.73 which has a similar provision.
Public comment suggested that there
should be similarity of terminology.
phrasing, and reporting thresholds
between 5 50.72 and § 50.73. The intent
of this paragraph is to capture those
events where the plant, including its
principal safety barriers, was seriously
degraded or in an unanalyzed condition.
For example, small voids in systems
designed to remove heat from the
reactor core which have been previously
shown through analysis not to be safety
significant need not be reported.
However, the accumulation of voids that
could inhibit the ability to adequately
remove heat from the reactor core.
particularly under natural circulation
conditions, would constitute an
unanalyzed condition and would be
reportable. In addition, voiding in
instrument lines that results in an
erroneous indication causing the
operator to misunderstand the true
condition of the plant is also an
unanalyzed condition and should be
reported.
The Commission recognizes that the
licensee may use engineering judgment
and experience to determine whether an
unanalyzed condition existed. It is not
intended that this paragraph apply to
minor variations in individual
parameters, or to problems concerning
single pieces of equipment. For example,
at any time, one or more safety-related
components may be out of service due
to testing, maintenance, or a fault that
has not yet been repaired. Any trivial
single failure or minor error in
performing surveillance tests could
produce a situ'tion in which two or
more often unrelated, safety-grade
components are out-of-service.
Technically, this is an unanalyzed
condition. However, these events should
be reported only if they involve
functionally related components or if
they significantly compromise plant
safety. When applying engineering
judgement, and there is a doubt
regarding whether to report or not, the
Commission's policy is that licensees
should make the report.
Finally, this paragraph also includes
material (e.g.. metallurgical or chemical)
problems that cause abnormal
degradation of the principal safety
barriers (i.e.. the fuel cladding, reactor
coolant system pressure boundary, or

the containment). Examples of this type
of situation include:
(a) Fuel cladding failures in the
reactor, or in the storage pool. that
exceed expected values, or that are
unique or widespread, or that are
caused by unexpected factors, and
would involve a release of significant
quantities of fission products
(b) Cracks and breaks in the piping or
reactor vessel (steel or prestressed
concrete) or major components in the
primary coolant circuit that have safety
relevance (steam generators, reactor
coolant pumps. valves, etc.).
(c) Significant welding or material
defects in the primary coolant system.
(d) Serieus temperature or pressure
transients.
(e) Loss of relief and/or safety valve
functions during operation.
(f) Loss of containment function or
integrity including:
(i) Containment leakage rates
exceeding the authorized limits,
(ii) Loss of containment isolation
valve function during tests or operation.
(iii) Loss of main steam isolation'
valve function during test or operation.
or
(iv) Loss of containment cooling
capability.
Paragraph50.72(b)(i)(iii),
encompassing a portion of proposed
50.72(b)(2), was reworded to correspond
to a similar provision of 10 CFR
50.73(a)(2)(iii). Making the requirements
of 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 similar in
language increases the clarity of these
rules and minimizes confusion.
The paragraph has also been
reworded to make it clear that it applies
only to acts of nature (e.g., tornadoes)
and external hazards (e.g.. railroad tank
car explosion). References to acts of
sabotage have been removed, since
these are covered by § 73.71. In addition.
threats to personnel from internal
hazards (e.g., radioactivity releases) that
hamper personnel in the performance of
necessary duties are now covered by
paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(vi). This paragraph
covers those events involvig an actual
threat to the plant from an external
condition or natural phenomenon, and
where the threat or damage challenges
the ability of the plant to continue to
operate in a safe manner (including the
orderly shutdown and maintenance of
shutdown conditions). The licensee
should decide if a phenomenon or
condition actually threatens the plant.
For example, a minor brush fire in a
remote area of the site that is quickly
controlled by fire fighting personnel and.
as a result,-did not present a threat to
the plant should not be reported.
However, a major forest fire, large-scale
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flood, or major earthquake that presents
a clear threat to the plant should be
reported. As another example, an
industrial or transportation accident
which occurs near the site, creating a
plant safety concern, should be
reported.

Paragraph50. 72(b)(1)(ivJ,
encompassing events previously
classified as Unusual Events, requires
the reporting of those events that result
in either automatic or manual actuation
of the ECCS or would have resulted in
activation of the ECCS if some
component had not failed or an operator
action had not been taken.
For example, if a valid ECCS signal
were generated by plant conditions, and
the operator were to put all ECCS
pumps in pull-to-lock, though no ECCS
discharge occurred, the event would be
reportable.
A "valid signal" refers to the actual
plant conditions or parameters
satisfying the requirements for ECCS
initiation. Excluded from this reporting
requirement would be those instances
where instrument drift, spurious signals,
human error, or other invalid signals
caused actuation of the ECCS. However,
such events may be reportable under
other sections of the Commission's
regulations based upon other details: in
particular, paragraph 50.72[b)(2)(ii)
requires a report within four hours if an
Engineered Safety Feature (ESF) is
actuated.
Experience with notifications made
pursuant to 1 50.72 has shown that
events involving ECCS discharge to the
vessel are generally more serious than
ESF actuations without discharge to the
vessel. Based on this experience, the
Commission has made this reporting
criterion a "One-Hour Report."
Paragraph50.72[b)(l)(v),
encompassing events previously
classified as Unusual Events, covers
those events that would impair a
licensee's ability to deal with an
accident or emergency. Notifying the
NRC of these events may permit the
NRC to take some compensating
measures and to more completely assess
the consequences of such a loss should
it occur during an accident or
emergency.
Examples of events that this criterion
is intended to cover are those in which
any of the following are not available:
,1; Safety parameter display system
(SPDS).
2. Emergency Response Facilities
(ERF's).
3. Emergency communications
facilities and equipment including the
Emergency Notification system (ENS).
4. Public prompt Notification System
including sirens.

5. Plant monitors necessary for
accident assessment.
Paragraph50. 72[b)(bllvi),
encompassing some portions of the
proposed I I 50.72(b) (2) and (6), has
been revised to add the phrase.
"including fires, toxic gas releases, or
radioactive releases." This addition
covers the "evacuation" portion'of
paragraph 50.72(b)(6)(iii) of the proposed
rule. This change in wording for the final
rule was made in response to public
comments discussed above.
While paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(iii) of the
final rule primarily captures acts of
nature, paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(vi)
captures other events, particularly acts
by personnel. The Commisgion believes
this arrangement of the reporting criteria
in the final rule lends itself to more
precise interpretion and is consistent
with those pubic comments that
requested closer coordination between'
the reporting requirements in this rule
and other portions of the Commission's
regulations.
This provision requires reporting of
events, particularly those caused by acts
of personnel, which endanger the safety
of the plant or interfere with personnel
in performance of duties necessary for
safe plant operations.
The licensee must exercise some
judgment in reporting under this section.
For example, a small fire on site that did
not endanger any plant equipment and
that did not and could not reasonably be
expected to endanger the plant, is not
reportable.
Paragraph50. 724bi{I) of the proposed
rule was split into § .5.72{b)llilii)and
§ 50.72(b)[2)(i) in the final rule in order
to permit some type of reports to be
made within four hours instead of one
hour because these reports have less
safety significance. In terms of their
combined effect, the overall intent and
scope of these paragraphs have not
changed from those in the proposed rule.
Since the types of events intended to be
captured by this reporting requirement
are similar to I 50.72(b)(1)(ii). except
that the reactor is shut down, the reader
should refer to the explanation of
§ 50 7Z(b)(1)ii)for more details on
intent.
Paragraph50.72(b)(2) Although the
reporting criteria contained in the
subparagraphs of § 50.72(b)(2) were in
the proposed rule. in response to public
comment the Commission established
this "Non-Emergency" category for
those events with slightly less urgency
and less safety significance that may be
reported within four hours instead of
one hour.
The Commission wants to obtain such
reports from personnel who were on
shift at the time of the event, when this
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is possible, because these personnel will
have a better knowledge of the
circumstances associated with the vent.
Reports made within four hours of the
event should make this possible while
not imposing the more rigid one hour
requirements.
The reporting requirementin
paragraph50.72(b)(2)(i) is similar to a
requirement in § 50.73. Moreover. except
for referring to a shutdown reactor, this
reporting requirement is also similar to
the "One-Hour Report" in
I 50.7Z(b)f1)(ii). However this paragraph
applies to a reactor in shutdown
condition. Events within this
requirement have less urt.ency and can
be reported within four hours as a "NonEmergency."
Paragraph50.72(b)(2)(ii) [proposed
50.72[b)(5)) is made a "Non-Emergency"
in response to public comment, because
the Commission agrees that the covered
events generally have slightly less
urgency and safety significance than
those events included in the "One-Hour
Reports."
The intent and scope of this reporting
requirement have not changed from the
proposed rule. This paragraph is
intended to capture events during which
an ESF actuates, either manually or
automatically, or fails to actuate. ESFs
are provided to mitigate the
consequences of the event; therefore, (1)
they should work properly when called
upon and (2) they should not be
challenged unnecessarily. The
Commission is interested both in events
where an ESF was needed to mitigate
the consequences of the event (whether
or not the equipment performed
properly) and events where an ESF
operated unnecessarily.
"Actuation" of multichannel ESF
Actuation Systems is defined as
actuation of enough channels to
complete the minimum actuation logic.
Therefore, single channel actuations,
whether caused by failures or otherwise,
are not reportable if they do not
complete the minimum actuation logic.
Operation of an ESF as part of a
planned test or operational
evolution need not be reported.
However, if during the test or
evolution the ESF actuates in a way that
is not part of the planned procedure.
that actuation should be reported. For
example. if the normal reactor shutdown
procedure requires that the control rods
be inserted by a manual reactor trip, the
reactor trip need not be reported.
However, if conditions develop during
the shutdown that require an automatic
reactor trip, such a reactor trip should
be reported. The fact that the safety
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analysis assumes that an ESF will
actuate automatically during an event
does not eliminate the need to report
that actuation. Actuations that need not
be reported are those initiated for
reasons other then to mitigate the
consequences of an event (e.g., at the
discretion of the licensee as part of a
planned procedure).
Paragraph50.72(b)(2)(iii) (proposed
50.72(b)(4)) has been revised and
simplified.
The words "any instance of personal
error, equipment failure, or discovery of
design or procedural inadequacies" that
appeared in the proposed rule have been
replaced by the words "event or
condition." This simplification in
language is intended to clarify what was
a confusing phrase to many of those
who commented on the proposed rule.
Also in response to public comment, this
reporting requirement is a "NonEmergency" to be reported within four
hours instead of within one hour.
This paragraph is based on the
assumption that safety-related systems
and structures are intended to mitigate
the consequences of an accident. While
paragraph 50.72(b)(2)(ii) applies to
actual demands for actuation of an ESF,
paragraph 50.72(b)(2)(iii] covers an
event where a safety system could have
failed to perform its intended function
because of one or more personnel errors,
including procedure violations;
equipment failures; or design, analysis,
fabrication, construction, or procedural
deficiencies. The event should be
reported regardless of the situation or
condition that caused the structure or
system to be unavailable.
This reporting requirement is similar
to one contained in § 50.73, thus
reflecting public comment identifying
the need for closer coordination of
reporting requirements between J 50.72
and 6 50.73.
This paragraph includes those safety
systems designed to mitigate the
consequences of an accident (e.g.,
containment isolation, emergency
filtration). Hence, minor operational.
events such as valve packing leaks,
which could be considered a lack of
control of radioactive material, should
not be reported under this paragraph.
System leaks or other similar events
may, however, be reportable under other
paragraphs.
This paragraph does not include those
cases where a system or component is
removed from service as part of a
planned evolution, in accordance with
an appioved procedure, and in
accordance with the plant's Technical
Specifications. For example, if the
licensee removes part of a system from

service to perform maintenance, and the

Technical Specifications permit the
resulting configuration, and the system
or component is returned to service
within the time limit specified in the
Technical Specifications, the action
need not be reported under this
paragraph. However, if, while the
component is out of service, the licensee
identifies a condition that could have
prevented the system from performing
its intended function (e.g., the licensee
finds a set of relays that is wired
incorrectly), that condition must be
reported.
It should be noted that there are a
limited number of single-train systems
that perform safety functions (e.g.. the
High Pressure Coolant Injection System
in BWRs). For such systems, loss of the
single train would prevent the
fulfillment of the safety function of that
system and, theiefore, must be reported
even though the plant Technical
Specifications may allow such a
condition to exist for a specified length
of time. Also, if a potentially serious
human error is made that could have
prevented fulfillment of a safety
function, but recovery factors resulted in
the error being corrected, the error is
still reportable.
The Commission recognizes that the
application of this and other paragraphs
of this section involves a technical
judgment by licensees. In this case, a
technical judgment must be made
whether a failure or operator action that
disabled one train of a safety system
could have, but did not, affect a
redundant train. If so, this would
constitute an event that "could have
prevented" the fulfillment of a safety
function, and, accordingly, must be
reported.
If a component fails by an apparently
random mechanism, it may or may not
be reportable if the functionally
redundant component could fail by the
same mechanism. To be reportable., it is
necessary'that the failure constitute a
condition where there is reasonable
doubt .that the functionally redundant
train or channel would remain
operational until it completed its safety
function or is repaired. For example, if apump fails because of improper
lubrication, there is a reasonable
expectation that the functionally
redundant pump, which was also
improperly lubricated, would have also
failed before it completed its safety
function, then the failure is reportable
and the potential failure of the
functionally redundant pump must be
reported.
Interaction between systems.
particularly a safety system and a nonsafety system, is also included in this

criterion. For example, the Commission
is increasingly concerned about the
effect of a loss or degradation of what
had been assumed to be nonessential
inputs to safety systems. Therefore, this
paragraph also includes those cases
where a service (e.g., heating,
ventilation, and cooling) or input (e.g.,
compressed air) which is necessary for
reliable or long-term operation of a
safety system is lost or degraded. Such
loss or degradation is reportable, if the
proper fulfillment of the safety function
is not or can not be assured. Failures
that affect inputs or services to systems
that have no safety function need not be
reported.
Finally, the Commission recognizes
that the licensee has to decide when
personnel actions could have prevented
fulfillment of a safety function. For
example, when an individual improperly
operates or maintains a component, that
person might conceivably have made
the same error for all of the functionally
redundant components (e.g., if an
individual incorrectly calibrates one
bistable amplifier in the Reactor
Protection System, that person could
conceivably incorrectly calibrate all
bistable amplifiers]. However, for an
event to be reportable it is necessary
that the actions actually affect or
involve components in more than one
train or channel of a safety system, and
the result of the actions must be
undersirable from the perspective of
protecting the health and safety of the
public. The components can be
functionally redundant (e.g., two pumps
in different trains) or not functionally
redundant (e.g., the operator correctly
stops a pump in Train "A" and, instead
of shutting the pump discharge valve in
Train "A." he mistakenly shuts the
pump discharge valve in Train "B").
Paragraphs50.72(b)(2)(iv) (proposed
50.72(b](6)) has been changed to clarify
the requirement to report releases of
radioactive material. The paragraph is
similar to J 20.403 but places a lower
threshold for reporting events at
commercial power reactors: The lower
threshold is based on the significance of
the breakdown of the licensee's program
necessary to have a release of this size,
rather than on the significance of the
impact of the actual release. The
existing licensee radioactive material
effluent release monitoring programs
and their associated assessment
capabilities are-sufficient to satisfy the
intent of 50.72(b)(2)(iv).
Based upon public comment and a
reevaluation by the Commission staff,
the reporting threshold has been
changed from "25%" in the proposed rule
to "2 times" in the final rule and has

Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 168 / Monday, August 29. 1983 / Rules and Regulations
been reclassified as a "Non-Emergency"
to be reported within four hours instead
of within 1 hour.
Also this reporting requirement has
been changed to make a more uniform
requirement by referring to specific
release criteria instead of referring only
to Technical Specifications that may
vary somewhat among facilities.
This reporting requirement is intended
to capture those events that may lead to
an accident situation where significant
amounts of radioactive material could
be released from the facility. Unplanned
releases should occur infrequently:
however, if they occur at the levels
specified, at least moderate defects have
occurred in the safety design or
operational control established to avoid
their occurrence and, therefore, such
events should be reported.
Normal operating limits for
radioactive effluent releases are based
on the limits of 10 CFR Part 20 which
establishes maximum annual average
concentration in unrestricted areas. This
reporting requirement addresses
concentrations averaged over a one
hour period and represents less than
0.1% of the annual quantities of
radioactive materials permitted to be
released by 10 CFR Part 20.
Paragraph50.72(b)(2J(v) (proposed
rule 50.72(b)(7)) has three changes. The
first eliminates the phrase "occurring
onsite" because it is implied by the
scope of the rule. The second replaces
"injury involving radiation" with
"radioactively contaminated person."
This change was made because of the
difficulty in defining injury due to
radiation, and more importantly,
because 10 CFR Part 20 captures events
involving radiation exposure.
The third change, in response to
public comment, was to make this
reporting requirement a four-hour
notification, instead of one-hour
notification. This change was made
because these events have slightly less
safety significance than those required
to be reported within one hour.
Paragraph50.72(b)(2J(vi) (not in
proposed rule) besides covering some
events such as release of radioactively
contaminated tools or equipment to the
public thatmay warrent NRC attention.
also covers those events that would not
otherwise warrant NRC attention except
for the interest of the news media, other
government agencies, or the public. In
terms of its effect on licensees, this is
not a new reporting requirement
because the threshold for reporting
injuries and radioactive release was
much lower under the proposed rule.
This criterion will capture those events
previously reported under other criteria
when such events require the NRC to

respond because of media or public,
attention.
Paragraph 50.72(c) (proposed 50.72(c))
has remained essentially unchanged
from the proposed rule, except for
addition of the title "Followup
Notification" and some renumbering.
This paragraph is intended to provide
the NRC with timely notification when
an event becomes more serious or
additional information or new analyses
clarify an event.
This paragraph also permits the NRC
to maintain a continuous
communications channel because of the
need for continuing follow-up
information or because of
telecommunications problems.

39045

List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 50
Antitrust. Classified information. Fire
prevention. Incorporation by reference.
Intergovernmental relations, Nuclear
power plants and reactors, Penalty,
Radiation protection. Reactor siting
criteria, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.
Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended,
and section 552 and 553 of Title 5 of the
United States Code, the following
amendments to Title*10, Chapter 1,Code
of Federal Regulations, Part 50 are
published as a document subject to
codification.

IV. Regulatory Analysis
The Commission has prepared a
regulatory analysis on this regulation.
The analysis examines the costs and
benefits of the Rule as considered by the
Commission. A copy of the regulatory
analysis is available for inspection and
copying for a fee at the NRC Public
Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW.,
Washington. D.C. Single copies of the
analysis may be obtained from Eric W.
Weiss, Office of Inspection and
EnforcemenL U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington. D.C. 20555.
Telephone (301) 492-4973.
V. Paperwork Reduction Act Statement
The information collection
requirements contained in this final rule
have been approved by the Office of
Management and Budget pursuant to the
Paperwork Reduction Act. Pub. L 96-511
(clearance number 3150-.011).
V1. Regulatory Flexibility Certification
In accordance with the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980, 5 U.S.C. 605(b).
the Commission hereby certifies that
this regulation will not have a
-significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
This final rule affedcr electric utilities
that are dominant in their respective
service areas and that own and operate
nuclear utilization facilities licensed
under sections 103 and 104b. of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.
The amendments clarify and modify
presently existing notification
requirements. Accordingly. there is no
new, significant economic impact on
these licensees, nor do the affected
licensees fall within the scope of the
definition of "small entities" set forth in
the Regulatory Flexibility Act or within
the Small Business Size Standards set
forth in regulations issued by the Small
Business Administration at 13 CFR Part
121.

PART 50--DOMESTIC UCENSING OF
PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION
FACILrIES
1. The authority citation for Part 50
continues to read as follows:
Authority: Sacs. 103, 104, 161, 182, 183. 186.
189, 68 Stat. 936, 937, 948. 953, 954. 955. 956. as
amended, sec. 234. 83 Stat 1244, as amended
(42 U.S.C. 2133, 2134. 2201, 2232. 2233. 2236.

2239. 2282); secs. Z01. 202. 206, 88 Slat. 1242.
1244.1246. as amended [42 U.S.C. 5841. 5842
5846). unless 'otherwise noted.

Section 50.7 also issued under Pub. L 95600 sec. 10, 92 Stat. 2951 (42 U.SC. 5851).
Sections 50.58. 50.91 and 50.92 also issued
under Pub. L 97-415. 96 Stat. 2073 (42 U.S.C.
2239). Section 50.78 also issued under sec.
122. 68 Stat. 939 (42 U.S.C. 2152). Sections
50A.8-50.81 also issued under sec. 184. 68 Slat.
954. as amended (42 U.S.C. 2234). Sections
50.100-50.102 also issued under sec. 186. 68
Slat. 955 (42 U.S.C. 2236).
For the purposes of sec. 223. 68 Stat. 958. as
amended (42 U.S.C. 2273). 1 50.10 (a). (b),
and (c). 50.44. 50.46. 50.48, 50.54. and 50.801a)
are issued under sec. 161b, 68 Stat. 948. as
amended (42 U.S.C. 2201(bl); 1§ 50.10 (b)and
(c) and 50.54 are issued under sec. 161i. 68
Slat. 949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2201(i)); and
fl 50.55(e), 50.59(b), 50.70, 50.71. 50.72. and
50.78 are issued under sec. 161o, 68 Slat. 950.
as amended (42 U.S.C. 2201(o)).
2. A new paragaph (z) is added to
§ 50.54 to read as follows:
§ 50.54 Condtons of Ncenses.
(z) Each licensee with a utilization
facility licensed pursuant to sections 103
or 104b. of the Act shall immediately
notify the NRC Operations Center of the
occurrence of any event specified in
§ 50.72 of this part.
3. Section 50.72 is revised to read as
follows:
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1 50.72 Immediate notification

requirements for operating nuclear power
reactors
(a) General Requirements.1 (1) Each
nuclear power reactor under I 50.21(b)
or I 50.22 of this part shall notify the
NRC Operations Center via the
Emergency Notification System of:
(i) The declaration of any of the
Emergency Classes specified in the
licensee's approved Emergency Plan; 'or
{ii) Of those non-Emergency events
specified in paragraph (b) of ths section.
(2) If the Emergency Notification
System is inoperative, the licensee shall
make the required notifications via
commerical telephone service, other
dedicated telephone system, or any
other method which will ensure that a
report is made as soon as practical to
the NRC Operations Center.(3) The licensee shall notify the NRC
immediately after notification of the,
appropriate State or local agencies and
not later than one hour after the time the
licensee declares one of the Emergency
Classes.
(4) When making a report under
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the
licensee shall identify:
(i) The Emergency Class declared; or
(iij Either paragraph (b)(1), "One-Hour
Report." or paragraph (b)(2), "Four-Hour
Report." as the paragraph of this section
requiring notification of the NonEmergency Event.
(b) Non-Emergency Events. (1) OneHour Reports. If not reported as a
declaration of an Emergency Class
under paragraph (a) of this section, the
licensee shall notify the NRC as soon as
practical and in all cases -withinone
hour of the occurrence of any of the
following:
(i)(A) The initiation of any nuclear
plant shutdown required by the plant'.
Technical Specifications.
(B) Any deviation from the plant's
Technical Specifications authorized
pursuant to I 50.54(x) of this part.
(ii) Any event or condition during
operation that results in the condition of
the nuclear powerplant. including its
principal safety barriers, being seriously
degraded; or results in the nuclear
powerplant being:
(A) In a unanalyzed condition that
significantly compromises plant safety;
(B) In a condition that is outside the
design basis of the plant, or
Other requirements for immediate notirication of
the NRC by licensed operating nuclear power
reactors• are contained elsewhere in this chapter, in
particular. I 20.206. I z0.403. 50.S6. and %73.71.

'These Emergency Classes are addressed in
Appendix E of this part.
'CAonmercial telephone number of the NRC
Operations Center is (202) 951-05W.

(C) In a condition not covered by the
plant's operating and emergency
procedures.
(iii) Any natural phenomenon or other
external condition that poses an actual
threat to the safety of the nuclear
power-plant or significantly hampers
site personnel in the performance of
duties necessary for the safe operation
of the plant.
(iv) Any event that results or should
have resulted in Emergency Core
Cooling System (ECCS) discharge into
the reactor coolant system as a result of
a valid signal.
(v) Any event that results in a major
loss of emergency assessment
capabilitý, offsite response capability, or
communications capability (e.g..
significant portion of control room
indication, Emergency Notification
System, or offsite notification system).
(vi) Any event that poses an actual
threat to the safety of the nuclear
powerplant or significantly hampers site
personnel in the performance of duties
necessary for the safe operation of the
nulcear powerplant including fires, toxic
gas releases, or radioactive releases*
(2) Four-HourReports. If not reported

under paragraphs (a) or fb)(1) of this
section, the licensee shall notify the
NRC as soon as practical and in all
cases, within four hours of the
occurrence of any of the following:
(i) Any event, found while the reactor
is shutdown, that, had it been found
while the reactor was in operation,
would have resulted in the nuclear
powerplant, including its principal
safety barriers, being seriously degraded
or being in an unanalyzed condition that
significantly compromises plant safety.
(ii) Any event or condition that results
in manual or automatic actuation of an
Engineered Safety Feature (ESF),
including the Reactor Protection System
(MPS). However, actuation of an ESF
including the RPS, that results from and
is part of the preplanned sequence
during testing or reactor operation need
not be reported.
(iii) Any event or condition that alone
could have prevented the fulfillment of
the safety function of structures or
systems that are needed to:
(A) Shut down the reactor and
maintain it in a safe shutdown
condition,
(B) Remove residual heat.
(C) Control the-release of radioactive
material, or
(D) Mitigate the consequences of an
accident.
(iv)(A) Any airborne radioactive
release that exceeds 2 times the
applicable concentrations of the limits
specified in Appendix B, Table II of Part
20 of this chapter in unrestricted areas,

when averaged over a time period of
one hour.
(B) Any liquid effluent release that
exceeds 2 times the limiting combined
Maximum Permissible Concentration
(MPC) (see Note I of Appendix B to Part
20 of this chapter) at the point of entry
into the receiving water (i.e.,
unrestricted area) for all radionuclides
except tritium and dissolved noble
gases, when averaged over a time period
of one how-. (Immediate notifications
made under this paragraph also satisfy
the requirements of paragraphs (a)(2)
and (b)(2) of 1 20.403 of Part 20 of this
chapter.)
(v) Any event requiring the transport
of a radioactively contaminated person
to an offsite medical facility for
treatment.
(vi) Any event or situation, related to
the health and safety of the public or
onsite personnel. or protection of the
environment, for which a news release
is planned or notification to other
government agencies has been or will be
made. Such an event may 'include an
onsite fatality or inadvertent release of
radioactively contaminated materials.
(c) Followup Notification. With
respect to the telephone notifications
made under paragraphs (a) and (b) of
this section, in addition to making the
required initial notification, each
licensee, shall during the course of the
event:
(1) Immediately report-(i) any further
degradation in the level of safety of the
plant or other worsening plant
conditions, including those that require
the declaration of any of the Emergency
Classes, If such a declaration has not
been previously made, or (ii) any change
from one Emergency Class to another, or
(iii) a termination of the Emergency
Class.
(2) Immediately report:(i) the,
results
of ensuing evaluations or assessments of
plant conditions, (ii) the effectiveness of
response or protective measures taken,
and fill) information related to plant
behavior that is not understood.
(3) Maintain an open, continuous
communication channel with the NRC
Operations Center upon request by the
NRC.
Dated: at Washington, D.C. this 23d day of
August. 1963.
For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Samuel 1.ChIlk,
Secmtary of the Commission.
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ImmOdite Notificj1on Requyr*~0ta
of Significant Evwnta At
Correction
In FR Doc. 83-23802 beginni

on page

39039 in the issue of Monday, Auust 29,
1983, make the following corrections to
50.72 on page 39048:
1. In the second line of (a)(1) insert the
words "licensee licensed" between the
words "reactor" and "under".
2. In the second line of eJa(1)(i) the
word "ths" should read "this".
3. In the fourth line of (a)(2) the word
"commerical" should read
"commerciar'.
4. In the third and sixth lines of
(b{l()(iil the word "powerplant" should

read power plant".
S.In the first line of (fRM1)f[i)A) the
word "a" should read "An",
0. In the fourth line of fb)(l)(W) the
word "power-plant" should read "power
plant".
7. In the third and sixth lines of
(bJ(i)(vij the word "powerplant" should
read "power plant", Also in the sixth
line of that paragraph the word
"'nulcear" should read "nuclear".
8. In the fifth line of (b)(2}{i) the word
"powerplant" should read power plant".
9. In the second line of (b)12)lll) the
word "an" should read "any".
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