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CHAIRMAN

OUNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

March 13, 1985

Ils. Nancy Cul ver
Mothers for Peace
192 Luneta
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Dear Ms. Culver:

This responds to your letter of February 23, 1985, concerning
the issue of the effects of earthquakes on emergency planning
in connection with the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant. You
also offered to arrange a "public forum" in San Luis Obispo so
that I could explain our reasoning in this matter.

As you know, in its decision of August 10, 1984, the
Commission said that "...the information before it does not
warrant departure from the decision in San Onofre that the
NRC's regulations 'do not require consideration of the impacts
on emergency planning of eathquakes which cause or occur
during an accidental release,'nd that the determination of
whether to amend the regulations to include the consideration
of earthquakes should be addressed as a generic matter..." On
December 21, 1984, the Commission published a proposed rule
which stated that neither emergency response plans nor
evacuation time analyses need consider the impact of
earthquakes which cause, or occur proximate in time with, an
accidental release of radioactive material from a nuclear
power reactor. The public comment period on that proposed
rule expired on February 27, 1985, and the comments now are
being considered so that the Commission can consider a final
rule on the matter. The Commission's raionale for the
proposed rule was discussed in the Federal Register Notice,
which is enclosed. I believe that the rulemaking proceeding
provides the appropriate public forum for this issue.

Moreover, the Commission's interpretation of its emergency
planning regulations was affirmed by the U.S. Circuit Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia.

I believe that ample opportunity has been provided for the
public to understand our reasoning, both with respect to
licensing of Diablo Canyon Unit 1 and to the earthquake-
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emergency planning matter. Persons who live in the San Luis
Obispo area, including members of your organization, have had
a full opportunity to express their views. Thus, I must
decline your offer to set up a public forum on these matters.

Sincerely,
.77(~ ~ ~4ÃcC—''

Nunzio J. Pal adino

Enclosure:
Proposed Rule on
Emergency Planning
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Proposed Rules Federal Register

Vol. 49. No. 247

Friday. December 21. 1984

This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains notices to the public of the
proposed issuance of rules and
regulations. The purpose of these notices
is to give interested persons an
opportunity to participate in the rule
making prior to the adoption of the finai
rules.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

10 CFR Part 50

Emergency Planning and
Preparedness for Production and
Utilization Facilities

AoENOY: Nuclear Regulatory
'ommission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

sUMMARY:The Commission has ruled in
previous adjudications that its
regulations do not require the
consideration of potential impacts of
earthquakes on emergency planning for
nuclear reactor sites. The Commission
now proposes to provide explicitly
thr'ough amendment of its regulations in
10 CFR Part 50 that such consideration
need not be given. Pending completion
of this rulemaking, the interpretation of
its rules set out in the adjudications
remains in effect. It is not anticipated
that this amendment willhave
significant impact on licensees, State. or
local governments or on NRC or FEMA.
oATEs: Comment period expires January
22. 1985. Comments received after this
date willbe considered ifit is practical
to do so, but assurance of cotktsidcration
can be given only for comments
received on or before this date.
ADDREssEs: Mail comments to:
Secretary of the Commission. U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Washington, DC 20555. ATTN:
Docketing and Service Branch. Delwer
comments to: Room 1121, 1717 H Street
NW.. Washin'gton, DC between 8:15 a.m.
nnd 5:00 p.m. weekdays. Copies of
I:omments received may be examined at
the NRC Public Document Room. 1717 H
Street NW., Washington. DC.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATIONCONTACT:
hfichuel T. Jamgochian. Division of Risk
Analysis and Operations. Office of
Nuclear Regulatory Research. V.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Wushington, DC 20555. Telephone: (301)
44;I-7615.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On December 8, 1981, the Commission
ruled in a then pending adjudication that
its emergency planning'regulations do
not require consideration of potential
earthquake effects on emergency plans
for nuclear power reactors. In the
Matter ofSouthern California Edison
Company, et al. (San Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station, Units 2 and 3), CLI-
81-33, 14 NRC 1091 (1981). In so ruling
the Commission stated:

The Commission willconsider on a generic
basis whether regulations should be changed
Io address the potential impacts of a severe
earthquake on emergency planning. For thc
interim. the proximate occurrence of an
accidental radiological release and an
earthquake that could disrupt normal
emergency planning appears sufflciently
unlikely that consideration in individual
licensing proceedings pending generic
consideration of the matter is not warranted
14 NRC at 1092.

The Commission recently affirmed this
position in the Diablo Canyon
proceeding. In the Matter ofPacific Gas
and Electric Company (Diablo Canyon
Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2),
CLI-84-12, 20 NRC—(August 10, 1984),
petition for review in San Luis Obispo
Mothers for Peace v. NRC (DC Cir. No.
84-1410). In this decision the
Commission stated that it would initiate
rulemaking "to address whether the
potential for seismic impacts on
emergency planning'is a signiflicant
enough concern for large portions of the
nation to warrant the amendment of the
regulations to specifically consider those
impacts. The chief focus of the
rulemaking willbe to obtain additional
information to determine whether. in
spite of current indications to the
contrary. cost-effective reductions in
ovetall risk may be obtained by the
explicit consideration of severe
earthquakes in emergency response
planning." Slip Opinion at 9.

lt should be noted that the Federal
Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) reviews offsite radiological
emergency planning and preparedness
to insure the adequacy of Federal. State.
and local capabilities in such areas as
emergency organization. alert and
notification. communications. mensures
to protect the public. accident
assessment. public education and
information. and medical support.
Detailed. specific usscssmcnt of

pqjential earthquake consequences and
" response are not part of this process

related to radiological emergencies.
Also. FEMA has coordinated planning
for the Federal response to radiological
emergencies including commercial
nuclear power plant accidents. These
efforts have resulted in FEMA
publishing the Federal Radiological
Emergency Response Plan in the Federal
Register (49 FR 35896) on September 12,
1984. In addition, FEMA has an active
program of earthquake preparedness
which includes hazards and
vulnerability analysis, estimates of
damage and casualties. planning for
Federal response to a major earthquake.
and assistanLe to State and local
governments in their earthquake
plannin'g and preparedness activities.
FEMA believes that all ohhese
activities are sufficiently flexible to
complement each other in preparing for
an event that may require a concurrent
response to a major earthquake and a
serious accident at a nuclear power
plant.

For general background on emergency
planning at nuclear facilities, the public
is referred to NUREG-0396, "Planning
Basis for the Development of State and
Local Government Radiological
Emergency Response Plans in Support of
Light Water Nuclear Power Plants," and
NVREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1.
"Criteria for Preparation and Eyaluation
of Radiological Emergency Response
Plans and Preparedness in Support of
Nuclear Power Plant."'he latter
document. developed jointlyby the NRC
and FEMA. forms the basis for both
NRC and FEMA regulations on
emergency planning at nuclear power
facilities. Also available for public
inspection are the complete case records
for the San Onafre and Diablo Canyon
proceedings. both of which deal
speciflically with the earthquake/
emergency planning interface.

The Commission: in its review of the
record and consideration of arguments
in the Diablo Canyon proceeding.
reached the view that its previous San
Ono~re holding was correct. i.e.. that the

'opies of these documents ere uvun«bie ut thr
Comtnisgiun's Public Document Room. Irlr IIS!rrrt
NW.. wushington, DC zmsS. Copies of these
documents msy be purchased from the Government
Printing Office. Inform«tion on current prices muy
hr ubt«med by writing the U.S. Nucle«r Rettuiutnu
C»mm:ssfnn. 'IV«shing!on. DC 20555, A'.tention
Pubbr«tfnns S«lrs ht tn«ger.
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potential impact of earthquakes on
emergency plans need not be
considered. The rationale for this
holding was stated in Diablo Canyon
(Slip Opinion at 4-6). and may be
summarized in part as follows:
... IT)he seismic design uf a nuclear power
plant was reviewed to render extremely
smelt the probability that.... an earthquake
(SSE) would result tn a radiologic
release... (For) those risk.dominant
earthquakes which caase very severe damage
to both the plant and the offsite area.
emergency response would have marginal
benefit because of its impainiient by offsite
damage... SpcciTic consideration has been
given in this case to the effects of other
relatively frequent natural phenomena. The
evidence includes the capability of the
emergency plan to respond to disruptions in

"'ommunications networks and evacuation
routes as a result of fog. severe storms and
heavy raiii. In the extreme. these pbanomena
are capable of reau! ting ia area. wide
disruptions similar to some of the disruptions
which may result from an
earthquake... Thus, while no explicit
consideration bas been given to disruptions
caused by earthquakes. the emergency plans
do have considerable Qexibttt ty to handle the
disrupUomrcaused by various iiaturaf
phenomena wbtcb occur with far greater
frequency than do damaging earthquakes,
and this implicitlyincludes some flexibilityto
handle disruptions from earthquakes as well.

Although the Commission's remarks
were directed to the Diablo Canyon
emergency plan, all nuclear power
rector emergency plans do address the
contingency that emergency actions may
need to be taken under less-than-ideal
conditions and with less-than-maximum
emergency response capabilities.

Nuclear power plants are required to
be designed to safely shut down for all
earthquakes up to and inc)udfng QM
"Safe Shutdown Earthquake." or SSF
See 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix A,
General Design Criterion 2; 10 CFR Part
100. Appendix A. Accordingly, the
probability of earthquakes large enough
to cause major onsite damage that
would result in a signiflcant
radiological release from the plant is
low, and far such large earthquakes, .

offsite damage could make prior offsite
emergency plans margina0y useful at
best. In addition. the probabIIity of the
proximate occurrenoe of an dttrthquake
of substantial nuignitude and a
radiological release from the plant for
reasons unrelated to the earthquake
itself is even )ower. Therefore, there
does not appear to exist a set of
circumstances at aII likely where the
consideration of earthquake impacts
would signiTicanQy unprove the state of
emergency planning at s nuclear power
reactor.

The abiTity to take protective actions
throughout the plume exposure pathway

(EPZ) could be hampered during the life
of the plant by temporary adverse
conditions resulting from natural
phenomena such as rain. snow. flooding
or by activities in the vicinity of the
plant such as a major road repair.

'xis<ingNRC regulations require that
emergency plans be comprehensive and
flexible enough to assure the capability
to take appropriate protective action to
mitigate the effects of a nuclear
emergency under such conditions.
Similar types of adverse conditions
could result from earthquakes below the
Safe Shutdown Earthquake (SSE), which
occur proximate in time with an
unrelated accidental release of nuclear
material from the facility.The concern is
with seismic events in the region of the
power plant which could impair offsite
emergency response. However,
emergency plans which meet the
standards in 10 CFR 50.47 and Appendix
E provide reasonable assurance that
appropriate protective measures can
and willbe taken under such
circumstances.

The magnitude of the SSE and the
adequacy of a plant's design to meet the
SSE are reviewed by NRC and may be
controverted in adjudicatory
proceedings, but. once settled. should
not be reconsidered in reviewing or
adjudicating.emergency planning Issues.
Ifa larger earthquake were considered
feasible. then a larger SSE would have
been established. Ifan earthquake
smaller than an SSE were caasidered to
be capable of damaging a plant's safety
systems, then the plant's design would
have been. corrected. Thus. emergency
plans need not take take into account
earthquakes larger or smaller than an
SSE NeverthelesL the basis for
emergency planning is not constrained
by the design basis for a plant, and
emergency plannmg efforts recognize
the possibility that events considered
beyond the design basis can occur. A
spectrum ofpotential consequences
independent of the particular causes are
analyzed in reaching decisions on
'emergency planning provisions, and the
planning basis does not depend upon
the particu)ar scenario which may lead
to signiflcsnt offsita se)eases ef
radioactivity. To explicitlyoansider
earthquakes as causes for radioactive
releases is inconsistent with the
emergency plaeniag basis used by NRC
in adopting its regulations.

The Commission intends to consider
this issue. carefully in this ruiemakiag
and to weigh all arguments before
reaching a final decision. In the
meantime, this rulemaking should not be
construed to affect the continuiag-
validityof the Caaunissioa's'ru)ing in
Son Gnofrs and Diablo Canyon.

Technical Infonuation

When considenng the possibihties of
plant damage from seismic events. it is
important to understand the severity of
seismic events. their range of
probabilities. and the potential for
reactor accidents caused by seismic
events. Three classes of seismic events
are considered in this discussion. The
first class includes earthquakes of
relatively low ground motion, up to the
Operating Basis Earthquake (OBE). The
OBE ground motion depends on plant
locatioa. These accelerations vary in the
range of about.05 g to 0.33 g. During an
OBE. all safety related plant systems
would be expected to remain operating.

The second class of events includes
earthquakes with ground ruotion higher
than the OBE but equal to or less than
the Safe Shutdown Earthquakes (SSE):
the ground motion of the SSE is typically
about twice that of the OBE. Because
probabi)ities of occurrence have large
uncertainties for tae SSE, typical
estimates are ui the order of one in a

thousand to one in ten thousand per
year. NRC regulations require that
plants be designed to achieve a safe
shutdown after an SSE. Given an SSE,
all seismically qualified equi pment
would be expected to function to bring
the plant to safe shutdown. An
earthquake up to andincluding an SSE-
would be cause for an alert emergency
action level classification. but would not
cause failures that would result in a

significant accidental release'rom the
plant. Thus, although such an event
would initiate certain emergency plan
actions, no offsite response would be
required. Only in the event of an
accident attributable to multiple
unrelated failures of safety related
systems due to some undiscovered
common cause failure mechanism (such
as a major design error). coincident with
an earthquake such as an SSE. would
there be a situation which would require
offsite emergency response when there

~ was extensive offsite damage. The
Commission believes that. because of
the intensive. continuing review of
nuclear safety conducted by NRC, there
is an extreinely low probabiTity that any
such failure mec)iaiusms have been
overlooked.

The Gnal c)ass of events inc)udes al)
earthquakes with ground motion leva)s
above the SSE Fragility analysis has
been used to estimate the probability of
failure as a function ofground motion
associated with these ear thquakeL The
Zion. Indian Point, and Limerick
Probabilistic Risk Assessments
estimated that ground motion an the
order oALSg to 0.75 g ecce)ersUon
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would be required to damage these
nuclear power plants to the extent that
significant release of radioactivity could
occur. Some plants, in certain regions.
are designed to withstand earthquakes
with such ground motion. These plants
are able to resist damage to still higher
levels of ground motion because of the
design margin. It is apparent tha't the
probability estimates for ground
accelerations which would be required
to damage these nuclear power plants to
the extent that significant release of
radioactivity would occur are less than
the probability estimates for the SSE for
these plants.

Based upon the probabilistic risk
assessment results for these three
plants. the NRC staff considers that for
most earthquakes (including some
earthquakes more severe than the SSE)
the power plant would generally not be
expected to pose'an offsite radiological
hazard. For earthquakes which would
cause plant damage leading to
immediate offsite radiological hazards
but for which there would be relatively
minor offsite damage, emergency
response capabilities around nuclear
power plants would not be seriously
affected. For those earthquakes which
cause very severe damage to both the
plant and the offsite area, emergency
response would have marginal benefit
because of its impairment by offsite
damage. However. the expenditures of
additional resources to cope with
seismically cause offsite damage may be
"of doubtful value considering the
modest benefit in overall risk reduction
which could be obtained." CLI-84-12.
iSlipgpinion ai 5).

Pro posed Rule

In the Diablo Canyon decision the
Commission stated that it would initiate
rulemaking "to address whether the
potential for seismic impacts on
emergency planning is a significant
enough concern for large portions of the
nation to warrant the amendment of the
regulations to specifically consider those
impacts. The chief focus of the
rulemaking willbe to obtain additional
information to determine whether. in
spite of current indications to the
contrary, cost-effective reductions in
overall risk may be obtained by the
explicit consideration of severe
earthquakes in emergency response
planning." CU-84-12 (Slip Operation at
9)

The amendments to 10 CFR 50.47 and
10 CFR Part 50 Appendix E which the
Commission is proposing would
explicitly incorporate in them the
interpretations in the Commissions San
Oarifre and Diablo Canyon rulings. A
new paragraph (e) would be added to 10

CFR 50.47 and a paragraph would be
added to the "Introduction" section of
Appendix E. The Commission wants to
assure that it has the benefits of
comments of all interested persons on
the subject. The Commission therefore
invites comment not only on the text of
the proposed rule, but also on the
fundamental question of the relationship
between earthquakes and emergency
planning at nuclear power facilities.
Commenters should, at ir minimum,
address the merits of three possible
alternatives:

1. Adoption of the proposed rule.
explicitly incorporating the
Commission's interpretation in San
Onafre and Diablo Canyon;

2. Leaving the issue open for
adjudication on a case-by-case basis: or

3. Requiring by rule that emergency
plans specifically address the impact of
earthquakes.

The Commission would be most
assisted by comments which offer
speciTic policy and technical reasons for
preferring one alternative over the
others.

The Commission is also considering
whether to include in this rulemaking
tornadoes and other low-frequency
natural events. In that possible case.
offsite, emergency response plans
submitted to satisfy the applicable
standards of 10 CFR 50.47 and Appendix
E would not need to speciTically
consider the impact on emergency
response capability of earthquakes. ~

tornadoes or any similar low-probability
naturally occurring phenomena which
are presumed to occur proximate in time
with an accidental release of radioactive
material from a licensed facility.
Comments on this possible alternative
are requested.

Separate Views of Commissioner
Assels tine

It should be obvious that emergency
planning is a site-specific exercise
which is not amenable to a generic
rulemaking such as that proposed by the
Commission. In carrying out their
emergency planning responsibilities.
both the NRC staff and FEMA have
recognized this. When they consider
whether the emergency plan for a
particular site is flexible enough to
envelop all eventualities. they consideri
the effects of whatever natural
phenomena are most likely to disrupt
emergency planning at that site. Thus.
they have considered snow in New
England. hurricanes in Florida. tornados
in the Midwest. and earthquakes in
California.

The Commission now tells us.
however, that the experts were wrong
und that earthquakes are somehow so

different from other natural phenomena
'hatthey need not be considered at all,

even in areas of high seismic risk. I
examined the basis for the
Commission's conclusion in my separate
views on CLI-84-12. the Diablo Canyon
order, so I willnot repeat here my
reasons for disagreeing with the
Commission's conclusion.'Suffice it to

- say that I do not belihve that there is
any reasonable basis for a rule which
would treat earthquakes differently from
other natural phenomena for purposes of
emergency planning.

In'tin attempt to counter my criticism
of their course of action in the labia
Canyon case. the Commission has just
recently decided to request comment on
a possible alternative rule which would
also exclude from emergency planning
"tornadoes and other low-frequency
natural events." I do not believe that
such a rule would be in the public
interest. Whife hurricanes. tornadoes, .

and earthquakes may occur relatively
infrequently, should they cause or occur
coincident with an accident or an
emergency at a nuclear plant they could
significantly disrupt emergency
response capabilities. The staff's
solution to this problem has been to
require licensees to consider what kinds
of effects these natural phenomena
cause and to determine whether their
emergency plans are flexible enough to
deal with these effects. This has hardly
been an onerous burden. Thus, with a
minimal expenditure of resources. the
licensees can prepare for what could be
a serious emergency planning problem.

When I agreed to the publication of a
rule, I did so with the hope that the
Commission intended to careful(y and
objectively examine the issue of
whether and to what extent the
complicating effects of earthquakes
ought to be considered in emergency
planning. I also hoped that the
information gathered in the rulemaking
would convince the Commission that a

rule excluding a! together the
considerations of earthquakes was not a
wise thing to do. I find. however. that
that was a forlorn hope. The
Commission is instead intent merely on
codifying its Diablo Canyon decision.
and is going through with rulemaking
procedures only so that it can say that it
is allowing comment on the issue. no
matter how meaningless that
opportunity for comment turns out to be.
I willnot. therefore. agree to the
publication of a rule.with which I
disagree when the rulemaking
procedures are not being used as they
were intended. to meaningfully gather
information to be factored into the
rulemaking decision. but instead are
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being used solely to circumvent the
hearing process in a particular licensing
proceeding.

Chairman Palladino's Additional Views
In its bare essentials. the.

disagreement between the Commisqion
majority and Commissioner Asselstine
seems to be that the majority currently
believes earthquakes need not be
considered in emergency planning
whereas Commissioner Asselstine
believes that they should. I have
difficultyunderstanding why the
opportunity to comment on the
majority'8 proposal should'be viewed as
"meaningless," or "solely to circumvent
the hearing proce'ss," but an opportunity
to comment on some other proposal,
such as a proposal to consider
earthquakes, should not. I would hope
that the Commission's proposal will

'timulate public comments. both pro and
con. and I believe that the Commission
has plainly indicated its desire to obtain
and consider all pertinent comments
and facts.

Proposed Rnding of No Significant
Environmental Impact

The Commission proposes to
determine under the National
Enviromental Policy Act of 1969, as
amended, and the Commission's
regulations in Subpart A of 10 CFR Part
51, that this proposed rule, ifadopted,
would not be a major Federal action
significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment and therefore an
environmental impact statement is not
required. See 10 CFR 51.20(a)(1). This
determination has been made because
the Commission cannot identify'any
impact on the human environment
associated with not requiring
consideration of earthquakes in
emergency planning and because it is an
interpretation of existing regulation.

Regulatory Analysis
The Commission has prepared a

regulatory analysis of this proposed
regulation. The analysis examines the
costs and benefits of the rule as
considered by the Commission. A copy
of the draft regulatory analysis is "

available for inspection and ctpying, for
a fee. at the NRC Public Document
Room, 1717 H Street. NW. Washington,
DC. Single copies of the analysis may be
obtained from Michael Jamgochian,
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington. DC 20555, Telephone (301)
433-76'l5.

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement
This proposed rule contains no

Information collection requirements and

therefore is not subject to the
requirements of the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. 3501 et
seq.).

Regulatory FlexibilityCertification

In accordance with the Regulatory
FlexibilityAct of 1980, 5 U.S.C. 605(b),
the Commission hereby certifies that
this proposed rule willnot. if
promulgated, have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. The proposed
rule clarifies requirements lor the
issuance of an operating license for a
nuclear power plant. licensed pursuant
to Section 103 and 104b of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954. as amended, 42
U.S.C. 2133, 2134b. The electric utility
companies which own and operate
nuclear power plants are dominant in
their service areas and do not fall within
the definition of a small business found
in Section 3 of the Small Business Act,
15 U.S.C. 632, or within the Small
Business Size Standards set forth in 13
CFR Part 121. Accordingly. there is no
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities
under the Regulatory FlexibilityAct of
1980.'ist

of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 50

Antifrust, CiassiTied 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 553 of title 5 of the United
States Code. notice is hereby given that
adoption of the following amendments
to Title 10, Chapter I. Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 50 Is contemplated.

PART,50—DOMESTIC LICENSING OF
PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION
FACILITIES

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

Authority: Secs. 103, 104. 161. 182. 183. 186.
189, 88 Slat. 938, 937, 948, 9$3, 954, 955, 956. as
amended, sec. 234, 83 Stat. 1244, es amended
(42 U.S.C 2133, 2134. 2201 ~ 2232. 2233, 2236.
2239. 2282): secs. 201,'202. 206. 88 Stat. 1242,
1244. 1246, as amended (42 V.S.C. 5841, 5842,
5846), unless otherwise noted.

Sec. 50.7 also issued under Pub. L 95-601,
sec. 10. 92 Stat. 2951 (42 U.S.C 5851). Sections
50.57(d), 50.58. 50.91. and 50.92 also issued
under Pub. L 97-415. 98 Stat. 2071. 2073 (42
U.S.C. 2133, 2239). Section 50.78 eisa lesued
under sec. 122. 88 Stat. 939 (42 V.S.C 2152).
Sections 50,80-$ 0.81 also issued under sec.
184. 88 Stat. 9$4, es amended (42 U.S.C. 2234).

Srcliona 50.100-$ 0.102 also Issued under srr:.
186. 88 Sia i. 955 (42 U.S.C. 2236) ~

Fnr the purposes ofsec. 223. 68 Slat. 9.a3. ra

nmrn<ird (42 U.S.C. 2273). II $0.30 (a). tbi.
anr) (c). 50.44. $0.48. $0.48. $0,54. and $0.8r)br I
arr. issued under 361b. 88 Slsl. 948. as
amrnr)ed (42 V.S.C. 2201(b)): II) %. 30 (bl anr)
(c) and 50.54 are issued under sec. 16li. 68
Stat. 949. as arirended (42 U.S.C. 2201(i): anrt
II $0.$ 5(e). $0.$9(b). $0.70. $0.71. 50.72. $0.",:3.

arid $0.78 are issued under sec. 161o. 68 Siai.
9$0. as arneirded (42 U.S.C. 2201(o)).

2. In il 50.47 a new paragraph (e) is
added to read as follows:

$ 50.47 Emergency ptans.
4

(e) Emergency response plans
submitted to satisfy the standards set
forth in this section need not consider
the impact on emergency planning of
earthquakes which cause. or occur
proximate in time with, an accidental
release of radioactive material from the
facility.

Appendix E-|Amendedj
3. A new sentence is added as an

additional paragraph at the end ol the
Introduction section of Appendix E to
read as follows:

i. Introduction

Neither emergency repsonse plans nor
evacuation time analyses need consider ihe
Impact of earthquakes which cause. or occur
proximate in time with. an accidental release'f

radioactive material from the facility.
Dated at Washington, DC, this 18th day of

December 1984.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Samuel J. Chiik,
Secrrrtory ofthe Commission.

(FR Doc. 84-83227 Filed 12-20-84: 8:45 am)
SILUNO CODE 7S954MI

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 91

(Docket No. 24394; NPRM 84-24)

Special Flight Authorization for Noise
Restricted A)rcraft

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.
AcTioN: Notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM].

sUMMARY:This proposed Special
Federal Aviation Regulation (SFAR)
provides for limited issuance of special
flight authorizations to conduct certain
nonrevenue operations that would
otherwise be prohibited by the Part 91.
Subpart E noise restrictions alter
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