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UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
REGION II 

101 MARIETTA STREET, N,W.,, SUITE 2900 
ATLANTA, GEORGIA :m23-0199 

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND 

RADIATION PROTECTION BRANCH 

OF VEPCO'S COST BENEFICIAL LICENSING ACTION 

REQUEST FOR AN EMERGENCY PLAN CHANGE TO REMOVE 

30 AND 60 OR 90 MINUTE RESPONDER FROM THE 

EMERGENCY PLANS FROM SURRY AND NORTH ANNA POWER STATIONS 

I. BACKGROUND 

By letter dated February 18, 1994, Virginia Electric and Power Company (VEPCO) 
requested a review and approval of proposed revisions to the Surry Power 
Station Emergency Pl an and the No.rth Anna Power Station Emergency Pl an. These 
revisions would remove from each site's emergency plan the current commitment 
to have a minimum number of personnel respond to the respective site to 
augment onshift emergency response capabilities upon the declaration of an 
emergency at the site. VEPCO would replace the commitment for minimum 
augmentation staffing levels with a reliance on activation of the overall 
emergency response capability. VEPCO presents these proposed changes as a 
cost beneficial licensing action (CBLA). The proposed savings would be 
realized by no longer requiring certain onshift positions to be staffed. 

After a conference call on November 21, 1994, between the licensee and NRC 
staff, the licensee submitted additional information by letter dated February 
21, 1995, in response to questions raised by the NRC staff. 

II. APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND GUIDANCE 

10 CFR 50.47(b)(2) 

On-shift facility licensee responsibilities for emergency response 
are unambiguously defined, adequate staffing to provide initial 
facility accident response in key functional areas is maintained 
at all times, timely augmentation of Yesponse capabilities is 
available and interfaces among various onsite response activities 
and offsite support and response activities are specified. 
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10 CFR SO, Appendix E, IV. Content of Emergency Plans 

The applicant's emergency plans shall contain, but not necessarily 
be limited to, information needed to demonstrate compliance with 
the elements set forth below, i.e., organization for coping with 
radiation emergencies, assessment actions, activation of emergency 
organization, notification procedures, emergency facilities and 
equipment, training, maintaining emergency preparedness, and 
recovery. In addition, the emergency response plans submitted by 
an applicant for a nuclear power reactor operating license shall 
contain information needed to demonstrate compliance with the 
standards described in S0.47(b), and they will be evaluated 
against those standards. 

10 CFR SO, Appendix E, IV. A. Organization 

The organization for coping with radiological emergencies shall be 
described, including definition of authorities, responsibilities, 
and duties of individuals assigned to the licensee's emergency 
organization and the means for notification of such individuals in 
the event of an emergency. Specifically, the following shall be 
included: 

3. A description, by position and function to be 
performed, of the licensee's headquarters personnel who 
will be sent to the plant site to augment the onsite 
emergency organization. 

Regulatory Guide 1.101 "Emergency Planning and Preparedness for Nuclear Power 
Reactors", C. Regulatory Position 

The criteria and recommendations contained in Revision 1 of NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-l are considered by the NRC staff to be acceptable 
methods for complying with the standards in 10 CFR 50.47 that must 
be met in onsite and offsite emergency response plans. 

NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-l, Rev. 1, Criterion B. Onsite Emergency Organization 

5. Each licensee shall specify the positions or title and major 
tasks to be performed by the persons assigned to the functional 
areas of emergency activity. For emergency situations, specific 
assignments shall be made for all shifts and for plant staff 
members, both onsite and away from the site. These assignments 
shall cover the emergency functions in Table B-1 entitled, 
"Minimum Staffing Requirements for Nuclear Power Plant 
Emergencies." The minimum on-shift staffing levels shall be as 
indicated in Table B-1. The licensee must be able to augment on
shtft capabilities within a short period after declaration of an 
emergency. This capability shall be as indicated in Table B-1. 
(See Table B-1). 
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7. Each licensee shall specify the corporate management, 
administrative, and technical support personnel who will augment 
the plant staff as specified in the table entitled "Minimum 
Staffing Requirements for Nuclear Power Emergencies," (Table B-1) 
and in the following areas: 

a. logistic support for emergency personnel, ... ; 
b. technical support for planning and reentry/recovery 

operations; 
c. management level interface with governmental 

authorities; and 
d. release of information to news media during an 

emergency (coordination with governmental authorities). 

NUREG-0737 Supplement No. 1 "Clarification of TMI Action Plan Requirements" 

Table 2, "Minimum Staffing Requirements for NRC 
Nuclear Power Plant Emergencies" (See Table 2) 
NUREG-0737 is the same information contained in 
NUREG-0654) 

III. ANALYSIS 

Licensees for 
(Note: Table 2 of 
Table B-1 of 

Table 5.1 "Minimum Staffing Requirements for Emergencies", of the North Anna 
Emergency Plan, Table 5.1 "Minimum Shift Manning Requirements", of the Surry 
Emergency Plan, and Table 5.2 "Emergency and Recovery Corporate Response 
Required for Nuclear Station Emergencies", of both plans, currently show the 
licensee's commitment to provide a certain level of minimum onshift staffing. 
These tables also show how the licensee is committed to provide for 30 minute 
and 60 minute (North Anna) or 60/90 minute (Surry) responders in general 
corresponding to the guidance provided by Table B-1 of NUREG-0654. 

Table B-1, of NUREG-0654 stands as the currently approved criteria which are 
used as guidance for determining a licensee's ability to meet the 10 CFR 
50.47(b)(2) requirement of availability for timely augmentation of response 
capabilities. The table specifies a certain minimum number of personnel and 
functions that should be available on shift and within 30 and 60 minutes of an 
event to augment the onshift emergency response capabilities. 

The licensee's proposed revision would eliminate Table 5.2 and all reference 
to 30 and 60/90 minute responders from Table 5.1 of both emergency plans. The 
licensee proposes, as an alternate methodology for determining the ability to 
timely augment onshift response capabflities, the consideration of the overall 
response capability the licensee would provide. This overall response 
capability would include those personnel onshift and those called out to staff 
and activate the following emergency response facilities (ERF), technical 
support center (TSC), operation support center (OSC), and local emergency 
operation facility (LEOF), with all associated teams within a goal of 60 
minutes (90 minutes for Surry LEOF). The licensee claims that this change 
would not reduce the overall effectiveness of its emergency response 
capabilities. 
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The licensee did not identify how those functions currently augmented by 30 
minute responders would be provided in the interim while waiting for the 
activation of the ERFs. The unavailability of 30 minute responders and the 
functions they are intended to accomplish represents a significant reduction 
in the response capabilities the licensee is currently committed to provide. 
Some of the functions that would no longer be augmented within 30 minutes 
include emergency notifications and communications; radiological accident 
assessment, including a director and survey teams for in plant, onsite, and 
offsite surveys; in plant radiation protection actions; plant systems repair 
and corrective actions, including mechanical, electrical, and instrumentation 
and controls expertise. This proposed change is a significant deviation from 
the currently established guidance and policy. 

As part of the justification for the proposed change, the licensee states the 
intent to shift the focus for determining the adequacy of response 
capabilities from the dependence on minimum staffing levels to a reliance on 
the full response capabilities. The licensee has provided site-specific 
charts which identify minimum and full staffing levels for the various 
facilities and teams. It is unclear to the NRC staff how these charts show a 
shift in focus away from minimum staffing levels. It is obvious that in order 
for any emergency response facility to function adequately to accomplish its 
intended mission, there is some minimum number of personnel and capabilities 
that must be available. The licensee's inclusion and reference to the charts 
in the submittal is a clear indication of the need to establish minimum 
staffing levels. Removal of commitments for 30 and 60 minute responders from 
the emergency plan would not shift the focus from minimum staffing levels to a 
reliance on overall response capabilities as a measure of the adequacy of 
augmentation response capabilities. The licensee would still rely on minimum 
staffing levels to determine readiness of ERFs to accomplish intended 
functions. 

The proposed revision to the emergency plans would not result in a change of 
focus for determining adequacy of response capability. Removal of the minimum 
staffing levels and the commitment for 30 and 60 or 90 minute responders from 
the emergency plans would only result in the need to establish this 
information in some other document. This would render the emergency plan 
somewhat ambiguous in defining response augmentation capabilities and would 
appear to not satisfy the requirements found in 10 CFR 50.47{b}{2}. 

The. licensee has identified this proposed change as a cost beneficial 
licensing action {CBLA}. The savings that would be realized by the licensee 
would be accomplished by no longer requiring certain shift positions to be 
staffed on a continuous basis. The licensee previously made a choice to meet 
the 30 minute response goals by providing personnel on shift to staff these 
positions. There are alternative methods that can be employed by the licensee 
to meet the 30 minute augmentation goals. The licensee may want to explore 
other methods to achieve the established augmentation goals. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

As a result of our review, we have determined that the proposed rev1s1ons 
would decrease the effectiveness of the currently approved emergency plan for 
each site. If revised, the plans would not be consistent with current widely 
accepted guidance and criteria used to determine acceptability of a licensee's 
capacity to augment in a timely manner onshift emergency response 
capabilities. The alternate methodology proposed by the licensee does not 
provide an acceptable level of response equivalent to that anticipated by the 
established guidance. Therefore, the staff has determined that if the plans 
were to be revised as the licensee proposed, they would not meet the standard 
required by 10 CFR 50.47(b)(2). For this reason, we are unable to recommend 
approval of the licensee's proposed emergency plan change. 

Principal Contributor: Daniel M. Barss 
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UNITED STATED 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001 

February 23, 1995 

NRC ADMINISTRATIVE LETTER 95-02: COST BENEFICIAL LICENSING ACTIONS 

Addressees 
All holders of operating licenses or construction permits for nuclear power 
reactors. 

P\tCPOs• 

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is issuing this administrative 
letter to inform addressees about the cost beneficial licensing action (CBLA) 
program. The CBLA program provides a more expeditious review and increased 
NRC management attention for licensee requests that seek to modify or delete 
requirem!nts that have a small effect on safety and are costly to implement. 
Participation in the CBLA program is voluntary. This administrative letter 
does not transmit or imply any new or changed requirements or staff positions. 
No specific action or written response is required. 

Background 
In April 1993, a CBLA Task Force was formed to study how CBLAs are handled and 
what changes should be made to the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) 
review process to improve the timeliness and efficiency of reviews of 
licensing issues. Placing additional emphasis on processing CBLAs has the 
potential to improve safety by allowing licensees to shift resources from 
activities that have a small effect on safety to those that more significantly 
enhance safety, In December 1993, the task force issued its report, which 
included many recommendations for both the industry and the staff. 
Implementation of staff recommendations is ongoing. 

The task force found that CBLAs are not new and that over the years many 
licensee requests seek to modify or delete requirements that have a small 
effect on safety and are costly to implement. However, before June 1993 the 
NRR priority ranking system assigned the lowest priority (priority 4) to many 
licensing submittals addressing items that affected safety an incrementally 
small amount without consideration of the licensee cost of implementation or 
restriction of operational flexibility. Although the CBLA task force 
determined that some priority 4 actions were being completed. licensees may 
have been discouraged from submitting these types of requests because of the 
low review priority they would receive. CBLAs in the revised priority ranking 
system described in the referenced June 6, 1993, memorandum from 
Dr. Thomas E. Murley, then Director, NRR were to be ranked priority 3 to 
ensure they were reviewed before priority 4 work items. Dr. Murley gave the 
NRR staff initial guidance on CBLAs and acknowledged that although the direct 

~ 
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safety significance of CBLA issues wa~low, the staff should review the 
techn1cal merits of any licensee proposal. As discussed in this 
a~min1strative letter, the priority ranking of CBLAs will be further increased 
within the current priority 3 ranking, so that a CBLA w;11 normally be worked 
before other priority 3 licensing actions. 

Djscussjon 

Even though many of the actions licensees request may be CBLAs in the broad 
sense, requested actions that affect safety by an incrementally small amount 
and are costly to implement or restrict operational flexibility should 
nevertheless receive a timely review. The staff has expanded the,guidance in 
Reference land is training both headquarters and regional staff on the 
definition and treatment of CBLAs. Attachment I is a list of questions raised 
during public meetings and staff training sessions, the answers to which 
contain further guidance. The staff will consider a licensing action to be a 
CBLA if it meets all of the following: 

1. The licensee requests in writing that the licensing action be considered 
a CBLA. !fa licensee chooses not to identify an action as a CBLA, the 
request will be ranked based solely on its safety significance and may 
be ranked priority 4. 

2. The submittal is of high quality and establishes a sufficient basis to 
support an initial determination that the licensing action has a small 
effect on safety and will not require the staff to reQuest additional 
information to make a safety judgement. Therefore, CBLAs will normally 
not require an extensive NRC technical review. Licensing actions for 
which CBLA consideration is requested that are not high quality 
submittals wil1 be ranked as' priority 4 until supplemented by the 
l icansee. 

3. The action normally would not be ranked priority I or 2. 

4. The requested action is expected to save the licensee at least $100,000 
in operating and maintenance (O&M) costs or capital expenses over the 
remaining life of the plant, not including replacement power costs. The 
submittal should include an estimate of the expected cost savings over 
the remaining plant life. As discussed in item 1 above, if a licensee 
chooses not to include cost information, the staff may consider the 
request priority 4 and will not consider it a CBLA. Most licensees 
routinely prepare this type of cost information as part of their 
internal cost/benefit analysis. The request to include a summary of 
this information in the submittal should not place any additional burden 
on licensees. No recordkeeping requirements are associated with this 
request. ·:2 -

5. The requested action should be plant-specific. However, a topica1 
~eport will be treated as a CBLA if it meets the criteria contained 
herein and if two or more licensees submit documentation with the 
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topical report stating that they will reference the topical report and 
provide cost data demonstrating that the cost saving to each licensee ;s 
consistent with the guidel;nes ;n Item 4, above. Further guidance 
regarding the submittal of top;cal reports,is contained in NUREG-0390, 
nTopical Report Review Status.fi 

6. Submittals should be items which require NRC rev;ew and approval {not a 
.10 CFR 50.59 review or a change to a comm;tment that does not require 
NRC review and approval), and should have a current application not 
contingent on future circumstances. 

A request that a licensina action be considered a CBLA is strictly voluntary. 
~nee a licensee submittal.is designated a CBLA, the staff will evaluate it as 
1t would any other licensee submittal. The submittal will be evaluated on its 
technical merits, and safety will continue to be the overriding concern in any 
staff determinations. CBLAs will not receive automatic staff approval. 
However, CBLAs w1ll be categorized as priority 3 and will be normally acted on 
by the staff before other priority 3 licensing actions. 

To assist in developing the CBLA policy and tracking CBLAs, members of the 
staff have been dedicated to serve on a CBLA group for a limited time. The 
Regulatory Review Group (RRG)/CBLA group, led by Eugene V. Imbro, does not 
replace the normal process for reviewing and approving licensee reQuests. The 
RRG/CBLA group will give general CBLA policy guidance to NRC and licensee 
staffs, w;11 track and trend CBLA submittal and approval data, and will work 
with the staff and industry to identify CBLAs for possible inclusion in the 
Standard Technical Specifications or for consideration as line item 
improvements to technical specifications. The RRG/CBLA group will also focus 
management attention on implementing the CBLA process within the s'taff. The 
NRC licensing project manager will remain the primary point of contact for all 
licensing actions including CBLAs. However, licensees should contact 

-Hr. Imbro if they have questions on staff implementation of the CBLA program. 

The CBLA task force developed early estimates of submittals of CBLAs and found 
that 300 to 400 more requests could be expected each year. However, the staff 
has not yet found a significant increase in the number of licensing actions 
received that have been designated by licensees as CBLAs, although the number 
has increased slightly. The RRG/CBLA group will monitor the CBLA submittal 
and approval trends and, if backlogs warrant, will review the program and make 
adjustments as necessary. 

The Technical Specification Improvement program is similar to the CBLA program 
in that both can substantially reduce unnecessary .regulatory burden. The 

~~conversion to the improved Standard Technical Specifications can save licensee 
financial and staff resources by relocating 30 to 40 percent of existing 
license requirements to licensee controlled documents. Licensees should note 
th!t conversion to the improved Standard Technical Specifications will receive 
higher priority than CBLAs and that such conversions may encompass a 
considerabl~ number of potential CBLAs. While the benefits of converting to 
the new technical specifications are hard to quantify, licensee owners groups 
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··-project annual savings of between $150,000 and $1,13.m1111on per site from the 
program. In total, licensees for about 40 units are currently pursuing 
conversion to the new techn;cal specifications. L1ka the CBLA program, 
participation in the Technical Specification Improvement program is voluntary. 

The staff plans to hold a public workshop in the spring, 1995, to discuss.the 
CBLA program ~ith the industry. Details of the meeting will be forthcoming. 

Voluntary Response Requested 

The NRC requests that addressees include the following information with the 
licensing action submittal if they want the action requested 1n the submittal 
to be considered a CBLA~ 

l. A written request that the licensing action be considered a CBLA 

2. Cost savings information--the amount saved (exclusive of the cost of 
replacement power) through the reduction in regulatory burden over the 
remaining plant life that would result from implementing the requested 
1 icensing action 

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement 

The requests herein for voluntary submittal of information are covered by th~ 
Office of Management and Budget, clearance number 3150-0011, which expires 
July 31, 1995. The public reporting burden for this voluntary collection of 
information is estimated to average 5 hours for each response, including the 
t1me for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering 
and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection 
of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other 
aspect of this voluntary collection of information, including suggestions for 
reducing this burden, to the Information and Records Management Branch T6 F33, 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 and to the 
Desk Officer, Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, NEOB-3019, 
(3150-0011), Office of Management and Budget, Washington, D.C. 20503. 
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This administrative letter requires no specific action or written response. 
If you have any questions about this letter, please contact the person listed 
below or the appropriate Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) project 
manager. 

Eugene V. Imbro, Director 
Regulatory Review Group/ 

Cost Beneficial Licensing 
Actions Programs 

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

Contact: Eric J. Leeds, NRR 
(301) 415-1133 

Reference: 
1. Memorandum from Or. Thomas E. Murley, Director, 

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, to NRR 
Staff, NPriority Determination for NRR Review 
Efforts." June 6, 1993 

Attachments: 
1. Questions and Answers 
2. List of Recently Issued NRC Administrative Letters 
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OUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

e 
Attachment 1 
AL 95-0Z 
February 23. 1995 
Paga l of 7 

Ouest1cn: How long are the CBLA program and the RRG/CBLA Group going to 
be in existence? Should licensees submit CBLAs now before the program 
is withdrawn? 

Answer: For many years, licensees have submitted licensing actions for 
NRC approval that were primarily cost beneficial. The licensees sought 
relief from regulatory requirements and commitments that benefit safety 
an incrementally small amount but are costly to implement. The term 
CBLA is new and refers to NRC's recent increased emphasis on review;ng 
such requests by (1) assigning a higher review priority for CBLAs and 
(2) training the staff to be more receptive to CSLAs. Although NRC has 
not stated an end date for the CBLA program, the RRG/CBLA group, which 
monitors the program for effectiveness and modification as necessary, 
will likely disband by the fall of 1996. The actual date will depend on 
when the questions related to CBLAs (such as those in this enc~~sure) 
have been adequately addressed, and when NRC responsiveness to CBLAs no 
longer necessitates special oversight. The staff will institutionalize 
the CBLA program so that it is fully integrated into the NRR review and 
prioritization process for licensing actions. 

Ou@stfon: What types of actions are included in the CBLA program? 

Answer: The staff will assign CBLA status to requests for licensing 
actions such as license amendments, exemptions to regulations, or relief 
from provisions of the ASME Code pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55a, that are 
considered priority 3 or 4, meet the CBLA cr;teria, and have been 
requested by the licensee to be considered as CBLAs. Licensing actions 
are those requests that require NRC review and approval before 
implementation. Licensing actions do not include changes to commitments 
which the licensee can make without prior NRC approval as specified by 
10 CFR 50.54 and 10 CFR 50.59. An item assigned priority l or 2 will 
not be considered for inclusion in the CBLA program, 

3. Quest1on: What are the advantages of requesting the staff to consider a 
licensing action a CBLA? 

Answe~: The NRC staff and managers will give increased attention to 
licensing actions that are requested to be CBLAs and that meet the CBLA 
criteria. The RRG/CBLA group will oversee the progress and staff 
resolution of CBLAs and will ensure that CBLAs are reviewed before other 
priority 3 or priority 4 licensing action work. A licensing action that 
would normally be ranked as priority 4 {~Items That Can Be DeferredM) by 
the .. staff would be acted on before other priority 3 1icensing actions, 
if it meets the CBLA criteria. 
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4. Question: Are there any disadvantages to participating in th! CBLA 
program? 

s. 

Answer: The staff is not aware of any d;sadvantages to participating in 
the CBLA program. The NRC created the CBLA program to respond to 
requests by licensees to act expeditiously on licensing actions that 
have incrementally small effects on safety and whose primary purpose is 
to reduce u~necessary regulatory burden. licensees participating in the 
CBLA program will benefit by obtaining staff review for licensing 
actions that would normally have been deferred. NRC managers will 
direct increased attention to all CBLAs to ensure a review in a shorter 
time than other priority 3 licensing actions. 

Question: Why have more licensees not taken advantage of the CBLA 
program? 

An~: About one-half of the licensees have submitted CBLAs. Some 
1icense@s have stated that the staff has adequately responded to their 
requests for licensing actions and therefore do not see a need to 
designate licensing actions as CBLAs. Others expressed concern that 
licensing actions will get quicker turnaround in the "normal" review 
process if many CBLAs are submitted and overload the. CBLA process. 
However, this concern is not valid because CBLAs will be acted on before 
other priority 3 licensing actions. It was also suggested that since 
the CBLA program is new, some licensees are still developing CBLA 
programs. 

6. Question: Will topical reports be considered part of the CBLA program? 

7. 

Answer: Topical reports will be treated as CBLAs if the issue addressed 
has an increiuentally small effect on safety and two or more licensees 
submit documentation with the topical report indicating that they will 
reference the topical report and if they submit cost data demonstrating 
that the cost saving to each licensee is consistent with CBLA guidelines 
of $100,000 over the remaining plant life. Further guidance regarding 
the submittal of topical reports is contained in NUREG-0390, "Topical 
Report Review Status." 

Question: What are the functions of the CBLA group? 

Answer: The CBLA group will (l) give general CBLA policy guidance to 
NRC and licensee staffs, (2) track and trend CBLA submittal and approval 
data, (3) work with the staff and industry to identify CBLAs that have 
generic implications, and (4) facilitate technical resolution of CBLAs 
as requested by the staff or industry. 
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Ouest1on; Will the status of CBLAs be made available to the public? 

Answer: The RRG/CBLA staff oversee the CBLA process and semi-annually 
report the status of the CBLA program to the Executive Director for 
Operations. This information is available in the public document room. 
The.date of the most recent •semi·Annual Cost Beneficial L~censing 
Action Status Report• to the Executive Director for Operations. was 
December 29, 1994. The status of the CBLA program will also be made 
available through industry meetings such as owners groups meetings and 
tha Regulatory Information Conference. 

9. Question: How is the cost data in a CBLA submittal going to be used by 
the staff? 

Answer: The project manager wi11 use the cost data to qualitatively 
determine whether the estimated cost savings meets the criteria in the 
CBLA definition. The technica1 acceptance criteria used by thP. staff in 
performing the safety evaluation will be completely independent, and not 
influenced by the possible cost savings. The cost data will not be used 
in accepting or rejecting the request, only in making the CBLA 
determination. If the staff has a question regarding licensee cost 
data, it will discuss this with the licensee to determine the basis for 
this data. If new information is identified during those discussions 
which is relevant to making the decision to treat a licensing act1an as 
a CBLA, the licensee should supplement the original submittal on the 
docket. The CBLA group will use the cost data to track overall industry 
cost savings as one input to measuring program success. 

IO. Ouest;on: Should licensees include engineering cost savings in the CBLA 
cost savings criteria? • 

Answer: Yes, licensees should include the cost of all capital 
expenditures and operating and maintenance costs, except for rep1acement 
power. Engineering can be treated as an operating cost for the purpose 
of the CBLA program. 

11. Oyestion~ If eliminating or modifying an action would save t1me in a 
refueling outage, would the NRC consider the submittal as a CBLA if it 
met all the CBLA criteria? 

An~wPr~ NRC would consider the submittal as a CBLA only if the cost 
~~ ... i~c:; ~=-·it=:i"'~~ ~;-:-~ :-:-::~ ~1!~~1_!1_ ~!II ~11\~;IIW_ ~~ • .:. :.::~ :f ~~rll"'lll~r,afflDftt - .. ~ ........... 
r - .... 
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12. Question: What was the basis for setting the cost savings threshold for 
CBLAs at $100,000 over tha remaining plant life? 

Answer: After listening to the views of industry. the staff set the 
cast saving threshold for CBLAs at $100,000 to permit all licensees to 
meaningfully participate in the program. The staff believes there are a 
sufficient number of license actions that meet the CBLA criteria and 
could save licensees significant resources. The staff will reevaluate 
the criteria if it observes a significant increase or decrease in the 
number of CBLAs. 

13. Question: Can a utility request five unrelated $20,000 items together 
in one licensee amendment submittal and have it treated as a CBLA (if it 
meets the other CBLA criteria)? Can a licensee submit five related 
$20,000 issues and have it treated as a CBLA (if it meets the other CBLA 
criteria)? Can five li~ensees submit requests for the same S20,000 
licensing action and have it treated as a CBLA? 

Answer: Unrelated items submitted together are not considered a CBLA. 
Related items submitted on behalf of one plant, totaling $100,000~ can 
be considered a CBLA if they are instances of the same licensing action 
requested and can reasonably be addressed in a single safety evaluation 
report. Requests submitted by five licensees for the same SZ0,000 
licensing action would not be treated as a CBLA because a point of 
demarcation is needed to distinguish between a CBLA and other priority 3 
and priority 4 licensing actions of economic benefit. Otherwise, the 
number of CBLAs may substantially increase, defeating the purpose of the 
initiat1ve. (See Question 12 above.} However, carefully chosen generic 
approaches by licensees can make the review process more efficient. 

14, Question: Is there going to be a separate prioritization within CBLAs 
based on cost? 

Answer: The staff will not rank the CBLAs based on cost savings (i.e., 
a Sl million CBLA wi11 not be reviewed before a $100,000 CBLA based only 
on cost savings). NRC wi11 determine when to review a CBLA in relation 
to other CBLAs after considering factors including whether the PM or 
technical staff is doing the review, whether the submittal is in 
response to a 1ine item improvement (generic letter). and the workload 
of the technical branch or PM doing the review. If the staff finds a 
significant backlog of CBLAs, it wi11 reexamine the CBLA criteria and 
modify them as necessary. Licensees can assist in the process by 
maintaining a list of the top 10 licensing action submittals and 
informing the PM of their desired order for review. 
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15. Ouestiog: What if a licensing action submittal contains the necessary 
CBLA attributes, but the licensing action is not identified in writing 
as a CBLA by the licensee? 

Answer: Identifying a licensing action as a CBLA is strictly voluntary. 
Some licensees may choose not to identify licensing actions as CBLAs in 
thair submittals. If the licensee does not request the CBLA designation 
in their submittal, the licensing action will not be prioritized as 
such. 

16. Question: What if a licensee requests the CBLA designation for a 
submittal that does not meet all the CBLA criteria? 

Answer: If the submittal does not meet all the CBLA criteria or if the 
criteria are not addressed in the submittal, it will not be considered a 
CBLA unless it is adequately supplemented. 

17. Question: How will the technical specification line item improvement 
process interface with the CBLA effort? What is the role of the 
Technical Specification (TS) Screening Panel? 

Answer: The NRR TS Screening Panel has been proactively screening 
requested licensing actions (including CBLAs) for candidates for the 
Line Item Improvement Program. After identification by the TS Screening 
Panel as CBLAs that could have generic implications, NRR management will 
decide which CBLAs to pursue as line item improvements. These items may 
be discussed with a spectrum of licensees and owners groups to determine 
industry inter.est. The staff may choose not to process a CBLA as a line 
item improvement if industry expresses no interest or if most of the 
eligible licensees have already submitted or have been granted the 
action. 

18. Question: What is meant by "generic CBLA"? 

Answer: CBLAs, with the exception of topical reports, are submitted as 
plant-specific licensing actions. However, a plant-specific CBLA that 
results in or is submitted in response to a line item improvement 
(generic letter) is commonly referred to as a •generic CBLA. 11 Topical 
reports meeting the CBLA criteria may be considered "generic CBLAs" 
because they are generally applicable to} broad spectrum of plants. 
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19. Question: Will the priority of a CBLA change if it applies to a number 
of plants (generic)? 

Answer: No, the priority of all CBLAs is 3, w;th expedited processing, 
regardless of the number of plants affected by the submittal. 

20. Question: Is there a quantitative value, as would be determined through 
1 prob~bilistic safety assessment, to define •incrementally small safety 
banef1t?" 

Answer: The staff has not established a quantitative value for 
determining the threshold for "incrementally small safety benefitH 
during the review of a CBLA. The staff uses a deterministic basis to 
conclude that a requested licensing action has a minimal impact on 
safety, will not require significant NRC technical review, and thus is a 
CBLA. 

21. Question: Does guidance exist on what the staff would consider a "high 
quality" submittal? 

Answer: The requirements for written correspondence and license 
amendments outlined in 10 CFR 50.4 and 50.90 respectively, are the only 
legal requirements for the contents of a licensee's request to amend 
their license. The standard review plan gives guidance on staff 
acceptance criteria. A submittal is of high quality if it establishes a 
sufficient basis to support an initial determination that the licensing 
action has a small effect on safety and will not require the staff to 
reQuest additional information to make a safety judgement. Therefore, 
CBLAs will normally not require an extensive NRC technical review. 
Licensing actions for which CBLA consideration is requested that are not 
high Quality submittals will be ranked as priority 4 until supplemented 
by the licen:5ee. 

22. Question: Will requests for relief from specific provisions of the ASHE 
Code be considered as CBLAs if CBLA criteria are met? For example, the· 
Code may require a pump with minor safety significance to be tested 
monthly, and it may never have failed a test in ten years. If a 
licensee proposes to change the testing freQuency to quarterly, would 
the NRC consider this request as a CBLA? 

AJJjwer~ Code relief requests affecting continued operation or restart 
would not be considered CBLAs since these requests are already 
considered priority 2 for review. However, other relief requests for 
tnservice inspection (IS!) and inservice testing (1ST) would be 
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considered as CBLAs if the CBLA criteria are met. Topic Area 33 of the 
NRC Regulatory Review Group Implementation Plan (SECY-94-003) addresses 
efforts of the Code committees, industry, and NRC ta revise ISI and IST 
requirements based on risk significance. The NRC supports industry 
efforts to develop and implement risk-based Code requirements. 

23. Question: '-re 10 CFR 50.54 plan changes considered CBLAs? 

Answ@r: Changes to the quality assurance plan under 10 CFR 50.54(1) 
would not be considered CBLAs. They already have a set priority because 
10 CFR 50.S4(a)(iv) requires that changes are accepted upon receipt of a 
letter ta this effect or 60 days after submittal to the Co111r1ission, 
whichever occurs first. Changes to the security and emergency plans 
under 10 CFR S0.54(p) and (q) respectively, do not have this stipulation 
and could be CBLAs. Many changes to the security and emergency plans 
are reviewed by the regions. Although the regions do not use the NRR 
prioritization guidance, the changes to safeguards contingency plan 
procedures ana emergency plan which are designated as CBLAs and are 
reviewed and approved by the regions would receive increased management_ 
and staff attention. Those plan changes reviewed by NRR would already 
be considered as priority 3 but would, if designated as CBLAs, also 
receive increased attention by management and the staff, and would be 
acted on before other priority 3 licensing actions. 

24. Question: Should a licensee that already has made submittals to th! NRC 
supplement them if they want them to be considered CBLAs? 

Answer: The licensee should supplement a submittal if it meets the CBLA 
criteria and the licensee wishes to accelerate the review schedule. 

25. Question: Are requests for a reduct1on in scope of NRC reviews or 
inspections considered CBLAs? 

Answer: The staff established the CBLA program to increase the priority 
of licensing actions that have an incrementally small effect on safety 
and are costly to implement. Licensing actions are amendments or 
modifications a licensee requests to the facility licensing bases that 
require NRC approval before implementation. Examples of licensing 
actions include requests for license amendments, exemptions, and ASME 
Code relief. Requests to reduce the scope of NRC reviews or inspections 
are not 1 i censi ng actions and thus are,_J1ot CBLAs. 
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