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ABSTRACT

Revision 1 to NUREG-1022 clarifies the immediate notification requirements of
Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 50, Section 50.72 (10 CFR
50.72), and the 30-day written licensee event report (LER) requirements of 10
CFR 50.73 for nuclear power plants. This revision was initiated to improve
the reporting guidelines related to 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 and to consolidate
these guidelines into a single reference document. A first draft of this
document was noticed for public comment in the Federal Register on October 7,
1991 (56 FR 50598). This document updates and supersedes NUREG-1022 and its
Supplements 1 and 2 (published in September 1983, February 1984, and September
éQB?. respectively). It does not change the reporting requirements of 10 CFR
0.72 and 50.73.
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FOREWORD

This second draft of Revision 1 to NUREG-1022 is a result of considerable
effort, on the part of NRC staff and public commenters, aimed at developing
sound and useful reporting guidance within the scope of the existing reporting
rules. It accommodates many, but not all of the comments that were provided
by industry and staff.

The principles that underlie the existing rule and revised guidance are:

s Report emergency conditions to State and local authorities and the NRC
as quickly as possible to facilitate response and support.

P Report plant-specific safety matters to facilitate NRC followup of
corrective actions.

. R Report matters that may benefit other utilities, so that they can learn
from the experience.

Consideration of these principles led to rejection of an industry comment
which opposed guidance for "voluntary reporting.” Based on the comments,
certain specific guidance has been deleted. However, because a rule and
guidance cannot foresee every circumstance it is important to articulate an
industry and regulatory responsibility to report matters that may benefit
health, safety, and security. In doing so, the NRC staff clearly understands
the difference between an enforceable legal requirement and a matter of
voluntary reporting. In order to underscore this point, additional guidance
will be provided to the NRC staff regarding the non-enforceability of
voluntary reports if and when the guidance contained in this Revision 1
becomes final.

The NRC staff provided comments strongly supporting the need for added
guidance on reporting human performance aspects of events and conditions.
Although the statement of considerations for 50.73 specifically addresses
reporting of causes and human errors, the suggested guidance went beyond
existing requirements. Since a better understanding of the impact of human
performance upon risk is the remaining frontier, it is anticipated that
improvements in collection and analysis of data related to human performance
must occur. However, further development is needed which is outside the scope
of this reporting guidance document.

Second Draft,
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Two of the many elements contributing to the safety of nuclear power are
emergency response and the feedback of operating experience into plant
operations. These are achieved partly by the licensee event reporting
requirements of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 50, Sections
50.72 and 50.73 (10 CFR 50.73), which became effective on January 1, 1984,
Section 50.72 provides for immediate notification requirements via the
emergency nc.ification system (ENS) and Section 50.73 provides for 30-day
written licensee event reports (LER).

The information reported under 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 is used by the NRC staff
in responding to emergencies, monitoring ongoing events, confirming licensing
bases, studying potentially generic safety problems, assessing trends and
patterns of operational experience, monitoring performance, identifying
precursors of more significant events, and providing operational experience to
the industry.

Experience has shown that the threshold of reporting has not been consistently
implemented and some problems exist with the interpretation of the guidelines
and definitions. A 1990 survey on the effect of NRC regulation on nuclear
power plant activities and subsequent event reporting workshops also indicated
a need for further guidance on the two reporting rules.

Therefore, the NRC staff prepared NUREG-1022, Revision 1, which clarifies
implementation of the existing 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 rules and consolidates
important NRC reporting guidelines into one reference document. The
clarifications include major editing of the previous guidelines. The document
is structured to assist licensees in achieving prompt and complete reporting
of specified events and conditions. The revised guidelines are not expected
to result in a significant change in the annual industry-wide total numbers
for ENS notifications and LERs. The effect on individual Ticensees is
expected to vary.

The document addresses general issues of reporting that have not been
consistently applied and covers such diverse subjects as engineering judgment,
multiple failures and related events, deficiencies discovered during licensee
engineering reviews, and human performance issues. . The guidelines for
specific reporting criteria have been enhanced by improved discussions of
concepts, thresholds, and illustrative examples; definitions of key terms and
phrases; and original ENS guidelines for some criteria that were not
previously addressed. A new section has been added that discusses ENS
communications and methods, voluntary reporting, retraction of reports,
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importance of reporting timeliness and completeness, and typical NRC concerns
associated with ENS notifications for each reporting requirement.
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1 INTRODUCTION

This document provides guidance on the reporting requirements of Title 10 of
the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 50, Sections 50.72 and 50.73 (10 CFR
50.72 and 10 CFR 50.73). While these reporting requirements range from
immediate, 1-hour, and 4-hour verbal notifications to 30-day written reports,
covering a broad spectrum of events from emergencies to generic component
level deficiencies, the NRC wishes to emphasize that reporting requirements
should not interfere with ensuring the safe operation of a nuclear power
plant. Licensees’ immediate attention must always be given to operational
safety concerns.

1.1  Background

The origins of 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 are described in Appendix A to this
report. 1In 1983, partially in response to lessons from the Three Mile Island
accident, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) revised its immediate
notification requirements via the emergency notification system (ENS) in 10
CFR 50.72 and modified and codified its written licensee event report (LER)
system requirements in 10 CFR 50.73. The revision of 10 CFR 50.72 and the new
10 CFR 50.73 became effective on January 1, 1984. Together, they specify the
types of events and conditions reportable to the NRC for emergency response
and identifying plant-specific and generic safety issues.

The two rules have identical reporting thresholds and similar language
whenever possible. They are complementary and of equal importance, with
necessary dissimilarities in reporting requirements to meet their different
purposes, as illustrated in this report, Section 1, Table 1, and Section 3
text.

Section 50.72 is structured to provide telephone notification of reportable
events to the NRC Operations Center within a timeframe established by the
relative importance of the events. Events are categorized as either
emergencies (immediate notifications, but no later than 1 hour) or
nonemergencies. The latter is further categorized into 1-hour and 4-hour
notifications; events requiring 4-hour notifications generally have slightly
less urgency and safety significance than those requiring 1-hour
notifications. Immediate telephone notification to the NRC Operations Center
of declared emergencies is necessary so the Commission may immediately
respond. Reporting of nonemergency events and conditions is necessary to
permit timely NRC followup via event monitoring, special inspections, generic
communications, or resolution of public or media concerns.

Section 50.73 requires written LERs to be submitted on reportable events
within 30 days of their occurrence, after a thorough analysis of the event,
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its root causes, safety assessments, and corrective actions are available, to
permit NRC engineering analyses and studies.

Some reporting guidance for 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 was contained in the
Statements of Considerations for the rules. More detailed guidelines and
examples of reportable events were developed and issued in NUREG-1022 and its
Supplements 1 and 2. The intent of these publications was to achieve complete
reporting of specified events and conditions. Subsequently, additional
interpretations and directions on certain subjects have been issued in NRC
bulletins, information notices, and generic letters.

1.2 Reporting Guidelines and Industry Experience

Event reporting under these rules since 1984 has contributed significantly to
focusing the attention of the NRC and the nuclear industry on the lessons
learned from operating experience to improve reactor safety. In the mid-
1980's, decreasing trends in the number of reactor transients and in the
number of significant events and improvements in reactor safety system
performance were noticeable. Since 1989, these trends have leveled off as
fewer plants were on a learning curve and industry completed improvements that
have a high return in safety performance. While the more obvious lessons have
been extracted from operating experience, more analyses reed to be performed
and new efforts need to be developed to extract further lessons from
operational data.

The operational experience submitted in accordance with 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73
is publicly available and has been used by ot'er organizations in ways that
are most often beneficial to nuclear safety. However, uses in areas that were
unintended, such as in prudency and reasonableness hearings, in statistical
presentations and comparisons of reporting rates without regard to or
inclusion of a technical analysis of the safety significance of the events,
can lead to unwarranted impressions of safety performance. In ch uses,
there has been a tendency to only count the number of reported <vents without
assessing their individual safety significance. Such misuses could result in
licensees adopting a more restrictive reporting threshold in order to reduce
the number of reportable events, although the Commission’s requirement for a

Tow threshold has pot changed. This can be counterproductive to the purpose
of these rules.

Experience has shown that the threshold of reporting, as well as other areas
of the reporting rules, has not been consistently implemented. Some problems
have been incurred in such areas as interpretation of the guidelines and
definitions, timeliness of reporting, reporting of generic concerns,
engineering judgment, and reporting of deficiencies found during design
reviews. These problems, as well as a 1990 survey on the effect of NRC
regulation on nuclear power plant activities and subsequent event reporting

wo?kshops. identified the need for further guidelines on the two reporting
rules.

Second Draft,
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1.3 Revised Reporting Guidelines

The purpose of this revision to NUREG-1022 is to ensure events are reported as
required by improving 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 reporting guidelines and to
consolidate these guidelines into a single reference document. This document
updates and supersedes NUREG-1022 and its Supplements 1 and 2.

An NRC task group prepared this document principally by editing and combining
the information contained in NUREG-1022 and its Supplements 1 and 2, the
Statements of Considerations for 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73, other NRC staff
documents on event reporting (such as information notices, bulletins,
inspection manual chapter,, enforcement actions, letters and memoranda) ENS
event notification reports, and LERs. A second task group prepared the second
draft of this document, principally by considering the public comments
received and the requirements of the rules, their Statements of
Considerations, and previous NRC generic guidance on reportability.

In compiling this document, the information in NUREG-1022 was edited for
clarity. The paragraph-by-paragraph explanation of the LER rule, which was a
restatement of guidance in the Statements of Consideration was preserved or
more thoroughly discussed. Most of the examples were replaced with others
that have been condensed to exemplify specific reporting thiesholds.

Most of the specific questions and answers on both rules as contained in
NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, were incorporated as generic statements irto the
discussions or examples in Sections 2, 3, 4, and 5 of this document. The ENS
and LER rules are compared side-by-side in section 3.

NUREG-1022, Supplement 2, made recommendations for improvements in LER
quality; Appendices B and D of Supplement 2 were incorporated into the
discussions in Section 5.2 of this document.

In addition, experience from responding to NRC staff and licensee inquiries in
various event reporting workshops since 1984 and ENS calls has been considered.
in this report. Many actual events were synopsized to exemplify event
reportability in response to licensee requests. The principal NRC staff
involved in the original codification and revisions to 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73
were consulted regarding the original intent of the regulations.

Section 2 clarifies specific areas of 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 that are
applicable to many reporting criteria or that historically appear to be
subject to varied interpretations. It covers such diverse subjects as
engineering judgment, differences in tenses between the two rules, retraction
and voluntary reporting, legal reporting requirements, and human performance
issues.

Section 3 contains guidelines on event reportability on specific criteria in
both rules by means of discussions and examples of reported events. To
minimize repetition, similar criteria from both rules are addressed together.
The format follows the order of 10 CFR 50.72 with 50.73 appropriately
interwoven.

Second Draft,
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Section 3.1 addresses general methods of ENS reporting for declared
emergencies and nonemergencies. Practical guidelines are given on makin ENS
emergency notifications. Requirements for LER reporting regardless of plant
mode, power level, or the significance of an initiating item are specified.

Section 3.2 addresses ENS 1-hour reporting criteria and 30-day LERs. The
existing ENS and LER guidelines related to plant shutdowns required by
technical specification (TS), TS deviations per §50.54(x), and TS prihibited
operations or conditions are reiterated. Plant operation in a degradea or
unanalyzed condition, or outside the plant’s operating and emergency
procedures, is clarified by definitions and examples. The timing of ENS
reporting of anticipated natural phenomenon or conditions threatening plant
safety is explained to ensure good communication between licensees and the NRC
during developing situations. Valid emergency core cooling system (ECCS)
discharges into the reactor coolant system are defined and invalid ECCS
discharges are identified as reportable within 4 hours as an engineered safety
feature (ESF) actuation. Additional guidelines and thresholds are given on
the ENS reporting of the loss of emergency assessment, response, or
communications. The intent of the reporting criteria on internal plant safety
threats, including such examples as fire, toxic gas, or radiation releases, is
explained to also include any other internal safety threat. Floods and spills
are discussed as another typical threat to glant safety and the terms "threat"
and "significant hampering of site personnel" are defined.

Section 3.3 addresses 4-hour ENS notifications and 30-day LERs. Examples are
provided for degraded or unanalyzed conditions found while the plant is shut
down. Engineered safety feature and reactor protection systems actuations are
discussed. Anticipated transient without scram (ATWS) system actuations are
addressed. The 1992 revisions to 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 that reduced the
reporting of engineered safety foatures actuations are also discussed. Terms
are defined regarding the reporting criteria for events or conditions that
alone could have prevented fulfiliment of the safety function reguired for
shutdown of the reactor, removal of residual heat, release of radiocactive
material, or mitigation of the consequences of an accident. Single, common-
mode, and multiple independent failures reportable under this criterion are
discussed. The discussion of LER reporting of common-mode failures of
independent safety system trains defines a number of terms and notes their
importance as precursors. The existing ENS and LER guidelines related to
airborne or 1iquid releases are restated. Guidelines are clarified on ENS
reporting of a contaminated person requiring transport to an offsite medical
facility. The basis and report timing for the ENS reporting criteria
regarding news releases or other government notifications are explained, as
necessary, so that the NRC can appropriately respond to media or ?overnment
inquiries and thresholds for reporting are clarified. The recently issued ENS
reporting criterion regarding spent fuel storage cask problems is included.

Section 3.4 addresses the requirements for immediate ENS followup
notifications during the course of an event. The requirement, means, and

methods to maintain continuous or periodic communication with the NRC during
events, if so requested, are explained.

Second Draft,
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Section 4 explains ENS communications (from existing information notices),
reporting timeliness and completeness, voluntary notifications, and
retractions. Appropriate ENS emergency notification methods are described.

Section 5 reiterates previcus guidelines on administrative requirements,
preparation, and submittal of LERs. It specifies the information an LER
should contain and provides steps to be followed in preparing an LER. It also
includes an expanded human performance discussion to achieve ENS and LER
content that examines both equipment and human performance.

Appendix A provides the history of 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73, associated NRC
workshops, and an NRC regulatory impact study, which was one of the factors
leading to this document.

Appendix B discusses the key NRC ENS personnel, range of NRC responses to ENS
notifications, and NRC event review.

Appendix C addresses the NRC LER analysis and evaluation programs and other
uses of LERs nationally and internationally.

Appendix D contains 10 CFR 50.72 including its Statements of Consideration as
published in the Federal Register.

Appendix E contains 10 CFR 50.73 including its Statements of Consideration as
published in the Federal Register.

Appendix F contains 1992 revisions to 10 CFR 50.72 and 10 CFR 50.73 including
the Statements of Consideration as published in the Federal Register.

1.4 How to Use These Guidelines

This NUREG was designed primarily as a reference to help licensees determine
event reportability, make ENS notifications, and prepare and submit LERs.

« Reportability Determination

The applicable 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 reportin? criteria are identified
in the Table of Contents of this report, as well as in the respective
rules. Because these rules have overlapping reporting requirement., it
is not unusual to find an event reportable under more than one
criterion. A reportable event is to be reported under the most
immediate reporting requirements.

Generally, many events and conditions that require an ENS notification
also require the submittal of an LER, as reflected by many of the rules’
parallel reporting requirements. The reporting determination guidelines
in Section 3 for both 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 are presented together
wherever possible in the "Discussion” and "Example" explanations for
each paragraph. The differences between the ENS and LER reporting
requirements are underlined. The differences are discussed when they
are iunortant. Key terms are defined and important concepts are
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identified in the "Discussion" sections. Events used as examples may be
reportable under other criteria but are usually only evaluated for
reportability under the specific criteria they appear under. General
issues, such as timeliness, can also be found in Section 2.

Other reporting requirements applicable to operating reactors include 10
CFR 50.9, 20.403, 20.405, 20.2202, 20.2203, 50.36, 72.74, 72.216, 73.71,
and Part 21. When reports are required under these regulations, some
parts require the use of 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 notifications and
written reports. Duplicate reporting is not required.

ENS Notification

Once an event has been determined to be reportable under 10 CFR 50.72,
an ENS notification is to be made. The ENS notification time limit can
be found under the applicable §50.72 criteria in Section 3; if more than
one reporting criterion applies, the shortest time limit should be met.
Guidelines on the information to be reported may be found in Section
4.3. Practical information regarding the actual telephone call can be
found in Sections 4.1 and 4.3.

LER Preparation and Submittal

Once an event has been determined to be reportable under 10 CFR 50.73,
an LER is to be prepared and submitted. Administrative requirements and
guidelines for submitting LERs can be found in Section 5.1. The
geq::remgn;s and guidelines for the content of LERs can be found in
ection 5.2.

ilew or different guidance
Reparting guidance that is considered to be new or different in a

meaningful way, relative to previously published generic reporting
guidance, is indicated by shading the appropriate text.

Second Draft,
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Table 1 Comparability of 10 CFR 50.72 and S0.73 Criteria*

Event or Condition

Emergency Notificetion System (ENS) [10 CFR 50.72)

fotification ss soon as practicat
snd in sl ceses, within | hour

Notification es soon as precticat
and in sli cases, within & hours

30-Day LER Report (10 CFR SO.7%)

MUREG- 1022,

Rev. 1V
Section(s)

EMERGERCY CLASS

Immediately safter notification of State
and local suthorities, but no later
than 1 hour efter declaration of
emergency class defined in licensee’s
emergency plan
150.72(8)( 1), (23(2),(2)(3} and (e8)}{4)).

Note-Although not specificsliiy

mentioned in 10 CFR 50.73, meny
emergency cless events involve

reportable situstions.

3

TECENICAL SPECIFICATIONS (TS):

Plant shutdown (S/D) required
by IS

78 prohibited operstions or
conddition

TS devistion euthorized by
50.54(x)

Initistion of $/D required by 1S
50.72(bY (1)L 1))

Devistion from 1S suthorized by
50.54¢(x} (S0.72(b)(1)(1)(8))

Completion of S/D required by 1§
(50.73¢a)(2)( 1 (A

Operation or condition prohibited
by TS (S0.73(e)(2)¢ix8)}

Criterion [50.73(a)(2)(1)(C))
same 28 ENS 1 hour

3.2

3.2.2

3.2.3

DEGRADED /UNANAL YZED
CONDITIONS/QUTSIDE DESIGN
BASIS/NOT COVERED BY OPERATING
AND EMERGENCY PROCEDURES:

Plant, inciuding its principel
safety barriers, seriously
degraded

During aperetion, serious degradation
of plant including its principsl safety
barriers [50.72(b)(1)(ii))

Event found while resctor was
shut down; had it occurred in
operation, would have resulted in
the plant, including fts
principat sefety barriers, beirg
seriously degraded

[50.72(b3(2)¢ i

Vhile either in opereation or $/0,
condition of plent, including fts
principal safety barriers,
seriousiy

[50. 7323110

3.2.4, 3.3.1

[ "A3Y “2201-934NN
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[ "A3Y “Z20T1-934NN

‘14040 pu0des

Tabie 1 (continued)*

Event or Condition

Emergency Sotificatio (ENS) (10 CFm 50.72)

Notification as soon ns practical
and in all cases, within 1 hour

wotification as soon as practical
and in all ceses, within & hours

30-Day LER Report (10 CFR S0.73)

MUREG- 1022,
Rev. 1
Section(s)

Plant in unenalyrzed condition
significantly compromising
plant safety

Plan® ~utgide design basis of
plant

Piant in condition not coveresd
by operating and smergency
procedures

During operation, plant in unanalyred
cordition, significently compromising
plant safety [SO.72(bY}1)(ii)(A))

During operation, plant in condition
outside design basis
[50.72(b)(1)(if )8y}

puring operation, plent in condition
not coverad by operating and
emergency procedures

50 T2(b) 1T

Event fournd while reactor was
shut downy; had it accurred in
operation, would have resulted in
the plant being in en unanslyred
condition that significently
compromises plant safety
150.72¢(b3(2)( 1)

Vhile either in operstion or
$/0, plant in unanalyzed
condition, significantly

sing plant safety
S0 73¢a) 231 1)(a

While either in operation or
$/0, plant wes In condition
(50. T3¢a)2)(hi)an

Vhile either in operation or
$/0, plant was in condition not
covered by opersting snd
emergency procedures
50, T3cax()(iixen

3.2.4, 3.3

3.2.4, 3.3.%

5.2.4, 3.3

EXTERNAL TAREAT TO PLANT SAFETY

Ary natursl phenomenon or other external
condition that poses sn actual threst to
the safety of the pilant or significantly
hampers site personnel in performance of
cuties necessary for its safe operstion
50, 72(b){ 1)eiiin

Criterfon [S0.73(a)(2)¢ii1iN
same as ENS 1 hour

3.2.5

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM
(ECCS) DISCRARGE; ACTUATION OF
AMY ENGIMEERED SAFETY (ESF),
INCLUDING REACTOR PROTECTION
SYSTEM (RPS)

A valid ECCS signal that results, or
should have resulted, in ECCS
discharge into the resctor coolent
system (50.72(b)(1)(iv))

Manual or sutomatic sctustion of
eny ESF, Including the RPS,
occurs and was not preplanned as
pert of & test or reactor
operstion [S0.72(b)(2)ii)N)

Criterion [S59.73¢e)(2)(iv))
encompasees both ENS 1 hour and
& hours

3.2.6, 3.3.2

EVENTS THAT ALONE COULD WAVE
PREVENTED FULFILLMENT OF &
SAFETY FUNCTION

Event or condition slone would
have prevented ful fillment of
safety function of system needed
for $/0 of the reactor,
maintenance of a safe $/0
condition, residusl heat removei
(RER), control of release of
radicactive material, or
mitigation of the

conseqences of
an sccident [S0.72(b}2)(111))

Criterion (50.73(a)(2)(v)] same
#s ENS 4 hours. Events mey
include procedural errors,
equipment fallures o discovery
of design, ansiysis,
fsbricetion, construction,
end/or procedural inadequacies.
Heed not report individus!
comporent fallures under this
paragraph {f redundent equipment
in same system was operable end
sveiisble [50.73¢a)(2)(vi)}

3.33




Table 1 (continued)*

Emergency Notification System (ENS) {10 CFR 50.72) NUREG- 1022,
Event or Condition Rev. 1
Notificetion sa soon as practical Hotification ss scon as practicasl 30-Day LER Report (10 CFR 50.73) Sectionts)
end in all cases, within 1 hour and in ali ceses, within & hours
COMMON CAUSE OR CONDITION Single casuse or condition csused 3.3.4
RESULTING IN INDEPENDENT TRAINS inopersbility of gt least one
OR CHANNELS BECOMING [NMOPERABLE Iindependent train or chamnel in
wuitiple systems or two
independent treins end chamnels
in & single system designed for
safe S/D, RHR, redistion release
control, or sccident wi igation
m.n(n)(Z)(vil))
RADIOACTIVE RELEASES:
Rirborne radicactivity releases Airborne radiocactivity releasad Criterion [50.73Ca, .)(viii)A)} 3.35
to an wnwestricted aree exceeds same as ENS 4 hours.
2x the limit specified in 10 CF&
20.1-20.607 Appendix 8, Tsble 11,
or 20x the concentration
specified In 10 CFR 2¢.1001-
20.2401, Rppendix B, Teble 2,
over 1 hour
(50.72(b) (23 iv)(A)).
Liguid effluent relessed to an Criterion [SO.73(e){2)(viii)(8)] 3.5.5
unrestricted sres exceeds 2x the sme as ENS 4 houre.
timiting comdined max fsam
permissionable concentration in
10 CFR 20.1-20.601, Appendix 3,
Table Il or 20x the concentration
specified in 10 CFR 20.1001-
20.2401, Appendiz 8, Table 2, for
il radionuct ides except tritium
and dissolved noble geses,
over 1 hour
(50.72(b)(2)(iv)(B)].
INTERMAL THNREAT TO PLANY SAFETY Any event thet sctumt Criterion (SC.73(e)(2){x}] seme 3.2.8

as ENS Y howr

[ "ASY “2201-934NN
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Table 1 (continued)*

Emergency Notification System (ENS) [10 CFR 50.72) NUREG- 1022,
Event or Condition Rev. 1
sotification as soon as practical Notification as soon as practicasl 30-Day LER Report (10 CFR 50.73) Section(s)
ond in all cases, within Y hour and in sll cases, within & hours
=
LOSS OF EMERGEMCY ASSESSMEMT A mejor loss of capebi'!ity occurs 5.2.7
OFFSITE RESPONSE, OR for emergency sssessment, offsite
COMMUNICATIONS CAPABILITY response, or communicetions
(50.T2(b)(1){v))
TRANSPORT OF CONTAMINATED A radicectively contamined .
PERSON YO OFFSITE MEDICAL person is transported te an
FACILITY offsite medical faciiity
150.72(b){2)(¥))
NEWS RELEASE/OTHER GOVERNMENT A news reiease s planned or 3.3.7
NOTIFICATIONS other goverrmment agencies hsve
been or will be notified of an
event releted to the health and
safety of the public or onsite
persornel, or the protection of
oo the envircoment [50.72(b)(2)(vi))
DEGRADED SPENT FUEL STORAGE A defect in erwy spent fusl 3.3.8
CASK OR COMFINEMENT SYSYER storsge cesk structure, aystem,
or component that is importsnt to
safety ISO.T2(D)2NviilAII. A
significant reduction in the
effectiveness of any spent fuel
storage cask confinement system
during use of the storege cask
under & genersl !icense fssued
under 10 CFR 72.210
(50.72¢(b)(2)(vii)(g)
. This table is not intended to be used for reportebility decisions. Its purpose is to lilustrate the complamentary neture of many indfvidusl
- 10 CFR 50.72 end 50.73 criteris and their applicsbie references in this report.
=
ﬁ Bote: FOLLOMUP NOTIFICATION (SECTION 3.4).
o
:_‘ g» After meking & 1-hour or &-hour notification, licensees sre required to immedistely notify the NRC Operstions Center If any of the fellowing eccur:
o0
oo . plant conditions worsen [30.72¢(c){(1){1)], emergency ciassification changed (50.72(c)(1)(1i}], or emergercy class terminated 5. T2¢e XX iisy;
~» a . the results of ensuing evaluations or essessments of plant conditions sre obtsined [50.72¢(c)(23(i}1;
. the sffectiveness of response or protective measures taken becomes krmown [50.72(c)(2)(if)l;
(;;;, S ° information reisted to plant behavior is nct understood [50.72(c)€2y(1i43);
= 5 In sddition, If requested by the ¥RC, maintain en open, continous commnication chennel with the ¥EC Operations Center [50.72(c}(3)}.
it -



2 REPORTING AREAS WARRANTING SPECIAL MENTION

This section clarifies specific areas that are applicable to many reporting
criteria or that historically appear to be subject to varied interpretations.

2.1 Engineering Judgment

The reportability of many events and conditions is self evident.

However, the reportability of other events and conditions may not be readily
apparent and the use of engineering judgment is involved in determining
reportability.

Engineering judgment may include either a documented engineering analysis or a
Judgment 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 for all events or conditions, but it would be
appropriate for particularly complex situations. In addition, although not
required by the rule, it may be prudent to record in writing that a judgment
was exercised by identifying the individual making the judgment, the date
made, and briefly doc asis _Jjudgment. In any case, th
process that supp

2.2 Differences in Tense Between 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73

The present tense was used in 10 CFR 50.72 because the event or condition
generally would be ongoing at the time of reporting. The past tense was used
in 10 CFR 50.73 because the event or condition normally would be past when an
LER was written.

N

This difference creates some confusion over the reportability under 10 CFR
50.72 of events hot related to an ongoing event or discovered as the result of
an event review. In other cases, questions are raised regarding the need for
a 10 CFR 50.73 report. Where the tense is relevant to reportability, it is
addressed in the specific criterion in Section 3 of this report.

2.3 Reporting Multiple Failures and Related Events

More than one failure or event may ke reported in a single ENS notification or
LER if (1) the failures or events are related (have the same general cause or
consequences) and (2) they occurred during a single activity (e.g., test
program) over a reasonably short time (within the ENS reporting time limit for
ENS reports, or within the firsy 30 days of discovery of the first reportable
event for LER reporting).
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For an outage that lasts longer than 30 days, such as 60 days, simiiar events
that are part of the same activity or test program and are therefore related
may be reported as a single LER. Report all failures that occurred within the
first 30 days of discovery of the first failure on one LER. State in the LER
text that a supplement to the LER will be submitted when the test is
completed. Incluae all the failures, including those reported in tre original
LER, in the revised 'ER (i.e., the revised LER should stand alone).

Generally, LERs are intended to address specific events and plant conditions.
Thus, unrelated events or conditions should not be reported in one LER. Also,
an LER revision should not be used to report subsequent failures of the same
or like components that are the result of a different cause or for separate
events or activities.

Unrelated failures or events should be reported as separate ENS notifications
to be given unique ENS numbers by the NRC. However, multiple ENS
notifications may be addressed in a single telephone call.

2.4 Deficiencies Discovered During Design-Bases Documentation Reviews,
Safety S m Functional Inspections, and Other Licenste Engineering
Reviews

As indicated in NUREG-1397, "An Assessment of Design Controi Practices and
Design Reconstitution Programs in the Nuclear Power Industry,” February 1991,
Section 4.3.2, the reporting requirements specified in 10 CFR 50.9, 50.72, and
50.73 apply equally to discrepancies discovered during design document
reconstitution (DDR) programs, design-bases documentation reviews (DBDRs), and
other similar engineering reviews. There is no basis for treating
discrepancies discovered during such reviews differently from any other
reportable item.

Licensees should handle reporting suspected but unsubstantiated discrepancies
discovered during such a review program in the same manner as other
potentially reportable items. See Section 2.11 for discussion of reporting
time limits and discovery dates.

2.5 Engineered Safety Features Actuations

There is no standard definition of what constitutes an engineered safety
feature. The reporting criterion was based on each plant having defined
systems as ESF (e.g., in the plant’s final safety analysis report (FSAR)). 1In
order to promote consistent reporting for a minimum set of systems, the staff
requests that licensees report, on a voluntary basis if need be, actuations of
the systems listed in Table 2, Section 3.3.2. See Section 3.3.2 for further
discussion of this matter.

2.6 Events and Conditions Initially Discussed with the NRC Staff or
Identified by NRC Inspections

Some licensees personnel have erroneously believed that if a reportable event
or condition had been discussed with the resident inspector or other NRC
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staff, there was no need to report under 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 because the
NRC was aware of the situation. Some licensee personnel have also expressed a
similar understanding for cases in which the NRC staff identified a reportable
event or condition to the licensee via inspection or assessment activities.
Such means of reporting do not satisfy 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73. The
requirement is to report to the ENS and LER systems events or conditions
meeting the criteria stated in the rules.

2.7 Multiple Component Failures

There have been cases in which licensees have not reported multiple,
sequentially discovered failures of systems or components occurring during
planned testing. This situation was identified as a generic concern on April
13, 1985, in NRC Information Notice (IN) 85-27, "Notifications to the NRC
Operations Center and Reporting Events in Licensee Event Reports," regarding
the reportability of multiple events in accordance with §§50.72(b)(2)(iii) and
50.73(a)(2)(v) (event or condition that alone could prevent fulfillment of a
safety function). [This reporting criterion is discussed in Section 3.3.3 of
this report.]

IN 85-27 described multiple failures of a reactor protection system during
control rod insertion testing of a reactor at power. One of the control rods
stuck. Subsequent testing identified 3 additional rods that would not insert
(scram) into the core and 11 control rods that had an initial hesitation
before insertion. The licensee considered each failure as a single random
failur-; thus each was determined not to be reportable. Subsequent
assessments indicated that the instrument air system, which was to be oil-
free, was contaminated with oil that was causing the scram solenoid valves to
fail. While the failure of a single rod to insert may not cause a reasonable
doubt that other rods would fail to insert, the failure of more than one rod
does cause a reasonable doubt that other rods could be affecte”, thus
affecting the safety function of the rods.

A single component failure in a safety system is reportable if it is
determined that the failure mechanism could reasonably be expected to occur in
one or more redundant components and thereby prevent fulfillment of the
system’s safety function. In addition, as indicated in IN 85-27, multiple
failures of reduniant components of a safety system are sufficient reason to
expect that the failure mechanism, even though not known, could prevent the
fulfillment of the safety function.

Relief Valve Testing

When performing periodic surveillance tests of safety or relief valves it is
not uncommon to find more than one valve to be 1ifting outside of the TS-
allowed tolerance band, which is typically plus or minus 1 percent.

rtable under %ﬁ S0 -‘72(b}$2}, iii) and ¢
at alone cou:,:ﬂ;?mentr» ulfiliment of

1on would still usually be reportable under §
failure) because the existence of similar dis

crepancies in multiple
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independent valves is a good indication that the discrepancies probably arose
from a common cause. This common cause failure criterion is discussed in
Section 3.3.4 of this report.

An example involved the sequential testing of main steam safety valves. Of
the 20 valves tested, 17 were out of tolerance (13 with set points above the
technical specification by as much as 4 percent). The licensee initially did
not report this condition because it believed the valves could fulfill their
safety function because no safety relief valve set pressure exceeded 1397 psia
(110 percent of the system design pressure). However, the licensee determined
a common-mode fallure mechanism was the cause for most of the failures;
therefore, the condition was reportable as a common mode failure.

S report,

time of the test unless there is firm evidence, based on a review of reievant
information, to believe that the discrepancy occurred earlier. However, in
the cases of interest here, the existence of similar discrepancies in multiple

valves is a good indication that the discrepancies arose over a period of
time.

Depending on the significance of the discrepancies and the exercise of

engineering judgment, this <ituation also may be reportable under one or more
of the following sections:

1. Section 50.73(a)(2)(ii), seriously degraded, unanalyzed condition that
significantly compromised plant safety, outside design basis or in a

condition not covered by procedures. These four criteria are discussed
in Section 3.2.4 of this report.

L. If discovered during operation, Section 50.72(b)(1)(i1). These are the

same {our criteria as above, discussed in the same section of this
report.

3. If discovered when shut down, Section 50.72(b)(2)(i), seriously degraded
or unanalyzed condition that seriously compromises plant safety. This
involves only two of the four criteria discussed above. This reporting
requirement is discussed in Section 3.3.1 of this report.

Frequently, during an outage, safety valves are removed and replaced with
refurbished valves. Then the surveillance testing, on the valves that were

removed jj performed later in a shop or test ‘acilit €5
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2.8 Human Perfgrmance Issues

Human performance often influences the outcome of nuclear power plant events.
Detrimental personnel errors may be caused by inadequate procedures, training,
verbal communications, human engineering, quality control management, or
supervision. A specific description of the causes and effects of human
performance as they relate to an event are to be included in the LER pursuant
to §50.73(b)(2). See Section 5.2.1(2) of this report for further discussion
of this matter.

2.9 Voluntary Reporting

The Statement of Cbnsigerations for 10 CFR 50.73 specifically addresses the
use of voluntary LERs." It is stated that "...licensees are permitted and
encouraged to report any event or condition that does not meet the criteria
contained in §50.73(a), if the licensee believes that the event or condition
might be of safety significance or of generic interest or concern. Reporting
requirements aside, assurance of safe operation of all plants depends on
accurate and complete reporting by each licensee of all events having
potential safety significance." The Commission encourages voluntary LERs
rather than infermation letters or 10 CFR 50.9 oral reports to report
operational events that do not meet the criteria contained in 10 CFR 50.73.
The LER format is preferable because it provides for the information needed to
support NRC review of the event and facilitates administrative processing,
including data entry. The NRC recognizes that the number of LERs is not in
itself an accurate or appropriate measure to judge a plant’s safety
performance. Voluntary reporting of LERs is further discussed in Section
5.1.5 of this report. In addition, voluntary reporting is encouraged under 10
CFR 50.72, as discussed in Section 4.2.3 of this report.

2.10 Retraction/Cancellation of Event Reports

Licensees have expressed concerns about the counting of event reports, both
ENS notifications and LERs. The NRC staff has indicated that its interest is
in evaluating the reported information, not in simply counting the number of
events reported. While event reports may be formally withdrawn, the staff has
often found the information reported useful and has maintained the information
on file with the withdrawal notation.

If a licensee so chooses, an ENS notification can be retracted an
be canceled using the same procedure by which th
The retractions and cancellations are further
notifications ard Section 5 for LERs. Sound, o? i1 bases for th
should be communicated with the request. (Example 3 in Section 3.
illustrates a case where there were sound reasons for a retraction. The last
event under Example 1 in Section 3.3.2 illustrates a case where the reasons
for retraction were not adequate.)

'48 FR 33853, July 26,1983,
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2.11 Time Limits for Reporting
10 CFR 50.72

Reporting times in 10 CFR 50.72 are keyed to the occurrence of the event or
condition.

. Section 50.72(a)(3) requires ENS notification of the declaration of an
Emergency Class "...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.”

. Section 50.72(b)(1) requires ENS notification for specific types of
events and conditions "...as soon as practical and in all cases, within
one-hour of the occurrence of any of the following:...."

. Section 50.72(b)(2) requires ENS notification for specific types of
events and conditions "...as soon as practical and in all cases, within
four hours of the occurrence of any of the following:...."

10 CFR 50.73

10 CFR 50.73 requires submittal of an LER "within 30 days after the discovery"
of a reportable event. Many reportable events are discovered when they
occur. However, if the event is discovered at some later time, the discovery
date is when the reportability clock starts under 10 CFR 50.73.

Discovery date is generally the date when the event was discovered rather than
the date when an evaluation of the event is completed. For example, as was
discussed in the guidance in NUREG-1022, S.oplement 1, Question 14.5, if a
technician sees a problem, but a delay occur: before an engineer or supervisor
has a chance to review the situation, the discovery date (which starts the 30-
day clock) is the date that the technician sees » nrohlem. Thus, for a single
event or condition, it is possible to have several applicable dates:

9 The Event Date when the event actually occurred (entered in Item 5 of
the LER)
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 5 ¢f
the LER (event date) if the event date cannot be clearly defined).

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

The previous guidance in NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, Question 14.5, also
discussed a "reportability" date, i.e., the date when someone decides or
"discovers" that the event is reportable; however, this date is not used on
the LER form or for starting the reportability clock.
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If there is a significant length of time (> 30 days) between the event date
and either (1) the discovery date or (2) the date when the event was
d:terg;ned to be reportable, the reason for the delay should be discussed in
the LER text.

General

In some cases, such as discovery of an existing but previously unrecognized
condition, it may be necessary to undertake an evaluation in order to
determine if an event or condition is refortable,v‘=‘ s, the guidanct

guidance indicates that an evaluation should g
commensurate with the safety significance of the question. A licensee uay
continue with plant operation provided there is a reasonable expectation that
the equipment in question is operable. Whenever this reasonable expectation
no longer exists, or significant doubts begin to arise, the equipment should
be considered inoperable and appropriate actions, including reporting, should
be taken.
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3 SPECIFIC REPORTING GUIDELINES

This section addresses the specific requirements of each part of the rules
cited for immediate notification of an event under 10 CFR 50.72 via the ENS
and 30-dey written reports under 10 CFR 50.73 via LERs. The section is
divided into four parts. Section 3.1 gives the general requirements for
reporting, Section 3.2 gives the criteria for 1-hour notifications and 30-day
reports, Section 3.3 gives the criteria for 4-hour notifications and 30-day
reports, and Section 3.4 addresses followup notifications.

The sequential scheme of 10 CFR 50.72 is used, which generally categorizes the
times for reporting by the relative importance of the event or condition.
Because considerable overlap exists between the various reporting criteria in
each rule, the associated requirements for licensee event reporting (10 CFR
50.73) are given coincidentally. Differences in the wording of the comparable
parts of the rules are underlined. In several instances, the wording of the
two rules is the same except for verb tense. A discussion of reporting
guidelines and examples follow each citation of specific parts of the rules.
Brief examples occasionally are given in the discussion for clarification;
however, expanded examples for each part of the rules are discussed under
"Examples." The descriptions in the expanded examples have been taken from

actual operational experience and have been condensed to illustrate specific
aspects of reportability

The reporting requirements in each of the two rules are not mutually
exclusive, and many events and conditions are reportable under more than one
criterion. Therefore, it is important to first recognize whether an event or
condition is reportable under at least one criterion, and then to identify

other applicable criteria. When the report is made to the NRC, applicable
criteria should be cited.
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3.1 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 General Requirements

3.1.1 10 CFR 50.72 Immediate Notificacion Requirements for Operating
Nuclear Reactor

m
50.72(a) General Requirements' 10 CFR 50.73

[If the event or
"(1) Each nuclear power reactor licensee licensed condition that was

under §50.21(b) or §50.22 of this part shall the basis for the

notify the NRC Operations Center via the Emergency | Emergency Class

Notification System of: declaration met one
(1) The declaration of any of the Emergency or more of the 10 I

Classes specifigd in the licensee’s approved | CFR 50.73 reporting

Emergency Plan;® or criteria, an LER is

(i1) Of those non-Emergency events specified | required.]

in paragraph (b) of this section.
(2) If the Emergency Notification System is
inoperative, the licensee shall make the required
notifications via commercial telephone service,
other dedicated telephone system, or any other
method which will ensure that a report is made §s
soon as practical to the NRC Operations Center.
(3) The licensee shall notify the NRC immediately
after notification of the apprepriate State or
Tocal agencies and not later ihan <ne hour after
the time the licensee declares one of the
Emergency Classes.

"'0ther requirements for immediate notification
of the NRC by licensed operating nuziear power
reactors are contained elsewhere i1 this chapter,
in particular, §§ 20.205, 20.403 or, for licensees
implementing the provisions of §§ 20.1001-20.2401,
20.;906, 20,2202, 50.36, and 73.71.

These Emergency Classes are addressed in
Appgndix E of this part.

Commercial telephone number of the NRC
Operations Center is (301) 951-0550."

] Continued on next Eage.

Second Draft,
19 NUREG-1022, Rev. 1



50.72(a) continued

(4) The licensee shall actixate the Emergency
Response Data System (ERDS)" as soon as possible
but not later than one hour after declaring an
emergency class of alert, site area emergency, or
general emergency. The ERDS may also be
activitated by the licensee during drilis or
exercises if the licensee’s computer system has
capability to transmit the exercise data.

(5) When making a report under paragraph (a)(3) of
this section, the licensee shall identify:

(1) The Emergency Class declared; or

(11) Either paragraph (b)(1), "One-Hour
Report," or paragraph (b)(2), "Four-Hour
Report,"” as the paragraph of this section
requiring notification of the Non-Emergency
Event."

“Requirements for ERDS are addressed in Appendix
E, Section VI.

Discussion

Appendix E, Section IV (C), "Activation of Emergency Organization," to 10 CFR
Part 50, establishes four emergency classes for nuclear power plants:
Notification of Unusual Event, Alert, Site Area Emergency, and General
Emergency. NUREG- 0654/FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1, "Criteria for Preparation and
Evaluation of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in
Support of Nuclear Power Plants" (March 1987), and more recently, NUMARC/NESP-
007, Revision 2, "Methodology for Development of Emergency Action Levels"
(January 1992), provides the basis for these emergency classes and numerous
examples of the events and conditions typical of each emergency class.
Licensees use this guidance in preparing their emergency plans. Use of these
four emergency class terms in declaring emergencies in the ENS notification
will aid the NRC to recognize the significance of an emergency.

The Commission recognized the importance of notification to the NRC of an
emergency and amended its regulations without prior notice and comment on
February 28, 1980, to require it. Timeframes specified for notification in
§50.72(a) use the words "immediately" and "not later than one hour" to ensure
the Commission can fulfill its responsibilities during and following the most
serious events.
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and the basis for the emergency class no
discovcry ly be due to a rapi;ﬂ

 made

®Notification of the State and local emergency response organizations
should be made in accordance with the arrangements made between the licensee
and offsite organizations.

Second Draft,
21 NUREG-1022, Rev. 1



3.1.2 10 CFR 50.73 Licensee Event Report System

10 CFR 50.72 §50.73(a)(1)

[Bases for ENS “The holder of an operating license for a
notifications (e.g., nuclear power plant (licensee) shall submit a
regardless of plant Licensee Event Report (LER) for any event of the

status), are the same as | type described in this paragraph within 30 days
10 CFR 50.73 where the after the discovery of the event. Unless

two rules are otherwise specified in this section, the
r complementary. ] licensee shall report an event regardless of the
plant mode or power level, and regardless of the

significance of the structure, system, or
component that initiated the event.”

Discussion

This part of the rule requires reporting of an event regardless of the plant
mode or power level and regardless of the significance of the stiuctuvre,
system, or component that initiated the event, unless otherwise specified.
These considerations also are implicit in 10 CFR 50.72 where the two rules are
complementary.
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3.2 One-Hour ENS Notifications and 30-Day LER Reports

This section addresses §50.72(b)(1) l-hour notifications for non-emergency
events and the associated 10 CFR 50.73 written reports. If not reported as a
declaration of an emergency class under §50.72(a), licensees are to notify the
NRC as soon as practical and in a'i cases within 1 hour of the occurrence of
any o: the events specified in §50.72(b){1) and to submit an LER, if
specified.

In addition to similar reporting criteria under both 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73,
several requirements for only 50.72 notifications or only LERs are included in
this section because of the sequential numbering scheme used. For example,
operation or a condition prohibited by the plant's technical specifications
(TS), as discussed in Section 3.2.2, requires an LER but no ENS notification,
while loss of emergency assessment, response or communications capability, as
discussed in Section 3.2.7, requires an ENS notification but no LER.
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3.2.1 Plant Shutdown Required by Technical Specifications

§50.72(b) (1) (1) (A) §50.73(a)(2)(1)(A)

Licensees shall report: "The Licensees shall submit a licensee
initiation of any nuclear plant £xgg;_ﬂgggr§_¥n: “The completion of
shutdown required by the plant’s any nuclear plant shutdown required
Technical Specifications." by the plant’s Technical

Specifications."

If not reported as an emergency under §50.72(a), licensees are required to
report the initiation of a plant shutdown required by TS to the NRC via the
ENS as soon as practical and in all cases within 1-hour of the initiation of a
plant shutdown required by TS to the NRC via the ENS. If the shutdown is
completed, licensees are required to submit an LER within 30 days.

Discussion

This 50.72 reporting requirement is intended to capture those events for which
TS require the initiation of reactor shutdown to provide the NRC with early

warning of safety significant conditions serious enough to warrant that the
plant be shut down.

For §50.72 reporting purposes, the phrase "initiation of any nuclear plant
shutdown" includes the performance of any action to start reducing reactor
power to achieve a nuclear plant shutdown required by TS.

A reduction in power for some other
shutdown required by TS, i
inciudes reducing power only f

For §50.73 reporting purposes, the phrase "completion of any nuclear plant
shutdown" is defined as the point in time during a TS required shutdown when
the plant enters the first shutdown condition required by a limiting condition
for operations (LCO) e.g., hot standby {Mode 3] for PWRs with the standard
technical specifications (STS). For example, if at 0200 hours a plant enters
an LCO action statement that 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 (1.e., at least in hot standby) by 2000
hours. An LER is required if the inoperable channel is not returned to
operable status by 2000 hours and the plant enters hot standby.

An LER is not required if a failure was or could have been be corrected before
a plant has completed shutdown (as discussed above) and no other criteria in
50.73 apply. This includes a situation where the plant is shutdown, the

problem is fixed, and the plant is restarted hefore the shutdown was required
by TS.
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(1)

(2)

(3)

Examples
Initiation of a TS-Required Plant Shutdown

While operating at 100-percent power, one of the battery chargers, which
feeds a 125 Vdc vital bus, failed during a surveillance test. The
battery charger was declared inoperable, placing the plant in a 2-hour
LCO to return the battery charger to an operable status or commence a
TS-required plant shutdown. Licensee personnel started reducing reactor
power to achieve a nuclear plant shutdown required by a TS when they
were unable to complete repairs to the inoperable battery charger in the
2 hours allowed. The cause of the battery charger failure was
subsequently identified and repaired. Upon completion of surveillance
testing, the battery charger was returned to service and the TS required
plant shutdown was stopped at 96-percent power.

The licensee made an ENS notification because of the initiation of a TS-
required plant shutdown An LER was not submitted under this criterion
since the failed battery charger was corrected before the plant
completed shutdown.

Initiation and Completion of a TS-Required Plant Shutdown

During startup of a PWR plant with reactor power in the intermediate
range, two of the four reactor coolant pumps (RCPs) tripped when the
station power transformer supplying power, deenergized. With less than
four RCPs operating, the plant entered a 1-hour LCO to be in hot
standby. Control rods were manually inserted to place the plant in a
shutdown condition.

The licensee made an ENS notification because of the initiation of a TS-
required plant shutdown. An LER was submitted within 30 days because of
the completion of the TS-required plant shutdown.

Failure that was or could have been corrected before a plant has
completed shut down.

Previous guidance in NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, posed the following
situations:

™ Question 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?
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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.

Question 1.3:

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

Answer:

Some judgment 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.
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3.2.2 Technical Specification Prohibited Operation or Condition

10 CFR 50.72 §50.73(a)(2)(1)(B)
[There is no corresponding Part 50.72 Licensees shall report:
requirement. However, for certain "any operation or condition
operations or conditions prohibited by a prohibited by the plant’s

plant’s TS, other reporting requirements may | Technical Specifications.”
apply, such as 50.72(b)(1)(ii) and

(b)(2)(i1i); 50.36(c)(1) and (2); 20,403
(20.2202); and 20.405 (20.2203).]

Licensees are required to submit an LER within 30 days for any operation or
condition prohibited by technical specifications.

Discussion

Section 50.73(a)(2)(1)(B) requires any operation or condition that is
prohibited by the plant’s TS to be reported in an LER. The five specific TS
categories defined in 10 CFR 50.36(c), "Technical Specifications," are
discussed below. In addition, based on past experience, guidelines are
provided for reporting entry into TS 3.0.3; missed or deficient tests required
by the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Section XI, Inservice
Testing (IST) and Inservice Inspection (ISI), and by STS 4.0.5, or equivalent;
and other operations or conditions prohibited by TS, such as fire protection.

The LER rule does not address violations of license conditions contained in
documents other than the TS. Such notifications are reportable as specified
in a plant’s license or other applicable document.

(1) Safety Limits and Limiting Safety System Settings

Section 50.36(c)(1) outlines the reporting requirements in TS when
nuclear reactor safety limits or 1imiting safety system settings are
exceeded and identifies that such reports are to be made under 50.72 and
50.73.

(2) Limiting Conditions for Operation

Section 50.36(c)(2) outlines LCOs in TS. Certain TS contain LCO
statements that include action statements to provide constraints on the
length of time components or systems may remain inoperable or out of
service before the plant must shut down or other compensatory measures
must be taken. Such time constraints are based on the safety
significance of the component or system being removed from service.
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(3)

An LER is required if the conditions of an LCO are not met (e.g., by
exceeding action statement constraints).

The LCO allows a plant a specified time intervil (referred to as the
allowed outage time) to accomplish corrective actions (e.g., restoration
of equipment, testing of other equipment, and/or an orderly shutdown to
either the hot- or cold-shutdown mode).

If a condition existed for a time longer than permitted by the TS, it
must be reported even if the condition was not discovered until after
the allowable time had elapsed and the condition was rectified
immediately upon discovery. This guidance is consistent with that
previously given. (For the purpose of this discussion, it is assumed
that there was firm evidence that a condition prohibited by TS existed
before discovery.)

TS Surveillance Requirements

Section 50.36(c)(3) outlines surveiliance requirements in TS. For the
purpose of evaluating the reportability of discrepancies found during TS
surveillances, an operation or condition prohibited by the TS existed
and is reportable if the time of equipment inoperability exceeded the
LCO allowed outage time. it should be assumed that the discrepancy
occurred at the time of its discovery unless there is firm evidence,

sed on v ’ to believe that the

based on a review of relevant ir
T R A R (e
fatlure).

As discussed in Section 2.7 of this report, multiple failures may be an
indication of a condition that has persisted for some time.

Missed surveillances are reportable when the surveillance interval plus
allowed surveillance internal extension (e.

the LCO statement time is exceeded. Ini
h psed tha s g 8
requirements are not met, the event is reportable even though the

surveillance is subsequeﬁtly satisfactorily performed.
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(4)

(5)

Design Features

Section 50.36(c)(4) indicates that design features to be included in TS
are those features of the facility such as materials of construction or
geometric arrangements which, if altered or modified, would have a
?1?n1;1cant effect on safety and are not covered by items (1) through

3) above.

Reportability requirements related to design features are included in
other sections of 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73.

Administrative Requirements, Including Radiological Controls, Required
by Section 6 of the STS, or Equivalent

Section 6 of the STS, or its equivalent, has a number of administrative
requirements such as organizational structure, the required number of
personnel on shift, the maximum hours of work permitted during a
specific interval of time, and the requirement to have, maintain, and
implement certain specified procedures. Failure to meet such
administrative requirements is prohibited by the TS. Whether it is
reportable as an LER depends upon whether it results in a condition
covered by the LER rule. If the violation of the administrative
requirements of TS results in operations prohibited by TS, then its
reportable.

For example, operation with less than the required number of people on
shift would clearly constitute operation prohibited by the TS, or
operation with a procedure that had not been properly approved would
constitute operation prohibited by the TS, 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 organizationai
structure that has not been approved as a Technical Specification
change.

Radiological conditions and events that are reportable are defincd in 10
CFR 20.403 and 20.405 (or 20.2202 and 20.2203 for the new Part 20).
Redundant reporting is not required.

3The proposed rule would have required reporting when "a TS action

statement is not met." The wording of the final rule requires reporting "Any
operation or condition prohibited by the plant’s Technical Specifications.”
The Statements of Consideration for the final rule indicate that this change
was made to accommodate plants that did not have requirements specifically
defined as action statements (48 FR 33855, July 26, 1983).
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Entry into STS 3.0.3

$TS 3.0.3, or its eguivalent, establishes requirements for actions when
an LCO is not met and no action statement is provided. Entry into STS
3.0.3 is considered to be the action taken, as required, when operations
or conditions required by TS LCO action statements are not met. Thus,
entry into STS 3.0.3 for any reason or justification is reportable.

Missed or Deficient Tests Required by ASME Section XI IST and ISI and by
STS 4.0.5, or Equivalent

Sections 50.55a(g) and 50.55a(f) require the implementation of ISI and
IST programs in accordance with the applicable edition of the ASME Code
for those pumps and valves whose function is required for safety. STS
Section 4.0.5 (or an equivalent) covers these testing requirements,
Missed or deficient IST/ISI/ASME surveillances are reportable when, as a
result of the missed or deficient surveillance, a TS contrnlled system
must be declared inoperable and the LCO action statement time has been
exceeded,

Fire Protection Systems When Required by TS
when fire protection systems are covered by TS (e.g., througn an LCO),
they are within the scope of the LER rule.

Examples
LCO Exceeded

A licensee found a standby component with a 7-day LCO allowed outage
time and associated 8-hour shutdown action statement to be inoperable
during a 30-day surveillance test. Subsequent review indicated that the
component was assembled improperly during maintenance conducted 30 days
previously and the post-maintenance test was not adequate to identify
the error. Thus, there was firm evidence that the standby component had
been inoperable for the entire 30 days.

An LER was required because the 7-day LCO allowed outage time and the
shutdown action statement time of 8 hours were exceeded. Had the
inoperability been identified and corrected within the 7-day LCO allowed
outage time plus the 8-hour shutdown action statement, the event would
not be reportable

Missed Surveillance Tests

A licensee, with the plant in Mode 5 following a 10-month refueling
outage, determined that certain monthly TS surveillance tests, which
were required to be performed regardless of plant mode, had not been
performed as required during the outage. The STS 4.0.2 extension was
also exceeded. The surveillance tests were imnediately performed. An
LER is required because the time interval, including extensions
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(3)

(4)

(5)

permitted by TS, exceeded the TS surveillance interval plus the LCO
action statement times.

Entering STS 3.0.3

With essential water chillers (A) and (B) out of service, the only
remaining operable chiller (A/B) tripped. This condition caused the
plant to enter STS 3.0.3 for 1 hour until chiller (A) was restored to
service “+d the temperature was restored to within TS limits. An LER is
required ror this event because STS 3.0.3 was entered.

Administrative Requirements, Including Radiological Controls, Required
by Section 6 of the STS, or Equivalent

If a control room is operated with less than the required number of
people on shift or is operated with a required procedure that has not
been properly approved, these operations would constitute a condition or
event prohibited by the TS, and as such are reportable. However, if a
requirement is only administrative and does not substantially and
directly affect plant operation, then an LER is not required.

If a change in the plant’s organizational structure is made that has not
T 11y not required.

Regarding radiation controls, those events covered by 10 CFR 20.403
(20.2202) and 20.405 (20.2203), should be reported under 10 CFR 50.72
and 50.73, as appropriate.

require . 0

Missed or Deficient Tests Required by ASME Section XI IST and ISI, and
by STS 4.0.5, or Equivalent

Examples of reportable conditions are failures to perform required
activities within specified times for those components governed by TS.
Such activities include stroke testing valves, testing valves in the
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position required for the performance of their safety function,
verifying motor-operated valve stroke times for both (open and closed)
directions, using the proper test pressures to properly classify and

test active valves and to increase test frequency subsequent to
obtaining test results that were below certain threshold values

(6) Fire Protection Systems When Required by TS

The licensee routed a hose from a temporary laundry facility through an
emergency diesel generator air intake duct, a ventilation duct, and a
wall, breaching the fire barriers, and the licensee took no acceptable
compensatory action within the required time frame. An LER is required.
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3.2.3 Technical Specification Deviation per §50.54(x)

§50.72(b)(1)(1)(8) §50.73(a)(2)(1)(c€)

Licensees shall report:"Any Licensees shall report:"Any
deviation from the plant’s Technical | deviation from the plant’s Technical

| Specifications authorized pursuant Specifications authorized pursuant
| to §50.54(x) of this part.” to §50.54(x) of this part."”

If not reported as an emergency under §50.72(a), licensees are required to
report any such deviation to the NRC via the ENS as soon as practical and in
all cases within 1 hour. Licensees are required to submit an LER within 30
days.

iscussion

10 CFR 50.54(x) generally permits licensees to take reasonable action in an
emergency even though the action departs from the 1°cense conditions or plant
technical specifications if (1) the action is imreuiately needed to protect
the public health and safety, including plant personnel, and (2) no action
consistent with the license conditions and technical specifications is
immediately apparent that can provide adequate or equivalent protection.
Deviations authorized pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(x) are reportable under this

criterion.

Example

With the plant at 100-percent power, the upper containment airlock inner door
was opened to allow a technician to exit from the containment while the upper
airlock outer door was inoperable, resulting in the loss of containment
integrity. The upper airlock door was inoperable pending retests following
seal replacement. The technician was inside containment when the lower
airlock failed, requiring the technician to exit through the upper door.

The licensee decided to exercise the option allowed for under 10 CFR 50.54(x)
and open the upper containment airlock inner door. In this instance,
immediate action was considered necessary to protect the safety of the
technician. The upper airlock was not scheduled to be returned to operability
for another 20 hours and the time to repair the lower airlock door was
unknown. When the action was completed the control room operators notified
the NRC Operations Center, in accordance with the reporting requirements of 10
CFR 50.72, that they had exercised 10 CFR 50.54(x).

Subsequently, an LER was submitted in accordance with 10 CFR 50.73(a)(2)(1)
{use of 10 CFR 50.54(x)) as well as 10 CFR 50.73(a)(2)(v) {event or condition
alone}.

Second Draft,
33 NUREG-1022, Rev. 1



3.2.4 Operating Plant in a Degraded or Unanalyzed Condition

§56.?2(b)(1)(11)

Licensees shall report: "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.”

§50.73(a)(2)(i1)

Licensees shall report: "Any event
or condition that iesulted 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 de< an basis of the plant; or
(C) In 4 condition not covered by
the plant’s operating and emergency
procedures.”

If not reported as an emergency under §50.72(a), licensees are required to
report operation under such a condition to the NRC via the ENS as soon as
practical and in all cases within 1 hour. Licensees are required to submit an
LER within 30 days.

Discussion

Reporting at the component, system, and structure level is required under 10
CFR 50.72(b)(1)(i1) and 50.73(a)(2)(ii) if the event or condition resulted in
the plant being seriously degraded, in an unanalyzed condition that
significantly compromises plant safety, outside the plant design bases, or in
a condition not covered by the plant’s jrocedures, as described in the rule.

As indicated in 10 CFR 50.2, "Design bases means that information which
identifies the specific functions to be performed by a structure, system, or
component of a facility, and the specific values or ranges of values chosen
for controlling parameters as reference bounds for design. These values may
be (1) restraints derived from generally accepted ‘state of the art’ practices
for achieving functional goals, or (2) requirements derived from analysis
(based on calculation and/or experiments) of the effects of a postulated

acc;dent for which a structure, system, or component must meet its functional
goals."

The discussions below provide further guidance on reportability under these
criteria.

Second Draft,
34 NUREG-1022, Rev. 1



(1)

The condition of the nuclear power plant, including its principal safety
barriers, being “eriously degraded.

As indicated . lne Statements of Considerations, this paragraph
includes material (e.g., metallurgical or chemical) problem; that cause
abnormal degradation of che principal safety barriers (i.e., the fuel
cladding, reactor coolant system pressure boundary, or the coitainment).
Examples of this type of situation include:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)
(f)

Fuel cladding failures in the reactcr, or in the storage pool,
that exceed expected values, or thui are unique or widespread, or
that are caused by unexpected factors, and would involve a release
of significant quantities of fission products.

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).

Significant welding or material defects in the primary coolant
system.

Serious temperature or pressure transients.

Loss of relief and/or safety valve functions during operation.
Loss of containment function or integrity including:

(i) Containment leakage rates exceeding the authorized limits.

(i11) Loss of containment isolation valve function during tests or
operation.

(i11) Loss of main steam isolation valve function during test or
operation, or

(iv) Loss of containment cooling capability.
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(2)

The nuclear power plant being in an unanalyzed condition that
significantly compromises plant safety.

As indicated in the Statements of Consideration:

“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 miror variations in individual parameters, or to problems
concerning single pieces of equipment. For example, at any time,
cne or more safety-related components may be out of service due to
testing, maintenance, or a fault that has not yet been repaired.
Ay trivial single failure or minor error in performing
strveillance tests could produce a situation in which two or more
often unrelated, safetv-grade components are out-of-service.
Technically, this is a. unanalyzed condition. However, these
events should be reported only if they involve functionally
re}ated gomponents or if they significantly compromise plant
safety.”

"When applying engineering judgment, and there is a doubt
regarding whzirer to report or not, the Commission’s policy is
that Ticensees should make the report.”

"For example, small voids in systems desi?ned to remove heat from
the reactor core which have been previously shown through analysis
not to be safety significant need not be repurted. However, the

“48 FR 39042, August 29, 1983 and 48 FR 33856, July 26, 1983.
%48 FR 39042, August 29, 1983,
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(3)

accumulation of voids that could inhibit the ability to adequately
remsve heat from the reactor core, particularly under natural
~irculation 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 th; plant is also an unanalyzed condition and
should be reported.”

The nuclear power plant being in a condition that is outside the design
basis of the plant,

48 FR 39042, August 29, 1983 and 48 FR 33.:556, July 26, 1983,
748 FR 39042, August 29, 1983 and 48 FR 33356, July 26, 1983,
10 CFR Part 50, Appendix A, Introduction and Criterion 35, and Appendix

K, Item 1.D.1, indicate that a minimum design criterion is suitable redundancy
meeting the singlz-failure criterion.
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(4)

(1)

(2)

The nuclear power plant being in a condition not covered by the plant’s
operating and emergency procedures.

Examples

Maintenance Error

The plant was operating at 100-percent power in steady-state conditio..
Train "B" essential service water (ESW) system was declared inoperable,
depressurized and drained for maintenance. Maintenance technicians were
dispatched to loosen train "B" expansion joint in the pipe chase room.
The train "A" expansion joint, also located in the pipe chase room, was
loosened by mistake as a result of a labelling error and water leaked
from the loosened flange joint. The licensee declared train "A" ESW
system inoperable and entered TS 3.0.3 because both trains of ESW were
inoperable. Repairs were initiated to replace and retorque train "A"
expansion joint flange bolts. Train "A" ESW system was declared
operable and TS 3.0.3 exited before commencing a plant shutdown.

The Ticensee made an ENS notification under 10 CFR 50.72(b)(2)(ii1)(A) as
an unanalyzed condition that significantly compromised plant safety. In
a subsequent engineering evaluation the licensee determined that leakage
from the loose flange-was insignificant and the flange would remain in
place during a design-basis earthquake and, thus, the "A" ESW train was

operable and the event was not reportable. However, a voluntary LER was
submitted within 30 days.

Unqualified Component

The plant was operating at 100-percent power in steady-state condition.
During a review of component classifications, the licensee identified
some non-safety-related components which were connected to the drywell
(primary containment) safety-related nitrogen supply header. During
efforts to upgrade the components to safety-related in accordance with
plant procedures, it was determined that certain parts within the non-
safety-related compcnents were made of a material that is not suitable
for high temperature conditions.

it appeared that failure of these parts during post loss of coolant
acciden® (LOCA) conditions could result in the depressurization of the
nitrogen. supply header and lead to the inability to provide a 100-day
supply o nitrogen to safety-related automatic depressurization system
(ADS) valves, as described in the updated final safety analysis report
(UFSAR). The licensee made an ENS notification because of a condition
that placed the plant outside of its design basis. The licensee
determined, based on subsequent engineering evaluation, that the maximum
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leakage rate would be less than the capacity of the drywell nitrogen
supply header valves and the 100-day supply of nitrogen was t
adversely affected and, thus, the event was not reportable The ENS
notification was retracted.
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3.2.5 Natural Phenomenon or Condition Threatening Plant Safety (External
(hreat) °

§50.72(b)(1)(111)

§50.73(a)(2)(111)

Licensee shall report: "Any natural Licensee shall report: "Any natural
phenomenon or other external phenomenon or other external
condition that poses an actual condition that posed an actual
threat to the safety of the nuclear threat to the safety of the nuclear
power plant or si-nificantly hampers | power plant or significantly

site personne)l ir he performance of | hampered site personnel in the

duties necessary the safe performance of duties necessary for
operation of the fant." the safe operation of the nuclear

power plant."

S

[f not reported as an emergency under §50.72(a), licensees are required to
report 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 to the NRC via the ENS as soon as practical and in all cases within 1-
hour. Subsequent evaluation may indicate that the phenomenon did not pose an
actual threat or significantly hamper site personnel. If so, an LER is not
required and the ENS notification may be retracted. Otherwise, licensees are
required to submit an LER within 30 days.

Discussion

These criteria apply only to acts of nature (e.g., tornadoes, earthquakes,
fires, lightning, hurricanes, floods) and external hazards (i.e., industrial
or transportation accidents). References to acts of sabotage are covered by
10 CFR 73.71. Actual threats or significant hampering from internal hazards
are covered by separate criteria in §50.72(b)(1)(vi) and §50.73(a)(2)(x), as
discussed in Section 3.2.8 of this report.

For ENS reporting, the phrase "actual threat to safety of the nuclear power
plant” is one reporting trigger. This covers those events involving an actual
threat to the plant from an external condition or natural phenomenon 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 flood, or major earthquake that presents a clear threat to
the plant should be reported. As another example, an industrial or
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transportation accident which occurs near the site, creating a plant safety
concern, should be reported.

The Ticensee must use engineering judgment 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. 1In general, situations involving only monitoring by the
plant’s staff are not reportable, but if preventive actions are taken or if
there are serious concerns, then the situation should be carefully reviewed
for reportability.

rting.

atural phenomena such as floods may be acc
dible prediction of a flood that wo
ue to operate safety, that_
via ENS as soon as practical and

In most cases, events such as earthquakes, approaching hurricanes or to ado
warnings result in ENS notification because there is a declaration of an
emergency class, which is reportable under §50.72(a)(1)(i) as discussed in
Section 3.1.1 of this report, rather than because the event is considered an
actual threat. Usually, with the passage of time, it is apparent that an
actual threat did not occur and, thus, no LER is submitted (see Example 1).
In some cases, with the passage of time, it is judged that an actual threat
did occur and, thus, an LER is submitted (see Example 2).

Section 3.2.8 of this report discusses the meaning of the phrase
"significantly hampers site personnel in the performance of duties necessary
for the safe operation of the plant," in the context of internal threats. A
natural phenomenon or external condition, may also significantly hamper
personnel. If so, it is reportable under this criterion.

If a snowstorm, hurricane or similar event significantly hampers personnel in
the conduct of activities necessary for the safe operation of the plant, the
event is reportable via the ENS as soon as practical and in all cases within
1-hour. 1In the case of snow, the licensee must use judgment 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 existed, etc. For example, if snow prevented
shift relief for several hours, the situation would be re ortab]e,gé%;
4

uch that site personnel were significantly ha

-

necessary for safe operation. For ‘

a1 shift overtime 1imits, become exc |
purate with fewer than the required num
low some to rest.
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(1)

(2)

(3)

Examples

Earthquake

Seismic alarms were received in the Unit 1 control room of a Southern
California plant. Seismic monitors were not tripped in Units 2 or 3.
The earthquake was readily felt on site. Seismic instrumentation
measured less than 0.02g lateral acceleration.

The licensee classified this as an Unusual Event in accordance with the
emergency plan and notified the NRC via tiS per §50.72(a)(1)(1) within
30 minutes of the earthquake. The licensee terminated the event after
walkdowns of the plant were s»iisfactorily completed and made an ENS
update call. No LER was subaitted because the event was not considered
to be an actual threat.

Hurricane

A licensee in southern Flovida declared an Unusual Event after a
hurricane warning was issue ! by the National Hurricane Center. The
hurricane was predicted to roach the site in approximately 24 hours. As
part of the licensee’s severe weather preparations both operating units
were taken to hot shutdown before the hurricane’s predicted arrival.
Offsite power to both units was lost. As the hurricane approached, wind
velocity on site was measured in excess of 140 mph. A1l personnel were
withdrawn to protected safety-related structures. Extensive damage
occurred on site. The Unusual Event was upgraded to an Alert when the
pressurized fire header was lost because of storm-related damage to the
fire protection system water supply piping and electric pump. All
safety-related equipment functioned as designed before, during, and
after the storm with the exception of two minor emergency diesel
generator anomalies. The licensee downgraded the Alert to an Unusual
Event once offsite power was restored and a damage assessment compieted.

An ENS notification was required because the licensee declared an
emergency class. The licensee submitted an LER within 30 days of the
hurricane, based on the occurrence of a natural phenomenon that posed an
actual threat and several other reporting criteria as well.

Fire

With the unit at 100-percent power, the control room was notified that a
forest fire was burning west of the plant close to the 230-kV
distribution lines. Approximately 15 minutes later, voltage
fluctuations were observed and then a full reactor scram occurred. The
licensee determined that the offsite distribution breakers had tripped
on fault, apparently from heavy smoke and heat in the vicinity of the
offsite 230-kV line insulators. The other source of offsite power,
i.e., the 34.5-kV lines supplying the startup transformers, was also
lost. Both station emergency diesel generators received a fast start
signal and load sequenced as designed. Five minutes later, offsite
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power was available through the startup transformer to the non-safety
related 4160-v buses, but the licensee decided to maintain the vita)
buses on their emergency power source until the reliability of offsite
ower could be assured The fire continued to burn and, although no

n
3

plant structures or equipment were directly affected, the fire did
approach within 70 feet of the fire pump house

The licensee entered the emergency plan, declaring an Unusual Event
based on high drywel] temperature and an Alert based on the potential of
the forest fire to further affect the plant. The licensee submitted an
LER within 30 days of the fiy based on the occurrence of natural
phenomenon that posed an actual threat and several other reporting

[
criteria as well.
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3,2.6 ECCS Discharge Into the Reactor Coolant System

M
§50.72(b)(1)(iv) 10 CFR 50.73

Licensees shall report: "Any event [ECCS discharge is a subset of
that results or should have resulted | §50.73(a)(2)(iv), actuation of an
in Emergency Core Cooling System engineered safety feature (ESF), as
(ECCS) discharge into the reactor discussed in Section 3.3.2.
coolant system as a result of & Therefore, an LER is required.]
valid signal.”

If not reported as an emergency under §50.72(a), licensees are required to
notify the NRC via the ENS when a discharge of the ECCS into the RCS occurred
or should have occurred as a result of a valid signal as soon as practical and
in all cases within 1 hour.

Discussion

Experience with ENS notifications has shown that events invelving ECCS
discharge to the vessel are generally more serious chan ESF actuations without
discharge to the vessel. On the basis of this experience, the Commission has
made this reporting criterion a 1-hour report. 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 are reportable. For example, if a valid ECCS signal was
generated by plant conditions and the operator put all ECCS pumps in pull-to-
lock position, although no ECCS discharge occurred, the event is reportable.

A "valid signal" refers to the actual plant conditions or parameters
satisfying the requirements for ECCS initiation. Valid actuations also include
intentional manual actuations, unless the actuation is part of a preplanned
test. Excluded from this reporting requirement would be those instances in
which instrument drift, spurious signals, human error, or other invalid
signals caused actuation of the ECCS (e.g., jarring a cabinet, an error in the
use of jumpers or lifted leads, an error in the actuation of switches or
controls, equipment failure or radio frequency interference). However, such
events may be reportable under other criteria; in particular, if an ESF is
actuated §50.72(b)(2)(ii) requires a report within four hours and
§50.73(a)(2)(iv) requires submittal of an LER.

The staff considers deliberate manual ECCS initiations or actuations based on
the operatcr’s understanding of actual plant conditions or parameters as valid
signals. However, inadvertent manual ECCS initiations or actuations that
occur because of human error, such as errors that occur during surveillance
tests or maintenance activities, are not considered as valid signals. I[f the
ECCS discharged or should have discharged into the reactor coolant system as a
result of an invalid signal, no ENS notification under this reporting
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criterion is required. (Such a condition may be reportable as an ESF
actuation under 10 CFR 50.72(b)(2)(i1).)

Any event reportabie under §50.72(b)(1)(iv) also requires a 30-day LER under
§50.73(a)(2)(iv) because an ESF was actuated.

(1)

(2)

(3)

Exampies
BWR Scram and ECCS Injection on Valid Signal

A Toss of instrument air caused the feedwater pump minimum flow valves
to fail open and decrease reactor vessel level. This resulted in an
automatic reactor scram/turbine trip and high-pressure core spray and
reactor core isolation cooling injection into the reactor vessel for 4
minutes. After reactor vessel level and the condensate and feedwater
systems were restored, these pumps were se. =od.

An ENS notification is required under §50.72(b)(1)(iv) because an ECCS
system injected water into the RCS as a result of a valid ECCS signal.
Although the RPS actuation also is reportable within 4 hours under
§50.72(b)(2)(i1), this more limiting criterion applies. An LER is
required under §50.73(a)(2)(iv) because an ESF actuation occurred.

PNR ECCS Injection following Surveills- _e Testing

While making preparations for a normal plant cooldown in Mode 5, the
Ticensee performed stroke time testing of the safety injection isolation
valves. Following the test these valves were not returned to the closed
position. This resulted in approximately 2000 gallons of borated water
injecting into the reactor coolant system when the plant was
depressurized below the safety injection tank pressure of 260 psia.

This event is reportable as an ECCS injection under §50.72(b)(1)(iv).
ECCS initiation was based on RCS pressure being less than safety
injection tank pressure. Therefore, ECCS initiation is considered to
result from a valid signal. An LER is required under §50.73(a)(2)(iv).

PWR ECCS Injection Caused by Personnel Error

While surveillance testing containment isolation valves, a test
pushbutton was inadvertently released, which initiated a "B" train
containment isolation and ECCS. High-pressure ECCS pumps injected 300
gallons of borated water from the refueling water storage tank into the
reactor before the "B" pumps were secured while the reactor remained at
94-percent power.

This event is not reportable under §50.72(b)(1)(iv), even though it was
an ECCS injection into the RCS, because it resulted from an invalid
signal; however, it is reportable as an ESF actuation under
§50.72(b)(2)(i1) and an LER is required under §50.73(a)(2){iv).
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3.2.7 Loss of Emergency Assessment, Response, or Communications

!!, T T T e L L TR D I ia g
§50.72(b)(1)(v) 10 CFR 50.73
Licensees shall report: "Any event [No corresponding Part 50.73
that results in a major loss of requirement. ]

emergency assessment capability,
offsite response capability, or
communications capability (e.g.,
significant portion of control room
indication, Emergency Notification
System, or offsite notification
system)."

If not reported as an emergency under 50.72(a), licensees are required to
notify the NRC via the ENS of a major loss of their emergency assessment,
offsite response, or communications capability as soon as practical and in all
cases within 1 hour.

Discussion

This reporting requirement pertains to 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 the staff considers to be a major loss of emergency
assessment, offsite response, or communications capability include those in
which any of the following are not available:

. Safety parameter display system (SPDS)

« Emergency response facilities (ERFs) including emergency operating
facilities (EOF’s) and technical support centers (TSC’s)

" Emergency communications facilities and equipment including the
emergency notification system (ENS)

. Public prompt notification system including sirens

- Plant monitors necessary for accident assessment

Loss of Emergenc sessment bili

A major loss of emergency assessment capabiliiv would include those events
that significantly impair the licensee’s safety assessment capability. Some
engineering judgment is needed to determine the signivicance of the loss of
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rticular equipment, e.g., loss of only the SPDS for a short period of time

pa
need not be reported, but loss of SPD n thoy g t equipment at the

ame time may

The staff considers the loss of a significant portion of control room
indication including annunciators or monitors, or the loss of all plant vent
tack radiation monitors, as examples of a major loss of emergency assessment
capability which should be evaluated for reportability.

However, the unavailability of one non-redundant component or train such &s a
meteorological tower, radiation monitor, plant computer or ERF, for a short
period of time, generally is not reportable. For this type of equinment,
which is very rarely called upon, the staff would consider period of time less
than 8 hours to be short.

Loss of Offsite Response Capability

A major loss of offsite response capability includes those events that would
significantly impair the fulfillment of the licensee’s approved emergency plan
for other than a short time Loss of offsite response capability may
typically include the loss of plant access, emergency offsite response
facilities, or public prompt notification system, including sirens and other

1
|

aierting systems.

If a darge-storm significant natural hazard (e.g., earthguake, hurricane,
tornado, flood, etc.) or other event causes roads-to-be-elosed evacuation
routes to be impassible or other parts of the response infrastructure to be
impaired to the extent that 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. This does not apply in thes case of
routine traffic impediments such as fog, snow and ice which do not render the
state and Jocal governments incapable of fulfilling their responsibilities.
It 1s intended to apply to more significant cases such as the conditions
around the Turkey Point plant after Hurricane Andrew struck in 1992 or the
conditions around the Cooper station during the midwest floods of 1993,

[f the alert systems, e.g., sirens, are owned and/or maintained by others, the
licensee should take reasonable measures to remain informed and must notify

the NRC if a large number of sirens fail. Although the loss of a single siren
for a short time is not a major loss of offsite response capability, the loss
of a large number of sirens, uther alerting systems (e.g., tone alert radios),
or more importantiy, the lost capability to alert a large segment of the

population for 1 hour would warrant an immediate notification

Generally, licensees have developed criteria for west woiid be considered a
large segment of alert systems, constituting a major loss of offsite response
capability that is reportable, and incorporated their criteria into plant
procedures,
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f nications ilit

A rajor loss of communications capability may include the loss of ENS and/or
c.her offsite communication systems. The other offsite communication systems
may include a dedicated telephone communication 1ink to a State or a local
government aaency and emergency offsite response facilities, in-plant paging
and radio systems required for safe plant operation, or commercial telephone
lines.

Should either or both of the emergency communications subsystems (ENS and HPN)
fail, the NRC Operations Center should be so informed over normal commercial
telephone lines. When notifying the NRC Operations Center, licensees should
use the backup commercial telephone numbers provided. This satisfies the
guidance provided in previous Information Notices 85-44 "Emergency
Communication System Monthly Test," dated May 30, 1985 and 86-97 "Emergency
Communications System,"” dated November 28, 1986, to test the backup means of
communication when the primary system is unavailable as well as the reporting
requirements of §50.72(b)(1)(v). If the Operations Center notifies the
licensee that an ENS line is inoperable, there is no need for a subsequent
licensee notification. Loss of either ENS or HPN does not generate an event
report. The Operations Center contacts the appropriate repair organization.

(1) Plant Access Roads Closed by Storm

The local sheriff notified the licensee that all roads to and from the
plant were closed because of a snow storm. The licensee had two full-
shift crews on site to support plant operations and no emergency
declaration was made. The licensee notified State and local authorities
of the situation ind made an ENS nciification. The licensee deactivated
its station isolui ion procedures after the storm passed and the roads
were passable.

An ENS notification was made because the licensee determined that the
road closing constituted a major loss of emergency offsite response
capability. No LER is required.

(2) Loss of Public Prompt Notification System
ENS notifications of the loss of the emergency sirens or tone alert
radios vary according to the licensee’s locale and interpretations of
"major loss" and have included:

. 12 of 40 county alert sirens disabled for several hours because of
loss of power as a result of severe weather.

Second Draft,
48 NUREG-1022, Rev. 1



(3)

(4)

. 28 of 54 alert sirens reported out of service for an hour as a
resuit of a local ice storm and a return-to-service estimate was
UnIKNoOwWnN .

. A1l offsite emergency sirens were:

found inoperable during a monthly test.

taken out of service for 4 hours of repair.

inoperable because control panel power was lost for an unknown
period.

inoperable because the county radio transmitter failed for 4
hours.

An ENS notification is required because of the major loss of offsite
response capability, i.e., the public prompt notification system.
However, licensees may use engineering judgment in determining
reportability (i.e., a "major loss") based upon such factors as the
percent of the population not covered by emergency sirens and the
existence of procedures or practices to compensate for the lost
emergency sirens. An LER is not required.

Loss of ENS and Commercial Telephone System

The licensee determined that ENS and commercial telecommunications
capability was lost to the control room when a fiber optic cable was
severed during maintenance. A communications link was established and
maintained between the site and the load dispatcher via microwave
transmission. Both the ENS and commercial communications capability
were restored approximately 90 minutes later.

An ENS notification is required because of the major loss of
communications capability. Although the microwave link to the site was
established and maintained during the telephone outage, this in itself
does not fully compensate for the loss of communication that would be
required in the event of an emergency at the plant. No LER is required.

Loss of Direct Communication Line to Police

The licensee contacted the State Police via commercial telephone lines
and reported to the NRC Operations Center that the direct telephone line
to the State Police was inoperable for over 1 hour. The licensee
notified the NRC Operations Center in a followup ENS call that the line
was restored to operability.

An ENS notification would be required if the loss of the direct
telephone line(s) to various police, local, or State emergency or
regulatory agencies is not compensated for by other readily available
offsite communications systems. In this example, no ENS notification is
required since commercial telephone lines to the State Police were
available. No LER is required.
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3.2.8 Internal Threat to Plint Safety
. .

Licensees shall report: "Any event Licensees shall report: "Any event
that poses an actual threat to the that posed an actual threat to the |
safety of the nuclear power plant or | safety of the nuclear power plant or |
significantly hampers site personnel | significantly hampered site

§56;7$(a)(2)(x)

in the performance of duties personnel in the performance of
necessary for the safe operation of | duties necessary for the safe v
the nuclear power plant including operation of the nuclear power plant |
fires, toxic gas releases, or including fires, toxic gas releases,

radicactive releases." or radioactive releases."”

If not reported as an emergency under §50.72(a), licensees are required to
report such an event or condition to the NRC via the ENS as soon as practical
and in all cases within 1-hour. Licensees are required to submit an LER
within 30 days.

Discussion

These criteria pertain to internal threats. The criteria for external
threats, §50.72(b)(1)(i1i) and §50.73(a)(2)(ii!), are described in Section
3.2.5.

This provision requires reporting events, particularly those caused by acts of
personnel, which endanger the safety of the plant or interfere with personnel
in the performance of duties necessary for safe plant operations.

The licensee must exercise some judgment in rzporting under this rule. For
example, a small fire on site that did not endanger any plant equipment and
did not and could not reasonably be expected tc endanger the plant is not
reportable.

As indicated in the Statement of Considerations the phrase "significantly
hampers site personnel” applies narrowly, i.e. only to those events which
significantly hamper the ability o: site personnel to perform safety-related
activities affecting plant safety.

In adgition, the staff considers the following standards appropriate in this
regard:

. The significant hampering criterion is pertinent to "the performance of
duties necessary for safe operation of the nuclear power plant." One
way to evaluate this is to ask if one could seal the room in question

48 FR 33856, July 26, 1983.
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LA

° Significant hampering includes hindering or interfering (such as with
protective clothing or radiation work permits) provided that the
interference or delay is su to threaten the safe

stite of Lhe S1int LA L SUE SR LS S

Plant mode may be considered in determining if there is an actual internal
threat to a plant. However, licensees should not incorrectly assume that
everything that happens while a plant is shut down is unimportant and not
reportable.

In-plant releases must be reported if they require evacuation of rooms or
buildings containing systems important to safety and, as a result, the ability
of the operators to perform necessary duties is significantly hampered.

Fairly common events such as minor spills, small gaseous waste releases, or
the disturbance of contaminated particulate matter (e.g., dust) that require
temporary evacuation of an individual room until the airborne concentrations
decrease or until respiratory protection devices are used, are not reportable
unless the ability of site personnel to perform necessary safety functions is
{or would be) significantly hampered.

No LER is required for precautionary evacuations of rooms and buildings that
subsequent evaluation determines were not required. Even if an evacuation
affects a major part of the facility, the test for reportability is whether an
actual threat to plant safety occurred or whether site personnel were
significantly hampered in carrying out their safety responsibilities.

Fires pose a unique threat in that (1) until the fire has been extinguished
the extent ot its spread is open ended and (2) at any time the full extent of
damage affecting the safe operation of the nuclear power plant may not be
readily apparent.

In most cases, fires result in ENS notification because there is a declaration
of an emergency class, which is reportable under §50.72(a)(1)(i11) as discussed
in Section 3.1.1 of this report, rather than because the fire is considered to
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constitute an actual threat or significant hampering.'® Often, with the
passage of time, it is apparent that an actual threat or significant hampering
did not occur and, thus, no LER is submitted. In other cases, the event is
judged to meet one of these criteria and an LER is submitted.

Examples
Previous guidance in NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, posed the following situations:

- Question 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.

® Question 9.5:

If we have a fire in the reactor building that forces 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.

" As indicated in NUREG-0654, Rev. 1, Information Notice 88-64 and
Regulatory Guide 1.101, Rev. 3 (which endorses NUMARC/NESP-007, Rev. 2), a
fire that lasts longer than 10 or 15 minutes or which affects plant equipment
important for safe operation would be considered an Unusual Event.
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3.3 r- i i t

This section addresses §50.72(b)(2), "Non-Emergency Events--Four-Hour
Reports,” and 10 CFR 50.73 written reports associated with these 50.72
notifications. If not reported as a declaration of emergency class under
§50.72(a) or as a non-emergency l-hour report under §50.72(b)(1), licensees
are to notify the NRC as soon as practical and in all cases within 4 hours of
the occurrence of any of the events required by §50.72(b)(2) and to submit an
LER within 30 days for any event or condition required by 10 CFR 50.73.

In addition to events reportable under both 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73, several
requirements for 50.72 notifications only or LERs only are included in this
section because of the sequential numbering scheme used. For example, common-
mode failures of channels, trains, or systems, as discussed in Section 3.3.4,
require LERs, but no ENS notifications are explicitly required unless
reportable under other criteria. Transport of a contaminated person to an
offsite medical facility, as discussed in Section 3.3.7, requires ENS
notification but no LER.
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3.3.1 Shutdown Plant Found in Degraded or Unanalyzed Condition

10 CFR 50.73

§50.72(b)(2)(1)

Licensees shall report: "/ny event [Events found while the reactor is
found while the reactor is shut shutdown that involve degradation of
down, that, had it been found while the principal safety barriers or

the reactor was in operation, would unanalyzed conditions that

have resulted in the nuclear power significantly compromise plant
plant, including its principal safety are addressed by
safety barriers, being seriously §50.73(a)(2)(i1). Therefore, an LER

degraded or being in an unanalyzed is required. See Section 3.2.4.]
condition that significantly

compromises plant safety."”

e ————————————

If not reported under §50.72(a) or (b)(1), Ticensees are required to report
any such condition to the NRC via the ENS as soon as practical, and in all
cases within 4 hours of discovery of the condition. Licensees are required to
submit an LER within 30 days.

Discussion

Guidelines for identifying events that would result in the nuclear power plant
being seriously degraded or being in an unanalyzed condition that
significantly compromises plant safety are discussed in Section 3.2.4 of this
report.

Examples

(1) Significant Degradation of Reactor Fuel Rod Cladding Identified During
Testing of Fuel Assemblies

With the plant in Mode 6 (refueling), ultrasonic testing revealed a
number of failed fuel rods (approximately 233 were identified in 88 of
109 fuel assemblies scheduled for reinsertion) that far exceeded the
anticipated number of failures. The defects were generally pinhole
sized. The fuel cladding failures were caused by long-term fretting
from debris that became lodged between the lower fuel assembly nozzle
and the first spacer grid, resulting in penetration of the stainless-
steel fuel cladding. The source of the debris was apparently a
machining byproduct from the thermal shield support system repairs
during the previous refueling outage.

An ENS notification is required because a principal safety barrier (the
fuel cladding) was found seriously degraded. An LER is required.
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(2)

(3)

Corrosion of a Control Rod Drive Mechanism Flange Resulted in a Reactor
Coolant System Pressure Boundary Degradation

While the plant was in hot shutdown, a total of six control rod drive
mechanism (CRDM) reactor vessel nozzle flanges were identified as
leaking. Subsequently one of the flanges was found eroded and pitted.
While removing the nut ring from beneath the flange, it was discovered
that approximately 50 percent of one of the nut ring halves had corroded
away and that two of the four bolt holes in the corroded nut ring half
were degraded to the point where there was no bolt/thread engagement.

An inspection of the flanges and spiral wound gaskets, which were
removed from between the flanges, revealed that the cause of the leaks
was the gradual deterioration of the gaskets from age. A replacement
CRDM was installed and the gaskets on all six CRDMs were replaced with
new design graphite-type gaskets.

An ENS notification is required because the condition caused a
significant degradation of the RCS pressure boundary. An LER is
required.

Significant Degradation of Reactor Fuel Rod Cladding Identified During
Fuel Sipping Operations

With the plant in cold shutdown, fuel sipping operations identified a
significant portion of cycle 2 fuel, type "LYP," had failed, i.e., four
confirmed and twelve potential fuel leakers. The potential fuel leakers
had only been sipped once prior to making the ENS notification. The
licensee contacted the fuel vendor for assistance on-site in evaluating
this problem.

As in example (1), and ENS notification was made because a principal
safety barrier (the fuel cladding) was found seriously degraded.
However, additional sipping operations and a subsequent evaluation by
the licensee’s reactor engineering department with vendor assistance
concluded that no additional fuel failures had occurred, i.e., the
abnormal readings associated with the potential fuel leakers was
attributed to fission products trapped in the crud layer. Based on the
results of the evaluation the licensee concluded that the event report
and LER were not required. Consequently, after discussion this event
with the Regional Office, the licensee retracted this event.
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3.3.2 Actuation of an Engineered Safety Feature or the Reactor Protection

System
§50.72(b)(2)(i1) §50.73(a)(2)(iv)

Licensees shall report "any event or | Licensees shall report "any event or

condition that results in a manual condition that resulted in a manual

or automatic actuation of any or automatic actuation of any

Engineered Safety Feature (ESF), Engineered Safety Feature (ESF),

including the Reactor Protection including the Reactor Protection

System (RPS) except when: System (RPS), except when:

(A)  The actuation results from and | (A) The actuation resulted from
is part of the preplanned and was part of the pre-
sequence during testing or planned sequence during
reactor operation; testing or reactor operation;

(B) The actuation is invalid and: (B) The actuation was invalid and:

(1) Occurs while the system is (1) Occurred while the system is
properly removed from service; properly removed from service;

(2) Occurs after the safety (2)  Occurred after the safety
function has been already function has been already
completed; or completed; or

(3) Involves only the following (3) Involved only the following
specific ESFs or their specific ESFs or their
equivalent systems; equivalent systems;

(1) Reactor water clean-up (i) Reactor water clean-up
system; system;

(11) Control room emergency (i1) Control room emergency
ventilation system; ventilation system;

(i11) Reactor building (ii1) Reactor building
ventilation ventilation system;
system; (iv) Fuel building

(iv) Fuel building ventilation system; or
ventilation (v) Auxiliary building
system; or ventilation system."

(v) Auxiliary building
ventilation system."

If not reported under §50.72(a) or (b)(1), licensees are required to report
any engineered safety feature actuation, including the reactor protection
system, to the NRC via the ENS as soon os practical and in all cases within 4
hours of the event. Licensees are required to submit an LER within 30 days.

Discussion

The Statements of Considerations indicate that this parayraph requires events
to be reported whenever an ESF actuates either manually or automatically,
regardless of plant status. It is based on the premise that the ESFs are
provided to mitigate the consequences of a significant event and, therefore:
(1) they should work properly when called upon, and (2) they should not be
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challenged frequently or unnecessarily. The Commission is interested both in
events where an ESF was needed to mitigate the consequences (whether or not
the equipment performed properly) and events where an ESF operated
unnecessarily. In discussing the reporting of actuations which are part of
preplanned procedures, the Statements of Considerations also state that
actuations that need not be reportad are those initiated for reasons other
than to mitigate the consequences of an even; (e.g., at the discretion of the
licensee as part of a prepianned procedure).1

gnse

¢ this

s of significant events

ingle

the reporting
to mitigate

Single trains do mitigate the consequences, and,
are reportable.

In this regard, the staff conciders actu

actuation of a tvain--not actuation of ]
“’i‘?”?"" mitigates the event {performs the E
e ngﬁ ]

The staff also considers deliberate manual ‘
components are actuated in response to } t 8
reportable because such actions wo ially mitigat consequences of a

significant event. This position is
Commission is interested in even e

consequences of the event. For examp
response to a rapidly decreasing pr
response to a loss of feedwater woul
alignment of makeup pumps or closing

opﬂiatfdna?’pu?poses.uouidnnot»be"riﬁﬁv | NP -

The Statements of Considerations also indicate that "actuation" of
multichannel ESF actuation systems is defined as actuation of enou?h channels
to complete the minimum actuation logic. Therefore, single channe
actuations, whether caused by failures or otherwife. are not reportable if
they do not complete the minimum actuation logic. '

1148 FR 33854, July 28, 1983, 48 FR 39043 and 48 FR 39044, August 29,
1983.

1248 FR 33854, July 28, 1983, 48 FR 39043 and 48 FR 39044, August 29,
1983.
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Note, however, that if only a single ESFAS channel actuates in response to
plant parameters for which there should have been an actuation, this would
amount to a failure of the ESF. It would generally be reportable under these
criteria itSF actuation) as well as under 10 CFR 50.72‘b)(z)(tij);gwﬂglﬁfﬁﬁﬂ
50.73(1%(_)(v) (event or condition alone). This position s consistent with
the statement that the Commission is interested in events where an ESF was
n“dadito‘pit'lqato the consequences, whether or not the equipment performed
properly,

With regard to preplanned actuations, the Statements of Consideration indicate
that 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 develcp during the
shutdown that require an automatic reactor trip, such a reactor trip should be
reported. The fact that the safety 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 than to mitigate the consequences of an event (e.g., at the
discretion of the licensee as part of a planned procedure).'

This implies that the procedural step indicates the specific actuation that
will be generated and control room personnel are aware of the specific signal
generation before its occurrence or indication in the control room. However,
if the system actuates during the planned operation or test in a way that is
not part of the planned procedure, such as at the wrong step, that event is
reportable.

Note that if an operator were to manually trip the reactor in anticipation of
receivin? an automatic trip, this would be reportable just as the automatic
trip would be reportable.

On September 10, 1992, the Commission published final amendments to 10 CFR
50.72 and 50.73 that apply to reporting of ESF actuations. These amendments
eliminate reporting of invalid ESF actuation of systems which had been
properly removed from service or for which the safety function which the ESF
is intended to accomplish had alreadv beer accomplished.

Valid ESF actuations are those actuations that result from "valid signals" or
from intentional manual initiation, urless it is part of a preplanned test.

YAlso see 48 FR 39043, August 29, 1983, which states that this paragraph
is intended to capture events during which an ESF actuates or fails to
actuate,

48 FR 33854, July 28, 1983, 48 FR 39043 and 48 FR 39044, August 29,
1983,
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Valid signals are those signals that are initiated in response to actual plant
conditions or parameters satisfyir, the requirements fer ESF initiation. Note
this definition of "valid" requires that the initiation signal must be an ESF
signal. This distinction eliminates actuations which are the result of non-
ESF signals from the class of valid actuations.

Invalid actuations are, by definition, those that do not meet the criteria for
bein? valid. Thus, invalid actuations include actuations that are not the
result of valid signals and are not intentional manual actuations. Invalid
actuations that occur when the system is already properly removed from service
are not reportable if all requirements of plant procedures for removing
equipment from service have been met. This includes required clearance
documentation, equipment and control board tagging, and properly positioned
valves and power supply breakers.

In addition, invalid actuations that occur after the safet function has
already been completed are not reportable. An example would be RPS actuation
after the control rods have already been inserted into the core.

Finally, invalid actuations of certain specified systems are not reportable.
These systems are limited to the reactor water clean up system in boiling
water reactors (BWRs), the control room emergency ventilation system, the
reactor building ventilation system (RBVS), the fuel building ventilation
sy:*-m and the auxiliary building ventilation system or equivalent ventilation
sy.'«ms. Invalid actuations of other ESF systems continue to be reportable.
For BWRs, the actuation of the stancby gas treatment system in response to an
invalid actuation of the RBVS is also not reportable.

If an invalid ESF actuation reveals a defect in the ESF system so the system
failed or would fail to perform its intended function, the event continues to
be reportable under other requirements of 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73. When
invalid ESF actuations excluded by the conditions described above occur as
part of a reportable event, they should be described as part of the reportable
event, in crder to provide a complete, accurate and thorough description of
the event,

There are no standard definitions of ESF or RPS. The reporting criterion is
based on each licensee having defined systems as ESF or RPS (e.g., in the
plant’s FSAR, but not necessarily Timited to Chapters 4, 6, and 7). Actuation
of a system would be reportable if that system is classified as an ESF or as a
portion of the RPS; if not, the actuation is not reportable under this
criterion.
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Table 2 contains systems typically reported under the criterion,
some licensees Systems not identified in this table should not

misconstrued as unimportant or insignificant because of their omis

(1) RPS Actuation

The licensee was placing the residual heat removal (RHR)
system in its shutdown cooling mode while the plant was in
hot shutdown. The BWR vessel level decrzased for unknown
reasons, causing a RPS scram and Group 1[I primary
containment isolation signals, as designed. A1l control
rods had been previously inserted and all Group 11l
isolation valves had been manually isolated. The licensee
isolated RHR to stop the decrease in reactor vessel level,

This event is reportable within 4 hour: under this criterion
because, although the systems’ safety functions had already been
completed, the :DS scram and primary containment isolation signals
were valid the actuations were not part of the planned
procedure automat»z signals were valid because they were
generated from the sensor by measurement of an actual physical
system parameter that was at its set point. An LER is required.

With the BWR defueled, an invalid signal actuated the RPS

was no component operation because the control rod drive

had been properly removed from service. This event is

reportable because (1) the RPS signal was invalid, and
had been properly removed from service.

notificatior ‘. ) was received from a BWR
In the reported oth recirculation pumps tripped
of a breaker pru;ipw This placed the plant in a
BWRs are generally scrammed to avoid potential
At this plant, for this condition, a
cedure required the plant operations staff
plant staff performed a reactor scram
| event is vewvrtah!é as a manual RPS
reactor scram was in response to an
), th event does not involve a
se neither the loss of recirculation
ocedure entry were Lrep.u'" d. An LER is
itial retracted the ENS
event was n(t reportable. After
was agreed that the event
above

the licensee in




(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

BWR Control Rod Block Monitor Actuation

A rod block that was part of the planned startup procedure occurred from
the rod block monitor, which, at this plant, is classified as a portion
of the RPS or as an ESF.

Emergency Diesel Generator (EDG) Starts

® The licensee provided an LER describing an event in which the EDG
automatically started when a technician inadvertently caused a
short circuit that de-energized an essential bus during a
calibration. An ENS notification and LER are required because the
ESF actuation (EDG auto-start at this plant) was not identified at
the step in the calibration procedure being used.

. The licensee provided an LER describing an event in which, after
an automatic EDG start, and for unknown reasons, the emnr?ency bus
feeder breaker from the EDG did not close when power was lost on
the bus. An ENS notification and LER are required because the ESF
a:tuation logic for the EDG start was completed, even though the
d esel generator did not power the safety buses.

Preplanned Manual Scram

During a normal reactor shutdown, the reactor shutdown procedure
required that reactor power be reduced to a Tow power at which point the
control rods were to be inserted by a manual reactor scram. The rods
were manually scrammed.

This event is not reportable because the manual scram results from and
is, by procedure, part of a preplanned sequence of reactor oparation.
However, if conditions develop during the process of shutting down that
require an unplanned reactor scram, the RPS actuation (whether manually
or automatically produced) is reportable via ENS notification and LER.

Actuation of Wrong Component During Testing

During surveillance testing of the main steam isolation valves
(MSIVs), an operator incorrectly closed MSIV "D" when the
procedure specified closing MSIV "e" s

e PN e sy iy, SATRATE Nt
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(6)

(7)

(8)

Control Room Ventilation System (CRVS) Isolation

While the CRVS was in service with no testing or maintenance in
progress, a voltage transient caused spiking of a radiation
monitor resulting in isolation of the CRVS, as designed.

This event is not reportable under this criterion because the
event is due to an invalid signal and involves one of the four
exceptea systems (CRVS).

Reactor Water Cleanup (RWCU) Isolations

. The RWCU isolation valves closed in response to high water
temperature, as designed. This is a common operational occurrence
not indicative of a significant event; the initiation signal for
this isolation is a non-ESF signal. As discussed above, this is
an invalid actuation because it originates from a non-ESF signal
and the event is not reportable because it is an invalid actuation
of one of the four excepted systems.

. An RWCU primary containment isolation (ESF actuation) occurred on
pressurization between the RWCU suction containment isolation
valves during the restoration of the RWCU system after a
maintenance outage. An ENS notification and LER are required
because a valid ESF signal initiated the RWCU isolation and the
actuation was not part of a planned procedure.

Manual Actuation of ESF Component in Response to Actual Plant Condition

At a PWR, maintenance personnel inadvertently pulled an instrument line
out of a compression fitting connection at a pressure transmitter. The
resultant reactor coolant system (RCS) leak was estimated at between 70
and 80 gpm. Charging flow increased due to automatic control system
action. The operations staff recognized the symptoms of an RCS leak and
entered the appropriate off-normal procedure. The procedure directed
the operations staff to start a second charging pump and flow was
manually increased to raise pressurizer level. Based on the response of
the pressurizer level, the operations staff determined that a reactor
scram and safety injection were not necessary. Maintenance personnel

sti11 at the transmitter closed the instrument block and root valves
terminating the event.
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(9) Actuation of ESF During Maintenance Activity

At a BWR, a maintenance activity was under way involving placement
of a jumper to avoid ESF actuations. The maintenance staff
recognized that there was a high potential for a loss of contact
with the jumper and consequent ESF actuation. This potential was
explicitly stated in the maintenance work request and on a risk
evaluation sheet. The operating staff was briefed on the
potential ESFs prior to start of work. During the event, a loss
of continuity did occur and the ESFs involving isolation, standby
gas treatment start, closing of some valves in the primary
containment isolation system (recirculation pump seal mini-purge
valve, nitrogen supply to drywell valve, and containment
atmospheric monitoring valve) occurred.

However, if during a planned procedure or test, the ESF actuates in a
way that is not part of the planned procedure or the unexpected ESFs
occur, the event would be reportable.
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Table 2 Example Systems

| Emergency Core Cooling Systems (FCCSs)

For pressurized water reactors ' "WRs):

reactor coolant system accumulators

pboron injection system

high-, intermediate-, and low-head injection systems, including
systems for charging using centrifugal charging pumps, safety
injection, and residual (decay) heat removal and their water
sources

For boiling water reactors (BWRs):

high- and low-pressure core spray systems and their water
sources

high-pressure coolant injection system, feedwat:r coolant
injection system, residual heat removal system, and their water |
sources

isolation condenser system, reactor core isolation cooling
system

automatic depressurization system

Anticipated

transient without scram (ATWS) Mitigating Systems

Containment

Systems

containment and reactor vessel isolation systems

containment heat removal and depressurization systems, :
including the containment spray and additive system and the fan
cooler system 1
containment air purification and cleanups systems |
containment combustible gas control systems, including hydrogen |
recombiners, igniters, nitrogen inerting systems, and
containment atmospheric dilution systems

BWR standby gas treatment systems

Heating, Ventilating and Air condition (HVAC) Systems for the Control Room
and Fuel Handling areas

PWR Auxiliary Feedwater Systems

Electrical Systems

emergency ac electrical power systems, including emergency
diesel generators (EDGs) and their associated support systems
(even if classified as an essential auxiliary support in the
plant’s safety analysis report (SAR), and BWR dedicated
Division 3 EDGs and their associzted support systems

actuation and control systems (including associated interlocks)

for engineered safetz feature SESFZ sxstems
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3.3.3 Evant or Condition That Alone Could Prevent Shutdown of the Reactor,
Removal of Residual Heat, Control of the Release of Radioactive
Material, or Mitigation of the Consequences of an Accident

e e e T e R SR ST,

§50.72(b)(2)(111) §50.73(a)(2)(v)
Licensees shall report: "Any event Licensees shall report: "An event
or condition that alone could have or condition that alone couvld have
prevented the fulfillment of the prevented the fulfillment .f the
safety function of structures or safety function of siruccures or
systems that are needed to: systems that are needed to:
(A) Shut down the reactor and (A) Shut down the reactor and
maintain it in a safe shutdown maintain it in a safe shutdown
condition; condition;
(B) Remove residual heat; (B) Remove residual heat;
(C) Control the release of (C) Control the release of
radioactive material; or radioactive material; or
(D) Mitigate the consequences of an | (D) Mitiqate the consequences of an
accident.” accident."

10 CFR 50.72 §50.73(a)(2)(vi)

[The Statements of Consideration for | "Events covered in paragraph

10 CFR 50.72 contain wording similar | (a)(2)(v) of this section may

to those of §50.73(a)(2)(vi).] include one or more personnel
errors, equipment failures, and/or
discovery of design, analysis,
fabrication, construction, and/or
procedural inadequacies. However,
individual component failures need
not be reported pursuant io thic
paragraph if redundant equipment in
the same system was operable and
available to perform the required
safety function”.

1f not reported under §50.72(a) or (b)(1), Ticensees shall notify the NRC via
the ENS as soon as practical and in all cases within 4 hours of discovery of
the event or condition and submit an LER within 30 days.

Discussion

The level of judgment for reporting an event or condition
5 expectation of preventing fulfil
ons which follow, many of which
rations or from previous NUREG guidance

2 3

. "would have,” "could have,” “alone cou

have,”

4
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As indicated in the Statement of Cons’derations, the intent of these criteria
is to capture those events where there would have been a failure of a safety
system to properly complete a sifeiry function, regardless of npen the failures
were discovered or whether the system was needed at the time.

These criteria cover an event or condition where pedundant structures,
components, or trains of a safety system could have failed to perform ‘heir
intended function because of: one or more personnel errors, including
procedure violations; equi t failures; inadi 1in ince; or design
analysis, fabrication, eg alifi
deficiencies. The event must

regardless of whether or not an alternate safety system could have been used
to perform the safety function (e.g., high pressure core cooling failed, but
feed-and-bleed or low pressure core cooling were availabie to provide the
safety function of core cooling).

The definition of the systems included in the scope o/ these criteria is
provided in the rules themselves; it is not determined by the phrases "safety-
related” and "important to safety."

t.9 report,
not vecessa

The term "safety functior" refer: to any of the four function. (A through D)
Tisted in these reporting criterii that are required durine any plant mode or
accident situation as described ur relied on in the plant safety analysis
r2port or required by the regulations.

A system must operate long enough to complete its intended safety function as
defined in the safety analysis report. Reasonable operator actions to correct
minor problems may be considered; however, heroic actions and unusually
perceptive diagnoses, particularly during stressful situations, should not be
assumed. If a potentially serious human error is made that could have
prevented fulfiliment of a safety function, but recovery factors resulted in
the error being corrected, the error is still reportable.

Both offsite electrical power (transmission lines) and onsite emergency power
iusua]]y diesel generators) are considered to be separate functions by GDC 17.
If either offsite power or onsite emergent e available Tant
system is available. GDC 17 defines the
providing sufficient capacity and capabil:

" 48 FR 33854, July 28, 1983.
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As indicated in the Statement of Considerations:

"The Commission recognizes that the application of this and other

parag) iphs of this section involves the use of engineering judgment. In
this case, a technical judgment most be made whether a failure or
operator a~tion that did actually disable one train of a safety system,
could have, but did not, affect a redundant train within the ESF system.
If so, this woulu 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. Reporting is required if the failure constitutes 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 a pump in one train
of an ESF system fails because of improper lubrication, and engineering
judgment indicates that there is a reasonable expect-tion that the
functionally redundant pump in the other train, which was also
improperly lubricated, would have also failed before it completed its
safety function, then the actual failure is reportable and the potential
failure of the functionally redundant pump must be discussed in the LER.

For systems that include three or more trains, the failure of two or
more trains should be reported if, in the judgment of the 11capsee, the
functional capability of the overall system was jeopardized.”

and:

"Finally, the Commission recognizes that the licensee may also use
engineering judgment to decide when personnel actions could have
prevented fulfillment of a safety function. For example, when an
individual improperly operates or maintains a component, he might
conceivably have made the same error for all of the functionally
redundant components (e.g., if he incorrectly calibrates one bistable
amplifier in the Reactor Protection System, he could conceivably
incorrectly calibrate all bistable emplifiers). rowever, for an event
to be reportable it is necessary that the actions aciually arfect or
involve components in more than one irain or channel of a safety system,
and the result of the actions must be undesirable 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

648 FR 33854 and 48 FR 33858, July 26, 1983.
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Train "A" and instead of shutting the pump discharge valve 1“,Train "
he mistakenly shuts the pump discharge valve in Train "B")."

Any time a system did not or could not have performed its safety function
because of a single failure, common-mode failure, or combination of
independent failures it is reportable under these criteria. These reporting
requirements apply to the system level, rather than the train or component
level,

Single Failure

These repourting criteria are not meant to require reportin? of a single,
independent (i.e., random) component failure that makes only one
functionaily redundant train inoperative unless it is indicative of a
generic zroblem (i.e., has commor-mode f2ilure implications). However,
a sing'e failure that defeats the safety function of a system is
reportable even if the design of the system, which allows such a single
failure to defeat the system function, has been found acceptable.

As discussed in the Stuicments of Consideration, "there are a limited
number of single-train systems that perform safety functions, such as
the BWR high-pressure cuclant injection and reactor core isolation
cooling systems that may ve taken credit for in the plant’s safety
analysis report or covered in the technical specifications. For such
systems, loss of the single train would prevent the fulfillment of the
safety function of that system and, therefore, is reportable even though
the plant technical apecif1cations may allow such a condition to exist
for a 1imited time."

Common-Cause Failures

The following conditions are reportable urder these criteria:
an event or condition that disabled multiple trains of a system
an event or condition where one train of a system is disabled; in
addition, (1) the underlying cause that disabled one train of a
system could have failed a redundant train and (2) there is
reasonable doubt that the second train would complete its safety
function if called upon

an observed or identified event or condition that alone could have
prevented fulfillment of the safety function

'748 FR 33854 and 48 FR 33858, July 26, 1983.
"848 FR 33855, July 26, 1983.
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- Multiple equipment inoperability or unavailability

Whenever an event or condition exists where the system could have been
prevented from fulfilling its safety function because of one or more
reasons for equipment inoperability or unavailability, it is reportable
under these criteria. This would include cases where one train is
disabled and a second train fails a surveillance test.

Reportability of any of the above type failures (single, common-mode, or
multiple) under both 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 is independent of power or plant
mode. It also is independent of whether:

. the system or structure was demanded at the time of discovery

. the system or structure was required to be operable at the time of
discovery

. the cause of a potential failure of the system was corrected before an

actual demand for the safety function could occur

. other systems or structures were available that could have or did
perform the safety function

. the entire system or structure is specified as ESF or safety related, if
the plant safety analysis report relied on it to perform or if it
supports or could affect a system that performs a safety function

. the problem occurs in a non-safety portion of a system, if it prevents
the performance of the safety function

The following types of events or conditions generally are not reportable under
these criteria:

M failures that affect inputs or services to systems that have no safety
function (unless it could prevent the performance of a safety function
of an adjacent or interfacing system)

. a single defective component that was delivered, but not installed

. removal of a system or part of a system from service as part of a
planned evolution for maintenance or surveillance testing when done in
accordance with an approved procedure and the plant’s TS (unless a
condition is discovered that could have prevented the system from
performing its function)

B independent failure of a single component (unless it is indicative of a
generic problem, it alone could have caused a safe'y system f2ilure, or
it 1s in a single-train system)

. a procedure error discovered before procedure appr val and the error
could have resulted in defeating the system function
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. a failure of a system used only to warn the operator where no credit is
taken for it in any safety analysis and it does not directly control any
of the safety functions in the criteria

N a2 single stuck control rod that alone would not have prevented the
fulfillment of a reactor shutdown

. unrelated component failures in several different safety systems

The applicability of these criteria includes those safety systems designed to
mitigate the consequences of an accident (e.g., containment isolation,
emergency filtration). Hence, minor operational events involving a specific
component such as valve packin? leaks, which could be considered a lack of
control of radioactive material, should not be reported under this paragraph.
System leaks or other iimilar events may, however, be reportable under other
sections Jf the rules.”

Examples

(1) Failure of a Single-Train System Preventing Accident Mitigation and
Residual Heat Removal

When the licensee was preparing to run a surveillance test, a high-
pressure coolant injection (HPCI) flow controller was found inoperable;
therefore, the licensee declared the HPCI system inoperable. The plant
entered a technical specification requiring that the automatic
depressurization, low-pressure coolant injection, core spray, and
isolation condenser systems remain operable during the 7-day LCO or the
plant had to be shut down. The licensee made an ENS notification within
28 minutes and a followup call after the amplifier on the HPCI flow
transmitter was fixed and the HPCI returned to operability.

As discussed above, the loss cf a single train safety system such as BWR
HPCI is reportable.

(2) Failure of a Single-Train Non-Safety System

Previous guidance in NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, Question 7.14, discussed
the following situation:

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

” 48 FR 33854, July 26, 1983.
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(3)

(4)

(5)

Answer:

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

Failure of a Single-Train Environmental System

Previous Guidance in NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, Question 7.13, discussed
the following situation:

There are a number of environmental systems in a plant dealing with such
things as low level waste (e.g., gaseous radwaste tanks). Many 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
operational then system level failures are reportable. If the system is
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.

Loss of Onsite Emergency Power by Multiple Equipment Inoperability and
Unavailability

During refueling, one emergency diesel generator (EDG) in a two train
system was out of service for maintenance. The second EDG was declared
inoperable when it failed its surveillance test.

An ENS notification is required and an LER is required. As addressed in
the Discussion section above, loss of either the onsite power system or
the offsite power system is reportable under this criterion.

Procedure Error Prevents Reactor Shutdown Function

The unit was in mode 5 (95 °F and 0 psig; before initial criticality)
and a post-modification test was in progress on the train A reactor
protection system (RPS), when the operator observed that both train A
and B source range detectors were disabled. During post-modification
testing on train A RPS, instrumentation personnel placed the train B
input error inhibit switch in the inhibit position. With both trains’
input error inhibit switches in the inhibit position, source range
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(6)

(7)

(8)

detector voltage was disabled. The input error inhibit switch was
immediately returned to the normal position and a caution was added to
approp+iate plant instructions.

This event 1s reportable because disabling the source range detectors
could have prevented fulfillment of the safety function to shutdown the
reactor.

Failure of the Overpressurization Mitigation System

The RCS was overpressurized on two occasions during startup following a
refueling outage because the overpressure mitigation system (OMS) failed
to operate. The reason that the OMS failed to operate was that one
train was out of service for maintenance and a pressure transmitter was
isolated and a summator failed in the actuation circuit on the other
train.

The event is reportable because the OMS failed to perform its safety
function.

Loss of Salt Water Cooling System and Flcoding in Saltwater Pump Bay

During maintenance activities on the south saltwater pump, the licensee
was removing the pump internals from the casing when flooding of the
pump area occurred. The north saltwater pump was secured to prevent
pump damage.

The event is reportable because of the failure of the saltwater cooling
system, which is the ultimate heat sink for the facility, to perform its
safety function.

Maintenance Affecting Two Trains

Previous guidance in NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, Question 7.1, discussed
the following situation:

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

Answer:

"Evenls or conditions" generally involve operator actions and/or
component failures that could have prevented the functioning of a safety
s'stem. For example, assume that a surveillance test is run on a
standby pump and it seizes. The pump is disassembled 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
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(9)

(10)

}he]uae of the wrong lubricant, the system "could have" or "would have"
ailed.

Oversized Breaker Wiring Lugs

Previous guidance in NUREG-1022, Example C-14, discussed the following
situation:

During testing of 480 volt safety-related breakers, one breaker would
not trip electrically. Investigation revealed thal one wire of the
pigtail on the trip coil, although still in its lug, was so loose that
there was no electrical connection. The loose connection was due to the
fact that the pigtail lug was too large (No. 14-16 AWG), whereas the
pigtail wire was Nol 20 AWG. A No. 18-22 lug is the acceptable industry
standard for a No. 20 AWG wire.

Since the trip coils were supplied pre-wired, all safety-related
breakers utilizing the trip coil were inspected. A1l other breakers
inspected had 14-16 AWG lugs. No Tugs were found with loose electrical
connections. Nevertheless, all No. 14-16 AWG lugs were replaced with
acceptable industry Standard Nol 18-22 AWG lugs.

Comment :

The event is reportable because the incompatible pigtails and Tugs could
have caused one or more safety systems to fail to perform their intended
function [50.73(a)(2)(v)].

Contaminated Hydraulic Fluid Degrades MS'V Operation

Previous guidance in NUREG-1022, Ex>aple L-48, discussed the following
situation:

During a routine shutdown, the operator noted that the #11 MSIV closing
time appeared to be excessive. A subsequert test revealed the #11 MSIV
shut within the required time, however, the #12 MSIV closing time
exceeded the maximum at 7.4 sec. Contamination of the hydraulic fluid
in the valve actuation system had caused the system’s check valves to
stick and delay the transmission of hydraulic pressure to the actuator.
Three more filters will be purchased providing supplemental filtering
for each MSIV. Finer filters will be used in pump suction filters to
remove the fine contaminants. The #12 MSIV was repaired and returned to
service. Since the valves were not required for operation at the time
of discovery, the safety of the public was not affected.

Comments:

The event is reportable because a single condition could have prevented
fulfiliment of a safety function [50.73(a)(2)(v)].
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(12)

The fact that the condition was discovered when the valves were not
required for operation does not affect the reportability of the
condition.

Diesel Generator Lube 0il Fire Hazard

The previous guidance in NUREG-1022, Example C-30, discussed the
following situation:

While performing a routine surveillance test of the emergency diesel
generator, a small fire started due to lubricating oil leakage from the
exhaust manifold. The manufacturer reviewed the incident and determined
that the oil was accumulating in the exhaust manifold due to leakage
originating from above the upper pistons of this vertically opposed
piston engine. The oil remaining above the upper pistons after shutdown
leaked slowly down past the piston rings, into the combustion space,
past the lower piston rings, through the exhaust ports, and into the
exhaust manifolds. The exhaust manifolds became pressurized during the
subsequent startup which forced the oil out through leaks in the exhaust
manifold gaskets where it was ignited.

Similar events occurred previously at this plant. In these previous
cases, fuel oil accumulated in the exhaust manifold due to extended
operation under "no load" conditions. Operation under loaded conditions

was therefore required before shutdown in order to burn off any
accumulated oil.

Comments:

The event is not reportable if the fire did not pose a threat to the
plant (i.e., it only affected a single component) [50.73(a)(2)(x)].

The event would be reportable if it demonstrates a design, procedural,
or equipment deficiency that could have prevented the fulfillment of a
safety function (i.e., if the redundant diesels are of similar design

and, therefore, susceptibie to the same problem) [50.73(a)(2)(v)].

Generic Setpoint Drift

. Previous guidance in NUREG-1022, Example C-8, discussed the
following situation:

With the plant in steady state operation at 2170 MWt and while
performing a Main Steam Line Pressure Instrument Functional Test
and Calibration, a switch was found to actuate at 853 psig. The
Tech Specs limit is 825 +15 psig head correction. The redundant
switches were operable. The cause of the occurrence was setpoint
drift. The switch was recalibrated and tested successfully per

HNP-2-5279, Barksdale Pressure Switch Calibration, and returned to
service,
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This is a repetitive event as reported in one previous LER. A
generic review revealed that these type switches are used on other
safety systems and that this type switch is sibject to drift. An
investigation will continue as to why these switches drift, and if
necessary, they will be replaced.

Comments:

The event is not reportable due to the drift of a single pressure
switch.

The event is reportable if it is indicative of a generic and/or
repetitive problem with this type of switch which is used in
several safety systems [50.73(a)(2)(v) or (viii)l.

. In addition, NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, Question 7.22 provided the
following clarification:

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 ar 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.

(13) Maintenance Affecting Only One Train

Previous guidance in NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, Question 7.21 posed the
following situation:

Suppose the wrong lubricant was installed in one 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 would
have been lost. If the procedure called for testing of the first pump
before maintenance was performed on the second pump and testing clearly
identified the error, then the error would not be reportable. However,
if the procedure called for the wrong lubricant and eventually both
pumps would have been improperly lubricated, and the problem was only
discovered when the first pump was actually challenged and failed, then
the error would be reportable.
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(15)

(16)

Conditions Observed While System Out of Service

Previous guidance in NURFG-1022, Supplement 1, Question 7.10 posed the
following situation:

Suppose during shutdown we ae doing maintenance on both SI pumps, which
are not required to be operational. Is this reportable? While
shutdown, suppose I identify or observe something that would cause the
SI pumps not to be operational at power. Is this reportable?

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
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.

Diesel Generator Bearing Problems

Ouring the annual inspection of one standby diesel generator, the lower
crankshaft thrust bearing and adjacent main bearing were found wiped on
the journal surface. The thrust bearing was also found to have a small
crack from the main oil supply line across the journal surface to the
thrust surface. Inspection of the second, redundant standby diesel
generator annual inspection revealed similar problems. Although both
diesels were operable at the time of surveillance, extended operation
without corrective action could have resulted in bearing failure.

The event is reportable because, although both diesels were operable,
there was reasonable doubt that both diesels would have remained
operable until they completed their safety function if called upon.

Potential Loss of High Pressure Coolant Injection

During normal refueling leak testing of the upstream containment
isolation check valve on the High Pressure Coolant Injection (HPCI)
steam exhaust, the disc of the non-containme.t isolation check valve was
found lodged in downstream piping. This might have prevented HPCI from
functioning if the disc had blocked the 1ine. HPCI was operable with

the disc lodged in the non-blocking position. The event was caused by
fatigue failure of a disc pin.
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(18)

(19)

The event is reportable because the HPCI could have been prevented from
performing its safety function. In addition, the event is reportable if
the fatigue failure is indicative of a common-mode failure.

Defective Component Delivered but not Installed

The previous guidance in NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, Question 7.19,
discussed the following situation:

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

Answer:

A single defective component would not generaliy 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 judgment 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
vo;untary LER. In addition, such a condition may be reportable under 10
CFR Part 21.

Operator Inaction or Wrong Action

Previous guidance in NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, Question 7.25, posed the
following situation:

In some systems used to control the release of radicactivity, a detector
controls certain equipment. In other systems, a monitor is present and
the operator is required to initiate action under certain conditions.
The operator is not "wired" in. Are failures of the operator to act
reportable?

Answer:

Yes. The operator may be viewed as a "component" that is an integral,
and frequently essential, part of a "system." Thus, if an event or
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).

Results of Analysis

Previous guidance in NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, Question 7.2, discussed
the following situation:

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

Answer:

The results need only to 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.

Previous guidance in NUREG-1022, Suppiement 1, Question 7.3, discussed
the following situation:

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?

Answer:

No. Report system interactions that you find as a result of ongoing
routine activities (e.g., the analysis of operating events).
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3.3.4 Common-Cause Failures of Independent Trains or Channels

10 CFR 50.72 §50.73(a)(2)(vii)
[No corresponding Part 50.72 Licensees shall report: "Any event
requirement.] where a single cause or condition

caused at least one independent
train or channel to become
inoperable in multiple systems or
two independent trains or channels
to become inoperable in a single
system designed 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.”

= ST T T e e T S s S i )

Licensees are required to report a common-cause failure as an LER within 30
days.

Discussion

This criterion requires those events to be reported where a single cause
caused a component or group of components to become inoperable in redundant or
independent portions (i.e., trains or channels) of one or more systems having
a safety function. Included in the common-cause failures alfi ns
caused by such fa;toriuﬁtfhibbjinﬁicn§ pera

inadequate preventive maintenance, oi f
Tubrication, use of nonqualified components or manufact

An event or failure that results in or involves the failure of independent
portions of more than one train or channel in the same or different systems is
reportable. For example, if a cause or conditien caused components in Train
“A" and "B" of a single system to become inoperable, even if additional trains
(e.g., Train "C") were stil]l available, the event must be reported. In
addition, if the cause or condition caused components in Train "A" of one
system and in Train "B" of another system (i.e., train that is assumed in the
safety analysis to be independent) to become inoperable, the event must be
reported. However, if a cause or condition caused components in Train "A" of
one system and Train "A" of another system (i.e., trains that are not assumed
in the safety analysis to be independent), the event need not be reported
unless it meets one or more of the other reporting criteria.
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Trains or channels for reportability purposes are defined as those redundant,
independent trains or channels ¢ jned provide protection against single
fatlures. Many engineered safety systems containing active components are
designed with at Jeast a two-train system. Each independent train in a two-
train system can normally satisfy all the safety system requirements to safely
shut down the plant or satisfy those criteria that have to be met following an

cident.
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(2)

(3)

(5)

and D)] and (b) because a single condition could have prevented
fulfillment of a safety function [§50.73(a)(2)(v)].

Marine Growth Causing Emergency Service Water To Become Inoperable
(Common-Mode Failure Mechanism)

With Unit 1 at 74 percent power and Unit 2 at 100 percent power, ESW
pump 1A was declared inoperable because its flow rate was too lTow to
meet acceptance criteria. Three days later, with both units at the same
conditions, ESW pump 1C was declared inoperable for the same reason.

The ESW pumps provide the source of water to the intake canal during a
design-basis accident. In both cases, the cause was marine growth of
hydroids and barnacles on the impeller and suction of the pumps.
Following maintenance, both pumps passed their performance tests and
were placed in service. Pump testing frequency was increased to more
closely monitor pump performance.

This event is reportable because a single cause or condition caused two
independent trains to become inoperable in a single system designed to
mitigate the consequences of an accident [§50.73(a)(2)(vii)(D)].

Testing Indicated Several Inoperable Snubbers

The licensee found 11 inoperable snubbers during periodic testing. All
the snubbers failed to lock up in tension and/or compression. These
failures did not render their respective systems inoperable, but
rendered trains inoperable. Improper lockup settings and/or excessive
s.al bypass caused these snubbers to malfunction. Tlese snubbers were
designed for low probability seismic events. Numerous previous similar
events have been reported by this licensee.

This condition is reportable because the condition indicated a generic
common-mode problem that caused numerous multiple independent trains in
one or more safety systems to become inoperable. The potential existed
for numerous snubbers in several systems to fail to fulfill their safety
function following a seismic event.

Stuck High-Pressure Injection (HPI) System Check Valves as a Result of
Corroded Flappers

The licensee reported that check valves in three of four HPI 1ines were
stuck closed. The unit had been shut down for refueling and
maintenance.

A special test of the check valves revealed that three 2}-inch stop
check valves remained closed when 130 pounds per square inch (psi) of
differential pressure was applied to the valve. An additional test
revealed that the valve failed to open when 400 psi of differential
pressure (the capacity of the pump) was applied to the valve. Further
review showed that the common cause of valve failure was the flappers
corroding shut.
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The event is reportable because a single cause or condition caused at
least two independent trains of the HPI system to become inoperable.
This system is designed to remove residual heat and mitigate the
consequences of an accident. The condition is therefore reportable
under 50.73(a)(2)(vii)(B and D).
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3.3.5 Airborne or Liquid Effluent Release

§50.72(b)(2)(iv) §50.73(a)(2)(viii)

Licensees shall report:

(A) Any airborne radioactive release
that, when averaged over a time
period of 1-hour, results in
concentrations in unrestricted area
that exceed 2 times the applicable
concentration limits specified in
Appendix B to §§20.1-20.601, table
11, column 1, of Part 20 of this
chapter, or, for licensees
implementing the provisions of
§820.1001-20.2401 of this chapter,
20 times the applicable
concentration specified in Appendix
B to §§20.1001-20.2401, table 2,
column 1, of Part 20 of this
chapter.

(B) Any liquid effluent release that
when averaged over a time period of
1-hour, exceeds 2 times the limiting
combined concentration limits in
Appendix B to §§20.1-20.601, table
11, cclumn 2 (see note 1 to Appendix
B to §§20.1-20.601), or, for
licensees implementing the
provisions of §§20.101-20.2401 of
this chapter, exceeds 20 times the
applicable concentration specified
in Appendix B to §§20.1001-20401,
table 2, column 2, of part 20 of
this chapter, at the point of entry
into the receiving waters (i.e.,

Continued on next Eage.

Licensees shall report:

(A) Any airborne radicactivity
release that, when averaged over a
time period of 1-hour, resulted in
airborne radionuclide concentrations
in an unrestricted area that exceed
2 times the applicable concentration
of the 1imits specified in Appendix
B, table II of Part 20 of this
chapter, or, for licensees
implementing the provisions of
§6§20.2001-20.2401 of this chapter,
exceeded 20 times the applicable
concentration l1imits specified in
Appendix B to §§20.101-20-2401,
table 2, column 1 of Part 20 to this
chapter.

B) Any liquid effluent release that,
when averaged over a time period of
1-hour, exceeded 2 times the
limiting combined concentration
limits in Appendix B to §8§20.1-
20.601, table II, column 2 (see note
1 to Appendix B to §§20.1-20.601),
or, for licensees implementing the
provisions of §§20.1001-20.2401 of
this chapter, exceeds 20 times the
applicable concentration specified
in Appendix B to §§20.1001-20.1401,
table 2, column 2 of Part 20 of this
chapter at the point of entry into
the receiving waters (i.e.,
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§50.72(b)(2)(iv) continued §50.73(a)(2)(viii) continued

unrestricted area) for all unrestricted area) for aill
radionuclides except tritium and radionuclides except tritium and
dissolved noble gases. (Immediate dissolved noble gases.

notifications made under this

paragraph also satisfy the §50.73(a)(2)(ix)
requirements of paragraphs (a)(2)

and (b)(2) of §20.403 of this Reports submitted to the Commission
chapter, or, for licensees imple- in accordance with paragraph

menting the provisions of §§20.1001- | (a)(2)(viii) of this section also
20.2401, §§20.2202 of this chapter.) | meet the effluent release reporting
requirements of §20.405(a)(1)(v) of
this chapter, or, for licensees
implementing the provisions of
§§20.1001-20.2401, §20.2203(a)(3) of
this chapter.

I[f not reported under §50.72(a) or (b)(1), licensees are required to report
such airborne or 1iquid effluent releascs as defined in the regulations above
to the NRC via the ENS as soon as practical and in all cases within 4 hours of
the event. Licensees are required to submit an LER within 30 days.

i ion

Although similar to 10 CFR 20.403 (20.2202) and 20.405 (20.2203), these
criteria place a lower threshold for reporting events at commercial power
reactors because the significance of the breakdown of the licensee’s program
that allowed such a release is the primary concern, rather than the
significance of the effect of the actual release.

For a release that takes less than 1 hour, normalize the release to 1 hour
(e.g., if the release lasted 15 minutes, divide by 4). For releases that
lasted more than 1 hour, use the highest release for any continuous 60-minute
period (i.e., comparable to a moving average).

Annual average meteorological data should be used for determining offsite
airborne concentrations of radioactivity to maintain consistency with the
technical specifications (TS) for reportability thresholds.

The location used as the point of release for calculation purposes should be

determined using the expanded definition of an unrestricted area as specified
in NUREG-0133 ("Preparation of Radiological Effluent Technical Specifications
for Nuclear Power Plants," October 1978) to maintain consistency with the TS,
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As indicated in Generic Letter 85-19, September 27, 1985, "Reporting
Requirements on Primary Coolant lodine Spikes,"” primary coolant fodine spike
releases need not be reported on a short term basis.

Examples

(1) Unmonitored Release of Contaminated Steam Through Auxiliary Boiler
Atmospheric Vent

An unmonitored release of contaminated steam resulted from a combination
of a tube leak, improper venting of an auxiliary boiler system, and
inadequate procedures. This combination resulted in a release path from
a liquid waste concentrator to the atmosphere via the auxiliary doiler
system steam drum ven*.

Because of rain at the site, the steam release to the atmosphere was
condensed and deposited onto plart buildings and yard areas. This
contamination was washed via a storm drain into a lake. The release was
later confirmed to be 2.6 times the MPC at the point of entry into the
receiving water,

An ENS notification is required as a liquid radioactive material release
becai'se the unmonitored release exceeded 2 times the applicable
concentrations specified in Appendix B to §§20.1-20.60C1, averaged over |
huur at the site boundary. An LER is required.

(2) Uaplanned Gaseous Release

During routine scheduled maintenance on a pressure actuated valve in the
gaseous waste system, an unplanned radioactive release to the
environment was detected by a main stack high radiation alarm. The
release occurred when an isolation valve, required to be closed on the
station tagout sheet, was inadvertently left open. This allowed
radioactive gas from the waste gas decay tank to escape through a
pressure gage connection that had been opened to vent the system.
Operator error was the root cause of this release, with ambiguous valve
tag numbers as a contributing factor. The concentration in the
unrestricted area, averaged over 1 hour, was estimated by the licensee
to be 2.1 tims the MPC.

The event was reportable via ENS and LER because the airborne
radioactivi’y release exceeded 2 times the applicable concentrations
specified in Appendix B to §§20.1-20.601, when averaged over a period of
1-hour.
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3.3.6 Contaminated Person Requiring Transport to Offsite Medical Facility

§50.72(b)(2)(v) | 10 CFR 50.73

Licensees shall report: "Any event [No corresponding Part 50,73
requiring the transport of a requirement. ]

radioactively contaminated person to

an offsite medical facility for

treatment.

[f not reported under §50.72(a) or (b)(1), licensees are required to notify
the NRC via the ENS of any such transport as soon as practical and in all

cases within 4 hours of the event necessitating the offsite transport.
Discussion

The phrase "radioactively contaminated" refers to either radioactively
ntaminated clothing and/or person. If there is a potential for
contamination {(e.g., an initial onsite survey for radicactive contaminaticn is
required but has net been completed before transport of the person off site
for medical treatment) the lTicensee should make an ENS notification. See the

5
example

{

for transporting a radioactively contaminated person to an

acility for treatment

Contaminated Person Transported Offsite for Medical

er experienced a back injury 1ifting a tool while working
containment and was considered potentially contaminated
" not be surveyed. Health physics (HP) technicians
the worker to the hospital The lTicensee made an ENS
immediately and an update notification after clothing, but
vidual, was found to be contaminated. The HP technicians
the plant with the contaminated protective clothing worn by

) as a declared Unusual Event per the
notification is required because of
contaminated person to an offsite
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3.3.7 News Release or Other Government Notifications

§50.72(b)(2) (vi) 10 CFR 50.73

Licensees shall report: "Any event [No corresponding Part 50.73
or situation, related to the health requirement. ]

and safety of the public or on-site
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 on-site fatality or
inadvertent release of radioactively
contaminated materials.”

If not reported under §50.72(a) or (b)(1), licensees are required to notify
the NRC via the ENS as soon as practical and in all cases within 4 hours of
the event, ur the decision to prepare a news release, or the decision to
notify (or actual notification of) other government agencies.

Discussion

The purpose of this criterion is to ensure the NRC is made aware of issues
that will cause heightened public or government concern related to the
radiological health and safety of the public or on-site personnel or
protection of the environment.

Licensees typically issue press releases or notify local, county, State or
Federal agencies on a wide range of topics that are of interest to the general
public. The NRC Operations Center does not need to be made aware of every
press release made by a licensee. The following clarifications are intended
to set a reporting threshold that ensures . cessary reporting, while
minimizing unnecessary reporting.

Examples ¢f events likely to be reportable under this criterion include

® release of radioactively contaminated tools or equipment to public areas
- unusual or abnormal releases of radioactive effluents
. onsite fatality

Licensees generally do not have to report media and government interactions

unless they are related to the radiological health and safety of the public or

onsite personnel, or protection of the environment. For example, the NRC does

not generally need to be informed under this criterio
ations from ma?aorcmm

on-radioactive, onsite chemic
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Press Release

The NRC has an obligation to inform the public about issues within the NRC’s
purview that affect or raise a concern about the public health and safetv.
Thus, the “"C needs accurate, detailed information in a timely manner
regard % situations. The NRC should be aware of information that is
availabi. the press or other government agencies.

However, the NRC need not be notified of every press release a licensee
issues. The field of NRC interest is narrowed by the phrase "related to the
health and safety of the public or onsite personnel, or protection of the
environment," in ordr to exclude administrative matters or those events of no
safety significance

If a particular effluent release has safety significance or is expected to
generate public, media, or other agency attention as a result of being unusual
o abnormal, then an immediate notification to the NRC would be warranted.

Routine radiation releases are not specifically reportable under this
criterion. However, if a release receives media attention, the release is
reportable under this criterion.

If possible, licen should make an ENS notification before issuing a press
release becau-e new. wedia representatives will usually contact the NRC public
affairs officer shortly after its issuance for verification, explanation, or
interpretation of the facts.

Other Government Notifications

For reporting purposes, "other government agencies" refers to local, State or
other Federal agencies.

Notifying another Federal agency does not relieve the licensee of the
requirement to report to the NRC.

For those plants which provide a State incident response facility with alarm
indication coincident with control room alarms, e.g., an effluent radiation
monitor alarm, but the actual radiation release is less than the criteria in
§50.72(b)(2)(iv), the NRC does not consider these alarm indications as a
notification 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 criterion is concerned, the licensee need only notify the NRC
when the Ticensee 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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Routine reports to a local, State, or Federal agency that do not involve an
event or situation, related to the health and safety of the public or on-site
personnel, or protection of the environment needs to be reported to the NRC
only when that matter get escalated to a "news release" of a "situation”.

Examples
(1) Onsite Drowning Government Notifications and Press Release

A boy fell into the discharge canal while fishing and failed to
resurface. The licensee notified the local sheriff, State Police, U.S.
Coast Guard and State emergency agencies. Local news agencies were
granted onsite access for coverage of the event. The licensee notified
the NRC resident inspector.

As ENS notification is needed because of the fatality on-site, the other
government notifications made, and media involvement.

(2) Licensee Media Inquiries Regarding NRC Findings

As a result of a local newspaper article regarding the findings of an
NRC regional inspection of the 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix R, Fire
Protection Program, a licensee representative was interviewed on Tocal
television and radio stations. The licensee notified State officials
and the NRC resident inspector.

(3) Local Government Notification

The licensee contacted the local fire department when a small trash bag

in the containment building was ignited by welding sparks. The fire was
extinguished within 4 minutes of its discovery and did not result in any
damage to plant equipment. The local fire department responded but did

not enter the plant site because the fire had been extinguished.

An ENS notification is needed because the local fire department was
notified in response to an event related to the health and safety of on-
site personnel.

(4) County Government Notification

The licensee informed county governments and other organizations of a
spurious actuation of several emergency response sirens in a county (for
about 5 minutes according to county residents). The Ticensee also
planned to issue a press release.

An ENS notification is needed because county agencies were notified
regarding the inadvertent actuation of part of the public notification
system. Such an event also would be reportable if the county informs
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(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

the lTicensee of the problem because of the concern of the public for
their radiological health and safety.

State Notification of Unscheduled Radiation Release

The Ticensee reported to the State that they were going to release about
50 curies of gaseous radioactivity to the atmosphere while filling and
venting the pressurizer. The licensee then revised their estimate of
the release to 153 curies. However, since the licensee had not informed
the State within 24 hours of making the release, they had to reclassify
the release as "unscheduled" per their agreement with the State. The
Ticensee notified the State and the NRC resident inspector.

An ENS notification is needed because of the State notification of an
"unscheduled" release of gaseous radioactivity. The initial
notification to the State of the scheduled release does not need an ENS
notification because it is considered as a routine notification.

State Notification of Improper Dumping of Radioactive Waste

The Ticensee transported two secondary side filters to the city dump as
nonradioactive waste but Tater determined they were radioactive. The
dump site was closed and the filters retrieved. The licensee notified
the appropriate State agency and the NRC resident inspector,

An ENS notification is needed because of the notification to the State
agency of the inadvertent release of radicactively contaminated material
off site, which affects the radiological health and safety of the public
and environment.

Routine Reports Regarding Endangered Species

The licensee notified the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and a State
agency that an endangered species of sea :turtle was found in their
circulating water structure trash bar. io press release was issued.

An ENS notification is not needed because routine environmental reperts
of this nature to State and Federal agencies do not involve an event or
situation, related to the health and safety of the public or on-site
personnel, or protection of the environment.

Routine Agency Notifications

A licensee notified the U.S. Environmzatal Protection Agency (EPA) that
the circulation water temperature rise exceeded the release permit
allowable. This event was caused by the unexpected loss of a
circulating water pump while operating at 92-percent power. The
licensee reduced power to 73 percent so that the circulating water
temperature would decrease to within the allowable limits until the pump
could be repa'‘ired.
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A licensee notified the Federal Aviation Agency that it removed part of

its auxiliary boiler stack aviation lighting from service to replace a
faulty relay.

A licensee notified the State, EPA, U.S. Coast Guard and Department of
Transportation that 5 gallons of diesel fuel oil had spilled onto
gravel-covered ground inside the protected area. The spill was cleaned
up by removing the gravel and dirt.
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3.3.8 Spent Fuel Storage Cask Notifications

TS S — L
§ 50.72(b) (2) (vii) 10 CFR 50.73
Licensees shall report: “Any [No corresponding Part 50.73
instance of: requirement. ]

(A) A defect in any spent fuel
storage cask structure, system, or
component which is important to
safety; or

(B) A significant reduction in the
effectiveness of any spent fuel
storage cask confinement system
during use of the storage cask under
a general license issued under
§72.210 of this chapter.

A followup written report is
required by §72.216(b) of this
chapter including a description of
the means employed to repair any
agefects or damage and prevent
recurrence, using instructions in
§72.4, within 30 days of the report
submitted in paragraph (a). A copy
of the written report must be sent
to the administrator of the
appropriate Nuclear Regulatory
Commission regional office shown in
Appendix D to part 20 of this

chapter."

If not reperted under §50.72(a) or (b)(1), licensees are required to repc: :
any such instances to the NRC via the ENS as soon as practical, and in ali
cases witnin 4 hours. A followup written report is required by §72.216(b)
within 30 days.

i si

This information is necessary to inform the NRC of potential hazards to the
public health and safety. The definition of "defect" in 10 CFR 21.3 is
compatible with the intent of this reporting requirement. If the defect is
evaluated and reported via this reporting criterion of §50.72, then as
indicated in §21.2(c), the evaluation and notification obligations of 10 CFR
Part 21 are met. (See Section 5.1.9 for further discussion of Part 21
reporting.)
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3.4 Followup Notification

This section addresses §50.,2{v), "Followup Notification." These
notifications are in addition to making the required initial telephone
notifications under §50.72(a) or (b). Reporting under this paragraph is
intended to provide the NRC with timely notification when an event becomes
more serious or additional information or new analysis clarify an event. The
paragraph also authorizes the NRC to maintain a continuous communications
channel for acquiring necessary followup information.
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3.4.]1 Followup Reports

§50.72(¢c) 10 CFR 50.73
With respect to the telephone [No corresponding Part 50.73
notifications madé under paragraphs (a) requirement. ]

and (b) of this section, in addition to

I making the required initial notification,
each licensee shall, during the course of
the event:

(1) immediately report

(1) any further degradation in
tre lTevel of safety of the
planrt 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

(i1) any change from one Emergency A
Class to another, or

(i11) a termination of
the Emergency Class

(2) immediately report

(1)  the results of ensuing
evaluations or assessments of
plant conditions,

(11) the effectiveness of response
or protective measures taken,
and

(111) 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,

: w
Discussion

These criteria are intended to provide the NRC wi’ timely notification when
an event becomes more serious or additional info.mation or new analyses
clarify an event. They also permit the NRC to “wintain a continuous
communications channel because of the need for vontinuing followup information
or because of telecommunications problems.

With regard to the open, continuous communications channel, licensees have a
responsibility to provide enough onshift personnel, knowledgeable about plant
operations and emergency plan implementation, to enable timely, accurate, and
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reliable reporting of operating events without interf ring with plant
operation as discussed in the Statement of Considerat.ons for the rule and
Information Notice 85-80, "Timely Declaration of an Emergency Class,
Implementation of an Emergency Plan, and Emergency Notifications."
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4 EMERGENCY NOTIFICATION SYSTEM REPORTING

This section describes the ENS referenced in 10 CFR 50.72 and provides general
and spec fic guidelines for ENS reporting.

4.1 Emergency Notification System

The NRC Operations Center is the nucleus of the ENS and has the capability to
handle any ewergency communication need. The NRC’s response to both
emergzacies ana non-emergencies is coordinated in this communication center.
The key NRC emergency communications personnel, the emergency officer (EO),
regional duty officer (RDO), and the headquarters operations officer (HOO) ,
are trained to notify appropriate NRC personnel and to focus appropriate NRC
management attention on any significant event.

(1)

(2)

(3)

ENS Telephones

Each commercial nuclear power reactor facility has ENS telephones funded
by the NRC. These telephones are located in each licensee’s control
room, technical support center (TSC), and emergency operations facility
(EOF). A separate ENS line is installed at EOF’s which are not onsite.
The ENS is part of the Federal Telecommunications System (FTS). This
FTS ENS replaces the dedicated ENS ringdown telephones used previously
and provides a reliable communications pathway for event reporting.

Health Physics Network Telephones

The health physics network (HPN) is designed to provide health physics
and environmental information to the NRC Operations Center in the event
of an ongoing emergency.

These telephones are installed in each licensee’s TSC and EOF and, like
the En they are now part of the FTS.

Testing

As indicated in Information Motice 86-97, "Emergency Communications
System," dated Novembe~ 28, 986, licensees should initiate monthly
tests of the ENS telephons (o the NRC Operations Center. (It is not
necessary to test the connection to the NRC regional office because this
connection is made by the NRC headquarters operations center.) In
addition, licensees should maintain a record of monthly tests for their
entire emergency communications facilities.
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The recent changeover to FTS-2000 equipment and experience in testing
indicate that 'th,e'foﬂouing test procedures are more appropriate and

tﬁﬁy ‘may be used in lieu of the procedures discussed in IN B6-97.

Licensees may accomplish the monthly test of ENS by |
: :;{ of m’i’!‘,ﬂS,”@*ﬁB”i"d”‘x @ NRC
ion s established

¢
signal degradation) on the ENS
of the ENS extensions may initiate |
in-house on an ENS extension to an 11
Counterpart Links. This completes the verification that the ENS 1
functiors properly and that the FTS 2000 system is accessible. See
Section 3.2.7 for guidance on reporting of any ENS problems.

Licensees should also document and maintain a record of the monthlv
tests of the HPN, Reactor Safety Counterpart Link (RSCL), Protection
Measures Counterpart Link (PMCL), Management Counterpart Link (MCL) and
the Local Area Network (LAN) Access. As indicated in Information Notice
86-97, all HPN instruments may be tested by placing local calls (to or
from a Counterpart Link). No call to the NRC Operations Center is

necess.r{. Testing of the Counterpart Links may be accomplished by

establi hina a connection to and from a different Counterp Ank in-

house. Testing the Local Area Network (LAN) Access in emporarily
loice

removing the patch cord to the computer or modem, conn
telephone and establishing connections in a manner similar to 1
Counterpart Links. All of these tests may be performed out
establishing a connection either to or from the NRC Operations Center.

Testing of the Emergency Response Data System (ERDS) Channel is
performed quarterly unless otherwise set by NRC based on demonstrated
syctem performance. Details are provided in Generic Letter 93-01,
Emergency Data System Test Program, dated March 3, 1993,

Under the current arrangements the NRC furnishes FTS 2000 service up to
the demarcation distribution frame or "demark" and the telephone sets.
The NRC also furnishes the modem for ERDS. As discussed in Section

3.2.7, problems with NRC furnished equipment should be reported to the
NRC Operations Center so that repairs can be ordered. If oblem is
found to be with licensee furnished equipment, such as the line from the
*demark" to the telephone set, the HOO will notify the licen ) that

corrective action may be taken by the licensee. (Installation and
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licensee support of the FTS 2000 is discussed in Generic Letter 91-14:
Emergency Telecommunications, dated December 23, 1991.)

(4) Tape Recording

The NRC tape-records all conversations with the NRC Operations Center.
The tape is saved for a month in case there is a public or private
inquiry.

(5) Facsimile Transmission (Fax)

Licensees occasionally fax an event notification into the NRC Operations
Center on a commercial telephone 1ine before making an ENS notification.
However, §50.72 requires that licensees notify the NRC Operations Center
via the ENS; therefore, licensees also must make an ENS notification.

4.2 General ENS Reporting
4.2.1 Reporting Timeliness

The required timing for ENS reporting is spelled out in §§50.72(a)(3), (b)(1),
(b)(2), (c)(1), (c)(2), and in the Statements of Considerations, as
"immediate" and "as soon as practical and in all cases within one (or four)
hour(s)" of the occurrence of an event (depending on its si?nificance). The
intent is to require licensees to make and act on reportability decisions in a
timely manner so that ENS notifications are made to the NRC as soon as
practical, keeping in mind the safety of the plant. See Section 2.11 fo-
further discussion of reporting timeliness,

4.2.2 Voluntary Notifications

Licensees may make voluntary or courtesy ENS notifications about events or
conditinns the NRC may be interested in. The NRC responds to any voluntary
notification of an event or condition as its safety significance warrants,
regardless of the licensee’s classification of the reporting requirement, If
it is determined later that the event is reportable, the licens:e can change

the ENS notification to a requived notification under the appropriate 10 CFR
50.72 reporting criterion.

4.2.3 ENS Notification Retraction

If a Ticensee makes a 10 CFR 50.72 ENS notification and later determines that
the event or condition was not reportable, the licensee should call the NRC
Operations Center on the ENS telephone to retract the notification and explain

the rationale for that decision. See section 2.10 for further discussion of
retractions,

4.2.4 ENS Event Notification Worksheet (NRC Form 361)

The ENS Event Notification Worksheet (NRC Form 361) is an attachment to
Information Notice 89-89, dated December 26, 1989, subject: Event Notification
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Worksheets. The worksheet provides the usual order of questions and
discussion for easier communication and its use often enables a licensee to
prepare answers for a more clear and complete notification. A clear ENS
notification helps the HOO to understand the safety significance of the event.

Licensees may ottain an event number and notification time from the HOO when
the ENS notificition is made. If an LER is required, the 1icensee may include
this information in the LER to provide a cross reference to the ENS
notification, making the event easier to trace.

Licensees should use proper names for systems and components, as well as their
alphanumeric identifications during ENS notifications. Licensees should
avoid using local jargon for plant components, areas, operations, and the like
so that the HOO can quickly understand the situation and have fewer questions.
In addition, others not familiar with the plant can more readily understand
the situation.

4.3 Typical ENS Reporting Issues

At the time of an ENS notification, the NRC must independently assess the
status of the reactor to determine if it is in a safe condition and expected
to remain so. The HOO needs to understand the safety significance of each
event to brief NRC msragement or initiate an NRC response. The HOO will be
primarily concerned about the safety significance of the event, the current
condition of the plant, and the possible near-term effects the evert could
have on plant safety. The HOO will attempt to obtain as complete a
description as is available at the time of the notification of the event or
condition, its causes, and its effects. Depending upon the licensee’s
description of the event, the HOO may be concerned about other related issues.
The questions that the licensees typically may be asked to discuss do not
represent a requirement for reporting. These questions are of a nature to
allow the HOO information to more fully understand the event and its safety
significance and are not meant in any way to distract the licensee from more
important issues.

The licensee’s first responsibility during a transient is to stabilize the
plant and keep it safe. However, licensees should not delay declaring an
emergency class when conditions warrant because delaying the declaration can
defeat the appropriate response to an emergency. Because of the safety
significance of a declared emergency, time is of the essence. The NRC needs
to become aware of the situation as soon as practical to activate the NRC
Operations Center and the appropriate NRC regional incident response center,
as necessary, and to notify other Federal agencies.

The effectiveness of the NRC response during an event depends largely on
complete and accurate reporting from the licensee. During an emergency, the
appropriate regional incident response center and the NRC Operations Center
become focal points for NRC action. Licensee actions during an emergency are
monitored by the NRC to ensure that appropriate action is being taken to
protect the health and safety of the public. When required, the NRC supports
the licensee with technical analysis and coordinates logistics support. The
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NRC keeps other Federal agencies informed of the status of an incident and
provides information te the media. In addition, the NRC assesses and, if
necessary, confirms the appropriateness of actions recommended by the licensee
to local and State authorities.

Information Notice 85-80, "Timely Declaration of an Emer?ency Class,
Implementation of an Emergency Plan, and Emergency Notification," dated
October 15, 1985, indicates that it is the licensee’s responsibility to ensure
that adequate personnel, knowledge about plant conditions and emergency plan
implementing procedures, are available on shift to assist the shift supervisor
to classify an emergency and activate the emergency plan, including making
appropriate notifications, without interfering with plant operation. When 10
CIR 50.72 was published, the NRC made clear its intent in the Statements of
Consideration that notifications on the ENS to the NRC Operations Center
should be made by those knowledgeable of the event. If the description of any
emergency is to be sufficiently accurate and timeiy to meet the intent of the
NRC’s regulations, the personnel res?onsible for notification must be properly
trained and sufficiently knowledgeable of the event to report it correctly.
The NRC did not intend that notifications made pursuant to 10 CFR 50.72 would
be made by those who did not understand the event that they are reporting.

ENS reportability evaluations should be concluded and the ENS notification
made as soon as practical and in all cases within 1 hour or 4 hours to meet 10
CFR 50.72. The Statement of Considerations noted that the 1-hour deadline is
necessary if the NRC is to fulfill its responsibilities during and following
the most serious events occurring at operating nuclear power plants without
interfering with the operator’s ability to deal with an accident or transient
in the first few critical minutes (48 FR 39041, August 29, 1983).
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5 LICENSEE EVENT REPORTS

This section discusses the guidelines for preparing and submitting LERs.
Sectien 5.1 addresses administrativ: requirements and provides guidelines for
submittals; Section 5.2 addresses the requirements and guidelines for the LER
content. Portions of the rule are quoted, followed by explanation, if
necessary. A copy of the required LER form (NRC Form 366), LER Text
Continuation form (NRC Form 366A), and LER Failure Continuation form (NRC Form
366B), are shown at the end of this section. The use of LER information and
the review programs associated with LERs are explained in Appendix C.

5.1 LER Reporting Guidelines

This section addresses administrative requirements and provides guidelines for
submitiar . Topics addressed include submission of reports, forwarding
letters, cancellation of LERs, report legibility, reporting exemptions,
reports other than LERs that use LER forms, supplemental information, revised
reports, and general instructions for completing LER forms.

5.1.1 Submission of LERs

§50.73(d)

“Licensee Event Reports must be prepared on Form NRC 366 and submitted
within 30 days of discovery of a reportable event or situation to the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, as specified in §50.4."

An LER is to be submitted (mailed) within 30 days of the discovery date. If a
30-day period ends on a Sunday or holiday, reports submitted on the first
working day following the end of the 30 days are acceptable. If a Jicensee
knows that a report will be late or needs an additional day or so to complete
the report, the situation should be discussed with the appropriate NRC
regional office. See Section 2.11 for further discussion of discovery date.

5.1.2 LER Forwarding Letter and Cancellations

The cover letter forwarding an LER to the NRC should be signed by a
responsible official. There is no prescribed format for the letter. The date
the letter is issued and the report date should be the same. Licensees are
encouraged to include the NRC resident inspector and the Institute of Nuclear
Power Operations (INPO) in their distribution. Multiple LERs can be forwarded
by one forwarding letter.
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Cancellations of LERs tubmitted should be made by letter. The bases for the
cancellation should be vxplained so that the staff cln'undira;_nﬁrf;q ey

the reasons supporting the determination. The notice ¢ :

filed ang stored with the LER and acknowledgements iiﬁd 1
ta systems.

5.1.3 Report Legibility

=== po il

§50.73(e)

“The reports and copies that licensees are required to submit to the
Commission under the provisions of this section must be of sufficient
quality to permit legible reproduction and micrographic processing.”

No further explanation is necessary.

£.1.4 Exemptions

§50.73(f)

"Upon written request from a licensee including adequate justification or
at the initiation of the NRC staff, tie NRC Executive Director for
Operations may, by a letter to the licensee, grant exemptions to the
reporting requirements under this section."

Exemptions may be plant specific or generic., However, one of the goals of the
LER rule is a consistent set of reporting requirements that apply to all
plants. To minimize inconsistencies in the reporting, plant-specific
exemptions will not be issued unless justified by unique plant conditions.

5.1.5 Voluntary LERs

The Commission encourages voluntary LERs rather than information letters or 10
CFR 50.9 verbal reports to report operational events that do not meet the
criteria contained in 10 CFR 50.73. The LER format is preferable because of
the established procedures for distribution and entry into computerized data
files. The NRC recognizes that the number of LERs is not in itself an
accurate or aovpropriate measure to judge a plant’s safety performance. Also
see Section 2.9.

Because not all requirements of §50.73(b), "Contents," may pertain to some
voluntary reports, licensees should deve]op the content of such reports to
best present the information associated with the situation being reported.

Indicate information-type LERS (i.e., voluntary LERs) by checking the "Other"
block in Item 11 of the LER form and type "Voluntary Report" in the space
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immediately below the block. Also give a sequential LER number to the
voluntary report as noted in Section 5.2.4(5).

5 1.6 Svoplemental Information and Revised LERs

[ ey

§50.73(c)

"The Commission may require the licensee to submit specific additional
information beyond that required by paragraph (b) of this section if the
Commission finds that supplemental material is necessary for complete
understanding of any unusually complex or significant event. These
requests for supplemental information will be made in writing and the
licensee shall submit, as specified in §50.4, the requested information as
a supplement to the initial LER."

This provision authorizes the NRC staff to require the licensee to submit
specific supplemental information.

If an LER is incomplete at the time of original submittal or if it contains
significant incorrect information of a technical nature, the licensee should
use a revised report to provide the additional information or to correct
technical errors discovered in the LER. Identify the revision to the original
LER in the LER number as described in Section 5.2.4(5).

The revision should be complete and should not contain only suoplementary or
revised information to the previous LER because the revised LER will replace
the previous report in the computer file. In addition, indicate in the text

n evi 1 'y informa
TN A

If an LER mentions that an engineering study was being conducted, report the
results of the study in a revised LER only if it would significantly change
the reader’s perception of the cours~, significance, implications, or
consequences of the event or if it resul*ts in substantial changes in the
corrective action planned by the licensea,.

Use revisions only to provide additional or corrected information about a
reported event. Do not use a revision to report subsequent fai‘lures of the
same or like component, except as permitted in 10 CFR 50.73. Some licensees
have incorrectly used revisions to report new events that were discovered
months after the original event because they were loosely related to the
original event. These revisions had different event dates and discussed new,
although similar, events. Report events of this type as new LERs and not as
revisions te previous LERs.

1° a criterion for reportability was checked in Item 11 of NRC Form 66 and
"ater it was determined that other requirements alsc pertain, a revised LER
should be submitted. When a voluntary LER is submitted and later it was
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determined that the event was required to be reported, submit a revised LER to
identify this fact.

5.1.7 Special Reports

There are a number of requirements in various sections of the technical
specitications that require reporting of operating experience that is not
covered by 10 CFR 50.73. If LER forms are 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 block. The provisions of §50.73(b) may not be
applicable or appropriate in a special report. Develop the content of the
report to best present the information associatcd with the situation being
reported. In addition, if the LER form is user to submit a special report,
use a report number from the sequence used for LERs.

If an event is reportable boih under 10 CFR 50.73 and as a special report,
check the block in Item 11 for the ¢pplicable section of 50.73 as well as the

“Other" block for a special report. The content of the report should depend
on the reportable situation.

5.1.8 Appendix J Reports (Containment Leak Rate Test Reports)

A licensee must perform containwen. integrated and local leak rate testing and
report the results as required by Appendix J to 10 CFR Part 50. When the leak
rate test identifies a 10 CFR 50.73 reportab]e situation (see Section 3.2.4 or
3.3.1 of this report), submit an LER and inc ude the results in an Appendix J

report by reference, if desired. The LER should address only the reportable
situation, not the entire leak rate test.

5.1.9 10 CFR Part 21 Reports

10 CFR Part 21, "Reporting of Defects and Noncompliance," as amended durin
1991, encoura ?os Ticensees of operating nuclear power plants to re
di 13?&“ eva Ultﬂm l ep "g ‘fﬂ"’t bx'_; : :

e

i 5 \
550572 and uritten rcports via §50. 73). then as indicated in 10
the evaluation, notification, and reporting obligations of Plf
If the event is determined not to be reportable under 10 CFR
then the obligations of Part 21 are met by the evaluation.

For an LER, if the defect meets one of the criteria of 10 CFR 50.73, check the
applicable paragraph in Item 11 of NRC Form 366 (LER Form). Licensees are
also encouraged to check the "Other" block and indicate "Part 21" in the space
immediately below if the defect in a basic component could create a
substantial safety hazard. The wording in Item 16 ("Abstract") and Item 17
("Text") should state that the report constitutes a Part 21 notific

defect 1s applicable to other facilities at a multi-un

{ ~may be used by indicating the other involved facilities in It
ER Form.
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5.1.10 10 CFR 73.71 Reports

Submit events or conditions that are reportable under 10 CFR 73.71 using the
LER forms with the appropriate blocks in Item 11 checked. If the report
contains safeguards information as defined in 10 CFR 73.21, the LER forms may
still be used, but should be appropriately marked in accordance with 10 CFR

73.21. Include safeguards and security information only in the narrative and
not in the abstract. In addition, the text should clearly indicate the

information that is safeguards or security information. Finally, the
requirements of §73.21(g) must be met when transmitting safeguards
information. For additional guide

91-03, “Reporting of Safeguards Events

If the LER contains proprietary information, mark Item 17 of the LER form.
Include proprietary information only in the narrative and not in the abstract.

In addition, indicate c]ear]y in fhe}n;rratiygvthgﬂ‘ fgrmgtqu that is
b rietary. Finally, the requirements of §2.790(b) must be met wh

ot o

smitting proprietary information.
5.1.11 Availability of LER Forms

The NRC will provide LER forms (i.e., NRC Forms 366, 366A, and 366B) free of
charge. Copies may be obtained by writing to the NRC Publication Services
Section, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555. A
facsimile of an LER form may be used to facilitate word processing, but the
size and general format of the LER form should not be significantly altered.

5.2 LER Content Requirements and Preparation Guidance

Licensees are required to prepare an LER for those events or conditions that

meet one or more of the criteria contained in §50.73(a). Paragraph 50.73(b),
"Contents," specifies the information that an LER should contain with further
explanation ion al ides th eps to be

ol n

In 1986, the NRC decided to u.e an optical character reader {OCR) to read LER
abstracts into NRC LER data bases (!F Information Notice No. 86-08, "Licensee
Event Report (LER) Format Modification.” February 3, 1986). At that time,
licensees were asked to help reduce the number of errors incurred by the OCR
as a result of incompatible print styles by using OCR-compatible typography
for preparing LERs. Therefore, certain limitations have been placed on the
use of type styles and symbols for the abstract and text of the LERs. These
Timitations are listed below. (See the Information Notice for details.)
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Type Styles:

Prestige Elite (12 pitch)
Letter Gothic (12 pitch)
OCR-B (12 pitch)

Courier 12 (12 pitch)
Elite (12 pitch)

Courier 10 (10 pitch)
OCR-A (10 pitch)

Prestige Pica (10 pitch)
Prestige Pica (10 pitch)

In addition, the following proportional space type-styles can be read:
Madeleine, Cubic, Bold, and Title.

It is suggested that output be on typewriter or formed character (letter-
quality or near letter-quality) printer (e.g., daisy wheel, laser, ink-jet).

It is suggested that output have an uneven right margin (i.e., we suggest that
you not right justify output).

It is suggested that text of the abstract be kept at least 1/2-inch inside the
border on all sides of the area designated for the abstract on the LER form.

It is suggested that you do pot underscore, use bold print, use Italic print
style, end any lines with a hyphen or use paragraph indents. Instead, print
copy single space with a blank 1ine between paragraphs.

Limitations on the use of symbols in the textual areas

e Spell out the word "degree."

e Use </= for "less than or equal to."

e Use >/= for "greater than or equal to."

e Use +/- for "plus or minus."

e Spell out all Greek letters.

Do not use exponents. A number should either be expressed as a decimal,
spelled out, or pn;ferab\y designated in terms of "E" (E field format). For
example, 4.2 x 10°® could be expressed as 4.2E-6, 0.0000042, or 4.2 x 10(-6).
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When reporting actual or potential failures of components, trains, or systems,
§g§Cf§?e~any'redundant components, trains, or systems that were available and
operable.

Be sure the requirements are met for each failure or error when more than one
occurs. For example, if two different components failed during the event,
discuss the failure mode, mechanism (immediate cause), and effect, in addition
to a root cause and corrective action, for both failures.

5.2.1 Narrative Description or Text (NRC Form 366A, Item 17)

(1) Format

§50.73(b)(2)(1)

The LER shall contain: "A clear, specific, narrative description of what
occurred so that knowledgeable readers conversant with the design of
commercial nuclear power plants, but not familiar with the details of a
particular plant, can understand the complete event."

There is no prescribed format for the LER text; write the narrative in a
format that most clearly describes the event. Although §50.73(b) defines the
information that should be included, it is not intended as an outline of the
text format. After the narrative is written, however, review the appropriate
sections of §50.73(b) to make sure that applicable subjects have been
adequately addressed.

It may be useful for the licensee to develop a standard LER outline for the
narrative. Provide the criter‘a of the rule as major headings (e.g., event
description, safety consequences, corrective actions, and previous similar
events) and subheadings (e.g., nitial conditions, dates and times, event
classification, systems status, event or condition causes, failure modes,
method of discovery, component information, immediate corrective actions, and
actions to prevent recurrence), Use this outline for headings in the
narrative and to ensure that all aspects of the event are included. The use
of headings could increase readability of the report.

Explain exactly what happened during the entire event or condition, including
how systems, components, and operating personnel performed. Do not cover
specific hardware problems in excessive detail. Describe unique
characteristics of a plant as well as other characteristics that influenced
the event (favorably or unfavorably). Avoid using plant-unique terms and
abbreviations, or, as a minimum, clearly define them. The audience for LERs
is large and does not necessarily know the details of each plant,

Include the root causes, the plant status before the event, and the sequence
of occurrences. Describe the event from the perspective of the operator
(i.e., what the operator saw, did, perceived, understood, or misunderstood).
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Specific information that should be included, as appropriate, is described in
paragraphs 50.73(b)(2%(ii), (b)(3), (b)(4), and (b)(5) of the rule and
separately in the following sections.

If several engineered safety feature (ESF) systems actuate during an event,
describe all aspects of the complete event, including all actuations
sequentially, and 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), describe the component failure in the
narrative of the LER for the reactor scram. There is no need to provide
redundant information or unimportant details, but it is necessary to discuss
the performance and status of ESF equipment important for definin? and
understanding what happened and for determining the potential implications of
the event.

Paraphrase pertinent sections of the latest submitted safety analysis report
(SAR) rather than referencing them because not all organizations or
individuals have acces: to SARs. Extensive cross-referencing would be
excessively time consuming considering the large number of LERs and large
number of reviewers that read each LER. In cases where the information in the
SAR may not be sufficiently detailed or up to date, add the necessary
information in the LER.

It is not necessary to inciude excessive technical detail in the narrative
that would detract from readability of the report. Ensure, however, that each
applicable component’s safety-significant effect on the event or condition is
clearly and completely described.

(2) Specific Information

§50.73(b)(2)(11)(A)

The narrative description must include: "Plant operating conditions before
the event."

Describe the plant operating conditions such as power level or, if not at
power, describe mode, temperature, and pressure that existed before the event.

m
§50.73(b)(2)(11)(B)

The narrative description must include: "Status of structures, components,
or systems that were inoperable at the start of the event and that
contributed to the event."

If there were no structures, systems, or components that were inoperable at
the start of the event and contributed to the event, so state.
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§50.73(b)(2)(11)(C)

The narrative description must include: "Dates and approximate times of
occurrences.”

Provide sufficient times and dates in the narrative to capture the time
sequence of the event. The event date is generally 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. Discuss both the discovery date and the event date if
they differ. If an 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 narrative. See Section 2.11 for further discussion of discovery
date.

Give dates and approximate times for all major occurrences discussed in the
LER (e.g., aliscoveries; immediate corrective actions; systems, components, or
trains declared inoperable or operable; reactor trip; and stable conditions
achieved). Include an estimate of the time and date of failure of systems,
components, or trains if different from the time and date of discovery. For
example, if an ESF actuated on January 15, 1991, but the actuation was not
discovered until a review of the sequence-of-events printout on January 30,
the event date should be January 15. However, if a licensee discovered on
January 15, 1991, that a design error occurred some time in 1982, then the
event date should be January 15, 1991.

Components such as valves and snubbers may be tested over a period of several
weeks. During this period, a number of inoperative similar components may be
discovered. In such cases, similar failures that are reportable and that are
discovered during a single test program within the 30 days of discovery of the
first failure are reported as one LER. For similar failures that are
reportable under Section 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 the first failure on one LER. However, the 30-
day clock starts when the first reportable event is discovered. State in the
LER text (and code the informatior in Items 14 and 15) that a supplement to
the LER will be submitted when th: test is completed. Submit a revision to
the original LER when the tesi is completed. Include all the failures,
including those reported in the original LER, in the revised LER (i.e., the
revised LER should stand alone).
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B §50.73(b)(2)(11)(D)

The narrative description must include: "The cause of each component or
system failure or personnel error, if known."

§50.73(b)(2)(i1)(E)

The narrative description must include: “"The failure mode, mechanism, and
effect of each failed component, if known."
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§50.73(b)(2)(11)(F)

The narrative description must include: "The Energy Industry
Identification System component function identifier and system name of each
component or system referred to in the LER.

(1)  The Energy Industry Identification System is
defined in: IEEE Std 803-1983 (May 16, 1983)
Recommended Practice for Unique Identification in
Power Plants and Related Facilities--Principles and
Definitions.

(2) IEEE Std 8G3-1983 has been approved for
incorporation by reference by the Director of the
Federal Register.

A notice of any changes made te the material incorporated by reference will
be published in the Federal Register. Copies may be obtained from the
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers, 345 East 47th Street,
New York, NY 10017. TIEEE Std 803-1983 is available for inspection at the
NRL’s Technical Library, which is located in the Phillips Building, 7920

Norfolk Avenue, Bethesda, Maryland; and at the Office of the Federal
Register, 1100 L Street, NW, Washington, DC." i

The system name may be either the full name (e.g., reactor coolant system) or
the two-letter system code (such as AB for the reactor coolant system).
However, when the name is long (e.g., low-pressure coolant injection system),
the system code (e.g., BO) should be used. If the full names are used, The
Energy Industry Identification System (EIIS) component function identifier
and/or system identifier (i.e., the two letter code) should be included in
parentheses following the first reference to a component or system in the
narrative. The component function identifiers and system identifiers need not
be repeated with each subsequent reference tc the same component or system.

Whenever an uncertainty arises concerning the interpretation of a system
boundary, for those systems included in the nuclear plant reliability data
system (NPRDS) reportable scope, the boundary should be defined consistent
with the comparable system descriptions and interpretations contained in the
NPRDS Reportable System and Component Scope Manual.

§50.73(b){(2)(11)(6)

The narrative description must include the following specific information
as appropriate for the particular event: "For failures of components with
multiple functions, include a 1ist of systems or secondary functions that

were also affected.”
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No further explanation is necessary.

§50.73(b)(2)(11)(H)

The narrative description must include: “For failure that rendered a train
of a safety system inoperable, an estimate of the elapsed time from the
discovery of the failure until the train was returned to service.”

Include an estimate of the length of time the train o
inopcrable before discovery. Explicitly st
and pravide redundancy information or, for instrument
(e.g., ne out of three).

= =T ==

§50.73(b)(2)(11)(I1)

The narrative description must include: “The method of discovery of each
component or system failure or procedural error.”

Explain how each component failure, system failure, per
procedural deficiency was discovered while
or results of surveillance tests, during a p
while performing quarterly maintenance, or curinq a
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§50.73(b)(2)(11)(9)

The narrative description must include the following specific information
as appropriate for the particular event:

"(1) Operator actions that affected the course of the event,
including operator errors, procedural deficiencies, or
both, that contributed to the event.

(2) For each personnel error, the licensee shall discuss:

(1) Whether the error was a cognitive error
(e.g., failure to recognize the actual plant
condition, failure to realize which systems
should be functioning, failure to recognize
the true nature of the event) or a procedural
error;

(i1) Whether the error was contrary to an approved procedure,
was a direct result of an error in an approved procedure,
or was associated with an activity or task that was not
covered by an approved procedure;

(111) Any unusual characteristics of the work
location (e.g., heat, noise) that directly
contributed to the error; and

(iv) The type of personnel involved (i.e., contractor
personnel, utility-licensed operator, utility non-
licensed operator, other utility personnel).”

Human performance often influences the outcome of nuclear power plant events.
Human error is known to contribute to more than half of the LERs as discussed
in previous guidance. The LER rule identifies the types of reactor events and
problems that are believed to be significant and useful to the NRC in its
effort to identify and resolve threats to public safety. It is designed to
provide the information necessary for engineering studies of operational
anomalies and trends and patterns analysis of operation occurrences.

Generally, the criteria of Section 50.73(b)(2)(1) require a clear, specific
narrative so that knowledgeable readers can understand the complete event.
Fuither, the criteria of Section 50.73(b)(2)(i1)(d) require a description of
(1) operator actions that affected the course of the event and (2) for each
personnel error, additional specific information detailed in the rule; for
example, whether the error was a cognitive error or a procedural error.

Second Draft,
113 NUREG-1022, Rev. 1



§50.73(b)(2) (11)(K)

The narrative description must include: “Automatically and manually
| initiated safety system responses.”

§50.73(b)(2)(11)(L)

| The narrative description must include: "The manufacturer and model number
(or other identification) of each component that failed during the event."

§50.73(b)(3)

The LER shall contain: "An assessment of the safety consequences and
implications of the event. This assessment must include the availability
of other systems or components that could have performed the same function
as the components and systems that failed during the event."

w

Give a summary assessment of the actual and potential safety consequences and
implications of the event, including the basis for submitting the report.
Evaluate the event to the extent necessary to fully assess the safety
consequences and safety margins associated with the event.

Include an assessment of the event under alternative conditions if the
incident would have been more severe (e.g., the plant would have been in a
condition not analyzed in its latest SAR) under reasonable and credible
alternative conditions, such as a different operating mode. For example, if
an event occurred while the plant was at low power and the same event could
have occurred at full power, which would have resulted in considerably more
serfous consequences, this alternative condition should be assessed and the
consequences reported.
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Reasonable and credible alternative conditions may include normal plant
operating conditions, potential accident conditions, or additional component
failures, depending on the event. Normal alternative operating conditions and
off-normal conditions expected tov nccur during the life of the plant should be
considered. The intent of this cection is to obtain the result of the
considerations that are typical in the conduct of routine operatiorn., such as
event reviews, not to require extraordinary studies.

(4) rrectiv ti

§50.73(b)(4)

The LER shall contain: "A description of any corrective actions planned as
a result of the event, including those to reduce the probability of similar
events occurring in the future.”

In addition to a description of any corrective actions planned as a result of
the event, describe corrective actions on similar or related components that
were done, or are planned, as a direct result of the event. For example, if
pump 1 failed during an event and required corrective maintenance and that
same maintenance also was done on pump 2, so state.

If a study was conducted, and resuits are not available within the 30-day
period, report the results of the study in a revised LER if they result in
substantial changes in the corrective action planned. (See Section 5.1.6 for
further discussion of submitting revised LERs.)
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(5) Previous Occurrences

§50.73(b)(5)

The LER shall contain: "Reference to any previous similar events at the
same plant that are known to the licensee."

The term "previous occurrences” should include previous events or conditions
that involved the same underlying concern or reason as this event, such as the
same root cause, failure, or sequence of events. For infrequent events such
as fires, a 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 such as ESF actuations, a narrower
definition may be used (e.g., only those scrams with the same root cause).

The intent of the rule is to identify generic or recurring problems.

;idn how far back in time to

rather thaﬂ to get
ent was al¥19h~

The licensee should use engineering judgmen
go to present a reasonably conpietéf ,
intent is to be able to see a pattern
a complete 10- or 20-year h!stc
frequency type of event,
corrective actions ¢
then the root cause has not be

curring,

1§ 0¢

n addresse

Include the LER number(s), if any, ilar events. 1f no previous

similar events occurred, so state. rves to increase the afficiency and
effectiveness of the Liﬁ reviewing@prgc 5. any earlier events, in

retrospect, were significant in relation to the subject event, discuss why
prior corrective action did not prevent recurrence.

(6) LER Text Continuation Sheet (NRC Form 366A)

Use one or more additional text continuation sheets of the LER Form 366A to
continue the narrative, if necessary. There is no 1imit on the number of
continuation sheets that may be included.

Drawings, figures, tables, photographs, and other aids may be included with
the narrative to help readers understand the event. If possible, provide the
aids on the LER form (i.e., NRC Form 366A). In addition, care should be taken
to ensure that drawings and photographs are of sufficient quality to permit

legible reproduction and micrographic processing. Avoid oversized drawings
(i.e., larger than 8 1/2 x 11).
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5.2.2 Abst-act (NRC Form 366, Item 16)

§50.73(b)(1)

| The LER shall contain: "A brief abstract describing the major occurrences

i during the event, including all component or system failures that
contributed to the event and significant corrective action taken or planned
| to prevent recurrence.”

Provide a brief abstract describing the major occurrences during the event,
including all actual component or system failures that contributed to the
event, all relevant operator errors or violations of procedures, the root
cause(s) of the major occurrence(s), and the corrective action taken or
planned for each root cause. Limit the abstract to 1400 characters (including
spaces), which is approximately 15 lines of single-spaced typewritten text.

Do not use EIIS component function identifiers or the two-letter codes for
system names in the abstract.

It is acceptable to describe the entire event in the abstract space. However,
the description of the event should be sufficiently detailed so that a
knowiedgeable reader can understand the complete event. Few reportable events
will be so simplistic that they can be adequately described in 1400
characters.

The abstract is generaily included in the LER data base to give users a brief
description of the event to identify events of interest. Therefore, if space
permits, provide the numbers of other LERs that reference similar events in
the abstract.

As noted in Section 5.1.10, do not include safequards, security, or
proprietary information in the abstract.

5.2.3 Event Title (NRC Form 366, Item 4)

C

rij

The title should include a
required to be repo

oncise o

Event Report” should
ont Sepett o2

idered inadequ:
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5.2.4 Other Fields on the LER Form

(1) Facility Name (NRC Form 366, Item 1)

Enter the name of the facility (e.g., Indian Point, Unit 1) at which the event
occurred. If the event involved more than one unit at a station, enter the
name of the nuclear facility with the lowest nuclear unit number (e.g., Three
Mile Island, Unit 1).

(2) 0 Number (NRC Form

Enter the docket number (in 8-digit format) assigned to the unit. For
example, the docket number for Yankee-Rowe is 05000029. Note the use of zeros
in this example.

(3) P N r F

Enter the total number of pages included (including figures and tables that
are attached to Item 17 Text) in the LER package. For continuation sheets,
number the pages consecutively beginning with page 2. The front side of the
two-sided LER form, including the abstract and other data is pre-numbered on

the form as page 1 of __ ; the back side of the form actually starts page 2
and needs to be numbered.

(4) Event Date (NRC F m 5

Enter the date on which the event occurred in the six spaces provided. There
are two spaces for the month, two for the day, and two for the year, in that
order. Use leading zeros in the first and third spaces when appropriate. For

example, June 1, 1987, would be properly entered as 060187. Use the discovery
date if the event date can not be clearly defined.

(5) Report Number (NRC Form 3 m

The LER number consists of three parts: (a) the last two digits of the event
year (based on event date), (b) the sequential report number, and (c) a
revision number. The numbering system is shown in the diagram below; the
event occurred in the year 1991, it was the 4%/ event of that year, and the
submittal was the lst revision to the original LER for that event.

Event Sequential Revision
Year Report Number Number
91 045 01

ven ar: Enter the last two digits of the year in which the event

gcggtgeg. For example, for events occurring in 1991 enter 91 in the spaces
provided.

Sequential Report Number: As each reportable event is reported for a unit
during the year, it is assigned a sequential number. For example, for the
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15th and 33rd events to be reported in a given year at a given unit, enter 015
and 033, respectively, in the spaces provided.

Follow the guidelines below to ensure consistency in the sequential numbering
of reports.

» Each unit should have its own set of sequential report numbers. Units
at multi-unit sites should not share a set of sequential report numbers.

v The sequential number should begin with 001 for the first event that
occurred in each calendar year, using leading zeros for sequential
numbers less than 100.

. For an event common to all units of a multi-unit site, assign the
sequential number to the lowest numbered nuclear unit.

¢ If a sequential number was assigned to an event, and it was subsequently
determined that the event was not reportable, a "hole" in the series of
LER numbers would result. The NRC would prefer that licensees reuse a
sequential number rather than leave holes in the sequence. A sequential
LER number may be reused even if the event date was later than
subsequent reports.

If the licensee chooses not to reuse the number, write a brief letter to the
NRC noting that “LER number xxx for docket 05000XXX will not be used.®

Revision Number: The revision number of the original LER submitted is 00.
The revision number for the first revision submitted should be 01. Subsequent
revisions should be numbered sequentially (i.e., 02, 03, 04).

(6) Report Date (NRC Form 366, Item 7)

Enter the date the 'cR is submitted to the NRC in the six spaces provided, as
described in Section 5.2.4(4) above.

(7) Other Facicities (NRC Form 366, Item 8)

When a situation is discovered at one unit of a facility that applies to more
than the one unit, submit a single LER. LER form items 1, 2, 6, 9, and 10
should r-fer to the unit primarily affected, or, if both units were affected
approximately equally, to the lowest numbered nuclear unit.

The intent of the requirement is to name the facility in which the primary
event occurred, whether or not that facility is the lowest numbered of the
facilities involved. The automatic us® of the lowest number should only apply
to cases where both units are affected approximately equally. Item 8 only
should indicate the other unit(s) affected. The abstract and the text should
describe how the event affected all units.

Enter the facility name and unit number and docket number (see Sections
5.2.4(1) and 5.2.4(2) for format) of any other units at that site that were
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directly affected by the event (e.g., the event included shared components,
the LER described a tornado that threatened both units of a two-unit plant).

(8) Operating Mode (NRC Form 366, Item 9)

Enter the operating mnde of the unit at the time of the event as defined in
the plant’s technicai specifications in the single space provided. For plants
that have operating modes such as hot shutdown, cold shutdown, and operating,
but do not have numerical operating modes (e.g., Mode 5), place the letter N
in Item 9 and describe the operating mode in the text.

(9) Power Level (NRC Form 366, Item 10)

Enter the percent of licensed thermal power at which the reactor was operating
when the event occurred. For shutdown conditions, enter 000. For all other
operating conditions. enter the correct numerical value (estimate power level
if it is not known precisely), using Teading zeros as appropriate (e.g., 009
for 9-percent power). Significant deviations in the operating power in the
balance of plant should be clarified in the text.

(10) Reporting Requirements (NRC Form 366, Item 11)

Check one or more blocks according to ine reporting requirements that apply to
the event. A single event can meet more than one reorting criterion. For
example: if as a result of sabotage, reportable inde- §73.71(b), a safety
system failed to function, reportable under §50."3(a)(2){v), and the net
result was a release of radioactive material in . restricted area that
exceeded the applicable license 1imit, reportable under §20.405(a) (1) (ii1),
prepare a single LER ard check the three boxes fo:~ paragraphs 73.71(b),
50.73(a)(2)(v), and 20.405(1)(1)(ii1).

In addition, an event can b2 reportable as an LER aven if it does not meet any
of the criteria of 10 CFR 50.73. For example, a case of attempted sabotage
(§73.71(b)) that does not result in any consequences that meet the criteria in
50.73 can be reported using the "Other" block. Use the "Other" block if a
reporting requirement other than those specified in item 11 was met.
Specifically describe this other reporting requirement in the space provided
below the "Other"” block and in the abstract and text.

(11) Licensee Contact (NRC Form 366, Item 12)
F’

§50.73(b)(6)

The LER snall contain: "The name and telephone number of a person within
the Ticensee’s organization who is knowledgeable about the event and can
provide additional information concerning the event and the plant’s

characteristics.”
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Enter the name, position title, and work telephone number (including area
code) of a person who can provide additional ‘nformation and clarification for
the event described in the LER.

(12) Component Failures (NRC Form 366, Item 13)
Enter the appronriate data for each component failure described in tie event.

A failure is defined as the termination of the ability of a component to
perform its required function. Unannounced failures are not detected until
the next test; announced failures are detected by any number of methods at the
instant of occurrence.

If multiple components of the same type failed and all of the information
required in Item 13 (i.e., cause, system, component, etc.) was the same for
each component, then only a single entry is required in Item 13. Clearly
define the number of components that failed in the abstract and text.

The component information elements of this item are discussed below.

Cause: Enter the cause code as shown below. 1f more than one cause code is
applicable, enter the cause code that most clo:aly describes the root cause of
the failure.

Cause
Code Classification and Definition
A Personnel Error is assigned to failures attributed to human

errors. Classify errors made because written procedures were not
followed or because personnel did not perform in accordance with
accepted or approved practice as personnel errors. Do not include
errors made as a result of following incorrect written procedures
in this classification.

B Mﬂﬂm_gmmsmmmm%n is assigned to
failures reasonably attributed to design, manufacture,

construction, or installation of a system, component, or
structure. For example, include failures that were traced to
defective materials or components otherwise unable to meet the
specified functional requirements or performance specifications in
this classification.

C External Cause is assigned to failures attributed to natural
phenomena. A typical example would be a failure resulting from a
lightning strike, tornado, or flood. Also assign this
classification to man-made exiernal causes that originate off site
(e.g., an industrial accidunt at a nearby industrial facility).

D Defective Procedure is assigned to failures caused by inadequate
or incomplete written procedures or instructions.
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r fici is assigned to failures
caused by inadequate management oversight or management systems
(e.g., major breakdowns in the licensee’s administrative controls,
preventive maintenance program, surveillance program, or quality
assurance controls, inadequate root cause determination,
inadequate corrective action).

Other is assigned to failures for which the proximate cause cannot
be identified or which cannot be assigned to one of the other
classifications.

System: Enter the two-letter system code from Institute of
Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) Standard 805-1984,
"IEEE Recommended Practice for System Identification in Nuclear
Power Plants and Related Facilities," March 27, 1984, Copies may
be obtained from the Institute of Electrical and Electronics
Engineers, 345 East 47th Street, New York, NY 10017.

: Enter the applicable component codc from IEEE Standard
803A-1983, "IEEE Recommended Practice for Unicue Identification in
Power Plants and Related Facilities - Lomponent Function
Identifiers.”

Component Manufacturer: Enter the four cheracter alphanumeric
reference code. Chapter 18 of the NPROS Peporting Guidance Manua)
describes how to access a computerized 1isting of manufacturer

codes maintained on INPO's computer. Designate manufacturers that
are not included in the 1ist as X999,

Rep.rtavle to NPRLS: Enter a "Y" if the failure is reportable to
NPR'S ard 2n “N" if it is not reportable.

Inclide in the LER text and in item 13 of the LER Form any
compinent failure involved in the event, not just components
with n the scope of NPRDS or EIIS.

failure Continuation Sheet (NRC Form 3661): If mere than four
failures need to be coded, use cne vr mo'e of :he failure
continuation sheets (NRC Form 366B) .aode the entries in Items 1,
2, 3, and 6 of tre failure continuastion ;heei to match en*ries of
these items on tie initial page ot che LER. Complete item 13 in
the same manner as item 13 on the basic LER form. Do not repeat
failures coded o, the basic LER form on the failure continuation
sheet. Place any failure continuation sheets after any tex\

continuation sheets and include those sheets in the total nunher
of pages for the LER.

(13) Supplemental Report (NRC Form 366, Item 14)

Check the "Yes" block if “he licensee plans to submit a followup report. For
example, if a failed comronent had been returned to the manufacturer for
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additional testing and the results of the test were not yet available wnei the
LER was submitted, a followup report would be submitted.

(14)

=i m

Enter the expected date of submission of the supplemental LER, if applicable.

See Section 5.2.4(4) for the proper date format The expected submission da.e
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HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVENT REPORTING
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Origin of 10 CFR 50.72 ard 50.73

In December 1980, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) determined that
requirements for reporting operational experience data needed major revision
and approved the development of an integrated operational experience reporting
(IOER) system. The IOER system would combine, modify, and make mandatory the
existing licensee event report (LER) system and the industry supported,
voluntary nuclear plant reliability data system (NPRDS). The NPRDS contains
both engineering and failure data submitted by nuclear power plant licensees
on specified plant components and systems. An advance notice of pre;ssed
rgle?aking concerning the IOER system was publishad on January 15, 1981 (46 FR
3541).

On June 8, 1981, the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (INPO) stated it
would assume responsibility for managing and funding the NPRDS and would audit
member utilities to assess the adequacy of their participation in the NPRDS.
The NRC beliszved the NPRDS would provide the necessary operating experience
data and further development of the IOER system was discontinued.

On May 6, 1582, the NRC published a notice of proposed rulenaking in the
Federal Regi:ter (47 FR 19543) that would modify and codify the existing LER
system. On July 26, 1983, after consideration of public corments, the NRC
published in the Federal Register (48 FR 33850) a final rule under 10 CFR
50.73, which modified and codified the LER .ystem and becane effective on
January 1, 1984. In the rule, the Commission clearly indicated that the NPRDS
is a vital adjunct to 10 CFR 50.72 for component data. The purpose of the
rule was to standardize the reporting requirements for all nuclear power plant
licensees, to eliminate reporting events of low individual significance, and
to require more thorough documentation and analyses of reported events.
Licensees are to submit such reports within 30 days of discovery. The revised
system also permits licensees to use the LER procedures for various other
reports required under specific sections of 10 CFR Part 20 and Part 50.

Also effective January 1, 1984, the NRC amended its immediate notification
requirements of significant events at operating nuclear power reactors {10 CFR
50.72) 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 rule was pubiished in the Federal Register (48 FR 39039) on August
29, 1983, and corrections to the rule (48 FR 40882) were published on
September 12, 1983. Among the changes made were the use of terminology,
phrasing, and reporting thresholds similar to those of 10 CFR 50.73 whenever
possible. Thereiore, most events reported under 10 CFR 50.72 also will
require an in-deptn tullowup report under 10 CFR 50.73.

NRC Workshops and Event Reporting Guidelines

In September 1983, the NRC staff published NUREG-1022, "Licensee Event
Reporting System," to srovide supporting information and guidelines to persons
responsible for the preparation and review of LERs. NUREG-1022 includes (1) a
brief description of how the NRC analyzes LERs, (2) a restatement of the
guidance contained in the Statements of Consideration that accompanied the
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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)
guidelines on how to prepare an LER and use the LER form, and (5) guidelines
on submittal of LERs.

Between October 25 and November 16, 193, the NRC held five regional workshops
to discuss the new LER rule (10 CFR 50.,2) and the revised emergency
notification rule (10 CFR 50.72). Supplement 1 to NUREG-1022 was published in
February 1984 to provide a summary of answers to questions asked during the
workshops.

Supplement 2 to NUREG-1022, issuved in September 1985, contained evaluat’ uns of
the quality and completeness of an industry-wide sample of 415 LERs. The
study was performed for the NRC Office for Analysis and Evaluation of
Operational Data (AEOD) by EG&G, Inc., at Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory. The report identifies deficiencies in LER content and recommends
corrective actions,

NRC Requlatory Impact Study (Draft NUREG-1395)

In the fall of 1989, the NRC staff surveyed personnel from 13 nuclear power
utilities to obtain their views on the potential effect that NRC regulatory
activities wer: having on the safe operation of their nuclear plants. This
survey was documented in NUREG-1395, "Industry Percepgtions of the Impact of
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission on Nuclear Power Plant Activities,"”
Draft, March 1990. Section 8, "Reporting Events," of NUREG-1395 included
industry comments on reporting required by 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73.

Specific industry concerns included the need for reporting

« inadvertent actuations of engineered safety feature (ESF) eguipment
® actuation of ESF equipment involving no safety significance
. plant shutdowns required by plant technical specifications even though

the action statements of the technical specifications were being met

* grass fires not affecting plant safety
. radiation exposures in excess of regulatory limits
Revision of NUREG-1022

Partially in response to the industry’s concerss regard1n? event reporting
described in NUREG-1395, the NRC sponsored four additional regional workshops
on event reportirg during September to November 1990.

NRC staff determined that additional clarification was needed to further
improve the usefulness, quality, and threshold of reporting by the 1icensees
under 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73. Therefore, Revision 1, to NUREG-1022 is issued
to encompass aii supersede NUREG-1022 and Suprlements 1 and 2. The intent of
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this revision is to clarify reporting required by 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73, as
interpreted by the associated Statements of Consideration, without changing
the reporting requirements of 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73.
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NRC Prompt Response Personnel
Headquarters Operations Officer

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Operations Center is continuously
staffed with an NRC headquarters operations officer (HOO), who holds a degree
in engineering and works for the Office for Analysis and Evaluation of
Operational Data (AEOD). HOOs are trained to receive licensee notifications
via the euer?ency notification system (ENS) made under Titel 10 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Section 50.72. In addition, they are trained to
receive materials, security or transportation events, as well as inquiries
from the public or media. A second HOO is usually on duty during normal
working hours to help with the more frequent communications experienced during
the work day.

Each HOO has previous nuclear experience and receives extensive classroom and
simulator training on both boiling-water and pressurized-water reactor systems
at the NRC Technical Training Center.

Although HOOs have a good general understanding of nuclear power plants, they
do not have expert knowledge of each specific plant. The HOOs ask questions
and rely on the liconsees to explain plant-specific details, terms, and the
limiting conditions fur operation of related technical specifications, to
ensure they understand the significance of the event and are able to answer
pertinent questions. The HOOs will attempt to obtain all of the details of
the event that bear on its safety significance, even if those details would
not otherwise be reportable.

The HOO determines, by procedure, how quickly the ENS event information needs
to be disseminated to various NRC officials and other Federal agencies and
prepares a written report of the oral ENS notification (ENS Event Notification
Report) for electronic distribution to the NRC Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation (NRR), NRC regional offices and the Institute of Nuclear Power
Operations, by 7:30 a.m. each weekday morning.

Emergency Officer

If an emergency is declared or if it appears that the event may have
significant plant-specific or generic interest to the NRC, the HOO notifies
the emergency officer (EO). The EO is assigned on a weekly rotation from NRC
staff members of the Senior Executive Service, and is on call 24 hours. These
are typically NRR division directors, assistant division directors, or branch
chiefs, who are responsible for the NRC response to an event. The EO decides
which other NRC mana?ers should be informed to participate in responding to
the event. The EO also participates in deciding whether the NRC Operations
Center and/or the applicable NRC regional incident response center will be
partially or fully staffed to continuously monitor the event.

Regional Duty Officer
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The HOO promptly informs the regional duty officer (RDO) of any ENS
notification affecting the RDO’s NRC region. The RDO, who is a senior NRC
employee (typically a section chief, branch chief, or division director) in
the applicable NRC region, is assigned a weekly rotation and is on call 24
hours. The RDO informs the respcnsible NRC section chief and other NRC staff,
as needed. The NRC regional staff follow up on the plant-specific aspects of
each event through the responsible section chief, resident inspectors, and
other NRC managers or technical experts, as needed.

Resident Inspector

If the safety significance of an event warrants or if the .0 can not obtain a
clear understanding of an event, the RDO may request a resident inspector to
immediatcly investigate, monitor, and report back to the NRC region and
headquarters on the situation.

Licensees are encouraged to work with a resident inspector if they have a
question regarding the reportability of an issue. If the resident inspector
cannot provide guidance, he or she can direct the licensee through the region
to headquarters for a more definitive discussion. The resident inspector will
not make the decision, but can advise what the regulations require. The
resident inspector should be informed about an event whenever an ENS
notification is made.

The NRC relies on the continuously staffed NRC Operations Center, not the
resident inspector, to notify the appropriate NRC staff of a reportable event.

N i n
NRC Response Options

There is a wide range of typical NRC headquarters and region responses to an
ENS]notification, depending on the safety significance of the event,
including:

N The NRC Operations Center and tha NRC regional incident response center
may be fully activated and a site team sent to the plant.

. Specific NRC staff may monitor the arogress of the event from the NRC
Operations Center and/or regional i-cident response center and an NRC
team may be sent to the plant.

. A resident inspector may be requested o immed ately investigate,
monitor, and report back to the NRC region and/or headquarters.

- Conference calls among NRC headquarters, region, and licensee management
may be established.

» The EO, RDO, and HOO may follow the progress of the event and request
specific information from the licensee on a periodic basis until the
plant is in a safe condition.
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. The RDO may receive the notification and contact the resident inspector
for additional information.

Additional NRC Operating Event Review

Each working day the NRR Events Assessment Branch (EAB) and the AEOD Reactor
Operations Analysis Branch (ROAB) obtain copies of notifications of events
that were received in the NRC Operations Lenter since the beginning of the
previous working day. Copies of the daily report from each regional office
also are obtained. These reports present the results of the regional offices’
review of events occurring within the region since the previous working day,
geq;;dless of whether licensees have submitted notifications under 10 CFR
0.72.

Each working day EAB and ROAB personnei screen the notifications and regional
daily reports to identify events that are potentially significant. A
telephone conference follows at a preset time in the morning among
representatives of EAB, ROAB, NRR’s Generic Communications and Vendor
Inspection Branches, the NRC Operations Center, and others. The conference
call is made to discuss the significance of the events and identify specific
events for further assessment. If an assessment is needed, engineers are
assigned to determine what happened during the event, what caused the event,
what the consequences might be, what corrective or preventive action is being
taken, and whether that action is sufficient. If the event is still ongoing,
then the engineer follows its development.

During assessment of the event, the assigned engineer determines whether the
event is generic, significant, or both. The event is generic if other nuclear
power plants have the potential for occurrence of a similar event. Searches
of plant operational experience data bases may be performed by ROAB personne)
to identify similar occurrences and assess generic applicability. The event
is significant ir any of the following occurred:

v potential or actual degradation occurred in safety-related equipment or
structures, fuel integrity, the primary coolant pressure boundary, or
containment

release of radioactivity (in excess of 10 CFR Part 20 limits) occurred
the plant was operated outside technical specification 1imits

a scram with complications occurred

other conditions warranted attention by NRC

If the event is classified as significant, senior NRC management are informed
at the next weekly events briefing meeting. Briefing information, including
event summaries and diagrams, are placed in the Public Document Room (PDR).
The event also is entered into the EAB significant event tracking system.

Each quarter the significant events are compiled and published in the NRC
performance indicator report ("Performance Indicators for Operating Commercial
Nuclear Power Reactors," issued by AEOD and available in the NRC PDR).

Additional event followup actions performed by NRR, the appropriate NRC
regional office, and AEOD personnel may include consulting with the Executive
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Director for Operations in the selection of an incident investigation team
(11T), participating in the decistion to dispatch an augmented inspection team
(AiT) to the site and in the seiection of lhe lean members, or performing
humar performance evaluation at the plant. The appropriate NRC regional
oftice has the direct responsibility for routine followup and inspection
related to reportable events.

Depending on the number or types of event notifications by licensees, NRR alsc
may issue NRC generic letters, bulletins, and information notices

)
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Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Section 50.73 specifies
that licensee event reports (LERs) shall include a detailed narrative
description of reportabie operating experience, including safety significant
and potentially safety significant events and conditions. By describing in
detail the events or conditions required to be reported, LERs provide
information for detailed studies of events or conditions that might affect the
health and safety of the public.

Variations in LER counts from plant to plant can result from numerous factors,
only one of which is an actual difference in safety performance. Thus, the
number of LERs submitted by a plant should not be used as a measure of the
plant’s safety performance.

In addition to prompt followup to ENS notifications described in Appendix B,
longer-term followup of licensee events is conducted vsing the LER
information. The appropriate U.S. Nuclear Regulato:y Commission (NRC)
regional office conducts plant-specific followup, the Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation (NRR) conducts plant-specific and generic reviews, and the
Office for Analysis and Evaluation of Operationil Data (AEOD) and its
contracted national laboratories, screen, classify, categorize, trend, assess,
and store the data for each LER. Those events and conditions, both plant-
specific and generic, that appear to be important to safety are further
analyzed or evaluated. From this review process, the NRC Jetermines further
actions such as (1) a special study initiated to propose ravisions te
regulatory programs, (2) reporting as an abnormal occurrence to Congress, or
(3) dissemination to the U. S. nuclear power industry through generic
communications and to the international community through the Nuclear Energy
Agency (NEA). The NEA is part of the Organization for Econumic Cooperation
and Development and gathers information from its member countrics on the
operating experience of commercial nuclear power plants worldwide.

Several fundamental objectives associated with the LER analysis process are

® to identify and quantify events and conditions that are precursors to
potential severe core damage

+ to discover emerging trends or patterns of potential safety significance

. to identify events that are important to safety and their associated
safety concerns and root causes and to determine the adequacy of
corrective actions taken to address the safety concerns

. to assess the generic applicability of events

A precursor to potential severe core damage is an event or condition that
could have been serious if plant conditions, personnel action, or the extent
of equipment failure or faulting had been slightly different than that which
occurred.

An analysis of trends and patterns in operational experience identifies
repetitive events and failures and searches past operating history for similar
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events and failures to determine if the frequency of such events or failures
is significant enough to be a cause for concern. When appropriate, an NRC
bulletin or information notice is issued or a ?eneric study initiated to focus
on the nature, cause, consequences, and possible corrective actions of such a
situation. Trends and patterns analysis usually applies to events and
conditions that individually are of low safety significance but that become a
safety significant factor because of repetition or, more accurately, the
frequency of occurrence.

AEOD studies of events that are important to safety are documented in the
following reports:

N Case study reports document substantive, in-depth analyses of safety

issues and the bases for AEOD recommendations for regulatory or industry
actions.

. Special study reports document accelerated assessments of significant
operating events and contain recommendations for remedial actions, if
appropriate.

. Engineering evaluation reports document assessments of significant

operating events and contain suggestions for remedial actions, if
appropriate.

. Technical review reports document studies of issues that were determined
to have little safety significance.

AEOD uses the sequence coding and search system (SCSS) data base for storage
and retrieval of LER data. This system, developed in the early 1980's and
maintained under contract at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge,

Tennessee, contains an average of 150 items of information in its data base
for each LER submitted since 1980.

AEOD uses LER data from the SCSS data base to support NRC activities such as
plant diagnostic evaluations, NRC senior management meetings, and performance
indicators. The SCSS data base also is a primary scurce of information for
AEOD studies. In addition, NRC's Office of Nuclear Regulation, Office of

Nuclear Regulatory Research, and regional offices use the SCSS as a source of
information on operating experience.

AEOD also maintains LER information in the trends and patterns data base at
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL). This data base supports such
specific AEOD studies as those covering performance indicator data for reactor
trips, safety system actuations, and safety system failures. The INEL data
base also 1s used to calculate forced outage rates and equipment-forced
outages per 1000 critical hours, as well as to support the preparation of

Commission site visit briefing packages, special studies, and the evaluations
of selected plants.

The information from LERs is widely used within the nuclear industry, both
nationally and internationally. For example, the industry’s Institute of

Second Draft,
C-2 NUREG-1022, Rev. 1



‘uclear Power Operation (INPO) uses LERs as a basis for providing operational
safety experience feedback data to individual utilities through such documents
as significant operating experience reports, significant event reports,
significant event notifications, and operations and maintenance reminders.
U.S. vendors and nuclear steam system suppliers, as well as other countries
and international organizations, use LER data as a source of operational
experience data.

Second Draft,
c-3 NUREG-1022, Rev. 1



APPENDIX D

10 CFR 50.72 INCLUDING
STATEMENT OF CONSIDERATIONS

Published in the Federal Register
On August 29, 1983
{Vol. 48, No. 168, pages 39039-39046)

NOTE: This Federal Register notice does not provide a current version of 10
CFR 50.72, which has been amended several times since 1983. Its purpose
here is to present the Statement of Considerations, which explains the
basic reporting requirements of 10 CFR 50.72.

Second Draft,
NUREG-1022, Rev. |
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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 sectian
103 or 104b. of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, 42 US.C. 2133, 2134b.
These lacilities generally are the
commercial nuclear nower facilities
which produce clectricity for public
consumption. Research and test reaclors
are nol subject lo 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 & condition of their
respeclive operating licenses, to notify
the NRC immediately of events specified
in 10 CFR 50.72.

2. Unnecessary Reports

Several categories of reparts required
by § 50.72 are not useful to the NRC.
Among these categones 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 gnother illness not related
to radiation and is sent to & hospital for
evaluation: or if the vemt stack monitor
moves upward a few percent yet
radiation levels remaim 100,000 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
i necessary o resolve all problems with
secunly reports

3. Terminology, Phrasing, and Reporting
Thresholds

The various sections of 10 CFR %0
have different phrasing. terminalogy,
snd thresholds in the reporting criteria.
Even when no different meaning is
intended a change in wording can cause
confusion.

This rulemaking has been carefully
wrilten 1o use lerminology. phrasing
and reporting thresholds that are ciﬂm
identical to or similar to those in § 5073,
whenever possible. Other conforming
amendents 1o Parts 20, 21, 73, and in
§ 50.55 and Appendix E of Part 50 are
under development.

As 1 parallel activity to the
preparation of § 50.72 on July 28, 1983,
the Commission has published o
Licenses Event Report (LER) Rule
(3 50.73) which requires licensees for
operating nuclear power planls to

prepare detailed wrilten reporis for
certain evenlts (48 R 33850).

4. Coordination with Licensee's
Emergency Plan

The current scheme {or licensees’
cmergency 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
lowesl of the four Emergency Classes,
Notification of Unusual Event, has
resulled 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 Emergency Classes are not being
made in this rulemaking, 8 new
reporting scheme that would ultimately
eliminate “Unusuel Event” as an
Emergency Class requiring notification

can be adopted consistent with this rule.

A proposed rulemaking which would
redefine the Emergency Classes in

§ 5047 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 § 50.72 by includi

the category of non-Emergencies
subcategory of “one-hour reporia.”

5. Vague or Ambiguous Reporting
Criteria
The reporting criteria in § 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 describestn
more detail specific examples of
changes in warding intended to
eliminate vagueness or ambiguity.

L. Analysis of Commaents

Twenty letters of comment were
received in response to the Federal
Register notice published on December
21, 1961 (40 FR 61894).' Of the twenty
lelters of comment received. the vast
majority (15 of 20) were from utilities
owning or opereting nuclear power
plants. This F: Register notice
described the proposed revision of 10
CFR 5072 “Notification of Significant
Events.” and 10 CFR 50.54, “Conditions
of Licenses.” A discussion of the more
significant comtments follows:

' Coples o these documetts are availeble for
public inspection and copying for & fee in the NRC
MkMMIﬂ’HMNW
Washingron, 0.0 20838

Conditions of Licenses (§ 50.54)

A few cummnienters said that the
“Commission already has the ability to
enforce its regulations and does not
need lo incorporale the items as now
proposed into conditions of license.”

The Commission has decided lo
promulgate the proposed revision of
§ 50 54, “Conditions of Licenses,” in
order tu sutisfy the intent of Congress as
expressed in Section 201 of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 1880. This Act and
ita relationship lo § 50 54 are discussed
in detail in the Federal Register notice
for the proposed rule (46 FR 61894).

Coordination With Other Reporting
Requirements (Final Rule § 50.72)

Seven commenters said thal the NRC
should coordinate the requirements of 10
CFR 50.72 with other rules, with
NUREG-0054, "Criteria for Preparation
and Evaluation of Radiological
Emergency Response Plans and
Preparedness in Support of Nuclear
Plants,” and with Regulatory Guide 1.18,
“Reporting of Operating Information
.. ." Many of these letters identified
overlap, duplication, and inconsistency
among NRC's reporting requirements.

The Commission is making &
concerted effort 1o ensure congistent
and coordinated reporting requirements.
The requirements contained in the
revision of 10 CFR 50.72 are being
coordinated with revision of § 50.73,

§ 50.55(e). Appendix E of Part 80,
§ 20.402, § 73.71, and Part 21.

Citing 10 CFR 50.72 as @ Basis for
Notification (Final Rule § 50.72(a)(4))

A few commenters objected to citing
§ 50.72 as & basis when making o
telephone notification. The letters of
comment questioned the purpose. legal
cffect. and burden on the licensee.

The Commission does not believe that
it is an unnecessary burden for a
licensee 1o know and identify the basis
for e iclephone notification required by
§ 50.72. There have been many
occasions when a licensee could not tell
the NRC whether the ielephone
notification was being mads in
accordance with Technical
Specifications, 10 CFR 50.72, some other
requirement, or was just & courtesy call.
Uniess the licensee can identify the
nature of the report, it (s difficult for the
NRC to know what significance the
licensee attaches to the report, and it
becomes more difficult for the NRC to
respond quickly and ptopoﬂy to the
cvenl.
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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 commenis on a
proposed revision of the rule indicate
that the existing regulation should be
amended to clarify reporting criteria and
1o 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
reg the safgty 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

Commission, W'uchinston. D.C. 20855:
Telephone [301) 492-4973,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
1. Background

On February 29, 1980, the Commission
amended it8 regulations without prior
notice and comment o reguire limely
and accurate licensee reporting of
information following significant events
at operating nacloar power reaciors (45
FR 13434). The purpose of the rule was
to proride the Commission with
immediate reporting of twelve types of
significant events where immediate
Commission aclion te protect the public
health and safety may be required or
where the Commission needs accurate
und timely information to respond to
heightened public concern. Although the
rule was made immediately effective.
commenlts were solicited. Many
commenters 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 Fedaral
Register & notice of proposed  *
rulemaking on December 21, 1981 (48 FR
§1894) and invited public comment. The
proposal was made to meel two
objectives: change 10 CFR 50.54 to
implement Section 201 of the NRC's 1880
Fiscal Year Authorization Act and
chm? 10 CFR 50.72 to more clearly
specify the significant evenis requiring
licensees o 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. Authorization Act for FY80

Section 201 of the Nuclear Rcrthtory
Commission Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1980 (Pub. L. 96-295)
provides:

{a) Section 103 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new subsections: {. Each license
jssued for a utilization facility under this
saction or section 104h shall require as w
condition thereal that in case of any sccident
which could reault in en unplanned release of
quantities of fission products in excese of
allowsble limits for normal operation
established by the Commission. the licensee
shall immedistely so notify the Commission.
Violation of the candition prescribed by this
subsection mey. in the Commissien's
discretion, constitule grounds lor license
revocation. In accordance with section 187 of
this Act, the Commission shall amrﬁy
emend each license for & utilization facility
issued under this section or section 104b.
which s in effect on the dat. of enactment of
this subsection te include the provisions
required under this subsection.
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Immediate Shutdown (Final Rule

§ 50.72(b)(1)(1)

Several commenters objected to the
ise of the term, “immediate shutdown,
saying that Techaical Specifications do
jch a lerm
I'he term is used in sume but not all

IS0 3
Technical Specifications. Consequently
e Commission has revised the
reporting criterion in question. The final
ule requires a report upon the initiation
of any nuclear power plant shutdown
required by 7 ecinical Specifications

Plant Operiting and Emergency
Procedures (Final Rule § 50.72(b)(1)(ii))

Severzi commenters said tha! the
reporting criteria should not make
reference to plant operating &nd
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

¢. The procedures vary from plant to
plant

While the plant operating personnel
should be familiar with plant
procedures, il 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 (§ 50.72(b)(1){ii} in the
final rule) to narrow the reportable
events to those that significantly
compromise plant safety
Notwithstanding the fact that the
procedures vary from plant to plant. the
Commission has found that this criterion
results in nolifications indicative of
serious events. The narrower, more
specific wording will make it possible
for plant operating personnel 1o identify
reportable eventis under their specific
operaling procedures.

Building Evacuotion {Final Rule
§ 50.72(b)(1)(iii))

Ten commenters said that the
proposed § 50.72(b)(8)(lii) regarding
“any accidental, unplanned or
uncontrolied release resulting in
evacuation of 8 building™ was unclear
and counierproductive in that it could
cause reluctance to evacuate » by lding
Many of these commenters stated that
the reporting of in-plant releases of
radicactivity that require evacuation of
individua! rooms was inconsistent with
the general thrust of the rule to require
reporting of significant events. They
noted that minor spills, smali gsseous
wasle releases, or the digturbance of
conteminated parficulate matter (e.g..
dust) may all require the temporary
evacuation of individual rooms until the

Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 168 / Monday. August 29, 1983 / Rules and Regulations

airborne concentrations decrease ot
until respiratory protection devices are
utilized. Thev noted that these events
are fairly common and should not be
reportable uniess the required
evacuation affects the entire facilily or a
major part of it

The Commission agrees. The wording
of this criterion has been changed lo
include only those events which
significantly hamper the ability of site
personne! in performance of dutics
necessary {or safe operation

One commenter was concerned that
events occurring on land owned by the
ulility adjacent 1o 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 Threals (Final Rule
§ 50.72(b)(1){vi)]

A few commenters said that the intent
of the term, “explicitl varestens,” was
unclear. Those comnr ¢+ iy ~ == {ered
what level of threat\ 1 inve' .. The
term, “explicitly threaty <« " ' a8 been
deleted from the final rule. sustead. the
final rule refers - “any event that poses
an actusl threat to the safety of the
nuclear power plant” [§ 50.72(b)(1)(vi})
and gives examples so thai it is clear the
Commission is interested in real or
actusl threais as opposed to threats
without credibility.

Notification Timing (Final Rule
§ 50.72(b)(2))

The commenters generally had two
points to make regarding the timing of
reports 1o the NRC. First, the comments
supporied notification of the NRC after
appropriate State or local agencies have
been notified. Second, two commenters
requested & new four-1o six-hour report
category for events not warranling &
report with one hour,

Allowing more time for reporting
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 non-
Emergency events and ali declarations
of an Emergency mus! continue to be
reporied within one hour. The one-hour
desdline is necessary if the Commission
in to fulfill its responaibilities during and
following the most serious events

occurring at operating nucicar p(
deadline shorter than one hour

plants. A
was not adopted because the
sion does not want 10 1ni

r's ability 10

Commis

ik

he aneral {
ih the operale

an accident or transient
critical mnutes
Theelore }_ ascd on these
and its experience, the NRC has
estallished a “lour-hour report

suggesied

Reactor Scrams (Firal Rule
§ 507208 2)(i1))

'

Several commenters said that reactor
scrams, particularly those scrams below
power nperation, should not require
notification of the NRC within ane 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-evenis.” as staled 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
immediesie safety as are some other
events.

Rodicactive Release Threshold [Final
Rule § 50.72{b){2)(iv})

Several commenters said that the
threshold of 25% of allowable limits for
radioactive releases was 100 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 8
period of one hour. This will eliminate
reports of releases that represent
negligible risk to the public

The Commission has found that low
level radioaclive releases below two
titres Part 20 concectrations do not, in
the,selves, warrant immediate
radioingical response.

This jaregreph requires the reporting
of those events that cause en unplanned
or uinzontrolled release of e significant
amount of radioactive material to offsite
areas. Unplanned relexses should occur
infrequently; however, when they occur
at least moderate defects have occurred
in the safety design or operstional
control esteblished to avoid their
occurrence and, therefore, these events
should be reported.

Personnel Rodioactive Contamination
(Final Rule § 50.72(b)(2)(v))

Several commaenters objected Lo the
use of vegue 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 crileria
have been prepared that use more
specific terms. For example, one new
crilerion requires reporting of "Any
event requiring the transport of a
radioactively contaminated person o an
offsite medical facility for treatment
Experience with telephone notifications
made to the NRC Operations Center

uggests v al this new criterion will be

easu iersiood

I11. Paragrapn-by-Paragraph Explanation
of the Rule

Paragraoph 50.72{a) rellects 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 end
subsequent sections. For example,
paragraph 50.72(b) is titled “Non-
Emergency Events” and it has two
subparagraphs: (b)(1), tiled, “One-Hour
Reports” and (b){2), “Four-Hour
Reports.” The events which have a one-
hour deadline are those having the
polential to escalate lo an Emergency
Class. The four-hour deadline is
explained in the gnalysis of paragraph
(b){(2).

Paragraph 50.72(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
clerify 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 wae vague and
unfamiliar to those licensees who did
not have Technical Specifications using
the ferm.

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 1o warrant shutdown of the
plant.

Paragraph 80.72(b)(1){i){B) was added
lo be consistent with existing
requirements in § 50.54(x) and the
existing § 50.72(¢) as published in the
Feders| Register on April 1, 1983 (48 FR
13988) which require the licensee to
notify the NRC Operations Center hy
telephone when the licensee departs

from & license condition or technical
specilication

| 5 P " h)
encompassing evenis previously

issified as Unusual Events and some

events captured by proposed

§ 1) was & ..‘n'd'up!x)‘.wfe'(nf
consistent, coordinated reporting
requirements between this rule end 10
CFR 50.72 which has a similar provision
Public comment suggested thal there

should be similarity of terminology,
phrasing. and reporting thresholds
between § 50.72 and § 50.73. The intent
of this paragraph is to caplure those
events where the plant, including its
principal safety barriers, was seriously
degraded or in an unsnalyzed condition
For example, small voids in systems
designed to remove heat from the
reacior core which have been previously
shown through snalysis not to be safety
significant need not be reported.
However, the accumulation of voids that
could inhibit the ability to adequaiely
remove heal from the reactor core,
particularly under natural circulation
conditions, would constitute an
unsnalyzed condition and would be
reportable. In addition. voiding in
instrument lines that results in an
erroneous indication causing the
opersator {0 misunderstend the true
condition of the plant is also an
unanalyzed condition and should be
reported

I'he 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
10 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 situation 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
salety. 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 (Le., the fuel cladding, reactor
coolant system pressure boundary, or

xamples of this type

ne | res I1n the
) rage pool, that
P »“,(:n[r.' cd A rihal are
que or w id, or that are
wused by unexpected factors. and
would iny \part ase of sigmilicant
quantilies | lission products
(b) Cracks and breaks in the piping or
reaclor vessel (steel or prestressed
ncrete) or major components in the

that have safety
ylors. reactor

primary coolint circuil

relevance (stcam g

olant pumps, valves, etc.)
(c) Significant welding or material
defects in the primary coolant sysiem

(d) Serious temperature or pressure
transients

(e) Loss of relief and/or safety valve
functions during operation

(f) Loss of containment {unction or
integrity including

(i) Containment leakage retes
exceeding the suthorized 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

Paragraph 50.72(b){1){i1i),
encompassing a portion of proposed
50.72(b)(2), was reworded o 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 10 acis of nature {e.g., lornadoes)
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 intermal
hazards (e.g.. radioactivity releases) that
hamper personnel in the performance of
necessary du'ies are now covered by
paragraph 50.72{b}(1){vi). This paragraph
covers those events involving an ectual
threat to the plant fre=. an external
condition or natural - henomenon, and
where the threat or amage challenges
the ability of the plant to continue to
operate in o safe manner (including the
orderly shutdown and mainienance of
shutdown conditions). The licensee
should decide if & phenomenon or
condition actually threatens the plant.
For example, & minor brush fire in a
remole area of the site that is quickly
controlled by fire fighting personnel and,
as a resull, did not present » throat to
the plant should not be reported.
However, & major forest fire, large-scale
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flood. or mujor earthquake that presents

8 clear threat to the plant should be

reported
3

ingusinal or

As another example, an
transportation accider

which occurs neat

the site, crealing 8
reporied
encuompussing evenls prey 51V
fied us | -,:,.u‘?t"""‘) t
the reporting of those events thal
1evher gulomalic or manuasl aclustion

have resulled
of the ECCS if sume
component hud not lailed or an operat
aclion had not been taken

For example, if a vaiid ECCS signal
were generaled by plant conditions. and
the operator were to pul all ECCS
pumps in pull-to-lock, though no ECCS
discharge occurred. the event would be
reportable

A "valid signal” refers to the sctuul
planl condilions or paramelers
salisfying the requirements for ECCS
initiation. Excluded {rom this reporting
requirement wouid be those instances
where instrument! drifl, spurious signals.
human error, or other invalid signa's
caused actuation of the ECCS. Ho'vever
such evenl!s may be reportable uniler
other sections of the Commission's
regulations based upon other details: in
particular, paragreph 50.72(b)(2){ii}
requires 8 report within four hours if un
Engineercd Safety Feature (ESF) is
actuated

Experience with notifications made
pursuant to § 50.72 has shown tha!

ol the ECCS or would

11 )

aciivalion

18 invoiving ECCS discharge to the
vessel are generally more serious than
ESF actuations without discharge to the
vessel. Based on this experience, the
Comrmission has made this reporting
criterion 8 “"One-Hour Report

Paragruph 50.72(b){1){v)
encompassing evenis previously
clussified as Unusual Events, covers
those events that would impair »
licensee's ability 1o deal with an
accident or emergency. Notifying the
NRC of these events may permit the
NRC to tuke some compensating
meusures and (0 more complelely sssess
the consequences of such a loss should
il ocewr. during an accident or
emergency

Exumples of events that this criterion
18 intended lo cover are those in which
any of the following are not available

1. Sulety purameter display system
(SPDS)

2. Emereency Response Facilities
(ERF's)

3. Emergency communications
facilities and equipment inciuding the
Emergency Notification system (ENS)

4. Public prompt Notilication Sysiem
including sirens

Federal Register / Vol. 48. No. 168 / M«

|
5. Planl moniturs necessary lor
acciden! gssessment
/ graph 50.72{8)( 1)+
B g 1 t
g pused §§ 50.72(b) (2) » ¢ has
' T i 1dd the phire
Hng | 8. lOXIC RPS i
1 " { ASPE $ adqd
vers t acuy portion ol
[ sgraph 51 ) of the propesed
ie. This chang wording for the final
e Wus ide in r2sponsce 1o pul
gmments discussed above
' : h I NIZE f 1)
While patagrapnh [0 TelDI ol e

val rule primarily captures acts of
nature, puragraph 50.72(b)(1}{v1)
caplures oiher evenls, partic ularly acts
by personnel. The Commission believes
this arrangement of the reporting criteria
in the final rule lends itsell 10 more
precise inlerprelion and is consistent
with those pubic comments that
requesied closer coordination between
the reporting requirements in this rule
and other portions of the Commission’s
vvguk«lmrm »

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 perfarmance of duties necessary for
sale plant operations

The licensee mus! exercise some
judgment in reporting under this section
For example, & smull fire on site tha! did
not endanger any plant equipment! and
that did not and could not ressonably be
expected to endanger the plant, is not
reportable

Paregraph 50.72{b)(1) of the proposed
rule was split into § 50.72(h){1){1i) and
§ 50.72(b)2)i1) in the final rule in order
1o permit sgome type of reports to be
mude within four hours insiead of one
hour because these reports have less
sufety significance. In terms of their
combined effect. the overall intent and
scupe of these paragraphs have not
chunged from those in the proposed rule
Since the types of events intended to be
caplured by this reporting requirement
ure similar 1o § 50.72(b){1)(ii), except
that the reactor is shut down, the reader
should refer 1o 'l - planation of
§ 50.72{L)1)ii’ for twre details on
intent

Poragraph 50.72(b){2) Although the
reporting criteria contained in the
subparagraphs of § 50.72(b){2) were in
the proposed rule, in response 1o public
comment the Commission established
this “Non-Emergency” category for
those events with elightly less urgency
and less safety significance that may be
reporied within four hours instead of
one hour

The Commission wants 1« ebtair such
reports from personnel who were on
shift at the time of Yae evert, when this

is pussible. becuuse these personnel will

have s better knowledge of the

circumstunces sssocialed with the vent

Reports made within four hours of the

vent should make this poiul\'.(' while

nusing the more rigid one hour

Iren nis

Vhe reporting
‘,

requiremaet in
JON2H) 1w similar tu s

} winent in § 5073 Moreover, excepl
fur toferring to # shutdown reactor, this
reporting requirement is also similar to
the “One-lour Report” in
§ 50.72{0)1)1). However this paragraph
apphes to o reactor in shuldown
condition. Events within this
requirement huve less urgency and can
be reported within four hours as & "Non-
Emoergency.”

Paragraph 50.72(b)(2){ii) (proposed
50.72{1}{5)) is made & "Non-Emergency”
in response to public comment, because
the Commission agrees that the covernd
cvents generally have slightly leas
urgency and safety significance than
those events included in the “One-llour
Reporta.,”

The intent und scope of this reporting
requirement have not changed from the
proposed rule. This paragraph is
intended to capture events during which
an FSF actuates, either manually or
automatically, or fails lo sctuate. ESFs
are provided 1o mitigate the
consequences of the event; thercfore, (1)
they should work properly when called
upon und {2} they should not be
challenged unnecessarily. The
Commission is interested both in events
where un ESF waus needed 1o mitigate
the consequences of the event {whether
or nol the equipment performed
properly) und events where an ESF
operuled unnccessarily.

"Actuntion” of multichannel ESF
Actuation Systems is defined as
actuntion of enough channels to
complete the minimum actustion logic.
Therelore, single  hannel sctuations,
whether caused by failures or otherwise,
are not reportuble if they do not
complete the minimum actuation lugic

Operution of an ESF as pyrt of &
planned test or operational
evulution need not be reported.
However, il during the test or
evolution the FSF sctuaies in @ way that
is not part of the planned procedure,
that actuation should be reported. For
exumple, if the normel reacior shutdown
procedure requirea that the control rods
be inseried by a manusl reactor trip, the
resclor trip need not be reported.
However, il conditions develop during
the shutdown that require an aulomatic
reactor trip, such a reactor trip should
be reported. The fact that the safety
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nalysis assumes that an ESF will
ctuate automatically during an event
oes not eliminate the need to report
181 actuation. Actuations that need not
e reported are those initiated for
*asons other then to mitigate the
onsequences of an event (e g. al the
iscretion of the licensee as part of &
lanned procedure).

Paragraph 50.72(b)(2)(iii) (proposed
0.72(b){4)) has been revised and
implified.

The words “any instance of personal
‘rror, equipment {ailure, or discovery of
lesign or-procedural inadequacies” that
ippeared in the proposed rule have been
eplaced by the words “event or
:ondition.” This simplification in
anguage is intended to clarify what was
1 confusing phrase to many of those
~ho commented on the proposed rule.
Also in response to public comment. this
‘eporting requirement is a “Non-
imergency” to be reported within four
wours instead of within one hour.

This paragraph is based on the
1ssumption 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 ectustion 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;
Tipmt failures; or design, analysis,
{sbrication, construction, or proeerunl
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
lo one contained in § 50.73, thus
reflecting public comment identifying
the need for closer coordination of
reporting requirements between § 50.72
and § 50.73.

This paragraph includes those safety
tystems designed to m:ru the
consequences of an a nt (eg.,
containment isolation, emergency
filtration). Hence, minor operational
events such as valve packing leaks,
which could be considered a lack of
cont;:l of radioactive material, should
nol be reported under this paragraph.
System leaks or other similar cnn'l’n
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
&n appioved procedure, and in
accordance with the plant's Technical

cations. For example, if the
removes part of & system from

service to perform maintenance, and the
Technical Specifications permit the
resulting configuration. and the system
or component 18 relumed to service
within the time limit specified in the
Technical Specifications, the action
need not be reported under this
paragraph. However, if, while the
coemponent is out of servicy, the licensee
identifies a condition that :ould have
prevented the system {row. performing
its intended function (e.g., the licensee
finds & set of relays that is wired
incorrectly), thet 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 '.e
fulfiliment of the safety fui.ction of that
system and, therefore, must be reported
even though the plant Technical
Specifications may allow such &
condition 1o exist for a specified length
of time. Also, if a potentially serious
human error is made that could have
prevented fulfillment of & 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. &
technical judfncm must be made
whether a failure or operator action that
disabled one train of & 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 & 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 channe! would remain
operational until it completed its safety
function or is repaired. For example, if o

p fails because of improper

ubrication, 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,

nleraction between systems,
particularly a safety system and « non-
safety system, is also included ir ‘his

criterion. For example, the Commission
is increasingly concerned about the

- effect of a loss or degradation of what

had been assumed lo be nonessential
inputs to safety sysiems. Therefore, this
puragraph also includes those cases
where a service (e.g., heating,
ventilation, and cooling) or input (e.g.,
compressed air) which is necess=:y lor
reliable or long-term operatiLa of 8
safety system is lost or dgraded. Such
loss or degradation is reportuble, if the
proper fulfillment of \1e safety function
is not or can not be sssured. Failures
that affect inputs ~¢ services to systems
that have ro safety function need not be
reported.

Finaliy, 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, thet person could
conceivably incorrectly calibrate all
bistable amplifiers). However, for an
event to be reportable il is necessary
that the actions aciually affect or
involve components in more than one
train or channel of & 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 & pump in Trein “A" and. insiead
of shutting the pump discharge valve in
Train “A." he mistakenly shuts the
pump discharge valve in Train “B").

Paragraphs 50.72(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 10 § 20.403 but pluces 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 m
necessary 1o have a release of (his size,
rather than on the significance of the
impact of the actual relegse. The
existing licensee radioactive material
effluent release moniloring programs

and their associated assessment
capabilities are sufficient to satisly the
inteni of 50.72(b)(2)(iv).

Based upon public comment and a
reevaluati by the Commission stefl,
the repo ireshold has been
changed . _ . “25%" in the
10 "2 times” in the final rule and has

rule
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Leen reclassified as a "Non-Emerger oy
io be reported within four hours insicad
of within 1 hour:

Also this reporting requirement has
bieen changed to make a more uniform
requirement by referring to specific
releasc criteria instead of referring only
to Technical Specifications that may
virry somewhat among facilities.

This reporling requirement is intended
10 caplure those events that may lead to
an gcuident situation where significant
amounts of radioaciive material could
be relensed from the facility. Unplanned
releascs should occur infrequently:
however, il they occur at the levels
specificd. at least moderate defects have
occurred in the salety design or
operational control established to avoid
their occurrence and, therefore, such
events should be reported.

Normal operating limits for
radioactive effluent relcases are based
on the limits of 10 CFR Part 20 which
eslablishes maximum annual average
concentration in unrestricted areas. This
reporting requiremen! addresses
concentrations averaged over a one
hour period and represents less than
0.1% of the annual quantities of
radicactive matenals permitted to be
released by 10 CFR Part 20.

Paragroph 50.72(b)(2)(v] (proposed
rule 50.72(L}(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
difficuliy in defining injury due to
radiation. and more importantly,
hecai:se 1(. CFR Part 20 captures events
involving rediation exposure,

The third change. in response to
public comment. was 1o make this
reporting requireinen! & four-hour
notification. inslead of one-hour
notification. This change was made
because these events have slightly less
safety significance than those required
10 be reported within one hour.

Paragraph 50.72(b){2}{vi) {not in
proposed rule) besides covering some
events such as release of rudicactively
contaminated tools or equipment to the
public that may warrent NRC atlention,
also covers those events that would not
otherwise warrant NRC altlention except
for the inlcrest of the news media, other
government a or the public. In
terms of its effect on licensees. this is
not 8 new reporting requirement
because the threshold for reporting
injuries and radioactive release wus
much lower under the proposed rule.
This criterion will capture thos: events
previously reported under other criteria
when such events require the NRC to

respond because of media or public
silention.

Paragruph 50.72(c) (proposed 50.72(c))
haus remuined essentially unchanged
irom the proposed rule, except for
addition of the title “Followup
Notification” and sume renumbering.

This parugraph is intended to provide
the NRC with imely notification when
4n event becomes more serious of
udditional information or new analyses
clarify un event,

This paregraph also permits the NRC
1o maintain a continuous
communications channel because of the
need for continuing follow-up
information or because of
telecommunications problems.

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
anulysis 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
unalysis may be obtsined from Eric W.
Weiss, Office of Inspection and
Enforcement, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington. D.C. 20558,
Telephone (301) 492-4973.

V. Paperwork Reduction Act Statement

The information collection
requirements contained in this finsl rule
have been approved by the Office of
Munagement and Budget pursuant to the
Paperwork Reduction Act, Pub. L. 96-511
(clearance number 3150-0011).

V1. Regulatory Flexibility Certification

‘In uccordance with the chulu!?ny
Flexibility Act of 1980, § U.S.C. 605(bL},
the Commission hereby certifies that
this regulation will not have a
significant economic iinpact on &

~ substantial number of small entities.

This fina! rule affects electric utilities
that are dominan! in their respective
service urcas and that oWn and operate
nuclear utilization facilities licensed
under sections 103 and 104b. of the
Alomic Energy Aci 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 S=all Busineas Size Standards set
fort! . regulations issued by the Small
Business Administration at 13 CFR Part
121.

P

List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 50

Antitrust, Classified information, Fire
prevention, Incorporation by reference.
Intergovermmental relations, Nuclear
power plants und reactors, Penalty,
Rudintion protection, Rowclor siting
criterin, Reporting wnd recordheeping
reguiremoents,

Pursaant to the Atomic Foergy Act of
1954, s amended, the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, ax umended.
and section 552 and 553 of Title 5 of the
Unlted Stiates Code, the following
amendments 1o Title 10, Chapter ., Code
of Federal Regulations, Part 50 rre
published #s o document subje st to
codificution.

PART 50—DOMESTIC LIC INSING OF
2RODUCTION AND UTILI ZATION
FACILITIES

1. The wuthonity citation for Part 50
conlinues to read as follows:

Authority: Secs. 103, 104, 161, 182, 163, 188,
189. 68 Stal. 836, 837, P44, 853, 054, 955, 950, s
amended, sec. 234, 83 Stal 1244, us smended
(42 US.C. 2133, 2134, 2201, 2232, 2233, 2208,
2239, 2282); secs. 201, 202, 208, 88 Siat. 1242
1244, 1246, us emended (42 US.C. 5841, 5842,
5846), unless otherwise noted.

Section 50.7 slso issued under Pub. L 85
801, scc. 10, 42 Stal. 2051 {42 U.S.C. 5851).
Sections 50.58 50.91 und 5082 «!so issvzd
under Pubs. L. 97-418, 96 Stal. 2073 (42 US.C.
2234). Section 50.78 also issved under sec.
122. GA Stat. 429 {42 US.C 2152). Scctions
50 80-50 81 alxo issued under sec. 184, 68 Stal.
954, us amended (42 U.S.C. 2234). Sections
50.100-50.102 ulso issuved under scc. 180, 68
Stat. 955 (42 U.S.C. 2238).

For the purposes of sec. 223, 68 Stul. 958, sy
amended (42 U.S.C. 2273}, §4 $0.10 (), (L)
and [¢). 5044, 50.40, 5048, 50.54, nnd 50.80{n)
are issued under sec. 101h, 68 Stul. M4 as
amended (42 US.C. 2201(b)): §§ 5010 (L) und
() wnd 50 54 are insued under acc. 1811, 68
Stul. 949, us smended (42 US.C. 2201(i)): and
§§ 50.55(¢c), 50.59(h). 50.70, 50.71, 50.72, und
50 78 ure issued under sec. 1010, 68 Stul. 850,
as amended (42 US.C. 2201(0)).

v A new puragaph (2) is added to
§ 5).54 10 rend s follows:

§5).54 Conditions of licenses.

. . . . .

(2} Fuch licensee with & utilization
fucility liconsed pursuant 1o sections 103
or 104h. of the Act shall immediately -
notify the NRC Operations Center of the
occurrence of uny event specified in
§ 50.72 of this part.

3. Section 50.72 is revised 1o read a8
follows:
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§$50.72 Immediate notfication :
requirements for opersting nuclear power
reaciors.

(a) General Req: rements.' (1).Each
nuclear power resctor under § 50.21(b)
or § 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 spec'ied in the
licensee’s approved Emr ergency Plan: or

(i) Of those non-Fzr eigency events
specified in paragraph (b! of ths section.

(2) If the Emergency Notification
System is inoperative. th+ 'icensee shall
make the required notifi :ations via
commerical telephone serice, other
dedicated telephone svetem, or any
other method which will ensure that a
report is made as soon as practical to
the NRC Operations Center.® -

(3) The licensee shail 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 maling a report under
paragraph (a}(3) «f th s section, the
licensee shall iden.%.

(i) The Emergency Class declared: or

(ii) Either paragraph (bj(1), “One-Honr
Report.” or paragraph (b)(2), “Four-Hour
Report,” as the paragraph of this section
requiring notification of the N~n-
Emergency Event.

(b} Non-Emergency Events. (1) One-
Hour Reports. If not reported as a
leclaration of an Emergency Clase
inder paragraph (a) of this section, *he
icensee shall notify the NRC as soon as
sractical and in all cases within one
1our of the occurrence of any of the
ollowing:

(i){A) The initiation of any nuclear
slant shutdown required by the plant's
lechnical Specificationa.

(B) Any deviation from the plant's
"echnical Specifications suthorized
wrsuant to § 50.54(x) of this past.

{if) Any event or condition during
peration that results in the condition of
he nuclear powerplant. including its
rincipal safety barriers, being seriously
‘egraded: or results in the nuclear
owerplant being:

(A) In 8 unanalyzed condition that
ignificantly compromises plant safety;
(B) In a condition that is outside the

esign basis of the plant: or

whrphows mmmbvr of (he NR(
pervlions Cenier i (20) 9310850

(C}) In a c- ndition not covered by the
plant's oper ling and emergency
procedures

(iii) Ar» ratural phenomenon or other
externe, condition that poses an actual
threat 1y the safety of the nuclear
power-plant or significantly hampers
site personnel in the performance of
duties necessary (or the safe operation
of the plant.

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

(v) Any event that results in & major
loss of emergency assessment
capability offsite response capability, or
communics liens capability (e.g..
significant portion of control roam
indication, Emergency Notificatio,
System, or offsite notification sys’'em}.

(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
neceasary for the eal= operation of the
nulcear powerplant inc.. ..y fires, loxic
gas releases, or radioactive rel sases.

(2) Four-Hour Reports. Il not irted
under paragraphs (a) or (b)(1 of
section, the licensee shall notify the
NRC a1 soon es practical end in sll
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 resulta
in manual or automatic actuation of an *
Engineered Safety Feature (ESF),
including the Reactor Protection System
(RPS). However, actuation of an ESF,
including the RPS, that results frem and
is part of the preplanned sequence
during testing or reaclor operstion need
not be reported.

(ili) 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 snd
maintain it in ¢ safe shutdown
condition,

(B) Remove residual heat,

(C) Control the release of radicactive
malerial, or

(D) Mitigate the consequences of an
accident.

(iv){A) Any airbome radioactive
release that exceeds 2 times the
applicable concentrations of the limits
specified in Appendix B, Table Il of Part
20 of this chapter in unrestricted aress,

when averaged over a time period of
one hour. :

{B) Any liquid effluent release that
exceeds 2 times the limiting combine d
Maximum Permissible Concentratica
(MPC) (see Note 1 of Appendix Bt Part
20 of this chapler) al the point ol e~y
inte the receiving water (i.e.,
unrestricted area) for all radionuclides
except tritium and dissolved noble
gascs, when averaged over a time period
of one hour. (Immediate notifications
made under this paragraph also satisfy
the requirements of paragraphs (a)(2)
and (b){2) of § 20.403 of Part 20 of this
chapter.)

(v) Aay event requiring the transport
of a udioactively contaminated person
tr an offsite medical facility for
treatment.

(vi) Any event or situa’ion, related to
the health and safety of the public or
onsile personnel, or pro’action of the
environment, for whic), a news release
is planned or notifics don to other
government agencies has been or will be

~ made. Such an event may inciude an

onsite fatality or inadvertent release of
radioectively contaminated materials.

(¢) Foliowup 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) Immediotely 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 t} e cmergency
Classes, if such a declar=tun hos not
been previously made, or (ii) any change
from one Emergency Class to enother, or
(iii) a termination of the Emergency
Class.

{2) Iimmediately report: (i) the results
of ensuing evaiuations or assessments of
plant conditions, [ii) the effectiveness of
response or protective measaures taken,
and (iii) ‘nformation related to piant
behav.or that is not understood.

(3) M aintain an open, continuous
commun.ication channel with the NRC
3{'&'“""‘ Center upon request by the

Dated: &t Washington, D.C. this 23d day of
August, 1963,

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Samuel §. Chilk,
Secretary of the Cammission.

(7R Dac. 4323001 Fllad 83643 843 wm
BILLNG COOE 7840444
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HUCLEAT( REGULATORY
COMMIS SION

10 CFF| Parts 20 and 50

Licensee Event Report System

- AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

AcTion: Final rule.
SUMMARY: The Commission is amending
its regulations to require the reporting of
operational experience at nuclear power
plants by establishing the Licensee
Event Report (LER) system. The final
rule is needed to codify the LER
reporting requirements in crder to
establish a single st of reqi irements
that apply to all operating niclear
power plants. The final rvie » pplies only
to licensees of commercia’ auciear
power plants. The final rule will change
the requirements that define the events
and situations that must be reported,
and will define the information that
must be . ~vided in each report.

EFFECTIVE 0. To- Yanuary 1, 1884, The
incorporation by ret wence of certain
publications listed in the regulations is
approved by the Direcior of the Federal
Register a3 of January 7, 1884

FOR FURTHER INFORMAYION CONTACT:
Frederick J. Hebdon, Chief, Program
Technology Branch, Office for Analysis
and Evaluation of Operational Data,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, D.C. 205585 Telephone (301)
4924480,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
I. Background

On May 6, 1982, the NRC published in
the Feo. ral Register (47 FR 19545)' a
Notice o Proposed Rulemaking that
would mdify and codify the existing
Licensee tvent Report {LER) system.
Interested persons were invited to
submit written sommaents to the
Secretary of the Commigsion by july 8,
1982, Numerous conuments were
received. After consideration of the
comments and other factors involved,
the Commission has amendad the
proposed requirements published for
public comment by clarifying the scope
and content of the requirements,
particularly the criteria that define
which operationa! events mus! be

reported.

The majority of the comments on the
proposed rule: (1) Questioned the
meaning and intent of the criteria that
defined the events which must be
reported, (2) questicned the need for
reporting certain specific types of
events, and (3) questioned the need for
certain information that would be
required to be included in an LER.
Sedtion I of this notice discusses the
comments i rthore de'ail.

' Copies of the documents are available for public
inspection and copying for a fee at the Public

Document Room at 1717 H Strest NW, Waahington,
oc

[ Rulemaking initiatio.

The Nuclear Plant Reliability Data
(NPRL system is a voluntary program
for the - -porting of reliability data by
nuclea’ *_wer nlant licensees. On
January 30, 1980 (45 FR 6793),' the NRC
published an Advance Notice of
Proposed Rulemaki \g tha* described the
NPRD system and inviced putlic
comment on an NRC plan to make i
mandatory. Forty-four letters were
received in response to the advanced
notice. These comments generally
opposed making the NPRI) system
mandatory on the grounds that reporting
of reliability datr Jnould not be made &
regulatory 7 squirement.

In Decimb o 15%, the Commission
decidcd that the requirements for
reporting of operatic. el experience data
needed major revision und approved the
development of an Integrated :
Operational Experience Reporting
(IOER) system. Tha IOER rys* :m would
have combined, modified. and made
mandatory the existing Licensee Event
Report (LER) system und the NPRD
system. SECY 80-507' discusses the
IOER system.

As a result of the Commission’s
approval of the concept of an IOER
system, the NRC published another
advance notice on ja. 2y 15, 1681 (48
FR 3541). This advance notice explained
why the NRC needed operational
experience data and described the
deficiencies in the existing LER and
NPRD systems.

On June 8, 1981, the Institute of
Nuclear Power Operations (INPO)
announced that because of ita role as an
active user of NPRDs data it would
assume responsibility for management
and funding of the NPRD system.
Further, INPQ decided to develop
criteria that would be used in its
management sudits of membar utilities
tr assess the naequacy of participation
i the NFRD system.

The two pnocipal deficiencies that
had previously m.e the NPRD system
an inadequate source «* reliability data
were the ingbility of its ¢+ mmittee
management structure to provide the
necessary technical direction and a low
level of participation by the utilities. The
commitments and actions by INPO
provided a basis for confidence that
these two deficiencies would be
carrected. For example, centrelizing the
management and funding of NPR!
within INPO should overcome the
previous difficulties associated with
management by & commitiee and
funding from several independent
organizetions. Further, with INPO
focusing upon a utllity's partivipation {a
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NPRDS as @ specific evaluation
parameter during routine macagement
and plant audit activities, the level of
utility participation, and therefore, the
quality and quantity of NPRDS data,
should signuficantly increase. Howaver,
the Commission will continue to have an
active role in NPRDS by participating in
an NPRDS User's Group, by periodically
assesaing the quality and quantity of
information available from NPRDS, and
by auditing the timely availability of the
information to the NRC,

Since there was a likelihood that
NPRDS under INPQ direction would
meet the NRC's need for reliability data,
it was no longer necessary to proceed
with the IOERS. Hence, the collection of
detailed technical descriptions of
significant even!s could be addressad in
8 separate rulemaking to modify and

codify the existing LER reporting

requirements. See SECY 81-494 for
additional detsils concerning IOERS,

However, the Commission wishes to
make it explicitly clear that it is relaxing
the reporting requirements with the
expectation that sufficient utility
participation, cooperation, and support
of the NPRD system will be forthceming,
If the NPRD system does not become
operational «t a satisfactory level in a
reasonable time, remedial action by the
Commission in the form of additional
rulem may become necessary.

On October 8, 1881, the NRC
published an sdvanced notice (46 FR
49134) that deferred development of the
IOER system and sought public
comment on the scope and content of
the LER system. Six comment letters.
were received (n response to this
ANPRM. All of the comments recei ed
were reviewed by the staff and were
considered in the development of the
proposed LER rule. Se¢ SECY 82-3 ¢ for
additional details.

This rule identifies the types of
reactor events and problems that are
believed to be significant and useful o
the NRC in its effort to identify and
resolve threats to public safety. It is
designed to provide the (nformation
necessary for engineering studies of
operational anomalies and trends and
pattems analysis of operational
occurrences. The same information can
alsn be used for ot 2 analytic
proc «dure: that will aid in identifying
accideni piecursors,

The Commission believes that the
NRC should continue to seak an
lmrmved operational data system that
will maximize the value of operational
data. The system should encompass and
Integrate operational data of events and
problem sequences identified in this
rule, NPRDS duta, and such other
information as is required for a

comprehensive integrated analytically-
versatile system.

The Brookhaven Study, published as*
BNL/NUREC 51809, NUREG/CR 3206,
discusses data collection and storage ¢
procedures to support multivariate,
mu.fcase analysis. While the range of
reactor configurations in the U.S.
nutlear industry presents some
methodological and interpretative
problems, these difficulties should not
be insurmountable. The Commission
believes that the NRC should have as a
specific objective the development,
demonstration, and implementation of
an integrated system for collecting and
analyzing operetional data that will
employ the predictive and analytical
potential of multicase, multivariate
analyses. Accordingly, the staff has
been directed to undertake the work
necessary to develop and demonstrate
such a cost-effective integrated system
of operational data collection and
analyses.

If the design of ibe system
demonstrates tha' such a system is
feasible and rust-effective, development
of the systen: to the point of initiating
ruie should b+ completed by July 1888.

. Analysis of Comments

The Commission received forty-seven
(47) letters commenting on the proposed
rule. Copies of those letters and &
detelled analysis of the comments are
available for public inspection and
copying for a fee at the NRC Public
Document Room at 1717 H Street, NW.,
Washington, D.C. A number of the more
substantive issues are discussed below,

Licansee Resources

O: particular concern to the
Commission was the impact that the
proposed rule would have on the
resources used by licensees to prepare
LERs. The Commission's goal was to
assure that the scope of the rule would
not increase the overall level of effort
above that currently required to comply
with the existing LER requirements.
Thirty letters of the 47 received
coritained comments on the overall
acceplability of the proposed rule or
comwmented directly on the question of
scope and/or resources associated with
the proposed rule. The views of the
commenters can be characterized as
follows:

1, Five commenters felt that the scope

and level of effort would be greatly

expanded by the proposed rule.
Estimates included an Increase of 100
man-years for the entire industry, an
increase of three times the current effort,
and an increase of $100,000 and 2 man-
years annually for each plant,

2. Four commenters felt that the level f
of effort would be increased but not
significantly.

3. One commenter felt that the
proposed rule would have a minimal
effect on the level of effort required.

4. Two commenters felt that the
proposed rule would significantly reduce
the number of LERs filed.

5. Thirteen comment: « . sed the
objective of improving L.. ., orting but
felt that changes in the proposed rule
were needed. These commenters did not
directly address the resource issue.

8. Five commenters endorsed the
proposed rule and/or felt that it was a
significant improvement over the
existing reporting requirements.

Based on these comments and its own
assessment of the impact of this rule, the
Commission ha' concluded that the
impact of this rule will be no greater
than the impat of tu - *xisting LER
requirements, . \nd this rule will not
place an unaccentable burden on the
affected licensee. .

Relotionship Betw.en the LER Rule
(§ 50.73) and the Iinmediate Notification
Rule (§50.72)

As a parsllel activity to the
preparation of § 50.73, the Commission
is amending its regulations (§ 50.72)
which require that licensees for nuclear
power plants notify the NRC Operations
Center of significant events that occur at
their plants. On December 21, 1081, the
Commission published in the Federal
Register 8 proposed rule (48 FR 618084)
that described the planned changes in
§ 50.72. .

The Federal Register notice
accompanying the proposed LER rule
(Le. § 50.73) stated that additional
changes anticipated to § 50.72 would be
made but they would be “* * * largely
administrative and the revised § 50.72
would not be s cantly modified nor
would it be published again for public
comment.” Several commenters -
disagreed with this conclusion.

The commenters did, however, agree
with the Commission's position that
inconsistencies and overlapping
requirements between the two rules
need to be eliminated.

o ed th rom w;“’ully
review: ep requit 'ments in
the LER end Immediate Notifi cation
rules and has concluded the’ although
changes to both heve been made
(l:;rly in response to public comments)
tt:"‘;dﬂly the m‘tnczt of chmln. thob“
o {ntent ave not been
significantly changed. g‘;enfou. the
Commission bas concluded that these
two rule: need not be published again
for public comment.
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Engineering Judgment

[n the Federal Register notice that
accompanied the proposed rule, the
Commission stated that licensee's
engineering judgment may be used to
decide if an event i3 reportable. Several
commenters expressed the belief that
some wording should be added to the
rule of reflect that the NRC will also use
judgment in enforcement of this
regulation where the licensee is
requested to use engineering judgment.

The Commission believes that the LER
rule adequately discusses the need for
and application of the concept of
“engineering judgment.” The concept
itself includes the recognition of the
existence of a reasonable range of
interpretation regarding this rule, and
consequently the Commission
recognizes and hereby acknowledges
the need for flexibility in enforcement
actions associated with this rule. The
Commission believes that this concept is
sufficiently clear and that additional
explicit guidance is not necessary.

Reporting Schedule

in the Federal Register notice that
accompanied the proposed rule, the.
Commussion stated that it had not yet
decided if the reports should be
submitted in fifteen days or thirty days
following discovery of a reportable
event. Many commenters stated that the
time frav e for reporting LERs should not
be less thyn thirty lays after the
discovery ot a reportable event,

One commenter estimated the impact
of a requirement to submi! a report
sooner than 30 days following discovery
of a reporiable event would be an
increase of epproximately 40 man years
per year for the currently operating
plants. In addition the commenter
estimated that if 8 summary report were
also required the reporting burden
would increase an additional 12 man
years for the currently operating plants.

In response to these comments, the
Commission has decided to require that
LFERs be submitted within 30 days of
discovery of a reportable event or
situation

Reporting of Reoctar Trips

Section 50.73(a}(1) of the proposed
rule {§ 50.73(a)(2)(iv) of the final rule) «
required reporting of any event which
results in an unplanned manual or
automatic actuation of any Engineered
Safety Feature (ESF) including the
Reactor Protection System (RPS). Many
commenters agreed that these events
should be trended and analyzed. but
disagreed that they deserve to be
singled out as events of special
sigriificance (i e.. évents reportable as

LERs). They noted that reports of RPS
actuations are already reported to the
NRC in the Monthly Operating Status
Report, as well as telephoned to the
NRC Operations Center.

In addition. the Lostitute of Nuclear
Power Operations (INPO) analyzed the
frequency of reactor scrams during a
one-month period. This analysis ¢
indicated that an ave of 55 reactor
trips would be reportable each moath
under the proposed rule. INPO equated

this to 660 additional LERs per year for

all currently operating plants, or
approximately 32 man-years of
sdditional effort for all the currently
operating plants based upon the
assumption that each LER requires 100
man-hours of effort to prepare and
analyze. Cen : +

The Commission still believes that
ESF actuations, reactor trips,
frequently are with
significant plant transients and are
indicative of events that are of safety
significance. In addition, if the ESFs are
being challenged during routine
transients, that fact is of safety
significance and should be reported.

In addition, the Commission does not
agree with the estimate that each LER
submitted for a routine reactor trip
would require, an the average, 100 man-
hours to prepare and analyze. Licensees
are »'ready required to make internal
evalustion of and document significant
events, including reactor trips.
Therefore, the incremental impact of
preparing and analyzing the LER should

be significantly less than 100-man hours.

In addition, the actual increase in
burden would be offset by reductions in
the burden of reporting iess significant
events that would no longer be
reportable.

Coordination With Other Reporting
Requirements

Several commenters noted that the
proposed rule did not appear to be
coordinated with other existing
reporting requirements, and that
duplication of licensee effort might
result. They recommended that LER
reporting be consolidated to eliminate
potential duplication of other existing
reporting requirements.

The Commission hes reviewed
existing NRC reporting requirements .
(e.g., 10 CFR Parts 20 and 21, § 50.55(e),
§ 50.72, § 50.73, § 7371, and NUREG~
0654) and has attempted, to the extent
practicable, to eliminate redundant
reporting and to ensure that the various
reporting reqtiirements ece consistent.
Many of the changes i, the final LER
rule are as & resu!* of this effort. These
changes resulted in e ctenaive revisions
in the wording of criterle erntained In

this rule. but did not change the original
scope of intent of the requirements. In
addition, in order to make the
requirements in §§ 50.72 and 50.73 more
compatible, the order (i.e., numbering) of
the criteria in § 50.73 has been changed.
The changes are noted in the discussion
of each paragraph below.

Finally, conforming amendments are
being made to various sections of Parts
20 and 50 in order to reduce the
redundancy in reporting requirements
that apply to operating nuclear power
plants. In generel, thess amendments
wili require that

1 Licensees that have an cy
Notification System (ENS) make the
reports required by the subject sections
via the ENS. All other licensees will
continue to make the reports to the
Adminlstrator of the appropriate NRC
Regional Office.

2. Written reports required by the
subject sections be submitted to the
NRC Document Control Desk in
Washington, D.C, with a copy to the .
appropriate Regional Offices. :

3. Holders of licenses to operate &
nuclear power plant submit the written
reports required by the subject sections
in accordance with the procedures
described in § 50.73(b).

The criteria contained in the subject
sections which define a reportable event
have not been modified.

Similar changes are also planned as
part of curent octivities to make more
substantive changes to Part 21,

§ 50.55(e). and § 73.71.

Nonconservative Inteidependence

Several commenters expressed
difficulty in understanding the meaning
of the phrase "nonconservative
interdependence” as used in the
proposed § 50.73(a)(3). The wording of
§ 50.73(a)(3) (§ 50.73(a)(2)(vii) of this
final rule) has been changed to eliminate
the phrase “non conservative
interdependence” by specifically
defining the types of events that should
be reported. The revised paragraph does
not, however, change the intent of the
original paragraph.

Sabotage and Threats of Violence

Seversl commenters noted that the
security-related reporting requirements
of § 50.78(n)(8) (§ 50.73(a)(2)(ili) of this
final rule)) were already contained i
greater detail in 10 CFR 73.71. For
instance, § 73.71 requires an act of
sebotage 1o be reported immediately,
followed by a written report within 15
days. The proposed rule would have
required an LER to be filed within 30
days. Although distribution of reports ie
somewhat different, redundant reporting
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would have occurred. Th commenters
recommended that the Cc mmission
ensure consistency bat~een §§ 50.73
and 73.71

[n response to these comments the
Commission has deleted the reporting of
sabotage and threats of violence from
§ 50,73 because these situations are
adequately covered by the reporting
requirements contained in § 73.71

Evacuation of Rooms or Buildings

Many commenters stated that the
reporting of in-plant releases of
radioactivity that require evacuation of
individual rooms (§ 50.73(a)(7) In the
proposed rule or (§ 50.73(a)(2)(x) of this
final rule) was inconsistent w.iu the
general thrust of the rule to require
reporting of significant events. They
noted that minor spills, small gaseous
waste releases, or the disturbance of
contaminated particulate matter (e.g.,
du .) may all require the temporary
eva “uation of individual rooms until the
airbeime concentrations decrease or
until respiratory protection devices are
utilized. They noted that these events
are fairly common and shou'” not be
reportable unless the required
evacuation affects the entire facility or a
major nortion thereof.

[n= »ronsetothese comments the
wording of this criterion {§ 50.73(a)(2)(x)
in the final rule) has been changed to
signi.cantly narrow the scope of the
criwerion to include only those events
which significantly hamper the ability of
site personnel to perform safety-related
activities (e.g. evacuation of the main
control room)

Energy Industry Identificotion System

Many commenters noted that the
requirement to report the Energy
Industry identification System (EIS)
component function identifier and
syntem name of each component ot
system referred to in the LER
description would be & significant
burden on the licensee.

They suggested instead that the
NPRDS component identifiers be used in
place of the EIIS component (dentifiers
which are not yet widely used by the
industry.

The Commission continues to believe
that EIIS system names and component
function identifiers are needed in order
that LERg from different plants can be
compared. We do not, however, tuggest
that the EXIS (dentifiers be used
throughout the plant, but only that they
be added 1o the LER as it ls writtan. A

simple, inexpensive tabie could be used -

to translate plant {dentifiers into
equivalent ElIS |dentifiers.

The Commission considered the
system and component identifi.rs used

in NPRDS as an slternative. It (s owr
understanding, however, the NPRDS will
soon adopt the ELIS system titles, so a
distinction should no longer exist. In «
addition, LERs [requently include
systems that are not included th the
scope of NFRDS (i.e., an NPRDS systém
identification does not exist) while EIIS,
on the other hand, includes all of the
systems commonly found in commercial
nuclear power plants. Further, NPRDS
includes only 39 componer t identifiers
(e.g.. valve, pump). The Comniiesion
believes that thia limited number does
not provide a sufficiently detailed
description of the component fuaction
invelved.

Function of Foiled Components and
Status of Redundant Components

Mar y commenters said that
inform.ation required in (§ 50.73(b)(2) (vi)
and (vl) of the proposed rule should not
be a requirement in the LER. They
argued that this information s readily
available in documents previously
submitted to the NRC by licensees and
are available for reference

The final rule (§ 50.73(b)(2)(1)(C)) bas
been modified to narrow the scope of
the information requested by the
Commission.

While this general information may be
available in licenses documents
previously submitted to the NRC, the
Commission belleves that a genersl
understanding of the event and its
significance should be possible without
reference to additional documentation
which may not be readilv or widely
available, particularly t the public.

The Commission contii:ues to believe
that the licensee should prepare an LER
in sufficient depth so taat
knowledgeable readars who are
couversant with the design of
commercial nuclear power plants, but
are not familiar with the details of a
particular plant, ca% understand the
general characteristics of the event (e.g.
the cause, the significance, the
corrective action). As suggested by the
comumenters, more detailed information
to support engineering eveluvations and
case studies will be obtained, as
needed, directly from the previously
submitted licensee documents.

Engineering Evaluctions

The overviaw dlscussion of the
proposed rule contains the following
statement: “If the NRC staff decides that
the event was especlally significant
from the standpoint of safety, the staff
may request that the licensee perform
an engineering evahuation of the event
and describe the results of that
evaluation"”

Several commenters argued that the
inclusion of the requirement that the
licensee perform an rngineering
evaluation of certair; events at the stafl's
request appeared un ustified and would
add substantially t¢ 'he burden of
r2porting. They argu :d that the licensee
should be required © submit only the
s ecific additiona. information required
(0~ the necessary engineering evaluation
ra her than to perform the evaluation.

{he rule has been modified to require
only the submittal of any necessary
additional information requested by the
Commission in writing.

IV. Specific Findings
Overview of the LER Sysiem

When this fina! LER rule becomes
effective, the LER will be & detailed
narrative description of potentially
significant safety svents. By describing
in detail the event and the planned
corrective action, it will provide the
basis for the careful atudy of events or
conditions that might lead to serious
accidents. If the NRC staff decides that
the event was especially significant
from the standpoint of safety, the stalf
may request that the licensee provide
additional information and dats
associated with the event.

The licensee will prepere ar LUK for
those events or conditions ‘nat meet one
or more of the criteria contained in
§ 50.73(a). The criteria are based
primarily on the nature, course, and
consequences of the event. Therefore,
the final LER rule requires that events
which meet the criteria are to be
reported regardless of the plant
operating mode or power level, and
regardless of the safety aignificance of
the componenta, systems, or structures
involved. In trying to develop criteria for
the identification of events reportable as
LERs, the Commission has concentrated
on the potential consequences of the
event as the measure of significance.
Therefore, the reporting criteria, in
general, do not specifically address
classes of (nitiating events or causes of
the event. For example, there istio
requirement that all personnel errors be
reported. However, many reportable
events will involve or have been
initiated by personnel errore.

Finally, it should be noted that
licensees are permitted and encouraged
to report any event that does not meet
the criteria contained in § 50.73(a), if the
licenisee believes that the event might be
of sa'ety significance, or of generic
interest or concern. Reporting
requirements aside, assurance of safe
operation of all plants depends on
accurate and complete reporting by each
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licensee of all events having potential
safety significance.

Paragroph-by-Paragraph Explanation of
the LER Rule

The significant provisions of the final
L¥.« rule are explained below. The
explanation follows the order in the
p-oposed rule.

“aragraph 50.73(a)(2){iv) (proposed
parcraph 50.73(a)(1)) requires reporting
of: “Any event or condition that resulted
in manuel or automatic actuation of any
Enztmmd Salety Feature (ESF),
including the Reactor Protection Syatem
(RPS). However, actuation of an ESF,
including the RPS, that resulted from
and was part of the preplanned
sequence during testing or react
operation need not be reported.”

This paragraph requires events to be
reported whenever an ESF actuates
either manually or automatically,
regardiess of plant status. It is based on
the premise that the ESFs are provided
to mitigate the consequences of &
significant event and, therefore: (1) They
should work propetly when called upon,
and (2) they snould not be challenged
frequently or unnecessarily, The -
Commission is interested both in events
where an ESF was needed to mitigate
the consequencea (whether or not the
equipment performed properly) s ad
events where an ESF operated
unnecessarily.

"Actuation” of multichanne’ ESF
Actuation Systems is defined a»
actuation of enough channels to
complete the minimum actuation logic
(i.e., activation of sufficient channels to
cause activation of the ESF Actuation
System). Therefore, single channel
actuations, whether caused by failures
or otherwise, are not reportable if they
do no! complete the minimum actuation
logic.

Operation of an ESF as part of &
planned operational procedure or test
(e.g., startup testing) need not be
reported. However, if during the planned
operating procedure or test, the ESF
actuates in a way that is not part of the
glnnned procedure, that actuation must

e reported. For example, Uf the normal
reactor shutdown procedure requires
that the control rods be inserted by a
manual reactor trip, the reactor trip need
not be reported. Hawever, if conditions
develop during the  “utdown that
require an automatic ractor trip, such &
reacior trip must be repu. a4

The fact that the safety analysis
assumes that an ESF will actuate
automaticelly during certain plant
conditions does not eliminate the need
to report that actuation. Actuations that
need not be reported are thoss initiated
for reasons other than to mitigate the

consequences of an event (e.g., at the
discretion of the licensee as part of
planned procedure or evolution).

Sections 50.73(a'(2) (v) and (vi)
(proposed § 50.73,a)(2)) require reporting
of:

. . . . -

(v) Any event or condition that alone could
have prevented the fulfillment of the safety
function of stractures or systems that are
needed to:

(A) Shut down the reactor and maintain it
in & safe shutdown condition;

(B) Remove residual heat:

(C) Control the releass of radioactive
material or

(D) Mitigate the consequences of an
sccident. "

(vi) Events covered in paragraph (a)(2)(v)
of this section may include one or more
personnel errors, equipment faflures, snd/or
discovery of design, analysis, fabrication,
construction, and/or procedural

component fallures need not be reported
pursuant to this paragraph if redundant
equipment in the same system was operable
and svailable to perform the required safety
function.

The wording of this paragraph has

been changed from the proposed rule to »

make it easier to read. The intent and
scope of the paragraph have not been

The intent of this paragraph is to
capture those events where there would
have been a failure of & safety system iv
properly complete a safety function,
regardiess of when the failures were
discovered or whether the system was
needed at the *ime.

This paragraph is also based on the
assumption that safety-related systems
and structures are intended to mitigate
the consequences of an sccident. While
§ 50.73(a)(2)(lv) of this final rule applies
to actual actuations of an ESF,

§ 50.73(a)(2)(v) of this final rule covers
an event or condition where redundant
structures, components, or trains of a
safety system could have failed to
perform their intended function because
of: one or more personnel errors,
including procedure violations;
e%nipment failures; or design, analysis,
fabrication, construction, or procedural
deficiencies. The event must be reported
regardless of the situation or condition
that caused the structure or systems to
be unavailable, and regardless of
whether or not an alternate safety
system could have been used to perform
the safety function (e.g., High Pressure
Core Cooling failed, but feed-and-bleed
or Low Pressure Core Cooling were
available’té provide the safety function
of core cooltnt).

The spplicability of this paragraph
includes those safety systems designed
to mitigate the consequences of an

accident (e.g., containment {solation,
emergency filtration). Hence, minor
operational events involving a specifi.
component such as valve packing 'eaks,
whnich could o considerd a Jack of
control of radios stive material, .houid -
not be reported w.der this parayraph.
System leaks or other similar events
may, however, be n'oortable under other
paragraphs.

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 BWRa). For such systems, loss of the
single train would prevent the
fulfillment of the safety function of that
systers and, therefore, must be reported
even though the plant Technical

Spec fica* ons way allow such & :
con [tian to exist for e specified limited
lenyth of Ume. -

it should also be noted that, ifa - .
potentially ser.ous 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 the use of
engineering judgment on the pert of
licensees. In this case, a technical
judgment must be made whether &
failure or operator action that did
vctually disable one train of a safety
sy stem, could have, but did not, affect &
recindant train within the ESF system.
If o this would constitute an event that
“cauld 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. Reporting is required
if the failure constitutes a condition
wherr: there is reasonable doubt that the
functionally redundant train or channel
would emain operational until it
compleied its safety function or is
repaired. For example, if a pump in one
train of an ESF system fails because of
improper lubrication, and engineering
judgment indicates that there is &
reasonable expectation that the
functionally redundant pump in the
other train, which was also improperly
lubricated, would bave also failed
before it completed :ts safety function,
then the actual failure is sble and
the potential failure of the ctionally
redundant pump must be discussed in
m;ohﬁ-‘m systems gm ln:lude three

¢ more trains, the failure of two or more
:ninn shouid be reported if, in the
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judgement of the licensee, the functional
capability of the overall system was
jeopardized

Interaction between systems,

particularly a safety system and a nor
safety system, i3 also included in this
criterion. For example, the Commission

is (rcreasingly « emed about the
effect of a loss or degradation of what
had been assumed to be non-essential
inputs to safety aystems. Therefore, this
paragraph also inciudes thase 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 @
safety system is lost or degraded. Such
loss or degradation is repo.table if the
proper fulfillment of the safiity function
is not cannot 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 may also use
engineering judgment o decide when
personnel actions cow/d have prevented
fulfillment of & safety function. For
example, when an individual improperly
operates or maintains & component, he
might conceivably have made the same
error for all of the functionally
redundant components (e.g. if he
incorrectly calibrates one bistable
amplifier in the Reactor Protection
System, he could concei
incorrectly calibrate all bistable
amplifiers). However, for an event to be
reportable it is necessary that the
actions actuaily affect or involve
components in more than one train or
channel of a safety system, and the
result of the actions must be undesirable
from the perspective of pe ting the
health and safety of the The
components can be functionally
redundant (e.g. two pumps in different
trains) or not functionally redundant
(e.g.. the operstor correctly stops & pump
in Train “A” and, instead of shutting the
pump discharge vaive in Train “A." he
mistakenly shuts the pump discharge
valve in Train “B")

Section 50.73(a)(2)(vii} (proposed
§ 50.73{a)(3)) requires the reporting of
“Any event whers a single cause or
condition caused st least one
independent trzia of channel to become
inoperable in multiple systems or two
independent tr.'ns chan
become inoperal
{o

(A) Shut down the reactor and
maintain it in « safe shutdown
condition,

(B) Remove residual

(C) Control the re
material: or
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(D) Mitigate the consequences of an
ccident.”

This paragraph has been changed t
slarify the intent of 'he phrase
ience. {

goncanservauve
Numerous comment letters expressed
difficulty in understanding what-this
phrase meant. so the paragraph has
been changed to be more specific. The
new paragraph is narrower in scope
than the original paragraph becsuse the
term {s specifically defined, but the
bavic intent (s the same.

"L {s paragraph requires those evenis
to be . =ported where a-single cause
produce ! & component or group of
componenis to become inoperable in
redundant or independent portions (l.e.,
trains or channels) of one or more
systems having a safety function. These
events can identify previously
unrecognized common cause failures
and systems interactions. Such failures
can be simuitaneous failures which
occur because of a single initiating
cause (.2, the single cause or
mechanism serves as @ common input to
the failures}): or the failures can be
sequential {i.e., cascade failures), such
as the case where a single component
failure results in the failure of one o~
more additional components.

To be mpo;tuble. however, the event
or failure must result in or involve the
failure of independent portions of more
than one train or channel in the same or
different systems. For example, if a
cause or condition caused components
in Train "A™ and “B" of & single system
to become inoperable, even if additional
trains (e.g., Train "C™) were still
available, the event must be reported. In
addition, if the cause or condition
caused components in Train “A” of one
system and in Train *B” of another
system (i.e., & train that (s aasumed in
the safety analysis to be independent) to
becoms inoperabie, the event must be
reported. However, if a cause or
condition caused components in Train
“A" of one system and Train “A" of
another system (Le., trains that are not
assumed in the safety analysis to be
independent), the event need not be
reported unless it meets one or more of
the other criteria in this section.

In addition, this paragraph daozs not
include those cases where one train of a
system or a component was removed
from service as part of a planned
evolution, in accordance with an
approved 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 ths system
or component (3 returned to service

uterdepen

within the time limit specified in the
Technical Specifications, the action
need not be reported under this
paragraph. However, if, while the train
service, \he
licensee identifies a condition that could
have prevented the whole system from
performing its intended function (e.g..
the licensee finds a set of relays that is
wired incorrectly), that condition must
be reported
Section 50.73(a)(2)(i] (proposed
§ 50.73(a)(4)) requires reporting of
“(A) The completion of any nuclear
plant shutdown required by the plant's
Technical Specifications: or
“(B) Any operation 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.”
This paragraph has been reworded to
more clearly define the +vents that must
be reported. In addition, the scope has
been changed to reouire the reporting of
events or conditiors “prohibited by the
plant's Technical Specifica ions™ rather
than events where “a plant Technical ,
Specification Action Statement is not
met.” This change sccommodates plants
that do not have requirements that are
specifically defined as Actiom {
Statements.
This paragraph now requires eventa to
be reported where the licensee is
required to shut down the plant because
the requirements of the~Technical
Specifications were not met. For the
purpose of this paragraph, “shutdown”
i3 defined as the pom!t in time where the
Technical Specifications require that the
plant be in the first shutdown condition
required by a Limiting Condition for
Operstion (e.g., hot standby (Mode 3) for
PWRs with the Standard Technical
Specifications). If the condition ia
corrected before the time limit for being
shut down (i.e., before completion of the
shutdown), the ¢ vent need not be
reported.
In addition, if a condition thet was
prohibited by the Techoical
Specifications existed for a period of
time longer than that permitted by the
Technical Specifications, it must be
reported even If the condition was not
discovered until after the allowable time
had elapsed and the condition was
rectified immediately after discovery
Section 50.73(a)(2)(1i) (proposed
§ 50.73(a)(5)) requires reporting of: “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 nuclesr power plant
being

Or component I8 outl ol
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"“(A) In an unanalyzed condition that
sign ficantly compromised plant safety:
“(B) In a condit'on tha! was outside

the des'gn baasis of the plant; or

“(C) In a condition not covered by the
plant's operating and emergency
procedures."

This paragraph requires events to be
reported 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
shovn through analysis not to be sefety
significant need not be reported.
Howsever, the accumulation of voids that
could inhibit the ability to adequately
remove heat from the reactor core,
particularly under natural circulation
coniditions, would constitute an
unanalyzed condition and must be
reported. In addition. voiding in
instrument lines that resuits in an
erroneous indicauw” causing the
operator to significan'ly misundersiand
the true condition of .2 plant is also an
unanalyzed conditior and must 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 o' 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 & situation in which tw1 or
more often unrelated, safety-related
components are ou'-of-service.
Technically, this is an unanalyzed
condition. However, these events should
be reparted only if they involve
functionally related components or if
they significantlv compromise plant
safety.

Finally, this ; aragraph also includes
material (e.g.. metallurgical, chemical)
problems that cause abnormal
degradation of the principal safety
barriers (i.e., the fuel cladding, reactor
coolant system pressure boundary, or
the contsinment).

Additional examples of situations
included in this paragraph are:

(8) Fuel cladding failures in the
reactor or in the storsge puo |, that
exceed expected values, tiiat are unique
or widespread, or that resuite! from
unexpected factors.

(b) Reactor coolant radioactivity
levels that exceeded Technical
Spgcnﬁcntion limity for iodine spikes or,

racdioactivity levels at @ BWR air ejector
monitor that exceeded the Technical
Specification limits.

(c) Cracks and breaks in piping. the
reactor vessel, or major components in
the primary coolant circuit that have
safety relevance (steam generators,
reactor coolant pumps, valves, etc.)

(d) Sign ficant welding or material
defects in e primary coolant system.

(e) Surioas temperature or pressure
transients (e.g., transients that violate
the plant's Technical Specifications).

(f) Loss of relief and/or safety valve
operability during test or operation
(such that the number of operable
valves or map way closures is less than
required by t < Technical
Specifications).

(g) Loss of containment functicn or
integrity (s& containmant leakage rates
exceeding the suthorized limits).

Section 80.73(a)(2)(lii) (proposed
§ 50.73(a)(6)) requires reporting of: “Any
natural phencmenon or other external
condition that posed afi 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"

This paragraph has been reworded tc
make it ciear that it applies only to acts
of nature {e.g., tornadoes) end external
haznrds (e.g. railroad tank car
explosion). References to acts of
sab)tage have been removed because
they =re covered by § 73,71, In addition,
threats to personnel from internal
hazards ‘e.g. radicactivity releases) are
now coviered by s separate paragraph
(§ 50.73(1)(2)(x}).

Thia paragraph requires those events
to be reported where there is 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 is to decide (f a
phenomenon or conditicn actually
threatened the plant. For example, &
minor brush fire in a remote area of the
site that was quickly controlled by fire
fighting personnel and, as a result, did
not present & threat to the plant need
not be reported. However, a major forest
fire, large-scale flood, or major
earthquake that presents a clear threat
to the plant must be reported. Industrial
or transportation accidents that
ocrurred near the site and created &
plant saféty concern must also be
reported.

Section 50.73(a)(2){x) (proposed
§ 50.73(a)(7)) requires reporting of: “Any
event that posed an actusi threat to the

safety of the nuclear power plant or
significantly hampered site pe

the performance of duties necessary for
the safe operation of the nuclear power
plant including fires. toxic gas releases,
or radioactive releases.”

This paragraph has been reworded to
include physical hazards (internal to the
plant) to personnel (e.g.. electrical fires).
In addition, in response to numerous
comments, the scope has been
l% lt]:m t!f\o hazard lml:tl hamper the
ability of site pervonn: tor.lull'
utf'cty-ullud activities affecting plant
safety. .

In-plant releases muat be reported
g:ely dmuln evacuation of rooms or

ui # containing systems imporisnt
to safety and, as a result, the ability of
the operators to perform necessary ~ *
safety functions {s significantly :
hampered. Precautionary evacuations of
rooms and buildings that subsequent *™
evaluation determines were not required
need not be reported. -

Proposed § 50.73(a)(8) was intended to
capture an event that involveda
controlled release of e significant
amount of radioactive material to offsite
areas. ln addition, “significant”™ was
based on the plant's Technical
Specification Thnm for the release of
radiosctive material. However, this
section has been deleted because the
reporting of these events is already -
required by § 50.73(a)(2)(i) and § 20.408.

Section 50.73(a)(2) (viil) and (ix)
(proposed § 50.73(a)(9)) require reporting
of:

" - . . .

(vili}(A) Any airborne radioactivity relesse
that exceeded 2 times the applicable
concentrations of the limits specified in Table
11 of Appendix B to Part 20 of this chapter ia
unrestricted areas, when aversged over 8
time period of one hour.

(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 (Le. unrestricted area) for alf
radionuclides except tritium and dissolved
noble gases, when averaged over @ time
period of one hour.

(ix) Reports submitted 10 the Commission
in accordance with paragra (llﬁﬁll of
this section aloc meet ll: 2
reporting requirements of paragra
20.405(a)(8) of Part 20 of this chapter.

iy,

Paragraph (vili) has been changed to
clarify the requirements to report
releases of radioactive material. The
paragraph is similar to § 20,408 but .
pleces a lower threshold for reporting
events at commercial power reactors.
The lower threshold is based on the
significance of the breakdown of the
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licensee's program necessary to have a
release of this size, rather than on the
significance of the impact of the actual
release.

Reports of events covered by
§ 50.73(8)(2)(viii) are to be made in lieu
of reporting noble gas releases that
exceed 10 times the instantaneous
release rate, without averaging over a
time period, as implied by the
requiremerit of § 20.405(a)(5).

aragraph 50.73(b) describes the
format and content of the LER. It
requirea that the licensee prepare the
LER in sufficient depth so that
knowledgeable readers conversant with
the design of commercial nuclear power
plants, but not famuliar with the details
of a particular plant, can understand the
complete event (i.e., the cause of the
event, the plant status before the event,
and the sequence of occurrences during
the event).

Paragraph 50.73(b){1) requires that the
licensee provide a brief abstract
describing the major occurrences during
the event. (ncluding all actuel
component or system failures that
contributed to the event, all relevant
operator errors or violations of

‘procedures, and any significant
corrective action taken or planned as a
result of the event. This paragraph is
needed to give LER data base users a
brief description of the event in order to
identify avents of interest.

Paragraph 50.73(b)(2) requires that the
licensee include in the LER a clear,
specific narrative statement of exactly
whit loppened during the entire event
80 tha! . *aders not familiar with the
detalls o » marticular plant can
und( rstund he event The licensee
shou d 'mphi size how systems,
com’ 01 ents, and sperating personnel
periorried Specific hardware problems
rliould nut e covered in excessive
detail. Characteristics of a plant that are
unique and that influenced the event
(favorably or unfavorably) must be
described. The narrative must also
describe the event from the perspective
of the operator (e.g.. what the operator
saw, did, perceived, underst or
misunderstood),

Paragraph 50.73(b)(3) requires that the
LER (nclude a summary assessment of
the actual and potential safety
consequences and implications of the
event. This assessment may be based on
the conditions existing at the time of the
event. The evaluation must be carried
out to the exlent necessary to fully
assess the safety consequences and
safety marging associated with the
event. An sssessment of the event under
alternative conditions must be included
if the incident would have besen more
severe (e.g, the plant would have been

in a condition not analyzed in the Salety
Analysis Report) under reasonable e nd
credible alternative conditions, such as
power level or operating mode. For
example.'f an event occurred while the
plant wns at 15% power and the same
event conld have ocourred while the
plant was at 100% power, and, as a
result, the consequences would have
been co siderably more serious, the
licensee must asaess and report those
consequences.

Paragraph 50.73{b)(4) requires that the
licensee describe in the LER any
corrective actions planned as a result of
the event that are known at the time the
LER is submitted, (ncluding actions to
reduce the probability of similar events
occuning in the future. After the initial
LER is sutmitted only substaniial
changes in the corrective action need be
reported as a supplemental LER.

Parsgraph 50.73(c) suthorizes the NRC
staff to require the licensee to submit
specific supplemental information
beyond that required by § 50.73(b). Such
information may be required if the staff
finds that supplemental material {a
necessary for complete understanding of
an unusually complex or significant
event. Such requests for supplemental
Information must be made in writing,
and the licenses must submit the
requested information as a supplement
to the initial LER within a time period
mutually agreed upon by the NRC staff
and the licensee,

Paragraph 50.73(f) gives tha NRC's
Executive Director for Operations the
authority to gran: case-by-case
exemptions to the repo
requirements contained in the LER
system. This exemption could be used to
limit the collection of certain data in
those cases whers full participation
would be unduly difficult because of s
plant's unltae design or circumstances.

Paragraph 50.73(g) states that the
reporting requirements contained in
§ 50.73 replace the reporting
requirements in all nuclear power plant
Technical Specifications that are
typically sasociated with Reportable
Occurrences. ;

The re requirements
supers by § 50.73 are those
contained in the Technical Specification
sections that are uaually titled “Prompt
Notification with Written Followup" |
(Section 6.9.1.8) and “Thirty Day Written
Reports” (Section 6.0.1.9). The reporting
requirements that have been superseded
are also described In Regulatory Guide
1.18, Revision 4, “"Reporting of Operating
Information-Appendix A Technical
Specification,” Paragraph 2. “Reportable
Occurrences.” The apecial report
typically described in Secticn 8.9.2

“Special Reports” of the Technical *
Specifications are still required.

V. Regulatory Analysis

The Commission has nrepared a
regulatory analysis for « s final rule.
The analysis examines ¢ ¢ costs and
benefits of the alternatives considered
by the Commission. A cony of the
regulatory enalysis is av ilable for
inspection and copying for & fee at the
NRC Public Document Room, 1717 H
Street, NW., Washington, D.C. Single
copies of the analysis may be obtained
from Frederick |. Hebon, Chisf,
Technology Branch, Office for Analysis
and Evaluation of Operational Data,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, D.C. 20555; Telephone (301)
4924480,

V1. Paperwork Reduction Act Statement

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
has submitted this rule to the Office of
Management and Budget for such
review as may be appropriate under the
Paperwork Reduction Act, Pub. L. 96-
§11. The date on which the reporting
requirements of this rule become
effective reflects inclusion of the 80-day
period which the Act allows for such
review.

VIL. Regulatory Flaxibility Castification

In a¢cordance with th: Regula
Flexibility Act of 1980, 5 U.S.C. 808(b).
the Commission hereby certifies that
this rule will not have a :ignificant
economic irapact on a substantial
number of small entities. This final rule
affects 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
presantly axisting notification
requirements. .

Accordingly, there is no new,
significant economic impact on these
licensees, nor do these licensees fall
within the scope of the definition of
“amall entities” set forth in the
Regulatory Flexibility Act or the Small
Business Size Standards set out in

ations lssued by the Small Business
Administration at 13 CFR Part 121,

List of Subjects
10 CFR Part 20

Licensed material, Nuclear power
plants and reactors, Penalty, Reporti g
and recordkeeping requirements.

10 CFR PARTS 50

Incorporation by reference, Antitrust,
Classified information, Fire prot :tion.
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Intergovernmental relations, Nuclear
power plants and reactors, Penalty,
Radiation protection, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements. -

Under the authority of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the
Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, as
amended, and 5 U.S C. 852 and 553, the
following amendments to 10 CFR Parts
20 and 50 are published as & document
subject to codification.

PART 50--DOMESTIC LICENSING OF
PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION
FACIUTIES

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

Authority: Secs. 103, 104, 181, 182, 183, 188,
189, 68 Stat. 938, 997, 44, 853, 954, 955, 854, as
amended. sec. 224, 83 Stat 1244, as amended
(42 US.C. 2133, 2134, 2201, 2232, 2233, 2238,
2238, 2282): seca. 201, 202, 208, 88 Stat. 1242,
1244, 1244, o8 amended (42 US.C. 5541, 5342,
5848), unless otherwise noted.

Section 507 also issued ander Pub. L 85
601, sec. 10, 92 Stat. 2951 (42 US.C. 5851).
Sections 50.58, 50.91 and 50.82 also issued
under Pub. L §7-415. 96 Stat. 2073 (42 US.C.
2239). Section 50.78 alsc issued under sec.
122, 68 Stat 939 (42 US.C 21582}, Sections
50.80-50.81 aiso issued under sac. 184, 88 Stat
954, as amended (42 US.C. 2234). Sections
50.100-50-102 also issued under sec. 188, 68
Stat. 955 (42 U.S.C. 2238).

For the puwposes of sec. 223, 68 Stal 958, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 2273), §4 50.10 (). (D).
and (c), 50.44, 50.46, 50.48, 50.54, and 50.80(a)
are (ssued under sec. 161h, 88 Stal. 841, as
amended (42 U S.C. 2201(b)}) §§ 5010 (b) and
{c) and 50.54 are (ssved under sec. 1611, 88
Stat. 949, as smended (42 US.C. 2201(1)); and
§4 50.55(e), 50.50(h), 50.7C. 5071, 50.72 and
50.78 are issued under sec. 1810, 88 Stat 850,
89 amended (42 US.C. 2201(0)).

2. A new § 50.73 is added to read as
follows:

§50.73 Ucsnases svent report systam,

{a) Reportable events. (1) The holder
of an operating license for & nuclear
power plant (licensee) shall submit &
Licensee Event Report (LER) for any
event of the type described in this
paragraph within 30 days after the
discovery of the event. Unless otherwise
specified in this section, the licensee
shall report an event regardless of the
plant mode or power level, and
regardless of the significance of the
structure, system, or component that
initiated the event.

(2) The licensee shall report:

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

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

{A] In an unanalys=d condition that
significantly compromiced plant safety;

B8) In a condition that v es outside the
design basis of the plaot or

(C) In & condition not covered by the
plant's operating and emergency
procedures.

(iii) Any natural phec smenon or other
external condition that puted an actual
threat to the safet of "he nuclear power
plant or significan )y hampere. site
personne! in the performance of duties
neceysery for the safe operation of the
nuclear power plant.

(iv] Any eveut or condition that
resulted (n manual or aufomatic
actustion of any Engineered Safety
Featurs (ESF), including the Reactor
Protection System (RPS). However,
actuation of an ESF, Including the RPS,
tkat resulted from and was part of the
Jrepianaed sequence during testing or
reactor operation need not be reported.

[v) may event or condition that alone
could have prevented the fulfillment of
the safety function of structures or
systerus that are needed to:

(A) Shut down the reactor and
maintain it {n a safe shutdown
condition;

(B) Remove regidual heat;

(C] Control the release of radioactive
material; ot

(D) Mitigate the consequences of an
accident.

{vi} Events covered in paragraph
{a){2){v] of this section may include one
or raore procedural errors, equipment
failures, and/or discovery of design,
analysie, fabrication, construction, and/
or procedurs! inadequacies. However,
individual component faiiures need not
be reported pursuant 1o this paragraph if
redundant equipment in the same )
system waa operable and available to
perform the required safety function.

(vil) Any event whera a single cause
or condition caused at least one
independeqt train or channel to become
inoperatls In muitiple systems or two
independent trains or channels to
becoma inoperable (n a single system
desgigned io:

(A) Shut down the reactor and
mairftaio itin a gafe shutdown
condition:

(B Remove residual heat

(C) Control the release of radioactive
material; ot

(D) Mitigate the consequences of an
accident. '

(viii)(A) Any airborne radioactivity
release that exceeded 2 times the
applicable concentrations of the limits
specified in Appendix B, Table 1l of Part
20 of this chapter in unrestricted areas,
when averaged over a time period of
one hour.

(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 (Le. :
unrestricted area) for all radionuclides
excepl tritium and dissolved noble
gases, when averaged over a time period
of one hour. . . -

{ix) Reports submitted to the - ¥~
Commission in accordance with ok

aragraph (a)(2)(viii) of this section also
gtnmn effluent releass '

requirements of paragraph ).
of Part 20 of this chapter. - *
&n actual

(x) Any event that
the nuclear power

necessary for the safe
nuclear power plant
toxic gas releases, or
releases. -

(b) Contents. The Licenses Event
Report shall contain:

(1) A brief abstract describing the
major occurrences during the event,
in all component or system
failures that contributed to the event
and significant corrective action taken
or planned to prevent recurrence.

(2)(1) A clear, specific. narrative
description of what occurred so that
knowledgeable readers conversant with
the design of commercial nuclear power
plants, but not familiar with the details
of a particular plant, can understand the
complete event.

(ii) The narrative description must
include the following specific
information as appropriate for the
particular event:

(A) Plant operating conditions before
the event. !
(B) Status of structures, ta,

or systems that were inoperable at the
start of the event and that contributed to
the event.

(C) Dates and approximate times of

(D) The of each component

cause ot
system fallure or personnel ervor. if
known. ]

(E] The failure mode, mechanism, and
:ffoct of each failed componant, if

oA

(F) The ensrgy Industry IdzatiSication
System component functiou identifier
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‘ 2VELS 2 n i
¢ 4 ¢ jdioactive ateria
t v A fx 4 1] 'nf y ¢
b 8 the license
v [ w !
: ¢ £ y § 4 !
(3 ) ira i
entrat nes radioactive matlena
whethe volving excessive
exposure of any lividual) in an
res ed Area 1n excess of ten b
; any api able limit set forth in t} 8T
ne [icense
Each report required under
aragraph (a){1) of this section must
iescribe the extent of exposure
viduais 10 radiation or to radioactive
Estimates of each individual's
x exposure as req ed by paragraph (b)

fthiag sectior

y 8 0f raciat and
entrat 8 0! racdioa ve ilena
The T Ihe X SUre els

v rreclive steps taxken or planned
LR - aT L
Y § N 8 D& 1
{ 2¢ sha . ¢ v i
e i ra i eleases
4 [ ’ 1 X ess
ipecilied DY 4 FR Part 1
Envin nentsa! Radia n Protect

vtandards for Nuclear Power
Jperations.” or in excess of |
oaditions reiated to cot

CFR Part 180

2) Each report subm
DArAgrapn | D8 sectior sl
lescnbe
) The extent of exposure of

dividuals to radiation or to radi
meaterial;
) Levels of radiation and
concen’rat | radioactive material
involved;

(iii) The cause of
ons; ana

{v) Corrective steps taken or planned
to assure against a recurrence, including
the schedule for achieving conformance
with 40 CFR Part 190 and with

iated license conditions

pactive

the exposure, levels

) concentra ti«

A8801(

d) For holders of an operating license
or @ nuclear power plant, the incidents
nciuded In paragraphs (&) or

section must de reported i1

f
fthis
accordance

procedures described in

par 5 | {cl. {d e), and (]
t yler &and must also inciude the
{ juired by paragrapns (a

{ Lhis sect in enis

¢ a lance with § !
] er nee € reporte y &
4 aAle report \ Aragrapns (a

f this sect

e] All other licensees who make

enorts ur
ports u

1er DATAgTADNS (8 { {

$ section sha within 30 days atls
eaming of the ov OsuUre (
excessive (eve icentrat naxke a
report in writing to the U.S. Nuclea
Regulatory Commission, Document
ontrol Desk, Washir
wilh & copy 1o the apt
Regional Office listed in Appendix D of

this part

PART 50--DOMESTIC LICENSING OF
PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION
FACILITIES

8. In § 50.38, new paragraphs (c)(6
and (7) are added to read as follows
§50.38 Technical spectiications.
¢ “ ' - ®

8 Notifice Reports ade

the ( miss i ensees In

L] 1. Ne re rements nis
e 1 8! e ade as | WS

A hp ensees shall maxe the
tial notification by telephone to the
f ’ [ ) R(
. sirat | the appropnatt NR(

rart 20 \ :
Written reports. Holders of an
operating license for a nuciear power
plant shall submit a written report to the
Commission concering the incidents
included in paragraphs (c) (1) and (2) of
this section in accordance with the
procedures described in § 50.73 (b). (¢)

1), (e). and (g) of this part. Incidents
reporied in accordance with §50.73 of
this part need not also be reported under
paragraphs (c) (1) or (2) of this section.

Dated st Weshington, D.C. this 20th day of
July 1983

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Samuel |. Chilk,

Secretary of the Commission.

FR Doc. 133018 Pled 72582 048 am|
BLLING COOE 788001 -
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APPENDIX F

1992 REVISION TO 10 CFR 50.72 AND 50.73 INCLUDING
STATEMENT OF CONSIDERATIONS

Published in the Federal Register
on September 9, 1992 September 10, 1992
(Vol. 57, No. 176, pages 41378-41381)

NOTE: This Federal Register notice does not provide a complete version of 10
CFR 50.72 and 50.73; it addresses only small parts of those sections.
Its purpose here is to present the Statement of Considerations, which
explains some of the reporting requirements of the sections.

Second Draft,
NUREG-1022, Rev. 1
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certified to OMA, in a letter dated
August 14, 1992, that by unanimous vote
the Commission had overridden the
OME's disapproval of the information
collection request associated with this
rule

On August 21, 1992. OMH assigned the
following new control number: 3150
0171, effective until August 31, 1995,

This new control number is only
applicable 1o the sections in 10 CFR pant
35 amended by this rule. Informatien
collection authority for sll other sections
of 10 CFR part 35 remains under the
existing general control number: 3150
0010.

List of Subjects in 10 CFR Past 35

Byproduct matenal. Criminal penalty,
Drugs, Health facilities, Heslth
professions, Incorporation by reference.
Medical devices. Nuciear materials,
Occupational safety and health,
Radiation protection. Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements,

Text of Final Regulations

For the reasons set out in the
preamble and under the authorty of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1854, as amended.
the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974,
as ameaded, and 5 U.S.C. 552 and 653, -
the NRC (s adopting the following
amendmeats to 10 CFR part 35. .

PART 35-MEDICAL USE OF
BYPROOUCT MATERIAL

1. The suthority citation for part 35
continues to read In part as follows:

Authority: Secs. 191, 68 Stat. 944, as
amended (42 US.C. 2201} sec. 201, 82 Stat.
1242, so amended (A2 US.C. 5841) ° * *,

2. 1n § 35.8 paragraph (b) is revised
and paragraph (d) Is added (o read as
follows:

§ 258  wrtormation collection
requirements: ONE approval.

(b} The approved information
collection requirements contained in this
part appear in §§ 3512 35.13, 35.14,
35.21, 35.22, 35.23, 3527, 35.29, 35.31,
35.50, 35.51, 33.53, 35.50. 35.80, 35.81,
35.70, 3580, 3592, 35.204, 35.2.5, 35.310,
5315, 35,404, 35.408. 35,410, 354185,
35,808, 35.610, 35.015, 35.830, 35832,
35.834. 35.838, 15.541, 35.843, 35.845, and
35847,

. . L L] .

(d) OMB has assigned control number

3150-0171 for the information collection -

requirements contained in §§ 35.32 and
35.33.

Dated at Rockville, Muryiand. this 3d day
of September 1992

Federal Register /| Vol. §7,-No.-178 /.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commisasion.
Samuel §. Chilk,
Secretary of the Commiseion

[FR Doc. 82-21754 Filed 6-6-02: 8:45 am|
BULING COOE 7500-01-44

10 CFR Part 50
RIN 3150-AE12

Minor Modifications to Nuciear Power
Reactor Event Reporting
Aequiraments

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

AcToNe Final rule,

suMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) has amended its
regulations to make minor modifications
to the current nuclear power reactor
event reporting requirements. The final
rule applies to all nuclear power reactor
licensees and deletes reporting
requirements for some events that have
been determined to be of little or no
safety significance. The final rule
reduces the industry’s reporting burden
and the NRC's response burden in event
review and assessme:.*.

EFFECTIVE DATE: Octobe: 12 1992

Raji Tripathl, Office fcr Analy s and
Evaluation of Operational Data. !/ €.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20855, Telephone (301)
4024435, S
BUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION.
Backgroand

The Commission ia issuing a final rule
that amends the nuclear power reactor
event reporting requirements contained
in 10 CFR 50.72, “Immediate Notification
Requirements for Opersting Nuclear
Power Reactors,” and 10 CFR 50.73,
“Licensee Bvent Raport System.” The
final rule is issued as part of the
Commission's ongoing cmn to -
improve its regulations. cally, this
final rule amends 10 CFR 50.72 (b)(2)(1i)
and 10 CFR 50.73 (a)(2){lv}. On june 28,
1992 (57 FR 26642), the Commission
issued a proposed rule requesting public
comments on these amendments.

Over the past several years, the NRC
has increased its attention to event
reporting issues to ensure uniformity,
consistency, and compieleness in

in Sepfember 1991, the NRC's
ce for Analysis and Evaluation of
Operational Data (AEOD) issuad for
comment a draft NUREG-1022, Revision
1.' “Event Reporting Systemas 10 CFR

! Pree oingle copy may be requested by writing 10
the Distribation and Mail Services Bection. U S

, vSeplember 10,1 1992° /. Rules: and Regulatipas .- - .

50.72 and 10 CFR 50.73—Clarification of
NRC Systems and Guidelines For h
Reporting.” Following resolution of
public conumenta, the NUREG will be
issued In the final form. The NUREG
will contain improved guidance for
event reporting

NRC's reviews of operating
experience and the patterns of licensees’
reporting of operating events since 1984
have ind: aled that reports on some of
these events are not necessary for the
NRC 1o perform (s safety mission and
that continued reporting of these events
would not contribute useful information
to the operating reactor events
database. Additonally, thess.
unnecessary reports would have
continued to consume both the . . .
licensees’ and the NRC's resources that
could be better applied elsewhere, The
NRC has determined that certain types
of events, primarnily those In%
Invalid engineered safety foature
actuations, are of little or no safety
significance. f J

Valid ESF sctuations are those . -
actuations that result from “valid .+ -
eignals” or from inteational mapual
imitiation, uniess it is partofa. =~ .-
preplanned lest. Valid vignals are those
signals that ere initiated (n response to
actual plant conditions or patameters .
satiafying the requirements for ESF |, .

Wﬂ.ﬁ F -~ FR
ﬁccﬂudm are by definltion ..
those thatdo not meet the criteriafoe. :
being valid Thus, invalid actuations - .
include sctuations that are not the result -
of valid signals and are not intentional
manual actuations. lnvalid actuations
include instances whers instrument

drift, spurious signala, haman error, or
other invalid signals caused actuation of
the ESF (a.g. jarring # cabinet, an error

in use of jumpers of lifted {eads, an error
in actuation of switchee oz controls,
equipment fallure, or redio frequency .
interference). :

NRC's evaluation of both the reported
events since january 1964, when the
existing rules firel became effective, and
the comments recelved during the Event
ReporttnjoWo'rkshopc conducted in Fall -
of 1990 identified needed W
in the rules. The NRC 4 d that.
invalid actuation, lsolaton, or =
realignment of a limited set of ESPs
including the systems, subsystems, or .
components (L. an invalid sctuation,
lsolation, or realignment of only the
reactor water clean-up (R system,

Nuchear Regdatory Comenisaion. Wasbington, DC
20658, A copy b ales avelleble for inepection o€ .
copywng boc 5 Iee i the NRC Public Docament
Room, 1120 L Sowet. N'W., (Lower Level). -

Washington. DC 0884,



(CREV) system, the reactor building
ventilation system, the fuel building
ventilation system, or the auxillary
building ventilation system, or their
equivalent ventilation systems| are of
little or no safety significance. However,
these events are currently reportable
under 10 CFR 50.72 (b){2)(ii) and 10 CFR
50.73 (a)(2)(iv).

The {inal rules for the current event
reporting regulations, 10 CFR 50.72 and |
10 CFR 50.73 (48 FR 39039; August 29,
1983, and 48 FR 33450C; July 260, 16883,
respectively), stated that ESF systems.
including the reactor protection system
(RPS), are provided to mitigate the

" consequences of a significant event.
Therefore, ESFs should (1) werk -
properly wl;:n called upon and (z&
shouid not be challenged frequently or
unnecessarily. The Statements of :
Consideration for these final rules also

memdmmdhuon :

ventilation system, or their équivalent -
ventilation systems). The actuation of
the standby gas trealment aystem
following an invalid actuation of the
reactor building ventilation system is
also exempted from reporting. In
addition, the final rule excludes invalid
actuations of these ESFs (or their
equivaleni sysiema] Trom signals that
onginaled from non-ESF gireuitry.

i« However, invalid actuations of other

ESFs would continue to be reportable.

\ For example, emergency core coaling

\

. (or systems designatad

stated that operation of an ESF as part -

of & pre-planned operational procedure -

" an invalid ESF actuation reveals &

or test need not be reported. The
Commission noted that ESF actuations,
including reactor tripe, are fraquently
associated with significant plant

transients and are indicative of events, -

that are of safety significance. At that
time, the Commission also required al!
actuations, whether manuslor . -
automatic, valid or isvalid—excep! as
noted, to be reported 1o the NRC by

telephone within ¢ hours of occurrence

. adverse impact on safety-related
. equipinent and consequently on the

followed by & written Licenses Event -

Report (LER) within 30 days of the .
lacident. This requirement on timeliness
of reporting remains unchanged.

The reported information is used by
thaNRClnconﬂmnﬁoaoﬂthming
bases, identification of precursors to -
severe core damage, identification of
plant specific deficiencies, generic -
lessona, review of management control
systems, and licensee performance
assessment.

Discussion

The NRC bas determined that some
events Ut involve only invalid ESF
actustions are of litle or no sefety

* ~ significance. However, not all Invalid

ESF actuations .nm.

mculﬁou i event reporting

requirements contained tn the final rule

apply only to a narrow, lUmited set of

; specifically defined tovalid RSP

A 8ctuationis. These events include invalid
#ctuation, isolation. or realignmant of &

imited set of ESFa th.( g:lm

m or componsnts an
invalid actuation. (solation, or
realignment of only the RWCU wystem,
or the CREV system. reactor building
ventilation system, fuel building

exempted from
The .

§

system isolations/actuations;
containment isolation valve closures
that affect cooling systems, main steam
flow, essential support systems, etes - -
containment sprey actuation; and
residual heat removal svstem isolations
any other
names but designed to fulfill the
function similar to these syatems and '+~
their equivalents}, are still reportable. i

defect in the system so that the system  ©
failed or would fall to perform its ‘

- intended function, the event continues to

be reportable under other requirements
of 10 CFR 50.72 and 10 CFR 50.73. If a
condition or deficiency has (1) an

.

ability to shut down the resctor and © -
maintain it in & safe ehutdown
condition, (2) has a poteatial for.
significant radiologioca) releass or -
potential expesure toy lant personnel or
the general public, or (3) would
compromise tontr o room habitability,
the event/discovery continues 1o be
reportable,

Invalid ESF actuations that are
excluded by this fina! rule, but occur as
a part of a reportable event, continue to
be described as part of the reporiable
event. These amendments are not
intended to preclude submittal of a
complete, accurate, and thorough
description of an event tha! {s otherwise
reportable under 10 CFR 50.72 or 10 CFR
50.73. The Commission relaxad only the
selected event reporting requirements
specified in this final rule.

Licensees are still required under 10
CFR part 50, appendix B, “Quality
Asaurance Criteria for Nuclear Power
Plants and Fue! Reprocessing Plants,” to
address corrective actions for events ur
conditions that are sdverse 10 quality
whether the event {s repartable or not.
In addition, ESF actuations
(such as RWCL! isalations) to reduce
operational radistion exposures
associated with the Investigation and
recovery from the actuations, are
consistent with ALARA requirements

ventilation system, auxiliary building <«

- function bas already been completed

. full tnserted). . L,

. isolations or sctustions: contalament

* This rule excludes ¢hreecategoties of . -
events from reporting: .. . Lo Lo
(1) The first category excludes events
in which an invalid ESF or RPS - ‘
actustion occurs when the system is
already properly removed from service
if all requirements of phnh:'mdml
for removing equipment service -
have been met. This includes required
clearance documentation, equipment
and control board tagging, and properly
positioned valves and power supply
breakers. A .

(2) The secand calegory excludes -
events in which an invalid ESF o RPS
actuation occurs after the safaty - - .
(e.g. an invalid containment laolation . -.
signal while the contatnment isolation ~
valves are already closed, or an invalid
sctuation of the RPS when all rods are. .

,(3) The third ca excludes events
in which an invalid ESF sciuation - ©~ -
occurs that involes only o limited set of
F.!":i“:lu-whm mmdl:‘cdu‘:n.
isolation, or realignment of ouly'the - - -
RWCU sysient.or a dﬁiﬁaﬂu !
ventilation systems: oysteni,
reactor building ventilation system, fuel
building ventilstion system, suxiliary

equivalent ventilation systems: oocurs).
tnvalid L it havolve ather i+ ¢
Voot Mmﬁa
e sysiam -

cooling systems, main stexm fow,
essential support systems; etc; - -
contalnment spray actustiom residual
heat removal system isclations, or their
equivalent systems), continne to be
reportable. o
Licensees continue to be required to
submit LERs if @ or conditior
associated with any of the invalid ESF
sctustions of the RWCU of the CREV .
systems (or other equivalent ventilation

systems) satisfies any bility
criteria under § 50.72 m'l‘ua.
Impact of the Amendments on the
Industry and Govc-d Resourves A
Relaxing the requirement for reporting
of certain types of ESF actuations
reduces the industry’s ag burden
and the NRC's response This
n:’ducuon lmmn! with the ol A |
objectives € requirements e
Paperwork Reduction Act. These
amendments have no impavt on the

“amw o
-

. NRC's ability to fulfil its mission to

ensure public health and safety becaune
the deleted reportability requirements
bave little or no safety siguificance.
it s estimated that the tothe -
existing rules will result if'about. 150 {or




$-10 percent) fewer L cerises Yrent ¢

Reports each year. Similar reductions '

are expected in the number of prompt
event notifications reportable under 10
CFR 50.72. Some respondents, in their
comments on the proposed rule, dated
|une 28, 1992, submitted an estimate of
approximately 15 percent reduction in
their reporting turden.

Summary of Conunents

The NRC received 1€ comments—2
from individuals. 3 from lodustry-
supported organteations, and 14 o
utilities. £xcept for two respondants, all
commenters weicomed the
Comumission's »Forts to reduce the
licensee burder and to save tha
agency’s resoarces s even! review and
processing. The utilities and the
Industry-suppo od ocganizations
expressed (heir < esire for a broader
relaxation to foclude all iovalid FSF
actuations from reporting.

Othnmmmm napondanu
concerned the clarification of
the definition of "{nvalid” actustions:
examples of avents belng exempied
from reporting midcubon of pint~
speciflc altua tioos:
reporting of the actuation of !ha standby .
got trestmen! system following an
invalid actuation of the reaciod building
ventilation m poasibly
exiending of javalid .
actuations/isolations of RWCU from

Lo inclade those of the .

and volume coutrol system in
a pressurized water reactor. The
Statement of Copsiderations for this
final rule addreases most of these
concerns. Othar issues and clanfcations .
concerning even! repartability will be
addressed in NUREG-1022. Revislon 1.
However, it is not practical to address a
plant-speci’ic s sation unless it relates
1o & generic co. ara.

The Commis: on stresses that only
certaln specific 'nvalld ESF actuations
are being ¢ e ‘ed from reporting
through the pre =t amendments.
NUREG-1022, Reviglon 1 will contaln
specific examples and additional
guidance on events which are presently
reportable as well 88 those which are
being exempted from reporting through
these amendments. In the future. the
Commission will give due considerstion
to other proposed relaxations from
event reporting after the NRC stafl has
had a0 op ty to reassess the data
needs of the agency and performed
safety assessments to Justlfy Initiating a
separste genersl rulemaking. Until such
time, all events not specifically
exempted in these amandmeants coptinue
to be reportable. .

The two respondents who opposed
the proposed amendmernty expressed

theirvonverns aboot eliminating the
selected evemt reparting requirements,
These vommenters believe that the
elimination of these event reporting
requirements may adversely affect the
NRC's information database and
ulumately affect the agency's ability to
carry out its mission to protect public
health and safety. For many years, the
NRC staif has been systematically
reviewing toformation obtained from
Licensee Event Reports. These
assessments of reactor operational
expenence havs ncluded data an the
types of events taciuded in the three
categones that the NRC is deleting [rom

- reporting. The staff's reviews and

assesaments of nearly 1000 reactor-
years of operational expenience bave
identified essoatially no safety
significance associaled with the type of
events included in the aforementioned
three categories. The Commission has
reviewed the scope of thess
amendments, and on the basis of the
1tafi’s assesament of the past reactor
operational experience, has

+ auhsequently concluded with 2

reasanable confidence that relaxation
© from reporting of events in the three
categaries does not affect the agency’s
ab;lity to protect public bealth and
safety,

Based on the inpat from the utilities,
these amendments will reduce the
indusiry's reporting burden by about 15
percent. The estimated savings of the
NRC's response burden In event review
and assesament i3 about 5-10 percent.

Egviromoental linpact Categodical
Exclusion

The NRC has determined that this
final ruleds the type of action described
in categorscal exclusions 10 CFR 61.22
(cHSUiL) and {ili}. Therefore, neither an
environments! lmpact statement nor an
environmental assessment has bean
prepared {or this finel rule.

Paperwork Reduction Act S'atement

This final rule amends information
collection requirements that are subject
to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1880
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq ). These
amendments were approved by the
Office of Management and Budget
approval aumbers 3150-0011 and 3150
0104.

Because the rule will relax existing
reporting requirements, public reporting
burden of information is o be
reduced, It |s estimated that about 150
fewer Licenses Event Reports (NRC
Form 368) and 2 similarly reduced
number of prompt event notifications,
made pursuant to 10 CFR 8072, will be
required each year, The resuiting
reduction tn burden 1s estimated to

average 50 hours per licen:ee response.
including the time require reviewing
instructiona, searching e sting data
sources, gathenng and maintainiog the
data needed. and reviewing the
collection of information Send
comments regarding the astumaled
burden reduction or any other aspect of
this collection of information. wncduding
suggestions for reducing thia burden, to
the lnformation and Records
Management Branch (MNBB-7714), US.
Nuclear Regulatory Ceamission,
Washington, DC 2085 & aud 4o the Desk
Officer, Office of information and
Regulatory Affairs. NEOB-3010, {3150~
0011 and 3150-0104}, Office of
Management and Budget, Washington.
DC 20503.

Regulatory Analysis

The Corrmission has preparsd a
regulatory anatysis on this final rule.
The analysis examines the cosu and
benefits of the alternatives considered
by the Commission. The analyxis {s
available for tnspectien in the NRC
Public Document Room, 2120 L Street,
NW, Lower Level. Washington, DC
20555. Single copies of the analysis may
be obtained from: Raji Tripathl, Office
for Analysis and £ tion of
Operational Data, US. Nuclear
Regulatory Commisalon, Washington,
DC 20555. Telsphona [301) 4824435,

Regulatory Flexibility Certification

In accordance with the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1880 (5 U.S.C. 805 (B)).
the Commission certifies that this.rule
does no! have a significant economic
impact an a substantial number of small
entities. The final rule affects only the
event reporting requirements for
operational nuciear powar planis. The
companies that own these plants do not
fall within the scope of the definition of
“small entities” set forth in the
Regulatory Flexibility Act or the Smail
Business Size Standards set out in

ations fesued by the Small Business
Administration Act in 13 CFR part 121,

Backfit Analysis

As required by 10 CFR 50.109, the
Commission has completed an
assessment of the need for Backfit
Analysis for this final rule. The
proposed amendmants include
relexations of certaln existing
requirements on reparting of information
to the NR&‘ 'ﬂam changes neither
impose additional reporting
requirements nor require modifications
to the Tacilities or thelr lcanses.

Accordingly, the NRC bas concluded
that this final rule does not constitute 8
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backfit and, thus, & backfit analysis is
not required. '
List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 50

Antitrust, Classified information,
Criminal penaity, Fire prevention,
Incorporation by reference,
Intergovernmental relations, Nuclear
power plants and reactors, Radiation
protection. Reactor siting criteria,
Reporting and recordkeeping.

For the reasons se: out in the
preamble and under the authority of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1964, as amended,
the Energy Reorgamzation Act of 1974,
ss amended, and 5§ U.S.C. 552 and 553,
the Commission is adopting the
- -following amendments to 10 CFR part
50.

PART 50--DOMESTIC LICENSING OF
PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION
FACILITIES

" 1.7The authority citation for Past 50 (s
revised to read as follows:

* Authority: Seca. 102, 101, 104,105, 161, 142,
183, 106, 188, 64 Stat. 838, 537, 538, S48, 951

954, 955, 958, ae smended, sec. 234, 83 Stat.

1244, 88 amended |42 US.C, 2122, 2133 2104,
2138, 2201, 2232, 2233, 2236, £200, 2282} seca.
201, as amended. 202, 208, 88 Statl. 1242, as
:::dtd. 1244, 1248 (2 US.C. 5841, 5842,

Section 50.7 also isswed under Pub. L. 95

. 800, wec. 10, @2 Stat 2981 (42 US.C. 5851).
Saction §0.10 also sewed ander secs. 101, 185,
08 Stat. 896, 985, as amended (42 USC. 2131,
2235): sec. 102, Pub. L. 91-190, 8 Stai. 853 (42
US.C. 4332). Bections 60.13, S0.54(dd), and
50.103 also ieeued ander sec. 106, 68 Stat 836,
o9 amended (42 US.C. 2138). Sections 50.23,
5635, 50.85, and 50.56 also isaned under sec.
185, 68 Siat. 955 (42 US.C. 2235). Sections
80338, 50.55a. and Appendix Q aleo issued
."loc.l&.l’nb.l.ﬂ-lﬂ.ﬂsutl&“z
US.C. 4332). Sections $0.34 and 60.54 also
hasued under sec. 204, 88 Stat. 1245 (42 US.C.
5844). Sections 50.58, 50.91, and 50.82 also
lssued under Pub. L. §7-415, 68 Stat. 2073 (42
US.C. 2239} Section $0.78 also issued under
oec. 122, 68 Stat. 830 (42 US.C. 2152). Sections
80.90-50.81 also issued under sec. 184, 88 Stat
954, o0 amerded (42 USC. 2234) Appendix F
aleo issued under sec. 187, 88 StaL. 055 (42
USC 2zm)

For the purposes of sec. 223, 68 Stat. 954, as
amended (42 US.C. 22735 § § 508, 50.48(a)
and (bl and 50.54(c) are lssued under sec.
101b, 68 Stal 048, ae amended (42 US.C.
2201(b)k § § 505, 50.7(a), 50.10(a}{c), 50.34(e)
and (o). 50.44(s }-(c}. 50.48(s) and (b), 50.47(b),
8048(n). (<), (6). and (e}, 50.40(a), 50.54(a). (i),
(1M, ﬂHnL,(pL {q). (1) (v), and (y). 50.55(1),
50.58a(s), (ci~{¢). (g). and (h), 50.58(c),
50.80(s), 50 42(b), 50.84(b), 30.85, and 50.80a)
and (b) are msved under sec. 1011, 88 Syt
28, 49 amended (42 US.C. 2201(1)): and

8 4 50.0(d\ (). and (f). 50.54(w). {z). (bb}, (cc),
‘and (dd). 30.85(e), 80.50(b}, sa.m(b), s0.820b),
80.70(a ). 507144 )-{c) and (e), 80.72(a), 50.73(a)
and (b), 5074, 50.78, and 30.50 are lssved
under soc. 1810, 65 Stat 850, 89 amended (42
U.I.C.L‘m(o))

2 In § 50.72, paragraph (b)(2)(ii) is
revised to read es follows:

§50.72 immediate nottfication
requirements o opernsting nuciesr power
reactors.

(b) Non-emergency Eventa. *

(2) Four-hour reports. * * *

{ii) Any event or condition that results
in & manual or automatic actuation of
any engineered safety feature (ESF),
including the reactor protection system
(RPS), except when:

(A) The actuation results froro and (s
part of a pre-planned sequence during
testing or reactor operation;

(B) The actuation is invalid and:

(1) Occurs while the system is
properly removed from service:

{2) Occurs after the safety function
has been slready compléted: or

(3) Involves only the following specific
ESFs or their equivalent systems: ;

(/) Reactor water clean-up system: -

() Control room emergency
ventilation system:

{117} Reactor building ventilation
system, . , :
(7¥) Puel building ventilation system;

r - = .
(v) Auxiliary building ventilation
system. b=, b

. . - ® %ies

3. In § 60.73, paragraph-(a)(2)(iv) is .
mhodlorudu(o!lo?:c:-

§ 8073  Ucensee event report system.

{a) Reportable events. * *.* .

(2) The licenses shall report: * * *

(iv) Any event.ar condition that
resulted in a manual or automatic
actuation of any safety
feature (ESF), the reactor
protection aystem (RPS), except when:

{A) The actuation resulted from and
wag part of & pre-planned sequence
during testing or reactor operation:

(B) The sctuatior was invalid and:

- {1) Occurred while the system was

properly removed from service:

(2) Occurred after the safety function
had been already completed: or

(3) Involved only the following
specific ESFs or their equivalent
systems: - »

(/] Reactor water clean-up system;

(i7) Control room-emergency
ventilation system;

(#ii) Reactor building ventilation
systeny i 1

(f¥) Puel ballding ventilation system;
s :

0

2 - .
.

r
- (v) Auxiliary building ventilation .

system.
. . . L .

Dated at Rockville, MDY, this 27th day of
August, 1992,

For the Nuciear Regulatory Comunission. . P
James M. Taylar, ’ e
Executive Director for Operotions.

[FR Doc. 82-21750 Filed 8-6-82 &45 am)
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FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

12 CFR Part 225
[Reguiation Y; Docket No. R-0708)
RiM 7100-ABO9

Bank Holding Companies and Change
in Bank Control

AQGENCY: Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System. ,

Acnox: Final rule.

suMMary: The Board ls amending its
Reguletion Y to augment the kist of
ble nonbanking sctivities for
holding companies to inciude the
provision of full service securities "
brokerage under certain conditions; and
the provision of financial advisory
services under certain conditions. The
Board has by order previously approved
;helmcuvmn Applications :ybul: '
o companies to _ :
activities included on the Regulation Y
m_‘

list of permissible nonbanking activit
may be procedsed by thé Reserve Banks
del suthority. ' T
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 10, 1982, "
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACTY
Scett G. Alvarez, Associate Genural-
Counsel (202/452-3583), or Thomas M.
Cor::.&cduAgmg(Ww).
vision. For the hearing impaired
only, Telecommunications Device for .
the Deaf (TDD), Dorothes Thompeon
(202/482-3544). .
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: -

Background

The Bank Holding Company Act of
1856, as amended (the “BHC Act™),
generally prohibits @ bank holding
company from engaging in
activities or acquiring voting securities
of any compary that is not & bank.
Section 4(c)(8) of the BHC Act provides
an exception to this probibition where
the Board do{tmhub d\ﬂ: mm and-
opportunity for hearing that the-
mﬁ;«mmwmm R 3
closely related to banking or managing
or controliing banks as to be a proper
incident thereto.” 12 US.C.'1843(c)8).
The Board is authorized 10 make ‘
determination hy order in an individual
case or by regulation. '’ |

The Board's Regulation ¥ (12 CFR part
225) vets forth u list of nonbanking
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