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Purpose: To obtain Commission approval of a modificaticn of the
Enforcement Policy in regard to reopening of closed
enforcement cases.

During the October 20, 1987 testimony before the Subcommittee

on Nuclear Regulation, Chairman Zech, in response to PuestIULs
from Senator Breaux, committed to reexamine the provisions

in the General Statement of Policy and Procedure 'ur En?nr”e“e't
Actions (Enforcement Policy) on reopening closed cases. The
staff has reconsidered the policy consistent with the Chairman'
testimony and proposes that the Commission adopt and publist

the modification described in this paper.

sackground: In SECY 86-74 (February 7, 1986) the staff recommenged that
the Commission adopt a policy for reopening of closed
enforcement cases stating:

“The staff believes that if additional information
indicates that a previously closed enforcement action
was inappropriate, the original action should be
withdrawn and the appropriate action taken unless the
deterrent benefits associated with such action would
be outweighed by the prejudice to the recipient,

“1f significant new information is received by the

NRC which indicutes that an enforcement sanction was
incorrectly applied, that action could be reopened to
correct the record. For example, if new information
shows that a violation was less serious than originally
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believed, the record could be changed to reflect a
lesser sanction. If, on the other hand, significant
new information indicates that the sanction was not
severe enough to provide adequate deterrent effect,
the record could be reopened to increase the sanction,
However, if the licensee would be severely or unjustly
prejudiced by a change in the enforcement sanction,
then the need to corvect the record and deter future
misconduct would be balanced against this necative
effect. Reopening an enforcement action is expected
to occur only rarely and would require specific prior
approval of the Director, IE."

The Commission un September 17, 1986 disapproved recpening
to impose greater sanctions but agreed that reopening is
appropriate if new information demonstrates a need to
require additional remedial action to abate the effects of
the prior violation. Commissioner Bernthal believed that
reopening should be handled on a case-by-case basis. The
Commission adopted the following language for publication
in the Enforcement Policy:

"If significant new information is received by the NRC
which indicates that an enforcement sanction was
incorrectly applied, that action could be reopened

to correct the record. Reopening should occur only
(1) if remedial action, e.g., in the form of an order,
is necessary to abate the continued harm of a violaticn
to the public health and safety, the common defense
and security, or the environment or (2) if new
information shows that a violation was less serious
than originally believed or that it did not occur.
Enforcement action would not be reopened where the
only change to the prior actic. would be to increase
the severity level of a viulation or to impose or
increase a civil penalty. Reopening an enforcement
action is expected %o occur only rarely and would
require specific approval of the Director, IE."

The Commission, on September 10, 1987 in response to

SECY 87-152 (June 22, 1987), directed in regard to the
reopening issue that the third sentence be revised to
state, "Enforcement actions would normally not be reopened
where the only change to the prior action would be to
increasz the severity level of a violation...." (emphasis
added). The policy was published on September 28, 1987
with that change.

Eleven comments were received in response to the September
Federal Register Notice, two of which addressed the reopening
Tssue. Ferr-McGee Corporation stated that it was appropriate
to provide a provision in the policy *tor reopening a closed
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enforcement action but thought it was appropriate to hold

a conference with the licensee before reopening a closed
case. The staff would expect in most cases, if a sanction
wouid be increased, an enforcement conference would be
appro€r1ato under the Enforcement Pclicy. Bishop, Cook,
Purcell and Reynolds, on behalf of eighteen power reactor
licensees, supported the provision as published, emphasizing
the importance of “finality to enforcement actions."

Senator Breaux questioned the basis for reopening a case
based on new information if a sanction would be reduced

but not if a sanction would be increased. The Chairman
stated that the word “"normally" was intended to put

Judgment into the decision and that if new evidence showed
that a matter was more severe than we thought, we could
increase the severity level and make a more severe penalty.
The Chairman committed to look into the matter and let the
Committee know the result of the reevaluation. The relevant
transcript pages are in Enclosure 1.

Whether or not to reopen a completed enforcement action
requires the exercise of sound discretion and judgment,

It is difficult in the absence of a specific case to
establish what action, if any, should be taken as & result
of new information. Considerations in making a determi-
nation to reopen a closed case might include: whether the
licensee knew or should have known of the information at
the time the original action was closed, the time that has
passed since the action was closed, whether the doctrine
of res ﬂud1cata applies, the ‘pportunities available to
learn of the Tnformation earlicr and the reason for NRC
not obtaining it earlier, the significance of the new
information, the extent of the change to the enforcement
action warranted by the new information, the resources
necessary to recpen the case, the need fcr an increased
sanction to provide additional deterrence for the impacted
licensee and other similar licensees, whether the licersee
acquiesced to the original enforcement action, whether
remedial action is needed to abate the effect of the
orfginal violation, whether the original violation in fact
occurred, and whether the licensee would be severcly or
unjustly prejudiced by a reopening decision (apart from
receiving a more severe sanction),

Recognizing that this is an issue which has arisen very
infrequently in the past and should continue to arise very
infrequentiy and that there are many considerations relevant
to a reopening decision on the basis of new information, the
staff recommends that the Commission not set out in advance
the circumstances when the Commission believes it is
appropriate to reopen a case. ke would then have the
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flexibility to increase or decrease sanctions as appropriate
on the basis of new information,

Therefore, section V.F. of the Enforcement Policy should be
modified to make it clear chat the decision to reopen a case
is to be made on a case-hy-case basis., A draft notice to

so modify the policy is set forth in Enclosure 2.

Coordination: The Office of General Counsel has no legal objection to this
paper.
Recommendation: That the Commission approve for publication in the Federal

Register the modification to the Enforcement Policy set
forth in Enclosure 2.

Note: Upon resolution of this issue, the Congressional Committees

will be informed.
(¥Ctor Stello,“Ur

—~Executive Director for Operations

Enclosures:
1. 10/20/87 Transcript
2. Federal Register Notice

Commissioners' comments or consent should be provided directly
to the Office of the Serretary by c¢.o.b. Wednesday, February 17,
1988.

Commission Staff Office comments, if any, should be submit.ed
to the Commissioners NLT Wednesday, February 10, 1988, with

an information copy to the Office of the Secretary. If the
paper is of such a nature that it requires additional time

for analytical review and comment, the Commissioners and the
Secretariat should be apprised of when comments may be expected.

This paper is tentatively scheduled for affirmation at an Open
Meeting during the Week of February 22, 1988. Please refer to
the appropriate Weekly Commission Schedule, when published, for
a specific date and time.

DISTRIBUTION:

Commissioners EDO

OGC (H Street) OGC (WF)
01 ACRS
OIA ASLBP
GPA ASLAP
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, O C. 20555

December 18, 1987

NOTE TO: Jim Lieberman, Director
Office of Enforcement

FROM:  Mike cmahaﬂp"'/'
Congressional Affairs, GPA

SUBJECT: ;gANSCRIPT OF 10/20/87 BREAUX HEARING - REVIEW OF ENFORCEMENT
LICY

As you requested, here is the por.ion of the subject hearing transcript
which covers Sen. Breaux's request $o review a portion of the NRC's
enforcement policy and the Chairman's committment to do so.
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give you an example of just a couple of them.

2 First of all, did the Licensee itself report the

3 violation, or was it necessary for us to find out whee

4 about the violation? If the Licensee {tself reported the
S violation, it does sake a difference. It depends on what
) he said, how Long it had been taking place and whether

7 the'e was & good=-faith effort to take action fssediately.

B It he reported himself, if he took famediate acticn to
9 correct it, those things are considered in w»e mitigating
10 o+ a possible penalty. In addition, the perforaance of &»e

11 opcrat::'OVQr timse is consicdered, Some of our plants do
12 operate in a truly outstanding smanner over many, many

13 years, and if a violation is alleged to be in the

14 "understandable mistake" area cor something that was not

15 certainly completely careless and negligent, that -ouL; be,
16 pernaps, mitigating circumstances, So 1 am saying that

17 eveh-sase we LOOK affon 4 cas:?;?::s.

18 There are times when it seems that coamon sense and
19 the good judgsent would dictate aitigation,

20 Senator Breaux. In that samse revised policy

21 statement, you set out a statement that indicates that the
22 Commission will reopen previously-closead investigations

23 Jhen new information is sade available regarding that

24 investigation to the Ccamission, indicating that scae

2s remedial action is needed to protect the human heal th andg

B R
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the safety, That is fine,

But it goes on to say, "or it can be reopened when
there {s an indication that a severity level of the
violation should be downgraded."™ B8ut the Commission has
also stated that in the situation where nev evidence
{ndicates that an increase in the severity level of the
violation or the fmposition of an increase of an
already-assessed civil penalty is warranted, that
menforcement action would normally not be reopeneu. "

What 1 need is some explanation of the raticonale that
says you have the authority and will, in fact, reopen
investigations when it is determined that a less severe
penalty may be required which you will not do sc when the
evidence indicates that a greater penalty should be
assessed, It makes no sense to me at all. An 1 reaqiﬁg it
wrong, ©or do you have a raticonale for that?

Adairal Zech, You are reading it right, Mr., Chairaman,
It is a judgment call, I think, Most of us't;:;fzer'
experience we have had with enforcement is not all that
satisfactory. We try to sake enforceaent promapt and fair,
but we don't make it as prompt as we would Like to.

Often, enforcement cases come Up several years after
the incident, At that time, it has been twQo years oOFf

perhaps L(ess or perhaps msore from the incident, We jeec X

releaseg we have signed a civil penalty. It alwese reopens
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the publicity ang the case again, Everycne is invelvea ang
concerned about a plant that ®ay have been, for two years,
operating very well; we are talking about something that
was two=years old.

It causes & Lot of, perhaps, unnecessary concern, But
we feel that even though it is not as tisely as ve Like, 1t
is responsible action on our part to call attention to

creediate
these asceicents, I[f that statesent—piays—ia that regere

e
ene it does come up that perhaps it was more severe than,it’
sight have been, in my judgaent, perhaps the attention that

ct wnisatad
has been brought to it.‘.uwéw—“&rlf there is
no new information that would cause us to be concerned
olat DR/ MMMEA‘““
about Dore severe assidents—of pore severe action, in ay
edart P“*"""“"‘!
judgaent, the action has,K been taken, and 44 is sufficient,
Senator Breaux., Acdmiral, 1 understand that, but with
all respect to the Comamission, I think it is almost
ludicrous for you to have a policy stateaent that says that
it new evidence is subsitted that justifies opening an
investigation, that that evidence indicates we ought to
reduce the penalty; we will reocpen that investigation, Wwe
probably will have no probleas with that,
But to follow it up by saying, "However, if the
evidence indicates that an increase in the penalty should

be considered, we are not going to open it upe"®

Admiral Zech., If I recall, the wording, I think it




O WV O N O wvw 0 w N -

- A A s
- ooN -

14
1§
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
6

25

23

says, if new evidence is introduced, then it 1s a new bdall
game, If there .s new evidence introduced, then, of
course, we could make a more severe penalty.

But {f there is not new evidence =~

Senator Breaux, But the policy stateament, I don't
read 1t Like that, The policy statement said: If new
evidence is not great enough, then we are going to reopen
the investigation., I read it as saying that if new
evidence indicates that the penalties were too severe, that
we will Look at it, But if the evidence indicates an
increase in the penalties should have been justified, then
we are nct going to Look into it.

Admiral Zech. No, sir., It is ay understanding that
if new evidence is introduced or new circuastances present
themselves, we can start a whole new proceeding.

Senator Breauz., Let pe read what it says, and you can
interpret this, because I don't read it Like that,
"Reopening closed enforcesent actions.” That first
paragraph states the general statesent of what we are
doing, and I am reading from the Federal Register of
Monday, Septeaber 28, 1987, Rules angd Regulations.

“The Commission believes that recpening a previcusly
closed enforcement action may be appropriate under certain
circumstances, If significant new information is received

by the NRC which indicates that an enforcesent sanction was
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incorrectly applied, that action could be recpenead to
correct the record.” No problea,

Reopening should occur only: One, if the resedial
action in the form of an order is necessary to abate the
continued harm of the violation to the public health and
satety, the common defense and security or the environaent;
or, two, if new information shows that a violation was Less
serious than originally believed or that it did not occur.
Enforcement action would noreally not be reopened where the
only change to the prior action would be to increase the
severity Level of a violation or to impose or increase its
civil penalty.”™

That sounds pretty clear to me that you are proposing
a regulation that says: If we think that we did too such,
we are going to recpen it, but if we think and cvicoﬁc;
indicates that the change would be to increase the severity
Level of the violation or to impose or increase a civil
penalty, we arc not going to do it.

That is what that tells me,

Comamissioner Bernthal., Mr, Chairman, (et se make a
commsent here., The insertion of the word "normally"™ there
was @ sodification that ! believe I proposed., I aid not
endorse the original form of this document, which, I think
you are quite right, would have categorically excluced ever

reopening a civil penalty or a case where such recpening
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would be in the interest of making the original finding

nore severe,

The insertion of the word “normally™ there certainly
aet some of my objections to the original werding, and at
Least, I think, that does allow scae rooe for judgaent,
now, on the part of reopening, even in a case where a
natter might be recpened to impose more severe penal ties.

But the original version I found ynacceptable, It
would have categorically excluded recpening under clnz
circumstances,

Senator Breaux, I think back., Every time I read it,.
it is Ludicrous, 1t really is, because we are saying, “A
closed enforcement action is going to be recpened if we are
going to reduce the penalty, but it is not going to be
reopened if there is any prospect for increased ponaLf;.“

1f we are going to recpen them, we Ought to open thes
te increase penalties or to downgrade thea, This is a
total Lack of balance in which we are we cpening hearings.

This, in my civilian Look at it, fros ay position, is
that you can't justify that, Please tell me how you do.

A¢airal 2ech., There is no intention for there tO be a
Llack of balance, Mr. Chairman., The intention that 1 read
inte it, and we all agree with the worgd "normally™ is to
put judgaent into it, and we intend, if there is new

evidence that shows that it is more severe than we thought,
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we could open & who.e new hearing and go to 3 much higher

sovor$:§0 Level.,

Senator Breaux, But that doesn't say that, though.
It doesn't say that you have the judgaent,

Admiral Zech, It should, Mr. Chairman. That {s what
{s meant by it. Perhaps ve should Look at the wording
again., It was ay feeling that we had a very sensible
policy statement in that regard, very sensible wording.

But if it reads that way to you, and perhaps 1t is
something, of course, that we should Look at. The
intention is if new evidence is there, we can start over

again, That is the intention., If it doesn't say that ==

i ——
— ——

Senator Breaux., New evicence, because this doesn't
say that, I think we can all take a vote here and agree
that this sets a different standard tor recopening an -
investigation if the evidence indicates that the penalties
should be increased or that the regquiresent should be
increased. That is what it says.

Admiral Zech., We will certainly take 2 look at the
wording, Mr. Chairman, If that is the way you read it,
that {s important, That is not what we intend., If there
is new evidence, it is clear to ae we can reopen it, If it
is not clear to you, I can tell you we will take a look at

it.

Commissioner Bernthal., MNr. Chatraan, 1 have got to
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stress, the original fora of that was more eggregicus than
the present foram, I think the best compromise we were abdle
to get was the insertion of the word "normally".
Senator Breaux. Are you saying this same thing was
discussed at some point within the Commission?
Commissioner Bernthal, There is no question 1t was

discussed, at Least by paper; it was discussed on goto

sheets.,

But I would Like to point out the other side of this
story, and that is that I think the outcome here 18
indicative of a problea that seems tO be growing where we
try and define every conceivable circumstance for a
procedure or a rule or a polfcy in this Coemission instead
of taking rather rare cases on a cass-by~case basis and
saking the best judgaent that we can. -

There were a number of ¢cosplaints on the part of
various Commissiconers, andg ayself includea frce
tise-to-time, that in a very late and untisely sanner, the
commission would come in with a decision on a violatien
that sight have been sitting before the staff or perhaps

pefore the Comaission for a year orf a year and a half,

sometimes even Longer,

This, we felt, wasn't fair. And 1 think that is the

sense that Lies behind the Language which was originally

proposed, which 1 felt went too far, and the compromise
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before you does at Least allow us a Loophele now, 1 think,

Senator Breaux, Is it improper just to say that the
Commission has the authority to recpen an investigation {f
new evidence indicates that the incident was Leis serious
or more serfous or that the penalties should be more or
Less on equal footing?

Admiral Zech., No, not at all. And as 1 say,

Mr, Chairman, it is my understanding that if new evidence
is there, we do have that authority, but we will certainly
Llook at that wording again.

Senator Breaux. Look at it, and please Let the
Committee know what is going to be done as a result of
that.

Adairal Zech, Yes, sir; we will do that.

Senator Breaux, ! think that it should be appro;;h?d
in a balanced aanner, This wording, to ae, is clearly not
balanced, and apparently, discussions were held with regard
to that very point.

My final questicon on this enforcement policy stateaent
relates to the type of violations that fall within the
various severity categories, I think we Fave five
categories, that the Coamission is saying that for Category
I through Vv, Category I will be the most serious violations
down to Category V, and certain proposed types of penalties

with regard to violations at fault within those categories



Enclosure 2
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
10 CFR PART 2

GENERAL STATEMENT OF POLICY AND PROCEDURE FOR ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ACTION: Modification to policy statement
SUMMARY : The NRC is publishing a minor modification to its Enforcement

Policy to revise 1ts policy on reopening closed enforcement actions. The policy
statement describes the policy which the Commission intends to apply in taking
enforcement actions. This policy is codified as Appendix C to 10 CFR Part 2,

DATES: This modification to the Enforcement Policy 1s effective upon

publication. Comments may be submitted on or before ‘

ADDRESSES: Send comments to: Secretary, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, D.C, 205855, ATTN: Docketing and Service Branch. Hand deliver
comments to: Room 1121, 1717 K Street, MW., Washingy:', DC between 7:30 a.m,
to 4:15 p.m,

Copies of comments mey be examined at the NRC Public Document, 1717 H Street,

N.W., Washington, DC,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: James Lieberman, Director, Office of Enforcement,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555 (301-492-0741),



SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

The Commissfon on September 23, 1987 issued a revised Enforcement Policy

(52 FR 36215, September 28, 1987) in which Section V.F. addressed reopening
closed enforcement actions. Section V.F. provided that if significant new
information is received which indicates that a previous enforcement sanction
was incorrectly applied, the action could be reopened. However, the policy
proviged that (1) recpening should occur only if remedial action is necessary
to abate a continued harm or if the new information shows that the violation
was less serfous than originally believed or that the violation did not
occur, and (2) normally actions would not be reopened where the only change
to the prior action would be to increase the severity level of a viclation

or to impuse or increase a civil penalty.

While comments submitted in response to the September 28, 1987 Federal Register
Notice were generally favorable to the wordine of section V.F, the Commission

has reconsidered this policy because it implies that an enforcement action would
not normally be reopened to increase a sanction even if such action was warranted,
For example, reopening may be warranted to increase a sanction such as a civi)
penalty on the basis of new information if the reason NRC did not have the
information initially was because the )icensee misled the NRC by providing

false information or withholding the information from the NRC. In such a case,
any prejudice to the licensee is the result of its own action, Recpening would
be justified to provide the appropriate sanction, Nct to do so would reward

2 licensee's failure to cooperate with the NRC, which of course cannot be accepted

or tolerated.



It should be noted that the issue here is reconsidering the existence of the
original violation or the circumstances and severity of the original violation.
If the new information supports a different violation, then reopening is not

the issue because a new and different enforcement action can be taken,

Whether or not to reopen a completed enforcement action requires the exercise

of sound discretion and judgment. It is difficult in the absence of a specific
case to establish what action if any should be taken as & result of rew
information, Considerations in making a determination to =eonen a closed case
might include: whether the licensee knew or should have known of the information
at the time the original action was closed, whether the doctrine of res judicats
applies, the opportunities available to learn of the informatior earlier and the
reason for NRC not obtaining it earlier, the significance of the new information,
the extent of the change to the enforcement action warranted by the new information,
the resources necessary to reopen the case, the need for an increased sanction

to provide additicnal deterence for the impacted licensee and other similar
licensees, whether the licensee acquiesced to the original enforcement action,
whether remedial action is reeded to abate the effect of the original violation,
whether the original violation in fact occurred, and whether the licensee would
be severely or unjustly prejudiced by a reopeninc decisicn (apart from receiving

a more severe sanction).

Recognizing that this is an issue which occurs very infrequently and that there
are many considerations relevant to a recpening decision on the basis of new

information, the Commission has determinea it is inappropriate to set out in



advance the circumstances when the Commission believes it is appropriate to
reopen a case, Therefore, Section V.F, of the Enforcement Policy is being
modified to make 1t clear that the decision to reopen a case 1s to be made on

4 case-by-case basis,

List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 2

Administrative practice and procedur>, Antitrust, Byproduct material, Classified
information, Environmental protection, Kuclear materials, Nuclear power plants
and reactors, Penalty, Sex discrimination, Source material, Special nuclear

material, Waste treatment and disposal.

For the reasons set cut in the preamble and under the authority of the Atomic
Ererqy Act of 1954, as amended, the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, as
amended, and 5 U.S.C. 553, the NRC is cdopting the folluwing modification to
its statement of Enfcrcement Policy in Appendix C to 10 CFR Part 2.

Part 2 - Rules of Practice for Domestic Licensing Proceedings

1. The authority citation for Part 2 continues to read as follows:

Authority: Secs. 161, 181, 68 Stat, 948, 953, as amended (42 U,S.C, 2201,

2231); sec. 191, 2s amended, Pub, L. 87-615, 7€ Stat, 409 (42 U.S.C.
2241); sec. 201, B8 Stat, 1242, as amended (42 U.S.C. 5841); § U.S.C, 552.



Seccion 2,101 also issued under secs. 53, 62, 63, 81, 103, 104, 105, 68
Stat. 930, 932, 933, 935, 936, 937, 938, as amended (42 U.S.C, 2073, 2092,
€093, 2111, 2133, 2134, 2135); sec. 102, Pub, L. 91-190, 83 Stat, 853, as
amanded (42 U,S.C, 4332; sec. 301, 88 Stat, 1248 (42 U.S.C. 5871).
Sections 2,102, 2,103, 2.104, 2,105, 2.72] also issued under secs. 102,
103, 104, 106, 183, 189, 68 Stat. 936, 937, 938, 954, 955, is amended (42
U.s.C, 2132, 2133, 2134, 2135, 2233, 2239). Section 2,105 also fssued
under Pub, L. 97-415, 96 Stat. 2073 (42 U.S.C, 2239). Sections 2.200-
2,206 also 1ssued under secs. 186, 234, 68 Stat. 955, 83 Stat. 444, as
amended (42 U,S.C. 2236, 2282); sec. 206, 88 Stat, 1246 (42 U.S.C. 5846).
Sections 2,.600-2,606 also issued under sec. 102, Pub, L. 91-190, 83 Stat.
853 as amended (42 U.5.C. 4332). Sections 2.700a, 2.719 also issued under
§ U.5.C. 584, Sections 2,754, 2.760, 2.770 also issued under 5 U,S.C. §57.
Section 2,790 »1su issued under sec. 103, 68 Stat, 936, as amendec (42
U.5.C, 2133) and 5 U,5.C, 552, Sections 2.800 and 2,806 also issued under
§ U.S.C, 553, Section 2,809 also issued under 5 U,S.C., 553 and sec. 29,
Pub. L. 85-256, 71 Stat, 579, as amended (42 U.5.C. 2039), Subpart K also
fssued under sec. 189, 68 Stat, 955 (42 U.S.C. 2239); sec. 134, Pub, L.
97.425, 96 Stat, 2230 (42 U.S.C, 101%4), Appendix A also issued under
sec, 6, Pub, L, 91-580, 84 Stat. 1473 (42 U.S.C, 2135). Appendix B also
fssued under sc, 10, Pub, L. 99-240, 99 Stat, 1842 (42 U.S.C. 2021b

et seq.).

Section V.F., of Appendix C - General Statement of Policy « ¢ Procedure

for NRC Enforcement Actions 1 revised as follows:



Y. Enforcement Actions

€. Reopening Closed Enforcement Actions

If significant new information is received or obtained by NRC which
indicates that an enforcement sanction was incorrectly applied,
consideration may be given, dependent on the circumstances, to re-
opening a closed enforcement action to increase or decrease the
severity of a sanction or to correct the record. Reopening decisiuns
will be made on a case-by-case basis, are expected to occur rarely,
ana require the specific approval of the Deputy Executive Director
for Reyional Operations,
Dated at Washington, DC, this day of 1988,
For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Samue! J. Chilk
Secretary of the Commission



