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MEMORANDUM FOR: Eric Weiss
0ffice of Inspection and Enforcement

FROM: Joseph T. Cawley, II
Ruiles and Procedures Branch
Division of Rules and Records
Office of Administration

SUBJI'CT: DRR REVIEW OF FINAL IMMEDIATE NOTIFICATION RULE (MARCE 4, 19283, VERSION)

attached with required format and suggested style changes indicated are the
Federal Register notice and the Regulatory Analysis for the final rule noted
avove,

The Regulatory Flexibility Act Statement, the words of issuance, and the citation
of aovtherity on pages 30 and 31 of the Federal Register notice should be revised
as indicated.

The parusgraph designation format for & 50.72 should be revised zs sheowm, Note that
the order of paragraphs has also been changed to maintain continuity throughout
the section (pages 34 and 35 of the Federal Register notice). Additional importarnt
format revisions have been made in the amendatory language and regulatory text of
the amencments.

As discussed during our March 8, 1383, phone conversation, I suggest that ycu
contact CELD to clarify the need for the & 50.54 provision contazined in the rule.
Note that the new ¥ 50.54 paragraph has been redesignated as paragraph (z) This
designation may change depending upor the timing of publication for other rules
containing new paragraphs for E 50.54.

fince paragraphs within 8 50.72 have been redesignated to mest format requirements,
you should check the paragraph explanation portion of the SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
section of the rule and the Regulatory.Analysis for references to specific paragraphs
wiicn may rzed revision.

Fditoria’ changes have been made throughout the Regulatory Analysis. You should
review * 1em carefully as they add considerably to the clarity and effectiveness
of the analysis.

FPlease call me on ext. 24269 if you have any questions ccncerning the matters
discussed above.

ﬁwab '727 /\"‘“/0’/ ( ;f,;&> i 8
3 |

Joseph T. Cawley,I1I v

Bules and Procedures Branch

Division of Rules and Records

Office of Administration
Attachments: As stated
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MEMORANDUM FOR: W. J. Olmstead, ELD
~ D. G. Eisenhut, NRR

FROM: Edward L. Jordan, Directer
Division of Emergency Preparedness
and Engineering Response
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

SUBJECT: §50.72, IMMEDIATE NOTIFICATION

Pursuant to the discussion of the recent CRGR meeting, I proposed that we meet
to discuss §50.72 on March 9 at 9:00 a.m. in my office.

Piease find enclosed a copy of the revised §50.72 reflecting the course of action
that I outlined in the CRGR meeting.

y D,

Edward L. Jordan,' Director
Division of Emergency Preparedness
v and Engineering Response
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

/
/

Enclosure: Revised §50.72

cc w/enclosure:

F. Hebdon, AEQD

J. T. Beard, NRR

J. Cawley, ADM

C. J. Heltemes, AECD
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
10 CFR Part 50
Immediate Notification Regquirement

Fo- Operating Nuclear Power Reactors

AGENCY:  Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

ACTION:  Final Aule.

SUMMARY : The(ﬁgﬁleer'§E§UTathg}Conmission is amending its regulations which

require immediate notification of sicnificant events at licensed commercial
nuclear power plants in light of experience with existing requirements and
public comments on & proposed revision of the rule. The existing regulation

uses reporiing criteria that licensees have sometimes found vague and that the
- occasionall

Comission has GEREtTMED found t*»esm in notifications of little value. The

anﬁénded reguletion will clarify the 1ist of reportable events and provide the
Commission with more meaningful reports regardinc the safety of cperating ruclear

power plznts.
EFFECTIVE DATE:
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Eric W. Heiss, Office of Inspection &nd

Enforcement, U. S. Nucleer Reouletory Commission, Weshington, D. C. 20555;

Telephone (301) £€2-497
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I. BACKGROUND

On December 21, 1981, the Commission published in the Federal Register a
notice of proposed rulemaking (46 FR 61894), and invited public comment on that
rulemaking. The proposed rulemaking considered: (1) The incorporation of the
immediate notification requirements of §50.72 into §50.54 as a condition of
every operating license to implement the provicions of section 201 of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1980 (Pub. L.
96-295;2l(2) certain clarifications and refinements of the reporting
requirements contained in §50.72.

Licensees are now subject to certain noctification requirements, both as to
the contents of their zpplications for operating licenses ané}}o actions

authorized by the operating licenses. A1l zpplications for licenses under

sections 103 and 104b of the Atovii Energy Act (Act) of 1954,as amended, <rmbat
mus
E I gt —rOwpetnn ettt b-tb—te include emergency plans that conta1n the

varicus elenents set forth in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E. ¢~_,§ yec*1on 103 and
104b facilitiges are the commercial nuclear power facilities that produce
electricity for public consumption. Research and test reactors are not subject
to these notification requirements €§1§hey are licensed under sectinn 104z and

+ .
104¢ of the Atomic Energy Acg. Section IV of Appencix E rGQUijzg;Ghe plens t¢

(&)

R

include procedures for notifying local, state,and Federa) officials. Once an

the licensee is reguired

operating .1cevse\unoer sec;wonezu- and IOCEjis grenteds

by 10 CFR 50.72 to actuate immediate notificzation procedures upon the occurrence

of any of tt» specific "sionificant events" described in §50.72.

to(t:eratinc‘?icensees &S to situations or events which recquire notificetion(::




O )
(the Hcenseg of @/NRC’@;&?FM local response organizations and other

emergency personnel. On August i-, 1980, the NRC published a final rule on
emergency planning, effective on November 3, 1980 (45 FR 55402). This rule
established a multifaceted emergency planning and preparedness program and,
among other things, required procedures to be established for immediate
notification of @J{RC)@/;R'@, and 1ocal emergency response personnel in
certain situations.
Are

These situations wese discussed in Revision 1 to NURzG-0654/FEMA-RzZP-1,

entitled "Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Emergency

Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Plants" (hereinafter

Revision 1"), which was issued in November 1980, shortly after the Emergency
Planning rule became effective% Revision 1 specifie; four classes of
Emergency Action Levels involving notification actions--Notification of Unusual
Event, Alert, Site Area Emergency, anc General Emergency. Revision 1 also set
forth examples of initiating conditions for each of these four Emergency
WIEERY., Yeguive mest “"W an

The rationale for theAnotification ofAUnusual Event is to provide ezrly and
prompt notification of minor events wh1ch could lead to more serious conseguences

+Hhe oCcuvrente ASFCM"\Q} Wiy €Verd
given operator error or cquipment failure NmCh th be indicative of more

lA—Copus of NUREG documents are zvailzble at the Commission's Public Document
Rcom 1717 H Street, NW, Washirgton, O. C. 20555. Copies may be purcnased frof
the Government S"irw g Office. '.r‘tf*.'atio". on current prices mey be obtair
by writing the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D. C. 20555.
ttention: Publications Seles Manager

~
~
-~

!
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serious conditions which are not yst fully realized. The Alert emergency class
reflects events which involve an actual or potential substantial degradation of

the level of the safety of the plant. .The Site Area Emergency class reflects
o Yadicaetivi
conditions where some significant re1easeﬂkare 1ikely or are occurring, but where

)

& core melt situation is not indicated based on current information. In this

5 ﬂ\t. . " o 2
in the nean51te nvirons is . %

situation full mobilization of emergency personnel
) ] M {,
indicated as well as dispatch of monitoring teams and|associated communications. dem:
: s . warld 8
The General Emergency class involves actuzl or imminent substantial core J

degradation or melting with the potential for loss of containment.
As discussed in the proposed rule, the criteriz set forth in Revision 1

and the examples of events triggering the respective Emergency Classes (with

attendant notificaetion actions) provide additional guidance for(ever

: i
licenseeﬁin the preparation, approval, and ultimately, the implementation of their |
emergency preparedness plans which must be submitted to NRC for evaluation
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47,

“This P
~ba revision of §50.72¢(promulgated by this rulemaking)reflects &

continuing effort to echieve consistent terminology, phrasing, and thresholds

in the reporting criteria of various portijons of the Commission's regulztions.
vevised welides \MACr
Nevertheless, €his revision o1 £50.72 tukes—ase lon-Emercency Evertcl cime
whick also 1)) c
events 4e%&4ng—within the "Unusual Event" category of the ﬁ%ergenCy,Ziasses

1 The Comm,ssion is " Ttnbionall ’f'oﬁa) #.nj +he Veov'a-l;ar. w o Wenner in
defined 1nACFR Parf 50, Appendix E. -¥ﬁ+s—wgg—§eneJQ:§h-4ker;;rchgc oF—preprrine
orde = T (YePATe Yo veyulahor will
A!!e foun:ationqééa new reporting SCheme 1121 —uiedipiemetey ¢} iminzte
¢ L ¥
"Unusual Event" as an Frmergency Pless. However,(g;;ce the subject of this)

B

(:7 rulemeking is rat e‘er;etﬁy planning enother ruiemzking will be required t
] Tv Hs vegard, He N staf] is Corverth

celete "Unusue) Event" from fmergency $glasses. A RE— T TS /
Preperey a progosee vile Whick addvesses Hhe BV, o emen &m7 ‘rlanr.n@
%‘aaa\.‘ulﬂ A CPPRETVAE SRR S ATV B AL SR JE s 00 g )
e \ | ) \/
Ma ei'if(}—{ 4‘0 YUH.SL\ +"\t YU'C v H\C +’{I67ﬂ, p((jd & duuh
v
TO O\J}‘U\‘.V ’iu'b\\.(, (uWth\‘}-
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The  NRC considers that incorporation of the immediate notification
requirements of §50.72 into 550.54 as a condition in every operating license
granted under sections 103 and 104b of the Atomic Energy Act will implement the
Congressional mandate in section 201 of the Authorization Act. Section 201,
however, also provides that immediate notification ot the NRC be made for "any
accident which could result in an unplanned release of quantities of fission

products in excess of allowable 1imits of normal operation established by the

Th.s o \S . Y'evision
KRC." <he provision wewdd—be implemented by @ho—ehangesj%vepesed—to §50.72 etso-
wielvded !

contadned in this .pm#r‘” rele. |
‘)"\hrwgk ‘,’LC \STvanel o‘s' ‘}‘&‘,( A"-;y' "y
' . the |

NRC is developing a new §50.73'"Licensée Event Report System" (47 FR 19543).

Besides afnending§§50.54 and §50.72¢"
A

The reporting requiremenﬁiof §50.72 are being coordinated with those of §30.73

-‘:‘DY »ofk &
in order to use similar phrasing and reporting thresho1ds-4n*@he—%*mrregu1ations.

11 ANALYSIS OF COMMENTS
Twenty letters of comment were received in response to the Federal
Register‘aptice published on December 21, 1981 (46 FR 61894)2. This Federal
Register notice described the proposed revision of 10 CFR 50.72 "Notification

of Significant Events} and 10 CFR 50.54)"Conditions of Licenseég." AR discussion

of the more significant comments follows:

‘Copies of these documents are available for public inspection &nd copying for a
fee the NRC Public Document Room, 1717 H Street, N. W., Weshington, D. C. 20555
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A few general coments&*d-that the gCorrm'ission already has the ability

to enforce its regulations and does not need to incorporate the items as now
proposed into conditions of h’cense\.m in §50.5Y

The Commission has decided to promulgatem proposed revision of §50.54

™ il
"License Condition in order to satisfy the intent of Congress as expressed in

Section 201 of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Authorization Act for Fisceal
—+his ruiemn)(om7
Year 1980 (Public Law 96-295). This Act and its relationship to-éé%é‘rare v,

discussed in detail in the Federal Register notice for the proposed rule (46

FR 618924),
C”rd"v_xc‘l’ioﬂ
B - CE T

with other Reporting Requirements

Seven commenters said that the NRC should coordinate the requirements of

10 CFR 50.72 with other rules, NUREG-0654 and Reg. Guide 1.16. Many of these

Cotmmenters s tishing
identified overlap, duphcatmzand inconsistency among NRCsreoortmg J

‘»‘l‘} "‘g"ffu.#xon 1S (0)\&‘}?(‘ ‘Fnh. \‘)C”\Sed ‘»\rnn)ﬂ &AL fjf

The Commission is making & cor.certed effort to ensurejconsistert enc

requirements.

Ye Q
coordinated reporting requirements. PThe recuirepents contzined in(the revicion-

ced 8 Yeporting fehdivements in 83
r%%w 50.72 are being o5 inated with revision ofAso.73,é§o.55(e),anA
+o ?AV"\'SO AS wC\\ aAsS +o 10 (FQ ‘Fm;’ P"tv&mf)w&ntc cm‘)‘n red v

Ltee ‘"c'du fA%Z/ .402, % 71 cﬂ.d)\%rt 21. Theprule <hanss also *e:ﬂecesA
Feg. Guide 1.16. '

guilding Evacuation

S‘}dCA ph\lls:o"\ o‘L ;
Ten commenters “ﬂve- that LheADropcsed§SO.7rding

c_;_..-:cuce. c-, unp Cr unconirol ied relecse resuliing 1n evecuetltion C €

&

building¥ wes unclear and counter-procuctive in that it could ceuse reluctance

- -
8 o7

0 evacuzgte ¢ building. MNzny of these commenters steted thzt the reportin

"y
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in-plant releases of radioactivity that require evacuation of individual rooms

was inconsistent with the general thrust of the rule to require reporting of

significant events. They noted that minor spills, small gaseous waste relezses,

or the disturbance of contaminated particulate matter (e.g., dust) may all
require the temporary evacuation of individual rocms until the airborne concen-
trations decrease or until respiratory protection devices are utilized. They i
noted that these events are fairly common and should not be reportable unless
the required evacuation affects the entire facility or a major portion thereof.

In response to these comments the wording of this criterion has been
changed to significantly narrow the scope of the criterion to include only
those events which significantly hamper the ability of site personnel to
perform safety-related activities.

The NRC has 21so revised this reporting requirement to eliminate reference
to building evacuat.on and instead rely on specific radiclogical release rzte
criteria.

Plant Operating and Emercency Procedures

Several commenters said that the reporting criteria should not make reference

to plant operating and emergency procedures because:

a.' It would take operators too long to decide whether a plant
condition was covered by the procedures,

b. The procedures cover events that are not of concern to the NRC,
and

¢. The procedures vary from plant to plant.

believes
The Commission-%hﬁrks-that the plant's operating personnel should be

femiliar with their procedures. However, the wording of the reporting criteria




F&2V=Vi g

?7% has been modified{(§50. 72(b)(1)(i_)}in the final ru\é%izj narrow the events

B covered ’

e -eaﬂnrfed to those that significantly compromise plant safety. Notwithstanding
. Z A h(\ el
1% ; the fact the procedures #~ vary from plant-to-plant, the Commission for

e # eriterion wal

: 'y .
= his resul in notificationsindicative of serious events.
b S Cagkh | A

Reactor Scrams

. Several commenters said reactor scrams, particularly those scrams
below power operation, should not require notification of the the NRC within 2w¢
our. !
In response to these comments, the Commission has changed the reporting
deadlinre to four hours. However, the Commisﬁion does not regard reactor scrams at
“"non-events" as stated in some letters of comments%’/lnformation related to
reactor scrams has been useful in 1dent1fy1ng safety related problems. The
Commwss1oghgﬁn1ves that four hours is an appropriate deadline for this reporting

- orma ||
_requirement because sush event: areAno? 2s important to immediate safety as are

@ other events.

Radionactive Re]easag/greshOTd
oo leve

meriters
Several <commentes said that the thresholdjof 25% of allowzble 1imits for

- radioactive releases was too low a threshold for l-hour reporting.

Based upon this comment and our experience, the Commission has changed the
threshold of reporting to 2 times allowable 1imits. This wiil eliminzte reports

that have proved to be of 1ittle value.

|

! Citing 10 CFR 50.72 as Basis for Notification

: A few commenters objected to citing §50.72 as a basis when making a telephone
|

notification. The letters of comment questioned the purpose, legal effect and

burden on the licensee.
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The Commission does not believe that it is an unnecessary burden for a
licensee to know and identify the basis for a telephone notification required
by §50.72. There have been many occasions when a licensee could not tell the
NRC :hether the telephone notification was being made in accordance with
technical specifications, 10 CFR 50.72, some other reguirement, ogigzst El
courtesy call. Unless the licensee can identify the nature of the report, it
is 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 properly
to th: event.

Person::e: Radioactive Contamination

Several commenters objected to the use of vague terms such as "extensive
onsite contamination" and "readily removed" in one of the reporting criterion of
the proposed rule.

Based on this commen% new criteria have been prepared that do not use these

terms.

Notification Timing

The commenters generally had two points to make regarding the timing of
reports to the NRC. First, the comments aupported notification of the NRC after
Kgve beorn nok Commerter o
appropr1ate state or local aaencxeil Second two'comqpats requested that there
be a new fourato six-hour report category for events not warranting a report
with one hour. |
Based on these comments and its experience, the NRC has established a

“four-hour report" category titled "Non-Emergency Notification" as was suggested.

Immediate Shutdown

Several comrmenters objected to the use of the term "immediate shutdown"

saying that technical specifications do not use such a term.
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Since the term is used in some but not a1l Technica) Specifications, the
Commission has revised the reportang criterion ;n question. The final rule
requires a report upon the initiation of any nuclear power plant shutdown
required by Technical Specifications.

Explicit Threats

A few comﬁenters said that the intent of the £erm "explicitly threatens”
was unclear. Those commenting wondered what level of threat was being referred
to. The term "exp11c1t1y threaten" hag been deleted from the final rule.
Instead, the wording o%&$1na1 rule n;fers to "any event that threatened the
safety of the nuclear power plant” (50 72(b)(1)(vi)) and gives examples so that

it is clear the Commission is 1nterested in real or actual threats.

IT1. SPECIFIC FINDINGS

Overview of the Immediate Notification System

When this final rule becumes effective, the immediate notification reporting

requirement will provide the NRC with timely repcrts of emergencies and other

'significant events. This zmendment of §50.72, "Notification of Signifi-

cant Events” will result 1n bas1ca11y three types of 1mprovements
L__——__J

One improvement is that the NRC will receive notification Ofﬁéifffl
significant events that were not previously covered under the existing provisions
of §50.72. For example, the final rule requires reporting of any "major 1oss of
emergency assessment or communications capability (e.g., significant portion of

control room indicator or Emergency Notification System)." This and other

changes in reporting criteria will prov.de the NRC with a more complete Immediate

Notification System.
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2 A second improvement is that certain events that were previously reported,

i despite having little safety significance, will no longer be rep.rted. For

example, §50.72 currently requires the reporting of any fatality or injury

occurring on the site and requiring transport to an offsite medical facility.
This has resulte 4{2 a2 large number of worker injury reports. The new rule
requiresA:'/e‘porting transport of a radio fctiveﬁy :.ont?mmavteq person t:/;offsite
individual facility for treatmentd:nd-?\ news ;rél ase :s ptlé;xy;xjcac;:: notification
to other government agencies has been made.@ These changes and others are

expected to greatly reduce the number of inconsequential repr;rtj

)
“he third, and perhaps most mportant improvement 1s that they% of
{

H’TL YCVnSuCr‘ H Qir T Y "'YCWQT‘ w9 T her PES | ,\} i
\th'ns rule has been closely coordmhted with {
Yen £in
J-ené—ﬂm-%i- Many of the reporting griteria in the mew ru1e are s’ mﬂar( in

Y ch]v.rgh"\_ Tihe '
wording and intent to\reportmgAin the svew §50.73 "Licensee Event Report System,"h

This should aid ease of interpretationg*énd éenera!'lg improve coordination in

the generation, receipt and use of reports.&—
,-’/-_\ —— - o e ——
Several substantive revisions of other sections of the Commission's

reculations are underwzy that will 1ike-wise use simﬂar wording in their reporrtrin
i
'eqy1rements (e.g., 50.55(e) and 10 CFR Part 21) ) Tt SRy DO S G- BRI
Also, & %os'e? Yile , T— Which woyld
Rs bemg pre ared-eaﬁm—ng—-@he—ée«mm&*s—m‘tﬂ&—%eﬂrevise emergency planning

criteriz in 10 CFR SO)Append'lx EJ/andAlo CFR 50.47 to eliminate "Unusual Event" as

an emergency class.

Paragraph-By-Paraoraph Explanation of The Rule

Paragraph 50.72 (a) states:
"General Requirements. (1) Each licensee of a2 nuclear power reactor licensed
under §50.21(b) or §50.22 shall notify the NRC Operations Center via the Emergency

Notificetion System of: (i) The declaration of any of Emergency Clzsses specified
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in the licensee's 3pproved Emergency Plan; or (ii) Those non-Emergency events
specified in paragraph (b) of this section. (2) If the Emergency Notification
System is inoperative, the the licensee shall make the required notifications via
commercial telephone service, other dedicated trlephone system or any other method
which will ensure a report being made as soon as possible to the NRC Operations
Center."

(3) The licensee shall no%ify the NRC immediately after notification of the
appropriate State or local agencies and within one hour of the time the licensee
declares one of the Emergency Classes."

(4) The licensee shall identify: (i) the Emergency Class declared, or
(ii) either paragraph (b)(1) "One-Hour Reports" or paragraph (b){2) "Four-Hour
Reports" as the paragraph of this section requiring a Non-Emergency Events
Notiricaticn. N

(b) Non-Lmergency Events. (1) One-Hour Repoarts. If not reported as a
declaration of an Emergency Class under paragraph (a) of the section, the licensee
shall notify the NRC as soon as possible and in 21l cas2s within one hour of
the occurrence of any of the following:"

‘This introductory paragraph reflects some consolidation of language that was
repeated in'various subparagraphs of the proposed rule. In general, the intent
and scope of this paragraph do not refiect any change from the propcsed rule.

Several titles were added to this and subsequent sections. For example,
paragraph 50.72(b) is titled "Non-Emergency Events" and this has two subpara-
graphs(b)(1) titled "One-Hour Reports" and (b)(2) "Four-Hour Reports." The
justificaticn for a nne-hour deadline is based upon the potential for these
events to escalate to Emergency Class. The justification for a four-hour

deadline is explained in the analysis of that paragraph.




|

The  terms "immediate" and "immediately" used in this and suceeding
paragraphs refer to notifications that should be made as soon as possible.
However, the Commission recogni‘zes that some events have more safety signifi-
cance than others and the varicus duties and exigencies associated with
operating a nuclear power plant may mitigate against an immediate notification
for less safety-significant events. Depending on the type of event, different i
absolute deadlines are associated with each immediate notification. As stated |
in later paragraphs “non-Emergency events" ﬁay be reported within either one
hour or four hours depending on their significance, and all declarations of an
Emergency Class must be reported w' thin 1 hour.

Paragraph 50.72 (b)(1)(i) requires reporting of: "The initation of any
ruclear plant shutdown required by Technical Specifications." While the inten:‘
and scope has not changed, the change in wording between the proposed and final
rule is intended to clarify that prempt notification is regquired once a2 shutdor
is initiated.

In response to public comment, the term "immediate shutdown" that was usec
in the proposed rule is not used in the final rule. The term was vague and
unfemiliar to those licensees that did not have Technical Specifications using
the term.

This reporting requirement is intended to capture those events for which
Technical Specifications require the initiation of reactor shutdown. This will
provide the NRC with early warning of safety significant conditions serious
enough to warrant shutdown of the plant.

Paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(i1) [encompassing events previously classified as
Unusual Events and some events captured by proposed 50.72(b)(1)] requires

reporting of:
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‘Aqy event or condition during oper;tion that resulted in the condition of
the nuclear power p1apt. including its principal safety barriers, being seriousl)
degraded; or resulted in the nuclear power plant being in an unanalyzed conditior
that significantly compromises plant safety; in a conditiun that was outside the
design basis of the plant; or in 2 condition not gpverned by the plant's operatir
and emergency procedures." This paragraph was adde” to provide for consistent,
coordinated reporting requirements between this rule 'and 10 CFR 50.73 which has 2
similar provision. Public comment suggested chat there be similarity of termino-
logy, phrasing and reporting thresholds on 'Joth §50.72 and §50.73. The intent

of this paragraph is to capture those evenis where the plant, including its

principal safety barriers, was seriously degraded or in an unanalyzed condition.
For example, small voids in systems designed tc remove heat from the reactor core
which have been previously shown throﬁgh analysis not to be safety significant
need not be reported. However, the accumulation of voids that could inhibit the
ability to Adequate1y remove heat from the reactor core, particularly under
natural circulation conditions, would constitute an unanalyzed condition and
would be reportable. In addition, voiding in instrument 1ines‘that results in
an erroneous indication causing the operator to misunderstand the true condition
of the plant is also an unanalyzed condition and should §e reported.

The Commission recognizes that the licensee may use engineering judgment
and experience to determine whether an unanzlyzed 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, 2ny time, one
or more safety-related components may be out of service due to testing, mainte-
nance, or a fault that has not yet been repzired. Any trivial single failure or

minor error in performing surveillance tests could produce a situation in which
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two or more often unrelated, safety-gradz components are out-of-service. Techni-
cally, this is an unanalyzed condition. However, these events should be reported
only if they involve functionally related components or if they significantly
compromise plant safety.

Finally, this paragraph also includes material (e.g., metallurgical,

chemical) problems that cause abnormal degradation of the principal safety barrier:

(i.e., the fuel cladding, reactor coolant system pressure boundary, or the

containment). Examples of this type of situation include:

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

(b) Cracks and breaks in the piping or reactor vessel (steel or prestressed
concrete) or major components in the primary coolant circuit that have safety
relevance (steam generators, reactor coolant pumps, valves, etc.).

(c) Significant welding or material defects in the primary coolant
system,

(d) Serious temperature or pressure transients.

(e) Loss of relief and/or safety valve functions during operation.

(f) Loss of containment function or integrity including:

(i) containment lezkage rates exceeding the authorized limits
(i) loss of containment isolation valve function during tests or
operation, or
(i) loss of main steam isolation valve function during test or
operation (iv) loss of containment cooling capability
Paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(i11) [ehcompassing a portion of proposed 50.72(b)(2)]

requires reporting of:
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'Aqy natural phenomcnon or other exfernal condition that posed an actual
threat to the safety of the nuclear power plant or significantly hampers site
personnel in ghe performance of duties necessary for the safe operation of the
plant."”

This paragraph was reworded to correspond to a similar provision of 10 CFR
50.73(a)(2)(iii). By making the requirements of 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 similar i
language, when possible, the Commission hopes to in;rease the coordination
between these rules.

The paragraph has also been reworded to make it clear that it applies only
to acts of nature (e.g., tornadoes) and external hazards (e.g., railroad tank
car explosion). References to acts of sabotage have heen removed, since these
are covered by §73.71. In addition, threats to personnel from internal hazards

{e.qg., radioactivity releases) are now covered by paragraph 50.72(b)(2)(vi).

~This paragraph is intended to capture those events where there is an actua)

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 2 safe manner (including the orderly shutdown and maintenance of shutdown

- conditions). The licensee should decide if a phenomenon or condition actually

threatened the plant. For example, a minor brush fire iq a remote arez of the
site that was quickly controlled by fire fighting personnel and, as a result,

did not present a threat to the plant should not be reported. Howeve}. a2 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 transportic
accident which occurs near the site creating 2 plant safety concern should be

reported.
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One- ~ummenter *.«s concerned that events occurring on land owned by the
utility adjacent to the utility's plant, might be reportable. This is not the
1nteht of this reporting requirement. The NRC is concerned with the safety of
plant and personnel on the utility's site and not with non-nuclear activities on
land adjacent to the plant.

Paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(iv) [encompassing events previously classified as
"Unusual Events"] requires the reporting of: ’

"Any event which results or should have resulted in Emergency Core Cooling
System (ECCS) discharge to the vessel as a result of a valid signal.”

This paragraph is intended to capture 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,

One example of such an event would be if 2 valid ECCS signal were generated
by plant conditions, and the operator put all ECCS pumps in pull-to-lock. Even
though no ECCS discharge occurred, the event would be reportable.

A "valid signal" refers to the actual plant conditions or parameters
satisfying the requirements for ECCS initiation. Excluded from this reporting
requirement would be tﬁose instances where instrument drift, spurious signals,
human error, or other invalid signals caused ECCS. However, such events may be
reportable under other of sections of the Commission's regulations based upon
other details of the event. In particular, paragraph 50.72(b)(2)(ii) would
require a report within four-hours if an Engineered Safety Feature (ESF) were
actuated.

Experience with notifications made pursuant to §50.72 has shown that events

involving ECCS discharge to the vessel are generally more serious than ESF
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actuatigps without discharge to the vessei. Based on this experience, the
Commission has made this reporting criterion 2 "One-Hour Report."

Paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(v) [encompassing events previously classified as
Unusual Events] requires reporting of:

"Any event which results in major loss of emergency assessment or
communicztions capability (e.g., significant portion of control room indication,
Emergency Notification System"). |

This reporting requirement is intended to capture those events that would
impair a licensee's ability to deal with an accideni 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 @ loss should it occur
during an accideni or emergency.

Paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(vi) [encomﬁéssing some portions of the proposed
§§50.72(b)(2), (6) and (8)] requires the reporting of:

"Any event that threatened 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 plant including fires, toxic gases or radioac-

-tive releases.” Adding the phrase “"including toxic gases or radioactive releases”

to paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(vi) of the final rule covers pa(agraph 50.72(b)(8) of
the proposed rule and the "evacuation” portion of paragraph 50.72(b)(6)(iii) of
the proposed ruie. Since public comment was critical of this "evacuat%on"
reporting criterion in the proposed rule, the staff made this change in wording
for the final rule.

While paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(iii) of the final rule primarily captures acts
of nature, paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(vi) captures other events, particularly acts by

personnel. The Commission believes this arrangement of the reporting criteria
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in the final rule lends itself to more precise interpretation and is consistent

with those public comments that requested closer coordination between the

reporting requirements in this rule and other portions of the Commission's

_;ff; regulations.

g This reporting requirement is intended to capture those events, particularly
those caused by acts of personnel which endanger the safety of the plant or

interface with personnel in performance of duties necessary for safe plant
operations.
Nevertheless, the licensee must exercise some judgment in reporting under
:;,f " this section. For example, a small fire on site that did not endanger any
plant equipment, that did not and could not reasonably be expected to endanger
the plant is not reportable.

Paragraph 50.72(b)(2) requires that:

“1f not reported under paragraph (a) on (b)(1) of this section, the licensee
shall notify the NRC 2s soon as possible and in all cases, within four hours of
the occurrence of any of the following:"

Although the reporting criteria contained in the subparzgraphs that follow
were in the proposed rule, public comment prompted the Commission to establish
this "Non-Emergency" cétegory for those events with slightly less urgency
eand less safety significance that may be reported within 4 hours instead of 1
hour.

\ The rationale for not permitting reporting later than four hours is that the
Commission wants to obtain such reports from personnel who were on shift at the

time of :he event when this is possible, because the personnel on shift at the

time of the event will have 2 better knowledge of the circumstances associated

with the event.
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Paragraph 50.72(b)(2)(i) [encompassing some events captured by proposed
50.72(b)11)] requires reporting of:

"Any event, founa while the reactor is shutdown, that, had it been found
while the reactor was in operation, would have resulted in the nuclear power
plant, including its principal safety barriers, deing seriously degraded or in
an unanalyzed éondition that significantly comprom*ses plant safety".

Based upon public comments that requested close coordination be established
between §50.72 and other rules, this reporting requiremént is similar to a
requirement in §50.73. Except for referring to a shutdown reactor, this
reporting requirement is similar to an "One-Hour Report" in §50.72(b)(1)(ii).
Because this refers to a shut down reactor, events captured by this requirement
have less urgency and can be reported within four hours as a "Non-Emergency.”
Paragraph 50.72(b)(1) of the proposed rule was split into 50.72(b)(1)(ii) and
50.72¢b)(2)(i) in the final rule in order to permit some type of reports to be
made within four hours instead of 1 hour, because -these reports have less safety
significance. In terms of their combined effect, the overall intent and scope of
these paragraphs has not changed from that in the proposed rule. Since the types
of events intended to be captured by this reporting requirement are similar to
§50.72(b)(1)(ii) except that the reactor is shutdown, the reader should refer to
the explanation of §50.72(b)(1)(ii) for more details on intent.

Paragraph 50.72(b)(2)(ii) [proposed 50.72(b)(5)] requires reporting of:

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

reported.”
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In response to public comments, this reporting requirement has been made a
"Non-Emergency” because the Commission agrees with the commenters that events
captured by this requirement generally have slightly less urgency and safety
significance than those events included in the "One-Hour Reports" paragraphs.
The intent and scope of this reporting requirement have not changed from that
in the proposed rule.

This paragraph is intended to capture events during which an ESF actuate;.
either manually or automatically, or fails to actuate. It is based on the
premise that the ESFs are provided to mitigate the conseguences of the event;
therefore, (1) they should work properly when called upon and (2) they should
not be challenged unnecessarily. The Commission is interested ooth in events
where an ESF was needed to mitigate the consequences of the event (whether or
not the equipment performed properly) and events where an ESF operated
unnecessar%]y.

"Actuation" of multichannel ESF Actuation Systems is defined as actuation
of enough channels to complete the minimum actuation logic. Therefore, single
channel actuations, whether caused by failures or otherwise, are not reportab'e
if they do not complete the minimum actuation logic.

Operation of an ESF as part of a planned test or operational evolution
reed 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 reauires that
the control rods be inserted by a manual reactor trip, the reactor trip need
not be reported. However, if conditions develop during the shutdown that
require an automatic reactor trip, such a reactor trip should be reported. The

fact that the safety analysis assumes that an ESF will actuate automatically
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during 2n event does not eliminate the need to report that actuation. Actuations
that neeh not be reported are those initiated for reasons other than to mitigate
the ccnsequences‘of éﬁ event (e.g., at the discretion of the licensee as part

of 2 planned procedure).

Paragraph 50.72(b)(2)(ii1) and (iv) [proposed 50.72(b)(4)] requires
reporting of:

“Any event or condition that alone could have prevented the fulfillment of
the safety function of structures or systems that are needed to:

(i) Shut down the reactor and maintain it in a safe condition,

(ii) Remove residual heat,
(iii) Control the release of radioactive material, or
(iv) Mitigate the consequences of an accident.

Events covered in §50.72(b)(2)(ii§)'of this part may include one or more
personnel errors, equipment failures, and/or discovery of design, analysis,
fabrication, construction, and/or procedural inadequacies. However, indivi-
dual component failures need not be reported pursuant to this paragraph if
redundant equipment in the same system was operable and avialble to perform the
required safety function.”

In response to public comments, the words "any instance of personal error,
equipment failure, or discovery of design or procedurazl inadequacies" that
appeared in the proposed rule have been replaced by the words "event or‘condition".
This simplification in language is intended to clarify what was a confusing
phrase to many of those who commented on the proposed rule. Also in response
to public comment, this reporting requirement is a2 "Non-Emergency" to be

reported within four hours instead of within one hour.
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This reporting requirement is similar to one contained in §50.73, thus

reflecting public comment identifying the need for closer coordination of
reporting requirements between §50.72 and §50.73.

In summary, the wording of this paragraph has been changed to make it
easier to understand, while the intent and scope of the paragraph have not been
changed. This paragraph is based on the assumption that safety-related systems
and structures are intended to mitigate the consequences of an accident. wh{}e
paragraph 50.72(b)(2)(ii) applies to actual demands for actuation of an ESF,

paragraph 50.72(b)(2)(iii) covers an event where a safety system could have

failed to perform its intended function because of one or more personnel errors,
including procedure violations; equipment failures; or design, analysis,
fabrication, construction, or procedural deficiencies. The event should be
reported regardless of the situation or condition that caused the structure or
system to be unavailable.

The applicability of paragraph includes those safety systems designed to i
mitigate the consequences of an accident (e.g., contzinment isolation, emergency 1

|

filtration). Hence, minor operational events such as valve packing leaks, which

could be considered a lack nf control of radioactive material, should not be
. _ |
reported under this parzgraph. System leaks or other similar events may, however

be reportable under other paragraphs. |
This paragraph does not include those cases where a system or component is ‘

removed from service as part of a plaznned 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,
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and the system or conponent is retrrned to.service within tie time limit speci-
fisd in the Technical Specifications, the action need not be reported v'nder this
paragreph. Howeyer. if, whilz (he compenent is out of service, the licensee
idertifies a conditicn tha' could hav: pravented ithe system from performing its
intendad function (e.g., the icensee finds a set of relays that is wired
incorrectly), fhat sondition must be reported.

It shou'¢ be noted ihat there are a limited number of single-train systems
{hat perform safety functions (e.g., the High Pressuré Coalant Injection
S stem in BWRs). For such systoms, loss of the s¥ngle train would prevent
the fulfiliment of the safety Tunction of tisit system and, therefore, must
be reported even thougr the plant Technical Spe:ificatiors may allow such a
condition to exist for a specified fength of time.

it shruld also be noted that, if'a.potentiai1y cerious humin error is made
that could have prevented [ulfillment of a safety functivs, bu% recovery factors
resulted in the error being corricted, the error is still repertahle.

The Commission recogrizes that the apnlication of this and other paragraphs

of this section involves the use of engineering judgment on the part of

icensees. In this case, a technical judgment must be made whether a failure

or operator action that disabled erz train of a safety sxstem and could have,
but did not, affec* a redundant t-a.». If so, this would constitute an event
that "could have prevented" the fultillmen* of a safety functior, and,'
accordingly), must be reported.

'f a component fails by an apparently random mechanism 't m3) or may not
be venortable “f the functionall: redurdant component could fail by the same
mechznism, To be repo-table, it s necesiary that the failure censtitute a

condition where tre-e is reasonable dcubk® that the functionally reduncant
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train or channel would remain operational until it completed its safety
function or is repaired. For example, if a pump fails because of improper
lubrication, ind engineering judgment indicates that there is a reasonable
expectation that the functionally redundant pump, which was also improperly
lubricated, would have also failed hefore it completed its safety function,
then the failure is reportable and the potential failure of the func' .onally
redundant pump must be discussed in the LER.

Interaction between system, particularly a safety system and 2 non-safety
system, is also included in this criterion. For example, the Commission is
increasingly concerned about the effect of a loss or degradation of what had
been assumed to be non-essential inputs in safety systems. Therefore, this
baragraph also includes those cases where a service (e.g., heating, ventilation,
and cooling) or input (e.g., compressed air) which is necessary for reliable or
long-term operation of a safety system is lost or degraded. Such loss or
deqgradation is reportable if the proper fuifillment of t ¢ safety function is
not or can not be assured. Failures that affect inputs or services to systems
that have no safety function need not be reported.

Finally the Commission recognizes that the 'icensee 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 a2 component, he might conceivably have made the same error for all
of the functionally redundant components (e.g., if he incorrectly calibrates
cne bisteble amplifier in the Reactcr Protection System, he could conceivably
incorrectly calibrate all bistable amplifiers). However, for an event to be
reportable it is necessary that the actions actually affect or involve components

in more than one train .r channel of a safety system, and the result of the
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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

|
I
|
1
|

correctly stops a pump in Train “A" and, instead of shutting the pump discharge

valve in Train "A," he mistakenly shuts the pump djscharge valve in Train “B").

Paragraphs 50.72(b)(2){(v) and (vi) [proposed 50.72(b)(6)] require reportir

“(i) Any airborne radiocactive release that excéeded 2 times the applicab!
concentrations of the limits specified in Appendix B, Table Il of Part 20 of
this chapter in unrestricted areas, when averaged over a time period of one hou

(i1) Any liquid effluent release that exceeded 2 times the limiting combin
Maximum Permissible Concentration MPC (see Note ! of Appendix B to Part 20)
of this chapter at the point of entry into the receiving water (i.e.,
unrestricted area) for all radionucii&es except tritium and dissolved noble gas
when averaged over a time period of one hour."

Immediate notifications must be made to the Commission in accordance with
§50.72(b)(2)(v). These immediate notifications 21so meet the requirements of
§20.403(2)(2) of Part 20 of this chapter."

These paragraphs have been changed to clarify the requirements to report
releases of radioactive material. The first of these twq paragraphs is similar
to §20.403 but places a lower threshold for reporting events at commercial powe:
reactors. The lower threshold is based on the significénce of the breakdown of
the licensee's program necessary to have a release of this size, rather than on
the significance of the impact of the actual release.

Based upon public comment, the reporting threshold has been changed from
"25%" in the proposed rule to "2 times" in the final rule. Also, based on
public comment, this has been made as a "Non-Emergency" to be reported within

4-hours instead of within 1 hour. .




CEY ., 17580-01]

37

Also based on public comment, this reporting requirement has been changed
to make a more uniform requirement by referring to specific release criteria
instead of referring only to Technical Specifications.

fhis reporting requirement is intended to capture those events that
constitute unplanned or uncontrolled releases of a significant amount of radioac-
tive material to offsite areas. Unplanned releases should occur infrequently,
however, when they occur, at least moderate defects have occurred in the safety
design or operational control established to avoid their occurrence and,
therefore, such events should be reported.

Paragraph 50.72(b)(2)(vii) [proposed rule 50.72(b)(7)) requires the reportir
of:

"Any event requiring transport of & radioactively contaminated person to
an offsite medical facility for treatment."

Three changes have been made to this reporting requirement. One is to
eliminate the phrase "occurring cnsite” because it is implied by the scopé of
the rule. The second change is to replace "injury involving radiaticn" with
"radioactively contaminated person." This change was made becéuse of the
difficuity in defining injury due to radiation and more importantly because 10
CFR Part 20 captures events involving radiation exposure.

The third change, in response to public comment, was to make this |
reporting requirement a four-hour notification, instead of one-hour notification.

Paragraph 50.72(b)(2)(viii) [not in proposed rule] requires reporting of:

“Any event or situation related to the health and safety of the public or
onsite personnel or protection of the environment and for which a news release

is planned or notification to other government agencies has been or will be made.
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Such event may include an onsite fataI}ty or release of radicactively contami-
nated materials." Besides covering some situation such as radiocactive release:
that warrent NRC attention, this criterion covers those events or situations
that would not otherwise warrant NRC attention except for the interest of the |
news media, other government agencies, or the publi;. In terms of its effect ci
licensees, this is not a new reporiting requirement because the threshold for |
reporting injuries and radiocactive releases was much'lower under the proposed
rule., This criterion will capture those events previously reported under other
criteria when such events require the NRC to respond because of media or pub]ic:
attention.

Paragraph 50.72(c) [proposed 50.72(c)] concerning: '

"Followup Notification. With respect to the telephone notifications made
under paragraphs (a) and (b) of thig §ection, each liceusee, in addition to
making the required notification, shall during the course of the event:

(1) Immediately report any further degradation in the level of safety of
the plant or other worsening plént conditions including those that require, or
initiation of any of the Emergency Classes if such initiation-has not been
previously declared, or the change from one Emergency Class to another or a
termination of the Emergency Class.

(2) Immediately report the results of ensuing evaluations or assessments
of plant conditions, the effectiveness of response or protective méasures taken,
and 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."

This paragraph has remained essentially unchanged from the proposed rule,

except for addition of the title "Followup Notification" and some renumbering.
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. this paragraph is intended to provide the NRC with timely notification
when an event bécomes more serious and additional information or new analyses
clarify an event.

This paragraph also permits the NRC to maintain 2 continuous communications
channel because of the need for continuing follow-up information or becauss of

telecommunication 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 analysis is available for inspection and
éopying for a fee at the NRC Public Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW., washingtm3
D. C. Single copies of the analysis may be obtained from Eric W. Weiss, .Office 0'!
Inspection and Enforcement, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D. (j

20555, Telephone (301) 4%2-4973.

V PAPERWORK REDUCTTON ACT STATEMENT
The information requirements contained in the regulation have been approved
by fhe Office of Management and.Budget pursuant to the Paperwork Reduction Act,
Pub. L. 96-511(clearance number 3150-0011).

VI REGULATIRY FLEXIBILITY CERTIFICATION
In accordance with the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980, 5 U.S.C. £0>
(b), the Commission hereby certifies that this regulation will not have a signi-
ficant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities. This requlatic

affects electric utilities that are dominant in their respective servicg areas
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-i:[; and that own and operate nuclear utilization facilities licensed under Sections

o :

;5%3? and 104b of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended. The amendments clarify

iif:‘ and mbdify presently existing notification requirements. Accordingly, there is
1fg%j new.vsignificant economic impact on these licensees, nor do the affected QEEILJ

licensees fall within the scope of the definition of "small entities" set forth
in the Regulatory Flexibility Act or within the Small Business Size Standards
set forth in regulations issued by the Small Business Administration at 13 CFR

Part 121.

VII LIST OF SUBJECTS IN 10 CFR PART 50
Antitrust, Classified information, Fire prevent, Intergovernmental
relations, Nuclear power plants and reactors. Penalty, Radiation Protection,
‘f"’ Reactor siting criteria, Reporting feéuirements.
Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended, and section 552 and 553 of Title 5 of
the United States Code, the foilowing amendments to Title 10, Chapter I, Code

of Federal Regulations, Par@/so.-;-e published as a document subject

to codification.

PART 50 - DOMESTIC LICENSING OF
PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION FACILITIES
1. The authority citation for Part 50 continues to read as follows:
AUTHORITY: Secs. 103, 104, 161, 182, 183, 186, 189, 68 Stat. 933 937, 948,
853, 954, 955, 956, as amended, sec. 234, 83 Stat. 1244, zs amended (42 U.S.C

2133, 2134, 2201, 2232, 2733, 2236, 2239, 2282); secs. 201, 20Z, 206, 88 Stat.

5
1242, 1244, 1246, as amended (42 U.S.C. #B41, 5842, 5846), unless otherwise noted

|
|

{



?

.-590-01]

Section 50.7 also issued under Pub. L. 95-601, sec. 10, 82 Stat. 2951
(42 U.S.C. 5851). Section 50.78 also issued under sec. 122, 68 Stat. 939‘(42
U.S.C. 2152). Sections 50.80-50.81 also issued under sec. 184, 68 Staé?i?g
amended (42 U,S.C. 2234). Sections 50.100-50.102 also issued under sec. 186, 68
Stat. 955 (42 U.S.C 2236).

For the purposes of sec. 223, 68 Stat. 958, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2273),
§§50.10(a), (b), and (c), 50.44, 50.46, 50.48, 50.54, and 50. 80(a) are 1ssued
under sec. 1€1b, 68 Stat. 948, as amenced (42 U.S.C. 2201(b)); §§50. IOQI and
(¢) and 50.54 are issued under sec. 1617, 68 Stat. 949, as amended (42 U.S.C.
2201(1)); and §§50.55(e), 50.59(b), 50.70, 50.71, 50.72, and 50.78 are issued
under sec. 1610, 68 Stat. 950, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2201(0)).

’ r 4 .
g A new paragraph (w) is added to §50.54 to read as follews:
. add

§50.54 Conditions of licenses. <
T ¥ ¥ B e Jce

. - 653 In the case of every utilization facility licensed pursuant to Section

103 or 104 b of the Act, the licensee shall immediately notify the NRC Operations

Center of the occurrence of the events specified in §50.72 of this part. atd
i Sfa((
3 Sectiongd 50.72 is revised to read as follows:

-§50.72 Immediate notification requirements for operating nuclear power reactors.

(a) General Requ1rementsfa (1) Each “+eemser~ovf nuclear power reactor ‘\€¢7re4
S &r

licensed under §50.21(b) or §50. 22Asha11 notify the NRC Operations Center via

the Emergency Notification System of: (i) The cdeclaration of any oik(%ergedcy

E"c(«\

dn ed o hwm,'l Sv eﬂ %ovckuk wloaJ on fﬁz
A:\er’éc me;"f’;fnSfb 9(?'\"'»\&":& %

1 "Ceﬂ.ﬂve
Other requirements for immediate notification of the NRC by dicensed operating
nuclear power reactors are contained elsewhere in this cnapter, in particular,
§20.403, §50.36, and §73.71.
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e
those non-fmergency events specified in paragraph (b) of this section. (2) If
the Emergency Notification System is inoperative, the licensee shall make the
required notifications via comnerical telephone service, other dedicated telephone

\ \S
or any other method which will ensurgka report beinrg made as soon as
3

system
Evers

possible to the NRC Operations Center.
(3) The licensee shall notify the NRC immediately after notification of the

appropriate State or local agencies and within one hour of the time the licensee
C
declares one of the mergency lasses

(4) ‘*he 11censee shall 1dent1fy (i) the,Zmergency ﬂﬁass declared, or (ii)

either paragraph (b)(1) "One-Hour Report" or paragraph (b)(2) "Four-Hour Report'e —
(e

e

2s the paragraph of this section requ1r1ngk?(ﬂon -Emergency Event%rmnwf1catwon
(L) Non-Emergency Events. (1) One-Hour Reports. géif not report d as a

declaration of an Ehergency ylass under paragraph (a) of this section, the

licensee shall notify the NRC as soon as possible, and in all cases within one

hour of the occurrence of any of the following:

(K) {4)—The initiation of any nuclear plant shutdown required by Technical

Specifications.

(@) 444 Any event or condition during operation that resulted in the condition

of the nuclear power plant, including its principal safety barriers, being seriously

degraded; or resulted in the nuclear power plant being:

“These Emergency Classes are addressed in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 entitled
“Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Emergency Response

Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants" Rev. 1, November 1980.

Copies of NUREG documents are available at the Commission's Public Document
Room 1717 K Street, NW, Washington, D. C. 20555. Copies may be purchased from
the Government Printing Office. Information on current prices may be obtained
by writing the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D. C. 20555.
Attention: Publications Sales Manager

3Com:ercia1 telephone number of the NRC Operations Center is (202) ©51-0550.
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(1) 4#A)- In an unanalyzed conditi.n that significantly compromises plant safety;

(27-(-6-)- In aJ./ndition that was outside the design basis of the nlant; or

_(_'2_ In a condition not governed by the plant's operating and emergency
procedures.

(C) 44443 Any natural phenomenon or other external condition that posed an actual
threat to the safety of the nuclear power plant or significantly hampers site per-
sonnel in the performance of duties necessary fc- the safe operation of the plant.

(b) {iv Any event which results or should have sulted in Emergency Core
Cooling System (ECCS) discharge to the vessel as a result of a valid signal.

CE) —443 Any event which results in a major loss of emergency assessment or
communications capability (e. g " signific‘ant portion of control room M
Emergency Notification Systen))

(F) 4+ *ny event that threatened the safety of the nuclear power plant or
significantly hampered site personnel in the performance of duties necessary for
the safe operation of the nuclear power plant including fires, and toxic gas’or
radioactive releases.

(2) Four-Hour Reports.éé}f not reported under paragraphs(a) or (b)(1) of
this-section, the licensee shall notify the NRC as soon as possible and in all
cases, within four hours of the occurrencedlg; any of the following:

(A) <433 Any event, found while the reactor is shutdown, that, had it been
found while the reactor was in operation, would have resulted in the nuclear
power plant, including its principal safety barriers, being seriously degraded
or in an unanalyzed condition that significantly compromises plant safety.
(S)'4i$+ Any event or condition that resulted in manual or automatic actuation
of any Engineered Safety Feature (ESF), including the Reactor Protection System

(RPS). However, actuation of an ESF, including the RPS, that resulted from and
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was part of the preplanned sequence during testing or reactor nperation need not
be reported.

(‘) <$+4++> Any event or condition that alone could have prevented the fulfill-
ment of the safety function of structures or systems that are needed to:
Ci)-ﬂ-}-—Shut down the reactor and maintain it in a safe shutdown condition,
E}(-B-)- Remove residual heat,

(3) 46 Control the release of radioactive material, or

(’“)4&-)- Mitigate the consequences of an Fsmdent .
Sectian

Qf& inra o

(‘,) {4¥) Events covered méﬁ-?-é(b)(Z)hﬂﬁ of this pget may include one or

/more personnel errors, equipment failures, and/or discovery of design, analysis,

fabrication, construction, and/or procedural 1nadequac1es However, :ndmdua]
urder (b) ?}(,‘. C:\ 8 Se
’ component failures need not be reported}\wﬁ-t—t-e—tm-s paragraph 1F re0undant

‘\ equipment in the same system was operable and available to perform the required -
xL ésafety function. L

:‘gt('&\\ (D)-(-v-) (A Any airborne radioactive release that exceeded 2 times the

’ 0% o @pplicable concentrations of the limits specified in Apoendix B, Table II of

o6

o

(5:\ >( Part 20 of thi(szghapter in unrestricted areas, when averaged over a time period
Xv"‘n.s of one hour. 48 Any liquid effluent release that exceeds 2 times the limiting

L
qu’bf\ _,.\_ combined Maximum Permissible Concentration (MPC) (see Note 1 of Appendix B to
‘\D\(‘V \
'.vs“ Part 20g0f this chapter) at the point of entry into the receiving water (i.e.,

unrestricted area) for all radionuclides except tritium and dissolved noble gases,

| when averaged over a time period of on%
i C———\__/-\

made UWALE s ?a)’lav’ﬁf !
Tt (!hesg fmmediate notificationﬂa?sc meet Ythe requirements
of §20.403(2)(2) of Part 20 of this chapter.

(E) {v+43) Any event requiring the transport of & radioactively contaminated

? person to an offsite medical facility for treatment.
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(F)-H-H«-) Any event or situation related to the health and safety of the public
or onsite personnel or protection of the environment and for which a2 news release

is planned or notification to other government agencies has been or will be made.’,é,s

-y e

L
' SnAh—events may include an onsite fatality on inadvertent release of radioactively

:imrf taminated material
contzminated materials.
paraeira g
(c) (J)-(-e-)- Followup Notification.(i)vﬁth respect to the telephone notifications
here :
wa made under paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section,]each licenseej in addition

?Y”"' to making the required notification,/shall during the course of the event:

(-1-(3)Imned'iate1y report any further degradation in the level of safety of
[ o
~_,h./
. the plant or other worsening plant conditions including those that requires or
e dg-cla\fa};or\ a declayation

¢
~pitdatden of any of the ﬁmerge cy, Jlasses if such-nwna-rm' efpadeter has not-been
A been y, Cl CVM‘F 0(’A— . Pha (\f¢n+ 0'(
o4, 0

" e
previousl rAtheAchange from one ﬂmergency ﬁlass to another) orAa

termination of -t‘li: E'Ewergency (?Iass.

[",’)-(-3-)— Immediately reporg}ihe results of ensuing evaluations or assessments
of plant conditions,Athe effectiveness of response or protective measures taken,
angz?nformation related to plant behavior that is not understood.

\(.‘)-(-3-)' Maintain an open, continuous communication channel with the NRC

Operations Center upon request by the NRC.

Dated at Washington, D.C., this . day of 198 .

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Samuel J. Chilk Secretary of the

Commission



REGULATORY ANALYSIS
(§50.72)

OBJECTIVE

The objective of the revised Immediate Notification System described in 10
CFR 50.72, "Immediate Notification Requirements for Operating Nuclear Power
Reactors” is to enhance the safety of nuclear plants by providing for timely
notification to the NRC should safety significant events occur at operating
nuclear reactors.
BACKGROUND

The existing provisions of ;&anR 50.72 have generated basically three
types of problems. One problem ishgtrtain safety significant e:g:i are not
required to be reported. A second problem is that certain eventiAare insignifi-
cant from the perspective of protecting the public health and safetyjlére
required to be reported. The third’and perhaps most important prob1e3,is that

existing reporting requirements are not coordinated. For example, 10 CFR 50.73,

the new "Licensee Event Report" rule and the existing 10 CFR 50.72 do not use

1
similar terminology, phrasinglor reporting thresholds.

In addition to the reporting problem noted above, special consideration
mist also be given to Section 201 of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 1980 (Pub. L. 96-295). The int=nt of Congress as expressed
in that laﬂ was that the Commission establish specific guidelines for identifying
accidents which could result in an unplanned release of radioactivity in excess of
allowable limits and to require immediate notification of these incidents. The—Th s
revision of8§§50.54 and dE6.7: is consistent with the intent of Congress as
expressed :: the Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1980.

The NRC published a proposed rule in the Federal Register on December 21,

1981 (46 FR 81894) and subsequently received twenty letters of public comment.




These letters were generally supportive of the proposed revision of 10 CFR 50.72
and these letters were most useful in the development of this final rule.

ALTERNATIVES

At the outset of this rulemaking, a wide variety of regulatory alternatives
was considered. One alternative that was rejected was the possibility of
simply revising 10 CFR 50.72 without regard for coordination with other reporting
requirements. The need for coordination with other provisions of 10 CFR, most
notably the new LER system (10 CFR 50.73), resulted in the selection of the
approach defined in the final rule. Each of the reporting criteria adopted in
the final rule was selected from a range of possible alternatives and each was
cons1dered carefully, usually by a committee representing the various elements
' of the NRC staff familiar with the Q:ééé;;é'1nformawwon and how the information
{_ could be collected from licensees in the least burdersom manner through a
i particular reporting requirement,

Wv.svnj ‘Hne gﬁnvi} cf“-!, f«’f”"‘}} wer

The three alternatives for*reportmgAreqmrementsAfontaUhhn §50.72 i-ne
H

1. %ave approximately the same number of reports)v
2. xeduce the number of reports ) or
. :'E'_ncrease the number of reports ,

Alternative 1 wou'lc'ivmr ;th 4'7b d he 1 wh 2 4
cenising Fmegse e-s}we urden on icensees but-—wortd—permit
)\the reporting criteria te—be-revisad in order to enchance clarity and increase

the usefulness of the notifications obtained.

Alternative 2 would veduce the burden on licensees but would also reduce the
ability of the NRC to have early notification of less significant events that
might develop into serious accidents. One of the reazsons for'mg the/reportmg
cmtemaau-tbegs-a-e-m is to have precursor events te?ephoned*n‘a—the NRC so '};’&

)
( Mmmis‘s‘wh '{7’* cevyyreree Yh_g.c
)\-ﬂnﬁs can be

)!Vp,y‘ OO



Alternative 3 is unwarranted because improvements can be made at the present
level of reporting by eliminating urnecessary notifications and substitutingn.:; ~
useful notifications. There is no ool'liiéag~reason-3;::1ncrease 4n the |
susber—ofreportsst- Coyremt  level o# \vcwy-].mo.

Consequently, alternative 1 was selected.

BENEFITS AND COSTS =

The NRC staff weighed the costs and benefits associated with revising 10
CFR 50.72. The optimum benefit is derived by revising both 10 CFR 50.72 and
related portions of other reporting requirements. Accordingly, revision of 10

New
CFR 50.72 is being coordinated with development ofAlO CFR 50.73. In addition,

a number of substantive or administrative changes are being developed that will
amend other sections of 10 CFR PartRSO, 20, 2nd ’1.

The value of revising 10 CFR 50.72 goes beyond dollar benefits. The
capability of the NRC to make timely decisions and to provide adequate assurances
régarding actual or potential threats to public heaith and safety depends
heavily on the rapidity with which significant events occurring at nuclear

(EEEEE{Eéwer plants are communicated by nuclear power reactor licensees to NRC.
The majority of events occurring tnroughout the nuclear industry pose little or
no serious or immediate threatstB the public health and safety; however,

certain events do pcse such threats or generate fear or unusual concern.

TheNRC has an obligation to collect facts quickly and accurate1y;abeut
sfgrifteent—events, assess the facts; take necessary action; and inform the

w\wn Siepificant events occur,
public about the extent of the threat, if any, to public health and safetygA

Not only must NRC act promptly to prevent or minimize injury to the public, it

must also tale a proprizfe action to alleviate fear or concern created as a
Ol Luyy #nte 0  Can

result of-s?fh event



The staff expects that there will be little significant additional cost®

ihs

to the NRC or to licensees associated with the-e##ee%4le rulei hanges j-hewerver;
Shobbaffortd—tire—topoint-ont he,;::tc)(;ts thatm associated with
establishing and implemerting a “prompt notification systemq' ((hese cost

6 man-years per year of NRC staff effort for manning the telephones for notification
and $1.5 m%\lion per year for dedicated telephone lines to each operating

commercial power reactor facility.

Other Sovernment Agencies

Improvements to the immediate notification requirements would contribute
to improved State and local emergency response around nuclear power reactors.

Applicant agencies (e.g., TVA, DOE) would be affected as presented under
Section 1.3.3 below.

industry
There should be little additional cost to the 1ndustr_y associated with
. W Ld&&‘mn
implementing the final rule ehaneesqeedidionad to those incurred in order to
CUYV'Ch'}

comply with NRC'sAe-mergency preparedness regulations.
The present cost of reporting under §50.72 for the entire industry is

estimated to he $46,000 per year exclusive of the costs incurred in order to
“The
comply with NRC's emergency preparedness regu'lation;. <hds basis of this cost

estimate is as follows:

malki
The person the notification pursuant to §50.72 is usually the shift

; A
superviscr who is a licensed senior reactor operator, whee taking into account

+he periom s
~nig salary, cost of training, and overhead, #4+sfitime is worth approximately

@per hour,




Each telephone notification to the NRC Operations Center pursuant to §50.72
Jacks Swr
4a%e oOn averageAIS minutes although most notifications take less time and a few

l

take much mere time.

The NRC Operations Center typically receives 5 telephone notifications s

pursuant to §50.72,per day] e
A

A computation at the pre.ent cost to the industry is:

(5 calls ) x ( 1 hours ) x 365 days ) x 100 dollars
day 4 call year hour

The N sh¥ edimales that 1e +he 'C'N\.‘ vile w:l!

AW is orom lgated thj cost of reporting s—esiimated
114 even:j oY itw
40 remain unchanged. A survey ofAtelephone notifications made to the NRC

= $45,625

Operations Center during January 1983 shewed \1.¢|ch Hhe ‘Lv) uwm7 verdljis

l\(hr:d‘ wh.c
95 '3 g reports by mc-t.oks would still be reported under the revised §50.72.

weré L
67 A reportsAwouM not be required by the revised §50.72.
were | i cansees
11 A courtesy calls and other calls made by :-eae-%e:-s butAnot reqmred by
§50.72.
werl

6 Acourtesy calls and other calls requesting assistance regarding events

not related to power reactors.

179 - total event-oriented calls.

vnder the vevised 85072 Yhove woold Le an

7
This suggests thatkpproxmately 41% ( 92 67) reduction in the number of
+

reports.mﬁcﬁ-@d@— However, a srnall countervailing increase in
Sveh,

reportmg could be expected from ewel new reporting cr1tenaAas "loss of emergency




assessment or communications capability" (50.72 (b)(1)(v)) and "news release
or notification to other government agencies" (50.72(b)(2)(viii)).

Public

Improvements to the immediate notification requirements would provide
increased ;onfidence that the health and safety of the public would belprotected
during 2 radiological emergency because the State and local governments would
be better informed.

Decision on the Action

Since the final rule reflects many of public comments, and should improve

the public health and safety, the final rule changes should be published in the

Federal Register tn become effective within 60 days of the date of publication.

SPECIFICATION OF CRITERIA

€,
ALs-found Lhe=rertSET S0 T 72t e —an S FRPEQNE S
MAn1 Hu ¥, Sions ' |
AN s adopted for promulgation in the final rule reflect memy (oMmmeny,
.H" wnores )”;( '/-D YUH»C&}:J’\ 04 )I.l Qroy,fe ) th h)}
changes recommended byjpublic ) \

The revised 50.72 should be a substantial improvement in terms of:
Clarity

The final rule clearly and explicitly includes reporting criteria for
events that were previously described by examples in NUREG-0654.
Order

The order of the criteria in the f1n+lurqze has cranged from that in the

Thrivh aM rile nere
proposed rule. _Ggl-reorqamzat*onnhe cr1ter1y, improvements .ua)ﬂbomade prs
|

\N.'_l{ A1 45 ney)
’Fons1stencyAmﬂuuimﬂs1m11ar criteria 1n»10 CFR 50.73.




~1he final-rmrie—incorporetesmany-of the—same—types—of-reporting eriteria
wsed—4tm—10 CFR-56-73+

Report timing
The ¥, vl

lSCWYce.!
A+hem to notify the NRC "as soon as possible and in 211 cases within one hour

‘rec’ VV’( {or Lﬂ.rS

YV!C ) ‘.
a provision that reguires

of the occurrence.” In addition, the final -ule incorporates a provision for

reporting some occurrences within 4 hours instead of 1 hour. This is permitted
because occurrences satisfying some of the criteria reflect less sgrigus or less
immediate safety significance The 1 hour reports are covered by..Seem (b)(1)

S$s0.72. )
@f the final ru19 and the 4 hour reports are covered by -Sectfom (b)(2),6f the
/ S——

final rule.f"‘r
CEimat varey

FINAL DECISION

Or

% ¥ lBased on the comments received on the proposed rule, and hts own assessment
v

Z e Cove w . S5iom
of th Aimpact of this rule, the sta$ff has concluded that @(revised 10 CFR

Wlla
50 72'w1mnot place an unacceptable burde‘" on (he; licensees, (2) Ahave
A wh) .
significant safet‘y benefits for the public, (B)AreduceAreportmg hurden on
amd

licensees, }\(4 1ncrease the effectiveness of the-Immediate Notification System.

CWwn (5T 0r ra/
Therefore, the<staff concludes tha_tm-le-.-u rule should be promulgated.




Document Name:

NRC COMM--REG ANALYSIS

Requestor's ID:
MICHELLE
Author's Name:
E WEISS

Document Comments:

REGULATORY ANALYSIS






