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November 3, 1999 

MEMORANDUM TO: John A. Grobe, Director 
Division of Reactor Safety 
Region III 

FROM: Suzanne C. Black, Deputy Director D7 
Division of Licensing Project Management-' 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

SUBJECT: CLOSEOUT OF TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENT 99-001, REQUEST FOR EVALUATION OF THE PALISADES PLANT EMERGENCY PLAN SHIFT STAFFING COMMITMENTS (TAC NO. MA4729) 

INTRODUCTION: 

The Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) staff has reviewed your request for technical assistance, dated January 26, 1999, pertaining to the adequacy of emergency plan shift staffing at Palisades. Specifically, Region III sought to determine if the licensee's emergency plan shift staffing commitments are in compliance with NRC regulations and consistent with regulatory guidance. Your request stated that the plant staffing and augmentation guidelines table in the Palisades Site Emergency Plan contained significant inconsistencies from the regulatory guidance in NUREG-0654, FEMA-REP-1, "Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants." Table B-1 of NUREG-0654 provides guidance for meeting the regulatory requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(2).  

EVALUATION AND CONCLUSION: 

In response to your request, the NRR technical staff performed a review of the emergency plan shift staffing issue at Palisades. We reviewed the background information provided by Region III regarding current shift staffing commitments in the Palisades Emergency Plan. We also reviewed the licensee's basis and justification for their current emergency shift staffing commitments. Based on our review, we believe that this issue needs to be evaluated on a generic basis.  

In evaluating the specific issues in this situation, we reviewed the current guidance on shift staffing, found in either Table B-1 of NUREG-0654 or Table 2 of NUREG-0737, Supplement 1.  We also had preliminary discussions with various NRR staff who are involved with the review of chemistry, electrical and mechanical maintenance, instrument and control, and radiation protection. The subject of shift staffing was also discussed in a recent regional counterpart meeting, which included representatives from the nuclear industry.  
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The current guidance on shift staffing for emergencies, described in the above-mentioned references, was developed as the result of the accident at Three Mile Island nearly twenty years ago. Since that time, many changes have occurred. The industry has matured, lessons have been learned, communications have continued to improve, training has increased, and technology has made great advances. Several years ago, NRC revised the generic source term that impacts accident sequences, quantities of radioactive material released, and the timing of the releases. Programs and procedures have been developed that provide timely and reliable means to determine plant status using less manpower and less radiation exposure to workers. New equipment, monitoring instruments, and use of computers have also impacted the way these facilities operate. Due to these factors, shift staffing in accordance with the existing guidance may not be necessary to ensure compliance with 10 CFR 50.47(b)(2).  
We have seen many licensees challenge the current guidance on emergency shift staffing in the last few years. This is driven by industry attempts to reduce operating costs and remain competitive in a deregulated environment. Using the 10 CFR 50.54(q) mechanism, licensees have argued, with mixed results, that they can make changes without decreasing the efficiency of their emergency plans. The licensees have challenged the level and makeup of on-shift personnel, the scheduling and makeup of supplemental staff, and the training requirements for emergency and support personnel.  

For these reasons, we believe this is the appropriate time to evaluate the issue of emergency shift staffing on a generic basis. We believe that with a thorough review, we may be able to reduce the regulatory burden on licensees while continuing to ensure viable emergency plans and maintaining public confidence. As noted above, shift staffing in accordance with the existing guidance may not be necessary to ensure regulatory compliance. Pending completion of the generic review, we believe the licensee's shift staffing commitments do not present an immediate safety concern requiring resolution. The generic review of emergency plan shift staffing will be evaluated under TAC No. MA6893. Gary Shear of your staff has been informed of this approach and is in agreement. This completes NRR action on TAC No. MA4729.  
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The current guidance on shift staffing for emergencies, described in the above-mentioned references, was developed as the result of the accident at Three Mile Island nearly twenty years ago. Since that time, many changes have occurred. The industry has matured, lessons have been learned, communications have continued to improve, training has increased, and technology has made great advances. Several years ago, NRC revised the generic source term that impacts accident sequences, quantities of radioactive material released, and the timing of the releases. Programs and procedures have been developed that provide timely and reliable means to determine plant status using less manpower and less radiation exposure to workers. New equipment, monitoring instruments, and use of computers have also impacted the way these facilities operate. Due to these factors, shift staffing in accordance with the existing guidance may not be necessary to ensure compliance with 10 CFR 50.47(b)(2).  
We have seen many licensees challenge the current guidance on emergency shift staffing in the last few years. This is driven by industry attempts to reduce operating costs and remain competitive in a deregulated environment. Using the 10 CFR 50.54(q) mechanism, licensees have argued, with mixed results, that they can make changes without decreasing the efficiency of their emergency plans. The licensees have challenged the level and makeup of on-shift personnel, the scheduling and makeup of supplemental staff, and the training requirements for emergency and support personnel.  

For these reasons, we believe this is the appropriate time to evaluate the issue of emergency shift staffing on a generic basis. We believe that with a thorough review, we may be able to reduce the regulatory burden on licensees while continuing to ensure viable emergency plans and maintaining public confidence. As noted above, shift staffing in accordance with the existing guidance may not be necessary to ensure regulatory compliance. Pending completion of the generic review, we believe the licensee's shift staffing commitments do not present an immediate safety concern requiring resolution. The generic review of emergency plan shift staffing will be evaluated under TAC No. MA6893. Gary Shear of your staff has been informed of this approach and is in agreement. This completes NRR action on TAC No. MA4729.  
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The current guidance on shift staffing for emergencies, described in the above-mentioned 
references, was developed as the result of the accident at Three Mile Island nearly twenty years 
ago. Since that time, many changes have occurred. The industry has matured, lessons have 
been learned, communications have continued to improve, training has increased, and 
technology has made great advances. Several years ago, NRC revised the generic source 
term that impacts accident sequences, quantities of radioactive material released, and the 
timing of the releases. Programs and procedures have been developed that provide timely and 
reliable means to determine plant status using less manpower and less radiation exposure to 
workers. New equipment, monitoring instruments, and use of computers have also impacted 
the way these facilities operate. Due to these factors, shift staffing in accordance with the 
existing guidance may not be necessary to ensure compliance with 10 CFR 50.47(b)(2).  

We have seen many licensees challenge the current guidance on emergency shift staffing in 
the last few years. This is driven by industry attempts to reduce operating costs and remain 
competitive in a deregulated environment. Using the 10 CFR 50.54(q) mechanism, licensees 
have argued, with mixed results, that they can make changes without decreasing the efficiency 
of their emergency plans. The licensees have challenged the level and makeup of on-shift 
personnel, the scheduling and makeup of supplemental staff, and the training requirements for 
emergency and support personnel.  

For these reasons, we believe this is the appropriate time to evaluate the issue of emergency 
shift staffing on a generic basis. We believe that with a thorough review, we may be able to 
reduce the regulatory burden on licensees while continuing to ensure viable emergency plans 
and maintaining public confidence. As noted above, shift staffing in accordance with the 
existing guidance may not be necessary to ensure regulatory compliance. Pending completion 
of the generic review, we believe the licensee's shift staffing commitments do not present an 
immediate safety concern requiring resolution. The generic review of emergency plan shift 
staffing will be evaluated under TAC No. MA6893. Gary Shear of your staff has been informed 
of this approach and is in agreement. This completes NRR action on TAC No. MA4729.  
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