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Senior Vice Preddent
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January 29, 1992 TELEPHONE
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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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and Publication Services
Office of Administration
Washington, D.C. 20555
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Subject: Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation
R.E. Ginna Nuclear Power Plant
Docket No. 50-244

Dear Mr. Meyer:

Enclosed are comments on draft NUREG-1022, "Event
Reporting Systems, 10CFR50.72 and 50.73". The comments are
marked, on the attached applicable pages of the draft NUREG.
The upper case numbering on the comment pages indicate the
NUREG section being addressed. A set of general comments is
also provided.

Ve ruly you

bert E. ith
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ROCHE STER GAS AND ELECTRLC CORP
NUREG 1022 DRAFT REV. 1

GENERAL COMMENTS

The following general comments are intended to represent viewpoints

reflecting a consolidation of the specific comments provided.

1. The reporting of design discrepancies during DBD efforts that
have not been evaluated for safety impact places additional
resource burdens on utilities with no demonstratable increase

in safety benefit.

2. Decreasing the "threshold" of reporting decreases the signifi-
cance of the reportability process and over time will dilute
its importance.

3. Most of data base information increase represents information
already available through other sources such as inspection
reports, SALP reports, Part 21 Reports, NPRDS, etc.

4. The NUREG guidance provided leads to some confusion and

apparent contradictions in comparison with other NRC regula-
tion in the CFR (e.g. 10CFR50.2, 10CFR50.59, 10CFR50.72 6 .73,

10CFR50.109) and other NUREGs (e.g. NUREG 1397).

5. The contents of the proposed NUREG revision strongly suggests

a change in rule without following the rule making process and

indicates a significant increase in regulation without
achieving a beneficial return.

REJ/027

...9202130020
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ROCHESTER GAS AND ELECTRIC CORP

NUREG 1022 DRAFT REV. 1 COMMENTS

COMMENTS ON PAGE 13

2 REPORTING AREAS WARRANTING SPECIAL MENTION

(1) Engineering judgement has been recognized as a necessary and
valid tool in reportability determinations since the
promulgation of the rule. These deletions and additions are
made to retain the actual original intent of the rule as
reflected in the regulation and contemporaneous guidance.

Insert-13 (insert into Page 13)

The commission recognizes that engineering judgement is a necessary
and valid approach to addressing specific issues and questions,
including those related to reportability. This may result in some
variation of interpretations, but so long as the judgement is
reasonably applied, the variation is acceptable. However, the
Commission believes licensees should carefully apply engineering
judgement in all cases, taking into account (although not required
by the rule) these considerations discussed below.
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2 REPORTING AREAS WARRANTZNG SPECZAL MEHTZON

The clear intent oi 10 CFR 50 ~ 72 and 50 ~ 73 and these guidelines
is to ensure that all potentially safety significant events are
promptly identified and evaluated for reporting to the NRC.

Experience with 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 since January 1984 haa
shown that events have not been reported as required in some
instances {i.e., under reported). Under reporting by licensees
is of particular concern for plant-specific events warranting NRC
prompt response. Under reporting by licensees ia also of concern
because of the reduced likelihood of the industry or NRC
identifying and feeding back appropriate lessons of experience.

In other instances, events were reported that were not required
and had no apparent safety significance (i.o., over reported).
Over reporting carries no similar risk but represents an
unnecessary expenditure of NRC and licensee resources. Proper
reporting is needed to improve the quality of operational
response and analysis, facilitate identification of precursor
events and generic issues, enhance statistical trends and
patterns studies, and improve the value of performance indicators
to monitor nuclear power plant performance.

This section provides guidelines to improve reporting that apply
to both 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 unlesa specifically noted.

2.1

The safety significance of many deficient conditions and events
is self-evident and their reportability is readily determined.
However, the safety significance of other conditions and events
may not be readily apparent and may require investigation and
evaluation. Engineering )udgment and experience should be used
in these instances to determine the safety significance end
reportability on the basis of evolving, available evidence
related to the condition or event.

The Statementa of Consideration for the two rules stated that
engineerin )udgment may bo used to decide if an event is
reportah e.

(i)

13 Draft NUREQ-1022, Rev. 1
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ROCHESTER GAS AND ELECTRIC CORP.

NUREG 1022 DRAFT REV. 1 COMMENTS

COMMENTS ON PAGE 14

2 REPORTING AREAS WARRANTING SPECIAL MENTION

(1) see comments page 13

~2 The second item which the concept of engineering judgement is to include
(per the draft NUREG) indicates that licensees should report based upon
the implications of an event for another plant. Generic implications for
other plants cannot be assessed by each licensee.



i formation on operational occurrences and problems rmit the
an sis and necessary trending, and with resol n to identify
safet nificant problems. Implicit in rules was the
assumption at licensees would'ithout eservation
conservatively ort applicabla.dailures and problems and would
report, even if a qiX iony~eportability existed, whenever
plant safety is involve

Another assumptie'n was that the inter tion and implementation.
of the tenn.~engineering )udgment" would be ably
consistent. This assumption was based on a concept
e hieering )udgment that would include th f 11 ing.

~ A person, or persons, whose education, training, and
experience include the range and depth necessary to properly
evaluate the applicable factors involved, including design
bases, operational, and maintenance factors. Factors should
be considered such as (1) dynamic response of accidents and
off-normal conditions defined in the latest plant safety
analysis report (i.e., final safety analysis report (FSAR)
or updated safety analysis report (USAR)), (2) possible
cumulative effect of'issed or inadequate maintenance, and
(3) effects of aging degradation. The evaluation should
bound the failure or problem f'r which the )udgment is made.

~ An appropriate logic that includes applicable root-cause
determinations and considers the generic aspects ~~ (~)of the failure
or problem, regardless of operational mode.

~ Either a documented engineering analysis or a )udgment by a
technically qualified individual depending on the
complexity, seriousness,. and nature of the event or
condition. A documented engineering analysis is not a
requirement as a basis for an engineering )udgment for all
events or conditions, but it would be appropriate for
particularly complex situations requiring indepth analysis.
In addition, although not required by the rule, it is
consistent with good management controls to maintain a
written record of the engineering )udgment, including name,
position, approvals of personnel involved, and basis

of'he'udgment.Consideration also needs to be given to
applicable requirements such as 10 CFR Pa& 50, Appendix B;
plant technical specifications; and the latest plant safety
analysis report.

Resident inspectors should be familiar with this concept of
engineering )udgment. If there is a difference of opinion
between a licensee and a resident inspector, the matter should be
resolved through the appropriate regional office.

Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1 14
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ROCHESTER GAS MD ELECTRIC CORP.

NUREG 1022 DRAFT REV. 1 COMMENTS

COMMENTS ON PAGE 15

2 REPORTING AREAS WARRANTING SPECIAL MENTION

(3) This is supported by the use of "or" in the third paragraph of
this section.

(4) The NRC has recognized that licensee and. NRC resources are
required for each 10CFR50.72 and 50.73 report and that at
times the number of LERs are used inappropriately to judge
licensee performance. Reporting via a revision to an LER
appropriately classifies similar events together and minimizes
the resources expended while maintaining conservative
reporting.

Additionally, NUREG-1022, Revision 0, Supplement 1, Question
14.13 indicated that a supplement is appropriate when an
activity extends beyond the 30 days of the discovery of thefirst reportable failure. The guidance of the draft of
NUREG-1022, Revision 1, can be construed as conflicting with
Supplement 1 and as placing a new resource burden on
licensees. The changes suggested would eliminate such
confusion.
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2.2

The present tense was used in 10 CFR 50.72 because the event or
condition generally would be ongoing at the time of reporting,
The past tense was used in 10 CFR 50.73 because the event or
condition normally would be past when an LER was written.
This difference creates some confusion over the reportability
under 10 CFR 50.72 of events not related to an ongoing event or
discovered as the result of an event review. In other cases,
questions are raised regarding the need for a 10 CFR 50.73
report. Where the tense is relevant to reportability, it is
addressed in the specific criterion in Section 3 of this report.
2.3

More than one failure or event may be reported in single ENS
notification or LER if (1) the tailures or events are related
(have the same general cause or conseguences) (2) they 3
occurred during a single activity (e.g., test program) over a
reasonably short time (within the ENS reporting time limit f'r
ENS reports, or within the first 30 days of discovery of thefirst reportable event for LER reporting}.
Generally, LERs are intended,to address specific events and plant
conditions. Thus, unrelated events or conditions should not be
reported in one LER. Also, an LER revision should not be used to
report subsequent failures of the same or like components~~w-

i,l+
D.t.h«tf \ C.~.
Unrelated failures or events should be reported as separate ENS
notifications to be given unique ENS numbers by the NRC.
However, multiple ENS notifications may be addressed in a single
telephone call.
2 '

Many licensees are currently performing extensive design-bases
engineering review programs, safety system functional inspections
(SSFIs}, and other design-bases review initiatives. Guidelines
for reporting of'eficiencies identified by such initiatives are
given below to ensure appropriate reporting thresholds.
Reporting of the deficiencies is needod for NRC oversight
activities, including the assessment of generic applicability to
other nuclear power plants.
NUREG-1397, "An Assessment of Design Control Practices and Design
Reconstitution Programs in the Nuclear Power Industry," February

15 Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1



ROCHESTER GAS AND ELECTRIC CORP.

NUREG 1022 DRAFT REV. 1 COMMENTS

COMMENTS ON PAGE 16

2 REPORTING AREAS WARRANTING SPECIAL MENTION

(5) This issue is addressed by the last paragraph on Page 21 of this draft
NUREG, and therefore it is not necessary to include it here.

In addition, each discrepancy should be evaluated against all of the
reporting criteria. Therefore, it is inappropriate at this point to
identify specific sections of the rule as applicable.

(6) This clarification provides consistency with the first sentence of the
paragraph introducing the examples ("The discovery date for deficiences
identified in a design review is the time when it is determined that a
condition exists that is reportable.").
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1991, Section 4.3.2, notes that the reporting requirements
specified in 10 CFR 50,9, 50.72, and 50.73 apply equally to
discrepancies discovered during design document reconstitution
(DDR) programs, design-bases documentation reviews (DBDRs), and
similar engineering reviews.

NUREG-1397 further states that there is no basis for treating
discrepancies discovered during such reviews differently from any
other reportable item. Licensees should handle reporting
suspected but unsubstantiated discrepancies discovered during
such a review program in the same manner as other potentially
reportable items. Therefore, the identification or determination
of a reportable condition could require both an immediate
notification (1-hour or 4-hour report, as applicable) and a 30-
day written report. Reportability judgments for each potentially
reportable item of such reviews should be made in a timeframe
that is commensurate with the possible safety significance of the
item (i.e., rapidly for design concerns having potentially high
safety significance). To accomplish this goal, licensees should
establish priorities and resources as necessary.

Re an unacceptable cond tion when t s d i g
a design re ~required as speci 0 CFR 50.72 or
50.73. The applicab of 10 CFR 50.72 are
(b) (1) (ii) (A), (B),, and ii). 'The applicable
paragraphs of 50.73 are (a)(2)( (2) (ii)(A) (B)
(C); (a) (A), (B), (C); (a) (2)(vi); and (a) A) I (B) I
(C

The discovery date for deficiencies identified in a design review
is the time when it is determined that a condition exists that is
reportable. If the design review corrects a deficiency, that
does not preclude reporting the condition. Two examples for
determining appropriate discovery dates are given below.

~ A licensee performed a design review of emergency diesel
generator (EDG) loading and determined that the quantity of
diesel fuel specified in its plant technical specifications is
inadequate for the required time of EDG operation. Discovery
occurs at the time that the inadequate condition is
determined.,

~ A plant design review showed that numerous modifications had
been made to conduit supports for safety equipment. The plant
procedure required verification of adequate hanger capacity by
reviewing the original calculations but did not require
updating the original calculations f'r each modification. As
a result, each modification added loads to the original
calculations without regard to previous modifications. The
review showed that one or more hangers were overloaded.
Discovery occurs when the

Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1 16 ~cR~lnoll ok I"c.p~f 44.4l t,$ f
v 4 chal r > ~ p ok W 0 g r i t'g p i c
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ROCHESTER GAS AND ELECTRIC CORP.

NUREG 1022 DRAFT REV. 1 COMMENTS

COMMENTS ON PAGE 17

2 REPORTING AREAS WARRANTING SPECIAL MENTION

(7) The NRC has recognized that licensee and NRC resources are required
for each 10CFR50.72 and 50.73 report and that at times the number of
LERs are used inappropriately to judge licensee performance.
Reporting via a revision to an LER appropriately classifies similar
events together and minimizes the resources expended while
maintaining conservative reporting.

Additionally, NUREG-1022, Revision 0, Supplement 1, question 14.13
indicated that a supplement is appropriate when an activity extends
beyond the 30 days of the discovery of the first reportable failure.
The guidance of the draft of NUREG-1022, Revision 1, can be
construed as conflicting with Supplement I and as placing a new
resource burden on licensees. The changes suggested would eliminate
such confusion.

These changes make the sentence consistent with the Statements of
Consideration for 10CFR50.9.

The threat of enforcement is inappropriate. The last line of the
paragraph should be deleted. Enforcement action is, of course,
appropriate and possible whenever code requirements are not met.

(10) This issue is more appropriately addressed under the paragraphs of
the rule discussed in Sections 3.3 ' and 3.3.4 of the draft NUREG.
All of the other subjects addressed in Section 2 of the draft NUREG

deal with the overall event reporting process, and deletion of
Section 2.7 is consistent with that intent.

Should the staff decide not to delete Section 2.7, it is recommended
that it be rewritten as shown in Insert-17.

This section, as currently written, does not clearly address

50 '3(a)(2)(vi). However multiple independent failures do need to
be evaluated with respect to the Technical Specification
requirements to determine if a condition prohibited by Tech Specs
exists (or existed) or a common cause is detrimental.



ROCHESTER GAS AND ELECTRIC CORP.

NUREG 1022 DRAFT REV. 1 COMMENTS

Insert-17 (insert into Page 17)

Multiple component failures may or may not be reportable. An assessment of
multiple component failures should examine the root cause of failures as well as
the effect and scope of the failures (i.e., failure rate). If the root cause
assessment reveals a potential common cause mechanism, the failures would need
to be evaluated for reportability under 50.73(a)(2)(vii) or any other applicable
criteria.

In addition to looking for potential common cause, whenever assessing multiple
component failures, licensees must evaluate the aggregate effects of independent
individual failures. Although independent failures may not be reportable on an
individual basis, when multiple failures occur their impact on systems should be
evaluated for potential reportability under the applicable criteria.

Finally, the assessment of potential safety significance of the multiple failures
should include an assessment of the failure rate. For example, if separate relay
failures occurred over several months in different logic systems, yet the failure
rate overall is consistent with industry reported failure rates, it could be
concluded that no further investigation is warranted nor are the failures
reportable under the common cause/common mode criterion. However, should the
experienced failure rate exceed the industry average, further assessment of root
cause and effect should be conducted as noted above to determine if a reportable
condition exists.
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criteria noted above. The ENS no ification is to include what
is known at that time. The folio ing LER may include similar
overloaded hangers that are found (+ I

The provisions of 10 CFR 50.9 should not be used to report
information that is required to be reported under 10 CFR 50.72 or
50.73.

2.5

The stated intent for 10 CFR 50.9(a) is that information provided
to the Commission by a licensee be complete and accurate in all
material respects. Sections 50.72 and 50.73 have provisions for
updating and revising reports that should bo used to correct
material incompleteness or inaccuracies that are discovered. For
example, submittal of a revised LER is appropriate to correct any
previously submitted inaccuracies of a material nature.

san <CD
The stated intent for 10 CFR 50.9(b) is that'. any licensee
information with significant health safety, common defense, or
security implications is to be rep ted to the NRC
notwithstanding the absence of a s ecific reporting requirement.
The Statements of Consideration f 10 CFR 50.9 refer to such
licensee information as "residual information" that could efdeea- (~)yp*htf t ~
the LER format to give the information broad consideration, as
discussed in Section 5.1.5 of this report.

2e6

Some licensees erroneously believed that if a reportable event or
condition had been discussed with the resident inspector or other
NRC staff, there was no need to report under 10 CFR 50.72 and
50.73 because the NRC was aware of the'situation. Some licensees
also expressed a similar understanding for cases in which the NRC
staff identified a reportable event or condition to the licensee
via inspection or assessment activities. Such means do not
satisfy the event reporting rules. The requirement is to report
to the ENS and LER systems events or conditions meeting the
criteria stated in the rules so that the events or conditions can
receive structured NRC reviews set up for that purpose and they
can be collected, stored, and retrieved aa operating. experience
information.

2 'I>Sort
1'7 ~ (~ )

(<()

17 Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1



ROCHESTER GAS MD ELECTRIC CORP.

NUREG 1022 DRAFT DRAFT REV. 1 COMMENTS

COMMENTS ON PAGE 18

2 REPORTING AREAS WARRANTING SPECIAL MENTION

(10) See Comment (10) of Page 17.

(11) See Comment (11) of Page 17.



Information Notice (IN) 85-27 ("Notifications to the NRC
Qerations Center and Reporting Events in Licensee Event
Reports" ) regarding the reportahility of multiple events i
accordance with SS50.72(h)(2)(iii), 50.73(a)(2)(i)(p),
50.73(a) (2) (v), and 50.73(a) (2) (vii) .

lN 85 27.,described multiple failures of a reactor pr ection
system during control, rod insertion testing of a re tor at
power. One, of the control rods stuck. Subsequent testing
identif'ied 3iadditional rods that would not inse (scram) into
the core and ll control rods that had an initiaJ hesitation
before insertion. The licensee considered eac}f failure as a
single random fa3.lure; thus each was determinhd not to be
reportable. Subsequent assessments indicated that the instrumentair system, which was, to be oil-free, wasgontamlnated with oilthat was causing the scram solenoid valves to fail. While thefailure of a single rod'to insert may no't cause a reasonable
doubt that other rods would fail to insert, the failure of'ore
than one rod,does cause a reasonable/doubt that other rods could
be affected, thus affecting +e salty function of'he rods.
A single component failure in a afety system is reportable if itis determined that the failure mechanism could reasonably be
expected to occur in one or more redundant components and thereby
prevent fulfillment of the s stem's ~fety function.
Some licensees have misinterpreted the eporting requirements and
considered multiple failures of similar components (in which each
component was inoperable during the requiiwd surveillance,
testing) as a series of individual events. iThey improperly
reasoned that each ixidividual component failure, in itself, was
not reportable. Tpe proper interpretation is 4o assume that such
multiple failures/or inoperahilities concurrently existed
(particularly because of'he short interval between each test)
and are therefoie reportable.
Another example or an improper determination of repo tablllty
involved ~ sequential testing of main steam safety ives. Of
the 20 salty relief valves tested, 17 were out of'ol ance (13with set ~inta above the technical specification limit nd 4
below the limit) ~ Individual valves were out of specifi tion by
as much as 4 percent. The licensee initially did not rep t this
cond ion because it believed the valves could fulfillthe
saf' function because no safety relief valve set pressure
exceeded 1397 psia (110 percent of the system design pressur
He@ever, the licensee determined a common-mode f'ailure meehan em

as the cause for most of'he failures; therefore, the condition
was reportable.

(i)
( <()

Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1 18



ROCHESTER GAS AND ELECTRIC CORP.

NUREG 1022 DRAFT REV. 1 COMMENTS

COMMENTS ON PAGE 19

2 REPORTING AREAS WARRANTING SPECIAL MENTION

~12

(>3)

The use of intention of the rule to report generic or precursor
events as voluntary LERs stretches the bounds of the rule.

This paragraph is judgemental and as such it is inappropriate to
include it in a guidance document.
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2.8

Human performance often, beneficially or detrimentally,
influences the outcome of nuclear power plant events.
Detrimental personnel errors may be caused by inadequate
procedures, training, verbal communications, human engineering,
quality control management, or supervision.

A specific description of the causes and effects of human
performance as they relate to an event are to be included in the
LER pursuant to S50.73(h)(2). Based on recent NRC site visits to
better understand operator response to plant events, it vas found
that significant human performance information vas knovn to the
licensees; hovever, the licensees had not generally included the
information in the submitted LERs. While complete human
performance information may not he available at the time of an
ENS notification, the NRC is interested in any known human
performance issues related to the event.

In the LER, and vhere possible in the ENS notification, the
intent is to include a substantive description of relevant human
performance information and root causes. Typical examples of
human performance problems as they relate to the event or root
cause are given in Section 5.2.1(2) of this report.
2.9 V

The Statements of Consideration for 10 CFR 50.73 specifically
address the use of voluntary LERs. Licensees are permitted and
encouraged to report any event or condition that does not meet
the criteria contained in S50.73(a) if the licensee believes that
the event or condition might be of safety significance or of
generic interest or concern.

(ia)

Voluntary reyorting of'ERs is
further discussed in Section 5.1.5 of this report. In addition,
voluntary reporting is encouraged under 10 CFR 50.72, as
discussed in Section 4.2.3 of'his report.
ovever, the NRC staff considered many of the volun eports

subm~z R.in 1990 to be required under 10 C . 2 and 50.73.
These inclucted-a manual reactor scr actuations, technical
specifications reqh'ir~shutdo , analyzed plant conditions,
large spills, and common failures. Submittals of such
improperly 'classif S notif s or LERs in lieu of
equired repo o not meet 10 CFR 50.72 73. Licensees
re expe to properly classify and report events -accordanc
ith ese rules.

(i~)

19 Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1





ROCHESTER GAS AND ELECTRIC CORP.

NUREG 1022 DRAFT REV. 1 COMMENTS

COMMENTS ON PAGE 20

2 REPORTING AREAS WARRANTING SPECIAL MENTION

( 14) If an event is found to not be reportable after notification, it
is to the best interest of the licensee to retract or cancel the
report. As discussed in this section, the NRC maintains the data
on file so the data can be evaluated. Since no evaluation data is
lost by cancellation/ retraction, the decision on how to deal with
nonreportable events subsequent to reporting should be left to the
judgement of the licensee.

(15) A section on time clocks associated with reporting should be
inserted at the appropriate point in Section 2 of the *NUREG.

Guidance associated with the "Time Limit for Reporting" was
previously provided by answers to 14 questions in NUREG-1022
Supplement 1, Section 14.0 ~ A corresponding section does not
exist in the draft NUREG. However, with the exception of
questions 14.6-14.9, the guidance provided by Section 14 of
Supplement 1 is scattered throughout the draft Revision 1 ~

Questions 14.6-14 ' referred to problems associated with changing
to the new LER format in 1984 and do not need to be incorporated.
Although not specifically addressed, question 14.9 is well
understood by the industry and therefore need not be included in
Revision 1.

The suggested addition to Section 2 is appropriate because it
provides guidelines to improve reporting that apply to both
10CFR50.72 and 50.73. It was developed using the four "applicable
dates" defined in response to question 14.5 of Supplement 1 and
guidance provided in NUREG-1397. Three new definitions (Event,
Discovery, and Reportability Time) have been added to assist in
applying the time references to 10CFR50.72(a) and (b)
requirements. In addition, by requiring the time clocks to begin
upon determination/confirmation of the reportable condition, the
guidance will be properly aligned with NUREG-1397, which states:

". ~ .while it may be prudent for licensees to informally apprise
the NRC of potentially reportable items of high safety
significance, formal, reporting is not required by the existing
regulations until the determination is made by the licensee."

By requiring the reporting time clock to begin upon determination/
confirmation by the licensee, an accurate and valid reportability
determination will be ensured. This will place the emphasis on
evaluating the event/condition and determining appropriate actions
to ensure nuclear safety rather than redirecting licensee
resources to determine if a "reasonable belief" exists that a
10CFR50.72 or 50.73 report is required. "Reasonable belief"
(reference last paragraph, Page 42 of draft Revision 1) is an
ambiguous term which will promote inconsistencies in reporting
throughout the industry.





ROCHESTER GAS AND ELECTRIC CORP.

NUREG 1022 DRAFT REV. 1 COMMENTS

insert,-20 (insert into Section 2)
2.x Time Clocks Associated With Re ortin

2.x.1 Defini'tions
Event Date: The day on which the event actually occurred.
Event Time: The time at which the event actually occurred.

Discover Date: (1) The day on which it is recognized that an event occurred;
or (2) The day on which documentation first identifying an undesirable
condition is completed.

Discover Time: (1) The time at which it is recognized that an event occurred;
or (2) The time at which documentation first identifying an undesirable
condition is completed.

Re ortabilit Date: The day on which the licensee determines that the event/
condition is reportable (starts the 50.73 clock).

Re ortabilit Time: The time at which -the licensee determines that the event/
~

~

~condition is reportable (starts the 50.72 time clock).

2.x.2 Timeliness of Reporting

The 50 '2 and 50.73 reportability time clocks begin when the existence of a
reportable event or condition is determined/confirmed by the licensee. In
many cases, the 'event date/time will be the same as the reportability
date/time. In a few cases, however, the event, discovery and reportability
date/time will be different. The time clock begins when the licensee confirms
that a reportable event or condition exists (i.e., reportability date/time).

Additional clarification associated with time clocks can be found in the
following sections: 2.4, 3.1.1, 3.2.4, 3.2.5, 3.2.8, 3.3.3, 3.3.7, 3.4.1,
4.2.1, 4.3.2, 5.1.1, 5.1.6, 5.2.1, and 5.2.4.



2 '0
Licensees have expressed concerns about, the counting of event
reports, both ENS notifications and LERs. The NRC staff has
indicated that its interest is in evaluating the reported
information, not in counting the number of'vents reported.
while event reports may be formally withdrawn, the staff has
often found the information reported useful and has maintained
the information on file with the withdrawal notation. Licensees
are encouraged to convert each report to a voluntary report
rather than a retraction or cancellation.

(i<)

Zf a licensee so chooses, an ENS notification can be retracted
and an LER can be canceled using the same procedure by which theinitial report was made. The retractions and cancellations are
further discussed in Section 4 for ENS notifications and Section
5 for LERs. Sound, logical bases for the withdrawal or
conversion to a voluntary report are to be communicated with the
request. Such actions receive staff review.

T&5Q(Q (~5)
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 25

3.1.1 10 CFR50.72 Immediate Notification Requirements for
Operating Nuclear Reactors

(1) 50.73(a)(2)(x) refers to internal threats; the example
pertains to an offsite release.





declared and an ENS notification was made. Forty-five
minutes after the warning, a tornado touched down inside the
protected area. Three minutes after the tornado touched
down, it had passed through, and ENS update calls were made.
Unit 1 operation was not affected. There was some external
site damage and one person received minor injuries. A
radwaste duct and several trailers were damaged, and the
security fence was knocked down. No safety systems were
affected and offsite power was maintained during the event.

An ENS notification is required immediately after
notification of State and local government agencies because
an Unusual Event was declared. The update ENS calla are
required by S50.72(c)(l)(i) because the tornado touched down
on site causing a worsening of conditions, by
S50.72(c)(2)(i) to report assessments of plant conditions,
and by 550.72(c)(1)(iii) to report termination of the
declared emergency. An LER is required under
550.73(a)(2)(iii) because an actual threat was posed to the
plant.
Offsite Chlorine Gas Release

Licensee personnel removed a hose attached to a chlorine
bottle from a sewage treatment facility adjacent to the
plant site. A chlorine release occurred because the bottle
valve was not fully closed. Several of the plant's
administrati've buildings were evacuated and three
individuals were taken to an area hospital for chlorine gas
inhalation. The licensee declared an Unusual Event within
15 minutes and made an ENS notification within 27 minutes of
the release.

The licensee made an update ENS notification within 5
minutes of terminating the Unusual Event, after the chlorine
release was stopped and cleanup efforts were under way. The
licensee made a final update ENS notification after the
three individuals transported to the hospital had been
released.

An ENS notification is required immediately after
notification of State and local government agencies because
the licensee declared an Unusual Event. The termination of
the Unusual Event is immediately reportable under
550.72(c)(1)(iii). The update on the condition of the
hospitalized individuals was a voluntary report to close the
notification event report. This report provided human
interest information that would be useful to the NRC public
affairs officer if contacted by local or national news
media. (i)

25 Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1
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3.1.1

COMMENTS ON PAGE 26

10 CFR50.72 Immediate Notification Requirements for
Operating Nuclear Reactors

(2) The example would be more useful in Section 3.2.8.



0



(a)
(3) Freon Release in Vital Area

During modification work on the control room habitability
systems an in-service line was inadvertently cut, releasing
55 lba of Freon 22 into the heating and ventilation
equipment room. This room was immediately evacuated. Thecontrol room was not significantly affected by the release.
No offsite consequences were expected. No personnelin)uries occurred and all personnel were accounted for.
Believing this equipment room was in the protected arearather than in the vital area, the licensee declared an
Unusual Event 20 minutes into the event. An ENSnotification was made 46 minutes into the event.
The licensee determined that the heating and ventilation
equipment room was considered a "vital area" andreclassified the emergency as an Alert 54 minutes into the
event, activated the technical support center (TSC) 84
minutes into the event, notified the NRC Operations Center
88 minutes into the event, and maintained a continuous
communication channel thereafter. By this time, all the gas
had leaked out of the cut line and the licensee was
attempting to verify area habitability with gas sampling.
The emergency was terminated 91 minutes into the event after
Freon and oxygen levels were found to be acceptable. The
NRC was informed 106 minutes into the event.

(4)

An ENS notification is required immediately afternotification of'tate and local government agencies because
a declaration of an emergency (Unusual Event) was made. The
change in emergency classification was immediately
reportable under 550.72(c)(1)(ii) . During emergenci'es that
are classified as Alert or higher, the licensee will be
required to immediately maintain a continuous communication
channel with the NRC Operations Center per 550.72(c)(3) to
enable the NRC to monitor the event and take appropriateactions. The termination of the Alert is immediately
reportable under 550.72(c)(1)(iii) . An LER is required
under S50.73(a)(2)(x).
Anticipated Flooding

The licensee declared an Unusual Event because of pro)ectedflooding of a nonvital intake structure, when the riverlevel, which was then at 100 feet within its banks, was
expected to crest at 120 feet. Although the plant'snonvital intake structure, at 112 feet, is designed for
water levels of 127 feet and plant operation was not
expected to be affected, the licensee informed State andlocal authorities and made an ENS notification.

Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1 26
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 32

3.2.1 Plant Shutdown Required by Technical Specifications

(1) Without appropriate analysis and discussion, such references
to other reporting criteria should be avoided. Adequate
guidance is provided throughout the document to ensure that
licensees evaluate all appropriate reporting criteria when
making reportability decisions; however, the applicability
of each criterion for a given condition must be evaluated
individually.



the situation cannot be corrected before the completion of the
shutdown or if the plant shuts down early to correct the *problem.

Initiation of a TS Required Plant Shutdown

The monitor alarmed for one of three safeguard equipment
cabinets and the cabinet was declared inoperable. Theplant's TS required that if one cabinet is out of service,
the plant must be in hot standby within 6 hours. The
licensee initiated a plant shutdown from full power and made
an ENS notification.
The licensee made an update ENS notification after the
equipment was repaired, the cabinet was declared operable,
and the power reduction was stopped before completion of the
shutdown.

An ENS notification is required because a TS required power
reduction was started. The update ENS notification is
required immediately under $ 50,72(c)(2)(ii) to report the
effectiveness of the response taken to the event. An LER is
not required because the plant did not reach hot standby or
hot shutdown.

Initiation and Completion of a TS Required Plant Shutdown

When leakage around the primary containment ventilation
exhaust dampers exceeded the maximum allowable combined
secondary bypass leakage rate, the plant TS required the
plant be in hot shutdown within 12 hours. The licensee
commenced a reactor shutdown at 10 percent per hour and made
an ENS notification within 13 minutes.

(3)

The licensee made update ENS notifications, when the plant
reached hot and cold shutdown and the technical
specification was exited.
An ENS notification is required because a plant shutdown wasinitiated as required by the plant's TS.

4lh& p
50.72(c) (2) (ii) to report the effectiveness of the response
taken to the event. An LER is required because the plant
shutdown was completed.

Shutdown Before the End of'S Time Limit
While at full reactor power, a plant's essential service
water pump discharge check valve failed its monthlysurveillance test. Because repairs could not be completed
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 33

3.2.1 Plant Shutdown Required by Technical Specifications

(2) The last sentence provides an additional example that
indicates that even though shutdown of the plant was
unavoidable, no reports are required because the time limit
was not reached. Since it is the desire of the staff that
such an event not be reported, to avoid confusion this
example should be provided, as an additional paragraph.

(3) To provide additional guidance as to the application of
these criteria, it is recommended that the paragraph shown
be added at the end of Section 3.2.1.

Insert-33 (insert into Page 33)

The above scenarios indicate that prudent judgement is required
by the plant staff in making reportability evaluations. In
general, when the shutdown, through active or passive

b ~f
1'otificationand reporting requirements become effective.

Notification and reports are not automatically required simply
because a LCO with ACTION requirements that include shutdown is
entered.



within the 72 hours allowed by TS, the reactor vas placed incold shutdown vithin 1 day and a 5-day outage for therepairs and other maintenance activities was begun.

An ENS notification is required because the repairs couldnot be made before the time plant shutdovn vas required by
TS, regardless of the decision to shut dovn early. An LERis required because the plant shutdovn vas completed. If a
scheduled outage started before the end of the TS timelimit, the above event also is reportable by ENSnotification and LER.$ If the plant shut dovn vithin 1 dayto fix the above component failure and completed it within (p)the 72 hour limit, the event is not reportable because the
shutdown vas not required by the TS.

glni'e. (< 3 3 ( ~)
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3 ~ 2. 2 Technical Specification Prohibited operation or Condition

Principal Issues

Collectively, the sections provided for clarification could be
interpreted to require reporting of plant or equipment conditions which
are actually permitted by Technical Specifications (TS) ~ In addition,
the guidance is inadequate regarding determination of reportability of
administrative TS violations.

II. Overview

The comments are intended to make the guidance consistent with the
language and intent of the regulation.

Implementation of the draft guidance would result in reporting of the
following example conditions beyond the original language and intent of
the requirements of 10CFR50.72 and 50.73:

(1) Channel checks required once per shift that. were postponed for
three hours due to plant startup or shutdown in progress, even
though the associated LCO allows indefinite operability of
associated equipment.

(2) Violation of Administrative TS. For example, Section 6 requires
several audits of unit activities and programs at intervals of at
least once per 12 months to 36 months. Any deviation from this
frequency, no matter how small or what the reason, would require
reporting.

III. Specific

COMMENTS ON PAGE 34

(1) The Discussion section of the draft NUREG is modified to provide a
one-to-one correspondence with the paragraphs of 10CFR50.36.

(2) See also Discussion Section (8). Although Fire Protection Technical
Specifications (TSs) provide different requirements at various plants, a
violation of Fire Protection TSs should be treated no differently, for
reportability purposes, than other TS violations. Accordingly, Example
6 should also be deleted.
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Insert-34a (insert into Page 34)

(1) Technical Specification Categories as Defined by 10CFR50.36

As stated in 10CFR50.36(c)(7), "Licensees ... shall submit
written reports to the Commission in accordance with
[10CFR50.73] for events described in paragraphs (c)(1) and
(c)(2) of this section." Consistent with this regulation,
the following discussion is provided for each of the five TS
categories.

Insert-34b (insert into Page 34)

As defined in 10CFR50.36(c)(2), LCOs are "the lowest functional
capability or performance levels of equipment required fox safe
operation of the facility. When a limiting condition for
operation of a nuclear reactor is not met, the licensee shall
shut down the reactor or follow any remedial action permitted by
the technical specifications until the condition can be met." It
should be noted that such "remedial action" is provided in
Standard Technical Specifications as an integral part of the LCO.



3.2.2 Technical Specification Prohibited Operation or Condition

10 CFR 50 '2
[There is no corresponding Part 50.72
requirement. However, for certain
operat'"ns or conditions prohibited
by a plant's TS, other reporting
requirements may apply, such as
50.72(b)(1)(ii) and (b) (2)(iii);
50.36(c)(1) and (2)g 20.403; and
20 '05.]

%$ 0 73 (a) (2) (i) (B)

Licensees shall report:
"Any operation or
condition prohibited by
the plant's Technical
Specifications."

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

The staff considers any operation or condition that is
prohibited'y

the plant's TS to be significant enough to warrant an LER. L ~j
gp'ive c4-the specific TS categories defined in 10 CFR 50.36(co/re

listed below. Discussion is provided for those areas where
clarification is deemed necessary. Wrov)g (c)(s)

~ ~

OtM A r VeP~rwi~q
Additio ally,guidelines are provided for reporting entry into TS
3.0.3g missed or deficient tests required by ASME Section XI
Inservice Testing (IST) and Inservice Inspection (ISI) and ~
standard technical specification (STS) 4.0.S, or equivalentPeml.

I

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

Sic ~ lOOFRSo.3> (c)(~)
~ Safety Limits and Limiting Safety System Settings

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

~
Ocfkgo. Z 4(c)(Q)

> Limiting Conditions for Operation

j.~5~ (t;-
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COMMENTS"'OMMENTS

ON PAGE 35

3.2.2 Technical Specification Prohibited operation or Condition

(1) See Comment (1) of Page 34.

(3) As written, the focus on shutdown activities implies that the intent of
this requirement is only to report missed shutdown requirements.

(4) See also Discussion Section (7), Paragraph 2; Example 2; Example 5.
Collectively, these sections could be interpreted to require reporting
of plant or equipment conditions which are actually allowed by the TS ~

Specifically, inference can be made that simply exceeding specified
surveillance intervals would, by itself, require reporting.

STS 4 '.3 states:

"Failure to perform a Surveillance Requirement within the
specified time interval shall constitute a failure to meet the
OPERABILITY requirements for a LCO

Question 2.1 in NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, establishes that reportability
under 10CFR50.73(a)(2)(i)(B) is required when a condition of a specific
LCO and its associated ACTION statement requirements are not met (re:
Draft NUREG-1022, Revision 1, Page 35, Discussion ¹3, first paragraph].

Question 2.2 in NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, establishes that exceeding the
allowable outage time (i.e., time windows) of LCO ACTION statements is
of significance and warrants a 10CFR50.73(a)(2)(i)(B) report.

Question 2 ' in NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, establishes that a condition
can be assumed to have occurred at the time of discovery, unless there
is firm evidence to believe otherwise [re: Draft NUREG-1022, Revision 1,
Page 35, Discussion ¹3, Paragraph 1].

Question 2.9 in NUREG-1022, Supplement 1, establishes that an
administrative violation of TS is reportable under 10CFR50.73 if it
results in operation prohibited by TS.

A "failure to meet OPERABILITY requirements for a LCO" is synonymous
with finding the associated LCO equipment "inoperable" ~ When LCO

equipment is determined to be inoperable, the appropriate ACTION
statements must be entered and the equipment must be returned to
OPERABLE status within the allowable outage time (AOT). If equipment is
not returned to OPERABLE status within the AOT, the event, is significant
and is reportable under 50.73(a)(2)(i)(B).

When applying the above guidance to surveillance time intervals, the
following applies:

1. When the 1 '5 surveillance time interval is exceeded, the
OPERABILITY requirements are not met.
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 35 (continued)

Entry into the ACTION statements of the applicable LCO is required.

2. The time clock of the LCO begins when the 1.25 surveillance time
interval is exceeded, not when the missed surveillance is discovered

3. If the equipment is shown to be OPERABLE within the AOT of the LCO, the
event is not reportable in accordance with 10CFR50.73(a)(2)(i)(B)
because the LCO and its associated ACTION statement requirements have
been met and-the event is, therefore, not significant.

Any requirement to report the late performance of a surveillance requirement
which did not exceed the provisions of the prescribed interval, allowable
extensions, and ACTION statements provided by the LCO, would be considered to
require a rule change. Such a change would be ineffective and undesirable for
the following reasons:

Inoperability due to failure to perform a surveillance requirement on
equipment which is otherwise operable, would be elevated to a level of
importance above inoperability caused by actual defects'his is
contrary to the staff's stated desire to be made aware of significant
compromises to plant safety.

2 ~ Events of little or no safety significance would be required to be
reported. For example, a CHANNEL CHECK required to be completed every
12 hours, but performed three hours late, would require reporting even
though the associated LCO allows indefinite inoperability of the
associated equipment (actual case).

3. Because of the relationship of surveillance requirements, LCO entry, and
application of ACTION statements, the number of missed surveillances not
reportable would be extremely small in relation to the total number of
events reported. Additionally, internal event reporting and
investigation procedures at each facility would be effective in
addressing the causes of such events, with a significantly lower impact
on utility and NRC resources.
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Insert-35a (insert into Page 35)

The wording of the reporting criteria, "operation or condition prohibited by
the plant's Technical Specification", strongly parallels the definition of a
LCO provided in 1OCFR50.36. Additionally, in issuing the final rule, the staff
further clarified the reporting requirements in discussion of this criterion.
As stated in the Federal Register on July 26, 1983, "This paragraph has been
reworded to more clearly define the events that must be reported. In
addition, the scope has been changed to require the reporting of events or
conditions prohibited by the plant's Technical Specifications'ather than
events where a plant Technical Specification Action Statement is not met'.
This change *accomodates plants that. do not have requirements that are
specifically defined as Action Statements."

Accordingly, this section of ygs is directed toward plant and equipment
conditions, and is the primary category to be considered when evaluating
reportability under 10CFR50.73(a)(2)(i)(B).

Insert-35b (insert into Page 35)

Surveillance requirements are defined in 10CFR50.36(c)(3) as "...requirements
relating to test, calibration, or inspection to assure that the necessary
quality of systems and components is maintained, that facility operation will
be within the safety limits, and that the Limiting Conditions of Operation
will be met". As such, surveillance requirements are subordinate to safety
limits and LCOS, directly supporting compliance with these more critical
categories.

Standard Technical Specification 4.0.3 further clarifies this relationship,
stating "failure to perform a surveillance requirement within the specified
time interval shall constitute a failure to meet the OPERABILITy requirements
for a LCO...". Because equipment inoperability represents ~entr into a LCO

Action, a missed or failed surveillance requirement does not, in and of
itself, constitute a reportable event. Reportability hinges on compliance
with the LCO and its associated Action statement.



(t;but 'iv el~ SV~ 0-c Qa~5pg.rag (4.p )
>time constraints„are ( \)

based on the safety significance of the component or syatEa
being removed from service. Exceeding LCO action
requirements is prohibited.L4S'ec

6'5

a.
An LER is required if the conditions of an LCO are not mat
(e.g., by exceeding the permitted time constraints). The
LCO allows a plant a specified time interval (a.g., 6 hours)
to accomplish corrective actions (e.g., an orderly shutdown
to either the hot- or cold-shutdown mode). The staff is
interested in the frequency of occurrence and the TS 1th'Q)
the given time constraint. ap~roprc~e o.c,+~0

If a plant is in a degraded mode longer than permitted by
the TS, the condition is reportable even if the condition
was not discovered until considerably later and the
condition was corrected immediately after its discovery.

~ Lo t. pe. So,3b (,c)(33
J~<~q ITS Surveillance Requirements (i)

$ 5 I For the purpose of evaluating the reportability of
discrepancies found during TS surveillances, an operation or
condition prohibited by the TS existed and is reportable if
the time of actual equipment inoperability exceeded the LCQ
allowable. It should be assumed that the situation occurred
at the time of discovery unless there is firm evidence,
based on a review of relevant information, to believe
otherwise (e.g., the equipment history and cause of
failure).
For missed surveillance requirements, C<).

iaaf the surveillance interval plus the allowable
time extensions for conducting a surveillance are exceeded,

>the event is reportable even though the surveillance is
subsequently satisfactorily performed.

~<0c,aeS0,34 ( )(W)
pL}

~
Design Features

Design features of a licensed facility are attributes such
as materials of construction and geometric features which,if altered or modified, can have a significant effect on
safety and are no" .-.overed by items (1) .through (3) above.
Reportability requirements related to design features ar»
included in other sections of 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73.

ASSOC L~ ~<c <yvt p~q ~$
t<opn- gc 4le aP~ [03 cx plctd. pg ~ A(

I/h. 4 t

ok L(.o 4~~q)

~ W ~Si ~ ec.d

Q.l ( o Mr to lc 9 l ~ e,
0

bQ v~qvlrt.~4 v4 LJ
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 36

3.2.2 Technical Specification Prohibited Operation or Condition

(1) See Comment (1) of Page 34.

(5) See also Example 4. The discussion and examples provided in these
sections provide inadequate guidance for a licensee to determine
reportability for an administrative TS violation. The rule states that
licensees are to report "any operation or condition prohibited by the
plant's Technical Specifications." The guidance strongly indicates that
there are violations of TS which do not. require reporting, while the
examples give the licensee reason to believe all administrative
violations, no matter how minor, are required to be reported.

(6) See Comment (4) of Page 35 '
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,Insert-36a (insert into Page 36)

Such controls, as defined by 10CFR50.36(c)(5), are "...provisions relating to
organization and management, procedures, recordkeeping, review and audit, and
reporting necessary to assure operation of the facility in a safe manner..".
Failure to comply with an administrative requirement does not necessarily
result in unsafe or prohibited operation.

Insert-36b (insert into Page 36)

reportable as a LCO violation, or reportable under other provisions of the LER
Rule or other reporting criteria. A violation of an administrative TS, in and
of itself, does not constitute a reportable condition. However, any
violations of TS administrative requirements should. be evaluated for
significant effects on plant operations under internal investigation
procedures and evaluated for applicability of other reporting criteria (e.g.,
20 '03, 20 '05, and 73 '1). A great deal of discretion must be applied in
evaluations of Section 6 violations.



(ocfrso.z~~ )(.<>

~)[Admlnietrative
(.'ov t'peLs

administrative requirements is
Whether it is reportab e as an LER depends u

the TS.
on whether it

results in a condition

(s)

Section 6 of the STS, or its equivalent, has a number of
administrative requirements such as organizational
structure; the required number of personnel on shift; the
maximum hours of work permitted during a specified interval
of time; and the requirement to have maint im lement (i)
certain specified procedures. a ure to meet such jv sar t-36o

5~se r<-3&g (5) gq gh-i,C,f (nQe

harp~<+'t

p~,~
'VL 0 ( P,k I tl+

oF

(s)
9') TQ~h~tcalS~ih (~ 0 Loh gg t,pfQi~$ gg5g4$ PegMtf LQ) PL'dd <+>o~<i~ Entry into STS 3.0.3 b (a)

STS 3.0.3, or its equivalent, establishes requirements for
actions when an LCO is not met and no action statement is
provided. Entry into STS 3.0.3 is considered to be the
action taken, as required, when operations or conditions
required by TS LCO action statements are not met. Thus,until a plant is placed in a mode for which an LCO does not
apply, the plant is considered to be in a condition
prohibited by TS. Entry into STS 3.0.3 for any reason or
)ustification is reportable unless a temporary waiver of
compliance is obtained. The staff is interested in the
frequency and the specific TS involved.

Missed or Deficient Tests Required by ASME Section XZ
Znservice Testing (ZST) and Inservice Inspection (ISI) and
by STS 4.0.5, or Equivalent.

Section 50.55a(g) of 10 CFR requires the implementation of
an ZST/ZSZ program in accordance with the applicable edition
of the ASME Code for those pumps and valves whose function
is required f'r safety. STS Section 4.0.5 (or an
equivalent) covers these testing requirements. Zf an IST or
ZSI is not performed when required, or if ASME Section XZ
tests or inspections (examinations) show that componentsfail to meet requirements, the failures are reportable when
they cause the associated systems required for safety to be
declared inoperable) $ 4 Qxgegg of- yw t.C.p 4cT<t N rQ.yuive~e~«.
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 37

3.2.2 Technical Specification Prohibited Operation or Condition

(7)

(8)

See Comment (2) of Page 34.

Indications are not adequate to result in "firm evidence."

(g)

(10)

In the given example, the LCO expired well before the 30-day test
was performed. The clarification attempted in the last sentence
is unclear. A new paragraph should be added to provide
clarification of actions necessary to avoid a LER.

See comment (4) of Page 35.



e



(8) ~~ rotection Systems When Required by TS

When fire protect> tems are covered cog kgthrough an LCO), they are ope of the LER rule.
Breaches of fire ers required by T conditions that
could prev e required operation of fire p tionfeat specified in TS are reportable conditions s

eplanned and covered by compensatory measures.

LCO Exceeded 4g$ g v mi ~el
A licensee found a standby component with a
associated 8»hour action statement to be ino
30-day surveillance test. Subsequent review

-day LCO and
arable during a

that

An LER was required because the 7-day LCO and the action
statement time of 8 hours was exceeded.

the component was inadvertently assembled improperly during
maintenance conducted 30 days previously and a post-
maintenance test of the component had been conducted which
was not adequate to identify the error. There was firm
evidence that the standby component had been inoperable for
the entire 30 days.

(2)

(3)

$ 0,d p~ twogro-bi ling
4<4o idly Ijpjtd o.wg wryeckad wiH L+ W o rig'-~l 7-4c.q, g- gJ4lMissed Surveillance Tests cc+~o~ ~ruvisio~~o, L6g, lr ~~ L4 ~~I l,~

V eg> t w e d.
A licensee, with the plant in mode 5 following a 10-monthrefueling outage, determined that certain monthly TSsurveillance tests, which were required to be performed
regardless of plant mode, had not been performed as required
during the outage. The surveillance tests were immediately
performed. An LER is required because the time interval
exceeded the TS surveillance interval, including extensions
permitted by TSf0 ~8 ILe Wgoc<e 4-ad 4<7 Loll yea vLrtw e~t< 0$

Co we.r< m~4- gc.4i~ Q c4. (to)Entering STS 3.0.3
With essential water chillers (A) and (B) out of service,the only remaining operable chiller (A/B) tripped. Thiscondition caused the plant to enter STS 3.0.3 for 1 houruntil chiller (A) was restored to service and the
temperature was restored to within TS limits. An LER isrequired for this event because STS 3.0.3 was entered.

37 Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 38

3.2.2 Technical Specification Prohibited Operation or Condition

(11) See Comment (5) of Page 36.

Insert-38 (insert into Page 38)

The following are examples of conditions resulting from TS administrative
violations which would be reportable under other applicable reporting
criteria.

(1) Procedural violations, inadequate programs, or deficient procedures
which result in radiation exposures in excess of 10CFR20 limitations, or
other conditions reportable under 10CFR20.403 or 20.405.

(2) Procedural violations, inadequate programs, or deficient procedures
which result in conditions reportable under other criteria specified in
10CFR50.73.



(4)

/+sert -3y

Administrative Requirements, Znc].uding Radiological
Controls, Required by Section 6 of the STS, or Equivalent

umber of people on shift or is operated with a required
rocedure +hat had not been properly approved, these
perations would constitute a condition or event prohi ited
y 'the TS, and as such are reportable. However, if
equirement is only administrative and does not aff
perat on, then an LER is not required.

I a chan e in the lant's or anizational struc re is made

t plant

before the instrumentation must be pla d in the tripped
condition. Within p hour after the shif supervisor's
decision, the jum 's were installed, the stem was
returned to oper ion (once the system was tarted, the hot
water causing t e high-temperature isolation as pumped to
the f'eedwater ystem), and the jumpers were re oved.

The install ion without approved procedures of mpers
which bypass a TS required actuation during modes hen the
actuation/is required is an action prohibited by T and an
LER is quired.

A lic see f'ailed to implement radiation protection co rois
requ red by the TS. Such failure resulted in, or had a igh
po~ntial for, personnel exposures in excess of NRC
pm+scribed limits. An LER is required under the
yequirements of 520.403 and this $ 50e73 criterion; one

p g
tgat has Lct yet heen approved as a TS change, an LER is
rhquired. The implementation of TS changes b fore NRC
approval, such as deletion of a shift techn al advisor
position, is pearly operating in a condit n prohibited by

and would be reportable.

During a plant st tup, a reactor water cleanup (RWCU)
system isolation was initiated by a s~sed high-differential
flow. This conditioq is identified Ph the plant's TS as a
jequired isolation during the plantps present operational
mode. While trying to%estore they'RWCU system to operation,
the system continually isolated Qom high temperature to the

~
RWCU system demineralize~bed. +his RWCU system high
temperature isolation was i@other isolation required by TS
8uring the plant's operatiohyl~ mode. The shift supervisor
Qetermined that reactor chemi'stry would deteriorate and
!eventually place the

plantain

en LCO action statement.
!Therefore, the shift supervisor'directed the RWCU system
.high-temperature isolation be byp sed, even though such
~action was not covered hy approved rocedures. The
supervisor reasoned the(t the TS LCO or inoperable RWCU
!system high-temperature isolation pe tted up to 1 hour
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Technical Specification Prohibited Operation or Condition

See Comment, (4) of Page 35.

See Comment (2) of Page 34 '





(5) Missed or*Deficient Tests Required by ASME Section XI IST
and ISZ, and by STS 4,0.5, or Equivalent

Examples of reportable conditions are failures to perform
required activities within specified times for those
components governed by code (i.e. ASME BFV section ZX, and
the licensees'SI and IST program) and TS. Such activities
include stroke testing valves, testing valves in the
position required for the performance of their safety
function, verifying motor-operated valve stroke times for
both (open and closed) directions, using the proper test
pressures to properly classify and test active valves and to
increase test frequency subsequent to obtaining test results
that were below certain threshold values. Not performing a
required IST or ISI, or performing a deficient ZST or ZSZ,
is reportable when the associated systems required~ (l$)inoperable because of the missed or
deficient IST or ISI.

ltt cx < esp o$ $ 5

(iz}
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3. 2. 4 Operating Plant in a Degraded or Unanalyzed Condition

I. Principal Issues

The proposed guidance deviates from the language and intent
of the regulations and original staff guidance in the
following manner:

(1) The introduction of the terms "Engineering Design
Basis" and "Licensing Basis" when evaluating conditions
for reportability as a condition outside the design
basis of the plant significantly expands the
considerations licensees need to evaluate.

(2) 'he expansion of reporting from the plant level to the
system and component level.

(3) Errors that occur in the use of approved plant
procedures are now added to the scope of reporting.

II. Overview

The comments are intended to bring the guidance back within
the language and intent of the regulation.
Implementation of the draft guidance would result in
reporting of the following example conditions beyond the
original language and intent of the requirements of
10CFR50.72 and 50.73:

(1) The discovery that the stress level at any valve on a
safety-related system exceeds code allowable but does
not affect component or system operability.

~2) Discovery of equipment qualification requirements on
certain instruments in a safety-related system are not
fully documented but do not affect component or system
operability.

(3) Discovery of a valve misalignment on any plant system.

III. Specific

COMMENTS ON PAGE 41

(1) As written this paragraph implies that a seriously degraded
component or system; or a component or system that is
outside its individual design basis is reportable under the
referenced sections of 10CFR50.72 and 10CFR50.73. This is
not in accordance with the original rule. The Statements of
Consideration for Paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(ii) state, "it is
not intended that this paragraph apply to minor variations
in individual parameters, or to problems concerning single
pieces of equipment. This change also results in the first
paragraph agreeing with the second. paragraph.



3.2.4 Operating plant in a Degraded or Unanalyzed Condition

/SO ~ 7R (h) (1) (ii)
Licensees shall report: ><Any
event or condition ~~

~uat1IUI th 1 a 1 th
condition of the nuclear power
plant, including its principal
safety barriers, being
seriously degraded; or results
in the nuclear power plant
being:

(A) In an unanalyzed condition
that significantly compromiseg
plant safety;

(B) In a condition that ~
outside the design basis of
the plant; or

(C) In a condition not covered
by the plint's operating and
emergency procedures;"

S50.73{a) (2) (ii)
Licensees shall report: "Any
event or condition that
result~ in the condition of
the nuclear power plant,
including its principal safety
barriers, being seriously
degraded; or ~ result~ in
the nuclear power plant being:

(A) In an unanalyzed condition
that significantly compromise/
plant safety;

(B) In a condition that ~
outside the design basis of
the plant; or

(C) In a condition not covered
by the plant's operating and
emergency procedures."

If not reported as an emergency under 550.72(a), licensees are
required to report operation under such a condition to the NRC
via the ENS as soon as practical and in all cases within 1 hour.
Licensees are required to submit an LER within 30 da 8.H»

P'heintent of this section is to report events and conditions
pertaining to components, systems, and structures that
(1) seriously degraded, (2) in an unanalyzed condition, (3)
outside of the plant's design bases, or (4) not covered by the
plant's operating and emergency procedures.

The Commission recognizes that the licensee may use engineering
judgment and experience to determine reportability under these
criteria, as described in Section 2.1 of this report. It is not
intended that these reporting criteria apply to minor variations
in individual parameters or to problems concerning single pieces
of equipment. For example, at any time, one or more
safety-related components may be out of service because of
testing, maintenance, or a fault that has not yet been repaired.
Any trivial single failure or minor error in performing
surveillance tests could produce a situation in which two or
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3.2.4 Operating Plant in a Degraded or Unanalyzed Condition

(2) This is contrary to the original intent of the rule. The
Statements of Consideration for 10CFR50.72 state:
"The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is amending its
regulations which require timely and accurate information
from licensees following significant events at commercial
nuclear power plants..."
and

"The purpose of the rule was to provide the Commission with
immediate reporting of twelve types of significant events
where immediate Commission action to protect the public
health and safety may be required..".

(3) The "time clock" should begin when an reportable event or
condition is determined. to be reportable.

Communication with management concerning potentially
reportable conditions must be open and continuous, but the
initiation of a 1 hour time clock for making an ENS
notification should only be made when the existence of a
reportable condition is confirmed. These changes will
properly align this guidance with NUREG-1397 which states:
"while it may be prudent for licensees to informally apprise
the NRC of potentially reportable items of high safety
significance, formal reporting i's not required by the
existing regulations until the determination is made by the
licensee."



often unrelated, safety-related components are out of
service. Although this may technically involve an unanalyzed
condition, it is reportable only if the condition involves
functionally related components, or if it significantly
compromises plant. safety.

Under this reporting requirement, many events may be reportable
under more than one of the four listed criteria. For example,
the loss of all high head coolant in)ection pumps during power
operation places the plant in a condition that is unanalyzed,
outside its design basis, and not covered by emergency
procedures. However, for the sake of clarity, reporting
explanations for examples given in this section generally address
only the single criterion being discussed.

These criteria have some overlapping reporting requirements with
other parts of 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73. This was intended to

<a)
go unreported because of inadequate definition of the
circumstances that the NRC intended to be reported. For example,
550.73(a)(2)(i)(B) requires reporting any condition prohibited by
the plant's TS and 550.73(a)(2)(ii)(C) requires reporting any
condition not. covered by the plant's operating or emergency
procedures. Therefore, if the plant's TS (such as STS 6.8.1)
requires a procedure for responding to a specific event, the
event occurs and there is no procedure, it is reportable under
both requirements.

$ 50.72(b)(1)(ii), which requires a 1-hour report, and
550.72(b)(2)(i), which requires a 4-hour report, both address
degraded or unanalyzed plant conditions. The difference in
reporting times is warranted because 550.72(b)(1)(ii) applies to
events or conditions occurring while the plant is in operation
and 550.72(b) (2) (i) applies to events or conditions discovered
while the plant is shut down. The guidelines for what to report
provided in this section apply to both criteria.
Conditions involving serious degradation of'he plant, unanalyzed
conditions, or conditions outside the design basis of'he plantwill often be identified first by personnel other than the
operating staff (e.g., engineering). In those cases, the
reporting "time clock" begins when licensee management
responsible for reporting is informed (either verbally or in
writing) that the condition exists.

10
CFR Part 50, Appendix B, XVI, "Corrective Action," specifies that
"...identification of the significant condition adverse to
quality...shall be documented and reported to appropriate levels
of management." Implicit in this regulation is the requirement
for prompt reporting of the condition to licensee management
responsible for reporting. There have been occasions when other
licensee organizations (e.g., engineering or maintenance) have
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3.2.4 Operating Plant in a Degraded. or Unanalyzed Condition

(3) See Comment (3) of Page 42.

(4) As written, these paragraphs state that some loss of quality
or functional capability in a sin le lant com onent places
the plant in a seriously degraded condition. This is
clearly not in accordance with the original rule.
As noted in the Statements of Consideration for the original
rule, paragraph 50.72(b)(1)(ii) is not intended to apply"...to problems concern'ing single pieces of equipment".

(5) To clarify that potential conditions are not reportable, thefirst paragraph under this section needs to be modified.
This is consistent with the response to Question 4.1 of

*h
being in an unanalyzed condition is not reportable.



0



Further clarification of the types of conditions included in the
reporting requirements of $ 50.72(b)(1)(ii) and 550.73(a)(2)(ii)
are given below.

(1) Plant Being Seriously Degraded

A nuclear plant's components, systems, or structures are
designed to meet applicable NRC requirements, fulfillsystemfunctional requirements, satisfy the current licensingbasis, and conform to specified codes and standards. These
components, systems, or structures are designed and operatedwith design margins and engineering margins of safety to
ensure that some loss of quality or functional ca abilit
does not Additionally, manylicensee add conservatism so that even if a partial loss ofquality r functionality occurs, the margins of safety arestill ma ntained.

@Du() g> ~ pic.nt- 4c(~g f~vLevity degrMtd.
he hrase " lant bein serious% de aded" sT p p g y gr refer to acondition in which

there has been some loss of quality or functional capability
as evidenced by decreases in the margins and conservatisms
beyond that added by the licensee and not previously
considered by the NRC in a safety evaluation. Analysis,test, experience with operating events, engineering
judgment, or a combination of these factors should be usedto determine if margins and conservatisms have been reducedto the point at which
have become seriously degraded and reportable.~ pea-~t has
Abnormal degradation of the principal safety barriers (i.e.,the fuel cladding, reactor coolant system pressure boundary,or the containment) caused by material (e.g., metallurgical,
chemical) or other (e.g., mechanical, electrical, operation)
problems is included under these reporting criteria.

(2) Plant in an Unanalyzed Condition ~ ~

p <~a <P< usa'y
"An unanalyzed condition that significant y compromises

Y i

powys r~<k
n

management responsible for reporting until exhaustive evaluations
were performed. Management, responsible for reporting should be
promptly informed if there is reasonable belief that an adversecondition exists so that the condition can be evaluated forreportability even though further analysis might reveal the
condition was acceptable.

~~ (a) increase5the probability of occurrence or the
consequences of an accident or malfunction of equipment
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3.2.4 Operating Plant in a Degraded or Unanalyzed Condition

(6) This entire section needs to be rewritten. As written, these
paragraphs state that a single inoperable component, system or
structure places the plant outside its design basis. This is
clearly not in accordance with the original rule. Utilization
of "Engineering Design Bases" as defined in NUREG-1397 is not
appropriate for making reportability decisions under
10CFR50.72(b)(1)(ii) and 10CFR50.73(a)(2)(ii). As noted in
NUREG-1397:

"...for the purposes of this report, the team has defined a
new term 'engineering design bases', to include both the
design bases as defined. by 10CFR50.2- and other design
considerations implemented to optimize the system design
for operational, maintenance, procurement, installation, or
construction reasons..."
"The 10CFR50.2 definition of design bases is used in
determining immediate notification requirements under
10CFR50.72 and licensee event report requirements under
10CFR50.73."

The distinction between licensing basis/regulatory design basis
(Section 50.2, used for reporting) and engineering design basis
(NUREG-1397) is further clarified in SECY-91-364, "Design
Document Reconstitution," November 12, 1991. Therein, the NRC
staff further confirms that the design basis is a subset of both
the licensing and engineering design bases. However, requiring
reporting of events or conditions outside of all of those sets,
as the proposed guidance provides, not only would conflict with
the regulation but would result an exponential increase

in'eportableconditions.

The rule further requires reporting a condition that is outside
b '. * ' '

the Plant, we apply the definition of Design Bases from
10CFR50.2 to the plant level. Rather than referring to the
design of individual systems or components, meeting the design
basis of the plant means staying within the design basis of the
principle safety barriers. The specific safety function
performed by these principle safety barriers is the protection
of public health and safety through limiting the release of
radioactive material. The controlling parameters for each of
the principle safety barriers is contained in each plant's SAR.
Typical parameters include:

Offsite Dose
Fuel Clad Temperature
Fuel Clad Oxidation
Hydrogen Generation
Core Geometry
Primary Containment Integrity
Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary Integrity
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 44 (continued)

The specific value or ranges of values chosen for each
controlling parameter along with final verification of principle
safety barrier performance is contained in each plant's SAR.

The bounds of a plant's design basis are reflected in its
Technical Specifications. This position is further supported by

,Generic Letter 91-18, NRC Inspection Manual Part 9900: Technical
Guidance "Operable/Operability: Ensuring the Functional
Capability of a System or Component", which states:

"The purpose of the Technical Specifications is to ensure
that the plant is operated within its design basis..."

" Therefore, to be outside the design basis of the plant, you must
be outside the analyzed envelope, by either having multiple
systems inoperable or discovering errors in analyzed conditions

, which result in significant changes to the acceptance criteria
for a plant's principle safety barrier.





(3)

important to safety previously evaluated in the safety
analysis report, or (b) createsa reasonable potential for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the safety analysis report, or (c)
reduceSthe margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
techn3.cal specification. The licensee may use engineering
)udgment and experience when evaluating the condition for
reportability under this criteria.
For example, if small voids occur in systems designed to
remove heat, from the reactor core and have been previously
shown through analysis not to be safety significant, they
are not reportable. However, the accumulation of voids that
could inhibit the ability to adequately remove heat from the
reactor core, particularly under natural circulation
conditions, would constitute an unanalyzed condition and is
reportable. Xn addition, voiding in instrument lines that
results in an erroneous indication causing the operator to
significantly misunderstand the true condition of the plant
is an unanalyzed condition and is reportable.

Zn reviewing the reportability of each situation, all
criteria of 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 addressed in this section
should be reviewed because the situation may be reportable
under another of the four criteria.
plant in Condition outside Design Basis ( Q
Section 50.2 defines design basis to be "information which
identifies the specific function to be performed by a
structure, system, or component of a facility, and the
specific values or ranges of values chosen for controlling
parameters as reference bounds for design." This includes
supporting engineering or design analysis.

When evaluating the reportability of conditions that appear
to be outside the design basis of the plant, "engineering
design bases" as defined in NUREG-1397 ("An Assessment of
Design Control Practices and Design Reconstitution Practices
in the Nuclear Industry," February 1991) should be .used.
The tera "engineering design bases" is defined in NUREG-1397
to include "the entire set of design constraints that are
implemented [for structures, systems, or components],
including
~ those that are part of the current licensing bases and

form the bases for the [NRC's] safety Judgments, and

~ those...that are implemented to achieve certain economies
of operation, maintenance, procurement, installation, or
construction."
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3.2.4 Operating Plant in a Degraded or Unanalyzed Condition

(6) See Comment (6) of Page 44.

(7) The original rule required reporting of plant conditions not
covered by existing procedures. It did not require
reporting errors that occurred in using those procedures.
As a result, a human error that resulted in a valve
misalignment is not reportable under this section of the
rule. If the valve misalignment was significant and
resulted in a safety system becoming inoperable, this event
may be reported under 10CFR50.72(b)(2)(iii) and
10CFR50.73(a)(2)(v).



NUREG-1397 defines current licensing basis to be "the NRC
requirements imposed on the plant that are currently in
effect . .The licensing bases are contained in NRC
regulations, plant technical specifications, orders, license
conditions, exemptions, [NRC staff safety evaluations], and
licensee commitments contained in the final safety analysis
report, and other docketed licensing correspondence

, including responses to bulletins and generic letters."
In addition to the current licensing basis, other design
constraints, which are implemented to achieve certain
economies of operation, maintenance, procurement,
installation, or construction, identified in NUREG-1397 are:

I

~ system functional requirements (including specifications)
~ conformance to accepted industry codes and standards...
o vendor interface requirements (including approved

operations and maintenance (0&M) manual recommendations]
~ other design considerations that could ba classified as

"generally accepted good engineering practice"
If one of the following conditions exists, the plant is
considered to be outside the bounds of its design basis:

~ a structure, system, or component is unable to perform its
intended safety function(s)

~ a structure, system, or component is exceeding the
specific value or range of values that were chosen for
controlling parameters as its reference bounds for design

~ entry into STS 3.0.3, or its equivalent

(4) Plant Condition Not Covered by Operating and Emergency
Procedures

For plant conditions not covered by the plant'a operating or
emergency procedures, an ENS notification and LER are
required for either of the following:
~ the condition is required to be procedurally controlled

(e.g., by a license condition or by a licensing
commitment, such as a commitment to comply with Regulatory
Guide,1.33, "Quality Assurance Program Requirements") and
no applicable operating or emergency procedure exists

~ the plant is operating outside existing required operating
or emergency procedures for safety-related equipment
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3.2.4 Operating Plant in a Degraded or Unanalyzed Condition

General comment for all examples in this section: All examples provided
describe conditions determined to be reportable. To be useful, examples
should also be included to indicate what change in the condition would make it
not reportable. Such a description would allow users of the guidance to
understand the distinction that makes one condition reportable and another not
reportable.

(8) The first example implies that ~an physical damage resulting from ~an

waterhammer event results in the plant being seriously degraded. This
clearly not the case. The consequences of the waterhammer event must be
considered. If the waterhammer resulted in a safety system becoming
inoperable, it may be reportable under 10CFR50.72(b)(2)(iii) and
10CFR50.73(a)(2)(v). If the waterhammer resulted in damage to the
Reactor Coolant System boundary (i.e., a principle safety barrier) it
would be reportable under 10CFR50.72(b)(1)(ii) and 10CFR50.73(a)(2)(ii).
This first example needs to be clarified to reflect this logic.

(9) The change is needed to clarify what safety relevance means in this
example.

(10) The fourth example states that loss of 100 gallons of Reactor Coolant
(RC) places the plant in a seriously degraded condition. A plant's
Technical Specifications allows continued operation with identified RC

leakage of 25 gpm and unidentified RC leakage of 5 gpm. Even a small
amount of in-containment leakage, well within Technical Specification
limits, will eventually exceed the 100 gallon limit and results in a
reportable condition. This is clearly not the intent of the original
rule. This example needs to be clarified. The 100 gallon criteria
should be deleted. During plant operation, the reporting criteria

'houldbe tied to the Technical Specification allowed Reactor Coolant
System leakage rate.

(11) The fifth example dealing with a reactor trip breaker failing its trip
bar lift force measurement test should be clarified. If the failure is
limited to a single breaker it would not be reportable. If the failure
is associated with multiple breakers or is indicative of a generic
problem it would be reportable under this criteria.

(12) Nuclear power plants are analyzed for primary containment leakage equal
to La. To consider a plant seriously degraded or in an unanalyzed
condition due to excessive primary containment leakage, the leakage rate
should exceed La not .6La. Revise this example and all other examples
concerning primary containment leakage to set the threshold for
reporting to La.

(13) Overall containment leakage is reportable following an outage under
Appendix J to 10CFR50. Therefore, reporting local leak rate test
failures per 50 '3(a)(2)(ii) is considered redundant reporting to
10CFR50 Appendix J and unnecessary.



Xrmmulm

(1) Plant Being Seriously Degraded

~ Reportable Events or Conditions

physical deformation occurring to components, systems, ( ~)
or structures (including supports) or causing
inoperability of equipment that is important to plant
safety that could reasonably have resulted from water
hammer

(~~ z,xc<gg of
Y$ R ('.s

a.(lfyw~ l„'le.

~w ~~)

fuel cladding failures in the reactor or in the storage
pool that exceed expected values, that are unique or
widespread, or that resulted from unexpected factors

0

cracks and breaks in piping, the reactor vessel, or
major components in the primary coolant circuit (e.g.,
steam generators, reactor coolant pumps, valves) that
have safety relevancg including significant welding or (q)material defects < (e c,. o e~eg.i~ iv t L.cc,+<o~s)

J I 0

an inadvertent loss of a significant quantity ((o)~~nQ of the reactor coolant system (RCS) inventory
as a result of a mispositioned valve, a main steam
safety/relief valve failing to reclose during testing
while at power, or, an unknown cause

a reactor trip breaker failing its trip bar lift force
measurement test as a result of a significant design,
maintenance, or test problem&~0 ig igg<c<4-ive oF 6.

$0 ~+ t \ g P
f z 4 ( 4 Pwi

~ Containment Integrity Lost During Operation

While at 100 per cent power, during the performance of a
-surveillance test. of the containment door interlock, the
inner containment door failed open allowing a direct path
from the containment to the atmosphere f'r a short time.

An ENS notification is required because of'he loss of
primary containment integrity, a serious degradation of a
principal safety barrier. An LER is required.

~ Local Leak Rate Test Failures During Operation

A 10 CFR 50, Appendix J, local leak rate test determined
tham a containment purge exhaust line penetration was ( (3)
leaking at 067 La. The total Type B and C leakage was
0.85 La, which exceeded the TS limit of 0.6 La. The (f 3)licensee reported this in an ENS notification. The
licensee made an update ENS notification when a TS
required shutdown was begun several hours later and an
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3.2.4 Operatinq Plant in a Degraded or Unanalyzed Condition

See Comment (12) of Page 46.

(14) Clarify this example. If the identified condition was found on
only one stud, the condition would not be reportable. Also
explain how the difference in stud hardness affects acceptability
of the stud.

(15) This example should be expanded and clarified. The criteria
presented on Pages 43 and 44 for reporting under an "Unanalyzed
Condition" describes a logic that uses the general questions for
determining if an Unreviewed Safety Question exists from
10CFR50.59. None of the examples presented indicate that this
logic was used in determining reportability. In addition, it
doesn't appear that any of the examples would in fact represent an
Unreviewed Safety Question.





An ENS notification is required under this criterion
because of the degradation of a principal safety barrier
(primary containment) during operation, as evidenced by
the leakaqe exceeding TS limits, requiring a plant
shutdown. An immediate update ENS notification was
required by S50.72(b) (1) (i) (A) of the initiation of the
plant shutdown and by S50.72(c) (1)(i), S50.72(a)(1)(i) of
the declaration of an emergency. The notification of the
termination of the emergency was required by
S50 72(c) (1) (iii). Although an LER is not required under
S50.73(a) (2) (i) (A), it is required under
S50-73(a) (2) (i) (B) and S50.73(a) (2) (ii) .

~ Degraded Reactor Head Studs (l4)
Plant technical staff vas notified by engineering that
destructive testing of a reactor head stud revealed the
stud hardness was outside the FSAR requirements by eight
hardness numbers.

Unusual Event sas declared. The licensee made update ENS (~y}notifications when the plant shut down and the Unusual
Event was terminated after repairs to the valves were made
and the leak rate was within TS limits.

The condition is reportable under tvo reporting criteria:first, as a serious degradation of the RCS pressure
boundary, and second, as a condition outside the design
basis of the plant.

(2) Plant in Unanalyzed Condition

~ Reportable Events or Conditions

spills that create conditions that could affect
component operability, qualification, or design life
because of

(lS}

a) the extent and depth. of water that floods or vets
components not designed to be submerged or vetted
and that restricts personnel access for aafety-
related functions

b) higher-than-analyzed temperatures and humidity
when the vater is hot, which degrades components
and can result in failures

c) radiation levels above the area design basis that
degrade components

serious RCS temperature or pressure transients
exceeding design or technical specifications limits
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Operating Plant in a Degraded or Unanalyzed Condition

This example should be expanded. and clarified. As noted in
Comment (15), it/ s not clear that this example would meet the
criteria presented on Pages 43 and '44 for an Unanalyzed Condition.
This condition affects a system in the plant. If operability were
affected, this example would be better suited to reporting under
10CFR50.72(b)(2)(iii) and 10CFR50.73(a)(2)(v).

This example should be expanded and clarified. As noted in
comment (15), it's not clear that this example would meet the
criteria presented on Pages 43 and 44 for an unanalyzed condition
of the plant. If the condition affected operability of all the
EDG than the plant would be in an unanalyzed condition. If it
does not affect operability, it doesn't appear this would be
reportable under any criteria. In the fourth sentence delete the
words "a priority", since the meaning is not clear.

As noted in comment (5), the criteria presented for reporting
under "Plant Outside Design Basis" are not in accordance with the
original rule. As a result, most of these examples are not
appropriate examples for reporting under outside the plants design
basis and thus should be expanded and clarified.. Many of the
examples used are a degraded condition where full qualification is
not confirmed (i.e., a code or standard is not fully met one way
or another). Unless these degraded conditions affect safety
system operability and places the plant outside the analyzed
envelope, the conditions are not reportable under this paragraph.

This example would be reportable as a condition outside the design
basis of the plant if the open valves resulted in containment
leakage exceeding the analyzed value of La.



any significant deviation in either direction (beyond
the allowable range) from a calculated critical
position during reactor startup, even if a reactor trip
does not occur and subsequent analysis adequately
explains the anomaly, for example

a) deviations caused by unexplained phenomena,
improper rod position, unlicensed or improperly
supervised traineesy are reportable

b) deviations caused by routine calculational
uncertainties are not reportable

a ccntainmant spray discharga line, analyzad in a dry (<i j
condition, containing water from system testing and
resulting in an unanalyzed seismic condition

~ EDG Room Temperature Slightly Exceeds FSAR

The FSAR'specifies the maximum permissible ambient air
temperature for the emergency diesel generators is 95 4F.
On a summer afternoon ambient air temperature was 96 4F.
ht 0 y d dit . f~ ( )

engineering gudgmant indicates that the effect of the high
ambient air temperature is inconsequential, the situation
does not represent a reportable unanalyzed condition. (It
also is not considered outside the design basis of the plant
because it is a minor variation. Thus it is not reportable
under this criterion.) If the engineering )udgment
indicates that the effect is not inconsequential, it is
reportable.

(3) Plant Outside Design Basis

~ Untested Containment Isolation Valves

(«)

A licensee determined that six normally open valves used
for containment airlock cycling were containment isolation
valves. The valves, which had not been leak rate tested,
were closed to ensure containment integrity.

Ns otic,~ Vc (VeS reS~lfC4 is
This event is reportable because~

ca~Miw~ev 0 lac 4.a.>< (<5)
RXc.we.(k< mg ~ 0 L o.(tfwcd Vo.luw o(

~ Service Water System Leaks

,A licensee experienced degradation of the service water
system piping over time and numerous pinhole leaks or
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 49

3.2.4 Operating Plant in a Degraded or Unanalyzed Condition

(18) See Comment (18) of Page 48.

~20 If the service water system leaks affect the operability of
o~ne loo oy ths system, the condition would not be reportable as a
condition outside the design basis of the plant as the plant has
been analyzed for loss of one loop. If the condition affects the
operability of both loops of service water, the condition would be
reportable as a condition outside the design basis of the plant.
A leak, by itself, does not necessarily render the system
inoperable. Also, not meeting Generic Letter 90-05 does not mean
that the design basis is not met. Delete the last paragraph under
this example and replace with the logic presented above.

The second example should be expanded and clarified. It would
appear this example only affects the control rod drive system.
It's not clear how this condition affected the design basis of the
plant. This example applies to BWRS. The PWR design allows group
control rod withdrawal. Clarify this aspect. Suggest this
example be changed and tied back to the impact on fuel integrity.

~22 The third example should be expanded and clarified. If the
described condition was determined to nave affected the
operability of one loop of service water the condition would not
be reportable as the plant was analyzed arid designed assuming one
loop could be inoperable. If'the condition was determined to have
affected the operability of both loops of service water, the
condition would be reportable since the plant was not analyzed and
designed assuming no service water was operable.

(23) The fourth example should be expanded and clarified. The
consequences of the condition need to be identified. If the
condition affected the operability of only one division of
emergency power, the condition would not be reportable as the
plant has been designed and analyzed for this configuration. If
the condition affected the operability of multiple divisions of
emergency power, it would be reportable under this paragraph.

(24) The fifth example should be expanded and classified. It is not
clear what the consequences are of the design deficiency.

The impact of the loss of Division 1 power is not described. What
was the "temperature requirement for long-term core cooling"? What
was the impact of this condition on the design basis of- the plant?

(25) The sixth example should be deleted. A deviation from the
specific requirements of Appendix R does not place a plant outside
its design basis. The licensee was able to achieve safe shutdown
through alternate methods. There were no consequences from this
deviation on safe plant operation.



weeping through the walls of the piping occurred and
continue te occur. There are plans and programs under wayto replace the system in segments during refueling
outages. However, when leakage occurs, the service water
system does not meet Section XZ of the ASME Code andoperability and reportability determinations must be made.

Leakag is reportable by ENS notification under (~o)
50 '2(b) (B) and by LER under 50~ 2)(ii)(B) i
the licensee is complianco~h Generic Letter 90-
05 ("Guidance for Perfo 'y='Zemporary Non-Code Repair of
ASME Class 1, 2~ Piping,"Mate e 15, 1990), the
code unde~hich the piping was designed, action
staWen$ nt in the LCO for operability of the system.

~ Reportable Events or Conditions

The licensee determined that instrument loop
inaccuracies could result in safety injectioninitiation on low pressurizer pressure at a lower RCS
pressure than assumed in accident analyses.

A licensee was able to move two control rods at one (+ }
time, contrary to the design of control rod drive
system.

A licensee discovered two operable service water (9. >}
systems were not independent, as designed, because both
cross-connect valves were open during power operation.
The licensee discovered 78 non-Class 1E components (Q E)directly tied to a Class 1E power supply without properisolation devices in violation of Regulatory Guide 1.75isolation requirements, which was a part of the plant
design basis.

The licensee found a standby service water (SSW) basin(PQ)insufficiently designed to meet the basin temperature
requirements of long-term core cooling, if Division 1
SSN electrical power was lost.
Th licensee had inadequate lighting to perform the
rorno hutdown procedure in accordance with A dix Rto 10 CFR PaZt 50. Operators needed to c portablelights with thdm-ta perform this pr e. This eventia reportable because cod e ncy lighting was notavailable which is out he sign basis given in
the plant fire c ion plan and the ements of
Appendix 0 CFR Part 50.

(ss)
~
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 50

3.2.4 Operating Plant in a Degraded or Unanalyzed Condition

(26) The first example on this page needs to be expanded and clarified.
The consequences of this condition on the operability of safety
related equipment in the affected areas of the plant needs to be
identified. What equipment was affected? What impact did this
equipment being inoperable have on the plant? If there was no
impact on the ability of the plant to be safely shutdown, the
condition would not be reportable.

(27) The second example on this page should be deleted. The described
condition had no impact on operability of the recirculation piping
and, as a result, the plant was not outside its design basis.

(28) The third example on this page needs to be expanded and clarified.
The impact of the missing hanger on system operability needs to be
identified. If the missing hanger had no impact on operability
the condition is not reportable. If the condition affected
operability of one train of RHR, and it did not represent a more
generic problem, it would not be reportable. The plant has been
designed and analyzed for one train of RHR inoperable. If the
condition affected the operability of the RHR system the,
condition would be reportable under 10CFR50.72(b)(2)(iii) and
10CFR50.73(a)(2)(v).

(29) This example appears to be more of a human error. Unless the
procedures governing plant shutdown did not require monitoring of
critical parameters at all, the fact that the operator missed the
changing power level does not mean the plant was operated in a
condition not covered by plant procedures. The implication with
this example is that any identified enhancement to procedures
means the plant was operated in a condition not covered by plant
procedures, which may not be the actual situation.



The licensee discovered that comhustihle loads in (+~)
several areas of the plant exceeded the limits in thefire hazards analysis.

(c~)The licensee d scovere a there vas a s actor
o or the recirculation piping a gh the FSAR
provide fety factor of 5 angers. The
licensee concluud at t ping vas operable until
the next available t which time there vill be
a drywell ent restore the safety factor. The
situatio reportable as a conditio ide the
des asis because the FSAR safety factor ot,

During a system walkdown, personnel identified a hanger
the residual heat removal system draw at vas

not pr in the plant. The e ering organization
determined tha hange assumed to be installed
in the stress calculat the piping system. Zf
experience vi~-this type stres sis indicates a
reasonab 'elief that the FSAR piping sa actor is
not , then it is reportable as a condition ou ide

e design basis of the plant.
(4) Plant Condition Not Covered by Operating and Emergency

Procedures

(~s)

~ Operation vith One MSIV Closed

A main steam isolation valve (MSZV) fast closed while the
plant was at 100-percent power as a result of a solenoid
failure. The licensee reduced reactor pover because of
asymmetric power tilt and feedwater oscillations. No
procedure existed for operating the plant in these
conditions vhile the solenoid was being replaced. This
event is reportable because there is no specific procedure
for operating the plant vith one MSIV closed.

~ Unmonitored Positive Reac v y on

With~%% reactor shutdown in progress, the t was
subcritical. ok~» control rods were bei serted into
the core. Becauset~ere vas insuff nt decay heat to
produce the steam needed<or au ary steam loads, the
reactor pressure and temper' decreased. When the
reactor operator turne W his o ~ duties, the reactor
went supercritical the intermedial~ange monitors
(ZRMs) tripped reactor. Plant proced did not
address mon ring the IRM trend recorders to ize
positiv~Weactivity increases early in the fuel cyc e

afoot
~control rod insertion was ceased.

(aug
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~ ~3.2.5 Natural Phenomenon or Condition Threatening Plant Safety

Principal Issues

The proposed guidance deviates from the language and intent of the
regulations and original. staff guidance in that it equates any licensee
responsive action to an "actual threat to the safety of the nuclear
power plant"., Application of this new standard would improperly direct
licensees to determine reportability based on their own actions rather
than the criteria of the rule.

II. Overview

The comments are primarily designed to restore the applicable standard
of an "actual threat" to the guidance. Further, the comments request
modification of the guidance to provide that separate indicia such as
responsive actions should give rise to a careful review for
reportability (as provided by the NRC's original reporting guidance).

Implementation of the draft guidance would result in reporting of the
following condition beyond the original language and intent of the
requirements of 10CFR50.72 and 50.73:

Any occasion on which administrative staff were authorized to take
"liberal leave", i.e., leave early as a matter of convenience,
even though little or no snow had actually fallen.

COMMENTS ON PAGE 52

(1) The change emphasizes that *Lans are due if the external event ~actuall
affected the site. ENS notifications are made for the threat of
significant external conditions.

~2 Follow-up ENS notifications should be performed if the external threat
that caused the original ENS notification was subsequently determined
not to warrant a LER (due to the safety of the nuclear plant not
actually being significantly hampered).

(3) Lightning is not considered a threat. Droughts are covered by minimum
water level requirements.

(4) The "Discussion" section is rearranged to reflect how prompt and LER
reports are expected to be used, and then to continue with the remaining
text and

examples'5)

The changes place emphasis on determining reportability by evaluating
the physical threat as opposed to determining reportability by ~an

action taken.
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 52 (continued)

(6) Insert 2 is from the original NUREG-1022; and states that if the plant
takes action in response to a threat, then the situation should be
reviewed for reportability. This guidance is consistent with the
original intent of 10CFR50.72. It is noted that this position is less
restrictive than the draft Revision 1, which states that ~an plant
action in response to a threat is reportable.

Insert-52a (insert into Page 52)

It is expected that in the area of external threats, there will be a
significantly greater 'amount of 50.72 (prompt) reports than 50.73 (LER)
reports. This is due to the conservative and predictive nature upon which
prompt reports are expected to be performed.

Insert-52b (insert into Page 52)

There„are no prescribed limits, but in general, situations involving only
monitoring by the plant's staff are not reportable, but when preventative
actions are taken or if,there are serious concerns, then the situation should
be carefully reviewed for reportability.
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3.2.5 Natural Phenomenon or condition Threatening Plant
Safety (External Threat)

SSO ~ 72(h)(1)(iii) S50 ~ 73(a) {2)(iii)
Licensee shall report: "Any
natural phenomenon or other
external condition that poseur
an actual threat to the safety
of the nuclear power plant or
significantly hampers site
personnel in the performance
of duties necessary for the
safe operation of the plant."

Licensee shall report: "Any
natural phenomenon or other
external condition that pose/
an actual threat to the safety
of the nuclear power plant or
significantly hamper~ site
personnel in the performance
of duties necessary for the
safe operation of the ~~
ggygy, plant."

lf not reported as an emergency under $ 50.72(a), licensees are
required to report discovery of any natural phenomenon or
condition threatening the plant safety to the NRC via the ENS as
soon as practical and in all cases within i hour. Licensees„~ (l)required to submit an LER within 30 daysp ~y le

&J

j.~sec t
t

/~ger C

p|ageS
53-'6 t

These criteria apply only to acts of nature (e.g., tornadoes,N, 1, ~. 1*, f .Ihl
external hazards (e.g., industrial or transportation accidents).
References to acts of sabotage are covered by 10 CFR 73.71.
Threats to personnel from internal hazards are covered by
separate criteria, viz $ 50 ~ 72(b)(1)(vi) and $ 50 ~ 73(a)(2)(x), as
discussed in Section 3.2e8 of this report.
These criteria require events to be reported if'he threat or
actual damage challenges the ability of the plant to continue to
operate in a safe manner, including the orderly shutdown and
maintenance of safe shutdown conditions.

Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1 52

q)The licensee must use engineering )udgment to determine if a
phenomenon or condition actually threatens or threatened the
plant. For example, a minor brush fire in a remote area of the
site that was quickly controlled by fire fighting personnel and
did not present a threat to the plant need not be re or
However, fires that threaten offaite powersource~or large fires that are moving in the direction of the
plant and thus threaten plant equipment are reportable. A major
forest fire, large-scale flood, minimum river water level,
maximum heat sink temperature, or ma)or earthquake that presents
a threat to the plant (s)is reportable. on-specific

J.n~i Q
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 53

Natural Phenomenon or Condition Threatening Plant Safety

The guidance document should reflect only what is, and what is
not, reportable. Discussions of voluntary reporting should be
eliminated from the document because stating what needs to be
reported as a voluntary report then causes reporting of this
information to become mandatory.

See Comment (1) of Page 52.

The paragraph, per its first sentence, pertains to tornadoes. The
word, "storm" is deleted for this reason.

Clarification is added of the type of report to be made.

See Comment (5) of Page 52.
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normal seasonal preparations, for potential (but not specificallypredicted) threats, such as brush fires in California, riverflood in the spring, or hurricanes in the fall along the East
coast are not reportable. A rising river, which is anticipatedto crest below an analyzed condition, would not constitute a
threat+, An industrial (g)or transportation accident that near the site and

a safety concern o the perators (
' '

(g)control room habitability
oh',tr el

With regard to torna oes, the decision would be based on suchfactors as its size, location, and path. A tornado seen from theplant site is considered reportable. There are no prescribedlimits, but usually situations such as a severe storm watch,involving only monitoring by the plant's staff, need not bereported. When significant preventive actions are taken, such asentering severe weather response procedures or having an extra
operations shift on site, or evacuating buildings for personnelprotection during a s4wna~ tornado, or if there are serious (9)concerns, then the situation is reportable under 50.72.

04 0+ 6QQ nO+api(c'hi~If a snowstorm, hurricane, or similar event could si ificantly
hamper or is .expected to significantly hamper person el in the
conduct of their activities, the event is reportable. The (<<)licensee must use )udgment on the basis of information available,
such as the amount of snow expected or the potential flooding or
damage during a hurricane, the extent to which personnel could besignificantly hampered, the possibility of additional assistance
being unavailable in an emergency, and the length of time thecondition could exist. For example, if snow or a hurricaneeither is anticipated to interfere with, or interfered with,shift relief for several hours, delivery of fuel for emergencydiesels, etc., the situation is reportable. The extent to which
personnel could be significantly hampered may vary greatly with
the plant design and location.
For ENS reporting, the phrase "actual threat to safety of the
nuclear power plant" is a reporting trigger. A "threat" is apotential or imminent source of peril. The known physical
phenomenon or condition that may cause the peril does not have toth

For LER reporting, the physical phenomenon or condition isreportable if it affected the site.
Some natural phenomena may be accurately predicted. The credible.prediction of a flood or severe weather that is expected to
endanger the safety of the plant within a few days is sufficient
cause to initiate emergency preparations, including an ENS
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 54

3.2.5 Natural Phenomenon or Condition Threatening Plant Safety

(12) See Comment (1) of Page 52.



1
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notification within 1 hour of receipt of the initial prediction.
Section 3.1.1 also discusses appropriate licensee actions in
response to anticipated emergencies.

An ENS notification will provide sufficient time for the NRC to
notify other Federal agencies, send NRC personnel to the plant
site in advance of the condition, monitor the licensee's
emergency preparations, and staff the region's incident response
center and NRC's Operations Center, if'ecessary.
Section 3.2.8 of this report describes what is meant by
"significantly hampering of site personnel in the performance of
duties necessary for the safe operation of the plant." A natural
phenomenon also may hamper or prevent plant personnel from
performing their normal plant functions inside or outside in the
protected area. For example, pipe freezing or breaking,
limitations on access to outbuildings, flooding of buildings,
structural damage to electrical components or buildings, may
significantly hamper operations. A natural phenomenon, such as
severe weather conditions, may cause evacuation of certain
locations within the plant or significantly hamper personnel
access/egress from the plant site. Damage caused by a natural
phenomenon may pose an internal plant threat after the phenomenon
has receded. Quite often a plant's emergency operating
procedures require declaration of an emergency for tornado
warnings or seismic alarms, in which case the eve'nt becomes
reportable under $ 50.72(a)(1)(i).

(1) Earthquake

Seismic alarms were received in the Unit 1 control room
although seismic monitors were not tripped in Units 2 or 3.
The earthquake was readily felt on site and seismic
instrumentation measured less than 0.02g lateral
acceleration. The licensee made an ENS notification within
30 minutes of the earthquake, terminated the event after
walkdowns of the plant were satisfactorily completed, and
made an ENS update call.
An ENS notification is required because of an earthquake
under 50.72(b) (1) (iii). [Normally an earthquake felt on
site is reportable as an Unusual Event (NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-
1, Rev. 1) in which case an ENS notification under
550.72(a)(1)(i) would apply.] The ENS update call is
required by 50.72(c)(2)(i) to report ensuing assessments.
Any aftershocks that register on plant seismic
instrumentation also would be separately reportable within
an hour under 50.72(c)(1)(i). A single LER is required
concerning the earthquake and its aftershock'4 <'< o.44ecW< >

~ pLo, e<, 4'~~ ~

(ia)
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 55

3.2.5 Natural Phenomenon or Condition Threatening Plant Safety

(13) Predictions from the U.S. Corps of Engineers are deemed to be
credible.

(14) See Comment (1) of Page 52.



Delayed Notification of Flood

A licensee had been provided detailed hydrological
information from the U.S. Corps of Engineers indicating a
flood would occur that would overflow portions of the plant
and .put the plant into an emergency class. The licensee had
knovn this for a fev days before the flood, but did not make
an ENS notification. The NRC Operations Center learned of
the situation and called the licensee; the licensee
explained it was waiting for the end of the 50.72(b)(1) 1-
hour limit after the reportability decision vas made before
making the ENS notification of an emergency declaration.

Delaying an ENS notification for days until the flood vaters
touch the plant boundary or to the end of a time limit does
not meet S50.72(b) (1) (iii). A esedk4ke prediction by the L3)
U,S. Corps of Engineers of a flood that is expected to
affect the safety of the plant is sufficient. cause to
initiate emergency preparations, vhich should include an ENS
notification. The licensee is required to submit an LER
within 30 days of the actual flood/ ik <4 o.CF~ckzd ~ (< N'1

pic. t si4.Hurricane

A licensee made an ENS notification, as part of their
emergency procedure preparations, vhen Hurricane Bob vas
within 500 miles of their plant, indicating their intent to
initiate a plant shutdovn if the hurricane approached vithin
320 miles of the plant. The licensee made an update ENS
notification when they commenced the plant shutdown stating
their intention to be in hot shutdown vithin 4 hours and
cold shutdown only if vinds at the site exceed 100 mph.

An ENS notification is required because of the predicted
hurricane threat to the site.

The update ENS
notification of the initiation of a plant shutdown is
required under 550.72(c) (1) (i) and 550.72(b) (1) (i)(A) . An
LER is required under this criterion.
Plant Access Roads Closed by Storm

[See Section 3.2.7, Example (1) of "Loss of Offsite Response
Capability."]

(<03
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3 '.6 ECCS Discharge into the Reactor Coolant System

Principal Issues

Overall, the guidance appears to be consistent with the intent of the
regulation.

II'verview
The comments focus on correcting certain conclusions which are plant and
system dependent. Also, certain deletions are proposed to simplify the
reporting logic.

III'pecific
COMMENTS ON PAGE 56

(1) Statements of Consideration do not address too high pressure actuation
as this is part of the design of the plant. The situation is reportable
pursuant to 50.72(b)(2)(ii), 4-hour and LER reportable pursuant to
50.73(a)(2)(iv) ~

~2 Discharge into the vessel should be reported within one hour where the
cause of the injection was a valid signal, or so reported, as a
practical matter, when the validity of the signal is unknown within one
hour.

(3) It is inappropriate to discuss other reporting criteria in this section.



3 ',6 ECCS Discharge into the Reactor Coolant System

$ 50 ~ 72 (b) (1) (iv)
Licensees shall report: «Any
event that results or should
have resulted in Emergency
Core Cooling System (ECCS)
discharge into the reactor
coolant system as a result of
a valid signal."

10 CTR $ 0 ~ 73

[ECCS discharge is a subset of
$ 50 ~ 73(a)(2)(iv), actuation of
an engineered safety feature
(ESF), as discussed in Section
3.3 ' 'herefore, an LER is
required.]

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

Experience with ENS notifications has shown that events involving
ECCS discharge to the vessel are generally more serious than ESF
actuations without discharge to the vessel. On the basis of this
experience, the Commission has made this reporting criterion a 1-
hour report. Those events that result in either automatic or
manual actuation of the ECCS or should have resulted in ECCS
discharge into the reactor coolant system if some component had.p. ~ ~ - i. ~ - - ~ ~ . (i}

are reportable. For
example, if a valid ECCS signal was generated by plant conditions
and the operator put all ECCS pumps in pull-to-lock position,
although no ECCS discharge occurred, the event is reportable.
The term "valid signal" refers to the actual plant conditions or
parameters satisfying the requirements for ECCS initiation.
Bxe

iava4id-e4

Operational experience has demonstrated that the validity of an
ECCS signal may not be able to be determined within an hour.
ECCS signals resulting in injections should be considered validuntil firm evidence proves otherwise. The effect of an ECCSinjection on the plant from an invalid signal may be similar tothat from a valid signal, such as exceeding the reactor vessel
cooldown rate. Licensees have properly reported ECCS injections
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 57

3.2.6 ECCS Discharge into the Reactor Coolant System

(4) The addition clarifies the reporting requirement.



into the reactor vessel as a result of ECCS signals later found
to be invalid, making an update when the cause of the ECCS signal
was identifiedp> pub suable ~ go-q>(c.)Q~ 4.i~alq eo+iC, c.~>io~ >< (g)o.dd c~io~o.~ «hrea4 i4< dc h~ o w4 (q(04 e(o c. ~ Ql'ne 0< 4vtl&~

An EccS injection, whether from valid or invalid signals, may
also be reportable under other paragraphs of 10 CFR 50.72. For
example, the injection could cause RCS temperature decreases
resulting in mode changes, reactivity changes, reactor vessel
nil-ductility temperature concerns, emergency declarations,
and/or placing the plant outside its design basis. The effects
of an ECCS injection may require immediate, l-hour, or 4-hour ENS
notification.
Any event reportable under $ 50.72(b)(1)(iv) also requires a 30-
day LER under 550.73(a)(2)(iv) because an ESF was actuated.

X~a1m
(1) BWR Scram and ECCS Injection on Valid Signal

A loss of instrument air caused the feedwater pump minimum
flow valves to fail open and decrease reactor vessel level.
This resulted in an automatic reactor scram/turbine trip and
high-pressure core spray and reactor core isolation cooling
injection into the reactor vessel for 4 minutes. After
reactor vessel level and the condensate and feedwater
systems were restored, these pumps were secured. No
emergency declaration was made.

An ENS notification is required under $ 50.72(b)(1)(iv)
because an ECCS system injected water into the RCS as a
result of a valid ECCS signal. Although the RPS actuation
also is reportable within 4 hours under 550.72(b)(2)(ii),
this more limiting criterion applies. An LER is required
under 550.73(a)(2)(iv) because an ESF actuation occurred.

(2) PWR ECCS Injection Caused by Personnel Error

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

This event is not reportable under $ 50.72(b)(1)(iv), even
though it was an ECCS injection into the RCS, because it
resulted from an invalid signal; however, it is reportable
as an ESF actuation under $ 50.72(b)(2)(ii) and an LER is
required under $ 50.73(a)(2)(iv).
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 58

3.2.6 ECCS Discharge into the Reactor Coolant System

(5) This would be reportable as an ESF actuation, not an ECCS discharge,
since the initiating signal is an invalid signal.



(3) ECCH operation Without In)ection
During a reactor vessel hydrostatic pressure test while in
cold shutdown, a low-pressure coolant injection (LPCI) pumpautomatically started when a reactor recirculation pumpstart 'caused a perturbation in reactor vessel level
instrumentation readings. Because the reactor vessel
pressure was above the LPCI pump shutoff head, no water was
infected into the reactor vessel.

An ENS notiiication is required because this was a valid
ECCS signal that should have resulted in an ECCS discharge (o}into the reactor vessel. An LER is required under
550.73(a)(2)(iv).
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I. - Principal Issues

The guidance as drafted deviates from the language and intent of the
regulations and original staff guidance by deeming as reportable events
that are non-safety-related or that did not significantly hamper
personnel in safety-related functions.

II. Overview

The comments are intended to bring the guidance back within the
language and intent of the regulation by applying the criteria of
whether an event poses an actual threat to the safety of the plant or
significantly hampers personnel in performing safety-related functions.

III. Specific

-
COMMENTS ON PAGE 64

Draft NUREG-1022 Revision 1 contains guidance which states that
"in-plant (radioactive) spills or floods" are reportable. There are
concerns that this broad type of example could be misinterpreted to mean
any radioactive spill without regard to size or location. In response
to these concerns, this section has been modified such that the text
parallels the original intent of 10CFR50.72 and 50.73 as discussed in
the Federal Register (Volume 48, No. 168; Monday, August 29, 1983; page
39043):

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

In addition, according to NUREG-1022 Revision 0, these provisions
are intended to address site hazards that hamper the ability of
site personnel to perform safety-related activities affecting
plant safety.

(2) The language deleted is inconsistent with the intent of the regulation.
See Comment (1) above.
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Insert-64 (insert into Page 64)

The criteria to be applied in each case is whether the event poses an actual
threat to the safety of the nuclear power plant or significantly hampers site
personnel in the performance of duties necessary for the safe operation of the
nuclear power plant.





3. 2. 8 Internal Threat to Plant Safety

$ 50 ~ 72 (b) ( 1) (vi)
Licensees shall report: «Any
event that poseur an actual
threat to the safety of
nuclear power plant or
significantly hampers site
personnel in the performance
of duties necessary for the
safe operation of the nuclear
power plant including fires,
toxic gas releases, or
radioactive releases."

550 ~ 73 (e) (2) (g)

Licensees shall report: "Any
event that pose/ an actual
threat to the safety of the
nuclear power plant or
significantly hamper~ site
personnel in the performance
of duties necessary for the
safe operation of the nuclear
power plant including fires,
toxic gas releases, or
radioactive releases."

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

These criteria pertain to internal threats. The criteria for
~

~ ~

external threats, 550. 72 (b) (1) (iii) and 550. 73 (a) (2) (iii), are
described in Section 3.2.5.

r<404 44L& w o y r~~«c v c~o q+i ~q uv d ~r 4 hest
p f+$ $ $ lovlR.

Fires, toxic gas releases, and radioactive releases are not the
They were included in the criteria as examples only and

were not meant to be an exclusive list ofVreportable NL404~
Additional typical examples of conditionsvrepor a e under thesecriteria are listed below.f ~c 4 w a,y 4e

ZWSere -H
~ in-plant (radioactive) spills or floods

smoke from failed electrical equipment
rcl c.Mk

ignition, detonation, burns, combustion, explosion anqf thelike of solid, liquid, or gaseous material in safety-)eaC-
nuclear process systems or elsewhere

high levels of carbon monoxide or dioxide in rooms

discharge of carbon dioxide or halon systems

significant operational problems (e.g., the loss of main orauxiliary transformer cooling during operation causing
immediate power reductions/trips and personnel evacuations
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3.2.8 Internal Threat to Plant Safety

~2 The deleted language is inconsistent with the intent of the regulation.
See Comment (1) of Page 64.

(3) The measures described do not necessarily indicate hampering of site
personnel and may be commonly used. See Comment (1) of Page 64.

(4) The test to be applied is whether personnel are significantly hampered
in performing safety-related functions. The test is independent of the
type of condition present. See Comment (1) of Page 64.



because of an explosion hazard that could cause transformer,
switchyard, or hydrogen fires, and loss of offsite power).

To clarify the intent of these criteria, the specific concepts
are explained below.

~ Threat

The phrase "an actual threat to the safety of the nuclear
power plant" is a reporting trigger. An actual "threat" is
an imminent source of peril to the plant. Such an event is
a source of impending peril to the safety of the nuclear
power plant. (»

The NRC is interested in real or
actual threats as opposed to threats without credibility.

~ ~web Scope

The regulation refers to "the safety
of the nuclear power plant" and "safe operation of the
nuclear power plant~",

~ Significant Hampering of Site Personnel

The~erase "significantly hampers site personnel" r
from hind~ag or interfering with (iae., caus'dditional
or unusual time-cohsuming precautionary~eafiures, such as
radiation work permits, piotee~g.-er anticontamination
clothing, cool suits, bunke~ar, an -contained
breathing apparatus 'as not normally so red) to,
and includin biting or preventing automatic or al
ac 'o

jg~ Pef-Qv-V anM O4 SC'-PCI'q- rek,+ad fh.a.h Vi H4>
To be reportable, an event need not prevent site personnel
from performing their duties —it is only necessary that the
ha significantly hampered, hindered, or interfered sit

d)

the condition makes performing routine functions in the
p ~ A '*. y ~ ~ Nt.it is reportable.

gckcg Q ~c.4., ov4
This part of the criteria includes only those events that
significantly hamper the ability of site personnel in
performance of duties necessary for safe operation.
Licensees must use engineering judgment in determining if

65 Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 66

3.2.8 Internal Threat to Plant Safety

(5) See Comment (1) of Page 64.

(6) The guidance document should reflect only what is and what is not
reportable. Discussions of voluntary reporting should be eliminated
from the document because stating what needs to be reported as a
voluntary report then causes reporting of this information to become
mandatory.

(7) Emphasis added.

(8) Editorial comment.



the event crosses the threshold of significantly hamperingsite personnel. The safety significance of the equipmentinvolved, the potential effect of its failure on the plantoperation and/or challenges to safety systems, and thepotential need for immediate or periodic personnel access,
should be factors in determining the significance of an
event with regard to significantly hampering site personnel.

Plant Mode

Plant mode may be considered in determining if there is an
actual internal threat to a plant; however, licensees need
to use engineering 5udgment on a case-by-case basis.. Do not
incorrectly assume that everything that happens while a
plant is shut down is unimportant and not reportable.

~ Evacuations

In-plant releases are reportable if they require evacuation
of rooms or buildings and, as a result, the ability of thepi...---a . p... ' ~ ... i... i. (>)
significantly hampered.

Fairly common events such as minor spills, small gaseous
waste releases, or the disturbance of contaminated
particulate matter (e.g., dust) that require temporary
evacuation of an individual room until the airborne
concentrations decrease or until respiratory protection
devices are used, are not reportable. unless the required <esevacuation affect ~ the major part of qhuildlngso& facllitg 4A

Ck.tcgrlbtd 0 bc<e.
Any evacuation of multiple rooms or a significant portion of
a large area, such as the containment, reactor auxiliary,turbine, radwaste, or spent fuel pool buildings, as a resultof an actual fire< spill, flood, gas or radioactive release,is reportable''if 4 s iq~ihc.~p E-i~ gc wyMg+e g4<lti'g

chal<

(q)pt«+ ~S>~el Q pe-E v 4 eu4fs~ q safe&„4v,~ohs
A precautionary evacuation is an evacuation that was made in
order to be prudent, but was later found to be unnecessary
because the condition causing concern did not actuallyexist. Although generally not reportable, precautionary
evacuations are reportable under $ 50e72 if the causative
condition is not fully investigated or understood within the
1-hour reporting limit (e.g., radiation monitors alarm, but
grab samples had not been processed).
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 67

3.2.8 Internal Threat to Plant Safety

(9) The detailed discussion of Fire Threat, Toxic Gas Threat, Radioactive
Release Threat, and In-Plant Spill/Flood Threat is unnecessary and
should be deleted. The general guidance and examples provide adequate
information. In the event the staff decides to retain this material,
the comments shown should be incorporated. The modifications proposed
reflect appropriate implementation of the applicable reporting
requirements consistent with the above comments.



lp g r e
p

~ l0~ W c f' ~ ~~~~ ~ ~ < l ~
> s e. o

0 ( l aN"+ >r h.o.g p~ ~ ~ o.~i ii+3 o~ Sl & qi gaww~l
pgcW<~ ~ ~ f o''c L~44Ld g cg'< < $ ~g agf ~c4

However, if an evacuation occurs because of an actualcondition (e.g., fire, smoke, gaseous release,
contamination, or flooding), the evacuation is notconsidered p'recautionazy and is reportable. Evacuations hadoccasionally been incozzectly classified as precautionary
and not reported because there was no adverse health effect
or adverse plant operation. Zn other words, because no one
was burned, in)ured, or contaminated, the evacuation wasincorrectly classified as precautionary. .The significantfactor in deciding if an evacuation was precautionary is to
recognize whether an actual event (e.g., a release or fire)
has occurred.

+4,r o.c $$ ai 4
Firegainclude ignition, detonation, burns, combustionJ ex ionic~~

'I 14 t ~ (I~~a fety-related process'u~C4-i
estS. Wa4 ~4c l

The NRC is interested in plant fires because of their specific
plant significance and potential generic implications (e.g. asimilar fire at another plant could have represented a largerthreat to that plant). While the usual threshold for immediate
reporting under 10 CFR 50.72(a)(l)(i) is a declaration of an

~ Unusual Event because of a fire lasting 10 minutes, a fire need
not be of a specific duration to be reportable under these

)g~ g~(-C, y(iarO fiO~ OP ~ pla~ t
A fire's actual safety significance and hampering of personnel<
are the reportability guidelines. For example, a fire is
reportable within 1 hour if it ~g(r (c.Fe+ «l~+"
~ threatens plant safety gvp, eS
~ significantly hampers plant personnel in the performance of

1

go.ate+-

r e lc.4.eh
~ causes significant damage to~eguipment (e.g., ~fete~~ electrical cables, switches, instruments, etc.)

~ affects more than one safety-related train or system

A fire in a control room is of special interest to the NRC and is
usually reportable under these criteria for a variety of reasons.
Control room operators may have to wear breathing apparatus by
procedure which hampers communications and operations. Control
room fires may have safety significance which is not apparent or
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 68

3.2.8 Internal Threat to Plant Safety

(9) See Cormnent (9) of Page 67.
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cannot be determined at the time of the event. Because of the
close proximity of electrical equipment, control room fires may
involve more than one train or system, which may be unknown to
the operators. Heat, combustion products, or fire fighting
chemicals may significantly impair system operability by damaging
nearby electrical equipment- Testing, replacement of electrical
equipment, or cleaning of electrical contacts near the fire may
be required to ensure continued operability.
Zf a fire was not initially reported as an ENS notification
because it was thought to be of minimal safety significance, and

y1 1 R td
actual threat to plant safety, then the event is reportable.vhea-

I

gLJLIOR~IVKKK~
(~)

The NRC is interested in toxic gas releases because of their
~ Kg '* y ggN +

re[~.
~Qv iQcs

,~
carbo Zf personnel are si ificantl

ampere, the event is reportable. For instance, a toxx gas r <io~4~~
release a revent access for operations
personnel.

axte-ho~~~per
'ewi

-per-sonne
~rtion-of--a~rge~r
~or~bM-because

he~otential to significantly hamper personnel and theotentia~r an offsite release. Zf'ersonnel are s icantly
ampered by an aCtm in-plant release, the eve reportable
nder this criterion. instance, a ra ive release may
revent immediate or periodic aoce operations personnel or
ontinuous fire watches. Per e may~cpxire additional
recautionary measures, as the use of radiation work
ermits, protectiv othing, or respiratory protect~ devices
n normally ssible areas. Radioactive releases may result in
emporazy vacuations of personnel, which may result in personnel.
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3.2.8 Internal Threat to Plant Safety

(9) See Comment (9) of Page 67.



Significant in-plant, spills or floods (Q)
have been under reported by licensees in some instances. These
events are of interest to the NRC because of the potential for
equipment damage, significant hampering of site personnel in the
performance of duties, implications for environmental
qualification, intersystem loss-of-coolant accidents (LOCAs),
precursors to more serious events, or the potential for fuel
becoming uncovered.

Zn-plant spills or floods are reportable if any of the following,
or other typically significant, consequences occur:
~ The leaking system is a safety system and potentially

involves an intersystem LOCA.

This does not include small packing or gasket leaks, but
does include events in which the packing is blown out. Zf
leaks cause a significant flood, are located in an
unisolable section of the primary system, cause significant
eroding of piping or bolting, or cause personnel ingury or
hazard, they are reportable. Small leaks that directlyaffect other equipment, normal operations, or cause
evacuations are reportable. The intent is to have
significant spills and floods reported.

e leaking fluid is radioactive and contamina
sign t area, contaminates v duals, or
significant one individual.

~ The xng fluid is not radioac s in a vital~rea, and potentially affects vital equlpnen

~ Operational compensatory measures are required, such as a
power level decrease or equipment. operation swap.

~ An ESF or safety equipment is rend

~ Electrical~qukymen " t
conta~ent spray headers.

such as from the

~ Flooding hampers operations personnel in performance of
thei duties (e.g., flooding in excess of sump pump<~ ~ 't capa lity, a depth of several inches on the floor,
contamination requiring new access control measures, orelectrical hazards).
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Internal Threat to Plant Safety

The example is confusing and does not contribute to clarification of
the guidance. The . example contains superfluous information
apparently more pertinent to enforcement issues than to
reportability issues't is not clear which information is germane
to the reportability determination.



(1) Main Generator Excitor Fire

The licensee reported a fire in the main generator excitor
housing. The reactor vas manually tripped and taken to cold
shutdown. The station fire brigade successfully
extinguished the fire; no offsite fire-fighter assistance
was required. Smoke from the fire vas released to the
environment via the turbine building. There vere no
radioactive releases or in5uries to plant personnel.

An ENS notification is required because the fire threatened
the safety of the nuclear pover plant and significantly
hampered personnel in the safe operation of the plant (i.e.,
the fire was sufficiently severe to threaten the loss of
offsite power and require a manual trip). The licensee is
required to submit an LER under both 550.73(a)(2)(x) and
550.73(a)(2)(iv) because an actual .threat vas posed and a
manual reactor trip occurred.

(2 Control Room Fire
With Unit 2 operating at full power, a fire started at a /hand~witch in the control panel for an auxiliary feedvater
(AFW) pump trip/throttle valve. At the same time, the
solenoid'"for the valve, located in the AFW pump room, vas
smoking. She fuses blev as the 1-.2 minute fire )ea put out
vith a portable fire extinguisher. The solenoid stopped
smoking after the. circuit fuse blev. The licensee did not
sound the fire alaW, announce the location'f the fire, or
notify the fire brigade leader by radio ager of

the'ondition.The fire vaa caused by a ncorrect ad5ustment
of the overspeed trip me anism on e valve actuator, aa a
result of'ersonnel error. or rrective actions,
maintenance, post-maintenance eating, and fire reporting
procedurea and instructions,4er4 evised, and the remote
electrical trip vas redeaigned. licensee fudged that
the event vas not a sigfiificant safe hazard to the plant
and therefore vas nyC reportable; howe, ths lioensee
submitted a voluntary LER a month late.
Making ENS or LER voluntary reports of a rep table event
does not ~et the requirements of 10 CPR 50.72 r 50.73. If
a fire+i determined to have been a safety threa fter the
fgac +required reporting is neoessary.

~his event is reportable because it, as veil as the
licensee's actions, threatened lant safety. Other control
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3.2.8 Internal Threat to Plant Safety

(10) See Comment (10) of Page 70.

(11)

(12)

(13)

Editorial.

The example contains insufficient information to provide guidance
fox determining reportability.

The example is deleted. Referencing another section of the
document in this manner makes this document difficult to utilize.



room-wiring and components in the AFW system near„~e-hand
switch vereMamaged by the fire as a result-of"the lack offire stops and ha'd<oW zeplaced,Wires occurred in several
areas of the plant concurre>~~nd~ire fighting
procedures wsrawct'ollowed. Bn LBR ie ra vithin 30
days e event.

Onsite Fire

Zf a guard shack burns dovn and the fire does not actually
threaten the plant, it would not be reportable. A fire that
does not pose an actual threat to a plant is not reportable
under 10 CFR 50.73. Hovever, the fire may be reportable
under 10 CFR 73.71.

BWR Drywell Fire

((o)

A fire occurred in the three electrical 480-V, 240-V, and
120-V power trays in a boiling-water reactor(BWR)drywall (l()while the plant vas defueled. The aluminum conduits over
the upper cable trays vere melted. Welding and electricalactivities vere in progress in the vicinity at the time of
the fire and electrical arcing vas noticed in the trays.
The components affected vere the dryvell and floor drain
pumps, recirculation loop valves, nuclear instrumentation,
and drywell blowers and dampers. Except for the cables, no
equipment appeared damaged.

An ENS notification is required because the fire occurred in
a vital area and affected safety-related equipment in
several system. The licensee is required to submit an LER
under $ 50.73(a) (2) (x) and 550.73(a)(2)(vii) .

Fire in Turbine Building
A fire~curred vhen a 4160-V to 480-V transformer exploded
in the turbine building. The fire vas .extinguished hy thefire brigade using carbon-dioxide extinguishers vithin 9
minutes. There vere no uries"or other plant damage.

/~
An ENS notification is required ause a fire of this
nature and duration would typically inuolvs haapering of
personnel by smoke and heat, include a conhZol roomventilation ks'olation, evacuation of the turhi building,
summoning-'the fire brigade and fire department, an haps
a secondary side initiated transient. An LER is require ~

(i>)

(i >)
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Internal Threat to Plant Safety

See Comment (13) of Page 71. Also, the example pertains to an
external threat rather than an internal one.

To improve the ease of utilizing this document, the example cited
should be added to this section and deleted from Section 3.1.1.

Prospective effects are not covered by the rule. Only actual
effects should be considered.





Toxic Gas Release

The plant's control room ventilation was isolated vhen the
toxic gas initiated on a valid signal. This appeared to be
caused by roofers vorking on the control room roof'n the
area of the control room ventilation toxic gas monitor. The
isolation was reset vithin 14 minutes.

An ENS notification is required because the control rooa
ventilation vas isolated as a result of a flammable, toxic
gas. It is also reportable under 550.72(h)(2)(ii) because
of the ESF actuation. An LER is required.

((<)

((s)

Contamination and Evacuation of Turbine Building

A turbine building evacuation vas ordered vhen a large areaof'he turbine building f'loor was contaminated. Condensate
demineralizer resin vas being transferred through an
ultrasonic cleaner to a mix-and-hold tank. As the tank vas
being pressurized, a mispositioned inlet valve alloved 50 to
100 gallons of water/resin to blov out into the turbine
building. The ventilation system spread loose surface
contamination through various turbine building locations.
The area near the tunnel read 2 R/hr on contact, vith
decreasing radiation and contamination levels further avay.
The licensee evacuated all personnel from the turbine
building vhile assessing the problem. Eight operators or
construction vorkers vere contaminated vith from 0.5- to 2-
percent body burdens.

An ENS notif'ication is required because an evacuation
occurred in the turbine building, a ma)or part of the
facility. The event involved a significant amount of
airborne and loose surface contamination in normally
accessible areas, requiring additional protective measures
to be taken. Plant operators were signif'icantly hampered in
performance of'heir duties because they were evacuated from
areas containing saf'ety-related equipment, ( l4)
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3.2.8 Internal Threat: to Plant Safety

(16) See Comment (16) of Page 72.



The licensee is required to submit an LER because the
evacuation of the turbine building vas not a precautionary
measure, operators vere hampered in the performance of their
duties, and individuals received measurable uptakes of
radioactive materials.

River Water Spill
The licensee reported that a seal on a vater box manway
ruptured in the condensate system, allowing approximately
150,000 gallons of river vater to flood the turbine and
radioactive vaste buildings. The basement floor of the
radioactive vaste building vas covered with about 6 inches
of water; about 1 1/2 inches of vater covered the floor of
the turbine building. The water, dravn from the river and
used to condense steam after it has passed through the
turbines, picked up small amounts of radioactive
contamination from the flooded basement area, hut none vas
released to the environment. The plant, operating at 20-
percent power at the time of the failure, vas manually
scrammed.

This event is reportable because the magnitude of the
flooding posed a threat to the safety of the nuclear pover
plant, prompted,a manual reactor scram, and significantly
hampered site personnel in the performance of duties
necessary for the safe operation of the plant. The licensee
also is required to submit an LER.

350-Gallon Spill in the Chemical and Volume Control System
(CVCS)

A CVCS control valve unexpectedly closed, pressurizing the
letdovn line to greater than normal pressure and causing a
leak in an unidentified component outside the containment.
Control room operators recognized the leak vhen the volume
control tank lost about 350 gallons in 5 minutes, vhich
exceeded the RCS unidentified leakage limit of 1 gpm and the
identified leakage limit of 10 gpm. The ventilation process
radiation monitors placed the auxiliary building filtered
exhaust system in its filtered mode for 30 minutes. The
spilled reactor coolant contaminated the Unit 2 valve
gallery and about 75 square feet in the auxiliary building,
outside the valve gallery.
This event is reportable under 550.72(b)(l)(vi) and
S50.73(a)(2)(x) because there vas an actual threat to the
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Internal Threat to Plant Safety

The information deleted is redundant to the preceding information
and does not contribute to the determination of reportability.

The information is deleted because it is inappropriate to discuss
other reporting criteria in this section.



safety of the nuclear pover plant.

that-eontamXmM
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3.3.1 Shutdown Plant Found in Degraded. or Unanalyzed~

~

Condition

I. Principal Issues

The proposed guidance deviates from the language and intent
of the regulations and original staff guidance in the
following manner:

(1) The introduction of the terms "Engineering Design
Basis" and "Licensing Basis" when evaluating conditions
for reportability as a condition outside the design
basis of the plant significantly expands the
considerations licensees need to evaluate.

(2) The expansion of reporting from the plant level to the
system and component level.

(3) Errors that occur in the use of approved plant
procedures are now added to the scope of reporting.

II. Overview

The comments are intended to bring the guidance back within
the language and intent of the regulation.

Implementation of the draft guidance would result in
reporting of the following example conditions beyond the
original language and intent of the requirements of
10CFR50.72 and 50.73:

(1) The discovery that the stress level at, any valve on a
safety-related system exceeds code allowable but does
not affect component or system operability.

(2) Discovery of equipment =qualification requirements on
certain instruments in a safety-related system are not
fully documented but do not affect component or system
operability.

(3) Discovery of a valve misalignment on any plant system.

III. Specific
Refer to the mark-ups on the following pages.

COMMENTS ON PAGE 77

3.3.1 Shutdown Plant Found in Degraded or Unanalyzed Condition

(1) The third example is noted as reportable due to the plant
being in an unanalyzed condition. The criteria presented on
Pages 43 and 44 of the NUREG should be used to establish
that the condition is reportable. The example should be
expanded and clarified.
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(2)

reinsertion) that far exceeded the anticipated number of
failures. The defects were generally pinhole sized. The
fuel cladding failures were caused by long-term fretting
from debris that became lodged between the lover fuel
assembly nozzle and the first spacer grid, resulting in
penetration of the stainless-steel fuel cladding. The
source of the debris was apparently a machining by-product
from the thermal shield support system repairs during the

, previous refueling outage.

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

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

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

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

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

Inadequate Original Design of Control Room Emergency
Ventilation System Coolers Results ln plant Operation in an
Unanalyzed Condition

During a design review of the control room emergency
ventilation system during a refueling outage, it was
discovered that the system's calculated cooling capacity was
not adequate. The control room temperature could exceed the
design limit of 110 4F during a design basis-accident when
offsite power remained available because the control room
heat load is higher when offsite power is available than
when it is lost because more equipment and lighting in the
control room remain energized. This condition was the
result of inadequate original design.

77 Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 78

3.3.1 Shutdown Plant Found in Degraded or Unanalyzed Condition

(1) See Comment (1) of Page 77.

~2 Examples 4, 5 and 6 all deal with conditions involving containment
leakage. See Comment (12) of Page 46. Revise all these examples to
note that containment leakage exceeded La and that this is why the
example is reportable.



(4)

(5)

The ahility of the control room emergency ventilation system (i)to perform its design cooling function could not he
confirmed under the current analytical assumptions;
therefore, the plant was considered to be in an unanalyzed
condition.

An ENS notification is required within 4 hours of discovery
of the design problem. An LER is required.

>)
Containment Integrity Lost During Shutdown

While in hot shutdown, a licensee discovered that required
containment integrity was lost as a result of a packing leak
on a containment personnel airlock door lock operator
equalizing valve. The plant was required by TS to be in
cold shutdown within 30 hours of the loss of containment
integrity.
An ENS notification is required because the loss of required
containment integrity, had it existed while the reactor was
in operation, would have resulted in a serious degradation
of a primary safety barrier. An LER is required hy
550.73(a) (2)(ii) .

Type A Containment Integrated Leak Rate Test Failure

During containment pressurization for the 10 CFR Part 50,
'ppendixZ, containment integrated leak rate test (ILRT),

the reactor building to torus vacuum breaker air-operated
valve flange was found to be leaking, making the test
unsatisfactory. The licensee determined that the same valve
was replaced during the last refueling outage, but no ILRT
was performed since then, therefore, it was probably leaking
during the entire operating cycle.

An ENS notification is required because the failure of the
"as found" containment ILRT, had it been found while the
reactor was in operation, would be a serious degradation of
a principal safety barrier. A failed ILRT is reportable by
itself; additional evidence of loss of containment integrity
during operation, as in this case, is unnecessary to require
reporting. An LER is required by 550.73(a)(2)(ii).

(~3
(6) Type B and C Testing Failure While Shutdown

A high pressure coolant in)ection exhaust check valve failed
its local leak rate test (LLRT), putting the combined LLRTf'r all valves and penetrations above their TS limit of 0.6
La.

An ENS notification is required because the failure to meet
the TS LLRT limit, had it been found while the reactor was
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3 '.2 Actuation of an Engineered Safety Feature or the Reactor
Protection System

Principal Issues

The guidance as .currently drafted would lower the threshold of
reporting to include conditions at the ~corn onent level of
Engineered Safety Features (ESFs), contrary to the language and
intent of the regulation and original staff guidance, which
focuses on ~s stem actuation. In addition, the draft guidance
redefines ESF systems for reporting purposes, regardless of the
plant's actual licensing basis.

II. Overview

The purposes of the comments are to resolve the issues summarized above,
and to provide clear and concise definitions of the phrases within the
rule, specifically what constitutes an ESF actuation, so that the rule
can be consistently interpreted and applied.

III. Specific

COMMENTS ON PAGE 80

(1) Agree that only significant plant transients should be reported.
However, Example 8 (page 87) is considered reportable even though the
event may be considered not significant.

(2) "Licensing bases" is too broad of a statement and may include
information that does not pertain to this issue.
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3.3.2 Actuation of an Engineered Safety Feature or the Reactor
Protection System

$ 50 ~ 72 (h) (2) (ii) 550 ~ 73(a)(2)(iV)

Licensees shall report "any
event or condition that
results 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
results from and ~ part of
the preplanned sequence during
testing or reactor operation
need not be reported."

Licensees shall report "any
event or condition that
result~ in g 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
result~ from and ~ part of
the preplanned sequence during
testing or reactor operation
need not be reported."

Zf not reported under S50.72(a) or (b)(1), licensees are required
to report any engineered safety feature actuation, including the
reactor protection system, to the NRC via the ENS as soon as
practical and in all cases within 4 hours of the event.
Licensees are required to submit an LER within 30 days.

The Statements of Consideration for the LER rule indicated that
ESF systems, including the RPS, are provided to mitigate the
consequences of a significant event; therefore, ESFs should (1)
work properly when called upon and (2) should not be challenged
frequently or unnecessarily. The Commission was interested both
in events for which an ESF, including the RPS, was needed to
mitigate the consequences of an event,(whether or not the
equipment performed properly) and events in which an ESP operated
unnecessarily. The Statements of Consideration also indicated
that operation of an ESP as part of a preplanned operational
procedure or test need not be reported.

The commission also noted that ESF actuations, including reactor (i)trips, are frequently associated with significant plant
transients and are indicative of events that are of safety
significance.

cL est y~
The reported formation is used hy the NRC in confirmation of
plant bases, identification of precursors to severe
core damage, reviews of management control systems, performance
indication, and the identification of actions to minimize
unnecessary actuations of safety systems. Also, invalid
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 81

3.3.2 Actuation of an Engineered Safety Feature or the Reactor
Protection System

(3) By discussions with NRC and industry representatives, it has become
apparent that wide disparity exists in the interpretation of Engineered
Safety Feature (ESF) reporting requirements. The current written
guidance for making determinations lacks the clarity needed to provide
consistency in reporting ESFs across the industry. This has resulted in
diverse regional and site-specific (both NRC and industry)
interpretations of these requirements. Since ESF actuations represent a
significant portion of the nuclear industry's yearly LER total, and
given the statistical nature of the analysis of these LERs, more
consistency in reporting is both warranted and desired.

A review of the concerns being experienced with reportability under
10CFR50.73(a)(2)(iv) indicates that there is a lack of clear and
definitive understanding of certain phrases within the rule such as
11 actuation of any Engineered Safety Feature" and "challenges to the
Engineered Safety Feature."

A concise definition of an "ESF actuation" was developed. This
definition employs a number of precise terms which have themselves been
defined to provide further clarification. In this way clear, consistent
guidance for determining an event's reportability under
10CFR50.72(a)(2)(iv) can be obtained by comparison of the event with the
definition of ESF actuation and its component terms. These definitions
are contained in the definition section of this document. The
definitions were developed by using standard definitions and concepts
contained in regulatory documents and past industry practices.

At the core of this ESF reporting guidance is development of an
understanding of the phrase "challenges to an ESF system." Once the term
"ESF actuation" is clarified, the intent of challenge is made clear. In
order to challenge the ESF, the ESP must be actuated. If a ~corn onent
within the ESF is actuated or fails, it may be reportable under
different sections of the LER Rule or under the Nuclear Plant
Reliability Data System (NPRDS), but not necessarily control
10CFR50.73(a)(2)(iv). To make the rule meaningful as an informational
database, the proper section of .the rule must be utilized for
reportability. Therefore, the intent of the phrase "challenge to an
Engineered Safety Feature" is contained in the BWROG-proposed definition
of ESF actuation.

The definitions on Pages 81 and 83 should be replaced with those below.

A. Standard Definitions

Actuation: Actuation of enough channels to complete the minimum actuation
logic, i.e., actuation of sufficient channels to cause activation of the ESF
actuation system. Ref. NUREG-1022 '
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 81 (continued)

Sensor: That portion of a channel which responds to changes in a plant
variable or condition and converts the measured process variable into an
electric or pneumatic signal. Ref. IEEE 603-80.

Actuation Device: A component or assembly of components that directly
controls the motive power (electricity, compressed air, hydraulic fluid,
etc.) for actuated equipment. Examples of actuation devices are circuit
breakers, relays and pilot valves. Ref. IEEE 603-80.

Actuation E ui* ment: The assembly of prime movers and driven equipment
used to accomplish a protective action. Examples of prime movers are
turbines, motors and solenoids. Examples of driven equipment are
control rods, pumps and valves. Ref. IEEE 603-80

'E

Utilit Guidance Definitions

Bases: These definitions come from standard Technical Specifications,
NUREGs, Reg. Guide, documents that were already approved.

ESF Actuation: A manual or automatic initiation of an ESF from a valid
or s urious si nal to sufficient ESF channels that causes the initiation
of that ESF unless it had been properly removed from service and not
required to be operable per Technical Specifications.

ESF: The Engineered Safety Features as defined in each plant-specific
UUSAR/FSAR.

cause actuation of a channel.

S urious Si nal: A signal whose source cannot be determined.

Channel: A system that contains applicable actuation relays, logic and
circuitry from the sensor up to and including the actuation device.

Removed from Service: The component or system is intentionally mechani-
cally or electrically disabled such that it is not capable of performing
its intended function.

Pre lanned Actuation: A preidentified, documented and communicated
evolution which could result in an ESF actuation. This evolution must
be specifically documented in station logs or procedures, communicated
to shift operations management prior to performing the evolution, and
verified following the evolution.

(4) ~Com onent level actuation may not be reportable under this criterion. The
language of the rule and the Statements of Consideration indicates that it
is the actuation of the ESF system, not a component within the system,
that is the key.
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 81 (continued)

(5) As the Staff recognizes, the ESF systems vary from plant to plant based
on specific needs to mitigate an accident. Additionally, the ESF
systems were clearly identified in the FSAR during the plant licensing
stage and later updated in the FSAR (USAR). For most plants, Chapter 6
of the FSAR (or USAR) identifies those systems. As the Staff
recognizes; there may be supporting systems to each ESF system which are
not identified in Chapter 6 of the FSAR (USAR). These supporting
systems were not considered as ESF systems, but rather considered as
essential auxiliary supporting (EAS) systems. In addition, Chapter 15
may include discussions of additional systems that are not considered as
ESF systems but merely are discussed as an alternate means to mitigate
an accident.

The Standard Review Plan (SRP), Section 7.3, defines and distinguishes
the differences between typical Engineered Safety Feature Systems and
typical Essential Auxiliary Supporting Systems. In addition, the *SRP
defines engineered safety features actuation system (ESFAS) as all
electric and electromechanical equipment involved in detecting a plant
condition requiring operation of an ESF or EAS system and in initiating
the operation of the ESF or EAS system.

Therefore, if the Staff's intent is to achieve comparable and uniform
reporting requirements, a rule change should be considered for reporting
of EAS system events. The current examples provided in this section
appears to be a change in the definition rather than clarification of
reporting requirements of ESF actuations. Additionally, to redefine
current -licensees'efinitions of ESF Systems through NUREG will cause
conflict with their FSAR/USAR and cause substantial confusion to plant
personnel (e.g., Operations, Engineering).

(6) The RPS varies from plant to plant based on specific needs to mitigate
an accident. The RPSs were clearly identified in the FSAR during the
plant licensing stage and later updated in the FSAR (USAR). In
addition, SRP 7.2 defines RPS. Therefore, to define RPS in a NUREG will
contradict the definitions that already exist.



actuations of ESFs sometimes provide insights into systems
interactions and system dynamics that testing does not disclose.
The guidelines also define ESF systems (including emergency
power), RPSs, and actuations for reporting consistency.

(s)
(1) ESF Systems

ESFs are defined to be those nuclear power plant systems
that function to mitigate the consequences of postulated
accidents. Postulated accidents are generally identified in
plant safety analysis (e.g., Chapter 15, "Accident
Analysis," of a plant's final or updated safety analysis
report (SAR) ) .

y k Ch*t y [4
~ r ~ v
ESFs for reportability purposes. Many, but not necessarilyall, ESF systems are identified in Chapter 6, "Engineered
Safety Features," of an SAR.

~-some-in'cified

as being ESFs< but are considered as su~or
epo bility purposes. The intent of this ps'chieve
ompara reporting among all plants. Fyx" older plants
hat do no onform to Regulatory GuideW.70, "Standard
ormat and Con t of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear
ower Plants," th nformatio wxght be found in other
hapters of the SAR.

~r
able 2 contains a partial l ng of typical ESF systems
hat, if taken credit for in safe analysis, are sub)ect t
eportability,.Wquivalent plant sys with different
ames are pa"be considered ESF systems eportability.
s Table 0 is only a typical listing of ESF s ms,
ic ees should provide site-specific lists of E o

0

(~)

) ~

'he NRC staff recognizes that some plants have not previously reported actuations of
some of these ESFs because the FSAR designations of ESF equipment varies (e.g.,
emergency diesel generators).
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 82

3.3.2 Actuation of an Engineered Safety Feature or the Reactor
Protection System

(5) See Comment (5) of Page 81.



TAeLE 2, TYPICAL ESF SYST95

I
Emergency Core Cooling Systems (ECCSs) ~

'cr

prsascrltgaatar rsactcra (PNs):

~ reactor coolant>systis accumulators
~ boron injectIon System a

~ high-, intermediate-, and low-head injection systes, Including,system for charging using
centrifugal charging.pumps, safety injectIon, and reaIdual (decay) heat rmwal and their water
sources p

~ associated valves. pipiqg, Snstrwantation, interlocks. puys. tanks, and necessary heat tracing

For boiling water reactors (ISRs): ~
~ high- and low-pressure core Spray systene and theIr water sources
~ high-pressure coolant injection systea, feedwater coolant InjectIon system, residual heat rmeal

systes, and their water sources t.i r

~ Isolation condenser system, reactor core isolation cooling system
~ autcmatic depressurization system
~ assocIated valves, piping, Snstruentation, )n'ter locka, pcs,,tanks, and necessary heat tracIng

Contaimant Systens
,a

a

~ contalreent and reactor vessel isolatIon syst~
~ contain»nt heat raaval and depressurization systole, Including the contaifsaent spray and

additive system and the fan cooler system
~ contairsent air purification and cleanup syst~
~ contaireant combustible gas control syst~. Including hydrogen rec|xabiners. Igniters. nItrogen

inarting systens. and contaireant atmospheric dilution syst~
~ ~ 8'tandby gas treatment sys~

\

Heating, VentilatIng and Air Conditioning (HVAC) Syst~ for.the Control Rem and Fuel Handling Areas

M Auxiliary Feedwater Sptma

Electrical Systaaa
a

a

~ eergency ac el tr ical power !yeti, including urgency diesel Oenerators (ED6s) and their
associated support system (even Sf classified aa an «ssential auxiliary support In the plant's
SAR), and M dedicated Oiviaion 3 E06s and their associated support +tm

~ actuatIon and control system (including associated interlocks) for engineered safety feature
(ESF) s

/
Essential Puxi 1 Sary Support Syatmo

Auxiliary support syat~ are those ayat~ that are necessary for ESF ayst~ to be apable of
perfariaing their SpeCified funCtiOna and that reoeSVe an aCtWtiOn signal (e.gas ~ Sa ty Injeoticn
signal, ESF actwtIon aIgnal, or other similar actuation signal) to initIate their func Sons, such as

cooling water systems
~ HVAC systeas for ESF equipment areas
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 83

3.3.2 Actuation of an Engineered Safety Feature or the Reactor
Protection System

(3) See Comment (3) of Page 81 ~

(4) See Comment (4) of Page 81.

(6) See Comment (6) of Page 81.

(7) Clarification. See also Example (3) on Page 86.

(8) Per Statements of Consideration (Page E-5, Column 1).



(3) Actuation of an ESF or the RPS

Actuation of
defined as either

(>)
an ESE or the RPS is f~)

~ receipt of a signal(s) in the plant's protection systemsufficient to satisfy the protection channel
coincidence logic necessary to activate the ESF/RPS
y ~. \ P d y P P dd Y (d)Y" ~ p

~ deliberate or inadvertent actions (manual or automatic)
or plant conditions that activate the ESF or RPS
system/component without the protection channel
coincidence logic being satisfied (e.g., manual
activation of a safety injection pump, an electrical
)umper being used to start an emergency diesel
generator, or set point drift causing a BWR main steamsafety/relief valve to open)

(4) Valid Actuation
CSF

Valid ESF/RPS actuatio are those that are (a)automatically initiate by the measurement of an actual
physical system param er that was within the established
set point hand of the sensor that provides the signal to the t~)
protection system's logic (whether or not the ESF functions
properly or a design basis need exists) and (b) manuallyinitiated in response to plant conditions.

(5) Invalid Actuations

Invalid ESF/RPS actuations are those not considered "valid"
as defined above.

All ESF actuations, including actuations of the RPS, are
reportable regardless of the plant operating mode or power levelor the significance of the structure, system, or component thatinitiated the event or whether initiated manually or
automatically. The fact that the safety analysis assumes that an
ESF system will actuate automatically under certain plantconditions does not preclude the need to report such actuations.
PCgqO+ie~g ~Of tread eat- ~ rat Of.fad am ~OS'. t md+la.t-Od ~i
YC Ed.S OWJ Ofgg f ~A.~ +l MtVi )<A ~ COmSC,QVt.&CA <

((-g-, C-+ W~ d i jf.f C.+~44 OP ~.La m V )C.S a.S )Chat 0 f 4 f LC ~~S 8
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 84

3 '.2 Actuation of an Engineered Safety Feature or the Reactor
Protection System

(4) See Comment (4) of Page 81.

(9) Although the ATWS mitigation system is a backup for RPS, the system
should not be considered as part of a reactor protection system. The
function of the ATWS (Diverse Scram System) is to provide a diverse
method of de-energizing the control and safety rods in the event the RPS
does not function as designed.

The ATWS system is considered to be a non-safety related system; there
is no TS LCO and it is not single failure designed.

However, a reactor trip initiated by ATWS will be reported under "Plant
Shutdown" and/or 10CFR50.72(b)(2)(iii) [10CFR50.73(a)(2)(v)] and/or
10CFR50 ~ 73(a)(2)(vii) ~
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 92

3.3.3 Event or Condition That Alone Could Prevent Shutdown of the
Reactor, Removal of Residual Heat, Control of the Release of
Radioactive Material, or Miti*gation of the Consequences of an
Accident

(5) Editorial.

(6) This section should be deleted. The original rule and the explanation
provided on Page 90 describe the requirement for reporting of events or
conditions that "alone" prevent the fulfillment of a safety system
function. Reporting of multiple independent failures is contradictory
to the "alone" requirement. These types of events will generally be
reportable under another criterion of the LER Rule.

(7) The addition of events or conditions not reportable provides valuable
information. It allows the reader to more clearly distinguish what
makes one event reportable and another one not reportable. This
approach should be used in each section of the document.



0
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- an actual single event or condition that disabled multipletrains of a safety-related system
— an actual event or condition that disabled one train of asafety-related system and could have affected a redundanttrain

C4hkI fiO~ or
gp

"' i g ~ h * 1
disabled multiple trains of a safety-related system

Whenevh~exy. are a number of s s n ependent
events or condition e two or more functionally
redundant train~a be unable to p~ their safety
functions concurrently, they are reportable hes&

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

the safety function of the system or structure was demanded
at the time of discovery

power level or plant mode

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

~ the cause of a potential failure of the safety function was
corrected before an actual demand for the safety function
could occur

other systems or structures were available that could have
or did perform the safety function
the entire system or structure is specified as ESP or safety
related, if the plant safety analysis in the USAR relied onit to perform or if it supports or could affect a systemthat performs a safety function
the problem occurs in a non-safety-related portion of'
safety-related system, if it prevents the performance of the
safety function

The following types of events or conditions generally are not
reportable under these criteria:
~ failures that affect inputs or services to systems that have

no safety function (unless it could prevent the performance
of a safety'unction of an ad)acent or interfacing system)

Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1 92
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 93

Event or Condition That Alone Could Prevent Shutdown of the
'eactor,Removal of Residual Heat, Control of the Release of

Radioactive Material, or Mitigation of the Consequences of an
Accident

See Comment (6) of Page 92. The original rule and the explanation
provided on Page 90 describe the requirement for reporting of
events or conditions that 'alone" prevent the fulfillment of a
safety system function. Reporting of multiple independent
failures is contradictory to the "alone" requirement., These types
of events will generally be reportable under another criterion of
the LER Rule.

Removal of any system from service in accordance with Technical
Specifications to do maintenance or testing, is not reportable.

Licensees are not required to speculate as to the impact of events
or conditions of their plant on other plants. Nor are licensees
required to submit a voluntary LER in any case. Licensees m~a

submit a voluntary LER.



~ a single defective component that was delivered, but notinstalled (However, a number of such defective componentscould be reported as a generic issue under this criteria if p
~ltkcould have prevented fulfillment of a safety function.If the single uninstalled defective component could have

created a substantial safety hazard, it is reportable under
10 CFR Part 21.)

("'aintenanceor surveillance testing (when done in accordance
with an approved procedure, the plant's technical
specifications permit, the resulting configuration, and thetrain is returned to service within the time limits
specified in the plant's technical specifications)
independent failure of a single component (unless it is
indicative of a generic problem, it alone could have caused
a safety system failure, or it is in a single trains)
a procedure error discovered before procedure approval

~4- 0.( ~e. Co~is h~m
pctvowfe4 ~ +lk<llwe~<
L $ D 4'c+ spat'Qv ~nc pL 0'l

Single Failure in a Multi-Train System Preventing Accident
Mitigation
The licensee received a letter from its reactor vendor
describing a design deficiency of the safety injection blockcircuitry that could make it possible for a single failure
of the manual block switch to render both trains of the
safety injection system (SIS) inoperable. The licensee
determined that separate block switches for each train of
the SIS had to be installed to eliminate this problem beforerestarting. The licensee made an ENS notification and
submitted an LER.

(<o)

(2)

An ENS notification is required because the system could
have been unable to perform its safety function to mitigate
the consequences of an accident. It is reportable even
though the cause of the potential failure was corrected
before the actual failure occurred at that plant. An LER is
required.

Single-Train System Failure Preventing Accident Mitigation
and Residual Heat Removal

When the licensee was preparing to run a surveillance test,
a high-pressure coolant injection (HPCI) flow controller was
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 94

Event or Condition That Alone Could Prevent Shutdown of the
Reactor, Removal of Residual Heat, Control of the Release of

'adioactiveMaterial, or Mitigation of the Consequences of an
Accident

Clarify the nature of the failure. If the operator reset the
system and the valve reopened then the event is not reportable.
If a component failure or system problem resulted in the valve
reopening, then the event is reportable.



(3)

(4)

found inoperable; therefore, the licensee declared the HPCI
system inoperable. The plant entered a technical
specification requiring that the automatic depressurization,
low-pressure coolant injection, core spray, and isolation
condenser systems remain operable during the 7-day LCO or
the plant had to be shut down. The licensee made an ENSnotification within 28 minutes and a followup call after the
amplifier on the HPCI flow transmitter was fixed and the
HPCI returned to operability.
This single failure of the single train BWR system is
reportable under $ 50.72(b)(2)(iii)(B and D) and 550.73
(a)(2)(v)(B and D) because the system was unable to performits safety function to remove residual heat or mitigate the
consequences of an accident. It is reportable despite other
systems being available that could have performed the safetyfunction. The timeliness of reporting was appropriate.
Single Failure Prevents Radioactive Release Control in Non- ( l l}Safety-Related System

During a liquid radwaste release, a discharge monitor
alarmed, sending a signal to close the discharge valve. The
valve closed and reopened without the operators being aware
of it. The operators manually shut the valve to secure the
release 5 minutes later. The tank was resampled and was
found to still be within limits. The licensee made an ENSnotification 24 hours later. No physical problems were
found with the monitor or valve. The alarm was attributed
to high background radiation level in the monitor area. A
caution was added to an abnormal operating procedure warningthat the valve will reopen after being reset, if the monitor
alarm condition cleared. The licensee submitted an LER
within 30 days.

An ENS notification is required because the failure of the
valve to remain closed demonstrated a condition for an
uncontrolled release of radioactive materials. This is
reportable even though the System is not safety related
because it performs the safety function of controlling
radioactive materials releases. However, the ENSnotification should have been made within 4 hours of
discovery. The LER is required.
Potential Common-Mode Failure
Unit 1 was at full power when it. was determined that a
rupture of the house heating steam system piping located in
the switchgear and the mechanical equipment rooms could
create a harsh environment for safety-related equipment in
those areas. The licensee removed the house heating system
from service the day this problem wa found. Eleven days
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Event or Condition That Alone Could Prevent Shutdown of the
Reactor, Removal of Residual Heat, Control of the Release of
Radioactive Material, or Mitigation of the Consequences of an
Accident

See Comment (6) of Page 92.



after discovery, a reportability evaluation determined that
there vaa an incorrect conclusion drawn during a high-energy
line break (HELB) study conducted in 1973, and the licensee
submitted an ENS notification for Unit 1. The heating
system piping vas modified to eliminate the potential for
pipe. ruptures in these areas and other areas containing
safety-related equipment vere evaluated for similar
problems.

Tvo days after discovery, Unit 2 vas notified to check for a
similar problem while in cold shutdovn and immediately
isolated its house heating system also. Unit 2 submitted an
ENS notification 14 days after being notified of the problem
and taking compensatory measures.

These events are reportable under $50.72(b)(2)(iii)(A -D)
and S50.73(a)(2)(v) because this condition alone could have
prevented the fulfillment of all four functions listed in
the criteria. They are reportable even though the safety
functions vere not called upon or needed at the time of
discovery, some affected systems vere not required to be
operable at the time of discovery, the problem vas in a non«
safety-related system, and the condition vas corrected
before actual failure occurred.

Although the licensee took immediate compensatory measures,
the ENS notifications were made 11 and 14 days after
discovery. The licensee indicated event times on the basis
of engineering evaluations rather than the time of discovery
of the condition as discussed in Section 4. Section 50.72
requires an ENS notification vithin 4 hours'f discovery.
This did not meet the intent of the 4-hour 50.72 limit. The
LER vas submitted in a timely fashion.

e licensee of a two-unit plant determined that aa-event
tha ccurred 3 months earlier could have potentially
prevent the fulfillment of the safety f~ions of sever
systems. unit vaa in pover operat|o5 vhile the other
vas in refuel~. Two "B" train emergency service water
(ESW) valves in b units had +%advertently been left
closed after a surve nce.~st, isolating both "B" ESW

pumps from their supply dera, vhich cool the "B"
emergency diesel generator. even days later, the
emergency cooling eater pump (a kup to the ESW) and an
"A" train emergency diesel generator re removed from
service for'maintenance. For 2 days no e ency cooling
vater .was automatically available for the sa ards coole
in .the event of a loss of offsite power because

~ocedures for equipment restoration were inadequate. hc
licensee reco nized the ed the "B"

(~~3

l
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Event or Condition That Alone Could Prevent Shutdown of the
Reactor, Removal of Residual Heat, Control of the Release of
Radioactive Material, or Mitigation of the Consequences of an
Accident

See Comment (6) of Page 92.

This example Should be deleted. The event would be more
appropriately reported as an Emergency Notification. In this
case, the requirements for emergency onsite power durin shutdown
should be stated.

The one emergency diesel was removed from service in accordance
with the Technical Specifications. A single failure then resulted
in the second diesel becoming inoperable.. This condition must
have been considered in the original design and licensing of the
facility. Ongoing NRC and industry efforts regarding "safety
syst: em functions" and "the design basis of the plant" while
shutdown may provide clarification of requirements in this area
that would impact the determination of reporting of this nature.

Also refer to Comment (6) of Page 92.



p header valves. After engineering personnel rmxnedit wa reportable 9 months later, an ENS notif tion was
made an LER submitted.
This event is re'po ble under S50. b)(2)(iii)(A, B and D)
and S5o 73(a)(2)(v) an vii) be use both the "A55 and "B"
trains of emergency power Service water were
simultaneously inoperable ferent causes at different
times. This could hav prevented safety functions to
maintain the reacts in a safe shutdo ondition, remove
residual heat, and mitigate the consequenc f an accident.
This is repo ble even though neither the syst nor their
safety fu ions had been demanded. The 9-month de in
report this did not meet the intent of these reporticri i

(7)

wer y u

~uring refueling, one emergency diesel generator (EDG) var
out.of service for maintenance. The second EDG was depiared
inoperable. Backfeed capability through the main outstationauxiliary power transformers was not available. ly oneoffsite power source was available to one erne ncy bus.
Plant technical specifications required thatat least one
EDG be available. to support the required%rain of the
standby gas treatment system.

If this event was not reported ae an emergency class, an ENSnotification is required 'under'50.72(b)(2)(iii)(B), (C),
and (D) and an LER under SSOB.73(a) (2) (v) (B), (C), and (D) .
The loss of onsite emergency po~er alone could have
prevented the fulfillment of theMafety functions of
residual heat removal, control of the. release of radioactive
material, and mitigation of the consequqnces of an accident,
had the one,offsite power source been lo
This eyefit also is reportable under 550.72(b) ( i) (5) and
S50 75(a)(2)(ii) because the plant was significant outsideits design basis, as indicated by its inability to corn

th its technical specifications.
Procedure Error Prevents Reactor Shutdown Function

Pposition, source range detect
Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1 96

The unit was in mode 5 (95 4F and 0 psig; before initialcriticality) and a post-modification test was in progress on
the train A reactor protection system (RPS), when the
operator observed that both train A and B source range
detectors were disabled. During post-modification testing
on train A RPS, instrumentation personnel placed the train B
input error inhibit switch in the inhibit position. With
both trains'n ut error inhibit switches in the inhibit

or voltage was disabled. The
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 104

3.3.5 Airborne or Liquid Effluent Release Exceeding Two Times Appendix B

(1) Clarification. Estimates used as the basis for an ENS notification should
be realistic and credible.



Although similar to 10 CFR 20.403 and 20 '05, these criteria
place a lower threshold for reporting events at commercial power
reactors because the significance of the breakdown of the
licensee's program that allowed such a release is the primary
concern, rather than the significance of the effect of the actual
release. Reports of events covered by $ 50.73(a)(2)(viii) are to
be made instead of reporting noble gas releases that exceed 10
times the instantaneous release rate without averaging over a
period of time, as implied by the requirement of
520.405(a)(1)(v) .

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

Table 2 of 10 CFR Part 20, Appendix B, provides releases in terms
of the values related to each isotope. The criteria contained in
the "Note" to Appendix B are used to determine releases of
mixtures of radionuclides. Paragraph 1 of the note provides for
summing of the fractional maximum permissible concentration (MPC)
values for the radionuclides known to. be present in the mixture.
Paragraphs 2, 3, and 4 provide concentration limits for cases in
which the identity or the concentration of any radionuclide is
not known. Paragraph 5 provides for conditions under which a
radionuclide may be considered not to be present in a mixture for
purposes of these calculations.
The criteria on reportability of radioactivity releases include
iodine spike releases.

Annual average meteorological data should be used for determining
offsite airborne concentrations of radioactivity to maintain
consistency with the technical specifications (TS) for
reportability thresholds. Licensees should calculate the actual
effects of releases using current meteorological data at the time
of release from the onsite meteorological tower.

The location used as the point of release for calculation
purposes should be determined using the expanded definition of an
unrestricted area as specified in NUREG-0133 ("Preparation of
Radiological Effluent Technical Specifications for Nuclear Power
Plants," October 1978) to maintain consistency with the TS.

It often takes a period of time to assess the magnitude of a
di 1 1 f~ I I h (I)

release has exceeded twice MPC, an ENS notification is required,
followed up by a more precise estimate in the LER. If it is
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3.3.7 News Release or Other Government Notifications
Principal Issues

This section of the guidance appears generally to be
consistent with applicable regulatory st:andards. One
issue related to predict.ing NRC's need to respond to
the media was noted.

Overview

The comment requests deletion of language which
suggests licensees must predict what events or
situations will require the NRC to respond to the
media.

III. Specific

COMMENTS ON PAGE 108

(1) Parts of the discussion imply that licensee's must report
p

'

These type items should be deleted from the discussion.





The following exceptions apply:
Ac«at«ns that result from and are part of the preplanned
sequence during testing or reactor operation. This impliesthat the procedural step indicates the specific ESF or RPS
actuation that will be generated and control room personnel
are aware of the specific signal generation before its
occurrence or indication in the control room.

However, if the ESF actuates during the planned operation or
test in a way that is not part of the planned procedure,
such as at the wrong step, that event is reportable.

(2) Invalid actuations that occur when a system has been
properly removed from service if all requirements of plant
procedures for removing equipment from service have been
met. This would include required clearance documentation,
equipment and control board tagging, and properly positioned
valves and power supply breakers.

If the actuation involved a oemponent-m. system failure, in
addition to reporting the event under these reporting criteria,it also should be evaluated for reportability under other 10 CFR
50.72 and 50.73 criteria (e.g., as a single failure that
prevented the fulfillment of a safety function, a common-mode
failure, a degradation of the plant, or an operation prohibited
by the technical specifications).
If the actuation involved a component failure that is reportable
within the scope of the nuclear plant reliability data system
(NPRDS), it should be reported to that system as noted in the
Statements of Consideration for 10 CFR 50.73.

ATWS defined as an expected operational transi accompanied
by a failure of the RPS to shut down the rea . ATWS accidents
are a cause fo~oncern because they co ead to severe core
damage and'elease of adioactivit the environment. Section
50.62 of 10 CFR require t mitigation systems function as
a backup for RPS and that y-igitiate specific ESF system
operation, as needed le minimi~ inadvertent scrams or
challenges to ot safety systems. Therefore, ATWS actuations
should be re ed under these criteria. Th idance given
above fo S and ESF definitions, reportability, d exceptions,
also plies to the reporting of ATWS system automati , nual,~ inadvertent actuations or failures to actuate.

(a)
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3.3.2 Actuation of an Engineered Safety Feature or the Reactor
Protection System

(5) See Comment (5) of Page 81.



(1) RPS Actuation
~ The licensee was placing the residual heat removal

(RHR) system in its shutdown cooling mode while the
plant was in hot shutdown. The BWR vessel level
decreased for unknown reasons, causing a RPS scram and
Group ZZI'primary containment isolation signals, as
designed. All control rods had been previously
inserted and all Group ZIZ isolation valves had been
manually isolated. The licensee isolated RHR to stopthe decrease in reactor vessel level.
This event is reportable within 4 hours under thiscriterion because the RPS scram and primary containmentisolation signals were valid and the actuations were
not part of a planned procedure. The automatic signals
were valid because they were generated from the sensor
by measurement of an actual physical system parameterthat was at its set point. However, this event also isreportable within 1 hour under 550.72(b)(1)(ii) becausethe primary coolant system was seriously degraded when
the water level decreased as a result of unknown
reasons. An LER is required under both
S50.73(a)(2)(ii) and $ 50.73(a)(2)(iv) .

~ With the BWR defueled, an invalid signal actuated the
RPS. There was no component operation because thecontrol rod drive system had been removed from service.
This event is not reportable because the system had
been properly removed from service and the RPS signal
was invalid.

~ With the control rods fully inserted into the core and
the RPS properly removed from service, an invalid
signal actuated the RPS, but the closed reactor trip
breakers failed to open. Even though this event is notreportable under this criterion, it is reportable underother criteria, for example, $50.72(b)(2)(iii),
550.73(a)(2)(ii) or (a)(2)(v), because fulfillment of a
Oaf'ety function could have been prevented, the plant
was seriously degraded, or shutdown of the reactor
could have been prevented if the plant had been
operating.

(2) BWR Control Rod Block Monitor Actuation
A rod block that was part of the plaqned startup procedureoccurred from the rod block monitor (w~~Vclassified as (~~
a portion of the RPS or as an ESP
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 86

Actuation of an Engineered Safety Feature or the Reactor
Protection System

EDG starts will be reportable if licensee considers the EDG as an
ESF. Regulatory Guide 1.70 states: "The engineered safety
features included in plant design v~ar ." Therefore, the NRC

acknowledges the definition of ESF system varies from plant to
plant. Redefining ESF via a NUREG contradicts with the licensee
FSAR/USAR (i.e., changing the licensing basis with a NUREG).
Inclusion of this new ESF definition will significantly confuse
and burden plant operators and engineers, since this definition is
contrary to their current training.





This event is not reportable because it occurred as a part
of a preplanned startup procedure that specified certain rod
blocks may occur. Hovever, if it was caused by asignificant reactivity anomaly or inadvertent criticality,
an ENS notification and LER are required.
Emergency Diesel Generator (EDG) Starts

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

~ After an automatic EDG start and for unknovn reasons,
the emergency bus feeder breaker from the EDG did not
close when pover vas lost on the bus. An ENS
notification and LER are required because the ESF
actuation logic for the EDG start was completed, even
though the ESF function was not completed.

~ EDG starts from certain anticipatory signals (e.g.,
loss of offsite startup power sensed on the startup
feeder breaker) are not reportable if no credit was
taken for the anticipatory EDG start feature in safety
analysis, and the EDG did not load onto the vital bus
as a result of a subsequent undervoltage condition on
the bus (a valid ESF signal).

(4) Reactor Trip and Auxiliary Feedwater (AFW) Actuation

A PWR tripped from 92-percent pover, and the AFW system
actuated because a steam generator low-low level occurred
when a main steam isolation valve (MSIV) closed. All
systems operated as designed and the unit stabilized in mode
3 (hot standby). The licensee later determined that a blovn
tuse caused the MSIV to close. An update ENS notification
was made 6 hours after the reactor trip.
An ENS notification is required within 4 hours of the
reactor trip or ESF actuation, whichever occurred first. Inthis case, the licensee made an ENS notification vithin 1
hour of the reactor trip, vhich meets the intent andexplicit requirements of reporting such events as soon as
practical. Both ESF (AFW and MSIV) and RPS actuations
occurred and are reportable within the single notification.
Regardless of vhether any expected ESF actuations are listed
in emergency operating procedures, they are to be reported
during the ENS notification. Update reporting of the cause
of a reactor trip is alvays encouraged. An LER is required.
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Actuation of an Engineered Safety Feature or the Reactor
Protection System

This is contrary to the Statements of Consideration (Page E-S),
"However, individual ~cpm onent failures need not be reported
pursuant to this paragraph if redundant equipment and the same
system was operable and available to perform the required safety
function."

Therefore, single equipment actuation alone, may not be reportable
under this criteria.

These examples only apply if CRVS and RWCU are considered ESF
systems per the licensee's FSAR/USAR definition.

The guidance in Example (8) is inconsistent with the guidance
provided by Example (3). In Example (3), an ESF actuation on a
non-ESF signal is determined to be not reportable. Refer also to
the definitions provided in Comment (3) of Page 81.





(5) Preplanned Manual Scram

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

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

During s rveiLLance testing of the MSg7s~n operatorincorrectly closed " " who~he procedure specified
closing MSIV "C "

This ev is reportable because the ESF actua atoc~ed (closing of MSIV "D") was not specified in th

(i i)

(7) Control Room Ventilation System (CRVS) Isolation (is)
While the CRVS was in service with no testing or maintenance
in progress, a voltage transient caused spiking of aradiation monitor resulting in isolation of the CRVS, as
designed.

This event is reportable under this criterion because
neither exception (1) nor (2) above apply. An ENSnotification and LER are required.

(8) Reactor Water Cleanup (RWCU) Isolations (<>)

The RWCU isolation valves closed in response to high
water temperature, as designed. RWCU

(system was designed with high water temperature as a
non-protective (non-ESF) process parameter to prevent
damage to the resin beds from high tempeyaturep Chkay
event is@reportable as an ESF actuation. ~I rebr+>ylaf
An RWCU primary containment isolation (ESF actuation)
occurred on pressurization between the RWCU suction

~ The requirements for continued reportability of these types of ESF actuations are
being reconsidered separately under rulemaking.
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3.3.3 Event or Condition That Alone Could Prevent Shutdown of the
Reactor, Removal of Residual Heat, Control of the Release of
Radioactive Material, or'itigation of the Consequences of an
Accident

I. Principal Issues

The draft guidance appears to go beyond the language and intent of the
regulation and original staff guidance regarding:

(1) The use of "hypothetical events" of "Potential conditions"
broadens the scope of the regulation.

(2) Reporting of multiple independent failures is not clear and
conflicts with the regulation.

(3) Inclusion of RCIC as a single train safety system.

II. Overview

III.
The comments are intended to resolve the issues identified above.

Specific

Refer to the mark-ups in the following pages.

COMMENTS ON PAGE 90

3.3 ' Event or Condition That Alone Could Prevent Shutdown of the
Reactor, Removal of Residual Heat, Control of the Release of
Radioactive Material, or Mitigation of the Consequences of an
Accident

(1) Removal of a system from service for maintenance or testing is not a
condition that requires reporting under this criterion.

(2) Clarification/editorial. The proposed terms are consistent with the
remainder of the draft document.



The intent of these criteria is to require reporting of events or
conditions. that could have prevented systems from performing
their safety functions ( ) regardless of
when the failures were discovered, whether the system was needed
at the time, or whether an alternate system or means was operable
to perform the safety function. Such reports permit the NRC to
ensure plants have the capability to mitigate accidents described
in their FSAR and to identify and ensure correction of previously
unrecognized failure modes and effects of important safety
systems. To obtain the information needed, this section has
combined previous NRC guidelines and responses to very specific
licensee concerns into a more generalized set of reportability
guidelines and exemptions for this reporting requirement and
provides definitions of key phrases.

The term "event or condition" refers to the circumstance or
reason that a system or structure actually failed to perfora its
safety function, or could have been prevented from performing its
safety function. The event or condition could result from one or
more problems, failures, errors, or circumstances. These
typically could include equipment failures; inadequate
maintenance; procedure deficiencies or violations; personnel
errors; design, analysis, equipment qualification, or
construction deficiencies;

h

The phrase "alone could have prevented" means the event or
condition was, or would be, sufficient by itself to prevent the
performance of the safety function(s) of a system or structure
(i.e., no additional single failure is assumed or needed to
prevent the function).

~»y~ (o.yq6 o cc.idmt Sc.ewe.c.io ga~4a t ian
If ag requiring performance f a system's
safety function, involving the identified is postulated
and it is determined that the safety function of the system or
structure vill fail, it is reportable under these criteria.
The term "safety function" refers to the, operation of a system or
structure necessary to perform any of the four functions (A
through D) listed in these reporting criteria during any plant
mode or accident situation as described or relied on in the plant
safety analysis.
For a system to perform its safety function, it and its
associated subsystems must be operable. The Standard Technical
Specifications define operable as follows:

A system. . . shall be OPERABLE or have OPERABILITY
when it is capable of performing its specified
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 91

3.3.3 Event or Condition That Alone Could Prevent Shutdown of the
Reactor, Removal of Residual Heat, Control of the Release of
Radioactive Material, or Mitigation of the Consequences of an
Accident

(3) This paragraph states that the loss of offsite power is reportable as an
event or condition that alone could prevent the fulfillment of a safety
function. This is not the case. Nuclear plants are designed and built
to accommodate the loss of all offsite power. Emergency onsite power is
available to power all required emergency loads. The paragraph needs to
be modified to state that loss of onsite emergency power is reportable
under 10CFR50.72(b)(2)(iii) [10CFR50.73(a)(2)(v)] and
10CFR50.72(b)(1)(ii) [10CFR50.73(a)(2)(ii)].

Loss of offsite power may also be reportable under emergency plan but is
not reportable under either paragraph above.

(4) RCIC is generally not an ECCS and in that case is not taken credit for
in the BWR accident analysis. Because of system capacity differences, a
BWR RCIC system can not fulfillthe safety function of HPCI, but the
HPCI system can fulfillthe function of RCIC. In this sense, RCIC is
not a single-train safety system. RCIC inoperability does not fall into
this reporting requirement.



functions, and when all necessary attendant
instrumentation, controls, electrical power, cooling or
seal water, lubrication or other auxiliary equipment
that are required for the system. . . to perform its
function(s) are also capable of performing their
related support function(s).

A safety system must operate long enough to complete its intended
function as defined in the FSAR. Reasonable operator actions to
correct minor problems may be considered; however, heroic actions,
and unreasonable insightful diagnoses, particularly during
stressful situations, should not be assumed. In addition, in the
FSAR, analysis is performed on how long the system/component is
expected to operate without operator action.
For example,
and onsite emergency power (usually diesel generators) are
normally required to be available to support safety system
functions. 'If onsite emergency power is
unavailable to the plant (i.e., completely lost), it is
reportable regardless of whether other systems were available
that could perform the safety function. The Statements of
Consideration contain other examples. Such events are of
interest to staff for ongoing safety reviews.

(3)

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

Single Failure
These reporting criteria are not meant to require reporting
of a single, independent (i.e., random) component failure
that makes only one functionally redundant train
inoperative.

There are a limited number of single-train systems that
perform safety functions, such as the BWR high-pressure
coolant injection
system/. For such systems, loss of the single train would
prevent the fulfillment of the safety function of that
system and, therefore, is reportable even though the plant
technical specifications may allow such a condition to exist
for a specified limited length of time.

Common-Mode Failure
Several conditions are reportable under these criteria:
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3.3.7 News Release or Other Government Notifications

$ 50 ~ 72 (b) (2) (vi)
Licensees shall report: "Any
event or situation, related to
the health and safety of the
public or an-site personnel,
or protection of the
environment, for which a news
release is planned ar
notification to other
government agencies has been
or will be made. Such an
event may include an an-site
fatality or inadvertent
release of radioactively
contaminated materials."

10 CPR 50 ~ 73

[No corresponding Part 50.73
requirement.]

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

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

Licensees typically issue press releases ar notify local, county,
State or Federal agencies on a wide range of topics that are of
interest to the general public. The NRC Operations Center does
not need to be made aware of every press release made by a
licensee. The following clarifications are intended to set a
reporting .threshold that ensures necessary reporting, while
minimizing unnecessary reporting. When in doubt, licensees are
encouraged to contact the NRC Operations Center. Licensees may
also find it prudent to keep the NRC resident inspector informed
of further developments in situations reported under this
criteria.
When avants raguirs tha NRC to respond hscauss ot mades, public, /
or other government agency attention, they are reportable under
this criteria, such as:
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 119

3.4.1 Worsening Plant Conditions After ENS Notification
(1) The example is deleted. Referencing another section of the

document in this manner makes 'the document difficult to
utilize.



\, 0

4

0



The NRC Operations Center requested and received hourlyfollovup reports from the licensee during the plant
shutdovn. Two hours into the shutdovn, vith the reactor at
low power, an ESF feedvater isolation occurred as a resultof a steam generator high-high level, vhich closed all four
feedwater isolation valves. The licensee had to manuallystart auxiliary feedvater to cool the steam generators.
Despite hourly plant status updates and questioning of the
licensee for additional problems, the NRC Operations Officer
vas not informed of the feedvater isolation or auxiliary
feedwater manual start until a 4-hour 550.72(b)(2)(ii) ENSnotification was separately called in 3 hours after they
occurred. The Unusual Event was terminated 20 hours afterits declaration vhen the Train C essential chiller vas
declared operable.

The feedwater ESF actuation and the difficultyvithauxiliary feedvater initiation were immediately reportablevia the ENS when they occurred because the plant was'n adeclared emergency and an unplanned ESF actuation
represented a further degradation of the level of plantsafety. Licensees are not relieved of the responsibility of
immediately reporting further plant safety degradation
regardless of vhether they are providing periodic followup
event reports at the request of the NRC.

C~3
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COMMENTS ON PAGE 129

4 EMERGENCY NOTIFICATION SYSTEM REPORTING

(1) This is too low a threshold. The condition should be evaluated against
the reporting criteria. Just the fact that a LCO is entered does not
make a condition reportable.
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Reasonable deadlines have been placed on the non-emergency
reporting requirements to ensure that licensees report, events
before a maximum time limit, without hindering the licensee'sability to respond to an emergency- Licensees are encouraged to
make these notifications as soon as sufficient information is
available.

To meet 10 CFR 50.72, ENS reportability determinations of design
problems should be made within the time limits of 10 CFR 50.72 on
the basis of engineering )udgment, instead of engineering reviews
taking many months. iti
4ech
-Ca

reportability.
This, however, is not a prerequisite for

Once a reportable event occurs or the condition is discovered,
ENS and LER reporting cannot be avoided regardless of whether
corrective actions or compensatory measures are instituted. Such
actions or measures should not be delayed by a concern over the
reportability of the event.

The NRC recognizes that in the short timeframe of the event„ and
ENS notification, a licensee may not have time for a complete
analysis of the cause, effect, and compensatory measures. Zt is
more important that the NRC be quickly made aware of the
situation than it is for the licensee to answer every NRC
question at the time of the initial ENS notification. Update ENS
notifications should be made to provide additional information or
analysis as it becomes available.
When reportable events meet several 10 CFR 50.72 reporting
criteria, the most immediate reporting requirement takes
precedence. A single, all-encompassing ENS notification made
under the most immediate reporting requirement also meets the
reporting requirements of other applicable criteria of 10 CFR
50.72, 20.205, 20.403, 50.36, and 73.71. Any known applicable
criteria should be noted during the ENS notification.
4.2.2 Reporting Completeness

The 10 CFR 50.72 rule was intended to trigger a technical
discussion between the licensee and the NRC about a safety
significant event and its effect on plant safety. There was no
intent to limit that discussion to the precise bounds of 10 CFR
50.72 phrases to the exclusion of additional information
licensees may have relating the event to overall plant safety.
For example, events may be caused by non-safety-related equipment
failures, or non-safety-related components may be used to
mitigate the consequences of an event. A plant transient may
have been affected by plant conditions external to the event, or
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(2) The licensee will provide the available information.
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a plant t ansient may be minort hut the same failure may affect
another plant differently, and'that may b the more important
issue in the ENS notification.
once an event becomes reportable, it should be described ( Q.)

For example, it may be worthwhile torelate malfunctions hy contrasting them to the proper functioning
of the system, even when that would not have been reportable byitself. To the extent information is available at the time of
the call, ( s.)

These details may involve othersafety-related or non-safety-related equipment or systems that
are not directly involved with the event hut may be related to
the event's overall safety significance to the plant or mayinvolve generic implications for other plants.
Sometimes information is not available to completely describe an
event. It is important for the NRC to know this, and updates
should be made as additional information becomes available. The
HOO is trained to evoke the details of the event and its effect
on the plant by addressing topics such as those noted in Section
4.3 of this report.
The ENS notification is the basis for short-term action,
followup, and events. analysis decisions hy the NRC staff'. The
ENS notification needs to be as accurate and complete as possiblefor the proper lines of inquiry to be pursued in the event,
analysis to make the correct decisions.
4.2.3 Voluntary Notifications
Licensees may make voluntary or courtesy ENS notifications about
events or conditions the NRC may he interested in. The NRC
responds to any voluntary notification of an event or condition,
as its safety significance warrants, regardless of the licensee'sclassification of the reporting requirement. Xf it is determinedlater that the event is reportable, the licensee can change the
ENS notification to a required notification under the appropriate
10 CFR 50.72 reporting criterion.
A voluntary report may be made about an issue for which the
licensee has found the public, media, local or State government,or another Federal agency perceives a safety problem. This may
be especially useful in the case of an incorrect perception, if
the licensee does not plan to issue a formal press release and nospecific 10 CFR 50.72 criterion is applicable. The public, other
government agencies, and Congress depend on the NRC to
independently provide a proper perspective.
Some voluntary notifications have been outside the threshold of
the reporting requirements of 10 CFR 50.72. The NRC encourages
such voluntary notifications because they may enhance the safety
Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1 130
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(3) This paragraph is judgmental and could be perceived as adversarial.

(4) This paragraph confuses reporting requirements under lOCFR50.72(a) vs.
50.72(b).



of the nuclear industry by alerting the NRC and thereby other
licensees to a safety significant or potentially generic problem.

Hoveve~some licensees have ncorrectly reported ~gnJLricant
events as vo lcm'tesy n-ntifications cause~very narrow
interpretations in their n~roo r expired ENS
notification t'ats. Voluntary reporting canno ed t
avoid nforcement. Following the guidelines in this

NUREC'inimizesuch problems. Also see Section 2

T ma be a legit mate variance in declaring emergencies among
licensees a fferences in
operating procedures and t o d l i g
emergencies. ess, such events are rep der 10

If there is a question about the reportability of an event or
condition, the Commission's policy is that licensees should make
the report. If it is determined later that the event was
reportable, the licensee will have performed the required
notification and the NRC will have had an opportunity to act on
the event, as necessary. If it is determined later that the
event was not reportable, the report can be changed to a
voluntary report or retracted.
4.2.4 ENS Notification Retraction

If a licensee makes a 10 CFR 50e72 ENS notification and later
determines that the event or condition was not reportable, the
licensee should call the NRC Operations Center on the ENS
telephone to retract the notification and explain the rationale
for that decision. Licensees should not retract ENS
notifications via letters to the NRC regional or headquarters
staff.
The ENS event notification report will not be deleted from the
NRC data base, but will be marked as "retracted" and the
explanation for the retraction will be given.

4.2.5 ENS Event Notification Norksheet (NRC Form 361)

The ENS Event Notification Worksheet (NRC Form 361) is used by
the HOO during ENS notifications to obtain adequate information
for the evaluation of significant events reported to the NRC
Operations Center. The worksheet provides the usual order of
questions and discussion for easier communication and its use
often enables a licensee to prepare answers for a more clear and
complete notification. A clear ENS notification helps the HOO to
understand the safety significance of the event. A copy of this
form is provided at the end of this section.
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(5) Make minor updates, including addressing 10CFR50.72(b)(2)(vii).
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(6) The bullets for what to provide to the HOO are ordered differently than on
Form 361.
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logistics support. The NRC keeps other Federal agencies informed
of the status of an incident and provides information to the
media. Zn addition, the NRC assesses and, if necessary, confirms
the appropriateness of actions recommended hy the licensee to
local and State authorities.
Zt is the licensee's responsibility to ensure that adequate
personnel, knovledgeable about plant conditions and emergency
plan implementing procedures, are available on shift to assist
the shift supervisor to classify an emergency and activate the
emergency plan, including making appropriate notifications,
without interfering with plant operation.

When 10 CFR 50.72 vas published, the NRC made clear its intent in
the Statements of Consideration that notifications on the ENS to
the NRC Operations Center should be made hy those knovledgeable
of the event. Zf the description of an emergency is to be
sufficiently accurate and timely to meet the intent of the NRC's
regulations, the personnel responsible for notification must be
properly trained and sufficiently knovledgeahle of the event to
report it correctly. The NRC did not intend that notifications
made pursuant to 10 CFR 50.72 vould be made by those vho did not
understand the event that they are reporting.
Because time is important in many emergency class events,
licensees should first provide the folloving information so that
the HOO can quickly recognize the seriousness of the situation: (

~ the plant, unit, emergency class (using the term "Unusual
Event," "Alert," "Site Area Emergency," or "General
Emergency" ), and time of declaration

~ the caller's name, title
~ a brief event summary/plant status

During Unusual Events the HOO

~ vill accept the information and then brief the NRC emergency
officer (EO), NRC regional duty officer (RDO), and Federal
Emergency Management Agency

~ may recontact the licensee to
- acquire further information- establish a conference call. with NRC management- establish periodic updating for more information
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(7) Wherever lists are provided for what "typically" may be asked of the
licensee, the NRC needs to remain aware that the usual source of
information, the Operations Shift Supervisor, will usually not have
detailed information immediately, within one hour, or even within 4
hours. It should be stated that these lists are not, and will never
become,

requirements'8)

The statement is clear without this phrase. The meaning of "reactor
safety team" should be expanded and clarified.
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During Alerts or above the HOO will
~ usually request the licensee to maintain open, continuous

ENS communications with the NRC Operations Center and to
immediately call back if disconnected

~ immediately establish a conference call among the NRC EO, RDO,
other NRC managers, as necessary, and the licensee to discuss
the event

The licensee typically may be asked to discuss, as applicable:

~ details of the event, cause, time, and its safety
significance, time of emergency declaration

~ status of system(s) involved or important to the event

~ release rate of radionuclides

o reactor coolant system (RCS), emergency core cooling systems
(ECCS), and other plant system status

~ non-safety-related system problems that may affect normal
plant operations or method of shutdown(cooldown

~ basis for the declaration of the emergency and criteria to be
met for its termination

~ human performance issues involved to understand the cause or
progress of an event (see Section 2.8 of this report)

~ specific Federal, State, and local government agencies
notified (name of agency, not individual contacted)

Events that occur during an emergency class event that are
reportable by themselves should be reported via the appropriate
communicator, F)
4.3.2 One-Hour ENS Notifications
ENS reportability evaluations should be concluded and the ENS
notification made as soon as practical and in all cases within 1
hour to meet 10 CFR 50.72. The reportability timeclock starts at
the time of the event or the discovery of the condition. The
Statements of Consideration noted that the 1-hour deadline is
necessary if the NRC is to fulfillits responsibilities during
and following the most serious events occurring at operating
nuclear power plants without interfering with the operator's
ability to deal with an accident or transient in the first few
critical minutes.
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(7) See Comment (7) of Page 137.



$ 50 ~ 72 (b) (1) (i) (A)

(See Section 3.2.1, "Plant Shutdown Required by Technical
Specifications ")

The licensees typicallY may be asked to discuss, as applicable: ( l)
~ details and safety significance of the event

~ method of discovery of problem

~ the technical specifications (TS) involved and their
requirements (Given the variety in TS among plants, the
licensees may be asked for the specification verbatim, to
ensure an accurate understanding of the situation.)'

availability of ECCS and engineered safety features (ESF)
systems

~ when power level reduction was initiated or'hen it will be
initiated, at what rate, and when the licensee expects to be
in the TS required mode

~ licensee expectations to have the problem corrected before the
plant is required to be in the shutdown mode

~ human performance issues involved in the event (see Section
2.8 of this report)

~ reactor vendor involvement in the problem resolution, if any

~ emergency declaration made or expected to be made

~ specific Federal, State, and local government agencies
notified (name of agency, not individual contacted)

$ SO ~ 72 (b) (1) (i) (B)

(See Section 3.2.3, "Technical Speciiication Deviation per
$ 50.54 (x) ")

The licensees typically may be asked to discuss, as applicable:

~ details of the situation, plant status, safety significance of
the deviation, and any compensatory measures taken

~ reason for deviation from the TS or license
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(7) See Comment (7) of Page 137.

(9) As written, it appears to imply that an unanalyzed condition is also an
unreviewed safety question.
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~ the applicability of the emergency operating procedures (EOPs)

~ the position of the person who approved taking 550.54(x}
action

e NRC personnel involved in the decision, if any

$ 50.12 (b) (1) (ii)
(See Section 3.2.4, "Operating Plant in a Degraded or Unanalyzed
Condition" )

Given the overlap in these reporting criteria, it is not unusual
for an event to be reportable under more than one criterion,
(A), (B), cr (c}. The licensee typically aay he asked tc discuss, P)
as applicable:
o what system is seriously degraded, in an unanalyzed condition,

outside the plant.'s design basis, or not covered by the
plant's operating and emergency procedures; why; when
discovered; means of discovery; and details of the problem

~ alternate systems and actions available with appropriate
procedures to perform the same or similar safety function

~ how the problem affects current plant conditions or technical
specification requirements; whether mode changes are necessary
and when

~ compensatory measures taken, corrective actions that are under
way, and an estimate for recovery time

~ reactor temperature, pressure, mode, and power level
~ for degraded plant conditions - design margins, engineering

margins of safety, or other conservatisms reduced

~ for an unanalyzed condition - the basis for determining that
the conditioqd

(S Let VaL+a-LqCCS C4wla Piaa
~ for a condition outside the plant's design basis - the design

parameters that are being exceeded

~ results of analysis performed on the reportable condition
~ if analysis is currently being performed, the estimated time

the results will be available

139 Draft. NUREG-1022, Rev. 1



ROCHESTER GAS AND ELECTRIC CORP.

NUREG 1022 DRAFT REV. 1 COMMENTS

COMMENTS ON PAGE 140

4 EMERGENCY NOTIFICATION SYSTEM REPORTING

(7)

(10)

See Comment (7) of Page 137.

Current wording on JCO is inconsistent with other NRC guidance,
specifically NRC Generic Letter 91-18.
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%SO.72 (b> (1) (iii)
(See Section 3.2.5, "Natural Phenomenon or Condition Threatening
Plant Safety" )

The HOO will attempt to obtain as complete a description as
possible of the event, the licensee's precautions, and the
anticipated effect on the safety of the plant. The licensee may

~typically be asked to discuss, as applicable:

~ warning/watch received, tornado sighted, and touchdown
location

~ precautions taken

~ location of touchdown in protected area, damage incurred

~ potential (unmeasured) radioactive releases

~ plant equipment affected, ECCS/ESF availability
~ specific Pedestal, State, and local government agencies

notified (name of agency, not individual contacted)

~ plant system walkdown status

~ personnel in)uries, contaminations, hospitalizations

~ emergency declaration and time of declaration (immediately
update NRC on termination)

~ seismic levels measured; whether tremors physically were felt
on site

~ equipment affected or damaged

~ plant status, ECCS/ESP availability, and power level plans

~ status of system walkdowns (immediately update NRC when
complete or significant damage found)
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(7) See Comment (7) of Page 137.
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~ specific Federal, State, and local government agencies
(name of agency, not, individual contacted)

~ aftershocks registered on plant seismic instrumentation or
additional damage discovered (required updates per 50.72(c) (1)
and (2))

The HOo is required to contact plants within 50 miles of an
earthquake that registers 4.5 or more on the Richter scale as
soon as informed (e.g., by FERA, licensee ENS notification or
news media reports) to verify plant sa fety.

~ magnitude of expected event in safety perspective: water
levels (e.g., normal and expected flood level), time and
duration, equipment, systems, and buildings expected to be
affected

~ plant status and power level plans

~ emergency precautions taken (e.g., sandbagging, and diesel
generator fuel oil supply)

~ specific Federal, State, and local government agencies
notified (name of agency, not individual contacted)

~ periodic updates

$50.72(b)(1)(iv)
(See Section 3.2.6, "ECCS Discharge into the Reactor Coolant
System" )

ECCS in)ection into the reactor vessel as the result of a valid
signal is an ESF actuation and reportabl'e under this criterion.
ECCS in)ections as a result of invalid signals are reportable
under S50.72(b)(2)(ii). Section 4.3.3, regarding
S50.72(b)(2)(ii), of this report notes typical issues that
licensees may be asked to discuss concerning an ESF actuation.
Xn addition, licensees typically may be asked to discuss, as
appropriate:

~ RCS leakage rate
~ amount, source, length of time, and boron concentration of

fluid injected into the reactor vessel

~ reactivity effects
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, (11)

(12)

See Comment (7) of Page 137.
r

Recommend deletion of the last three questions because they really
require a more in-depth analysis. They also will distract the
operator during a critical period.

Additional operator burden and potential enforcement action. May
not know if an ESF actuation occurred. Concerned with increased
burden that is contrary to the intent of the ENS (i.e., notify the
NRC that a situation occurred so that they could respond, vice
data collection) . Recommend deletion.



~ RCS initial/current temperatures/pressures and TS limits
~ specific ECCS components in)ecting
~ cause of ECCS actuation or prevention of ECCS act

~ basis for cont n

~ human~formance issues involved in the event, se
of this report)

n

(<i)

(ia)

SSOe72 (h) (1) (V)

(See Section 3.2.7, "Loss of Emergency Assessment, Response or
Communications" )

ENS operability is important because in an emergency it may be
the only telephone available that a licensee can use to contact
the NRC. The licehsee typically may be asked to discuss, as (-t)
applicable:

~ details of the problem

~ method of discovery

~ operability of alternative systems of communication

~ projected time of return to operability

$50.72 (b) (I) (vi)
(See Section 3.2.8, "Plant Safety Threat from Fire, Toxic Gas, or
Radiation" )

The iicecsee typically may be asked to discuss, as applicable: ( l7
Zizu
~ status of fire - out of control, under control, or

extinguished

~ location, magnitude, and duration of fire
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(7)

(13)

See Comment (7) of Page 137
's

written, it appears to imply that an unanalyzed condition is also
an unreviewed safety question.



~ human performance involved in the event (see Section ?.8 ofthis report)
~ specific Federal, State, and local government agenciesnotified (name of agency, not individual contacted)
~ press release information
~ updates on progress of the event

4,3.3 Four-Hour ENS Notifications
ENS reportability evaluations should be concluded and the ENSnotification made as soon as practical and in all cases within 4
hours to meet 10 CFR 50.72. The reportability timeclock starts
at the time of the event or the discovery of the condition.

$ 50 ~ 72(h)(2)(i)
(See Section 3.3.1, "Shutdown Plant Found in Degraded or
Unanalyzed Condition" )

The licensee typically may be asked tc discuss, as applicable: { I)
~ what system is seriously degraded or in an unanalyzedcondition, why, when and how discovered, and details of the

problem

~ alternate systems and actions available to perform the same orsimilar safety function
~ how the problem affects current plant conditions or TS

requirements, whether mode changes are necessary and when

~ compensatory measures taken, corrective actions that are under
way, and an estimate for recovery time

~ reactor temperature, pressure, mode

~ for degraded plant conditions - design margins, engineering
margins of safety, or other conservatisms reduced

~ for an unanalyzed condition - the basis for determining that
the condition ((3)

O v V<c;n ~Lq«> G h~.+in~
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(7)

(14)

(1~)

See Comment (7) of Page 137.

The setpoints will be provided in the LER ~

Already addressed in Section 3.2.8.
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F50.72 lb) {2) {ii)
(See Section 3.3.2, "Actuation of an Engineered Safety Feature or
the Reactor Protection System" )

The NRC must independently assess the condition of the reactor
after an ESF or reactor protection system (RPS) actuation to
determine if it is in a safe condition and expected to remain so.
The HOO needs to understand the safety significance of any
transient the reactor went through after a necessary or
unnecessary ESF or RPS actuation in order to brief NRC management
or initiate NRC actions. Therefore, licensees may typically be ( l)
asked to discuss the following, as applicable:
~ specific RPS/ESF actuations,

~ cause of RPS/ESF actuations

and anomalies

~ control rod position after reactor trip and anomalies, such as
stuck rods and dropped bank

~ boron poison additions

~ reactor pressure, temperature, level, and leakage conditions

~ reactor cooling method and cooldown rate limits
~ availability status of ESF/ECCS systems and specific causes of

any unavailable system or component

~ systems included in any group containment isolation
~ operation and problems associated with reclosing of primary

and secondary power-operated relief valves, relief and code
safety valves, or turbine bypass (condenser dump) valves

~ expected ESP actuations after a reactor trip
~ emergency (or auxiliary) feedwater system operation

~ feedwater isolation
~ turbine runbacks

Licensees should not delay making the ENS notification because of
lack of information in any specific area noted above.
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(7)

(16)

See Comment (7) of Page 137.

The person making the phone call generally does not have the
authority to make commitments for the utility.



$ 50. 72 (b) (2) (iii)
(See Section 3.3.3, ~~Event or Condition That Alone Could Prevent
Shutdovn of the Reactor, Removal of Residual Heat, Control of
the Release of Radioactive Material, or Mitigation of the

Consequences of an Accident" )

Given the overlap in these system safety functions, it is not
unusual for an event to be reportable under more than one of
these criterion.
The licensee typically may be asked tc discuss, as applicable: ( t)

I

~ system that is unable to perform its safety function, cause
and details of problem, and vhen and hov discovered

~ alternate systems and actions available to perform the same
safety function

~ effect of the problem on current plant conditions and TS
requirements, whether mode changes are necessary and vhen

o compensatory measures that have been employed and repairs that
are under way, estimated time for recovery

~ reactor temperature, pressure, mode, and power level
~ radioactive releases (see Section 4.3.2, regarding

550.72(b)(1)(vi), in this report)
For loss of RHR vith the plant in hot shutdown, cold shutdovn, or
refueling
~ length of plant shutdown and its heatup rate
~ percent of fuel in the core and percentage of nev versus old

fuel
~ vhether containment integrity has been established, vhether it

is needed, and the length of time it vill take to establish it

~ water inventory in the care, vhether the reactor head is in
place, whether RCS integrity is established

~ vhere the licensee is measuring RCS temperature (i.e.,
residual heat removal (RHR), reactor core, or RCS loop)

147 Draft NUREG-1022, Rev. 1



l



ROCHESTER GAS AND ELECTRIC CORP.

NUREG 1022 DRAFT REV. 1 COMMENTS

COMMENTS ON PAGE 148

4 EMERGENCY NOTIFICATION SYSTEM REPORTING

(7) See Comment (7) of Page 137.



S50 ~ 72 (b) (2) (iv)
(See Section 3.3.5, ~Airborne or Liquid Release Exceeding Tvo
Times MPC")

The information needed concerning this criteria can be found on
the second page of ENS Event Notification Worksheet (NRC Form 361
in Section 4.2.5 of this report). The licensee typically may be
asked to discuss, as applicable:
~ radionuclide(s) released, measured in curies

~ plant and site boundary dose rate (millirem/hour), total dose,
percent of TS limits or percent of MPC (the HOO is trained to
ask for meaningful units; a count per minute value alone is
not meaningful vithout detector efficiency, type of
radionuclide, flov rates, etc.)

~ how was gaseous or liquid release monitored

~ where, when, hov, and why the release occurred

~ duration of release

~ room or building evacuations

~ use of self-contained breathing apparatus (SCBA)

~ contaminated or ingured personnel

~ specific Federal, State, and local government agencies
notified (name of agency, not individual contacted)

~ meteorological data such as vind direction and speed and
Pasquill stability class, if release vas substantial

550.72(b) (2)(v)
(See Section 3.3.6, "Contaminated Person Requiring Transport to
Offsite Medical Facility")

The liceusee typically stay he asked tc discuss, as applicahle: { l)
~ name of ingured person, gob, employer, and hospital
~ type and extent of inguries and contamination

~ health physics personnel coverage in ambulance and hospital
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(7)

(17)

See Comment, (7) of Page 137.

The update per 50.72(c)(2)(ii) is reportable under that section, and
should not be an example under 50.72(b)(2)(v).



~ when, where, and how accident occurred

~ human performance involved in the event (see Section 2 ' ofthis report)
~ effect of compensatory measures taken on safety of the nuclear

power .plant (e.g. de-energization of a bus or where a breakerfailure caused the in)ury)
~ specific Federal, State, and local government agencies

notified (name of agency, not individual contacted)

~ press release information

- results of health -physio'-surveys performed on the
individual, in ~mbulance and-~ l

- the 'idual's prognosis (if available)

/$ 0 ~ 72 (b) (2) (Vi)
(See Section 3.3.7, "News Release or Other Government
Notifications" )

The HOO will attempt to ascertain the type and extent of news
media coverage experienced or expected by the licensee. The
licensee aypically may be asked to discuss, as applicable:
~ details of the press release and issuance time

(fax copy of press release, if available)
~ amount and type of local and/or national news media interest

shown or expected

The licensee typically may be asked to discuss, as applicable: (+)
~ details of the event as described in other applicable sections
~ specific Federal, State, and local government agenciesnotified (name of agency, not individual contacted)
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(7) See Comment (7) of Page 137.

(18) It would not be useful to notify the NRC every time a Technical
Specification LCO is entered or exited, nor to provide the NRC

immediate updates on every starting or stopping of plant
equipment, etc. These bullets could be reworded to more
accurately list those conditions representative of adverse affects
on plant safety.





$ 50 72 (b) (2) (vii)
(See Section 3.3.8, "Spent Fuel Storage Cask Notifications" )

Tbe licensee bypically eay be asked tc discuss, as applicable: ( l )

~ description, cause and importance to safety of the defect
or reduction in effectiveness of the spent fuel storage
cask

~ current location of spent fuel storage cask

~ filtration and monitoring of radioactive release or
contamination of adjacent area

~ amount of spent fuel and leaking fuel in cask

4.3.4 Followup Notification

50 ~ 72 (c) (1) (i)
(See Section 3.4.1, "Worsening Plant Conditions After ENS
Notification")

For any event reported under 10 CFR 50.72, the licensee shall
immediately notify the NRC Operations Center of any change
related to the event in progress or an additional event that
additionally adversely affected plant safety, regardless of
whether the licensee has established continuous or periodic
communications with the NRC Operations Center. For example, such
changes may include, but not be limited to, the following:
~ declaration of emergency class

~ another reportable event

~ problems maintaining the six critical safety functions of
- reactivity control- reactor core cooling- ultimate heat sink- reactor integrity- containment integrity- RCS inventory

(is)
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(18) See Comment (18) of Page 150.



Jg pP.chic.+loin 04

~ w status of any ECCS or ESF equipment operability, availability, (Lg)or actuations
~ ~status of any non-safety«related equipment or systems normally

used to cool the reactor
~ status of any ac or dc onsite or offsite Class 1E or non-Class

1E power supplies '

event-related system or component information requested by the
HOO, EO, or RDO on a periodic basis

~ specific Federal, State, and local government agenciesnotified (name of agency, not individual contacted)

550 ~ 72(c)(X)(ii)
(See Section 3.4.2, "Change From One Emergency Class to Another" )

The licensee shall notify the NRC Operations Center immediatelyafter informing State and local government agencies of a changeof emergency class in either direction and the basis for doingst
The plant name and change of emergency class should be the firstthing noted in this immediate ENS followup notification, to
permit the HOO to handle the call in a manner according to its
seriousness.

550.72 (c) (1) (iii)
(See Section 3.4.3, "Termination of Emergency Class" )

Licensees shall notify the NRC Operations Center immediatelyafter informing State and local government agencies of thetermination of an emergency class and should include
~ basis for the termination decision, including sufficientcurrent plant or system status as it relates to the event
~ specific Federal, State, and local government agenciesnotified (name of agency, not individual contacted)
~ news release information or media interest shown
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(7)

(19)

See Comment (7) of Page 137.

Declaration ox change of class is reportable under either 50.72(a)
or 50.72(c)(1)(ii) and should not be included in this section.





$50.72(0)(2)(i)
C

(See Section 3.4.4, <Results of Evaluations/Assessments of plant
Conditions" )

The licensee shall immediately notify the NRC operations center
of the results of any evaluation or assessment of the plant
condition related to a reported event (emergency, 1-hour or 4-
hour report), especially an analysis that modifies the safety
assessment made in the initial notification for an event in
progress even if the licensee has established continuous or
periodic communications with the NRC Operations Center.

$ 50 ~ 72 (0) (2) (ii)
(See Section 3.4.5, Effectiveness of Response or Protective
Measures Taken" )

Licensees shall immediately notify the NRC Operations Center
during any ongoing reported event when the effectiveness of its
response measures can be determined. This may pertain to either
a positive or a 'negative effect on plant or public safety or on
the event itself.

$ 50 ~ 72 (0) (2) (iii)
(See Section 3.4.6, "Plant Behavior Not Understood" )

The licensee shall immediately notify the NRC Operations Center
of plant behavior not understood. The licensee typically may be ( l
asked to discuss, as applicable,
~ "details of the plant behavior that are not understood,

contrasted with the expected plant behavior

~ relationship of the plant behavior to design basis
~ effect the plant behavior has on plant safety
~ plant and event status
~ any abnormal circumstance not previously reported'

any theory on the cause of the unexplained behavior

(is1
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