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NRC STAFF ASSESSMENT OF REPORTING REQUIREHE~TS 
FOR POWER REACTOR LICENSEES 

To inform the Conmission about the activities of the task force formed to 
assess reporting requirement~ for power reactor licensees, includin? plans for 
evaluatiag the need or frequency for reporting requirements contained in the 
regulations, technical specifications or industry codes and standards, 
collll!ensurate with the implP.mentation plan for t:1e Regulatory Review Group 
reco11111endations (SECY-94-003). 

SUH!!ARY: 

Tnis paper desc:ibes the activities of a task force to detenr.ine if some 
reporting requirements imposed on power reactor licensees can be reduced in 
s~ope or eliminated. As part of this effort, the task force selected a test 
group of 11 reporting requirements for review to develop a means for 
documenting staff rationale when assessing reporting requirements. The 
approach for continuing the effort to assess reporting requirements that the 
industry and tfle NRC staff Identified for possible deletion or revision Is 
dlscu~sed; the schedule for actompllshing this Is compatible with Topic Area 
No. 59 (Reporting Requirements) of the implementation plan for the Regulatory 
Review Group reco11111enda1:ions. Also, the staff :-ill initiate r•1lemaking or 
take other appropriate regulatJry actions based 01 the reconmend;tions of the 
Regulatory Review Group and the Reporting Requlremer;ts Task Force, and will 
investigate the efficacy of applying electronic trans111:~slon techniques for 
data, reports and test results. 
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BACKGROUND: 

In mid-January 1992, the Chairman asked the staff to review the reporting 
requirement~ Imposed on power reactor licensees to determine If some 
requirements could be reduced In scope or eliminated. Shortly thereufter, two 
Presidential directives, dated January 28, 1992, requested that the Commission 
and other energy and environmental agenclJs work together to streamline 
regulatory requirements and set aside a 90-day Pl 'd for the evaluation of 
existing regulations. The Commission directed the Committee to Review Generll 
Requirements (CRGR) to use appropriate Inputs from the public, the NRC staff, 
and other Federal agencies to conduct a special regulatory review addressing 
the splr t of the concerns raf~ed by the President. After completing Its 
review, the CRGR recommended revising the regulations In eight areas (S~CY-92-
141, dated April 17, 1992) for which the CRGR could clearly make a 
determination In the allotted 90 days that a reduction In the regulatory 
burden could be ar.hleved without In any way reducln~ the public health and 
safety or common defense and security. 

In conducting Its review, the CRGR Issued a Federal Reglster notice on 
February 24, 1992 (57 FR 6299). seeking .,ublic comment, and also sought 
corrrnents from the NRC staff; the CRGR held a r.ubl le r.1eet1ng to discuss the 
co11111ent~ that were rec4lved. Among other concerns, the industry considered 
the magnitude of reporting requirements tr. be burdensome and some reporting 
requirements to be unnecessary. In addition, the Industry expressed concern 
over NRC guidance documents lstued to provide Interpretations of reporting 
requirements In the regulations and over reporting req~!rements contained in 
license documents such as the technical specifications. Becduse many of the 
corrrncntt received were outside the scope or criteria of the special CRGR 
review, their resolution was deferred to other agency inltlltlves for 
evaluating reporting requirements. Therefore, the staff decided to expand the 
scope of this effort, and consider the potential for reducing reporting 
requirements in a comprehensive and integrated manner. 

lr1 a memoranoum from the Executive Director for Operations, dated Hay 7, 1992, 
the ~taff described plans for (1) soliciting the views of the nuclear power 
Industry and other ln~erested .,arties on reducing reporting requirements and 
(Z) Issuing a report with staff recommendations on modifying certain reporting 
requirements and conducting an expanded review of the reporting requirements 
t~r power r€actor licensees. Public corrrnent was obtained throunh the Issuance 
of a federal Register notice (57 FR 27394, dated June 19, 1992); the cumment 
period expired September 30, 1992. Enclosure 1 Identifies those who 
co11111ented and characterizes the co11111ents that were received. 

A multi-office task force was established to support this effort. The members 
of the tdsk force are given In Enclosure 2. To facilitate staff involvement, 
the task force deielopEd a User Need Statem~nt form for the staff to use In 
developing the justification for reporting requirements. To affirm the 
utility ,,f the User Need Statement, the task force idt!ntifled a test group of 
11 reporting requirements for evaluation by the staff. Enclosure 3 includes 
(l) a list of thP 11 reporting requirements that comprise tt.e test group, 
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along with the User Need Statements prepared by the cognizant line 
organizations, (2) a compilation of the results from the User Need Statements 
and (3) corrment resolution statements for those public co11111ents receive~ In 
response to the federal R~glster notice that are related to the t~st gr1up of 
reporting requlr~m~·ts. The task force met In January 1993 to discuss various 
approaches for continuing the review of the reporting requiremPnts and to 
evaluate the need to modify th:i User Need Statements. 

In January 1993, the Executive Director for Operations established the 
Regulatory Review Grouo (RRG). The RRG conducted ! disciplined re\lew of 
power reactor regulations and related processes, r rograms and practice:. The 
flndlr.gs and recommendations of the RRG focused or, C:entlfylng specific 
problem~. their cause, and achievable solutions In August 1g93, the RRG 
Issued its final report containing recommendations a•med ~t reducing the 
regulatory burden on power reactor licensees and strengthening NRC 
administrative practices. The RRG report dlscusseu sev~ral ~ey areas in .1hlch 
changes In the way NRC conducts business could slgr.iflcantly reduce Industry 
and NRC staff costs without adversely affecting the level of ;~fety at 
operating plants. In examining agency administrative practices, o~e of the 
areas proposed by the RRG for possible efficiencies was the area of reporting 
requirements. 

The staff prepared~~ Implementation plan for the recommendations of the RRG 
(SECY-94-003, dated January 7, 1994). The plan contalr.s general 
implementation strategies, priorities, major milestones dnd target schedules 
for the timely resolu~lon of the reco11111endatlons. In this regard, the 
re~olutton approach being recorrmended by this task force for the review of the 
reporting requirements for power reac~or licensees is compatible with the 
implementation pl•n for the RRG reco11111endatlons. 

QISCUSSION: 

Public co11111ents that t1~ve b1;:~ received In response to federal Register 
notice~ soliciting the view~ of the nuclear power industry and other 
interested parties or reducing regulatory burdEns and reporting requirements 
su1gest a need for tLe NRC staff to look at power reactor reporting 
re4ulrements The convnents stated that the NRC staff Is In a better position 
than the Industry to juage whether ce1·taln reporting requlrP.ments •re still 
needed. If the NRC Is to ~onduct a comprehensive review of Its reporting 
rPquirements, which would involve substantial resources from the line 
organizations, the NRC must adopt an efficient and effective approach. 

Irrespective of the approach that Is adopted to reassess repcrtlng 
requirements, the staff will need to document the rationale for the 
conclusions It reaches. This will help ensure that safety objectives are 
adequately addressed and that consistent decisions are made. Therefore, a 
User Need Statement was prepared for use In documentl~1 the justification fir 
repcrtlng requirements and recommendations for change. The utility of the 
User Need Statement was affirmed by having the task force members apply it to 
a test group of II reporting requirements. The User Need Statements were then 
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sent to the appropriate line organizations for further development. If the 
views of the task force differed from those expre~sed by the responsible line 
organization, the task force discussed them with the line organization, and 
the User Need Statement was revised to reflect a staff con~ensus. 

The User Need Statement ls considered to be an effective •o~l for use by the 
staff to document, in a consistent manner, the rationale for retaining 
report Ing rcqu 1 reme .• L s or recoR111endl ng changes, Inc 1 ud Ing the de let I on of 
reporting requl1·ements. However, in applying ~he User Need Statement to the 
test group, the task force noted that there were various Interpretations of 
thf 11formatlon requests. As a result, the User Need Statement was revised to 
enhance its usability; the revised form Is provided In ~nclosure 4. 

The reporting requirements comprising the test group were selected because 
(I) t~ey came from several sources (namely, the regulations, the technical 
specifications, and Section XI of the ASMf ~od~. which ls Incorporated by 
referen~e Into 10 CFR Part 50); (2) they were addressed by the Nuclear 
Management and Resources Councll (NUMARr) In their response to the 
June 19, 1992 Federal Register notice; (3) they involve several NRC 1ine 
organizations; (4) a spectrum of reco11111endations concerning the disposition of 
the reporting requirements woulti likely result; and (5) they would give an 
Indication or the level of effort needed to prepare User Need Statements for 
other reporting requirements. 

lne results of the task force review of the test group of reporting 
requirements are presented In Enclrsure 3. The line organizations or the task 
force recoR111ended that four of the reporting requirements be eliminated 
iltems ', 4, 5, and 7 In Table 1 of Encl~sure 3J, that five of the repJrtlng 
requirements be revised or further explained to redr1ce their scope 
(Items 2, 8, 9, 10 and 11), and that two of the reporting requirements be 
retained as currently stated (Items 3 and 6). 

Several insights were gained from thr evaluation of the 11 test case reportl1.g 
requirements that will be factored Into the follow-on effort addres~ed In this 
paper to reduc~ regulatory burden; for examplr: 

1. The l~ne orgRnizattons are best qualified to prepare the Justification 
for the retention, elimination, or revision of repo .~g requirements: 
they car. p:-ovlde a safety i;erspectlve that ts e~se.1tlal to sound 
oeclsionmaklng. 

2. There ts frequently more than one organization using the information 
belhg reported, and It Is not always obvious which line organization 
should bl! asked to exercise control over the destiny of a reporting 
requirement. Therefore, the use of a short term task group to assign 
organ~zattonal ownership for each reporting requirement ls desirable. 

J The NRC should investigate the application of electronic transmission 
techniques for data, reports, and test results as pa~t of Its strategic 
Information technology planning process. 
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Following Is a dlt~ussir.n of the approach and schedule for continuing the 
effort to assess re1,orting requirelll\lnts for po\'ler reactor 1 icensees whlct the 
industry a~~ the NRC staff identified for possible deletion or revision. The 
line organizations will be required to allocate resuur:es to conduct detailed 
reviews of the reporting requirements within their purview and proceed with 
rulemaklng or other appropriate llcens!ng actions (e.g., generic letters for 
line item Improvements to the Standard Technical Speriflcations that pertain 
to reporting requirements) to reduce reporting burdens. 

No oversight group will be associated with this approach, although an Initial 
effort by a small task group w;ll be necessary to (a) compilP the reporting 
requirem~nts identified by the Regulatory Review Group and the respondents •o 
the aforementioned [:ederal R~gister notices as being unduly burdensome, 
duplicative, or otherwise unnecessary and in need of revision, (b) assign 
offlce/cflvislon ownersld~ to the reporting requirements contained in the 
regulati •s, the Te<:hnlcal Specifications, ge11eric co11111unicat1ons, plant 
operating llcensr~ and licensee controlled documents, .nd (r) prioritize 
office/division assignments and propose Interim milestones for assignments 
that are compatible with the overall schedule (discussed below) to permit 
periodic assessments of progress. 

The overall schedule for the effort wll I be In keeping wlt.h the Implementation 
plan For the Regulatory Review 3roup recorrrnendatlons. ihe line organizations 
wl 11 complete ~he assessment of the body of reporting requirements IJentlfled 
In the puhllc convnents and In the Regulatory Review Group Implementation plan 
(SECY-9~-003) by December ig95, The Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research 
(RES) will p•c>pare draft rule changes for prese11tation to the Commission prior 
to the end )1 June 1996, and will publish final versions prior to the end of 
December 1996. The line organizations uill undertake other appropriate 
licensing actions to address changes In the reporting requirements that do not 
Involve rule changes prior to the end of December 1996. 

In parallel with the effort to continue the review of NRC reporting 
requirements to eliminate duplicate require~ents and Information/data 
requirements without a clear nexus to safety, NRC staff will take the 
following actions based on the recommendations of the Regulatory Review Group 
and the Reporting Requirements Task Force: 

• The Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research (RES) w1ll be requested to 
Initiate rulemaklng to address the following matters: 

I. Eliminate 10 CFR 73.71(c)(2), which requires t:je quartErly submittal 
of safegua.·ds event logs. 

Z. Revise IO CFR 55.25 to P.llmlnate the notification of operator 
Incapacity due to a disability or tlln~~s and refer to a similar 
reporting requirement under JO CFR 50.74(c) for this r~qulrement. 
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3. Revise 10 CFR 50, Appendix J to elfmlnatti tne req•Jirement t.o ;ubmlt 
the su11111ary technical reports of pr2ope<ational and periodic leakage 
rate tests; rather, require the repo s to be made avaliable at the 
plant sites for NRC review. 

The proposed schedule for accomplishing the above rulemaklng tctlons Is 
compatible with 'he plan for lmple,r. .. :itlr:i the RRG reco11111endatio:is (SECY-
94-003), namely, the staff w1'1 provide draft rule changes to the 
Co11111isslon prior to the end of September 1994 and will publish final 
rule changes prior to the end of Februar) 1995, 

• Since the ASi!E Code Is endorsed by NRC regulations (see 10 CFR 50.S!ia), 
the NR~ will take a proactive role through Its re~resentatlves on the 
ASHE Code co111111 ttee to r.iodl fy code report Ing requl rements ~o 1·educe 
licensPe burden; In particular, the NRC will prcpose to eliminate the 
need to submit lnservice Inspection (ISl) reports to the NRC following 
each ref~ellng outagP. (ASHE Code Section XI, Article IWA-6000). 

• RES w:~1 bJ requested to r~vlse the ~onthly operating report (Regulatory 
Gulde 1. ·.6), which plant Technical Specifications require 1 lcensees to 
submit, to et1m1nate currently reportable 1nfonnat1on that Is not 
essential to the Performance Indicator Pro~ram or that may be available 
from arother source. 

The proposed schedule for accomplishing this will be In keeping with the 
implementation plan In SECY-94-003; the staff will publish a draft of 
the revised regulatory guide prior to the ~nd of Jure 1994, and the 
final regulator/ qulde will be published prior to the .ind of January 
1995 

This review of the reporting requirements for power re~ctor licensees Is In 
keeping wltl· the ex;:ectatlons of the Industry, as expressed In the letters 
received in 1·esponse to federal Register notices. These letters rontaln a 
recurring then.I:, namely, th:t wnllr the nuclear power inc!ustry can provide its 
views on the 1n.oact of certain repcrtlng requlreml!nts, 1t Is up to the NRC to 
properly ldentl.y the inforn1atfon that Is required to fulfill Its obligation 
to protect the :ealth and safety of the public and to propose appropriate 
changes. There•or~. ~~e expectation of the industry is that the NRC will 
rnnt l•.ue t;i corduo:t revi.•1o1s of its report 1 ng requl rements and eva 1 uate the 
need tu; :'"~ ~cribed reporh !"rf the lnformati 1,n th.iy conti!lr.. 

COORPINATION: 

The Office of General Counsel has reviewed this paper and has no legal 
objections. 

RECO"KcNPATIONS: 

That the Corrvnlss!on ~ that, absent other direction~ after 10 working days: 
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). The line organizations will proceed to assess the repJrtlng requlremeits 
for power reactor licensees which the Industry and the NRC staff have 
ldentlf 1ed for possible deletion or revision, and to Initiate proposed 
rulemaklng or other appropriate re\julatory actions on a sched11le that Is 
compatible with SECV-91-003 reco11111endations for Topic Area No. 59. 

2. RES will be requested to initiate a combined rulemaking, and cognizant 
line organizations will Initiate appropriate generic co11111unicatlons 
based on the initial recommendations of the Regulatory Review Group and 
the Reporting Requirements Task Force. 

3. NRC staff will investl~at~ the efficacy of applying ~ler.tronic 
tra~smlssion techniques for data, reports, and test results. This will 
be done In conj1 ictlon with the development of the Information 
technology plan for the agency. 

Enc 1 os11res: 
I Respondents to federal Register Notice 

Sol!tltation for Public Convncnt 
2. Task force to Review Reporting Requirements 

for Power Reactor Licensees 
3 Test Group of Reporting Requirements 

:.elected for Evaluation 
4. User Need Statement for NRC Power Reactor 

Reporting Requirements 

SECY ~OTE: In the absence of instructions to the contrary, SECY 
will notify the staff on Monday, April 18, 199~, that 
the Commission, by ,eg~tive consent, assents to the 
action proposed in this parer. 

DISTRIBUTION: 
Commissioners 
OGC 
OCM 
OIG 
OP/\ 
OCA 
OPP 
REGIONAL Ol"FICES 
EDO 
ACRS 
SECY 
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RESPONDENTS TO FEDERAL REGlSTER NnTICE SOLICITATIOM FOR PUBLIC co""ENT 

In re~ponse to the federal Register notice soliciting public conment 
~57 FR 27394, dtted June 19, 1992), the NRC received corrrnents from IS 
respondents. Their corrrnents are characterized below. 

J. letter from "•rvln I. Lewi~. dated July 27, 1992. 

Respondent expressed general dissatlsfar.tion ~Ith NRC attempts to reduce 
the reporting bu~den Imposed ~n licensees. Respondent contends that 
"the reduction or elimination of paperwork for licensees does not 
provide auy · tectlon of thE health and safety of the pub) le.• 

2. Letter from Winston ~ Strawn on behalf of the Nuclear Utility 
Backflttlng and Roform Group (NUBARG) and Public Service Electric and 
Gas Company, dated September 30, 1992. The r.orrments tubmltted were 
endorsed by the Bolling Water Reactor owners Group. 

NUBARG corrmented that a number of ~RC reporting requirements ire 
d1•pl Ir.at Ive and non-essential, but chose to focus on a few widely 
lPPllcable reporting requirements th~t it feels should be revisEd or 
eliminated. NUBARG also ptvposed specific changes to these r~portlng 
requirements th~t !~elude the following: 

(a) Further amending JO CFR S0.7l(e) by allowing licensees to 
update the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) en a schedule 
that has been negotiated with the NRC or absent such an 
aqreement, In accordance with current provisions but with 
additional relaxations on filing within 9 months after 
refueling outige instead of present requ1rement of 6 months 
after refuoJ!ny ~utage. Corresponding changes to other 
regulations that address updating the FSAR would al~o have 
to be made. 

(b) Amending 10 CFR SO, Append1x I, to delete the JO-day report 
in favor of rcferenclrg more explicit reporting requ!ren1pnts 
found elsewhere in the regulatlo~t. f~cllity Technical 
Specifications and Offslte Dose Calculation Hanual (ODCM), 
and changing the threshold for reporting from excJedlng the 
annual ~ sign objective ty one-half to exceeding specifir 
regulatory llrnlts found in the regulations, faclllty 
Technical Specifications and OOCH. 

(c) Amending 10 CFR 21.7 to exempt Part SO power reactor 
licensees from reportln; "failures to comply" under Part 21 
since other reporting provisions, e.g., ID t~R 50.9, 50.72, 
50.73, and 73 71, are more effective In ensuring that a 
failure to comply with applicable regulations when 
substantial safety hazards are Involved would be reported. 

ENCLOSURE 1 
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Amtndlng 10 CFR 50.4 to require applicants to submit only 
the ortg1nal and three copies of nn application for a 
construction permit or operat ng license, or amendments to 
such application~, rather than the original and 37 ccpies. 

NUDARG co1,'q!lented that 10 CFR 50 72 and SCJ. 73 should be amendC'd to 
clarify re~orttng obligations. This would ease the reporting burden on 
licensees by consolidating existing NRC guidance and stmplifytng 
reportabtl1ty evaluations. 

NUBARG also commented that the NRC ~hould periodically re-evaluate the 
justification for each reporting req11irement, and that the backfitttng 
rule (10 CFR 50.109) should be applied to the promulgation of all new 
reporting requ1rements. 

3. Letter from the Nuclear "anagement and Resources Council (NU"ARC), dated 
September 30, 1992. 

NUHARC submitted a substantial set of comments, and like several other 
respondents, encouraged the NRC to r.onduct a comprehensive review of all 
existing reporting requirements to determine the need for the reports 
and the information they LOntain. 

The NUHARC submittal describes in detail specific areas of reporting 
requirements that NUHARC recommends for further detailed evaluation. 
The areas of dis.:ussion are as follo"s: 

(a) reporting requirements for a typical nuclear power plant 
(181 reporting requirements from 10 CFR were listed); 

(b) specific recommendations for changes to regulat'ions 
(44 reporting requt rements from 10 CFR were 1 i sted); 

(c) specific reporting requirements and comments on technical 
specifications (sample l1st of 45 reporting requirements 
from technical specifications that mo~t licensees t1ave in 
common); 

(d) spectfiL cor:iments on 10 CFR 50.72 and 10 CFR ~0.73 reporting 
req~1rements, and draft NUREG-1022, Revision l, "ivent 
Reporting Systems, 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73;" 

(e) specific comments on 10 CFR 21, reporting of dP.fects and 
noncompliances; 

(f) specific reporting requirements and comments on 
10 CFR 73.71, reportir.~ of safeguards events. 

ENCLOSURE 1 
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NUHARC also recoll'l11ended that the NRC reassess the number of ~opies of 
documents that are required to be submitted under 10 CfR 50.4, and to 
Investigate the use of electroni~ means to transmit routine reports. 

4. T~elve other industry respondents• provided corvnents generally endors1ng 
the corrments provided by NUBARG (item 2 above) and/or NUMARC (item J 
abov~). Some of these 12 corrrnenters further emphasized changes to 
reporting requirements of tr.e following regula~lons: 

10 CFR 26.71 

10 CFR 50.36 

10 C~R 50.46 

10 CFR 50.72 

10 CFR 50.73 

10 CFR 73.71 

Recordkeeplng Requirements of Fitness-for-Duty Rule 

Technical Specifications Reporting Requirements 

Reporting the :rrors Discovered In Hodels for 
Eialuatlng the Emergency Core Cooling Systems 

l11'111edlate Notification Requirements 

Licensee Event Reports 

Reporting of Safeguards Events 

Duke Power Company further emphasized the followln~ candidates for 
reducing reporting requirements: 

l. Routine reports that are submitted for lnfonnatlon only 

2. Reports of the results of routine and pre-planned surveillance 
and/or testing 

3. Reports of events with low threshold 

4. Duplicate reporting requirements 

1. Letter from Omaha Public Power District, dated August 17, 1992. 

2. Letter from Detroit Edison, dated September 30, 1992. 

J. Letter from the BWn Owner~ Group, on behalf of its member utilities, 
dated September JO, 1992. 

4. LettPr from Virginia Power, dated September 30, 1992. 

ENCLOSURE l 
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5. letter from the South Carolina Electric and Gas Company, dated 
September 29, 1992. 

6. letter from Entergy Operations, Inc., dated ~ltober 5, 1992. 

7. Letter from Florida Power and Light Company, dated September 30, 1992. 

8. letter from Georgia Power Company, dated September 29, 1992. 

9. Letter from Yankee Atomic Electric Company, dated October 1, 1992. 

JO. letter from Duke Power Comp~ny, dated September Z8, 1992. 

11. letter from Southern Nuclear Operating Company, dated 
September 25, 1992. 

12. Letter from Consolidated Edison Company of New Yor~, Inc., dated 
October l3, 1992. 

ENCLOSURE 1 



TASK FORCE TO REVIEW R~PORTIHG REQUIRE"ENTS 

FOR POWER REACTOR LICENSEES 

1. Brian K. Grimes, Task Force Chair 
Division of Operating Reactor Support. NRR 

2. James W. Shapaker 
Dlv'slon of Operating Reactor Support, NRR 

3. Mohan c. Thadanl 
Project Directorate 11-4, NRR 

4. Abraham L. Eiss 
Program Management, Policy Developn1ent and A~alysis Staff, NMSS 

5. Joan Higdon 
Division of Fuel Cycle Safety and Safeguards, NHSS 

6. Cheryl A. Trottier 
Division of Regulatory Applicat~ons, RES 

7. Marcel R. Harper 
Division of Safety Programs, AEOO 

R. Brenda J, Shelton 
Division of Information Support Services, IRH 

9. James C. Linville 
Region I 

JO. Richard V. Crlenjak 
Region II 

ll. Robert W. De Fayette 
Region Ill 

12. Phillip H. Harrell 
Region IV 

13. Dennis F. Kirsch/Lewis F. Hiller 
Region V 

ENCLOSURE 2 



TEST GROUP OF REPORTING REQUIRE"Eft"TS SELECTED FOR EVALUATION 

1. ASHE Code 

2. 10 CFR 50.59(b)(2) 

3. 10 CFR 70.9(b) 

4. JO CFR 73.7l(c)(2) 

5. 10 CFR 50.74 

6. 10 CFR 50, Appendix I, 
Sect1on IV.A.3 

7. 10 CFR 50, Appendix J, 
Section V.B 

8. TS 4.4.5.S(a) 

TS 4.4.S.S(b) 

TS 4.4.5.S(c) 

TS 4.4.5.S(d) 

9. TS 6.9.1.3 

10. TS 6.9.1.4 

11. TS 6.9.1.8 

Inservlce Inspection sunmary report, required by 
IWA-6220 to be submitted wlthlr. 90 days of the 
completion each refueling outage (DE/NRR) 

Annual reports of facility changes, tests, and 
experiments (recently changed to refueling 
basis) (ADPR/NRR) 

Notification within two working days of 
Information having significant Implication for 
public health and Slfety or conmon defense and 
security (FCSS/NllSS) 

Quarterly safeguards event log entries report 
(DRSS/NRR and FCSS/NllSS) 

Notification of change of operator status due to 
transfer, termination or disability (DRCH/NRR) 

Report on higher than normal release rates 
(DRSS/NRR) 

Cont~ lnment Integrated Leak Ra1'.e Test su11111ary 
technical report (DSSA/NRR) 

Su11111ary report of SG tubes plugge~ (DE/NRR) 

Results of SG tube 1nserv1ce Inspect for. 
(DE/NRR) 

Special Report of SG tube Inspection results 
that fall In Category C-3 (DE/NRR) 

Results of SG tube Inspection for which 
alternate tube plugging criteria were used 
(DE/NRR) 

Cycle Startup Report (DS5A/NRR) 

Annual Operating Report (DRSS/NRR) 

Monthly Operating Report (Including refueling 
data and PORV/safety valve challenges) 
(DSP/AEOD) 

ENCLOSURE 3 



Table 1 (ENCLOSURE 3) 

SUhllARY OF ANALYSIS OF SELECTED REPORTING ISSUES 

ISSUE REPORTING REQUIREMENT LINE ORGANIZATION TASK FORCE 
NUMBER RECOMMENDATION RECOHHENDA-

TION 

I ASHE Code Section XI, DE/NRR: Agree 
Art1cle I~A-6000: The NRC should take a 
Requ)rts summary ISI proactive role through 
report to be submitted 1t. representatives on 
within 90 days of the the ASHE Code co11111ittee 
completion of each to modify code report-
refueling outage; ASHE tng requirements, to 
Code ~ndorsed by NRC (1) reduce licensee 
regulat tors (see bur~en and (2) elimih-
10 CFR 50.55a). ate need to send ISI 

report to the NRC. 

2 JO CFR S0.59(b)(2): ADPR/NRR: Agree 
Requires report of This reporting 
changes, tests and requirement should not 
exper1ments to be sub- be eliminated. The 
mitted to the NRC staff should notify the 
annually or at such licensees by a generic 
shorter Intervals as may l!!tter that the 
be specified in the sulim1ttal of these 
11cense. reports may be timed to 

coincide with the FSAR 
update, and what scope 
and format is most 
useful to the staff. 

3 IO CFR 70.9: FCSS/NMSS: Agree 
Requires that the Reconmend no changv 
Co111111sslon be notified since the rule is not 
of infonnat1on 1denti- applicable to 
fled by the applicant or information which Is 
licensee as having for required to be provided 
the regulated activity a to the Co111111ss1on by 
significant implication other reporting or 
for public health and updating requirements 
safety or co11111on defense (e.g. 10 CFR 50.g) 
and security. (A 
comparable statement 
appears in 10 CFR 50.9 
for Part SO 
app11cants/11~ensees.) 



ISSUE 
NUHBER 

4 

5 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF SELlClED REPORlING ISSUES 
(CONTINUED) 

REPORTING REQUIREMENT LINE ORGANIZATION 
RECOMMENDATION 

10 CFR 73.71(c)(2): DRSS/NRR and FCSS/NMSS: 
Every three months each Continuing to require 
11 censee sha 11 submit power reactor licensees 
one copy of all to record security event 
safeguards event log information ls appropr1-
entries not previously ate. However, public 
submitted to the NRC. healt~ and safety would 

not be compromised if 
safeguards event logs 
were no longer submitted 
to the NkC. 

10 CFR 50.74: DRCH/NRR: 
The licensee will Revise 10 CFR 55.25 to 
not1:, the NRC w1tl1ln elimir>~te the 
30 da~s of operatJr not 11 ation of operator 
11censln~ Issues 1nca~dc1ty due to a 
c~vered by 10 CFR SS dlsab111ty or illness 
regarding: (a) perma- and refer to a similar 
nent reassignment to report required under 
nof'l icensed dut 1es; (b) 10 CFR 50.74(c) for this 
termination of operat- requirement. 
Ing l t::ense; (c) d1sa-
D1lity or illness as 
described in 
10 CFR 55.25 . 

TASK FORCE 
RECOHMENDA-
TION 

Agree 

Agree 



ISSUE 
NUHeER 

6 

7 

SUHMARY OF ANALYSIS OF SELECTED REPORTING ISSUES 
(CONTINUED) 

REPORTING REQUIREMENT LINE ORGANIZATION 
RECOMMENDATION 

10 CFR 50, Appendix 1, DRSS/NRR: 
Section IV.A.3: Do not change thl~ 
Requires reporting of reporting require-
effluent releases to ment because it is 
unrestri~ted areis during 
any calendar quarte~ which 

the princl~al maans 
by which NRC learns 

result in exceeding one- about radiological 
half the design objective effluent management 
annual exposure, within problems at plant 
30 days from the e~d of sites; elimination 
the calendar quarter in of this report can 
which the release have adverse impact 
occurred. on public heJlth and 

safetv. 
10 CFR 50, Appendix J: DSSA1NRR: 
R~qulres preoperatlonal Reporting of leakage 
and periodic leakage rate rate tests to the 
tests to be the subject of NRC may be elimina-
a ~~.....,~ry technical report ted, but test 
subml ttei. •a the reports should be 
Corrmlsslon, ~~ specified made available at 
In 10 CFR 50.4, about 3 plant sites for NRC 
months after the conduct review. 
of each test. 

TASK FORCE 
RECOMHENDA-
TION 

Agree 

Agree 



ISSUE 
NUMBER 

8 

9 

10 

SUHHARY OF ANALYSIS OF SELECTED liEPDRTING ISSUES 
(CONTINUED) 

REPORTING REQUIREMENT LINE ORGANIZATION 
RECOMMENDATION 

TS 4.4.5.S a, b, c, & d: DE/NRR: 
These techn 1ca1 The Information 
speclficat:ons relate to required in these 
reports of steam generator reports is necessary 
tube plugging, results of In order to monitor 
lnservlce inspections, and t~a industry trends. 
special reports of certain Recommend that 
inspections where guidance be 
alternate tube plugging developed to 
cr1teri& were used. streamline reporting 

burden, and that 
electronlr. receipt 
of information be 
evaluated. 

TS 6.9.1.3 - Cycle Startup DSSA/~RR: 
Reports: Pertinent informa-
This technical tion is entered into 
specif1c•tion requires an NRC database and 
that licensees report the calculational dis-
results of their Power crepencies are 
Ascension Te~ting Program Investigated. 
to the NRC. Recohll\encl that 

guidance for a 
simpler, tabular 
format be developed, 
and TS be changed to 
eliminate misunder-
standing when report 
ls recu1red. 

TS 6.9.1.4 - Annual DRSS/NRR: 
Operating Report: Retain TS reporting 
Tills technical requirement; it is 
specif1cat1on requires the only source of 
licensees to provide an dose ~nformi>t ion 
~nnual report covering the categorized by work 
activities of each and job function 
operating unit. The report that is available to 
Includes occupational the NRC. E'ialuate 
radiation exposure data electronic means of 
categorized by work and data transfer to 
job functions. ease reporting 

burden. 

TASK FORCE 
RECOHHENDA-
TION 

Agree 

Agree 

Agree 



ISSUE 
NUHBER 

II 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSI~ OF SELECTED REPor TING ISSUES 
(CONTINUED) 

REPORTING REQUIREMENT LINE ORGANIZA'ION 
RECOMMENDATir I 

.. 
TS 6.9.!.5 - Montrrly DS?/AEOD: 
Operating Report•: Monthly OpC!rat irg 
Licensees are r~qutred to Reports (MORs) 
submit Monthly Operating should not be 
Reports to the NRC, deleted and the 
sunwnarlzlng the "llr 1t frequency of 
operating stat1s.1cs, reporting should not 
planned outager and power be changed. These 
redur.t1ons, and other reports are the only 
Information, such as unit source of much of 
capacity and limiting the Information 
power generation. needed to document 

plant performance 
history. The ellm-
!nation of this 
rEqulrement will not 
result in sign1f1-
cant cost savings. 

TASK FORCE 
RECOHHEN~A-
TJON 

Retain MORs, 
but el 1m1n-
ate report-
able items 
that are not 
essential to 
Performance 
Indl.:ator 
Program, or 
that are 
available 
frnm another 
source. 
(Note: !RH 
indicates 
that other 
Hems in 
HORS may 
need to be 
retained 
based on 
prior Infer-
mat ion 
requests 
from staff I 
public; when 
TS is re-
vised, IRH 
111ust prepare 
User Need 
Statement 
just I fying 
retention of 
other 
report.iore 
1 tems.) 



TEST CASE 1 

USER NEED STATEMENT 

FOR 

NRC t>OWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

1. Identification/statement of r11portlng requirement 

Section XI of the ASME Code Is lncorporat11d by reference Into 10 CFR 5i> 
and the Standard TGchnlcal Specifications. Licensees have referenced the 
subject reporting requirements In their FSAR. Quality Assurance Manual and 
other documents. 

Artlcle IWA-6000 ol ASME Section XI requires that • ~ummary report be 
submitted to Ula rvi)ulatory· and enforcement" authorities having jurisdiction 
at the plant site wlthh1 90 days of the completlon of each refueling outage. 
This summary report must describe the lnservlce Inspection (ISi). tests, 
repair or replacement of ASME Code Class 1, 2. and 3 components that 
were conducted during the outago. 

2. Type of report: routine report 

3. Purpose (safety objective) of the report as orlglnally perceived (e.g., sea 
Statement of Consideration), and purpose of the report now 

One of the orlglnal objectives of the • ,porting rRqulramant was to Involve the 
Authorized lnsr.iectlon Agencies· and ~'la Authorized Nuclear lnservlce 
'nspector (ANll)

0 

In the oversight process. This was eccompll~hod by the 
requirement In Article IWA-6000 that a form NIS-1, "Owner's Report for 
lnservlce lnspe::tlon, • ha signed by tho Owner and ANll to certify tl1at the 
examinations and corrective actions In the summary report were completod. 

Another purpose of the report Is to assure the Integrity of coda components 
by reviewing examinations performed, conditions ol:sarved, and corrective 
measures recommended and taken. 

0

Definltlons from Article IWA-9000, "Glossary,• are attach11d. 



4. Organlzation(s) receiving the report (list RIDS dist:lbutlon code 
Iden tillers/re clpil'n t~ I 
The P.l.DS Code /or the report I' A047D. 

Regional Administrator 
Resident Inspector 
Records Management 
NRR Project Manager 

5. Organizatlon(s) using the report 

The organizations using the report are the Materials Section of the 
Engineering Branch of the Division of Reactor Safety In the regions and the 
Materials and Chemical Engineering Branch in the Office of Nuclear Reactor 
Regulation. 

6. Plant·speciflc/generlc actions taken upon receiving the report; dlscu3s 
specific contributions to safety (relative to NRC mission) that result from 
reviewing and acting on the report 

There are no prescribed plant specific/generic actions taken by the 
staff upon receiving :he reports, but, as appropriate, may be used to 
verify that examinations are appropriate and repairs are adequate. 

7. Identify routine analyses performed/staff reports generated, based on the 
report received 

Currently these reports are occasionally reviewed by lnspactors In the of'/lce 
to prepare for core ISi Inspections, or 1evlewed at the site during the 
in!>pections. 

8. Estimate the resourc.es (staff hours/contract dollars) expended p11r report 

A maximum of one hour per report is expanded upon receipt. 

9. Identify similar/related reporting requireml':its 

It may be possible to encompass the steam generator tubr summary reports 
required by Standard Technical Specifications 4.4.5.5.a ar d 4.4.5.5.b Into 
the ISi summary report. However. the ASME Code and so.ne licensees 
consider the examination of steam generator t\;bes to be exclusively a 
7ochnical Specification requirement. Therefore, data on steam generator 
tubes are not contained In all ISi summary reports submitted for FWR plants. 

10. Discuss the potential reduction In public health and safety that would result 
if the reporting requirement was eliminated (provide differing views of other 
users) 



Based on existing ASME Code requirements, llcen:1ees may ;nepare and 
publish the summiiry report regardless of NRC requlremunts. The report 
may be required to meet certain state boiler code laws and Insurance 
requirements. 

11. Discuss and justify proposad modl:lcatlons to the reporting requirement (may 
Include more t!ian one altr1rnatlve) that could reduce licensee Impact while at 
the same time continue t'J mec;t the safety objective 

There Is currently an ASME Code committee working to standardize tho 
report format, reduc:e tho report volume and require a detailed report 
only after each 40 month period with a shorter summary report after 
each inspection. 

The use of an electronic form could simplify and streamline report:ng. 

Eliminate tha report to the NRC; this would require either a rule change 
to 10 CFR 50 55a(g) to exempt .censees from an ASME Code 
requirement, or ASME Code committee action to revise the reporting 
requirements 

12. NRC resource cost or savings based on m?dlfylng the reporting requirement 

The current savings to NRC would be about 2 staff weeks of inspector 
review time per year for all plants. 

NRR believes that we should be spending more staff time reviewing and 
trending data to properly fulfill our role as the code regulatory authority. 
However, we have gotten by without such trending for many years and have 
managed to characterize generic ISi program concerns without it to date. 

13. Management Rocommendation(s) 

Tho NRC should tako a proactive role through its representatives on the 
ASME Code committee to m~dify the reporting requirements to (1) eliminate 
the requirements to send the ISi Report to the NP.C and 12) reduce licensee 
burden while continuing to meet safety objectives and the needs of state 
authorities, insurance agenties and other parties having an Interest In the 
process. (See Item 11 l 

L.--1-,c,...r ._,,. J. r0y 
J n\es E Richardson, Direct r 
Division of Engineering 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 



ATTACHMENT 

Definitions from IWA-9000, •Glossary," of ASME Section XI 

Autho1 lzed Inspection Agency •• .. n organlzatlori that Is empowered by an 
enforcement aut"orlty to provide Inspection personnel and services as required by 
this Section. 

Authorized Nuclear lnservlce Inspector •• a person who Is employed and has been 
qualified by an Authorized Inspection Agency to verify that examinations, tasts, 
and repairs (that do not Include welding or brazing) are performed In accordance 
with rules and requirements of this Section. 

enforcement authority •· a regional or local governing body, such as a State or 
Munlclpalily ol the States or a Province of Canada, empowi.red to enact and 
enforce Bellar and Pressure Vessel Code leglslotlon. 

regulatory authority •• a federal government a gt.. icy, such as the United States 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, that Is empowered to Issue and enforce 
regulations affec1lng the design, construction, and operation of nuclear puw 0 1r 
plants. 



USER NCED STATEKENT 

FOR 

NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREKENTS 

1. Identification/statement of reporting requirement 

n:sT CASE 2 

In 10 CFR 50.59(b)(2), tlRC requires that the 1 icensee shall sublr.lt a 
~eport containing a brief description of any changes, tests, and 
experiments, including a sunrnary of the safety evaluation of each. 

2. Ty~e of report: 

a. Routine Report (Documents sunrnarles of safety analysis rep~rts 
supporting the design changes, tests, and e~perlments performed by 
the licensee) 

(I) Required once per refueling outage. 

(ii) Desired as a companion to FSAR update report 

3. Purpose (safety objective) of t~e report as originally perceived (e.g., 
see Statement of Consideration), and purpose of the report now 

The FSAR update reports document the latest material developed since the 
FSAR was submitted or last updated. The FSAR is to be revised to 
include the effects of all NRC approved changes made In the facility or 
procedures as described in the FSAR, all changes made as a result of 
safety evaluations performed by the licensees in support of conclusions 
that changes did not involve unrevlewed safety issues, and all changes 
made as a result of analyses of new safety Issue~ performed at the NRC's 
request. The changes are reportP.d In the form of revised FSAR pages. 

For the changes that licensee analyses show do not Involve 
unrevtewed safety issues, the licansees are required to maintain a 
record of the safety analyses and their sunrnaries supporting such 
changes, and are req~ir~d to submit the sunrnaries to the NRC as 
required by 10 CFR 50.59(b)(2). 

Frequently It Is difficult to decipher a change from FSAR update 
submittal pages b~cause the changes are documented in different 
parts of the FSAR. The reports In accordance with 10 CFR 
(50.59(b)(2) serve a useful purpose of clearly describing the 
change that caused the FSAR update without prior NRC review and 
providing a sunrnary of why the change did not Involve an 
unrevl ewed safety issue. The Pt·oject Han agers who read the FSAR 
updates find this Information to be very useful for 
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understanding the safety implications of the changes made to the 
facilities without prior NRC approval and why NRC should not be 
con~erned. 

If, in t~e process of reading the 10 CFR S0.59(b)(') reports and the 
FSAR updates, a Project Manager finds the safety justification of a 
design change not intuitively obvious, he or she can discuss the 
concerns with the Headquarters technical staff, v1s1t the site and 
inspect the 11censee's detailed report or ask the Resident Inspector's 
help to resolve the concerns. Without the benefit of this report the 
Project Manager, #ho 1s the only NRC person handling the FSAR updates, 
would exercise a less effective safety overview of the activities for 
which the licensees determine that ~rior NRC review and approval 1s not 
requ'red. 

4. Organlzation(s) receiving the report (list RIDS distribution code 
identifiers/recipients) 

Copies are sent to Project Managers, Regional Offices and Resident 
Inspectors A copy of NRC RIOS distribution li;t 1s attached (RIDS 
distribution code for the reports Is IE47). 

5. Organiiation(s) using the report 

The Project Managers review the reports to determine the adequacy of the 
licensees' safety analyses supporting the conclusions that prior NRC 
approvals were not needed. An inspection module was recently approved 
by NRC to aid the Project Managers in the audits of the licensees' 
analyses. Resident Inspectors and special inspectors review the reports 
when their planned inspections have a bearing on the material covered by 
these reports (e.g., design change inspections). 

The 10 CFR 50.59(b)(2) reports also provide NRC useful insights 
with respect to licensee control of the licensing basis and help 
assure that the underlying safety Interests are adequately 
maintained by the licensees. 

6. Plant-specific/generic actions taken upon receiving the report: discuss 
specific contribution~ to safety (relative to NRC mission) that result 
from reviewing and acting on the report 

Project Managers read the reports to determine if the changes made 
without prior NRC approval seem reasonable. If any concerns arise, a 
more detailed audit of the licensee's safety analysis is performed to 
resolve the safety concerns. Similarly, the Resid•-t Inspectors receive 
the reports and review them In support of their in~pections. Special 
inspectors for design change insp~ctions revi~w these reports to 
identify potential inspection areas. 
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7. I dent ffy rout I ne analyses performed/staff reports generated, based on 
the report received 

The NRC Project staff prepares overview reports of the review of IO CFR 
S0.59(b)(Z) submlttals. Detailed 1~ports are prepared if the staff 
Identifies concerns which are later confirmed by NRC audits of the 
licensees' detailed safety analysis reports available at t.he sites. 

8. Estimate the resources (staff hours/co~tract dollars) expended per 
report 

r!RC resources required to perform the reviews are estimated ~o be one 
staff-week per report. 

9 Identify slmllar/relat~d reporting requirements 

Related Report: FSAR update (10 CFR 50.7l(e)) 

10. Discuss the potential reduction In public health and safety that 
would result If the reporting requirement was eliminated (provide 
differing vlew3 of other users) 

The potential safety benefits of the reporting requirement were 
summarized In Item 3 above. The 10 CFR 50.59(b)(Z) report Is the only 
easily accessible means NRC has to maintain a safety over~lew on the 
l lcensee activities which are not submitted for· prior tlRC review and 
approval. Monitoring the safety analysis re~orts on a regular basis at 
sites without kno1~lng wh?t to look for Is quite Jffflcult. Only the 
Resident Inspectors ~an engage fn such an activity. If this requirement 
were Imposed on the Resident Inspectors there would be a significant 
resource Impact on the resident staff, Therefore, eliminating this 
report would either have an adverse Impact on the NRC's mission of 
maintaining a safety overview on the nuclear power plant facilities or 
would cause a significant Impact on the NRC resources of resident staff, 

11. Discuss and justify proposed modifications to the reporting re~ulrement 
(m~y Include more than one alternative) that coulo reduce licensee 
Impact while at the same time continue to meet t~e safety objective (ff 
possible, quantffr licensee Impact); note differing views of other 
users; conversely, justify retaining the reporting requirement, without 
modlffcatfon 

This report could be coordinated with the FSAR updates. It Is not clear 
how this would reduce any burden on the licensees. Coordination with 
the FSAR updates would benefit the NRC staff, because all changes to the 
FSAR paGes could be correlated with the surrmarles of safety analyses 
which support them. The staff would be able to satisfy Itself that tho 
modifications are not likely to Involve •1nrevlewed safety Issues. 
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This rPporl col'ld be requ'red to be a brief, but complete, summary of 
changes, safety justifications and references .o FSAR changes not 
submitted for prior NRC approval. This Information will also be useful 
to the licensees in submitting accurate descriptions of the subs~~uent 
changes of the affected systems submitted for NRC review and approval. 

IZ. NRC resource cost or savings based on modifying the reporting 
requl rement 

The staff is not proposing any changes which could affect the NRC 
resources. However, as a result of a recent NRC review of the 
regulatory requirements and rule changes (57 FR 39353j, the 
frequency of reporting has been changed from annual1y to each 
refueling outage. Any savings in the NRC resources will result 
from those changes only. 

13. Management Recommendation(s) 

The reporting requ.rements of 10 CFR 50.59(b)(2) should not be 
el im1nated, because these reports provide NRC wl th a docketed sun111ny of 
changes wnich do not require prior NRC approval. The information I~ 
imp,rtant for maintaining an oversight of the safety of the operating 
powfr reactors, helping lo assure that 'he licensing basis of the 
operdtlng reactors Is being maintained aid documented, and assuring that 
the summ1rles will be available to the p1bllc. rherefore, the reporting 
requirements are important for the NRC m1~slon. However, some guidance 
on the format of these reports is needed to make these reports more 
uniformly responsive to the NRC'c mission. 

To be most useful to NRC for their intended function, these reports 
sri:••ld lnr.lude a brief surrma,.y of the design change describing what was 
done. One-line statements of changes are generally not adequate to meet 
the oofectives of the report. Similarly, elaborate descriptions are not 
needed an~ wocld be counterprcductive because they would hamper easy 
scannl~1 of the records. A sample survey shows that some of the 
submltt:ls are too brief to serve a useful purpose. 

The conclusions in the licensee's saf~ty analysis reports for the design 
change should be summarized In a manner that would give the reader an 
appreciation cf why the licensee concluded that prior NRC rAview and 
appr~val were not needed. 

Although both the FSAR update and the 50.59 changes must be submitted 
once after each refueling outage, no requirement exists that these be 
submitted at the same time or correlated. We expect that most licensees 
would do so If Informed of the staff's desire In this regard. 
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We r~commend that the staff interest In the above discussed 
content and timing of licensee submlttals be conrnunlcated to 
llcensr's by a generic letter requesting actions on a voluntary 
basis. The Office of the General Counsel and the Committee to 
Review the Generic RequiremP.nts should be consulted to assure that 

b•okflt '''''' ,,,

5

::::::::d ''''' to ~ '''' • ''''''· 

CONTACT: 
Mohan C. Thadani 
PDII-4 
SQ 476 

Jam s G. Partlow 
Associate Director for Projects 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regul;tlon 



ANALYSIS OF COMMENTS RECEIVED ON REQUIREMENT THAT THE LICENSEES SUBMIT DESIGN 
CHANGr REPOkTS AFTER REFUELING OUTAGfS 

COMMENT I. 
NUMARC (letter From T. T1pton, YP, to NRC. of September 30, 1992) 

Commenter states that NRC should r~view t~e requirement of annual Des1gn 
Change Report to determine 1f the requlre~ent ls redundant and should be 
deleted. 

RESPONSE: 
The Des1gn Change report serves the purpuse of a compan1on report 
for the des1gn change pages subm1tted 1n the FSAR updates. NRC 
Project Managers can read the just1f1catlons for changes being 
incorporated In the FSAR without spending Inordinate amount of 
time at tne s1te look1ng through all the detailed safety analyses 
not submitted for prior NRC rev1ew. If the Project Managers in 
consultation w1th the Headquarters technical staff determine that 
specif1c 11censee conclus1ons are uncle~r. they can then visit the 
site to perform an audit of the detailed analyses and can 
effic1ent'y resolve their concerns. 

Elimindtiig the reporting requirement of 10 CFR 50.59(b)(2) and 
requir1ng R~sldent Inspectors to review all £afety analyses performed by 
the licensees will saddle the resident staff with substantial additional 
burden and could divert them from their current safety functions. Also 
inspection of all safety analyses is not necessary, only the 1ssue~ that 
appear to be unclear need to be pursued by NRC. Sunvnaries of licensees 
safety analyses would provide easier 1dentiflcat1on of unclear analyses. 
Theretore, as l imum, the staff would want the lir.en. -~s to prepare 
such summaries and have them available for the Resident 111. ectors' use. 
Such action would not reduce the licensee burden In any significant way. 
If the Resident Inspectors review the safety analysis summarie~ at the 
sites and find any unclear safety analyses, they would probably consult 
with the Headquarters ~echn1cal staff on issues uf unclear safety 
analyses. s~ch consultations will add additional burden on NRC's 
inspection resources. Therefore, the reporting requirement of 10 CFR 
50.59(b)(2) after each refueling outage is cr,nsistent with the NRC 
mission. 

NRC will continue to require reports as outl1ned in the revised 10 CFR 
50.59(b), published in the Federal Register Notice of August 31. 1992 
(Si FR 39353). 

COMMENT 2. 
VIRGINIA POWER (letter from William L.Stewart to NRC, of September 30, 
1992) 
Commenter states that the issue of the elimination of the Oes1gn Change 
Report be reconsidered for reasons similar to NUMARC comments above. 

RESPONSE: 
SeP. response to NUMARC comment above. 
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COMMENT 3. 
DUKE POWER (Letter from Hal Tucker to NRC, of September 21, 1992) 
Commenter statrs that for reasons similar to those provided by NUMARC 
(see above) the requirement of the Design Change Report has outlived its 
usefulness The commenter would like the NR~ to reconsider the Design 
Change Report Requirement and let the Resident Inspectors audit the 
licensees' safety analyses. 

RESPONSE: 
For the reasons stated in the response to NUMARC comment (see aoove) the 
staff believes that the reporting requirement of 10 CFR 50.59(b)(2) is 
consistent with the mls~ion of NRC. 

COMMENT 4. 
CONSOLIDATED [DISON CCMPANY OF NEW YORK (Letter from Stephen B. Bram to 
NRC, of September 30, 1992) 
Convnenter States that for reasons stated in NUHARC comments the 
req~irement of De•1gn Change Report be Plimin~ted. If NRC decides not to 
eliminate the report, then NRr should consider establishing a threshold 
of reportability in or~er to reduce the size of the report. 

RESPONSE: 
For the reasons stated in the response to NUMARC comment (see above) the 
staff believes that the reporting require~ent of 10 CFR 50.59(b)(2) is 
consistent with the mission of NRC. The reporting requirement is 
generally not extensive, because the licensees are required to report 
only the summaries of those changes that are not submitted for prior NRC 
review and approval. Establishing a threshold would impose additional 
burden on the licensees to test each report to a new set of NRC 
criteria. Reducing the information provid€d to NRr would defeat the 
purpose of the report of providing NRC with a safety overview as 
outlined tn response to NUHARC corrment (see above). 



USl::R NEED STATEMENT 
FOR 

TEST CASE3 

NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREl\lENTS 

1. ldeotlficatloniSUftment or reporting requirement 

10 CFR 70.9, "Completeness and accuracy of information,• requires that information 
rrovided to the Commission by an applicant for a license or by a licensee <lr 
infonnation required by statute or the Commission's regulations, orders, or license 
·conditions to be maintained by the applicant or licensee shall be complete and 
accurate in all material respects. In adjition, each applicant or licensee shall notify 
the Comrnjssi~r information jdcnJified by the applicant or lis;ensee as hiayjng for 
the rcgulat;;d acJivity " sjgnjficanJ jmplication for public hea!Jh and safety or comrrum 
defense ·.rid secydty. 

2. Type or report: 

a. routine report {e.e., raclllty operational data, test results, FSAR 
updale) 

(I) frequency - When infonn1t1on is identified. 

(Ii) timeliness or submlttal - No later than 2 days after infonnation 
is identified. 

3. Purpose (sarety objective) or the report as originally perceive<! (e.~., see Statement or 
Consideration), an.:f purpose or t!le report now 

Sec #13 Recommendations. 

4. Organl.zatlon(s) receiving the report (list RIDS distribution code identifiers/recipients) 

Sec attached sheet 

5. Organl.zatlon(s) using the report 

NIA 



6. Pinnt-specific/generic actions tnken upon receiving the report: discuss specific 
contributions to safety (relative to NRC mission) thnt result from re,·ie"ing and acting 
on the report 

N/A 

7. ldentll)' routine analyses perfom1ed/stnrr reports generated, based on the repor1 
receh·ed 

N/A 

8. F:stlrnnte he resources (staff hours/contract dollars) expended per report 

N/A 

9. ldentlry similar/related reporting requlremenls 

Section 70.9 includes n provision that states "1111s requirement is not applicable to 
information which is already required to be provided to the Commbsion by 01her 
reporting or upd:uing requirements." For Part 50 license applicants or licemees, 
comparable informa1ion is required to be reported under Sec1ion 50.9, 
"Completeness and accuracy of informa1ion." 

IO. Discuss Ille potential reduction In public health and safety that would result If the 
reporting requirement was eliminated (pro.-ide differing views or other users) 

N/A 

I I. Discuss and justlfY proposed modifications to the reporting requirement (may 
include more than one alternative) that could reduce licensee Impact while at the same 
time continue lo meet the safety objecllve (if possible, quantify licensee Impact): note 
dlfTedng views of other users: com·ersely, justify retaining the reporting requirement, 
without modification 

N/A 



12. NRC resource c.ist or S'lvlngs based on modifying the reporting requln:ment 

To be detennincd. 

13. l\funngemenl recommendntlon(s): 

In response to the federal register .1o!ice soliciting public comments on NRC rcpurtmg 
requirements for power reactor licensees, a recommendauun was mal'c that Sectllrn 70. lJ 
bl' revised to include a provision that this regulation does ;:ot apply t•J Part 50 applicant~ 
or license holders. 

No change is recommended to Section 70.9 si:ice this regulation already rndudes a 
prov1s1on that this reporting requirement is not applicable to information which is 
already required tu be provided to the Comntission by otier reporting or updating 
requirements. (For Part 50 applicants or lic::nsees, comparable reroning requirement~ 
are set forth rn Section 50.9, ·completeness and accuracy of inforrr.ation.") 

Contact: 
Abe Elss, SIG/Nl\15() 
504-2187 

Joan Higdon, SGTH/NMSS 
Sll4-2477 

~ .:::!....., ~-..,,,--
Signature:' _1,..J.J..,~ ~- · 

Date: 

Robert F Burn:tt, Director 
Di-rision of Safoguards and 

Transportation, NMSS 

JA~ 2 8 1993 
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PUBLIC COl\ll\lE1'T TO 10 CFR 70.9, ·coMPLETENESS AND ACCURACY OF 
INFORMATION" 

I.1 response to the Fitderal Register notice (57 FR 27394 dated June 19, 1992) soliciting 

commen:s on the NRC review of the reporting requirements for power reactor licensees, 

the only comment received on the subject reponing requirement was in the September 

30, 1992 Jetter from N .. ~Jear Management and Resources Council (NUMARC). The 

comment was p:ovided in Appendix 2 to Enclosure 1 cf NUMARC's letter and states 

that IO CFR 70.9(b) is redundant to 10 CFR S0.9(b) and recommend revising 70.9(b) to 

include a provision stating that this reponing requirement does not apply to 10 CFR Part 

SO license holders. 



USER NEED STATEMENT 
FOR 

TEST CASE 4 

NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

I. Id~nt i fication/statement of reporting requi rer:ient 

The suLject requ1rement. 1s 10 CFR 73.71 (c)(2), which requires l 1censees 
suoject to the prov1s1ons of §§73.20, 73.37, 73.50, 73.55, 73.60, or 73.67 to 
sub~1t to the NRC every 3 months one copy of all safeguards event log entries 
not previously submitted. This user need statement applies only to power 
reactor licensees who are covered by §73.55. 

Event log entries are described 1n paragraph II of Appendix G to Part 73 as 
failures, degradations, or discovered vulnerabilities in a safeguards system 
that could have allowed 11nauthor1zed or undetected access to or w1th1n a 
fac11itJ or transport had compensatory measures not been established. These 
entries are also comprised of any other threatened, attempted, or committed 
acts not defined else~here 1n the rule that have the potential for reducing 
the effectiveness of the safegu1rds system below that corrmitted to in a 
licensed physical security or coni1ngency plan or the actual condition of such 
reduction in effectiveness. 

Guidance on types of 1nforrnat1on logged and submittal of that infonnat1on h 
provided 1n Regulatory Gulde 5.62, Reporting of Safeguards Events. 

2. Type of report: 

Routine Report - Safegua~ds Event Log 

(i) frequency - Quarterly 

(ii) timeliness of submittal - No later than 30 days follow1nq the 
end of each calendar quarter. 

3. Purpose (safety objective) of the report as originally perceived (e.g., 
see Statements of ConsiJerat1on), and purpose of the report now 

The Statements of Considerations for the amended IO CFR 73.71 effective 
October 8, 1987, states that "the reporting of this data to the NRC is 
necessary .•• to allow the Cornrn1ss1on to ldP.ntify and characterize generic and 
fac1lity-spec1f1c precursors to certain safeguards events." .~proving the 
ability of the NRC staff to 1den~1fy generic precursors or defects provides 
the agency with a capability to 1n1t1ate corrective action, if needed, prior 
to a vulnerability having a detrimental effect on the public health and 
safety. Such 1ufonnat1on can be ut111zed to preempt duplicative or ~im11ar 
events In the future. The Statement of Considerat1ons also states that "NP.C 
st~ff intends to use the reported/recorded safeguards information to assure 
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that appropriate action Is taken by the licensee to address physical security 
degradation/failure and/or threats against the facility.• 

Consistent with the originally perceived purpose, the reported data currently 
ls used to: 

a. Identify significant declining trends in site-specific performance in 
order to assess potential causes and effectiveness of corrective 
actions, If appropriate. 

b. Prepare for NRC Inspections and monitor plant performance by NRC 
in<,pectors. 

c. Identify safeguards systems or equipment that may be performing in an 
unreliable manner at one or more sites. 

d. Provide information that can be use~ to compare a licensee's safeguards 
system to the remaining Industry, especl~lly wherP. similar equipment, 
procedure>, or other characteristics exist. 

e. Provide feedback to Industry regarding what other licensees have found 
to cause equipment failure or human error and what means have been 
Implemented to r~duce the frequency of repetitive safeguards 
degradations. 

f. Provide Input to NUREG-0525, •sateguards Sunrnary Event List.• 

4. Organlzation(s) receiving the report (list RIDS distribution code 
identifiers/recipients) 

See Attachment A. 

5. Organ1zatlon(s) using the report 

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) 
Office of Nuclea1· 11aterlal Safety and Safeguards (NHSS) 
Regional offices (•iRC safeguards insp'!ctors) 

6. Plant-specific/generic actions ta~en upon receiving the report: discuss 
specific contributions to safetv (relative to NRC mission) that result from 
reviewing and acting on the report 

The safeguards event reporting program has contributed to improved equipment 
reliability and reduced frequency and duration of compensatory measures and 
events. Tho event reporting program has also provided the NRC with the 
capability to monitor personnel performance, evaluate new technology, and 
~hare with licensees thr~ughout the industry Information related to successful 
security systems and programs that could be applied to other facilities 

{'" • 



- 3 -

NRC safeguards inspection staff uses the event data and su~sequent analysts to 
identify site-specific equt~~2nt failure and human error, Improper use of 
compensatory meas~res (e.g., use of compensatory measures instead of solving 
the fundamental problem) and declining trends in facility performancP. This 
Information r.upport~ Inspection planning and preparat.lon. In sorr.e cases, the 
lo~ infurmatlon has 1d~ntlfied concerns sufficient to lnitlato reactive 
Inspections. NRR staff have used event data and subsequent analysis 
information in support of staff assessment of policy considerations. Certain 
entries in tne logs are also used to update the NRC's historical record of 
safeguards events (HUREG-0525). 

7. l~entify routine analyses performed/staff reports generated, based on 
the repcrt received 

llHSS receives event logs forwarded quarterly by the 1 lci:nsees and enters data 
from the loqs into a computer program which generates quarterly stat1sttcal 
reports. • .e program classifies events and provides site-specific and 
•ationwlde statistical data, which includes trending data. Selected detailed 
•vent informatlcn provided by licensees is also documented In the quarterly 
report generated by NH5S for review by NRC and licensees. Thr quarterly 
report Is distributed to all safeguards Inspectors and all reporting 
licensees. NUREG-0525, "Safeguards Sunmarv Event List,• published annually by 
NHSS. 

a. Estimate the resources (staff hours/contract dollars) expended per 
report 

One FTE expended annually by NHSS for event data analysis and the report's 
preparation and dissemination four times a year. No contract dollars are 
expended. 

9. Identify similar/related reporting requirements 

10 CFR 73.71 also requires prompt reporting of more significant safeguards 
events to the NR~ Operations Center. (Th~se events are not dupiicates of 
events recorded In quarterly event logs.) 10 CFR 73.71 includes a provision 
that duplicate reports are not required for events that are also reportable in 
accordance with §§ 50.72 and 50.73 of this chapter. 

10. Discuss the potential reduction in public h9alth and safety that would 
res~lt if the reporting requirement was eliminate~ (provide differing views of 
Gther users) 

If the logged security events were not recorded and forwarded to the NRC, a 
data base would not be available to the Conmlssion to perform security event 
anulysls. Elimination of this data base would lessen the ability of the NRC, 
as well as licensees, to assess site-specific and generic trends concerning 
safeguards equipment performance. 

Without the event data and analysis information, safeguards inspectors would 
be more l lmlt~d ln m~ans available to tl•·•m to assess the performance of s1te-
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sp~ciffc safeguards systems in the periods between Inspections. However, this 
function could be accomplished by the inspector onslte. 

Prior to the revision to ID CFR Part 73.7l(c)(2) In 1987, security events were 
required to be logged, but the logs were not required t~ be submitted to the 
NRC. Since these reporting requirements were established In 1987, reports of 
degradations nave decreased by 24 percent, thus indicating Improvement in 
safeguards systems reliability and the protection of public health and safety 
due to more thorough analysis of reported ev~nts by licensees and the NRC. lf 
logs were not required to be submitted, emphasis would still need to be placed 
on the importance of each licensee logging, tracking, and trending loggable 
events. Unless an exchange of loggable data was initiated between licensees 
to tok~ the place of the NRC log analyses, Individual licensees would not be 
able tn compare the reliability performance of their safeguards systems 
again~t Industry averages. 

11. Discuss and justify proposed modifications to the reporting requirement 
(may include 1DOre than one alternative) that could reduce licensee impact 
1o1h1le at thiJ same time continu11 to mett the safety objective (H possible, 
quantify 1 icensee Impact): note di ffe,•fng views of other users; conversely, 
justify retaining the reporting reo,ufrerr.ent, without 1DOdiffcation 

The Corrmlssion has already taken several actions to reduce the event reporting 
burden on licensees. In March 1991, the Co11111issfon Issued Generic Letter 
91-03 entitled "Reporting of Safeguards Events• (GL 91-03), which provided 
rel lef from prompt report frog of certain events and clarified that some events 
did not need to be reported promptly or logged. As a result of this generic 
lelter, prompt reporting to the Operations Center was reduced and some 
unnecessary logging ~ras eliminated by those licensees choosing to Implement 
the guidance. 

Althougti (as discussed In ft.ems 6 and 10, above) the submittal of loggable 
events does provide benefits, these benefits are marginal, co~pared lo the 
burden, and In some cases alternative approaches can be used to obtain the 
same benefit. Also, elimination of emphasis on coding and preparation of logs 
for submittal to the NRC may free resources for greater licensee attention to 
monitoring and tracking of the events and greater interaction between 
licensees. 

12. NRC resource cost ar savings based on modifying the reportihg 
re14uiremert 

If the requf rement to submit 1 ogged security events were el lmf na\'.ed, some 
savings related to NRC collection and analysis of data woul~ occur. 

13. "anagement recol!'lllendat1on(s) 

Logged security events provide useful Information for trending and monitoring 
scc•Jrlty system performance llcwever, this benefit Is of principal use to 
each licensee for mcrdtol'f,,g eve11l.J at their par~fcular site. NRC's 
collection, ~nalysls and periodic reporting of the data submitted to the NRC 
by 1 lcensees dces provide useful geroerlc analysis and useful feedback to 
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licensees. However, industry comments that uses of this analysts are limited 
and the resource cost for packaging loggable events for submittal to th~ NRC 
may not be resource effective have merit. A number of the events now 
required to be logged are of ml~or significance. Exchange of Information 
between licensees on safeguards performance Is an activity that the Industry 
could assume responsibility for performing. 

The staff believes that cortinu1ng the requirements for power reactor 
1 icensees to record security eu~nt tnfvrmatton is appropriate. However, the 
staff •rirees that publ 1c health and safety .1ould not be compromised If the 
1 ogs were no 1 onger subml ltprt to the llRC. 

tonlact: 
Nancy Ervin, DRSS/llRR 
504-2477 

Attachment 

Signature: 

Date: 

A. RIDS 01 strlbut Ion Code for 
NMSS Safeguards Event Report 

fmkl;~fl,,S; rl 
01vlslon of Radlatlcn Safety 

and Safeguards, NRR 
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESOLUTIONS FOR TEST CASE REPORTING REQUIREMENT 

JO CFR 73.71(C)(Z) 

COMMENTS: 

NUMARC commented that ruwer reactor licensees should be deleted from the list of 
licensees sub;ict to the provisions ~f 10 CFR 73.7l(c), which address safeguards 
evtnt log req• irements. HUMARC recommended that, In lieu of logging requirements, 
power· eartor ~icensees be subject to a separate requirement under 73.71 wherein 
they wou'd be required to establish measures to assure that certain safeguards 
events •re oromo• ly I dent 1fi ed and corrected. NUMARC commented that comparisons 
among plants of the data provided In the logs is not meaningful because the number 
of events reported by each site is dramatically influenced by a number of slte­
speci fic variables such as the number and design of system components and unique 
physical arrangement. They commented that comments re:eived from industry were 
almost unanimous tn advising that licensees receive insignificant information from 
the NRC's quarterly "Safeguards Events Analysts Report.• NUMARC further commented 
that the real benefit in recording safeguards events lies in its usefulness as a 
managemP.nt tool to measure a plant's specific performance, Independent of other 
facilities. NUMARC recommended that, Instead of the current requirements, the 
regulations be revised to require each power reactor licensee tr track and trend the 
site's performance against 1 t censee-estab1 !shed benchr.iarks that are based on the 
site-specific operating circumstances. NUMARC proposed specific "Guidelines• for 
types of events that would be required to be recorded. The guidelines NUMAR~ 
proposed did not address a number of the events that licensees are currently 
required to record, including vital area barrier degradation, vital area al1rms, 
vital area alarm response and access control in vital areas. Sever£1 licensees' 
commrnts er1dorsed llUMARC 's proposa 1. 

One licensee commented that, if the requirement to submit a log to the NRC was not 
deleted, the frequen~y of submittal should be r~duced from four times each year to 
the s~me frequent/ as that required for submittal of fitness-for-duty performance 
data [10 CFR 26.7l(u)]. The licensee noted that timeliness uould not be adversely 
impacted In a significant way by annual or semiannual rather than quarterly 
reporting. The licensee also suggested that evaluation of trends Is more meaningful 
when b2sed on events over 6 months or a year rather than only 3 months. 

BESOLUIIONi 

The staff agrees with the comments that a primary benefit in logging events is the 
usefuln~ss of the log as a means to track and trend the performance of the 
safeguards ~ystems for that plant. Whl1e the submittal to the NBC of thes2 logs 
does provide some benefit with respect to senerlc event analysis, the staff does not 
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consider this function significant. Kesources used to prepare loggable events for 
submittal to the NRC may be better spent on other activities. Therefore, while the 
staff continues to support the logging of events, the staff reconvnends that the 
requirement for their submittal be deleted. 

Contact: 
Nancy Ervin, ORSS/NRR 
504-2946 



TEST CASES 

USER NEED STATEMENT 

FOR 

NRC PO\VER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

I. Identification/statement of reportin,g requirement 

10 CFR S0.74 Tite facility licensee wiU notify the NRC within 30 days for the 
following regarding operator licenses issued under I 0 CFR pan 
55: (a) permanent reassignment to non-licensed duties, (b) 
termination of the operator licensee, or (c) disabilliy or illness 
as described in 10 CFR 55.25. 

2. Type of report: Special Report 

(i) Timeliness of submittal: 30-day grace period provided. 

(ii) Annual average number of reports: Approitimately 160 

3. Purpose (safety objective) of the report as originally perceived (e.g., sec 
Statement of Consideration), and purpose of the report now: 

The original purpose of the report was to notify the NRC of a change in the status of 
an operator's license due to reassignment, termination, or disability (as described in 
10 CFR 50. 74). The intent is to report to the NRC permanent or potentially 
permanent changes to the condition of operator licenses. 

Thr.re has been no change in the purpose or the safety objective of this report since it~ 
inception. 

4. Organization(s) receiving the report (list RIDS distribution code identifiers/recipients) • 

10 CFR SO. 74: 

ACRS NRR/DRCH/HHFB NRR/DRCH/HOLB REGION FILE 
AEOD/DOA NRC PDR NSIC 



J 

S. Organiz.ation(s) using the report: 

Operator Licensing Branch, DRCH, NRR 
Jiuman Factors Assessment Branch, DRCH, NRR 
Division of Operational Assessment, AEOD 
Regional Administrators 

6. Plant-specific/generic actions taken upon receiving the report; discuss specific 
contributions to safety (relative to NRC mission) that ~ult from reviewing and 
acting on the report: 

The regional operator licensing branch uses information from the notifications under 
I 0 CFR SO. 74 to consider the need to condition or terminate operator licenses. Other 
organizations in NRR and AEOD use the TCj>Ort for information 10 determine program 
or policy chang.-.s. 

7. Identify routine analySC's performed/staff reports generated, based on the report 
recciveJ: 

There arc no routine analySl!S performed or staff reports generated as a result of these 
notifications. However, licensing action may be taken on the individr·1 Part SS 
licensee based on the information in the report. 

8. Estimate the resources (staff hours/contract dollars) expended per report: 

Approximately 8 staff hours per report. 

9. Identify similar/related reporting requirements: 

10 CFR SS.2S Facility licensee will notify the NRC within 30 days of learning 
that an operator licensee has developed a physical or mental 
condition that causes the licensee to fail to meet the 
requirements of 10 CFR part 5S.21. 

10. Discuss the potential reduction in public health and safety that would result if the 
reporting requirement was eliminated (provide differing views of other 
users): 

This information is required to maintain a current and accurate record of each Part SS 
licensed operator's medical condition. Therefore, elimination of this reporting 
requirement is not a viable alternative. 

I I. Discuss and justify proposed modifications to the reporting requirement (may include 
more than one alternative) th~t could reduce licensee impact while at the same time 
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• 
continue to meet the safety ObJectivc (if possible, quantify licensee impact); note 
differing views of other users; conversely, justify retaining the reporting requirement, 
without modification. 

Proposed: Notifications required under 10 CFR Part 50.74(c) and SS.25 should be 
consolidated into a single notification under 10 CFR SO. 74. The facility licensee 
would no longer be required to report operator incapacitation due to disability or 
illness under 10 CFR part 5S.2S, rather, 10 CFR SS.25 would refer to 10 CFR 
SO. 74(c) to make this reporting requirement. 

Justification: The notification required by 10 CFR SS.2S is also required by 10 CFR 
SO. 74(c). Facility licensees must currently reference both 10 CFR SO. 74(c) and 10 
CFR SS.2S when making notifications under this part. Eliminating the redundant 
reporting requirement would eliminate duplication of regulatory notification 
requirements. 

The change in reporting requirements would not involve a reduction in the number of 
notifications by the facility licensee, only in the parts of the regulation being 
referenced. The safety objective of the original reporting requirements would 
continue to be met. 

The changes described above by themselves do not justify the resource expenditures 
associated with a change to the regulations. However, a lk.cnse amendment to the 
rcportin1; requirements in 10 CFR Part SO and Part SS should be considered If it can 
be done as part of a larger overall regulatory effort to reduce duplicative reporting 
requirements. 

12. NRC resource cost or savings based on modifying the reporting requirement: 

It is estimated that modifying the reporting requirements would not result m a 
significant resource or cost savings. The change in reporting requirements would not 
involve a reduction J'I the number of notifications by the facility licensee, only In the 
parts of the regulation being referenced. 

13. Management recommendation(s) 

The current reporting requirements are not a significant burden to either reactor 
licensees or the NRC. Therefore, the resource impact of a rulemaking for the 
purpose of consolidating the notification requirements referenced herein should only 
be considered if it can be done as part of a larger overall regulatory effort to reduce 
duplicative reporting requirements. 

G-efo Q4 .... " ... - ""/9-
:;:;. "}?ucre ;;it,. r::<?Jr&> Date: l/o~> 

Lead Division Dir tor 

Division/Office: 



Analysis of Public Comments: 

Only two comments were made conct'mir.g the reporting requirements for operator 
licenses. These commentors did not suggest the elimination of any reporting 
requirement, rather, they suggested that the redundant requirements of 10 CFR Pan SS 
be consolidated in 10 CFR Pan SO. 74. Because there would not be a significant impact 
on public health and safety, and due tn tl1e high resource costs associated with 
rulemaking, it is recommended that this amendment be considered only if it can be done 
as part of a larger overall regulatory effort to •:duce duplicative reporting requirerr.ents. 

, 



USER NEED STATEMENT TEST CASE 6 
FOR 

NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

I. ldentiflc~tion/state11ent of reporting requlre11<1nts: 

10 C~R SO, Appendix I, IV.A.3: Reporting of releases to unrestricted 
areas which, during any cnlendar quarter, exceed one-half the annual 
design objective doses 

2. Type of report: 

Special written report wi!hin 30 days of calendar quarter when 
release(s) occurred. Less than one report per year per nuclear power 
plant site. 

3. Purpose of the report is orlgln111y perceived (e.g., see State11ent of 
Consideration), ind purpose of the report nw 

The purpose of the report 1s ·mchanged from its original Intent, that 
is, to mooitor the effectiveness of the licensee's program to maintain 
radioactive effluent releases as low is reasonably achievable (ALARA). 

4. Organizations receiving the report (list RIDS distribution code 
identifiers/recipients} 

Regions, NRR/PDs, NRR/PRPB 

S. Organizations using the report 

Regions and NRR/PRPB 

6. Plant-specific/generic actions taken upo11 receiving the report; discuss 
specific contributions to safety (relative t~ NRC •isslon} that result 
fro• revlwlng and acting on the report 

These reports occur very infrequently, on the order of one (or less) 
reports per year. The reports indicate that the licensee has been 
unable to maintain effluent releases ALARA based on having exceeded 
design objective dose objectives for members of the public; they inform 
the NRC of the licensee's proposed corrective actions to restore 
effluent releases to an ALAP.A condftio11. NRC would review the report 
and verify by discussion or onsite Inspection that the licensee has 
taken the appropriate corrective actions. 

7 Identify routine analyses perfo111ed/staff reports gener1ted, based on 
the report received 

NRR and Regional staff examine sucli reports to determine the specific 
cause of the design objective dose being exceeded, i.e., whether single 
or multiple environmental media were involved, multiple vs. single 
radicnuclides, etc. If other than a single nuclide/single pathway is 

" 



involved, NRR or the Regions would perform independent dose assessments 
using the relatively recently acquired PCDOSE computer code to further 
investlgatr the l lcensee's report. An NRC report may be issued based on 
the significance of the release and a Region-generated inspection report 
Issued ff follow up at the reactor site was required. 

8. Estlaate the resources (staff hours/contract do11irs} expended per 
report 

Hodest staff resources are needed - about 2-3 hours divided between HQ 
and the region for most re~orts. For a recurring event, some contractor 
review may b~ needed but would unlikely exceed 40 hours. 

9. Identify sl•f 1ir/re1•ted reporting requlreaents 

Technical Specifications 3.11.1.2, 3.11.2.2, and 3.11.2.3 specifically 
Implement the Guides for Tcrh Spec Lfmftfng Conditions for Operation 
which are contained in 10 CFR Part SO, Appendix 1, Section IV. These 
Tech Specs are necessary ~ecause Section IV of Appendix I does not 
constitute a regul~tory reporting requirement by itself. Similar 
effluent release reporting requirements ~re contained in 10 CFR Part 20 
and 10 CFR Part SO (§§50.72, S0.73); however, the thresholds for these 
requirements are higher than Appendix I. Furthermore, the Part 20 and 
50 reporting requirements only address concentrations In effluents. 
Therefore, a significant radionuclide buildup In an environmental 
pathway would not be reportable under Parts 20 and SO; Appendix I would 
require a report becau~e it fs expressed In terms of environmental 
pathway dose~. 

10. Discuss the potentfa1 reduction fn pub1ic hea1th ind safety that wou1d 
resu1t ff the reporting was e1f•fnated (provide differing views of ot i:e1· 
users). 

NRC wnuld lose the capability for e3rly alerts to potentially 
significant effiuent management problems and plant operation in the non­
ALARA arena by having releases that may exceed the design obJectlve 
doses for members of the public. 

Having Appendix I and Its associated reporting requirements in place 
allowed the NRC to recently convince the EPA that more stringent 
effluent limitations, which were to be Imposed by the EPA purSLlnt to 
the Clean Air Act 1990 Amendments on all NRC l!censees (Including 
nuclear power phnts), were ;,ot necessary. In response to the NRC 
arguments, the EPA conducted a reclsion rulemaking to remove power 
reactor rcqulremnnts from the proposed Subpart I to 40 CFR 61. 

NUHARC has recommended the deletion of these reports based on the 
perception that other regulatory requirements cover the Appendix I 
reporting requirements. For reasons stated fn Paragraph 11, the Staff 
disagrees with NUMA~C's recommendation. 
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11. Discuss and Justify proposed llOdffications to the reporting requfre11ent 
that could reduce licensee i•pact while at the s,.e ti•e continue to 
•eet the safety objective 

Since the reporting requirement In Appendix I (as Implemented via Tech 
Specs) results In such infrequent reports (many licensees may never neerl 
to report), the burden Is already extremely low ro that modification 
seems unwarranted. NUHARC has recor.:mended modifying (or perhaps 
deleting) the TS reports cited under 3.11.1.2, 3.11.2.2, and 3.11.2.3. 
NRR Staff disagrees with this recol!lllendatlon because these reports alPrt 
the NRC to problems at a reactor facility. Unlike similar Part 20 and 
50 reporting requirements, the Appendix I reporting requirements are the 
principal me•ns (and perhaps the only direct means) of alerting the NRC 
to potential safety problems resulting from unexpected buildup of 
radfonuclldes In an environmental exposure pathway. In addition, these 
TS sections are the means by which the NRC Implements the requirements 
of Section IV of Appendix I. 

12. NRC resource cost or savings based on .adifyfng the reporting' 
requireaent. 

The cost savings would be minimal because the current cost to NRC Is 
low 

13. Recoll!llendatfon(s}: 

Do not change Appendix I or the Implementing Tech Spec reporting 
requirements because they are the principal means by which NRC may learn 
on a tlrnely basis of effluent management problems being experienced by 
licensees and possible long-term envlronmen~al impacts associated with 
the releases. 

Contact: 

Thomas Essig, NRR/PRPB 
504-1068 

Slgnatura: !.J J ~ 
Fank J.Cd'ri'9eltOieCfor 
Division of Radiation s~fety 

and Safeguards 
Office of Nuclear D· ·agulation 

'1ate: 



TEST CASE 7 

USER NEED STATEMENT 

fOR 

NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTIN~ REQUIREMENTS 

1. Identification/statement of reporting requirement 

Testing and reporting requirements for containment leakage testing am 
specified In 10 CFR 50 Appendix J. The preoperatlonal and periodic Type A 
tests are the subject of a summary technical report submitted tu the 
Commission. The testing requirements ere specified within the regulation as 
one of the license cont.lltlons for all water-cooled power reactors. The 
containment leakage tests 11re necessary because they provide for 
preoperatlonal and periodic verification of the loek·tlght Integrity of the 
primary reactor containment and systems/componentt which penetrate the 
conuilnment of water-cooled power reactors. 

2. Type of report: The Type A test report Is considered a routine report. 

(I) Frequency: The reporting frequency Is about once eve'Y 3 1/2 years. 

(II) Tlmellness of submittal: The report Is submitted about 3 months 
after conducting tt:e test. 

3. Purpose (safety objective) of the report ~··s orlglnally perceived (e.g., see 
Statement of Consideration), and purp•.,sa of the report now 

iha test report orlglnally provide tht· .aff with the licensee evaluation of the 
containment leak rate test. The r-:.port demonstrated that the containment 
met all leakage criteria specified In the Technlcel Specifications. 

failure to meet the test criteria specified In tile Technical Specifications 
would be documented In an addltlonal report which would accompany the 
test report. This addltlonal report would Include the analysis and 
Interpretation of the test data, the least squares flt analysis of the tes~ data, 
the Instrumentation error analysis, and the structural conditions of the 
containment or components which contributed to the failure. The staff 



believes that the reporting of a test failure Is not In question and will 
continue to be ::lone by licensees. 

At the present time, the headquarters staff does not review these reports. 
The review of these reports Is the responsibility of the region within which 
the plant Is located. The level of review will vary from one report to anothor 
and between the regions: however, all regions review the te!t reports on an 
audit basis. The purpose of the review Is to assure that the licensee h11s 
properly determined the leak rate of the containment and that It meets all 
leakage criteria. 

4. Organlzatlon(s) receiving the repo1·t (list RIDS distribution code 
Identifiers/recipients) 

Reports are sent to the Document Control Desk, and the distribution code of 
A017D. In addition, copies are sent to the cognizant NRC Regional Office 
end Resident inspector(s). 

5. Organlzation(s) using the report 

The cognizant NRC Reglor.al Office. 

6. Plant·speclflc/generlc actions taken upon receiving the report: discuss 
specific contributions to safety (relative to NRC mission) that relult from 
reviewing and acting on the report 

Generally, tho reports receive only an audit review. This applies to reports 
which the licensee has concluded that a sucessful test was performed. 
Failed tests, however, are evaluated more closely. An example of this Is the 
reported failure of a containment bellows at a bolllng water reactor plant, 
which prompted the staff to Issue an Information Notice to the Industry. 

7. Identify routine analyses performed/staff reports generated, based on the 
report received 

At the present time, the regions do not Include tho evaluation of the 
containment leak rate test reports as a core activity. As a result, only audit 
reviews are performed by the resldent/rei;lonal Inspectors. A major activity 
of the audit review Is to perform confirmatory calcuh1tlons using a 
microcomputer. 



8. Estimate the resources (staff hours/contract dollars) expended per roport 

A rough estimate would be several ~ays of effort for oach audit review. 

9. Identify similar/related reporting requlromonts 

There :1re no slmllar test reports; the report consists of test data and an 
evaluation of the data. Nevr.rtholeu, test failures are reportable under 
10 CFR 50.72 and 10 CFR 50.73. 

10. Discuss the potential recluctfon In public health and safety that would result 
If tho reporting requirement 'Nas ellmlnated (provide differing views of other 
users) 

It Is our belief that the e!1mlnatlon of test reports associated with 11 
s'Jccessful containment. Integrated leak rate test (CILRT) would have :nlnlmal 
Impact on tho ovemll health and safety of the public. CILRTs have been 
perform&d and evalutited by the nuclear power Industry enough times that 
any mlslnterpertatlon of testing requirements Is highly unlikely. 

11. Discuss and jutJflly proposed modifications to the reporting 1equlrement (may 
lnc.u<te more tha·n one alternative) that could reduce licem1ee Impact while at 
the same time c.ontlnue to meet the safety objective (If possible, quantify 
licensee lmpacr.J; note differing views of other users; conversely, justify 
retaining the rtJportlng requlrornent, without modification 

Our recommendation would be to eliminate the reporting requirements for all 
Type A tesu and their associated Type B and C tests. H1wlng these reports 
only at the respective plant sites should be sufficient for normal record 
keeping. fleports of this type are not normally reviewed In dapth and are 
only used to obtain prior testing hlstofy when a failure occurs. 

For the case of 11 failed test, the reporting requirements of 10 CFR 50. 72 
and 10 C:FR 50. 73 are a sufficient replacement to the reporting requirements 
of Appoi1dlx J to 10 CFR 50. The licensee would stli' be required to report 
the foiled tei.t, but not In the same level of detail prescribed In Appendix J. 
NevArtlleless, NRC staff would have access to all leak rate tust reports 
roqulre1J by t1ppendlx J that now would be maintained at the pl11nt si•e. 
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12. NRC resource cost or savings based on modifying the reporting requirement 

The savings would be minima! since staff use of the reports Is at a relatively 
low level. 

13. Management rocommondatlon(s) 

Licensee submittal of all containment leak rate test reports should be 
ehmlnated. Test failures w!ll continue to be reported through 10 CFR 50.72 
and 10 CFR 50.73, and ~he test reports currently prfjscrlbed by Appendix J 
would be available for NRC staff review at the plant sites. 

Division/Office: _V __ s._:S_A-+-/_"""-_:e:.e:. __ _ 
I 



TEST CASE 8 

USER NEED STATEMENT 

FOR 

NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

1. Identification/statement of reporting requirement 

TS 4.4.5.5 Isl: Summary report of number of steam generator (SGJ tubes 
plugged or repaired 

TS 4.4.5.5 (bl: Results of SG tubing lnsorvlce Inspection 

TS 4.4.5.5 (cl: Special report of results of SG tube Inspection that falls In 
Category C·3 

TS 4.4.5.5 (d): Results of SG Inspection for which altarnate tube plugging 
criteria was used (this requirement onlv applies to planto 
which i1ave Implemented the voltage-based Interim plugging 
criteria for one cycle of operation) 

TS 4.4.5.5 (d): Identification of F• and L • tubes Including the location and the 
size of the degradation (this requirement only applies to plants 
which have Implemented lllther the F• and/or L • criteria) 

2. Typo of report: 

a. routine report(s) 

Ill frequency 

TS 4.4.5.5 (al: ever/ out!lge and after each lnservlco Inspection 

TS 4.4.5.5 (bl: after each lnsorvlce Inspection 

TS IJ.4.5.6 (di: prior to restart for both &he voltage· based plugging llmlt 
report and the F• and L • report 



(JI) tlmellness of submittal 

TS 4.4.5.5 (a): within 15 days 

TS 4.4.5.5 (bl: within 12 months 

Tl; 4.4.5.5 Id): prior to restart for both the voltage-based plugging limit 
report and the F,. and L * report 

b. operational event report(s) 

(I) tlmellness of submittal 

TS 4.4.5.5 (c): Via 50.72 (b)(2) w 1thln 4 hours, followed by a written 
report within 30 da~s (but before start·up) 

1111 annual average number of rtJports 

TS 4.4.5.5 (c): Approximately 10 to 15 reports per year 

3. Purpose (safety objective) of the report as originally perceived (e.g., see 
Statement of Consideration), and purpose of the report now 

TS 4.4.5.5 (al. (bl, (c), and (d): The SG tubing lnservlce Inspection reports 
were orlglnally Intended to monitor the general condition of tile SG tubing, 
monitor the adequacy of SG Inspections and repairs, and screen for potential 
generic Issues. The SG tubing lnservlce Inspection reports arQ presently used 
for these purposes. The reports assure the Integrity of the SG tubing by 
allowing review of the examinations performed, conditions observed, and 
corrective measures taken. 

4. Organlzatlon(s) receiving the report (llst RIDS distribution code 
Identifiers/recipients) 

TS 4.4.5.5 (a), (b), (c), and (d): 

RIDS Code: A047 

LICENSING ASSISTANT 
PROJECT MANAGER 
NRA/DE/EM CB 
OC/LFMB 
RES/DSIR/E:IB 
OGC/HDS2 
EG&G BROWN,B 
NRC PDR 

PROJECT DIRECTORATE 
ACAS 
NRR/DE/EMEB 
REG FILE 
NUDOCS·ABSTRACT 
RES MILLMAN, G 
ECi&G RANSOME, C 
NSIC 
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5. Organlzatlon(s) usl:ig \11e report 

TS 4.4.5.5 (a), (b), Cc), and (d): 

NRR/DE/EMCB 
Re:]lons I, II, Ill, IV, and V 

6. Plant-specific/generic actions taken upon receiving the report; discuss specific 
contributions to safety (relative to NRC mission) that result from rovlewlng and 
acting on the report 

TS 4.'J.5.5 (c): Plant Specific • After no:lflcatlon that a SG has been 
categorized C·3, the Materials and Chemical Engineering Branch wlll discuss 
the Inspection results with tile licensee via phone calls and/or meetings. The 
dlscus!llons with the llcensee are to ensure that the corrective actions taken by 
the licensee are appropriate/adequate and that no Immediate regulatory 
response Is required. 

TS 4.4.5.5 (a), (bl, (c), and (d): Generic· The d11ta supplled In the SG 
lnservlce Inspection reports Is used to assess the operational events and 
degradation mechanisms affecting pressurized water reactor steam generator 
tube Integrity. The reports also allow Identification of prevalent problem areas 
and improvements that have !Jean made In nondestructive tostlng methods, 
preventive measures, and repair techniques. The data Is used In the 
development of Information Notices, Bulletins and/or Generic Letters on 
lnser\1Ce Inspections, sample expansions, and repair methods. 

7. Identify routine analyses performed/staff reports generated, based on the 
report received 

TS 4.4.5.5 (c): The staff assesses the circumstances of the C-3 results to 
ascertain wh11ther follow-up regulatory action of either a generic or plant 
specific nature Is warranted. The staff may Issue Safety Evaluation Reports 
(SERs) or generic communications In response to these occurrences. 

TS 4.4.5.5 (a), (b), (c), and Cd): A 1oummary report Is .Issued approximately 
every two years Jummarlzlng the Information provided In the SG lnservlce 
Inspection reports. For example, NUREG/CR-5796, Steam Generator Operating 
Experience, Update for 1989-1990, L. Frank, Viking Systems International. 
Information from the SG lnsorvlce Inspection reports Is currently being used to 
develop a computerized SG database. Addltlonally, the 15 day report provides 
the staff with an early Indication of any extensive steam generator tube 
degradation at a plant. 



8. Estimate the resources istaff hour:i/contract dollars) expended per report 

TS 4.4.5.5 (c): Typically one person·week for staff follow-up activities Is 
exp!!nded following each Instance of Category C·3 results. In addltlor •1o11re 

are approximately up to three SERs and up to three generic communications 
prepared per year as e result of cotegorf C·J /lndlng! within a SG which 
typically requires two to four person-weeks of effort. 

TS 4.4.5.5 (a), (b), (c), and (d): The amount of time to review a SG lnservlce 
Inspection report and update the SG database varies from submittal to 
submittal. Typically, one to four hours per plant Is required by the staff to 
review the Inspection reports and update the database. To prepare the SG 
operational experience update reports requires several person-weeks and 
approximately $30,000 In technical assistance funds. 

9. Identify slmllar/rolated reporting requirements 

lnstrvlce Inspection (ISi) reports are subrnltted within 90 days of the 
completion of each refueling outage and are substantially more detolled than 
the steam generator Inspection results report. The SG Inspection results report 
Is not required to be submitted untll 12 months following the completion of the 
Inspection. Inclusion of the SG data required by TS 4.4.5.5 (b) with the ISi 
report would be more time restrictive on tte licensee. Several utllltles have 
submitted the 12 month SG Inspection results report with the 151 report; 
however, this Is currently not a requirement. 

10. Dl:icuss the~ :>~entlal reduction In public health and safety that would result If 
the reporting requirement waR eliminated (provide differing views of other 
users) 

TS 4.i.. 5 5 (c) requires pfompt notification of Category C·3 findings In a SG. 
Such notl'lcatlon Is essrntlal In ensuring that plant specific actions are 
adequate 1 o ensure t: 'l lnitJgrlty of tho SGs for the next operating cycle. In 
addition, p1 ">mpt noti' Hion en!•·res that if Immediate generic action Is 
warranted d11e to the fi. lngs of the Inspection, appropriate action can be 
taken In a tlm,1ly fat:ilon. 



TS 4.4.5.5 (a), (b), (c), and (d) reporting requirements provide the NRC with 
the capablllty to maintain a SG database and, In addition, to trend Industry 
performance. The d&\dbase allows L:ie Identification of potential safety 
significant events/tronds that may warrant generic communications. The 15· 
day report prciv:des the staff with an early notification of any sl:;inlflcant 
degradation observed at a plant. SG fnservfce Inspection rep~rts from plants 
that have not Id on tiff ad any test fallu~es may: 1 l Indicate that the lnservlce 
Inspection program Is not effective In detecting certain forms of degradation, 
and/or 2) allr•.y ldantfffcatlon of affoctlva corrective measures Implemented by 
a specific plant for Improving SG tuba Integrity. 

11. Discuss anCJ justify proposed modifications to the re,iortlng roqufrtjment (may 
Include more than one alternative) that could reducs ilcensee Impact while at 
the same time continue to mast the safety objective (If possible, quantify 
licensee Impact); note dlfierlng views of other users; conversely, justify 
retaining the reporting requirement, without modification 

The Information reported as a result •:Jf TS 4.4.5.5 (el and TS 4.4.5.5 (bl 
should be standardized. The use of an electronic form could 11fmpllfy end 
streamline tll'.l reporting requirements and wo••ld allow easier Integration Into 
the SG d~cabase. The Information reported ln necessary In order to monitor 
Industry trends and provide the staff with an early Indication of extensive SG 
tub'! degradation. 

The Information reported as a result of TS 4.4.5.5 (c) Is used by NRA to 
ensure that SG tube Integrity Is maintained under normal, transient, and 
accident operating conditions over the next cycle and should be retained. 

The Information reported as a reault of TS 4.4.5.5 (di for voltage-based 
alternate plugging criteria only affects the plants that have Implemented this 
typo of plugging criteria for one cycle of opar11tlon. This Information Is used by 
NRA to ensure that the structural and leakage Integrity of the SG wlll be 
maintained over the cycle and to monitor for trends In the data: therefore, It 
should be retained. 

The Information reported :is a result of TS 4.4.5.5 ldl for plants that have 
Implemented the F" and L" plugging criteria could be doferrad to the 12 month 
report pr-:ivlded the reclons concur on this recommendation. The Information 
provided In this rapo•t Is necassa(y for tho reasons cited in Items 6, 7, and 1 O 
above. 



12. NRC resource cost or savings based on modifying the reporting requirement 

A standardized report (I.e., a uniform format) would allow a more rapid review 
of the submitted materlal hy the NRC. '(S 4.4.5.5 (h) submlttels vary In length 
from se\'aral pages to hundreds of pages. 

13. Management recommendatlon(s) 

Evaluate the need for more specific guidance on the Information to be reported 
by the llcensee In these reports. Evaluate the benefit of receiving the 
Information electronlcally. 

IL!--r"~ ~ ( ¥ 
Ja ' Richardson, Director 
Div slon of Engineering 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulatlon 



NRC STAFF ASSl:SSMENT OF THE RELEVANCY OF REPORTING 
REQUIREMENTS FOR POWER REACTOR LICENSEES 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ·TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION (TS) 4.4.5.5 

Of the 15 letters of comments, three commented dlrectly on technlcal specification 
(TS) 4.4.5.5 and seven endorsed the NUMARC comments on TS 4.4.5.5. 
NUMARC believes that the summary reports of steam generator ISGJ tubes 
plugged, results of SG tube lnservlce Inspections, special reports of the results of 
SG tube Inspections that fali In Category C·3, and results of SG Inspections for 
which alternate tube plugglng criteria were used could all be Included In SG test 
p•ogram requirements, and be deleted from current TSs (pg 2 of Enclosure 3). 
South Carollna Electrlc & Gas Company believes the 15 day report on the number 
of SG tub1Js plugged can be deleted and that the results of the Inspections of F• 
and L • tubes should be deferred to the 12 month report (Item 4 In letter dated 
September 29, 1992). Duke Power Company belleves that reports on SG tests 
and lnspactlons should be reported only If a test falls or unexpected findings occur 
during tha test ("Results of Preplanned Testing and/or Surveillance" In letter dated 
September 21, 1992). 

Incorporation of the SG tube reports required by the current TSs Into the 
requirements contained In a SG tube Inspection program would be consld11red 
appropriate provided that the NRC has review und approval authority over such a 
program. The NRC Is currently working with the Industry to address this Issue as 
part of the Technical Specification Improvement Program. The 15 day report on 
the number of tubes plugged provides the staff with an early Indication of any 
extensive SG tube degradation that a plant may be experiencing. The results of 
the Inspection of the F* and L• tubes (required by TS 4.4.5.6 (dll could be 
deferred to the 12 month report provided the regions concur on this 
recommendation. Special reports of the results of SG tube Inspections that fall In 
Category C·3 and results of SG Inspections for which alternate tube plu11glng 
criteria were used are Important for monitoring SG tube degradation, and therefore 
should not be deleted. Reporting results of felled SG tube tests Is essentlally what 
Is being accompllshed by the reports required under TS 4.4.5.5 (el. (bl, and (cl. 
Furthermore. Identification of plants that have Identified no test follures may: 1 J 
lndlca te that the In service Inspection program Is not effective In detecting certain 
forms of degradation, and/or 21 allow Identification of effer.tlve corrective 
measures lmplAmented by a specific plant for Improving SG tube lr.tegrlty. The 
requirements under TS 4.4.5.5 (di for voltage·bo'lsed alternate plugging criteria are 
required to ensure that the structural and leakage Integrity of the SG can be 
maintained throughout the operating cycle. 
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~SER NEED STATEMENT 

FOR 

TEST CASE 9 

NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTIN~ REQUIREMENTS 

I. Identification/statement of reporting requirement. 

TS 6.9.1.3 - Cycle Startup Report 

The new Star.dard Technical Specifications (STS), Revision 0, dated 
September 28, 1992, state In Section 5.9, Reporting llequlrements, under 
TS 5.9.1.1, Startup Report, that a ~vrrr11ary r~port of plant startup and 
power escalation testing shall be ~~'mltted following: 

a. Receipt of an Operating License, 

b. Amendment to the license Involving a planned Increase In power 
11:vel; 

c Installation of fuel that has a different design or has been 
manufactured by a different fuPl suppl 1er: and 

d. Modifications that h~ve significantly Jltered the nuclear, 
thermal, or hydraulic performance of the unit. 

2. Type of report 

a. rout 1ne report 

( 1 ) frequency 
Following plant startup if one of the conditions prescribed 
in Item I is met. 

(11) ttmeltr.ess of submittal 

Startup Reports shall be submitted: within 
90 day~ following the completion of the 
Startup Test Program; within 90 days 
following resumption or commencement of 
commercial power operation; or within 9 
months following lnitta~ criticality, 
whichever Is earliest. 

3. Purpose (safety objective) of the report as o~iglnally perceived(e.g. 
see Statement of Consideration), and purpose of the report now. 

To document the comparison ot measure~ •nd predicted physics parameters of the 
cor~. To determine the criteria by wh1cn tests s~ould be judged. Presently 
the r'~ort data ls used to update the Database of Startup Test Data. This 
databas, ls used to determine t .teria (these r.hange as calculntional methods 
change), to Judge whether the core ts ~s predicted and to determine if physics 
parameter; are as predicted with a precision that i~ reasonably achievable. 
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4. Organlzatlon(s) receiving the report (11st of RIOS distribution code 
ldentif1ers/reclpients. 

Reports are sent to the Document Control Desk with a d1stributlon code of 
IE260. 

5. Organlz&tion(s) using the report 

URR/OSSA/SRXB - Margaret Chatterton 

6. Plant-spec1fic/~ener1c act1ons taken upon receiving the report: discuss 
specific contributions to safety (relative to NRC mission) that result 
from reviewing and acti11g on the report 

Generally the reports receive only an audit review 1:nd the data is enter~o 
Into the da\•base. If the test (review or accentance) criteria are not met or 
tf the data ls different from the ordinary, the deviation 1s Investigated. 
These investigations have led to Improvements In the calculatlonal process for 
predicting power distributions and other physics parameters. They have also 
been the means by wh1cn the effects of small cycle to cycle differences have 
been d1scovered. 

7 ldent1fy routine analyses performed/staff reports generatej, ba~ed on 
the report received 

Routine analyses consists of evaluation of the report and entering the data 
Into the database. 

8. Estimate the resources (staff hours/contract do'lars) expended per 
report 

Most reports require about 1-2 hours for analysis and data entry. 

9. Identify slm1l•r/rclated reporting requirements 

There are no similar test reports. 

JO. Discus~ the potential 1eductl~n In puhl1c health and safety that would 
result if the reporting requi>sment was e11m111ated(pro·1lde differing 
views of other users) 

Elimination of the reports would probably have minimal impact on the overall 
health and safety of the publl~. While In the past, review of these reports 
has led to Improvements tn the calculatlonal process for physics parameters, 
It ts d1fftcult to correlate this ~Ith overall public health and safety. 
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11. Discuss and just1fy proposed modlflcat1ons to the reporting 
requtrements(may 1~clude more than one alternative) that cnuld reduce 
licensee Impact while at the same time continue to meet the safety 
objective (If pos51ble, quantify licensee Impact); note differing views 
of the other users; con ~rsely, justify retaining the reporting 
requlremer.t, without modification 

Our recommendat lor. would be to reduce the report to a s Imp 1 e 2-3 page format 
prov1ding only the predicted and measured values for the following: Hot Zero 
Power (HZP) Critical Boron Concentration All Rods Out (ARO), HZP Critical 
Boron Concentration with Rods Inserted, Control Rod Worths, Isothermal 
Temperature Coefficient, Power Distributions and Full Power Critical Boron 
Concentration. This would provide the needed Information while easing the 
reporting requirements. 

12. ~IRC resource cost or saving~ based on modifying the reporting 
requirement 

Savings would be nlnlmal. 

13. Management recommendatlon(s) 

See sect 1 on 11 

Lead Division Director 

Division/Office: 

Data: .?fao//3 

j)5 s A/ rv I. f:....., 



TEST CASE 10 

USER NEED STATE!tlENT 

FOR 

NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIRE!tlENTS 

I. Identification/statement of reporting requirement 

Annual Occupational Radiation Exposure Report, for personnel receiving 
expo!ures ~ JOO mrem'yr, broken down by work and job function, tabulated 
by job classification. This report format is described in iS 6.9.1.S. 

2. Type of report: 

Rout inll report submitted by each LWR fac11 ity on an annual 'basis. 
Report submitted within the first quarter of each calendar year. 

3. Purpose (safety objective} of the report as orfgfna11y perceived (e.g., 
see Statement of Consideration}, and purpose of the report now 

The purpose of the report is unchanged from Its original intent, that 
Is, to provide the NRC with a tabulation of the number of st3tion, 
utility, and other personnel receiving exposures greater than 100 
mrem/yr and their associ·ted man-rem exposures acco~dlng to work and job 
functions. 

4. Organizatfon(s} recetvin9 the report (list RIDS dfstrfbutfon code 
ldenttffers/rec1pfents} 

Regions, NRR/PDs and PP.PB, RES, and llHSS 

5. Organfzation(s) using the report 

NRR/PRPB and RES 
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6. PTant-spe:ific/generfc 1ctions taken upon receiving the report; discuss 
specific contributions to safety (re11tfve to NRC mission) that result 
from reviewing and acting on the report 

The dose breakdown inforinatlon contained In these reports Is not 
included 1n any other NRC ~equ1red report. T~ese reports provide the 
NRC with an effective tool to evaluate tho progress being made by the 
Individual utilities and the utilities as ~whole in reducing doses In 
various jcb and dose function categories. The staff has been receiving 
these reports for the past fifteen years and has been able to trend how 
dose distributions by work and job function have changed over these 
years. The staff can compare the overall plant av~rage dose 
distribution by work function with the dose distribution for a single 
plant to detect any anomalies 1n an lndiv!dual plant's dose distribution 
pattern. Two of the work function categories included In these dose 
breakdown reports are routine maintenance and special maintenance. 
Special maintenance includes all non-routine and unplanned maintenance 
work, Including work required a\ a result of special NRC directives 
(e.g., THI action plan requirements). ~nwnediately following the 
accident at Three Mile Island, there w•s an overall increase in LWR 
doses. This was due, In large part, to the increase in special 
maintenance work necessitated by the THI action plan requlre.~ents. As 
LWRs gradually completed lmrlemer•atlon of the THI mandated fixes, the 
percentage of special maintenance work, as well as overall LWR doses, 
decreased. The staff ~as been able to use the data from the dose 
breakdo~n reports to study the shift In dose distribution from special 
maintenance to routine maintenance over the last several years. 

7. Identify routine analyses perforned/staff reports generated, based on 
the report received 

The work and job function dose distributions for each in~ivlduol LWR are 
Included as part of the HRC's annu1 dose analysis NIJREG document 
entitled, •occupational Radiation Lxposure at Conmercial Nuclear Power 
Reactors and Othar Facilities• (HUREG-0713). This HUREG also contains 
tables showing overall LWR dose distributions by occupation and 
personnel type, as well as tables showing how the o~cup~tional dose 
distributions at LWRs havq fluctuated over the years. All of this 
Information is derived from the data contained in these work and job 
function dose distribution repurts. 

The licensee's submittal of plant doses broken down by work and job 
function provides the HRC with another layer of detail th~t •he agency 
can use to study trends in plant doses. As stated in it~n ~ ahove, the 
staff has used the occupational dose d1strlbutio" informat:on to 
correlate the shift in doses between special and routine maintenance 
with the overall decrease in LWR doses over the past several years. The 
staff has also been able to correlat~ the recent drop In LWR doses with 

' . 
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the personnel distribution tabl~s submitted to the NRC as part of the 
subject reporting requirements. As the LWR doses have decreased, the 
staff has noticed that a larger percentage of the plant maintenance work 
is being performed by station and utility personnel as opposed to 
contract personnel. Since station personnel are more familiar with the 
plant layout and components, in many cases they can perform the same 
maintenance work and get lower doses than contractor personnel. 
Finally, the Job and work functi~n dose tables provide a more detailed 
breakdown of Individual plant dose than do the dose tables required by 
10 CFR 20.407. Since H111stone submits only a single 10 CFR 20.407 do~e 
table for Its three units (one BWR and two PWRs), the staff 
is no! able to separate out the PWR and BWR dose contributions using 
this data alone. Therefore, the staff must use the Millstone Job and 
work function dose report to calculate what percentage of the total 
annua 1 dose 1s accrued by each of the Mil ls tone un I ts. 

8. Estimate the resources (staff hours/contract dollars) expendtd per 
report 

Modest staff resources are needed (on the order of 0.5 to 1.0 hours per 
report). An additional l to 2 hours per report Is used by the NRC 
contractor to tabulate data contained In the occupational dose report 
Into a format that Is suitable for Inclusion Into the annual NUREG-0713 
dose report. 

9. Identify slmf l1r/rel1ted reporting requirements 

The work and Job function dose report Is required by plant Technical 
Specifications. This ts the only reporting requirement which requires 
utilities to report annual doses and the number of personnel, bro~en 
down by work and Job function, to the NRC. The utilities are also 
required to categorize these dose and personnel numbers by employee type 
(I.e., station, utility, or contract). Since licensees are only 
required to Include personnel who 1·ecetve greater than 100 mrem/year In 
this work and Job function report, the ~sultlng personnel and dose 
totals listed In this report do not reflect the full plant complement. 

The dose report required by 10 CFR 20.407, ''" tha other hand, provides 
the total number of monitored personnel and total dose received by these 
personnel at each LWR. 10 CFR 20.407 requires the utility to report t.he 
number of personnel receiving annual doses in each of 16 dose range 
intervals between zero and twelve plus person-rem. With the 
Implementation of the revised Part 20, the 10 CFR 20.407 requirement 
will be replaced by 10 CFR 20.2Z06. Instead of reporting the number of 
lndlvldu•ls receiving doses In preselected dose Intervals, licensees 
will now have to report the results of individual monitoring (for both 
external and Internal occupational dose) for each Individual for whom 
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monitoring was required. Neither the 10 CFR 20.407 or the 10 CFR 
20.2206 report, however, contains information on the work or job 
categories of the plant personnel receiving these doses. Since both the 
Techn1r.al Specification and the 10 CFR 20.407/20.2206 re~orts contain 
un!que data that 1s Included 1n the annual NUREG-0713 dose report, both 
reporting requirements should be kept intact. 

JO. Discuss the potenti•l reduction In public health ind s1fety th•t would 
result ff the reporting requirement was eli•fn1ted (provide differing 
views of other users) 

This reporting requirement provides the NRC with an accurate 
representation of annual plant doses broken down by work and jcb 
function. This data, 1n turn, is Included In the annual NUREG report on 
occupational radiation exposures at co11111erclal nuclear power reactors 
and other facilities (NUREr.-0713). Thff NRC has published this report, 
In various formats, for over twenty years (job and work dose breakdowns 
have been !"eluded for the past fifteen years) and it is widely used by 
both Industry and the NRC (both headquarters and the regluns) as a 
reliable source of occupational exposure data. Deletion of this 
reporting requirement would eliminate the NRC's only source of plant 
dose data broken down by wnrk and job function. While NUREG-0713 would 
still be published, very useful trending data by occupational work 
functions would be eliminated. In addition to use by industry, the NRR 
staff has made frequent use of this d'ta to gauge the success of plant 
ALARA programs. 51nce the new Part 20 requires that each LWR establish 
a radiation protection program which Includes provisions for keeping 
radiation doses ALARA, retention of this dose reporting requirement 
Is very Important to the staff. The Inclusion of work and job function 
dose data 1n NUREG-0713 also provides Individual plants with a mear.s to 
compare their dose distributions n~t only with those of other plants, 
but with the overall industry average. In addition, NUREG-0713 provides 
the gPneral public with a comprehensive source of dose Information for 
co11111erclal nuclear ~ower reactors and other facilities. 

11. Discuss dnd justify proposed 110difications to the reporting requirement 
(may include more than one alternative) that could reduce licensee 
impact while at the sane tine continue to neet the safety objective (ff 
possible, quantify licensee impact); note differing views of other 
users; conversely, Justify retaining the reporting requirement, without 
modification 

The current reporting requirement for the licensees to report the number 
of personnel an~ the dose by work and job function has been in effect 
since the late 1970s. Each licensee ls required to categorize this 
information Into six different work functions and each work function is 
to be categorized into five different job functions. Several years ago, 

• 
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the NRC hired a contractor to asse~s the adequacy of the six work 
function categories. The outcome of the project was that each plant 
polled had their own preferred list of work function categories and, In 
a majority of the cases, the plants reco11111ended that the dose data be 
categorized Into many more than six work functions. Since the 
cat,.gorlzatlon of personnel anJ dose data Into more than stx work 
functions would have a greater licensee Impact, the staff feels that the 
current reporting requirement has a minimum Impact on the licensees. 
Any reduction in the current number of work function categories would 
substantially .. t 111ce the usefulness of the reported lnfonnatton. 

12. NRC resource cost or savings based on 110difying the reporting 
require11ent 

The cost savings would be minimal since the current cost to NRC ts low. 

13. Hanagement recommendation{s) 

Do not change the work and job function dose reporting requirement since 
the resulting reports provide the NRC with Its only source of dose 
Information categorized by work ~nd job functions. As described tn Item 
9, the dose Information submitted In responso to tho 10 CFR 
20.407/20.2206 requirements co~tatns unique data not contained in the 
work and job function reports. Therefore, these reporting requirements 
should also be maintained. As a ~oans of reducing the reporting burden, 
licensees should make use of electronic data transfers to submit the 
required dose Information to the NRC. 

_ ____._..(i.,....Q,..__,...~~'--'j--- Date: 'f/(.!/c; 7 

Lead Dtvt(!.e'n Olrecto'r "7" I 

DI vis ton/Of ft ce: ___ 7>...,l '"""/?--....;\_; ______ _ 

UNS.CH 
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USER NEED STATEHENl 
FOR 

TEST CASE 11 

NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREHENTS 

J. Identification/Statement of reporting requirement 

TS 6.9.l.5 - Honthly Operating Reports (HOR) 

The licensee HOR contains operating statistics with data listed for the 
month being reported, the year-to-date and cumulative. It also Includes 
details of unit outages and power reductions, as well as other 
Information such as planned outages and changes fn unit capacity and 
restrictions limiting power generation. 

2. Type of report 

a. Routine report (Operating statistics and outage description for 
nuclear power plants) 

(I) Frequency (monthly) 

(Ii) Tlmellness of submittal (By the 15th of the mo·ith following 
the month of operation) 

3. Purpose 

The original Impetus for the monthly operating report came as a result 
of the Arab Oil Embargo of 1973-74. Prior to that time the licensees 
were asked to provide some of the kinds of Information req,•ested In the 
monthly report, but It was reported typically on a 6 month basis. The 
Information previously requested also was not so detailed and without 
tl1e specificity of the MOR requirements. For example, the licensee was 
asked to provide a system and component code for each outage that 
corresponded to the Licensee Event Report codes. 

The safety objective for the HOR was not clearly stated, but It was felt 
that analysis of the data would allow the agency to Identify common 
problems or trends. NRC publication of the data received from licensees 
and from the regional offices was made on a monthly basis In a document 
that was referred to as t~e Gray Book (U~NRC, NUREG-0020, "Licensed 
Operating Reactors: Status Summary Report•~. It rapidly became an 
authoritative source on the performance of nuclear power plants. 
Computerization of the data allowed searches that enabled t~e NRC staff 
ta obtain Information on which systems and components wert Involved In 
causing ~utomatlc scrams and what corrective actions were taken. Other 
u~es Included attempting to analyze what factors Impacted on plant 
performance. The data was also used by members of the nuclear Industry 
and other Interested patties. Other objectives Included b~lng able to 
compare nuclear plant performance with fossil plant performance 
utilizing the same definitions of capacity factor and forced ~JtJge 
rate, etc. 



The current purpose Is similar to the original purpose, but there are 
alternate sources for some of the Information, such as 10 CFR 50.72 and 
50.73 reports for scrams and Information on the systems and components 
Involved 1n scrams. However, the bulk of the Information Included In 
the HOR ts not duplicated tn other reports required by the NRC. 

4. Organizations receiving the report 

NRR, AEOD, Regions, ACRS, PDR and LPDRs, and IP.H receive the report 
(RIDS distribution code: 1EZ4D). NRC contractors such as INEL (EG&G) 
and Oak Ridge get the HORs as well as monthly diskettes Including HOR 
dat& for all units. These diskettes have been Issued by IRH covering 
data since January 1, 1990. 

Other NRC organizations get Just the monthly diskettes. The data ts 
also entered Into major NRC databases such as the Shared Information 
Network (SINET) and EXSIS on a monthly basts. 

S. Organizations using the reJorts 

NRR/Project Managers use the MORs for general Information. 

IRM uses the monthly reports to provide Information to a variety of 
users. IRM has INEL preparing monthly diskettes and one annual report. 
The diskettes are distrlb~ted to m&ny NRC offices and are alsr sent to 
licensees. Other non-NRC users can obtain a subscription for the 
diskettes from the Go~ernment Printing Office. IRH also makes the HORs 
available to DOE for use In the Waste Fund program. As Indicated 
earlier, the data ts also entered Into SINET and EXSIS. 

In response to a Corrmlsston directive to develop the Performance 
Indicator (Pl) program, AEOD uses data that Is reported solely tn the 
licensee HORs to develop Pis. The data Is needed to develop these 
meaningful and consistent measures of plant performance and their 
Inherent safety relationships. 

6. Plant specific/generic actions ta~en upon receiving the report 

IRH does not issue any of the subject actions. AEOD has not taken any 
plant specific or generic actions dtre,tly upon rP.celv1ng the report. 

7. Identify routine analyses/staff reports generated based on the report 
received 

IRH issues the con1pllat1on of HORs on diskette and publishes the 
December data In hard copy because it contains calendar year data. 

NRR/Projects may use the HOR Information directly for performance 
evaluation (Senior Handgement Meeting discussion, SALP preparation), but 
the Information ts usually obtained Indirectly through the Pl Reports. 

AEOO uses data that ts reported solely In the HORs to develop Pis Of 
the present eight Pis, two depend on the data reported in the HORs. 
This data includes the number of reactor critical hours for the 
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equipment forced outage Indicator; the forced out~ge hours for the 
equipment forced outage and forced outage rate Indicators; and the 
outage type, whether forced or scheduled, for the forced outage rate and 
equipment forced outage Indicators. Presently, these indicators are 
published formally once every quarter as the Pl report (USNRC, Office 
for Analysts and Evaluation of Operational Data, "Performance Indicators 
for Operating Corrmei·ctal Nuclear Power Reactors•). 

8. Resources (staff hours/contract dollars) expended per report 

NRR/Projects expends about one hour per report. 

!RH contractors spend about $60,000 a year maintaining a database and 
issuing diskettes. IRH enters the data Into SINET and EXSIS utilizing 
about O. I FTE. 

9. Identify similar/related reporting requirements 

While 10 CFR Part 50.72 and 50.73 are similar for the Item~ discussed 
under section 3 above, the bulk of the Information Included In the HOR 
ts not duplicated tn other reports required by the NRC. 

10. Discuss the potential reduction 1n public health and safety that would 
result If the reporting requirement was eliminated. 

Part of the NRC's mis Ion ts to provide Information to the public about 
the performance of nuclear power plants. The HORs, the diskettes, and 
printed reports meet part of that ruission. 

E11mtnat1on of the requirement to provide the data In HORs would 
eliminate two of the present eight Pis that were approved by the 
Corrm1ss1on. This would eliminate two meaningful and consistent measure. 
of plant performance and their Inherent safety relationships. 
Elimination of the HOR requirement would therefore require the consent 
of the Conrntsslon. 

II. Discuss and Justify proposed modifications to th.? reporting requirement 
that could reduce Impact whlle at the same time continue to meet the 
safety objective; note differing vtews of other users; conversely 
justify retaining the reporting requirement, without modification 

Since !RH ts not really a user of the HOR data no proposals on 
modifications are made. !RH faels that the public Information aspect of 
the HOR Justifies Its retention. 

Perfonnance Indicator data Is one of the fundamental tools used on a 
continuing basis by AEOD In our Independent analysis of nucle~r power 
plant safety performance trends The results of such analyses are 
necessary for our support of various NRC ta~ks, su~h as input to the 
semi-annual Senior Management Meeting plant selection process. 
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Presently, Pis are published formally once every quarter, thus making It 
appear that the data Is needed only quarterly. Therefore, It may appe•r 
that the operating report frequency could be changed from mo~thly to 
quarterly. However. this ls not the case. 

Pis are constantly updated to reflect the latest perf~nnance trends. 
Thus, decreasing the frequency of reporting to quarterly would greatly 
hinder the fulfillment of our mission, since the most current data used 
In developing our concerns may be as much as 6 months old. 
Addltlona1ly, modifications to the analysis methods used In determining 
the Pis are be!ng considered by the Connlsslon for adoption (see SECY· 
92-425). These modifications change the analysis fro~ a quarterly-based 
system to one that Is based on actual operating cycles. Accurate and 
continuous monthly updates of plant operational data are critical for 
the success of these enhanced Pis. 

12. NRC resource or cost savings based on modifying the requirement 

A modest reduction In contractor resources would result ff reporting 
frequency was changed from monthly to quarterly, and a further reduction 
would result If the data "as electronically submitted. Data quality 
assurance checks and reviews would remain at about the same level. AEOD 
Is working with !RM to eliminate delays In receiving reports by making 
electronic data Interchange the preferred method of submittal. 

13. Management recommendations 

IRH recommends not changing reporting frequency since that would limit 
the usefulness of the Information to many users and would not result In 
a significant resource or cost saving. 

AEOD also recommends not changing the reporting frequency for licensee 
HORs since a reduced frequency would limit the usefulness of the 
Information to AEOD and would not result In a significant resource or 
cost saving. AEOO continues to need the reactor critical hours and 
outage data In the HOR In Its present form and frequency. 

Because of our reliance on and requirement for accurate monthly 
operating history Information, we strongly recummend not changing the 
frequency of the HORs to quarterly. In fact, our need for this 
Information Is so critical that we are experiencing difficulties In 
timely analysis due to the Inherent slowness in the present reporting 
method. By the time the l~~ensee reports are received through the mall 
by us and are available In database format, nearly 2 months have passed. 
We are working with Information Resource Management (IRM) to eliminate 
much of this delay by making electronic data Interchange (EDI) of this 
!nformallon the preferred method of submittal. 

• 
~ '""?70~¥J' Date: 5p1;b 
Division Director / ' 

Division/Office: OSP/AEOD 



ADDITIONAL TASK FORCE COMMENTS 

The task force to review the reporting requirements for power reactor 
llcensues has the following additional comments to make concerning the 
reconrnendatlons of the tine organization that prepared the User Need Statement 
for the subject reporting requirement: 

SUBJECT: Technical Specification 6.9.J.S - Monthly Operating Reports 

ORGAN I ZA Tl ON: Division of Safety Programs, AEOO 

J. The Division of Safety Programs (OSP) notes In t~e User Need Statement 
that Information reported In the Monthly Operating Reports (HORs) is 
used to develQp Z of the 8 Performance Indicators for conrnerclat nuclear 
power reactors. DSP further notes that t:,1s Information Is currently 
only available through the HORs. As a result, the task force agrees 
that the HORs should be retained. However, since no safety argument has 
been presented to justify continuing to receive and compile all of the 
Information now pro.ldcd, the Information reported In the HORs should be 
reduced to that which Is needed to support the Performance Indicator 
program. This could be Implemented by a line-item improvement to the 
new Standard Technical Specifications and a generic letter, allowing 
licensees to adopt the technical specification change through the 
license amendment process. 



RELATIONSHIP OF TASK FOP~E EFFORT ON ~r.PORTINi REQUIREMENTS TO 

STUDY CQNDUCTED BY THE COMMITTEE TO REVIEW GENERIC REQUIREMENTS 

Additional relevant background Includes other ongoing efforts to reduce the 
burden of government regulation, Including two Presidential directives of 
January 28, 1992. These directives requested that the Conmlssion and other 
energy and environmental agencies work together to streamline regulatory 
requirements and set a;lde a 90-day period for the evalu~tion of existing 
regulations. The Conrnlsslon directed the lonvnlttee to Review Generic 
Requirements (CRGR) to use appropriate ln~uts from the public, the NRC staff, 
and other Federal agencies to conduct a special regulatory review addressing 
the spirit of thP. concerns raised by the President. After completing Its 
review, the CRGR recorrrnended revising the regulations In eight areas (SECY-92-
141, dated April J7, 1992) for which the CRGR could clearly make a 
determination In the allotted 90 days that a reduction In the regulatory 
burden could be achieved without In any way reducing the public health and 
safety or conmen defense and security. 

In c~nductlng its review, the CRGR Issued a EedP.ral Register notice on 
February 24, 1992 (57 FR 6299), seeking public convnent, and also sought 
comments from the NRC staff; the CRGR held a public meeting to discuss the 
comments that were received. Among other concerns, the industry c·1nsldered 
the magnitude of reporting requirements to be burdensome and s~me reporting 
requirements to be unnecessary. In addition, the indu~try expressed concern 
over NRC guidance documents lssuld to provide Interpretations of reporting 
requirements In the regulations and over reporting requirements contained In 
license documents such as the technical specifications. Because many of the 
conments received were outside the scope or criteria of the special CRGR 
review, their resolution was deferred to other agency initiatives for 
evaluating reporting requirements. Therefore, the staff decided to expand the 
scope of the task force effort on reporting requirements, and consider the 
potential for reducing reporting requirements In a comprehensive and 
Integrated manner. As a result, the staff Issued a f.eJl.tr.tl Regjster notice 
on June 19, 1992 (57 FR 27394), with respect to power reactor reporting 
requirements. The comments received In response to this federal Register 
notice are dlscu)sed, as appropriate, In this paper. 

ENCLOSURE 4 



USER NEED 3TATEMENTFOR NRC 
POWER REACTOR RE~ORTING REQUIREMENTS 

ENCLOSURE 4 



USER NEED STATEMENT FOR 
NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS• 

BACKGROUND 

The Commission has requested that staff evaluate user needs for current reporting 
requirements with a view towards reducing the reponing burden on licensees. The goal of 
this evaluation is to identify reporting requirements that can be eliminated, or otherwise 
reduced or changed, while continuing to meet staff obligations to protect the he.11th and 
safety of the pubhc. This request is the first step in that process. Thank you for you. ume. 

INSTRUCTIONS 

You will be asked to complete four steps as a way of providing user input into the evaluation 
of reporung requirements. The informauon that you provlde u essential to the evaluation of 
reporting requirements 

Step I: The information requested includes: the Ruic (or prescribing document) 
specifying the reporting requirement, the type of repon and frequency with which it is 
required to be rcponed, and the original intent of the reponing requirement (as stated 
in 'he ongmal statement of consideration or latest publ;cation of the Ruic [or 
p1c>.:nbing document)). 

Step 2 · Assess the redundancy or similanty to other rcponing requirements. 

Step 3: Jdcnufy the users of the reported information. That is, in addition to you, 
the primary user, who arc the other users of this information? 

Step 4. Answer relevant questions and make a final recommendation for the 
reporung requirement. 

Return the completed User Need Statement and, as appropnate, the Auxiliary User Need 
Statements 10 [Jnscn mime and address of ind1v1duaJ 10 whom the forms 
should be returned). 

• An altemauve form that requires initial adm1n1strauve staff effon 10 document Step I 
mformallon was aho developed, but 1~ not presented here. 

AJlcrna"\'I J-onn: Uwr Nttd SUlCPWnl (or HRC' t'o'l>tt Jlrpnrt'"' A•q 



REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

Step 1: Jdenllry Rule (or prescribing document) repor11ng Information. 

a. You have b~n ldcnt11ied as the key user of informauon reported. The Ruic (or 
prc:scnbing document) is: 

b. The reporting rcqu1reme11t states that. 

c. The original intent of this reporting requ1remer.t was (obtain this from the original or 
latest publication of the requirement): 

d. This report is: 

0 a routine report. 

0 a special report. 

0 an operational event report. 

0 other (please specify). 

e. This report 1s submitted (please specify the 
frequency and timeliness required for this report, e.g., within X days following the 
end of reporung period Y). 

OR 

This report is submitt~d after an occurrence; that occurrence is -------­
(specify occurrence such as a shutdown, refueling outage, test, operational event, etc.) 
and the report is submitted (specify 
umehness of the submittal, e.g , wi1hm X hours or X days of the occurrence). 

IJllmah"t form 2. Uw1 Nerd St1umcna ror NRC ~tr Rtpo.11ni Req 
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Step 2. Assess redundancy or reportln&: rrqulremeots. Please list below any reporting 
requirements thal. 1ray be redundant or similar to this reporting requirement. 

Step 3. Identify the users of the reported Information. Provide a list of the organizations 
who may use this report following these instructions. Beginning with the RJDS distribution 
list, plcast contact each of these organizations to determine their use of the reported 
information. For those who arc on the RJDS list and other organizations that you know of 
who use this reported information, please follow the instructions dcscnbed in the attachment 
called • A.uir.iliary User Need Statement for NRC Power Reactor Reporting Requirements.• 

The NRC M~anizations or other organizations that receive this report are (insert RJDS list 
and list any otucr organizations who may use this report): 

Attach all Auxiliary User Needs Statements to this User Needs Statement. 

Step 4: Answer questions and make l'C\.Onunendatlons. 

1. What is the current purpose of this reporting requirement? Check boxes that apply. 

D Same as originally stated. (See Step I) 

D No current purpose. 

D Additional purposc(s); these arc: 

2. What plant-specific or generic adions arc taken upon receiving this report? Include, 
for example, ro•aine analyses performed and staff reports generated. 

3. What arc the contributions to the NRC's mission of maintaining public health and 
safety that arc provided by this reporting requirement? 

4. Please estimate the resources (staff hours and contract dollars) expended to review, 
analyze, and report on the information/data that 1s reported in accordance wllh the 
requirement. 

3 



S. If this reporting requirement was ehminaled, what would be the po1en1ial risk to 
public heallh and safe1y? 

6. What modi fit ations to the current reporting requirement would you recommend? List 
alternatives. 

Provide the ratfonale for each recommended mod1ficauon. 

Describe tl1e in1pa:t of the modification(s) on the licensee reporting burden and the 
saJety objective. 

7. Please csumate the re \Ource costs or savings to the NRC basee upon moo11~·ing or 
eliminating the report1:1g requirement. Do not include an estimate of the resources 
required to conduct a r:1le change or revise the prescnbing document. 

8. Disregdl'ding, for the morncnt, the resources needed to change the requirement, what 
action(s) do you recommer1d that the NRC take regarding this reporting requirement? 
Check all that apply and pnwide information as requested. 

D Keep the reporung req,1irement the samc··no changes. 

D We don't need ih1s reponing requirement any more··lct's get rid of it. 

D Our organization doesn't no.'<I 1his any longer but other NRC or licensee 
organizations do. Based upon information reported on •Auxiliary User Need 
Form(s), • those organizations and their reasons for needing the information arc 

D This information can be obtained withoul this reporung requirement; the 
allemative saurce is 

D Modify lhe requirement as descnbed above in #6 or as we have specified 
below in #10 (ovcraJI recommendations). Include the reasoning behind each 
proposed change. 
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0 We need this reporting requirement bur do not have enough re:.ources lo 
effectively analyze, use, and report on the information rccci·1cd. Whal we 
would like to do is 

0 Other (please specify). 

9. What resources do you estimate would be required to take the action(s) 1ha1 you have 
suggested above? Include costs of a rule revision as appropnate. 

JO. What arc your overall recommendations regarding this rcportmg requirement? 

I I. Please describe any other comments 01 information related 10 this requirement that 
would assist us in improving the requirement or reducing the reporting burden of 
NRC licensees. 

Lead Division Director Dare 

D1vision/Oflicc 

Alwmab'f"r fonn 2. u .. r Nt1d Si..ttmcal (ar NRC Potttr fltportu" Rr:q 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PRThfARY USER TO ADl\llNISTER 
AUXILIARY USER NEED STATEMENT 
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• 

INSI'RUC110NS FOR PR.ll\fARY USER TO ADl\llNIS'IER 
AUXILIARY USER NEED STATEl\fENT 

As lhe primary user of the reporting requirement, you are requested to obtain user 
information from secondary users. The general process is to complete Steps I and 2 of the 
User Need Statement and then contact all other potc::·.,aJ users from the RIDS list and any 
othu users lhat :;ou know of After calling thc:m, you will ~k them to complete the 
A:ixiliary Usc1 Need !itatement and return it to you. The specific instructions arc outlined 
below. 

I. Complete Steps I and Z or the User Need Statement. Completion of Steps I and 2 
will allow you to complete the infom1ation i>n the Auxiliary User Need Statement. 

2. Complete Reportln~ RP.qulrement lnforrnallon on the Auxlllary User Need 
Statement Review the Auxiliary User Need Statement. Jt follows the general 
format of the L'ser Need Statement that you have been working en Jn Steps 1, 2, 
and 3 in the Auxiliary User Ne:cd Statement, you (as the p1imary user) must complete 
the information outlined in this survey. You can easily provide this information from 
completing Steps l and 2 (of the primary User Need Statement) as instructed above. 
'J'hc Auxiliary Statement Indicates where to insert the information. You will need to 
provide: 

• correct regulation/requirement designation 
• text of regula11on/requ!remtnt designation 
• original intent of the re,~ulation/requirement 
• type of report and the fr'!<jutncy and tJmeliness rCGuired for reporting 
• users of repartee' information 
• redundanl or similar repor•jng requirements 

Generally, you will provide the information that you have about the reporting 
requirement that you provided in Step! I and 2. 

3. Complete Step 3 on the User Need Statement After inserting the appropriate 
mformauon on the Auit1hai;· Us.:1 Need Statement, you need to follow the 
instrucuons for completing Step 3 and contact the organizations that use the rep.1rted 
information. '11le RIDS list is the best starting point. After contacting all the 
organtzations, send them the Auxiliary User Need Statement with the information that 
you provided Orbanizations who no longer use the requirement should be contacted 
and should sull complete the Auxiliary User Need Statement They will only have 10 
stare that they no longer use the reported 1nformauon. Ma.kc sure that you indicate 



that you are the primary user and that they should send the completed form back to 
you when they arc done. Specify that they are to return the form within two weeks. 

4. List aU Users Contacted. After contacting i'JI possible users and sending them 
Auxiliary Statements, list those organizations in Step 3. Please list these 
organizallcms, whelller or not they returned the completed Auxiliary Statement. 

S. Collect User Need Statements and Return Them lo the Committee. After you 
have received the Auxiliary Statements, review them. You may use information from 
these Auxiliary S•atements in making your recommendations (~ Item #8 of the User 
Need Statement). Attach the completed Auxiliary Statcmel'tS to your completed User 
Need Statement. 
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AUXILIARY USEP. NEED STATEMENT FOR 
NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

Primal"\· User: [Name/Location/Phone] 
~~~~~~~~~~~-

BACKGROU1''D 

The Commission has rcquest~d that staff evaluate u~r needs for current repcning 
requirements with a view towards reducin~ the n•poning burden on licensees. The goal of 
this evaluation is to idenufy reponing rcquircm,nt' that can be e:'minatcd, or otherwi,;c 
rcducctl or changed, while continuing to meet staff obligations to protect the health and 
s;>fety of the public. You have been idcnufied as a user of this reponing requirement by the 
pnmary user and arc requested to complete this form and return it to the pnmary user 
specified abo~e. Thank you for your ume 

INSTRUCTIONS 

You will be asked to complete four steps as a way of providing user input into the evaluation 
of rcponmg rcqu1rcmenl5 The information that you provide is essential to the evaluation of 
reporting rcquarc:ments. 

Step l: Review the information provided here. 

Step 2: Assess the redundancy or similarity to other rcponing requirements. 

Step 3: Identify the users of the reponcd information. That is, in additJon to you 
and the primary uStr, identify other users of this information. 

Step 4: Answer relevant questions llJld make a final recommendation for the 
reponing requirement 

Return the completed Auxiliary User Need Sllllc:menl to the Pm:1at)' User nuted !!hove. 

• 



REPORTCNG R£QUCRD1ENTS 

Step 1: Review the lnfannatlon. 

You have been identified as a user for information reported in acrordancc with (primary user 
will insert currect regulation/requirement dL.11gnation here]. The requirement states •hat 
[insert tcltl h:re]. 

The angina! intent of this requirement was (primary user will insert intent obtained from the 
ongmal or latest publicauon of the rCQuir,.rnent). 

This is a [primary user will ins.:rt type of report) report that is submitte-:1 [primary user will 
insert frequency and umcliness of report' OR after (pnm.i.ry user will specify occurrence 
prompung the report and timeliness). 

Step 2. Assess redundancy of reportlni: requirements LislCQ -'Clow ue reporting 
requirement:. that may be redundant or similar to this reporting requirement. Please review 
thcSC' requirements to assess whether information from these requirements could substitute for 
or augMenl information from this repoiting requirement. Please add any additional 
requirements th3t you believe arc relatw. 

Related or redundant requirements arc [pnmary USl:r will insert similar requirements here) 

List any additional redundant or similar requirements here: 

\ Step J, Identify the users or the reported lnrorruatloo. Below is the list of organizations 
\ who receive this report. If you know of other organizations that use this report and arc not 
1 listed, please list those add;tional organizations. 

The NRC organizations and other organizations that receive this rcpcrt arc [pnmary user •, !I 
nsert RIDS and other distribution lists). 

P - hsl an,· other organiz.auons usmg the reported mformauon 
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Step 4: Answer questions and make recommendations. 

l. What Is the current purp:ise of this reporting requirement? (Check boxes that apply) 

Cl Same &J originally stated (see Step I) 

0 No current purpose 

0 l\ddiuonal purposc(s); these are: 

2. What plant-specific or generic actions are taken upon receiving this report? Include, 
for example, routine analyses performed and staff reports generated. 

3. What are the contributions to the NRC's mission o' maintaining public health and 
safety that are provided by this reporting requirement? 

4. Please estima!e the resources (staff hours aud contract dollars) expended to review, 
analyze, and report on the information/data that Is reported in accordance with the 
requirement. 

S. If this reporting requirement was eliminated, what would be tht potential risk to 
public health and saiety? 

6. What modifications to the current reporting requirement would you recommend? List 
alternatives. 

Provide the rationale for e.iCh recommended modification. 

Descnbc the impact of the modification(s) on the licensee reporting burden and the 
safety ObJect1ve 

7, Please rstimate the resourr.: costs or savings to the NRC based upon modifying or 
elimma11ng the rcpomng requirement. Do not include an estimate of the iesources 
required to conduct a rule change or revise the prescribing document. 

3 



8. Diuegardini;, for the moment, the resources n~ed tr change the requirement, what 
action(s) do you recommend that the NRC take regarding this reporting requirement. 
Check all that apply and provide information as requested. 

D Keep the repoJ"jng requirement the samc··no chi.nges. 

D We don't n~ this reporting requirement any more··let's gel rid of it. 

D Our organization docsn 't n~ this any longer but other NRC or licensee 
organizations do. 

D nus information can be obta.med without this reponing requirement; the 
alternative source is 

D Modify the requirement as described above in #6 or as we have specified 
below in #JO (overall recommendations). Include the reason behind the 
proposed change. 

D We n~ this reporting requirement but do not have enough resources to 
effectively analyze, use, and repon the information received. What we would 
like to do is 

D Other (please specify). 

9. Whal resources do you estimate would be required to lilke the action(s) that you have 
suggested above? Include costs of a rule revision as appropriate. 

JO. What arc your overall recommendations regarding this rcponing requirement? 

Au1uhuy f..,,, I, Utrr Nctd Si"'"'"' fot NllC ...,..., Rmlor Rrpon1111 lhq 
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I I. Please describe any other comments or infonnation related to this requirement that 

would assist us in improving the requirement or reducing the reporting burden of 
NRC license.es. 

Division Director Date 

D1v1sion/Oflice 

Awl.ii..') Form I, UNr N11d Su.,ovli (or l'lllt' l'owt1 a .. cior Rtporufll Rtq 
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