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Executive Director for Operations
SUBJECT: NRC STAFF ASSESSMENT OF REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

FOR POWER REACTOR LICENSEES

PURPOSE:

To inform the Commission about the activities of the task force formed to
assess reporting requirements for power reactor licensees, including plans for
evaluating the need or frequency for reporting requirements contained in the
requlations, technical specifications or industry codes and standards,
commensurate with the implementation plan for the Regulatory Review Group

recommendations (SECY-94-003).
SUHHMARY:

Tnis paper desc,ibes the activities of a task force to determine if some
reporting requirements imposed on power reactor licensees can be reduced in
scope or eliminated. As part of this effort, the task force selected a test
group of 1] 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 the NRC ctaff identified for possible deletion or revision is
discussed; the schedule for accomplishing this is compatible with Topic Area
No. 59 (Reporting Requirements) of the implementation plan for the Regulatory
Review Group recommendaf.jons. Also, the staff will initiate rnulemaking or
take other appropriate regulat.ry actions based o, the recommenditions of the
Regulatory Review Group and the Reporting Requirements Task Force, and will
investigate the efficacy of applying electronic transm.ssion techniques for

data, reports and test results.

NOTE: TO BE MADE PUBLICLY AVAILABLE

Contact: Brian K. Grimes, NRR WHEN THE FINAL SPM IS MADE
504-1163 AVAILABLE

James W. Shapaker, NRR
504-1151
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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 thereafter, two
Presidential directives, dated January 28, 1992, requested that the Commission
and other energy and environmental agencias work together to streamline
regulatory requirements and set aside a 90-day p. d for the evaluation of
existing regulations. The Commission directed the Committee to Review Generic
Requirements (CRGR) to use apprapriate {nputs from the public, the NRC staff,
and other Federal agencies to conduct a special regulatory review addressing
the spir t of the concerns raised by the President. After completing its
review, the CRGR recommended revising the requlations in eight areas (SICY-92-
141, dated April 17, 1992) for whick the CRGR could clearly make a
determination in the allotted 90 days that a reduction in the regulatory
burden could be archieved without in any way reducinj the public health and
safety or common defense and security.

In conducting its review, the CRGR issued a Federal Reqister notice on
February 24, 1992 (57 FR 6299), seeking ,ublic comment, and also sought
comments from the NRC staff; the CRGR held a public reeting to discuss the
comments that were received. Among other concerns, the industry considered
the magnitude of reporting requirements t¢ be burdensome and some reporting
requirements to be unnecessary. In addition, the industry expressed concern
over NRC guidance documents iscued to provide interpretations of reporting
requirements in the regulations and over reporting reguirements contained in
license documents such as the technical specifications. Because many of the
comments 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 this effort, and consider the potential for reducing reporiing
requirements in a comprehensive and integrated manner,

In a memoranaum from the Executive Director for Operations, dated May 7, 1992,
the stoff described plans for (1) soliciting the views of the nuclear power
industry and other interested .arties on reducing reporting requirements and
(2) issuing a report with staff recommendations on modifying certain reporting
requirements and conducting an expanded review of the reporting requirements
fur power reactor licensees. Public comment was obtained through the issuance
of a Federal Register notice (57 FR 27394, dated June 19, 1992); the comment
period expired September 30, 1992. Enclosure 1 identifies those who

commented and characterizes the comments that were recejved.

A multi-office task force was established to support this effort. The members
of the task force are given in Enclosure 2. To facilitate staff involvement,
the task force developed a User Need Statem.nt form for the staff to use in
developing the justification for reporting requirements. To affirm the
utility of the User Need Statement, the task rorce identified a test group of
11 reporting requirements tor evaluation by the staft. Enclosure 3 includes
(1) a 1ist of the 1] reporting requirements that comprise the test group,
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2long with the User Need Statements prepared by the cognizant line
organizations, (2) a compilation of the results from the User Need Statements
and (3) comment resolution statements for those public comments received ip
response to the Federal Register notice that are related to the test graup of
reporting requircme~ts. The task Force met in January 1993 to discuss various
approaches for continuing the review of the reporting requirements and to
evaluate the need to modify thz User Need Statements.

In January 1993, the Executive Director for Operations established the
Regulatory Review Group (RRG). The RRG conducted a1 disciplined restew of
power reactor regulatjons and related processes, ; rograms and practices. The
findirgs and recommendations of the RRG focused or. centifying specific
problems, their cause, and achjevable solutions In August 1993, the RRG
tssued its final report containing recommendations a‘med at reducing the
regulatory burden on power reactor licensees and strenythening NRC
administrative practices. The RRG report discussed several Ley areas in .hich
changes in the way NRC conducts business could sigrificantly reduce industry
and NRC staff costs witnout adversely affecting tne level of rafety at
operating plants. In examining agency administrative practices, one of the
areas prouposed by the RRG for possible efficiencies was the area of reporting

requirements.

The staff prepared #n implementation plan for the recommendations of the RRG
(SECY-94-003, dated January 7, 1994). The plan contairs general
implementation strategies, priorities, major milestones and target schedules
for the timely resolution of the recommendations. In this regard, the
resolution approach being recommended by this task force for the review of the
reporting requirements for power reactor licensees is compatible with the
implementation pl~n for the RRG recommendations.

PISCUSS]ON:

Public comments that hiave bu2n received in response to federal Reqister
notices soliciting the views of the nuclear power industry and other
interested parties or reducing regulatory burdens and reporting regquirements
suqgest a need for the NRC staff to look at power reactor reporting
requirements The comments stated that the NRC staff is in a better position
than the industry to juage whether cevtain reporting requirements ire still
needed. If the NRC is to <conduct a comprehensive review of its reporting
requirements, 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 repcrting
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 documenting the justification far
reperting 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 Il 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 concensus.

The User Need Statement is considered to be an effective *oo1 for use by the
staff to document, in a consistent manner, the rationale for retaining
reporting requireme..s or recommending changes, including the deletion of
reporting requivements. However, in applying the User Need Statement to the
test group, the task force noted that there were various interpretations of
the nformation requests. As a result, the User Need Statement was revised to
enhance its usability; the revised form is provided in Enclosure 4.

The reporting requirements comprising the test group were selected because
(1) they came from several sources (namely, the regulations, the technical
specifications, and Section XI of the ASME Code, which is incorporated by
reference into 10 CFR Part 50); (2) they were addressed by the Nuclear
Management and Resources Council (NUMARC) in their response to the

June 19, 1992 Federal Regjster notice; {3) they involve several NRC :ine
organizations; (4) a spectrum of recommendations concerning the disposition of

the reporting requirements would likely result; and (5) they would give an
indication or the level of effort needed to prepare User Need Statements for

other reporting requirements.

Ine resuitls of the task force review of the tesi group of reporting
requirements are presented in Enclcsure 3. The 1ine organizations or the task
force recommended that four of the reporting requirements be eliminated

(Items *, 4, 5, and 7 in Table 1 of Enclosure 3), that five of the reporting
requirements be revised or further explained to reduce 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 the evaluation of the 11 test case reporting
requirements that will be factored into the follow-on effort addressed in this
paper to reduce regulatory burden; for example:

l. The 14ne organizations are best qualified to prepare the justification
for the retention, eliminatton, or revision of repo ng requirements:
they car. provide a safety gerspective that i1s esseatial to sound
vecisionmaking.

2. There is frequently more than one organization using the information
being reported, and it {s not always obvious which line organization
should be asked to exercise control over the destiny of a reporting
requirement. Therefore, the use of a short term task group to assign
organizational ownership for each reporting requirement is desirable.

3 The KRC should investigate the apptication 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 ditsussian of the approach and schedule for continuing the
effort to assess reporting requirements for power reactor licensees whict the
industry arnd the NRC staff identified for possible deletion or revision. The
1ine organizations will be required to allocate resvurces to conduct detailed
reviews of the reporting requirements within their purview and proceed with
rulemaking or other appropriate licens!ng actions (e.g., generic letters for
line item {mprovements to the Standard Technical Spe-~ifications that pertain
to reporting requirements} to reduce reporting burdens.

No oversight group will be associated with this approach, although an {nitial
effort by a small task group wy11 be necessary to (a) compile the reporting
requirements fdentified by the Regulatory Review Group and the respondents to
the aforementioned fFederal Rvgister notices as being unduly burdensome,
duplicative, or otherwise unnecessary and in need of revision, {(b) assign
office/division ownerskip to the reporting requirements contained in the
regulaty s, the Technical Specifications, generic communications, plant
operating licenscc and licensee controlled documents, and (r) prioritize
office/division assignments and propose interim milestones for assignments
that are compatible with the overal) schedule (discussed below) to permit

periodic assessments of progress.

The overall schedule for the effort will be in keeping with the implementation
plan for the Regulatory Review 3roup recommendations. The line organizatfons
wi'l complete the assessment of the body of reporting requirements identified
in the public comments and in the Regulatory Review Group {mplementation plan
(SECY-94-003) by December 1995. The Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
(RES) will propare draft rule changes for preseatation to the Commission prior
to the end 3 June 1996, and will publish final versions prior to the end of
December 1996, The line organizations will 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 requirements 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) will be requested to
initiate rulemaking to address the following matters:

1. Eliminate 10 CFR 73.71(c){2), which rcquires tlie quarterly submittal
of safeguacds event logs.

2. Revise 10 CFR 55.25 to eliminate the notification of operator
incapactty due to a disability or i111ness and refer to a similar
reporting requirement under 10 CFR 50.74(c) for this requirement.
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3. Revise 10 CFR 50, Apgendix J to eliminate tne requirement to submit
the summary technical reports of preoperational and periodic leakage
rate tests; rather, require the repa s to be made avafiable at the
plant sites for NRC review,

The proposed schedule for accomplishing ihe above rulemaking cctions is
compatible with che plan for implerentirg the RRG recommendations (SECY-
94-003), namely, the staft wi') provide draft rule changes to the
Commission prior to the end of September 1994 and will publish final
rule changes prior to the end of February 1995,

. Since the ASIE Code is endorsed by NRC reguiations (see 10 CFR 50.55a),
the NRZ will take a proactive role through its representatives on the
ASME Code comm.ttee to modify code reporting requirements %o rveduce
1icensee burden; in particular, the NRC will prcpose to eliminate the
need to submit inservice inspection (ISI) reports to the NRC following
each refueling outage (ASME Code Section XI, Article IWA-6000).

. RES wi!1 ba requested to revise the monthly operating report (Regulatory
Guide 1.:.6), which plant Technical Specifications require )icensees to
submit, to eriminate currently reportable information that is not
essential to the Performance Indicator Program or that may be available

from arother source.

The proposed schedule for accompiishing this will be in keeping with the
impiementation plan in SECY-94-003; the staff will publish a draft of
the revised regulatory gquide prior to the ond of Jure 1994, and the
fiual regulatory quide will be published prior to the end of January

1995

This review of the reporting requirements for power reactor licensees is in
keeping witl the expectations of the industry, as expressed in the letters
received in vesponse to federal Reaister notices. These letters ~ontain a
recurring thent, namely, th-t while the nuclear power incustry can provide its
views on the fnvact of certain repcrting requirements, it is up to the KRC to
properly identi.y the information that is required to fulfill its obligation
to protect the !ealth and safety of the public and to propose appropriate
changes. There'orea, ‘he expectation of the industry is that the NRC will
cnnt{rye ty cordust reviows of its reporting requirements and evaluate the
need tus proacribed reports :nd the informatizn they contair,

COORDINAT[ON:

The Office of General Counsel has reviewed this paper and has no lega!l
objections.

RECOMMCNDATIONS:
That the Commissfon pote that, absent other directions after 10 working days:
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1. The line organizations will proceed to assess the reporting requiremeits
for puwer reactor licensees which the industry and the NRC staff have
identified for possible deletion or revision, and to initiate proposed
rulemaking or other appropriate reyulatory actions on a schednle that is
compatible with SECY-94-003 recommendations for Topic Area No. 59.

2. RES will be requested to initiate a combined rulemaking, and cognizant
line organizations will initiate appropriate generic communications
basec¢ on the initial recommendations of the Regqulatcery Review Group and
the Reporting Requirements Task Force.

3. NRC staff will {nvestinate the efficacy of applying electronic
trarsmission techniques for data, reports, and test results. This will
be done in conjrnction with the development of the information

technalogy plan for the agency.

¥4

J M. T
zecutive
for Operations

Enclosures:

1 Respondents to federal Register Notice

Selicitation for Public Comment

2. Task Force to Review Repnrting Requirements
for Power Reactor Licensees

3 Test Group of Reporting Requirements
Selected for Evaluation

4. User Need Statement for NRC Power Reactor
Report ing Requirements

SECY NOTE: In the absence of instructions to the contrary, SECY
will notify the staff on Monday, April 18, 1994, that
the Commission, by "“egative consent, assents to the

action proposed in this parer.

DISTRIBUTION:
Commissioners
OGC

QCAA

QIG

OPA

OCA

OPP

REGIONAL OFFICES
EDO

ACRS

SECY



RESPONDENTS TO FEDERAL REGISTER NNTICE SOLICITATION FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

In response to the Federal Reaister notice soliciting public comment
(57 FR 27394, dztad June 19, 1992), the NRC received commants from 15
respondents. Their comments are characterized below.

| Letter from Marvin I. Lewis, dated July 27, 1992.

Respondent expressed general dissatisfaction with NRC attempts to reduce
the reporting burden imposed on licensees. Respondent contends that
*the reduction or elimination of paperwork for licensees does not
provide any - tection of the health and safety of the public.”

2. Letter from Winston & Strawn on behalf of the Nuclear Utility
Backfitting and Roform Group (NUBARG) and Public Service Electric and
Gas Company, dated September 30, 1992. The comments cubmitted were
endorsed by the Boiling Water Reactor Owners Group.

NUBARG commented that a number of XRC reporting requirements are
dvplicative and non-essential, but chose to focus on a few widely
zpplicable reporting requirements thet it feels should be revised or
eliminated. HNUBARG also pruposed specific changes tc these reporting
requirements thot include the following:

{a) Further amending 10 CFR 50.71(e) by allowing licensees to
update the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) on a schedule
that has been negotiated with the NRC or absent such an
agreement, in accordance with current provisions but with
additional relaxations on filing within 9 months after
refueling outzge instead of present requirement of 6 months
after refueliny cutage, Corresponding changes to other
rogglations that address updating the FSAR would also have
to be made.

(b} Amending 10 CFR 50, Appendix I, to delete the 30-day report
in favor of rcferencirg more explicit reporting requirements
found elsewhere in the regulatione, facility Technical
Specifications and Offsite Dose Calculation Manual (ODCN),
and changing the threshold for reporting from exczeding the
annual ¢ sign objective Ly one-half to exceeding specific
regulatory 1imits found in the regulations, facility
Technical Specifications and QDCM.

{c) Amending 10 CFR 21.7 to exempt Part 50 power reactor
licensees fruom reporting "failures to comply” under Part 2]
since other reporting provisions, e.g., 10 CfR 50.9, 50.72,
50.73, and 73 71, are more effective in ensuring that a
fatlure to comply with applicable regulations when
substantial safety hazards are involved would be reported.

ENCLOSURE 1



(d) Amending 10 CFR 50.4 to require applicants to submit only
the original and three copies of an application for a
construction permit or operat ng license, or amendments to
such applications, rather than the original and 37 ccpies.

NUBARG cowmented that 10 CFR 50 72 and 50.73 should be amended to
clarify reporting obligations. This would ease the reporting burden on
licensees by consolidating existing NRC guidance and simplifying
reportabitity evaluations.

NUBARG also commented that the NRC should periodically re-evaluate the
Justification for each reporting reqiirement, and that the backfitting
rule (10 CFR 5C.109) should be applied to the promulgation of all new
reporting requirements.

Letter from the Nuclear Management and Resources Council (NUMARC), dated
September 30, 1992.

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

The NUMARC submittal describes in detail specific areas of reporting
requirements that NUMARC recommends for further detailed evaluation.
The areas of dis:ussion are as follows:

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

(b} specific recommendations for changes to regulations
(44 reporting requirements from 10 CFR were listed);

(c) specific reporting requirements and comments on technical
specifications (samplc 1ist of 45 reporting requirements
from technical specifications that moct licensees have in

common) ;

{d) specific comments on 10 CFR 50,72 and 10 CFR £0.73 reporting
requirements, and draft NUREG-1022, Revision 1, "cvent
Reporting Systems, 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73;"

(e} specific comments on 10 CFR 21, reporting of defects and
noncompliances;

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

ENCLOSURE 1



NUMARC also recommended that the NRC reassess the number of copies of
documents that are required to be submitted under 10 CFR 50.4, and to
investigate the use of electronic means to transmit routine reports.

Twelve other industry respondents* provided comments generally endorsing

the comments provided by NUBARG (item 2 above) and/or NUMARC (item 3
above). Some of these 12 commenters further emphasized changes to
reporting requirements of tihe following regulations:

Recordkeeping Requirements of Fitness-for-Duty Rule
Technical Specifications Reporting Requirements

Reporting the :rrors Oiscovered in Models for
Evaluating the Emergency Core Cooling Systems

Immedtate Notification Requirements
Licensee Event Reports

Reporting of Safeqguards Events

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

1. Routine reports that are submitted for information only

2. Reports of the results of routine and pre-planned surveiilance

and/or testing

3. Reports of events with low threshold

4., Duplicate reporting requirements

Letter from Omaha Publiic Power District, dated August 17, 1992.

Letter from Detroit Edison, dated September 30, 1992,

tetter from the BY¥Ql1 Owners Group, on behalf of its member utflities,
dated September 30, 1992.

‘.
10 CFR 26.71
10 CFR 50,36
10 CIR 50.46
10 CFR 50.72
10 CFR 50.73
10 CFR 73.71
7
1.
2.
3.
4.

Ltetter from Virginia Power, dated September 30, 1992.

ENCLOSURE 1



Letter from the South Carolina Electric and Gas Company, dated
September 29, 1992.

Letter from Entergy Operations, Inc., dated fctober 5, 1992.
Letter from Florida Power and Light Company, dated September 30, 1992.
Letter from Georgta Power Company, dated September 29, 1992,
Letter from Yankee Atomic Electric Company, dated October 1, 1992.
Letter from Duke Power Company, dated Septembeir 28, 1992,

Letter from Southern Nuclear Operating Company, dated
September 25, 1992,

Letter from Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc., dated
October 13, 1992.

ENCLOSURE 1



10,

11.

12.

13.

TASK FORCE TO REVIEW RIPORTING REQUIREMENTS
FOR POWER REACTOR LICENSEES

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

James W. Shapaker
Div’sion of Operating Reactor Support, NRR

Mohan C. Thadani
Project Directorate 11-4, NRR

Abraham L. Eiss
Program Management, Policy Development and Analysis St

Joan Higdon
Division of Fuel Cycle Safety and Safeguards, NMSS

Cheryl A. Trottier
Division of Regulatory Applications, RES

Marcel R. Harper
Division of Safety Programs, AEOD

Brenda J. Shelton
Division of Information Support Services, IRM

James C. Linville
Region I

Richard V. Crlenjak
Region II

Robert W. De Fayette
Region 111

Phillip H. Harrell
Region 1V

Dennis F. Kirsch/Lewis F. Miller
Region V

aff, NMSS

ENCLOSURE 2



10.
1l.

TEST GROUP OF REPORTING REQUIREMERTS SELECTED FOR EVALUATION

ASME Code

10 CFR 50.59(b)(2)

10 CFR 70.9(b)

10 CFR 73.71(c)(2)
10 CFR 50.74
10 CFR S0, Appendix I,

Section IV.A.3

10 CFR 50, Appendix J,
Section V.8

15 4.4.5.5(a)
15 4.4.5.5(b)

TS 4.4.5.5(c)
TS 4.4.5.5(d)
7§ 6.9.1.3

75 6.9.1.4
TS 6.9.1.8

Inservice Inspection summary report, required by
INA-6220 to be submitted within 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)

Notfification within two working days of
information having significant implication for
public health and safety or common defense and

security (FCSS/NNSS)

Quarterly safeguards event log entries report
(ORSS/NRR and FCSS/NMSS)

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

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

Containment Integrated Leak Rave Test summary
technical report (DSSA/NRR)

Summary report of SG tubes plugged (DE/NRR)

Results of SG tube inservice inspection
(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 (DSSA/NRR)

Annual Operating Report (DRSS/NRR)

Monthly Uperating Report (including refueling

data and PORV/safety valve challenges)
(DSP/AEOD)

ENCLOSURE 3
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ISSUE 1 REPORTING REQUIREMENT
NUMBER

Dy Ry

1

=

Table 1 (ENCLOSURE 3)
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF SELECTED REPORTING ISSUES

T

ASME Code Section XI,
Article IKA-6000:

| Requires summary ISI

i report to be submitted
i within 90 days of the
| completion of each

refueling outage; ASME
Code endorsed by NRC
regulatiors (see

| 10 CFR 50.5%a).

e —
] LINE ORGANIZATION

§ RECOMMENDATION

e 3 e m o = 1 i e e = =

DE/NRR:

The NRC should take a
proactive role through
it. representatives on
the ASME Code committee
to modify code report-
ing requirements, to
(1) reduce licensee
burden and (2) elimin-
ate need to send ISI
report to the NRC.

i
!
L TION
Agree

 TASK FORCE
RECOMMENDA-

APyt e ey

i

4

1 10 CFR 50.59(b})(2):

Requires report of
changes, tests and
experiments to be sub-
mitted to the NRC
annually or at such
shorter intervals as may
be specified in the
license,

ADPR/KRR:

This reporting
requirement should not
be eliminated. The
staff should notify the
licensees by a generic
letter that the
submittal of these
reports may be timed to
coincide with the FSAR
update, and what scope
and format {s most
useful to the staff.

Agree

——

10 CFR 70.9:

Requires that the
Commission be notified
of information identi-
fied by the applicant or
licensee as having for
the regulated activity a
significant implication
for public health and
safety or common defense
and security. (A
comparable statement
appears in 10 CFR 50.9
for Part 50
applicants/licensees.)

FCSS/NMSS:

Reconmend no changu
since the rule is not
applicable to
information which is
required to be provided
to the Commission by
other reporting or
updating requirements
(e,g. 10 CFR 50.9)

Agree
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF SELECTED REPORTING ISSUES

(CONTINUED)

ISSUE
NUMBER

REPCRTING REQUIREMENT

10 CFR 73.71(¢)(2):
tvery three months each
licensee shall submit
one copy of all
safeguards event log
entries not previously
submitted to che NRC.

LINE ORGANIZATICN
RECOMMENDATION

DRSS/NRR and FCSS/NMSS:
Continuing to require
power reactor licensees
to record security event
fnformation is appropri-
ate, However, public
health and safety would
not be compromised if
safeguards event logs
were no longer submitted
to the Nk,

e ————r e —

TASK FORCE
RECOMMENDA-
TION

Agree

10 CFR 50.74:

The licensee will
noti « the NRC within
30 davs of operator
licensing 1ssues
cvvered by 10 CFR 55
regarding: (a) perma-
nent reassignment to
nonlicensed duties; (b)
termination of operat-
ing 1izense; (c) disa-
bility or 11lness as
described in

10 CFR 55.25.

DRCH/NRR:

Revise 10 CFR 55.25 to
elimin:te the

notit+ atton of operator
incapacity due to a
disability or illness
and refer to a similar
report required under

10 CFR 50.74{c) for this
requirement.

Agree




SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF SELECTED REPORTING ISSUES

(CONTINUED)

ST 2R

10 CFR 50, Appendix I,

! Section IV.A.3:

Requires reporting of

effluent releases to

| unrestri<ted areazs during

any calendar quarte~ which

result in exceeding one-

| half the design objective
annual exposure, within

30 days from the ead of

i the calendar quarter 1in

it which the release
occurred.

LINE ORGANIZATION
RECOMMENDATION

DRSS/NRR:
Do not change this
reporting require-
ment because it is
the principal mzans
by which NRC Tearns
about radiological
effluent management
problems at plant
sites; elimination
of this report can
have adverse impact
on public health and
safety,

TASK FORCE
RECOMMENDA-
TION

-

10 CFR 50, Appendix J:
Requires preoperational
and perjodic leakage rate
i tests to be the subject of
t a sowmary technical report
submitteu “o the
Commission, s specified
in 10 CFR 50.4, about 3

| months after the conduct
of each test.

DSSA/NRR:

Reporting of leakage
rate tests to the
NRC may be elimina-
ted, but test
reports should be
made available at
plant sites for NRC
review.

Agree




SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF SELECTED REPORTING I1SSUES

(CONTINUED)

TR I

ISSUE
NUMBER

S — - -

| REPORTING REQUIREMENT

LINE ORGANIZATION
RECOMMENOATION

T ———

==
.
SN | I

TASK FORCE
RECOMMENDA-
TION

A TS 4.4.5.5a, b, ¢, & d: DE/NRR: Agree
1 These technical The information
specifications relate to required in these
| reports of steam generator | reports is necessary
tube plugging, results of in order to monitor
inservice inspectfons, and | the industry trends.
1 special reports of certain | Recommend that
| inspections where guidance be
alternate tube plugging developed to
criteria were used. streamline reporting
burden, and that
electronic receipt
of information be
evaluated.
g ! TS 6.9.1.3 - Cycle Startup | DSSA/NRR: Agree
Reports: Pertinent informa-
| This technical tion is entered into
specification requires an NRC database and
that lfcensees report the calculational dis-
f results of their Power crepencies are
Ascension Testing Program investigated.
to the NRC. Recommend that
guidance for a
simpler, tabular
format be developed,
and TS be changed to
eliminate misunder-
standing when report
{s required. __ﬂ
10 15 6.9.1.4 - Annual DRSS/NRR: Agree
Operating Report: Retain TS reporting
Tinis technical requirement; it is
specification requires the only source of
1icensees to provide an dose informacion
annual report covering the | categorized by work
activities of each and job function
operating unit. The report | that is available to
includes occupational the NRC. Evaluate
radiation exposure data electronic means of
categorized by work and data transfer to
job functions. ease reporting
burden.
e = - — - = .




ISSUE
NUHMBER

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF SELECTED REPOT TING ISSUES

(CONTINUED)

S— — .
REPORTING REQUIREMENT n LINE GRGANIZAY ION
RECOMMENDATIC

| TS 6.9.1.5 - Montnly

Operating Reportre:

| Licensees are required to

submit Monthly Operating

{ Reports to the NRC,
i summarizing the 171t

operating statis.ics,

# planned outages and power

| reductions, and other
information, such as unit

| capacity and limiting
power generation.

e — Y

DSP/AEOD:
Monthly Operatirg
Reports (MORs)
should not be
deleted and the
frequency of
reporting should not
be changed. These
reports are the only
source of much of
the information
needed to document
plant performance
history. The elim-
ination of this
requirement will not
result in signifi-
cant cost savings.

TASK FORCE
RECOMMENDA-
TION

Retain MORs,
but elimin-
ate report-
able items
that are not
essential to
Performance
Indicator
Program, or
that are
available
from another
source.
(Note: IRM
indicates
that other
items in
MORs may
need to be
retained
based on
prior infor-
mation
requests
from staff/
public; when
TS s re-
vised, IRM
must prepare
User Need
Statement
Justifying
retention of
other
reportao:e
items.)




TEST CASE 1

USER NEED STATEMENT
FOR
NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Identification/statemaent of raporting requirement

Saction XI of the ASME Code is incorporatad by reference into 10 CFR 50
and the Standard Tachnical Specifications. Licensees have referanced the
subject reporting requirements in their FSAR, Quality Assurance Manual and

other documents.

Article IWA-6000 ot ASMEt Section XI requires that a summary report be
submitted fo the rugulatory’ and enforcement” authorities having Jurisdiction
at the plant site within 30 days of the completion of each refueling outage.
This summary report must describe the Inservice inspection (ISl), tests,
repair or replacement of ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 components that
were conducted during the outage.

Type of raport: routine report

Purposa (safety objective) of the report as originally perceived (e.g., see
Statement of Consideration}, and purposa of the report now

One of the original objectives of the 1 \porting raquirement was to involve the
Authorized Inspection Agencies’ and (he Authorized Nuclear Inservice
‘nspector (ANII)® in the oversight process. This was accomplizhad by the
requirement in Article IWA-6000 that a form NIS-1, "Owner’s Report for
Inservice Inspection,” he signed by tho Owner and ANII to certify that the
examinations and corrective actions in the summary report were completod.

Another purpose of the report is to assura the integrity of code components
by reviewing examinations performed, conditions otserved, and corrective

measures recommended and taken.

“Definitions from Article IWA-9000, "Glossary,"” are attached.



10.

Organlzation(s) receiving the report {list RIDS dist:ibution code

identifiers/recipients)

The P!DS Code /or the reportis AU47D.
-- Regional Administrator

-- Resident Inspector

-- Records Management

-« NRR Project Manager

Organization(s) using the report

The organizations using the repart are the Materials Section of the
Engineering Branch of the Divisicn of Reactor Safety in the regions and the
Materials and Chemical Engineering Branch in the Office of Nuclear Reactor

Regulation.

Plant-specific/generic actlons taken upon receiving the report; discuss
specific contributions to salety (rolative 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 the reports, but, as appropriate, may be used to
verlfy that examinations are appropriate and repairs are adaquate.

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

Currently these reports are occasionally reviowed by inspactors in the office
to prepare for core ISl inspections, or reviewed at the site during the

inspecticns.

Estimate the resources (staff hours/contract dollars) expended per report
A maximum of one hour per report is expanded upon recelpt.

Identify similar/related reporting requirements

It may be possible to encompass the steam generator tubr summary reports
required by Standard Technical Specifications 4.4.5,5.a ard 4.4.5.5.b into
the ISl summary report. However, the ASME Code and so.ne licensees
consider the examination of steam generator t:bes to be exclusively a
“achnical Specification requirement. Therefore, data on steam generator
tubes are not contained In all 1SI summary reports submitted for FWR plants.

Discuss the potential reduction in public health and safety that would result
if the reporting requirement was eliminated (provide differing views of cther

users)



1.

12.

13.

- Based on existing ASME Code requirements, licensees may prepare and
publish the summery report regardiess of NRC requiremants. The report
may be required to meet certain state boiler code laws and Insurance

requirements.

Discuss and justify proposad modifications to the reporting requirement {may
Include more than one alternative) that could reduce licenses impact whlle at

the same time continue t mect the safety objective

There is currently an ASME Code committee working to standardize tho
report format, reduce the report volume and require a detalled report
only after each 40 month period with a shorter summary report aftar

each inspection.

- The use of an electronic form could simplify and streamliine reporting.

- Eliminate the 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 rovise the reporting

requirements

NRC resource cost or savings based on madifying the reporting requirement

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

NAR 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 {SI program concerns without it to date.

Management Recommendation(s)

The NRC should take a proactive role through its rgpresentatives on the
ASME Code committee to m~dify the reporting requirements to (1) eliminate
the requiremerits to send the IS! Report to the NRC and (2) reduce licensoe
burden while continuing to meet safety objectives and the needs of state
authorities, insurance agencies and other parties having an interest in the

process, {(See ltem 11}

Fry

A A o
Jsmes E} Richardson, Directar
Division of Enginearing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation




ATTACHMENT

Definitions from IWA-9000, "Glossary,” of ASME Section Xi

Authoiized Inspection Agency -- un organization that is empowered by an
enforcement authority to provide inspection personnel and services as required by

this Section.

Authorized Nuclear Inservice Inspector -- a person who Is employed and has been
qualified by an Authorized Inspection Ageiicy to verify that examinations, tasts,
and rapairs (that do not Include welding or brazing} are performed In accordance
with rules and requirements of this Section.

onforcement authority -- a regional or local governing body, such as a State or
Municipality of the States or a Province of Canada, empowered to enact and
enforce Boilar and Pressure Vessel Code legislation.

sequlatory authority -- a federal government ageacy, such as the United States
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, that is empowered to issue and enforce
regulations affecling the design, construction, and operation of nuclear pow.r

plants.



EST CASE 2

USER NLED STATEMENT
FOR
NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Identification/statement of reporting requirement

In 10 CFR 50.59(b)(2), KRC requires that the licensee shall submit a
report containing a bricf description of any changes, tests, and
experiments, including a summary of the safety evaluation of each,

Type of report:

a. Routine Report (Documents summaries of safety analysis reperts
supporting the design changes, tests, and experiments performed by

the licensee)
(1) Required once per refueling outage.
(1) Desired as a companion to FSAR update report

Purpose (safety objective) of the report as originally perceived {e.qg.,
see Statement of Consideratinn), 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
fnclude 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 unreviewed safety issues, and all changes
made as a result of analyses of new safety issues performed at the NRC’s
request. The changes are reported in the form of reviscd FSAR pages.

For the changes that licensee analyses show do not involve
unreviewed safety issues, the licensees are required to maintain a
record of the safety analyses and their summaries supporting such
changes, and are required to submit the summaries to the NRC as

required by 10 CFR 50.59(b)(2).

Frequently it is difficult to decipler a change from FSAR update
submittal pages bacause 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 summary of why the change did not involve an
unreviewed safety issue. The Project Managers 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
facil1ities without prior NRC approval and why NRC should not be

concerned,

If, in tre process of reading the 10 CFR 50.59(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, visit the site and
inspect the licensee’s detailed report or ask the Resident Inspector’'s
help to resolve the concerns. Without the benefit of this report the
Project Manager, who is the only NRC person handling the FSAR updates,
would exercise a less effective safety overview of the activities for
which the licensees determine that orior NRC review and approval jc not

requ’red.

Organization(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 RIDS distribution 1135t §s attached (RIDS
distribution code for the reports is IE47).

Organization(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.

Plant-specific/generic actions taken upon receiving the report; discuss
specific contributions 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 recefve
the reports and review them in support of their inspections. Special
inspectors for design change inspections review these reports to

identify potential inspection areas.
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Identify routine analyses performed/staff reports generated, based on
the report received

The NRC Project staff prepares overview reports of the review of 10 CFR
50.59(b)(2) submittals. Detailed reports are prepared 1f the staff
identifies concerns which are later confirmed by NRC audits of the
licensees' detajled safety analysis reports available at the sites.

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

HRC resources required ta perform the reviews are estimated {o be one
staff-week per report.

Identify similar/relatad reporting requirements
Related Report: FSAR update (10 CFR 50.7](e))

Discuss the potential reduction in public health and safety that
would result if the reporting requirement was eliminated (provide

differing views of other users)

The potential safety benefits of the reporting requirement were
summar{zed in item 3 above. The 10 CFR 50.59(b)(2) report is the only
easily accessible means NRC has to maintain a safety overview on the
licensee activities which are not submitted for prior NRC review and
approval. Monitoring the safety analysis reports on a regular basis at
sttes without knowing what to look for is quite Jifficult. Only the
Resident Inspectors can engage in such an activity. If Lhis requirement
were imposed on the Resjdent 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.

Discuss and justify proposed modifications to the reporting reyuirement
(m~y include more than one alternative) that could reduce licensee
impact while at the same time continue to mcet the safety objective (if
possible, quantify licensee impact); note differing views of other
users; conversely, justify retaining the reporting requirement, without

modffication

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 summaries of safety analyses
which support them. The staff would be able to satisfy itself that the
modifications are not likely to involve unreviewed safety issues.
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This report corld be required to be a brief, but complete, summary of
changes, safety justifications and references .0 FSAR changes not
submitted for prior NRC approval. This information will also be useful
to the licensees in submitting accurate descriptions of the subseguent
changes of the affected systems submjtted for NRC review and approval.

NRC resource cost or savings based on modifying the reporting
requirement

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

from those changes only.
Management Recommendation(s)

The reporting requ.rements of 10 CFR 50.59(b)(2) should not be
eliminated, because these reports provide NARC with a docketed summary of
changes wnich do not require prior NRC approval. The information is
impartant for maintaining an oversight of the safety of the operating
power reactors, helping Lo assure that ‘he licensing basis of the
operating reactors {s being maintained a1d documented, and assuring that
the summiries will be available to the piblic. Therefore, the reporting
requirements are important for the NRC mission. However, some gquidance
on the format of these reports is needed to make these reports more
uniformly responsive to the NRC'z mission.

To be most useful to NRC for their intended function, these reports
se2ild include a brief summary of the design change describing what was
done. One-line statements of changes are generally not adequate to meet
the obfectives of the report. Similarly, elaborate descriptions are not
needed and would be counterprcductive because they would hamper easy
scanning of the records. A sample survey shows that some of the
submitt s are too brief to serve a useful purpose.

The conclusions in the licensee’s safety analysis reports for the design
change should be summarized in a manner that would give the reader an
appreciation ¢f why the licensee concluded that prior NRC raview and

appraval 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 {f informed of the staff's desire in this regard.
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¥e rocommend that the staff interest in the above discussed
content and timing of 1icensee submittals be communicated to
licensens by a generic letter requesting actions on a voluntary
basis. The Office of the Genera) Counsel and the Committee to
Review the Generic Requirements should be consulted to assure that
backfit issues are addressed prior to issuing such a letter.

Wit

Jamgs G. Partlow
Associate Director for Projects
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

CONTACT:

Mohan €. Thadan{
PDII-4

S0 476



ANALYSIS OF COMMENTS RECEIVED ON REQUIREMENT THAT THE LICENSEES SUBMIT DESIGN
CHANGT REPORTS AFTER REFUELING OUTAGES

COMMENT 1.
NUMARC (Letter From T. Tipton, YP, to RRC, of September 30, 1992)

Commenter states that NRC should review tne requirement of annual Design
Change Report to determine if the requirement is redundant and should be

deleted.

RESPONSE :
The Design Change report serves the purpase of a companion report

for the design change pages submitted in the FSAR updates., NRC
Project Managers can read the Justifications for changes being
incorporated in the FSAR without spending inordinate amount of
time at tne site looking through all the detailed safety analyses
not submitted for prior KRC review. If the Project Managers in
consultation with the Headquarters technical staff determine that
specific 1icensee conclusions are unclear, they can then visit the
site to perform an audit of the detailed analyses and can
efficient’y resolve their concerns.

Elimindting the reporting requirement of 10 CFR 50,59(b)(2) and
requiring Rosident Inspectors to review all safety 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 issues that
appear to be unclear need to be pursued by NRC. Summaries of licensees
safety analyses would provide easier identification of unciear analyses.
Theretore, as 2 imum, the staff would want the liren.~es to prepare
such summaries and have them available for the Resident in. ectors' use.
Such action would not reduce the licensee burden in any significant way.
If the Resident Inspectors review the safety analysis summaries at the
sites and find any unclear safety analyses, they would probably consult
with the Headquarters technical staff on fssues of unclear safety
analyses. Such consultations will add addftional burden on NRC's
inspection resources. Thercfore, the reporting requirement of 10 CFR
50.59(b)(2) after each refueling outage 1s crnsistent with the NRC

mission.

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

(57 FR 39353).

COMMENT 2,
VIRGINIA POWER (Letter from Wi{lliam L.Stewart to MRC, of September 30,

1992)
Commenter states that the issue of the elimination of the Design Change

Report be reconsidered for reasons similar to NUMARC comments above.

RESPONSE :
See response to NUMARC comment above.
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COMMENT 3,
DUKE POWER (Letter from Hal Tucker to NRC, of September 21, 1992)

Commenter states that for reasons similar to those provided by NUMARC
(see above) the requirement of the Design Change Report has outlived 1ts
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 above) the

staff believes that the reporting requirement of 10 CFR 50.59(b)(2) is
consistent with the mission of NRC.

CCMMENT 4.
CONSOLIDATED EDISON CCMPANY OF NEW YORK (Letter from Stephen B. Bram to
NRC, of September 30, 1992)
Commenter States that for reasons stated in NUMARC comments the
requirement of De<ign Change Report be #liminated. If NRC decides not to
el iminate the report, then NRC should consider establishing a threshold
of reportability in order to reduce the size of the report.

RESPONSE :
For the reasons stated in the response to NUMARL comment (see above) the

staff believes that the reporting requirement of 10 CFR 50.59(b)(2) is
consistent with the missiun 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
criterfa. Reducing the information provided to NRT would defeat the
purpose of the report of providing NRC with a safety overview as
outlined in response to NUMARC comment (see above),



TEST CASE 3

USER NEED STATEMENT
FOR
NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

1. Identification/statement of reporting requlrement
10 CFR 70.9, "Compleleness and accuracy of information,* requires that information
provided to the Commission by an applicant for a license or by a licensee or

information 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 addition, gach applicant or licensee shall notify
the Commissiz, of information identified by the applicant or licensee as having for
the regulat-d activity . significant implication for public health and safety or common
defense und security,

2. Type of report:

a. routine report {e.g., facilily operational data, test results, FSAR
update)

() frequency - When informauon is identified.

(ii) timeliness of submittai - No later than 2 days after information
is identified.

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

See #13 Recommendations.

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

Sce attachud sheet.

5. Organization(s) using the report

N/A



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

on the repurt

N/A

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

N/A

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

N/A

9. Identify similar/related reporting requirements

Section 70.9 includes a provision that states "This requirement is not applicable to
information which is already required to be provided to the Commission by other
reporting or updating requirements.” For Part 50 license applicants or licensecs,
comparable information is required to be reported under Section 50.9,
"Completeness and accuracy of information.”

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

N/A

11. Discuss and Justify proposed modifications to the reporting requirement (may
Include more than one alternative) that could reduce ticensce impact while at the same
time continue to meet the safety objective (if possible, quantify licensee impact); note
differing views of other users; conversely, justify retaining the reporting requirement,
without modification

N/A



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

To be determined.

13. Munagement recommendation(s):

In response to the federal register aotice soliciting public comments on NRC reporting
requirements for power reactor licensees, a recommendation was mace that Sectton 70.9
be revised to include a provision that this regulation does ot apply to Part 50 applicants

or hicense holders.

No change is recommended to Section 70.9 since this regulation already includes
provision that this reporting requirement is not applicable to information which is
already required to be provided to the Commission by other reporting or updating
requirements. (For Part 50 applicants or licensees, comparable reporting requirements
are set forth 1n Section 50.9, *Completeness and accuracy of information.”)

Signature- m&w—%‘

Robert F Burnatt, Director
Division of Safu:guards and
Transportation, NMSS

Date: 1wy 25 199

Contoct:
Abe Eiss, SIG/NMSS
504-2187

Joan Higdon, SGTR/NMSS
504.2477
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PUBLIC COMMENT TO 10 CFR 70.9, "COMPLETENESS AND ACCURACY OF
INFORMATION®

L1 response to the Federal 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 corament received on the subject reporting requirement was in the September
30, 1992 letter from Nu-lear Management and Resources Council (NUMARC). The
comment was provided in Appendix 2 to Enclosure 1 of NUMARC's letter and states
that 10 CFR 70.9(b) is redundact to 10 CFR 50.9(b) and recommend revising 70,9(b) to
include a provision stating that this reporting requirement does not apply to 10 CFR Part

50 license holders.



TEST CASE 4

USER NEED STATEMENT
FOR
NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

I. Identification/statement of reporting requirement

The subject requirement is 10 CFR 73.71(c)}(2), which requires licensees
supject to the provisions of §§73,20, 73.37, 73.50, 73.55, 73.60, or 73.67 to
submit 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 in paragraph II of Appendix G to Part 73 as
failures, degradations, or discovered vulnerabilities in a safeguards system
that could have allowed 1nauthorized or undetected access to or within a
facility or transport had compensatory measures not been established. These
entries are also comprised of any other threatened, attempted, or committed
acts not defined elsewhere in the rule that have the potential for reducing
the effectiveness of the safeguards system below that committed to in a
licensed physical security or contingency plan or the actual condition of such
reduction in effectiveness.

Guidance on types of information logged and submittal of that information is
provided in Regulatory Guide 5.62, Reporting of Safequards Events,

2. Type of report:
Routine Report - Safequards Event Log
(1) frequency - Quarterly

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

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

The Statements of Considerations for the amended 10 CFR 73.7]1 effective
October 8, 1987, states that "the reporting of this data to the NRC is
necessary...to allow the Commission to {dentify and characterize generic and
facility-specific precursors to certain safeguards events,” .aproving the
ability of the NRC staff to identify generic precursors or defects provides
the agency with a capability to initiate corrective action, if needed, prior
to a vulnerability having a detrimental effect on the public health and
safety. Such information can be utilized to preempt duplicative or similar
events in the future. The Statement of Considerations also states that "NRC
staff 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
is 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 NAC inspections and monitor plant performance by NRC
inspectors.

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 used to compare a licensee's safeguards
system to the remaining industry, especially where similar equipment,
procedures, or other characteristics exist.

e, Provide feedback to industry regarding what other Ticensees have found
to cause equipment fajlure or human error and what means have been
implemented to reduce the frequency of repetitive safequards
degradations.

f. Provide input to NUREG-0525, “"Sateguards Summary Event List.”

4. Organization(s) receiving the report (1ist RIDS distribution code
identifiers/recipients)

See Attachment A.
5. Organization(s) using the report

Office of Huclear Reactor Regulation {MNRR)
Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (NMSS)
Regional offices {WRC safeguards inspactors)

6. Plant-specific/generic actions taken upon recefving 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. The event reporting program has also provided the NRC with the
capability to monitor personnel performance, evaluate new technology, and
share with licensees thrnughout the industry information related to successful
security systems and programs that could be applied to other facilities
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NRC safeguards inspection staff uses the event data and subsequent analysis to
identify site-specific equipment failure and human error, improper use of
compensatory measures (e.g., use of compensatory measures instead of solving
the tundamental problem) and declining trends in facility performance. This
informatfon tupport< inspection planning and preparation. In some cases, the
log infurmation has i1dentified concerns sufficient to initiato reactive
inspections. NRR staff have used event data and subsequent analysis
information in support of staff assessment of policy considerations. Certain
entries in the logs are also used to update the NRC's historical record of

safeguards events (NMUREG-0525).

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

NMSS receives event logs forwarded quarterly by the licensees and enters data
from the logs intv a computer program which generates gquarterly statistical
reports. " .e program classifies events and provides site-specific and
rationwide statistical data, which includes trending data. Selected detailed
»vent informaticn provided by licensees 1s also documented in the quarterly
report generated by NMSS for review by NRC and licensees. The quarterly
report {s distributed to all safeguards inspectors and al) reporting
licensees. NUREG-0525, "Safeguards Summary Event List," published annually by

NMSS.

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

One FTE expended annually by NMSS for event data analysis and the reporl’s
preparagion and drssemination four times a year. HNo 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 NRT Operations Center. (Thase 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 pudblic health and safety that would
result if the reporting requirement was eliminated (provide differing views of

cther users)

1f the logged security events were not recorded and forwarded to the NRC, a
data base would not be available to the Commissicn to perform security event
analysis. 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 limitad in means available to thom to assess the performance of site-
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spacific safequards systems in the periods between inspections. However, this
function could he accomplished by the inspector onsite.

Prior to the revision to 10 CFR Part 73.71(c)(2) in 1987, security events were
required to be logged, but the logs were not required to be submitted to the
NRC. Since these reporting requirements were established in 1987, reports of
degradations have decreased by 24 percent, thus indicating tmprovement in
safeguards systems reliability and the protection of public health and safety
due to more thorough analysis of reported events by licensees and the NRC. If
loys were not required to be submitted, emphasis would stil] 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 teke the place of the NRC log analyses, individual licensees would not be
able tn compare the reliability performance of their safeguards systems

against industry averages.

11. Discuss and Justify proposed modifications to the reporting requirement
(may include more than one alternative) that could reduce licensee impact
while at tho same time continue to meet the safety objective (if possible,
quantify licensee impact); note diffecing views of other users: conversely,
Justify retaining the reporting requirement, without modification

The Commission has already taken several actions to reduce the event reporting
burden on licensees. In March 1991, the Commission issued Generic Letter
91-03 entitled “Reporting of Safeguards Events" {GL 91-03}, which provided
relief from prompt reporting of certain events and clarified that some events
did not naed to be reported promptly or logged. As a result of this generic
leiter, prompt reporting to the Operations Center was reduced and some
unnecessary logging was eliminated by those 1icensees choosing to implement

the guidance,

Although (as discussed in items 6 and 10, above) the submittal of loggable
events does provide benefits, these benefiis are marginal, compared to 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 hetween

licensees.

12, NRC resource cost or savings based on modifying the reporting
reyuiremert

If the requirement to submit logged security events were eliminated, some
savings related to NRC collection and analysis of data would occur,

13, Management recommendation(s)

Logged security events provide useful information for trending and monitoring
secirity system performance Hewever, this benefit is of principal use to
each licensee for menitoriug eveni. at their particular site. KRC's
collection, onalysis and perfodic reporting of the data submitted to the NRC
by l1icensees dces provide useful gereric analysis and useful feedback to
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licensees. However, industry comments that uses of this analysis are limited
and the resource cost for packaging loggable events for submittal to the NRC
may not be resource effective have merit. A number of the events now
required to be logged are of minor significance. Exchange of information
between Jicensees on safeqguards performance i1s an activity that the industry

could assume responsibility for performing.

The staff believes that cortinuing the requirements for power reactor
licensees to record security event infurmation is appropriate. However, the
staff »arees that public health and safety would not be compromised {f the

logs were no longer submitter to the NRC.

Signature: ﬂ/r,;//‘/] dv‘\ 7,,/

Frank J. Congely Director’
Division of Radiaticn Safety
and Safequards, NRR

Date:

Lontact:
Nancy Ervin, DRSS/HRR
504-2477

Attachment
A, RIDS Drstribution Code for
NMSS Safeguards Event Report
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESOLUTIONS FOR TEST CASE REPORTING REQUIREMENT
10 CFR 73.71(C}(2)

COMMENTS ;.

NUMARC commented that puwer reactor licensees should be deleted from the 1ist of
Ticensees subizct to the provisions of 10 CFR 73.71(c), which address safeguards
evint log req irements. MUMARC recnmmended that, in lieu of logging requirements,
puwer *eartor icensees be subject to a separate requirement under 73.71 wherein
they wou'd be required to establish measures to assure that certain safequards
events wre promptly identified and corrected. NUMARC commented that comparisons
among plants of the data Erovided !n the logs 1s not meaningful because the number
of events reported by each site is dramatically influenced by a number of site-
specific variables such as the number and design of system components and unique
physical arrangement. They commented that comments rezeived from industry were
almost unanimous in advising that licensees receive insignificant information from
the NRC's quarterly “Safequards Events Analysis Report." NUMARC further commented
that the real benefit in recording safeguards events lies in its usefulness as a
management 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 licensee-established benchiiarks 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 NUMARC
proposed did not address a number of the events that licensees are currently
required to record, including vital area barrier degradation, vital area alirms,
vital area alarm response and access control in vital areas. Sever:l licensees®
comments erdorsed NUMARC's proposal.

One 1icensee commented that, if the requirement to sutmit a log to the NRC was not
deleted, the frequency of submittal should be reduced from four times each year to
the sume frequency as that required for submittal of fitness-for-duty performance
data [10 CFR 26.71(u)]. The licensee noted that timeliness would 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 based on events over 6 months or a year rather than only 3 months,

BESQLUTION:
The staff agrees with the comments that a primary benefit in logging events is the
usefulness of the log as a means to track and trend the performance of the

safequards systems for that plant. While the submittal to the NRC of thes2 logs
does provide some benefit with respect to generic event analysis, the staff does not
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consider this function significant. Hesources 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 recommends that the
requirement for their submittal be deleted.

Contact:
Nancy Ervin, DRSS/NRR
504-2946



TEST CASE 5

USER NEED STATEMENT
FOR
NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

. Identification/statement of reporting requirement

10 CFR 50.74 The facility licensee will notify the NRC within 30 days for the
following regarding operator licenses issued under 10 CFR part
55: (a) permanent reassignment to non-licensed duties, (b)
termination of the operator licensee, or (c) disability or illness
as described in 10 CFR 55.25.

. Type of report: Special Report
(i) Timeliness of submittal: 30-day grace period provided.

(ii) Annual average number of reports: Approximately 160

. Purpose (safety objective) of the report as originally perceived (e.g., see
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 duc 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.

There has been no change in the purpose or the safety objective of this report since its
inception.

. Organization(s) receiving the report (list RIDS distribution code identifiers/recipients) -
10 CFR 50.74:

ACRS NRR/DRCH/HHFB NRR/DRCH/HOLB REGION FILE
AEOD/DOA NRC PDR NSIC
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Organization(s) using the report:

Operator Licensing Branch, DRCH, NRR

tiuman Factors Assessment Branch, DRCH, NRR
Division of Operational Assessment, AEOD
Regional Administrators

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

acting on the report:

The regional operator licensing branch uses information from the notifications under
10 CFR 50.74 to consider the need to condition or terminate operator licenses, Other
organizations in NRR and AEOD use the report for information to determine program

or policy changss,

Identify routine analyses performed/staff reports generated, based on the report
received:
There arc no routine analyses performed or staff reports generated as a result of these

notifications. However, licensing action may be taken on the individ-* Part 55
liceasee based on the information in the report.

Estimate the resources (staff hours/contract dollars) expended per report;
Approximately 8 staff hours per report,

Identify similar/related reporting requirements:

10 CFR 55.25 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 53.21.

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 55
licensed operator's medical condition. Therefore, elimination of this reporting
requiremnent is not a viable alternative.

Discuss and justify proposed modifications to the reporting requirement (may inciude
more than one altermative) that could reduce licensee impact while at the same time



continue to meet the safety objective (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 55.25 should be
consolidated into a single notification under 10 CFR 50.74. The facility licensee

would no longer be required to report operator incapacitation due to disability or
illness under 10 CFR part 55.25, rather, 10 CFR 55.25 would refer to 10 CFR

50.74(c) to make this reporting requirement.

Justification: The notification required by 10 CFR 55.25 is also required by 10 CFR
50,74(c). Facility licensees must currently reference both 10 CFR 50.74(c) and 10
CFR 55.25 when making notifications under this part. Eliminating the redundant
reporting requircment 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 license amendment to the
reporting requirements in 10 CFR Part 50 and Part 55 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 in a
significant resource or cost savings. 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.

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 largcr overall regulatory effort to reduce

duplicative reporting rcquurements

S m:z:ﬁ__zea@_ Date: //8/235
Lead Division Direftor

Division/Office: __DEL 17 J N2 B2




Analysis of Public Comments:

Only two comments were made concemirng 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 Part 55
be consolidated in 10 CFR Part 50.74. Because there would not be a significant impact
on public health and safety, and due to the high resource costs associated with
rulemaking, it is recommended that this amendment be considered only if it can be done
as part of a farger overall regulatory effort to r=duce duplicative reporting requirements,



USER NEED STATEMENT TEST CASE 6

FOR
NRC POWER REACTOR KEPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Identification/statement of reporting requiremcnts:

10 CFR 50, Appendix I, IV.A.3: Reporting of releases to unrestricted
areas which, during any calendar quarter, exceed one-half the annual

design objective doses .

Type of report:

Special written report within 30 days of calendar quarter when
release(s) occurred. Less than one report per year per nuclear power

plant site.

Purpose of the report as originally perceived (e.g., see Statecment of
Consideration), and purpose of the report now

The purpose of the report is inchanged from jts original intent, that
is, to monitor the effectiveness of the licensee’s program to maintain
radioactive effluent releases as low 2s reasonably achievable (ALARA).

Organizations receiving the report (1ist RIDS distribution code
identifiers/recipients)

Regions, NRR/PDs, NRR/PRPD
Organizations using the report

Regions and NRR/PRPB

Plant-specific/generic actions taken upon receiving the report; discuss
specific contributions to safety (relative tc NRC mission) that result

from reviewing 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 Ticensee's proposed corrective actions to restore
effluent releases to an ALAPA condition. NRC would review the report
and verify by discussion or onsite inspection that the licensee has

taken the appropriate corrective actions.

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

NRR and Regional staff examine such reports to determine the specific
cause of the design objective dose being exceeded, i1.e,, whether single
or multiple environmental media were invoived, muitiple vs. single
radienucl ides, etc. If other than a single nuclide/single pathway is



10.

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

Estiamate the resources (staff hours/contract dcllars) expended per
report

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

Identify similar/related reporting requirements

Technical Specifications 3.11.1.2, 3.11.2.2, and 3.11.2.3 specifically
implement the Guides for Terh Spec Limiting Conditions for Operation
which are contained in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix I, Section IV. These
Tech Specs are necessary because Section IV of Appendix 1 does not
constitute a regulatory reporting requirement by itseif. Similar
effluent release reporting requirements are contained in 10 CFR Part 20
and 10 CFR Part 50 (§§50.72, 50.73); however, the thresholds for these
requirements are higher than Appendix 1. 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 59; Appendix I would
require a report because it is expressed in terms of environmental

pathway doses,

Discuss the potential reduction in public health and safety that would
result If the reporting was eliminated (provide differing views of o:i:ep

users).

NRC wauld lose the capabitity for early alerts to potentially
significant effiuent management problems and plant operation in the non-
ALARA arena by having releases that may exceed the design objective
doses for members of the public.

Having Appendix ] and its associated reporting requirements in place
aliowed the NRC to recently convince the EPA that more stringent
effluent limitations, which were to be imposed by the EPA pursiant to
the Clean Air Act 1990 Amendments on all NRC licensees (including
nuclear power plants), were ;0t necessary. In response to the NRC
arguments, the EPA conducted a recision rulemaking to remove power
reactor requiremnants from the proposed Subpart I to 40 CFR 6l.

NUMARC has recommended the detetion of these reports based on the
perception that other regulatory requirements cover the Appendix I
reporting requirements. For reasons stated in Paragraph 11, the Staff
disagrees with NUMAKC's recommendatton.



11. Discuss and justify proposed modifications to the reporting requirement
that could reduce licensee impact while at the same time continue to

meet the safety objective

Since the reporting requirement in Appendix I (as implemented via Tech
Specs) results in such infrequent reports (many licensees may never need
to report), the burden is already extremely low ro that modification
seems unwarranted. NUMARC has recommended modifying (or perhaps
deleting) the TS »eports cited under 3.11.1.2, 3.11.2.2, and 3,11.2.3.
NRR Staff disagrees with this recommendation because these reports alert
the NRC to problems at a reactor facility. Unlike similar Part 20 and
50 reporting requirements, the Appendix I reporting requirements are the
principal mezns (and perhaps the only direct means) of alerting the NRC
to potential safety problems resulting from uncxpected buildup of
radionuclides 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 modifying the repartfng'
requiresent.

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

13.  Recomaendation(s):

Do not change Appendix 1 or the implementing Tech Spec reporting
requirements because they are the principal means by which NRC may learn
on a timely basis of effluent management problems being experienced by
licensees and possible long-term environmental impacts associated with

the releases,
Frank J. Cerigel, Difector

Division of Radiation Safety
and Safeguards
Office of Nuclear - “2qulation

Nate:

Contact:

Thomas Essig, NRR/PRFPB
504-1068



TEST CASE 7

USER NEED STATEMENT
FOR

NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Identification/statement of reporting requirement

Testing and reporting requirements for containment leakage testing ara
specified In 10 CFR 50 Appendix J. The preoperational and periodic Type A
tests are the subject of a summary tachnical report submitted to the
Commission. The testing requirements are specified within the regulation as
one of the licanse conditions for all water-cooled power reactors. The
containment leakage tests ure necessary because they provide for
preoperational and pariodic verification of the loak-tight integrity of the
primary reactor containment and systems/componants which peneatrate the
coniainment of water-cooled power reactors.

Type of report: The Type A test report [s considered a routine report.
(i) Frequency: The reporting fraquency is about once every 3 1/2 yoars.

(it) Timeliness of submittal: The report is submitted ahout 3 months
after conducting the test.

Purpose (safaety objactive) of the report vs originally percelved (e.g., see
Statement of Consideration}, and purp.,s» of the report now

The test report originally provide the. .aff with the licensee evaluation of the
containment loak rate test. The roport demonstrated that the containment
met all leakage criteria specifiad in the Technical Specifications.

Failure to meet the test criteria specified In thne Technical Specifications
would be documented In an additional report which would accompany the
test report. This additional report would include the analysis and
interpretation of the test data, the least squares fit 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 fallure Is not In question and will
continue to be done by licensees.

At the present time, the headquarters staff does not review these reporis.
The review of these reports is the responsibillty of the region within which
the plant Is locatead. The level of review will vary from one report to anothor
and baetween the regions; howevaer, all reglons review the test reports on an
audit basis. The purpose of the review (s to assure that the licensee hus
properly determined the leak rate of the containment and that it meets all

leakage criterla.

Organization{s) receiving the reposvt (list RIDS distribution code
Identifiers/reciplents)

Reports are sent to the Document Control Desk, and the distribution code of
A017D. In addition, copies are sent to the cognizant NRC Reglonal Office

and Rasident inspector{s).

Organization(s} using the report

The cognizant NRC Reglonral Office.

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

reviewing and acting on the report

Generally, tho reports recelve only an audit review. This applies to reports
which the licensee has concluded that a sucessful test was performed.
Falled tests, however, are avaluated more closely. An examgle of this is the
reported failure of a containment bellows at a boiling water reactor plant,
which prompted the staff to issue an Information Notice to the industry.

Identity routine analyses performed/staff reports generated, based on the
report recaived

At the prasent time, the regions do not Include tho evaluation of the
containment loak rate test reports as a core activity. As a result, only audit
reviews are performed by the resident/reglonal inspectors. A major actlvity
of the audit review is to perform confirmatory calculutions using a

microcomputer.
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11.

Estimate the rasources (staff hours/contract doliars) expended per repnrt

A rough astimate would be several rays of af{ort for each audit review.

identify similar/related reporting requiroments

There are no simlilar test reports; tha raport consists of test data and an
avaluation of the data. Nevertholass, test failures are reportable under
10 CFR 50.72 and 10 CFR 50.73.

Discuss the potential recuction in public health and safety that would result
if tha reporting requirement ‘was eliminated (provide differing views of other

usars)

it is our belief that the alimination of test reports associated with a
successful contalnman! integrated leak rate test (CILRT) would have minimal
impact on the overull health and safaety of the public. CILRTs have baen
performed and evalunted by the nuclear power industry enough times that
any misinterpertation of testing requirements is highly unlikely.

Discuss and justi'y proposed modifications to the reporting 1equirement {may
inc.;le more then one alternative) that could reduce licengsee impact while at
the same time continue to meat the safety objective {if possible, quantify
licensee Impact); note differing views of other users; convarsely, Justify
ratalning the ruparting requiremant, without modification

Our recommendation would be to eliminate the reporting requirements for all
Type A tests and their associated Type B and C tests. Huving these reports
only at the respective plant sites shouid be sufficient for normal record
keaping. Heports of this typa are not normally reviewed in dapth and are
only used to obtaln prior testing history when a failure occurs.

For the case of a failed tast, the reporting requirements of 10 CFR 50.72
and 10 CFR 50.73 are a sufficient replacemant to the reporting requirements
of Appondix J to 10 CFR 50. The licensee would stil' be required to report
the falled test, but not in the same level of detall prescribed in Appendix J.
Nevarthelass, NRC staff would have access to all lsak rate tust reports
roquiret by Appendix J that now would be maintained at the plant si‘a.
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13.

NRC rasource cost or savings based on modifying the reporting requiremant

The savings would be minimal since staff use nf the reports Is at a relatively
low level.

Management recommeondation(s)

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

)///“')/j/ﬁw’ Date: /1€ ¢7

Lead Di¥ision Director
Division/Office: '1755,4///\/5.6




TEST CASE 8

USER NEED STATEMENT
FOR
NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

1. Identification/statement of reporting requirement

TS 4.4.5.5 (s): Summary report of number of steam genarator {SG) tubes
plugged or repalred

TS 4.4.5.5 (b): Rosults of SG tubing inservice Inspection

TS 4.4.5.5 (c); Special report of rasults of SG tube Inspaction that falls in
Category C-3

TS 4.4.5.5 {d): Results of SA inspoction for which altarnate tube plugging

critaria was used (this requirament onlv applies to plants
which nave implemented the voltaga-based interim plugging

criteria for one cycle of operation)
TS 4.4.5.5 (d): ldentification of F® and L* tubes including the location and the

size of the dagradation (this requirement only applies to plants
which have impleamented nither the F* and/or L* criteria}

2. Type of report:
a. routine report(s)
{!) frequency
TS 4.4.5.5 (a): evary outuge and after each inservice inspaction
TS 4.4,5.5 (b): after each Inservice inspection

TS 4.4.5.5 (d): prior to restart for both the voltage-based plugging limit
report and the F* and L*® roport



(i} timeliness of submittal
TS 4.4.5.5 (a): within 15 days
TS 4.4.5.5 (b): within 12 months

TS 4.4.5.5 {d): prior to restart for both the voltage-based plugging limit
report and the F* and L* report

b. onerational event report(s}

{i} timeliness of submitta!

TS 4.4.5.5 (c): Via 50,72 (b){2} within 4 hours, followed by a written
report within 30 days (but before start-up)

(il annual average number of raports
TS 4.4.5.5 (c): Approximately 10 to 15 reports per year

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

TS 4.4.5.5 (a), (b), (¢}, and (d): The SG tubing inservice Inspection reports
were originally intanded to monitor the general condition of tne SG tubing,
monitor the adequacy of SG inspections and repairs, and screen for potential
generlc issues. The SG tubing Inservice Inspection reports ara presantly 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.

o
-
g,

4. Organization(s} receiving the report (list RIDS distribution code
Identifiers/recipients)

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

RIDS Code: A047

LICENSING ASSISTANT PROJECT DIRECTORATE
PROJECT MANAGER ACRS

NRR/DE/EMCB NRR/DE/EMEB

OC/LFM8 REG FILE

RES/DSIR/EIB NUDOCS-ABSTRACT
OGC/HDS2 RES MILLMAN, G

EG&G BROWN,B EG&G RANSOME, C

NRC PDR NSIC



5. Organization(s) usi:ig we raport
TS 4.4.5.5 (a), (b), (c), and (d}):

NRR/DE/EMCB
Renions I, I, I, 1V, and V

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

acting on the raport

TS 4.4.5.5 (c): Plant Specific - After no.lification that a SG has been
categorized C-3, the Materials and Chemical Engineering Branch will discuss
the inspection results with tne licensee via phone calls and/or meatings. The
discussions with the licensae aro to ensure that the correctiva actions taken by
the licensee are appropriate/adequate and that no immediate regulatory

response is raquirad.

TS 4.4.5.5 (a), (b), {c), and (d): Generic - The data supplied in the SG
inservice Inspection reports Is used to assess the operational avents and
dsgradation mechanisms affecting pressurized water reactor steam genarator
tube integrity. Tha reports also allow identification of prevalent problem areas
and ymprovements that hava been made in nondastructivae testing methods,
preventive measuras, and repair tachniques. The data Is used in the
development of Information Notices, Bulletins and/or Generic Letters on
Inservsce inspections, sample expansions, and rapair methods.

7. ldentify 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 whather follow-up regulatory action of elther a generic or plant
specific nature is warranted. The staff may issue Safety Evaluation Reports
(SERs) or ganeric communications in response to thase occurrences,

TS 4.4.5.5 (a), (b), (c}, and {d): A summary raeport is issued approximately
every two years summarizing tha information provided in the SG inservice
inspection reports. For example, NUREG/CR-5796, Steam Generator Operating
Experlence, Update for 1989-19390, L. Frank, Viking Systems International.
Information from the SG insorvice inspection reports is currently being used to
davelop a computerized SG database. Additionally, the 15 day report provides
the staff with an early Indication of any extensive steem gencrator tube

degradation at a plant,
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10.

Estimate the resources istaff houra/contract dollars) expended per repoit

TS 4.4.5.5 (c): Typically one person-week for staff follow-up activities is
exponded following each instance of Category C-3 results. in additior w.ure
are approximately up to three SERs and up to three generic communications
prepared per year as a restlt of category C-3 lindinge 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 inservice
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 experlence update reports requires several person-weeks and
approximately $30,000 in technical assistance funds.

Identify similar/related reporting requirements

Inservice Inspectlon {ISI) reports are subinitted within 90 days of the
completion of each refueling outage and sre substantlally more detalled than
the steam generator inspection results report. The $G inspection results report
is not required to ba submitted until 12 months following the completion of the
inspection. Inclusion of the SG data required by TS 4.4.5.5 (b) with the IS!
report would be more time restrictive on the licensea. Several utilitles have
submitted the 12 month SG inspection results report with the iSI report;
howevaer, this is currently not a requirement.

Diacuss the [ 3.entlal reduction in public health and safety that wouid result if
the reporting requirement was eliminated {provide differing views of other

users)

TS 4.4.,.5 5 (c) roquires pcompt notification of Category C-3 findings in a SG.
Such noti‘ication is essrntial in ensuring that plant specific actions are
adequate 10 ensure t. = intagrity of the SGs for the next operating cycle. In
addition, pyampt notli ition ensg-res that If Inmediate generic action is
warranted dvie to the fi. Ings of the Inspaction, appropriate actlon can be

taken in a timaly fachion.
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TS 4.4,5.5 (a), (b), (c), and (d) reporting requirements provide the NRC with
the capabllity to maintain a SG databasao and, in addition, to trend industry
performance. The detsbase allows ihe Identification of potential safety
significant events/trands that may warrant genaric communications. The 15-
day report provides the staff with an early notification of any significant
degradation observed at a plant. SG inservice Inspaction reports from plants
that have not Idantified any test fallures may: 1) indicate that the inservice
inspaction program Is not effective In detacting certain forms of degradation,
and/or 2) ailr'v ldentification of effactive corrective measures Implamantec by

a specific plant for improving SG tube Integrity.

Discuss anu justify prcposed mcdifications to the renorting raquirument {(may
Include more than one alternative) that could reduca iicensee Impact while at
the sama time continue to maet the safety objective (If possible, quantify
licensee impact); note differing views of other users; conversely, justify
reteining the reporting requirement, without modification

The Information reported as a result of TS 4.4.5.5 (a) and TS 4.4.5.5 (b}
should be standardized. The use of an electronic form could aimplify and
straamline th= reporting requirements and wo''ld allow easier integration into
the SG dzcabase. The information reported i3 necessary in order to monitor
industry trends and provide the staff with an early Indication of extensive $G

tube degradation.

The information reported as a result of TS 4.4.5.5 (c) is used by NRR to
ensure that SG tube integrity is maintained under normal, transient, and
accident operating conditions over the next cycle and should be retalned.

The information reported as a resuit of TS 4.4.5.5 (d) for voltage-based
alternate plugging criterla only affects the plants that have Implemented this
type of plugging critaria for one cycie of operation. This information is used by
NRR to ensure that the structural and leakage integrity of the SG will be
maintained over the cycle and to monltor for trends In the data: therefore, it

should be retained.

The information reported as a result of TS 4.4.5.6 (d) for plants that have
implemented the F* and L* plugging criteria could be daferred to the 12 month
report praovided the regions concur on this recommendation. The information
provided In this raport Is necessary for the reasons cited in Items 6, 7, and 10

sbovae.



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

13.

A standardized report {i.e., a uniform format} would allow a more rapid review
of the submitted material by the NRC. 'rS 4.4.5.5 (h} submittels vary in length

from sevaral pages to hundreds of pages.
Management recommendation{s)

Evaluats the need for more specific guidance on the information to be reported
by the licensee in these reports. Evaluate the bensfit of receiving the
information electronically.

" -
Richardson, Director

Divislon of Enginearing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation




NRC STAFF ASSESSMENT OF THE RELEVYANCY OF REPORTING
REQUIREMENTS FOR POWER REACTOR LICENSEES

PUBLIC COMMENTS - TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION (TS) 4.4.5.6

Of the 15 lettars of comments, three commented directly on technical specification
(TS) 4.4.5.5 and seven endorsed the NUMARC comments on TS 4.4.5.5.
NUMARC helieves that the summiary reports of steam generator {SG) tubes
plugged, results of SG tube inservice inspactions, special reports of the results of
SG tube Inspections that fall in Category C-3, and resulits of SG Inspections for
which alternate tube plugging criteria vsere used could all be included in SG test
program requireaments, and ba deleted from currcnt TSs (pg 2 of Enclosure 3).
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company believes the 15 day report on the number
of SG tubas plugged can be deleted and that the results of the inspections of F*
and L* tubes should be deferrad to the 12 month report {item 4 in letter dated
September 29, 1992). Duke Power Company believes that reports on SG tests
and inspactions should be reported only if a test falls or unexpected findings occur
during the test {("Results of Preplanned Testing and/or Surveillance” in latter 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 considared
appropriate provided that the NRC has review and 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 resuits of
the inspaction of the F* and L* tubes (required by TS 4.4.5.5 (d}) could be
defarred to the 12 month report provided the reglons concur on this
recommendation. Special reports of the resuits of SG tube inspections that fall in
Cetegory C-3 and results of SG inspections for which alternate tube pluyging
criteria were used are important for monitoring SG tube degradation, and therefore
should not be deleted. Reporting results of failed SG tube tests is essentially what
is being accomplished by the reports required under TS 4.4.5.5 (a), (b), and (c).
Furthermore, identification of plants that have Identified no test fallures may: 1)
indicate that the Inservice Inspection program is not effective in detecting certain
forms of degradation, and/or 2) allow identification of effentive corrective
measures implemented by a specific plant for Improving SG tube integrity. The
requirements under TS 4.4.5.5 (d) for voltage-based alternate plugging criteria are
required to ensure that the structural and leakage integrity of the SG can be

maintained throughout the operating cycle.






TEST CASE 9
USER NEED STATEMENT

FOR
NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
1. ldentification/statement of reporting requirement.

TS 6.9.1.3 - Cycle Startup Report

The new Stardard Technical Specifications (S7S), Revision 0, dated
September 28, 1992, state in Section 5.9, Reporting Hequirements, under
TS 5.8.1.1, Startup Report, that a sumnary report of plant startup and
power escalation testing shall be su™mitted following:

a. Receipt of an Operaling License,

?. ?mendment to the license invelving a planned increase in power
evel;

¢ Installation of fuel that has a different design or has been
manufactured by a different fuel supplier: and

d. Modifications that have significantly altered the nuclear,
thermal, or hydraulic performance of the unit.

2. Type of report
a. routine report

(1) frequency
Following plant startup if one of the conditions prescribed

in item 1 is met.
(i1) timeliress of submittal

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

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

To document the comparison ot measureu “nd predicted physics parameters of the
core. To determine the criteria by whicn tests should be judged. Presently
the rcnort data is used to update the Database of Startup Test Data. This
database is used to determine ¢ .teria (these change as calculational methods
change), to judge whether the core is as predicted and to determine if physics
parameters are as predicted with a precision that 15 reasonably achievable.
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4, Organization(s) receiving the report (115t of RIDS distribution code
identifiers/recipients.

Reports are sent ta the Document Control Desk with a distribution code of
1€26D.

5. Organization(s) using the report
HRR/DSSA/SRXB - Margaret Chattierton

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

Generally the reports receive only an audit review &nd the data 1s entercu
into the dav+base, If the test (review or accentance) criteria are not met or
{f the data is different from the ordinary, the deviation 1s investigated.
These investigations have led to improvements in Lhe calculational process for
predicting power distributions and other physics parameters. They have also
been the means by whicn the effects of small cycle to cycle differences have

been discovered.

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

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

8. Estimate the resources (staff hoursscontract do’lars) expended per
report

Host reports require about 1-2 hours for analysis and data entry.
Q. ldentify similar/related reporting requirements

There are no similar test reports,

10. Discuss the potential yeduction in pubiic health and safety that would
result if the reporting requirasment was eliminated(provide differing
views of other users)

Elimination of the reports would probably have minima)l impact on the overal)
health and safety of the publiz. While in the past, review of these reports
has led to improvements in the calculational process for physics parameters,
it is difficult to correlate this with overall public health and safety.
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11.  Discuss and justify proposed modifications to the reporting
requirements(may 1aclude more than one alternative) that could reduce
ticensee impact while at the same time continue to meet the safety
objective (if possible, quantify licensee impact); note differing views
of the other users; con ersely, justify retaining the reporting
requirement, without modification

Our recommendation would be to reduce the report to 2 simple 2-3 page format
providing only the predicted and measured values for the following: Hot Zero
Power (HZP)} Critical Boron Concentration A1l Rods Out (ARO), HIP 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. !RC resource cost or savings based on modifying the reporting
requirement

Savings would be ninimal.
13. Management recommendation{s)

See section 11

/&4»‘19%' o g/-}O/f;j

Lead Divisinn Director

Division/Office: DS54 [ NRA—




TEST CASE 10

USER NEED STATEMENT
FOR
NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

ldentification/statement of reporting requirement

Annual Occupational Radiation Exposure Report, for Bersonnel receiving
exposures 2 100 mrem/yr, breken down by work and job function, tabulated
by Job classification., This report format is described in 7S 6.9.1.5.

Type of report:

Routine report submitted by each LWR facility on an annual basis,
Report submitted within the first quarter of each calendar year.

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

The purpose of the report is unchanged from {ts original intent, that
{s, to provide the NRC with a tabulation of the number of station,
utility, and other personnel receiving exposures greater than 100

?rem{{r and their associ-ted man-rem exposures accovding to work and job
unctions.

Organization{s) receiving the report (list RIDS distribution code
fdentifiers/recipients)

Regions, NRR/PDs and PRPB, RES, and NMSS

Organization(s) using the report
NRR/PRPB and RES
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Plant-specific/generic actfons taken upon recefiving the report; discuss
specific contributions to safety (relative to NRC mission) that result

trom reviewing and acting on the report

The dose breakdown information contained in these reports is not
included in any other NRC required report. These reports provide the
NRC with an effective tool to evaluate the progress being made by the
individual utilities and the utilities as a whole in reducing doses in
various job 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 average dose
distribution by work function with the dose distribution for a single
plant to detect any anomalies in an fadividual plant's dose distribution
pattern. Two of the work function categories included in these dose
breakdown reports are routine maintenance and spectal maintenance.
Special maintenance includes all non-routine and unplanned maintenance
work, including work required as a result of special NRC directives
(e.g., TMI action plan requirements). mmedfately following the
accident at Three Mile Island, there was an overall increase in LWR
doses. This was due, in large part, to the increase in special
maintenance work necessitated by the TMI action plan requireasents. As
LWRs gradually completed implemer-ation of the THI mandated fixes, the
percentage of special maintenance work, as well as overall LWR doses,
decreased. The staff has been able to use the data from the dose
breakdown reports to study the shift in dose distribution from special
maintenance to routine maintenance over the last several years.

Identify routine analyses perforned/staff reports generasted, based on
the report received

The work and job function dose distributions for each {nividual LWR are
included as part of the NRC's annur dose analysis NUREG document
entitled, "Occupational Radiation Lxposure at Commercial Nuclear Power
Reactors and Other Facilities® (NUREG-0713). This NUREG also contains
tables showing overall LWR dose distributions by occupation and
personnel type, as well as tables showing how the occupational dose
distributions at LWRs have fluctuated over the years. A1l 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 NRC with another layer of detail that *he agency
can use to study trends in plant doses. As stated in ften o above, the
staff has used the occupational dose distribution information 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 correlate the recent drop in LWR doses with
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the personnel distribution tables 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 familfar with tke
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 function dose tables provide a more detatled
breakdown of individual plant dose than do the dose tables required by
10 CFR 20.407. Since Millstone submits only a single 10 CFR 20.407 dose
table for its three units (one BWR and two PWRs), the staff

is not 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
annhual dose s accrued by each of the Millstone units.

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

Modest staff resources are needed (on the order of 0.5 to 1.0 hours per
report). An additional 1 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.

Identify sinilar/related reporting requirements

The work and job function dose report is required by plant Technical
Specifications, This {s the only reporting requirement which requires
utilitres to report annual doses and the number of personnel, broken
down by work and job function, to the NRC. The uttlities are also
required to categorize thase dose and personnel numbers by employee type
(1.e., station, utility, or contract). Since licensees are only
required to include personnel who receive greater than 100 mrem/year in
this work and job function report, the asulting personnel and dose
totals listed in this report do not reflect the full plant complement.

The dose report required by 10 CFR 20.407, »n th2 other hand, provides
the total number of monitored personnel and total dose received by these
personne! at each LWR. 10 CFR 20.407 requires the utility to report the
number of personnel recelving 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 20.2206. [Instead of reporting the number of
individuals 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
Technical Specification and the 10 CFR 20.407/20.2206 reports contain
unique data that is fincluded in the annual NUREG-0713 dose report, both
reporting requirements snould be kept fintact.

Discuss the potential reduction in public health and sifety that would
result {f the reporting requirement was eliminated (provide differing

views of other users)

This reporting requirement provides the NRC with an accurata
representation of annual plant doses broken down by work and jecb
function. This data, in turn, is included in the annual NUREG report on
occupational radtation exposures at commercial nuclear power reactors
and other facilities (NUREG-0713). The NRC has published this report,
in various formats, for over twenty years (job and work dose breakdowns
have been included for the past fifteen years) and it is widely used by
both tndustry and the NRC (both headquarters and the regiuns) 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 work and job function. While NUREG-0713 would
sti11 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 dita to gauge the success of plant
ALARA programs. Since 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 in NUREG-0713 also provides individual plants with a mearns to
compare their dose distributions nu* only with those of other plants,
but with the overall industry average. In addition, NUREG-0713 provides
the general public with a comprehensive source of dose information for
commercial nuclear nower reactors and other facilities.

Discuss and justify proposed modifications to the repartin¥ requirement
(may include more than one alternative) that could reduce licensee
impact while at the same time continue to meet the safety objective (If
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 and the dose by work and Jjob function has been in effect
since the late 1970s. Each licensee is 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 assess the adequacy of the six work
function categories. The outcome of the project was that each plant
polled had their own preferred 1ist of work function caiegories and, in
a majority of the cases, the plants recommended that the dose data be
categorized into many more than six work functions. Since the
categorization of personnal ana dose data into more than six 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 ~¢ 'uce the usefulness of the reported information.

NRC resource cost or savings based on modifying the reporting
requirenent

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

Managenent recomnmendation(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 and job functions, As described in item
9, the dose information submitted in response to the 10 CFR
20.407/20.2206 requirements contains unique data not contained in the
work and Job function reports. Therefore, these reporting requirements
should also be maintained. As a means of reducing the reporting burden,
licensees should make use of electronic data transfers to submit the

required dose information to the RRC.

(79 a\qﬂé Date: ://A-/’/f' ?

Lead Divigien Nirector
Division/0ffice: R C

UNS.CH



TEST CASE 11
USER NEED STATEMENT
FOR
NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Identification/Statement of reporting requirement

TS 6.9.1.5 - Honthly Operating Reports (MOR)

The licensee MOR 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 tn unit capacity and

restrictions 1imiting power generation.

Type of report

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

(1) Frequency (monthly)

{(11) Timeliness of submittal (By the 15th of the mo:th following
the month of operation}

Purpose

The original impetus for the monthly operating report came as a result
of the Arab 011 Embargo of 1973-74. Prior to that time the licensees
were asked to provide some of the kinds of information reqvested in the
monthly report, but it was reported typically on a 6 month basis. The
information previously requested also was not so detailed ana without
the specificity of the MOR requirements. Ffor 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 MOR 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 the Gray Book (USNRC, NUREG-0020, "Licensed
Operating Reactors: Status Summary Report"}. [t rapidly became an
authoritative source on the performance of nuclear power plants.
Computerization of the data allowed searches that enabled the NRC staff
tc obtain information on which systems and components werc involved in
causing a2utomatic scrams and what corrective actions were taken. Other
uses included attempting to analyze what factors impacted on plant
performance, The data was also used by members of the nuclear industry
and other interested parties. Other ohjectives tncluded being able to
compare nuclear plant performance with fossil plant performance
utilizing the same definitions of capacity factor and forced vdatage

rate, etc,



The current purpose §s 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 «n scrams. However, the bulk of the information included in
the MOR 1s not duplicated in other reports required by the NRC.

Organizations receiving the report

NRR, AEQD, Regions, ACRS, PDR and LPDRs, and ]JPM receive the report

(RIDS distribution code: [E24D). NRC contractors such as [NEL (EGAG)
and Oak Ridge get the MORs as well as monthly diskettes including MOR
data for all units. These diskettes have been tssued by [RM covering

data since January 1, 1990.

Other NRC organizations get just the monthly diskettes. The data fis
also entered into major NRC databases such as the Shared Information

Network (SINET) and EXSIS on a monthly basis.

Organfzations using the reports
NRR/Project Managers use the MORs for general information.

IRM uses the monthly reports to provide information to a variety of
users. [RM has INEL preparing monthly diskettes and one annual report.
The diskettes are distribited to many NRC offices and are alsc sent to
licensees. Other non-NRC users can obtain a subscription for the
diskettes from the Government Printing Office. IRM also makes the MORs
available to DOE for use in the Waste Fund program. As indicated
earlier, the data is also entered into SINET and EXSIS.

In response to a Commission directive to develop the Performance
Indicator (Pl) program, AEOD uses data that is reported solely in the
licensee MORs to develop Pls. The data is needed to develop these
meaningful and consistent measures of plant performance and their
inherent safety relationships.

Plant specific/generic actions taken upon receiving the report

IRM does nnt issue any of the subject actions. AEOD has not taken any
plant specific or generic actions directly upon receiving the report,

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

IRM issues the compilation of MORs on diskette and publishes the
December data in hard copy because it contains calendar year data.

NRR/Projects may use the MOR information directly for performance
evaluation (Senior Hana?ement Meeting discussion, SALP preparation), but
the information is usually obtained indirectly through the Pl Reports.

AEOD uses data that is reported solely in the MORs to develop Pls Of
the present eight Pls, two depend on the data reported in the MORs,
This data includes the number of reactor critical hours for the
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equipment forced outage indicator; the forced outsge hours for the
equipment forced vutage and forced outaye 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 (USHRC, Office
for Analysis and Evaluation of Operational Data, "Performance Indicators
for Operating Commercial Nuclear Power Reactors®).

Resources (staff hours/contract dollars) expended per report

NRR/Projects expends about one hour per report.

IRM contractors spend about $60,000 a year maintaining a database and
issuing diskettes. [RM enters the data into SINET and EXSIS utilizing

about 0.) FTE.
Identify similar/related reporting requirements

While 10 CFR Part 50.72 and 50.73 are similar for the items discussed
under section 3 above, the bulk of the information included in the MOR
is not duplicated in other reports required by the NRC.

Discuss the potential reduction in public health and safety that would
result if the reporting requirement was eliminated.

Part of the NRC's mis ion is to provide information to the public about
the performance of nuclear power plants, The MORs, the diskettes, and
printed reports meet part of that mission.

Elimination of the requircment to provide the data in MORs would
eliminate two of the present eight Pls that were approved by the
Commission., This would eliminate two meaningful and consistent measure.
of plant performance and their inherent safety relationships.
Elimination of the MOR requirement would therefore require the consent

of the Commission,

Discuss and justify proposed modifications to the reporting requirement
that could reduce impact while at the same time continue to meet the
safety objective; note differing views of other users; conversely
Justify retaining the reporting requirement, without modification

Since IRM ts not really a user of the MOR data no proposals on
modifications are made. IRM faels that the public information aspect of

the MOR justifies its retention.

Performance Indicator data is one of the fundamental tools used on a
continuing basis by AEOD in our tndependent analysis of nuclear power
plant safety performance trends The results of such analyses are
necessary for our support of various NRC tasks, such as input to the
semi-annual Sentor Management Meeting plant seclection process.
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13.

Presently, Pls are published formally once every quarter, thus making it
appear that the data fs needed only quarterly. Therefore, it may appear
that the operating report frequency could be changed from monthly to
quarterly. lowever. this 1s not the case, _

Pls are constantly updated to reflect the latest perfermance trends.
Thus, decreasing the frequency of reporting to quarterly would greatly
hinder the fulfillment of our missfon, since the most current data used
in developing our concerns may be as much as 6 months old,
Additionally, modifications to the analysis methods used in determining
the Pls are be!ng considered by the Commission for adoption {see SECY-
2-425). These modifications change the analysis from 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 Pls.

NRC resource or cost savings based on modifying the requirement

A modest reductfon in contractor resources would result if reporting
frequency was changed from monthly to quarterly, and a further reduction
would result §f the data was electronically submitted. Data quality
assurance checks and revicws would remain at about the same level. AEQD
is working with IRM to eliminate delays in receiving reports by making
electronic data interchange the preferred method of submjttal.

Manigement recommendations

IRM 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.

AEQD also recommends not changing the reporting frequency for licensee
MORs since a reduced frequency would limit the usefulness of the
fnformation to AEOD and would not result in a significant resource or
cost saving. AEOD continues to need the reactor critical hours and
outage data in the MOR in its present form and frequency.

Because of our reliance on and requirement for accurate monthly
operating history information, we strongly recommend not changing the
frequency of the MORs to quarterly. In fact, our need for this
information is so critical that we are experiencing difficulties in
timely analysts due to the fnherent slowness in the present reporting
method. By the time the 1icensee reports are received through the mafl
by us and are available {n database format, nearly 2 months have passed.
We are working with [nformation Resource Management (IRM) to eliminate
much of this delay by making electronic data interchange (EDI) of this

information the preferred method of submittal.
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ADDITIONAL TASK FORCE COMMENTS

The task force to review the reporttn? requirements for puwer reactor
licensves has the following additional comments to make concerning the
recommendations of the line organization that prepared the User Need Statement

for the subject reporting requirement:

SUBJECT: Technical Specification 6.9.1.5 - Monthly Operating Reports
ORGAN]ZATION: Division of Safety Programs, AEOD

1. The Division of Safety Pro?rams (DSP) notes in the User Need Statement
that information reported 1n the Monthly Operating Reports (MORs) is
used to develop 2 of the B Performance Indicators for commercial nuclear
power reactors. OSP further notes that tiits information is currently
only avajlable through the MORs. As a result, the task force agrees
that the MORs should be retained. However, since no safety argument has
been presented to Justify continuing to receive and compile all of the
information now provided, the information reported in the MORs 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 technica) specification change through the

license amendment process.



RELATIONSHIP OF TASK FOR.E EFFORT ON REPORTIN: REQUIREMENTS TO
STUDY CONDUCTED 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 Commission and other
energy and environmental agencies work together to streamline regulatory
requirements and set aside a 90-day period for the evaluation of existing
regulations. The Commission directed the Committee to Review Generic
Requirements (CRGR) tu use appropriate inputs from the public, the NRC staff,
and other Federa) agencies to conduct a special regulatory review addressing
the spirit of the concerns raised by the President. After completing its
review, the CRGR recommended revising the regulations in eight areas (SECY-92-
14]1, 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 achieved without in any way reducing the public health and
safety or common defense and security.

In ccnducting 1ts review, the CRGR issued a Federal Reqister notice on
February 24, 1992 (57 FR 6299), seeking public comment, 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 cinstidered
the magnitude of reporting requirements to be burdensome and some reporting
requirements to be unnecessary. In addition, the industry expressed concern
over NRC guidance documents issu2d 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
comments 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 Ffedere] Register notice
on June 19, 1992 (57 FR 27394), with respect to power reactor reporting
requirements, The comments received in response to this Federa) Register
notice are discussed, as appropriate, in this paper.
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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 reporting burden on licensees. The goal of
this evaluation is to identify reporting requirements that can be eliminated, or otherwise
reduced or changed, while conlinuing to meet staff obligations to protect the health and
safety of the public. This request is the first step 1n that process. Thank you for you. time.

INSTRUCTIONS

You will be asked to complete four steps as a way of providing user input into the evaluation
of reporting requirements. The informauon that you provide 1s essential to the evaluation of

reporting requirements

Step 1: The information requested includes: the Rule {(or prescribing document)
specifying the reporting requirement, the type of report and frequency with which it is
required to be reported, and the onginal intent of the reporting requirement (as stated
in *he onginal statement of consideration or latest publication of the Rule {or

ptescribing document)).
Step 2* Assess the redundancy or similanty to other reporiing requirements,

Step 3: Identfy the users of the reported information. [hat is, in addition to you,
the primary user, who are 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 Uscer Need
Statements to [Insert name and address of individual to whom the forms

should be returned).

* An altermative form that requires intial administrative staff effort to document Step |
information was also developed, but 1s not presented here.

Aurmauve borm 2 Usir Need Stlermend for NRC Powee Reporung Reg
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REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Step 1: ldentify Rule (or prescribing document) reporting informatlon.

a.

c.

You have been identified as the key user of information reported. The Rule (or
prescnbing document) is:

The reporting requirement states that,

The oniginal intent of this reporting requirement was (obtain this from the original or
latest pubhication of the requirement):

This repont is:

[J  aroutine report.

O . special report.

O an operational event report,

O other (please specify).

This report 15 submitted (please specify the
frequency and timeliness required for this report, e.g., within X days following the
end of reporuing period Y),

OR

This report is submittzd afler an occurrence; thal occurrence is
(specify occurrence such as a shutdown, refueling outage, test, operational event, etc.)
and the report is submitted (specify
umeliness of the submittal, e.g , within X hours or X days of the occurrence).

Alermative Form 2, User Need Suemens for NRC Power Repoung Reg
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Step 2, Assess redundancy of reporting requirements. Please list below any reporting
requirements that iray be redundant or similar 10 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 RIDS distribution
list, please contact each of these organizations to determine their use of the reported
information. For those who are on the RIDS list and other organizations that you know of
who use this reported information, please follow the instructions descnbed in the attachment
called "Auxiliary User Need Statement for NRC Power Reactor Reporting Requirements. *

The NRC organizations or other organizations that receive this report are (insert RIDS list
and list any otier organizations who may use this report):

Attach all Auxiliary User Needs Statements to this User Needs Statement.
Step 4: Answer questions and make revommendations.

1. What is the current purpose of this reporting requirement? Check boxes that apply.
D Same as originally stated. (See Step 1)
[ No curent purpose.

(] Additional purpose(s); these are:

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

3. What are the contributions to the NRC's mission of maintaining public health and
safety thal are 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 with the

requirement.

Ahsrnauve Form 3 User Nee? Suiement for NRC Power Reporung Reg
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s. If this reporting requirement was eliminated, what would be the potential risk to
public healih and safety?

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

Provide the rativnale for each recommended modification.

Describe the impact of the modification(s) on the licensee reporting burden and the
salety objective.

7. Please esumate the resource costs or savings to the NRC based upon moaitving or
eliminating the reportiag requirement, Do not include an estimale of the resources
required to conduct a rile change or revise the prescnbing document.

8. Disregarding, for the moment, the resources needed to change the requirement, what
action(s} do you recommend that the NRC take regarding this reporting requirement?
Check all that apply and pruvide information as requested,

O
O
O

Keep the reporung requirement the same--no changes.
We don't need s reponing requirement any more--let’s get rid of it.

Our organization doesn’t necd this 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 nceding the information are

This information can be obtained without this reporting requirement; the
alternative source is

Modify the requirement as descnbed above in #6 or as we have specified
below 1n #10 (overall recommendations). Include the reasoning behind each
proposed change,

Aluernative Form 2, User Need Suamaent for NRC Power Reporing Req
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[0 we need this reporting requirement but do not have enough resources to
effectively analyze, use, and report on the information received. What we

would like to do is

(J  oOther (please specify).

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

10.  What are your overall recommendations regarding this reporting requirement?

11.  Please describe any other comments ur informalion related to this requirement that
would assist us in improving the requirement or reducing the reporting burden of

NRC licensees.

Lead Division Director Date

Division/Office

Alurnatrs Form 2, Uset Need Suumend for NRC Power Reporting Req
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PRIMARY USER T() ADMINISTER
AUXILIARY USER NEED STATEMENT



INSTRUCTIONS FOR PRIMARY USER TO ADMINISTER
AUXILIARY USER NEED STATEMENT

As the primary user of the reporting requirement, you are requested to obtain user
information from secondary users. The general process is to complete Steps | and 2 of the
User Need Statement and then contact alf other potcrnial users from the RIDS list and any
other users that you know of  Afler calling them, you will ask them to compleie the
Auxiliary Uset Need Statement and return it to you. The specific instructions are outhined

below.

1. Complete Steps 1 and 2 of the User Need Statement. Completion of Steps | and 2
will allow you to complete the information on the Auxiliary User Need Statement.

2. Complete Reporting Requirement Information on the Auxiliary User Need
Statement. Review the Auxiliary User Need Statement., 1t follows the general
format of the User Need Statement that you have been working on  In Steps 1, 2,
and 3 in the Auxiliary User Need Statement, you (as the primary user) must complete
the information wuthined in this survey. You can easily provide this information from
completing Steps | and 2 (of the primary User Need Statement) as instructed above,
‘The Auxiliary Statenient indicates where to insert the information. You will need to

provide:

correct regulation/requirement designation

text of regulation/requirement designation

original intent of the regulation/requirement

type of report and the frequency and meliness required for reporung
users of reportec’ information

redundan! or similar reporting requirements

Generally, you will provide the information that you have about the reporting
requirement that you provided in Stepr 1 and 2.

3. Complete Step 3 on the User Need Statement  After inserting the appropriate
information on the Auxiliar- User Need Statement, you need to follow the
instructions for completing Step 3 and contact the organizations that use the reparted
information. The RIDS list is the best starting point. After contacting all the
organizations, send them the Auxiliary User Need Statement with the information that
you provided Oryanizations who no longer use the requirement should be contacled
and should still complete the Auxiliary User Need Statement  They will only have to
state that they no longer use the reported infermation. Make sure that you indicate

wrsinwcbons for Admunssnng Avnlury Usr Noed Sutema 4



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

4, List all Users Contacted. After contacting all possible users and sending them
Auxiliary Statements, list those organizations in Step 3. Plcase [ist these
organizations, whetaer or not they retumned the completed Auxiliary Statement.

5. Collect User Need Statements and Return Them to the Commlttee. After you
have received the Auxiliary Statements, review them. You may use information from
these Auxiliary Statements in making your recommendations (see Item #8 of the User
Need Statement). Attach the completed Auxiliary Statements to your completed User

Need Statement.

Lnsrucucns for Admuristening Aunubury User Nead Suuemn



AUXILIARY USEP. NEED STATEMENT FOR
NRC POWER REACTOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Primarv User: [Name/Location/Phone]

BACKGROUND

The Commission has requested that staff evaluaie user needs for current reperting
requirements with a view towards reducing the reporting burden on licensees. The goal of
this evaluation is to identify reporting requiremcnts that can be e:'minated, or otherwiie
reduced or changed, while conlinuing to meet sta{f cbligations to protect the health and
sefety of the public. You have been identified as a user of this reporniing requirement by the
prnmary user and are requested to complete this form and return it to the pnmary user

specified above. 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 reporting requirements The information that you provide 1s essential to the evaluation of

reporung requisements.

Step 1: Review the information provided here.
Step 2: Assess the redundancy or similarity to other reporting requirements.

Step 3: Identify the users of the reported information, Thal is, in addition to you
and the primary user, identify other users of this information.

Step 4: Answer relevant questions and make a final recommendation for the
reporting requirement

Retumn the completed Auxiliary User Need Statement to the Pamary User nuted above.

Avubary Form | User Need Sutoment for NRC Powsr Reactw Reporing Rig
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REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Step 1: Review the Information,

You have been identified as a user for information reponted in acrordance with [primary user
will insert currect regulation/requirement dusignation here). The requirement states *hat

(tnsert text harej.

The onginal intent of this requirement was {primary user will insert intent obtained from the
onginal or Jatest publication of the requirement].

This is a {primary user will insert type of repon] report that is submitted [primary user will
insert frequency and umeliness of report] OR after [pnmary user will specify occurrence
prompung the report and timeliness).

Step 2. Assess redundancy of reporting requirements Listeu vclow 2re reporting
requirements that may be redundant or similar to this reporting requirement, Please review
these requirements to assess whether information from these requirements could substitute for
or augment information from this repoiting requirement. Please add any additiona’
requireraents that you believe are related.

Related or redundant requirements are (pnmary user will insert similar requirements here)

List any additional redundant or similar requirements here:

Step 3. Identify the users of the reported information. Below is the list of organizations
who receive this report. It you know of other organizations that use this repost and are not
listed, please list those additional organizations.

The NRC orgamizations and other organizations that receive this repert are [pnmary user +. !l
nsert RIDS and other distribution lists],

P~ hst anv other orgamzanions using the reported information

Avudisry Forn | User Need Sulement for NRC Power Reacior Reporting Reg
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Step 4: Answer quesiions and make recommendations.

1.

What is the current purpase of this reporting requirement? (Check boxes that apply)
[1  Sameas onginally stated (see Step 1)
O No current purpose

O  addivonal purpose(s); these are:

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

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

Please estimate the resources (staff hours and contract dollars) expended to review,
analyze, and report on the information/data that is reported in accordance with the

requirement.

If this reporting requirement was climinated, what would be the potential risk to
public health and safely?

What modifications to the current reporting requirement would you recommend? List
aliemnatives,

Provide the rationale for each recommended modification.

Descnbe the impact of the modification(s) on the licensee reporting burden and the
safety objective

Please estimate the resourcs costs or savings to the NRC based upon modifying or
climinating the reporting requirement. Do not include an estimate of the 1esources
required to conduct a rule change or revise the prescribing document.

Aurlbary Form |, User Need Stiement foe NRC Power Rescior Reporung Req

3



8. Disregarding, for the moment, the resources needed t~ 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.

a
O
O

O

Keep the reporting requirement the same--no changes.
We don't need this reporting requirement any more--let’s gel rid of it.

Our organization doesn’t need this any longer but other NRC or licensee
organizations do,

This information can be obtained without this reporting requirement; the
altemative source is

Modify the requirement as described above in #6 or as we have specified
below in #10 (overall recommendations). Include the reason behind the
propused change.

We need this reporting requirement but do not have enough resources to
effectively analyze, use, and report the information received. Whal we would
like to do is

Other (please specify).

What resources do you estimate would be required 1o take the action(s) tha! you have

supgested above? Include costs of a rule revision as appropriate.

10.  What are your overall recommendations regarding this reporting requirement?

Aurllary Form |, User Need Sutemere for NRC Power Reacior Reporung Req
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11.  Please describe any other comments or information related to this requirement that
would assist us in improving the requirement or reducing the reporung burden of
NRC licensees.

Davision Director Date

Division/Office

AuriLary Form |, User Need Suumeni {or NRC Power Reacior Reporung Reg
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