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Environmental Qualification of Electric
Equipment

Asency: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

ACTION: Statement of Policy an
Environmental Qualification.

susmany: The United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Colombia
Circuit has vacated and remanded 8
Commission rule which removed from
suclear power plant operating licenses a
June 30, 1882 deadline for the completion
of the environmentai qualification of
centain safety-related electrical
equipment.! Union of Concerned
Scientists v. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, et al., 711 F.2d 370 {D.C.
Cir. 1983) (heremafter “UCSv. NRC").
The Court remanded to the Comsmission
with direction te obtein public

1 @7 FR 20083 Jume 30, 1982} The deadiine had

originally been set by Commission Order. CLI-80-
21. 11 NRC 707 (1980}

comments on the current documentation
justifying the continved operation of
nuclear power plants pending the
completion of the envirormental
qua¥ification program. This Statement of
Poficy is intended to explain the
Commmission's response to the D.C.
Circuit's remand and to describe other
related actions the NRC will take wntil
the conclusion of the rulemaking
proceeding which the Commission
intends to initiate by an accompanying
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.
SUPPFLAMENTARY MFORMATION:
1. Background
To provide adequate protection of
public health and safety, nuclear power
reaciors rely in part on engineered
safety systems. The Commission has
stated that “fundamental to NRC
regulation of auclear power reactors is
the principle that salety systeras must
periorm their inlanded function in spite
of the environment which may result
from postulated accidents. Confirmation
that these systems will remain
fonctional, ander postulated accident
oenditions, constitutes eavironmental
gualification.” CLI-80-21, 11 NRC 707,
710 [1980). This principle is incorporated
in the Commission's existing General
Design Criteria Oae and Four. 30 CFR
Part 50. Appendix A
A June 20, 1882 deadline relating to
envircamental gualification of safety-
related eloctrical equipment in operating
nuclesr power reactors, and the
Commission’s lifting of that deadline,
came about as follows. In 1977 the
Union of Concerned Scientists (“UCS"}
filed & petition with the Commission.
asking among other things for a
shutdown of those operating reactors
osttaining electrical connectors that had
'been discovered by Sandia Laboratories
not to be environmentally qualified. The
Corunission denied that shutdown
request. However, 2 few plants were
shut down bor specific qualification
deficiencies. Petition for Emergency and
Remedial Action, CLI-78-8, 7 NRC 400.
410-415 [1978). In addition, the
Commissien directed the staff to review
and evaluate the environmental
qualification of all Class IE electrical
equipment. CL1-78-8, 7 NRC 400 at 415
11978). The NRC staff initiated that
review by requesting licensees to
detlermine the adequacy of existing
documentation on equipment
qualification. Circular 76-08. Many
licensees failed to devote the level of
attention the stall believed was
necessary to this issue and requests for
licensee action requiring written
responses became necessary. IE
Bulletins 76-01 and 79-01B were issued
1o request the necessary information.
Stafl's reviews of licensees’
submittals in response to 78-01 and 78~
OLB led to the discavery of more
equipment for which qualification had
not been established. Licensees either

did not bave the required documentation
to demonstrate qualification ar did not
include the documentation requested in
the bulletins. The documentation that
was submitted by the licensees and
reviewed by the staff consisted of
summary data extracted from
qualification test reports and analyses.
These licensee submittals prompted
UCS to petition the Commission t0
reconsider its previous denial of UCS's
request for reactor shutdowns.

The Commission once again denied
UCS's petition, finding that *‘current
Commission requirements . . .and those
sctions we arder today provide
reasonable assurance that the public
heaith and safety is being adequately
protecied during the time necessary for
corrective action.” Petition for
Emergency and Remedial Action, CLi-
80-21, 11 NRC 707, 700 (1880). Among
the actions ordered by the Commission
were: {1) The establishment of more
specific environmental qualification
ariteria; and (2) the establishroent of a
June 30, 1982 deadline for completion by
the licensees of the environmental
qualification . The desdline was
incorporzted into the individual licenses
far eperating plants by separate orders.

The experience outlined above had
shown a generic deadline was necessary
to assure a sustained licensee effort to
complete the qualification program. The
order establishing the deadline did not
specify the enforcement action which
would be taken in the event of non-
comptiance. 11 NRC at 712. In particuler.
the Commission made no finding that
failure to meet the deadline would result
in unsafe conditions requiring a plant
shutdown.

Technical judgments regarding the
sufficiency of licensee efforts and safety

of continued operation were to be made

by the stafl on a case-by-case basis a8
the licensees provided urther

documentation on environmental
qualification. Moreover, the public

retained the opportunity pursuant to 10
CFR 2.206 to request NRC enforcement
action at any particular plant. CY, 11
NRC at 715. (i an interested person
reviews the staff's written judgment on
qualification and desires Commission
review on that {ssue, that person may
file a petition with the NRC staff
pursuant to 10 CFR 2.202 and 10 CFR
2.206).

In response to Memorandum and
Order CLI-80-21, and I&E Bulletin 78-
01B, licensees continued to submit
fnformation on electrical equipment
environmental qualification. In early
1981, the staff issued an Equipment
Evaluation Report (EER) to each
licensee of 71 operating nuclear power
plants. The EER identified equipment for
which the qualification information
submitted in response to [E Bulletin 79~
01B did not, in the stafT's opinion,
provide sufficient assurance of




capability to perform required design
functions in harsh environments. Under
the provisions of 10 CFR 50.54(]), the
staff requested each licensee 1o review
the deficiencies enumerated and the
ramifications thereaf to determine
whether safe operation of the plant
would be affected. Each licensee
responded that continued operation
would not be unsafe.

Immid-1981, the staff sent a safety
evaluation report (SER) to each licensee.
The SER included the EER previously
sent to the licensee, an evaluation of the
environmental conditions specified by
the licensee for environmental
qualification purposes, an evaluation of
the completeness of the list of safety-
related equipment included in the
qualification program, and the staff's
conclusions with regard to compliance
with Commission Memorandum and
Order CLI-80-21. The SER also directed
each licensee either to provide. within
90 days, documentation of the missing

ualification information needed to

onstrate that the equipment with

identified deficiencies was qualified or
to commit to a corrective action such as
requalification, replacement or
relocation. If the latter option was
chesen, the licensee was directed to
provide a justification for continued
operation (JCO) until such corrective
action could be completed. All licensees
provided responses to the mid-1961
SERs within the 90 days specified. These
responses included additional technical
information; justifications for continved
operation or statements that such
justifications were not required because
in the licensee’s opinion the equipment
was qualified.

In Jate 1861, the NRC staff and
Franklin Research Center (FRC) began
in~depth reviews of all licensee
responses to the issues raised in the
SERs. This included looking at all'of the

background documentation provided by
licensees in response to previous
Commission Orders and SERs. This
review was conducted in parallel with
the stafl's summary reviews for
completeness of submittals and was not
completed until the spring of 1083.

Evaluation of the information .
sup) licensee's JCOs was
reviewed by the staff with the
assistance of a consultant, FRC, in
January 1882. The review was conducted
over a very short period of time and
consisted of the licensee’s
sumbittals to determine whether the
justification for continued operation
addressed all safety-related equipment
which was listed in the plant SER as
being of uncertain qualification. Where
items of equipment were reported as
qualified based on the licensee's
reevaluation, no further justification was
required at that time.

The FRC reviewed the JCOs using
NRC-provided criteria.®* The NRC project

SThe criteria are jeither): |
1. Redundant equipment is available to substitute
o the unqualified equipment; or

manager for each facility then reviewed
the FRC's assessments of these JCOs. As
a result of these reviews, FRC placed all
responses in one of three categories.
Category 1 plants (38) were those which
at least asserted that either everything
was qualified or provided justification
for continued operation in light of the
identified deficiencies. Category 2 plants
(15) submitted responses which on their
faces were not adequate for some
reason. For exsmple, they may not have
addressed one or more pieces of
equipment or deficiéncy identified in the
SER. Category 3 plants (18) were those
for which the submittal was completely
insdequate. Staff required all Category 2
and 3 plants to submit further
information to respond to the SERs and
to provide justifications for continued
operation. The level of detail contained
in those JCO's ranged from summary
assessments in some cases to'extensive
analyses in others. The staff reviewed
these additional justifications and found
them adequate. By the end of March
1982, then, all plants were in Category 1.
pending an in-depth review of the
supporting documentation. All licensees
had aserted bases for qualification or
justification for continued operation.
The staff relied primorily on the
licensees' assurances contained in these
submittals in determining not to take
immediate further action affecting the
operation of the plant.
. The volume of the submittals by the
licensees showed that the extent of the
effort necessary either to estabilgh the
qualification of equipment or to replace
unquelified equipment had been
underestimated and that the June 30,
1982 deadline would not be met. Indeed,
8 group of NRC licensees petitioned the
Commission to extend the June 30, 1882
deadline. The Commission proposed to
extend the deadline in the NRC's
proposed rule on environmenal
qualification published for comment on
January 20, 1982. In the rule the
Commission proposed to codify the
environmenta) qualification
requirements set out in the existing
order CLI-80-21. In addition, the
proposed rule: (1) Requested licensees to
submit analyses justifying continued
operation pending completion of the
environmental qualification program,
and (2) established new compliance
deadlines for complétion of
environmental qualification. 47 FR 2876,
2877-2878, January 20, 1982, The
Commission expected the rulemaking,
licensees’ analyses, and staff's
evaluations to be completed well in
advance of the June 30, 1982 deadline
which was then still in effect.

In lete May of 1982 it became clear to
the Commission that despite efforts by
the staff, the final rule would not be

SR .. — e
2. Another system is capable of providing the

required function of the system with unqualified
oquipment; or

The anqualified equipment will have performed
its safety function prior to failure; and

4. The plant can be safely shutdown in the
absence of the wnqualifisd equipment.

promulgated before the June 30, 1982
deadline. Accordingly, on June 30, 1882,
the Commission issued, without notice
and opportunity for comment, an
immediately effective rule suspending
the June 30, 1882 compliance deadline
incorporated in each operating license
(OL) then in force. The Commission
stated that licensees were expected to
continue their efforts to meet the
environmental quaslification criteria
standards-established in CLI-80-21.

In making the rule immediately
ffective the Commission relied on the
“good cause™ exception to the
rulemaking requirements of section 4 of
the Administrative Procedure Act
(APA). In the statement of consideration
accompanying that rule, the Commission
explained that “licensees should not be
placed in jeopardy of enforcement
action pending promulgation of a
revised schedule for implementation of
equipment qualification requirements.”

47 FR 28363 (june 30, 1982). The
Commission also stated that the staff
had received and evalusted each
operating plan licensee's justification
for continued operation. The statement
of considerations added that. fromn these
analyses.? the Commissian had
determined that continued operation of
these plants pending completion of the
equipment qualification program would
not present undue risk to the public
health and salety. /d.

Subsequently, the General Counsel
interpreted this statement on safety of
continued operation in a binding forma)
interpretation of the rule.¢ He found that
the Commission’s stalement was an
“explanation that before suspending the
compliance deadline the Commission
had reviewed the status of
environmental qualification at each
plant to determine that there were no
widespread substantial qualification
deficiencies which might indicate a need
for industry-wide enforcement action.”
He noted that the rule did not preclude
any interested person from filing a
petition under 20 CFR 2.208 by citing
specific qualification deficiencies as 8
basis for challenging the continued
operation of a particular plant.

As a result of the Commission’s lifting
of the June 30, 1082 deadline, the staff
conducted another brief review in late
1982, of the evaluations of the licensees’
JCOs for the 33 plants for which
additional information had previously
been supplied to support the JCO review
performed in early 1982. These reviews
were performed to determine whether
the JCOs remained adequate, given the
anticipated adoption of the new
deadline for qualifying electrical
equipment. Staff reaffirmed that the
JCOs remained adequate.

__By April 1983, the staff and FRC

3The analyses accepted by the staff included
K . ions that the equipment was
qualified. in thair opinion. The review of the
documenta supporting these assertions was in the
process of being reviewed by FRC st the time the
interio rule was promulgated

T30 CFR 803




completed their in-depth reviews begun
in late 1981 on the licensees’ Tesponses
to issues raised in the mid-1881 staff
SERs for 71 operating reaciors. These
reviews consisted of an audit of
equipment qualification data that the
licensees had submitted throughout the
course of these reviews. Based on NRC's
analyses, the staff issned a second
round of safety evalustion reports for
each of the 71 operating plants. These
SERs adopted the FRC's conclusions.

The SERs identified some deficiencies
in licensees’ submittals. As a result,
staff issved transmittal and clarification
letters which set forth deadlines for the
licensees 1o provide the requestad
equipment environmental i
information. For items found
unqualified, te staif requested JOOs
within 10 days of receipt of the SER. The
sdditional information submitted by the
affected licensees was reviewed by the
stafl and the insues resolved on the
buses of the kicensees’: (1) Replacement
of equipment, (2) provision of more
information showing the equipment was
qualilied. ar (3) provision of a JOO
which satisfied the previously
established criteria.

None of the items addressed in this
round of review had been identified
during the Jenuary 1982 assessment of

the JCOs submitted by the licensees,
because the initial reviews were based
on summary data, extracted fron test
reports and analyses. submitted in
response to IE Bulletin 79-01B, and on
assertions made by the licensees that
equipment was quelified. The major
difference between the staff's previous,
findings and the arrent findings is that
the technical bases for the staff's
conclusions that certain qualification
deficiencies exist have been specified in
more detail as a result of FRC's
completion of its review of the
documentation submitied by Licensees
1o support qualification of the
equipment.

Aa initial examination of the
licensees’ responses to the second round
staff SERs indicates that in & number of
instances licensees maintain the
position taken in response to the mid-
19681 staff SER, i.e., that much of the
equipment challenged by the 190821883
second round SERs is in fact adequate
to perform ali required design functions
and therefore justification for continued
operation {s not aeeded. In some
instances there are new or additional
test data, and some previously
challenged equipment has been shown
to be qualified. Finally, staff has found
that some aspects of the licensees’
responses raise technical issues
requiring further analysis for their
resolution, such a similarity, qualified
life, and test sequences.

On January 8, 1883 the Commission
promulgated a Final Rule on
Environmenta} Qualification of
Electrical Equipment Important to
Safety. 10 CFR 50.49. That rule
established general qualification criteria

and new deadlines for compliance by
1885 for most plants.

I1. The D.C. Circuit Dacision

On June 30, 1963 the D.C. Circuit
vacated the Commission's decision in
promulgating the June 30, 1852 interim
rule for fatlure to provide an opportanity
to comment on “the sufficiency of
current docurnentation purporting to
justify continued operation pending
completion of environmental
qualification of safety-related
egipment.”* The Court also stated that
the final role appears to be partially
predicated on the Commission's
conclasion that the safety of continued
operation had been demonstrated by
this documentation.® The Court did not
criticize the substance of the
Commission’s determination. noting that
“the NRC maintains constant vigilance
over the safety of nuclear power plants
and monitors compliance with safety
requirements at each nuclear resctor on
a day-to-day basis.”’

1. The Current Situation
a. Staff Actions

‘The staff is currently implementing a
program to complete the review of
licensees’ electrical equipment
environmental qualification programs.
This effort includes a one day meeting
with each licensee of the 71 plants
reviewed previously by the staff with
the assistance of FRC. Discussion during
each meeting includes the licensee's
proposed/implemented method of
resolution of the environmental
qualification deficiencies identified in
the 1982-1983 SER, compliance with the
requirements set forth in 10 CFR 50.49
(EQ Rule), and justification for
continued operation given those
equipment items for which
environmental qualification is not yet
complete. Each licensee is required to
document the results of the meeting in a
subsequent submittal to the stafl. Based
on this submittal the staff will prepare
and issue & final SER for each of the 71
plants that addresses the environmental
qualification of electric equipment
important to safety. This effort is
scheduled to be completed during 1884.

b. Concerns Raised by Sandia National
Laboratories

Sandia National Laboratories
(Sandia), an NRC contractor, has
recently expressed some concerns to the
Commission regarding environmental
qualification of electrical equipment. At
a Commission meeting on January 6,
1884 Sandia representatives identified
what they perceived ap shortcomings in
qualification methodologies and design
bases (acceptance criteria). and the
presence of inadequate equipment in
plants. The staff prepared responses to
the Sandia presentation and

——————
*8lip op. at 27-28.
*4d. »1 370.
Y1d. at 3.

subsequently met with Sandis to assure
that the concerns had been interpreted
and are being adequately addressed.
Subsequent to this meeling, Sandia
informed the staff that all concerns
raised by Sandia regarding
environmental qualification of electrical
equipment, as defined by 10 CFR 50.48.
“have been addressed” in the staff
responses. Examples of staff's responses
are discussed below.

Shortcomings in qualification
methodologies are the subject of
continuing research, and Sandia
research tests have not demonstrated
that nuclear plant safety equipment,
properly qualified to existing
qualification standards and NRC
regulatory requirements, would not
perform its safety functions. With regard
to shortcomings in design bases
{acceptance criteria), the staff is aware
of the concerns expressed by Sandia
and is addressing them in its reviews of
licensee's equipment environmental
qualifications programs. For example,
Sandia believes that there may be
shortcomings in the insulation
resistance and leakage current values
used as acceptance criteria for terminal
blocks. Staff reviews these valuves when
evaluating the environmental
qualification of terminal blocks and
requires that licensees either justify the
values chosen for each particular use or
provide justifications for continued
operation with current values or change
the values by using different terminal
blocks.

The staff is also aware of Sandia's
concern that some unqualified
equipment remains in nuclear plants.
These concerns are also being
addressed by the staff in its review
process, and are being resolved on a
case-by-case bdsis. For example, Sandia
reported that pressure switches failed
when exposed to a high-pressure and
steam-flash spray environment. Staff
noted that no claims have been made
that these switches are qualified for
such an environment. These switches
are not to be used in applications where
they would experience such conditions.
StafT takes into account such
considerations when evaluating
licensees’ and applicants’ qualification
programs. In addition, an 1&E
information notice has been issued to
licensees describing the results of the
Sandia test of these switches, and
stating the staff's position that such
switches are not to be used where they
would experience such environmental
conditions.

A number of IE Information Notices
have identified specific concerns with
qualification of some components. All
equipment which has not been shown to
be qualified must either be
demonstrated to be qualified. be
replaced or relocated. or a justification
for continued operation provided.
Therefore, while Sandia identified
potential generic issues with some
equipment components, the staff has



concluded that none of the issues
identified would warrant generic safety-
related enforcement action at this time.

¢. Sandia Annual Report

Sandia recently issued its Fiscal Year
1963 annual report on the Environmental
Qualification Inspection Program of
organizations involved in equipment
qualification efforts. The report provides
examples of qualification problems to
highlight issues raised during those
inspections for which Sandia provided
rechnical consultant support to the staff.
The Sandia concerns discussed during
the Commission Meeting of January 6,
1984 were derived in part from the
inspection results described in this
annual report. The report illustrates
some industry practices that could be
improved and identifies areas where
additional NRC guidance may be useful.
The staff discussed the contents of this
report with Sandia, and has concluded,
that the report does not suggest that
generic safety related enforcement
action is necessary as a result of
Sandia’s concerns. Where inspections or
reports received by the staff have
indicated reasons to question
qualification of equipment, the staff has
required licensees to take actions
including the replacement of equipment
or provision of justifications for
continued operation.

d. UCS Petition

‘On February 7, 1884, the Union of
Concerned Scientists (UCS) petitioned
the Commission to take certain actions
regarding some recent developments in
the environmental qualification of
electrical equipment. These
developments were: (1) Recent nolices
from the Commission's Office of
Inspection and Enforcement to utility
licensees and Atomic Ssfety and
Licensing Boards reporting deficiencies
fn the environmental qualification of a
few components commonly used in
licensed facilities; (2) a report by the
Sandis National Laboratory (Sandia)
questioning the validity of certain
environmental quelification tests; and
(3) recent comments by Sandia to the
Commission regarding Sandia's
coordination with the NRC staff on
research on environmental qualification.
In UCS's view, these developments
indicate that the NRC staff has failed to
handle properly the Commission’s
environmenta! qualification program.

Accordingly. UCS has requested the
Commission to review the staff's
conduct of the environmenta}
qualification program and to direct the
staff to address the matters identified by
the UCS. Specifically, UCS has
requested that the Commission, among
other things. direct staff to: (1) Obtain
and evaluate justifications for continued
operation for plants using the deficient
components reported by the Office of
Inspection and Enforcement; (2} review
the generic implications of Sandia's
concerns about tests of environmental
qualification; and (3) direct the staff to

——

require utilities to justify continued
operation promptly after receiving
notices of environmental deficiencies.
UCS has also requested Commission to
direct holders of construction permits to
cease construction involving deficient
components until these components are
qualified and to direct Atomic Safety
and Licensing Boards not to authorize
issuance of operating licenses until
deficient components have been
qualified or replaced.

“The Commission is currently
considering UCS's Petition in light of
this Policy Statement and accompanying
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.”

IV. Cusrent Commission Policy

As indicated above. over the past
several years power reactor licensees
environmenia! qualification has
improved with time.

The environmental qualification
problem st individual plants is too
varied to warrant generic safety-related
enforcement action. Instead it has been
and continues to be the Commission's
policy to monitor closely each licensce's
progress on environmental qualification
and to take enforcement action for
safety reasons on a case-by-case basis.
To this end, the staff intends to fuilow
the guidelines described below in
conducting its individue} reviews.

(1) Evidence of environmental
qualification deficiencies which would
prevent a plant from going to and
maintaining & safe shut down condition
in the event of a design basis accident
will be the basis for enforcement action.
Enforcement action will generally not be
taken where & licensee has asserted that
operation will not involve undue risk,
unless the staff has determined thet
continued operation cannot be justified.
The Commission recognizes that this
policy will permit power plants to
continue to operate where licensees’
assertions of qualification are still
undergoing staff review. The
Commission believes that this course of
action is required unless the staff
concludes that the justification for
continued operation {JCO) reveals 8
deficiency requiring shutdown.

There are persuasive technical and
policy reasons why licensees’ assertions
have devoted extensive efforts to
comply with the Commission’s
environmental qualification
requirements. Progress on licensee
compliance has been monitored by the
NRC, and NRC's own review efforts
have been extensive. There have been
two rounds of progressively more
detailed safety evaluations for all
operating reactors and additional
reviews of the various rounds of JCOs

The environmental qualification of
electrical equipment throughout a
nuclear power plant to standards higher
than those existing at the time the plant
was licensed has proved to be a
complex and difficult task. Thousands of
individual pieces of equipment must be

identified; qualification data for this
equipment must be examined and
compared to applicable standards: test
programs must be carried out where
data is lacking; and equipment must be
replaced if necessary. In many cases
equipment can be replaced only when
the plant is shut down. During such
downtime licensees have many tasks to
accomplish in addition to equipment
qualification efforts. Delays may also
result from the unavailability of
qualified equipment and difficulties in
testing existing equipment. The
performance of industry in the area of
and analyses may be relied on pending
independent NRC staff review. The
Commission notes that licensees
received their operating licenses after
extensive staff reviews including, in
many cases, adjudicatory hearings.
These proceedings include a
determination that the licensee is
technically capable of operating the
plant safely. The mere existence of a
safety uncertainty that needs to be
evaluated does not, in the Commission's
view, provide a basis for shutdown or
similar enforcement action. It is the
purpose of the case specific NRC staff
reviews to determine whether, in any
given case, sufficient evidence exists
that would support enforcement action.
In addition to confirmation of significant
safety deficiencies, a persistent refusal
by & licensee to cooperate adequately
with the Commission’s environmental
qualification program would be a basis
for enforcement action. But the
Commission's experience with the
ongoing review of licensee progress on
environmental qualification, as
described above, has not suggested any
general refusal on the part of licensees
10 make reasonable efforts. Thus the
June 30, 1982 deadline has served its
intended purpose to assure reasonable
licensee efforts and therefore need not
be enforced. The June 30, 1882 deadline
was not a generic cut-off date for
operation. Rather. the June 30, 1982
deadline was estsblished to force
licensee completion of the
environmental qualification program in
a reasnnable time. Since the deadline
itself has proved unrealistic, and since
licensces are making reasonable efforts
to achieve environmental qualification,
the Commission has concluded that
retention of the June 30, 1982 deadline is
neither necessary nor desirable as a
general matter. The safety of operation
of plants continues to be reviewed on an
individual basis. The Commission's
authority to take individual enforcement
action for safety reasons, including
shutdowns, is not dependent on the
presence in individual licenses of 8
requirement for environmental
qualification by a certain date.

(2) In the interim, if any person
believes that there is information
indicating that specific qualification
deficiencies or other reasons related to
environmental qualification require



enforcement action at a particular plant,
such information should be presented to
the Director, NRR pursuant to 10 CFR
2.206. Within 45 days of the close of the
comment period in the rulemaking
initiated today by companion notice, the
Director, NRR will report to the
Commission on any generic issues
raised by any comments on plant
specific qualification issues.
The Commission’s final rule is still in
effect. That rule established new
compliance deadlines which have not
yet passed. It was the Commission’s
intention that the compliance schedule
in the final rule should supersede
previous deadlines. Because the Court’s
decision in UCS v. NRC may have
created uncertainty regarding the
current status of the june 30, 1982
compliance deadline in each facility
operating license, the Commission will
conduct a notice and comment
rulemaking proceeding to delete
formally that deadline from all licenses.

Dated at Washington, DC. this 1st day of
March, 1984.

Nuclear Regulstory Commission.

Samuel ). Chilk,
Secretary of the Commission.




	
	
	
	
	

