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August §, 1979
In Reply Refer to-
WTFTM 730308-01

BN OUM FOR: Lee V. J0ssick, Executive Jirector for Orerations
FRM: Richard €. DeYoung, Deputy Staff Director
NRC/TM1 Special Inquiry Group
-~ . Rl ol ¢ T By ' : ‘
SUBJECT: I ACCIDENT PRECURSOR '
$ 4
i }
On liarch 29, 1972, an incident occurred at TMI-2 that caused the PORV to :
f2il1 ¢pen due to a loss of control power, AS a result of this incident,
tie licensee proposed Changing the plant design so that the valve would ) h
clssz on loss of controj powar. The FSAR for THI Unit 2 (particularly !
Sections 7.4.1.1.6 and 7.7.1.1) seems to imply that although the PORV
ancd the avtometic control System are not safety related, the m2nual con-
trol system is required ror safe shutcown and should be classified as
safcty related equipment. In «ddition, Section 7.4.1.1.6 seems to imply
that the safe shutlown an2lysis assumes that the PORY will fail open on
ioss of control power, fased on lic&nsing practice that existed in 1973:

V. Should the PORY manual control system have boen clessified
as a safety related system?

2. Was the PORYV manual control System classified as safety related
equipment?

3. What doeg classification as "safety related equipment” im-1y? >
Has the NRC aware that the PORV had been Changed to fail snut )
on loss of control povier? 3

9. Uhat analyses and/or licensing actions, if any, should have =)
taken place before the licensee chanced the PORV to fail shut -
on loss of control povier? (See Metropolitan Edison Company 25
letter to Mr. 0. H. Grier, IE:RI, dated June 27, 1275, for =
details {copy énclosed)). S

QY
C. What analyses and/or licensing actions, if any, were completed ’
vefore the charoe discussed in 4. above was rmide?
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