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. UNITED STATES CF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATCRY CCMM4ISSIONS
BEFCRE THE ATCMIC SAPETY AND LICENSING BOARD
SURAITTAL IN RESPONSE TO THE BCARD'S M 8§ O OF JUNZ23, 1980,

In the matter of
AETROPOLITAN EDISON CO.
(T™MIFL )

Docket No 50-289,

SUBMITTAL IN RESPONSE TO THE BOARD's M & O OF JUNE 23, 1980.

M20 June 23, 1980 Page 2,"July 31 Events required 70 days before
heartig ffx in 5-22-80 Orddr,”

%0 May 22, 1380 Page 7, "(e)ach intervenor is reguired to reconsider
«escontentions in light of anfommation
developed since the contention was accepted.”

The Lewis Contention should bde litigated essentially in its presant form,

New information obtained thru discovery and rrf’nrch dees not

change the "importance"of the Lewis Contention. It does, however,

make the direction and need of further litiga’ i2n clearer.

Lewis Contention: (Broken up into sections for ease of discussion .)

"There are new filters on the auxiliary building off T™I#2.

There are no similar structures on the auxiliary building of ™IF 2. ..."

This section required research and interrogatories into the purpose

of the new structure and the reasons for which it mas needed.Definite

efforts have been made by the Licensee to negate a need for this

type of structmee in case of a repeat of the ™I#2 accident mmixx

at T™I#1, Whether these measures are adequate or even actual and

not a paper mirage requires a lot mare investigation on my par+ aand

partivularly"face to face " sworn testimony which is only available

in the proper setting! I speak , of course,9fcross examiration,

Another problem of problems which developed came about as the

explagkion for the "new structure” was offered in discovery.

(1) Page 38 59,Pirst Specail Prehearing Conference,lJec 18 ,1979,
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2 Lewis 7-31-820,
There were leaks which required the 'new structure.' The explanation
for allowing these leaks seems belaboured , but if true points up
a great deficlency in tie regulation of all naclear power plants.
It also points up a deficiency wherein no regulation of a nuclear
power plant may be adequate., It specifically points up that the
™I #1 unit may never be adequately run to mitigate hat the
consequenced of an accident similar to that of TMI#F2,
Apparently the leaks in the vent header and filter system at ™I
#2 were allowed to contimue during "normal operation” because said
leaks were within allowable emission values for the plant, When the
a2z accident occurred, the leaks wers then big enough to allow
excessive amounts of radiation out of the plant, The Licensee
seems to argue ( and this is the Intervenor's paraphrasing )
that {t was all right to allow 3o much out during the accident
as long as the emissions during mmxmam¥x normal operation
where within the requiredvalues.
This seems to me to be saying that they really don't have to
design or run any equipment with proper mitigation of an accident
in mind as long as the Licensee is within proper "normal operation”
values, (2)
This intervenor is not prepared to extend the above alleged deficiency
beyond the filter question although it should be. T shall mention
this to the other Intervenots on the 1lth in front of the Licensee
and see 12 anybedy else has similar misgivings and wants to litigate
this ilssue begond the limits of the Lewis Contention.
Lewis Contention :Part 2,
Further Preheaters must be placed on the fdlters of the (T™MI#1)
auxiliary building because they (Xthe lilters) got wet during the
(TMI#2) accident on 3-28-28 79."
Phiuxwad “bis has turned into a muck more complicated issue thax
Just getting the filters wet, It now appears to be a complicated
i3sue of excessive Tilter use, moisture , lack of replacement,
and caree blanche charges to the technical criteria on the past(2 )
of the staff, All of these issues bear further scrutiny and
litigation, Again I am unable to do justive to these problems
outside thke area of the vent header and filters.

NRC staff response to Lewis Interrogatories in the SER 7-18-80 PageSER#3/.



Je Lewis T7-31=-280.

Lewis Coatention (Part 3)

To mitigate a similar accident in T™I#1 , preheaters on the fi.%ters

of the auxiliary building of ™I #1 are necessary.

Since there i3 nov a question of many other problems in the vent

header and filters of TI twins, I cannot make a at:tonett that

even a new structure on the auxiliary bduilding of TRI# would

be adequate., This will also have to awdit the hearing and sworn *t

testimony.

Other questions which have developed in Discovery concerning the

filters and vent header include

Lack of bypass

Requirements on f£ilter testing and replacement.

lack of investigation of smcessive amounts of radiation getting
osut thru the vent header and filters during a repeat of the
™I#2 accident xxx TMI #1 . (See SBR and Staff's Purther
Response to the Board's M&0 3-31 =80.)

ack of causa sine gua non for leaks in TMI#2 vent header.(If

Y you don't know how it happened,how can you be sure it won't
napppn agtin?;g

Integrity of the Licensea's representative vs the zztxixx actual
operating and managedpnt staff,

-

ti:xjugz: Do the fixes proposed and {ncorporated by the NREC staf?
Adequacy: actually work , are incorporated in the reactor or

are a'paper mirage.'
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UNITED STATES OP AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of )]
)

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY, ET AL. ) Docket Ne. 50-289
)
)

(Three Mile Island Unit No. 1 (Restart)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document(s)¥%
upon each person designated on the offfcfal service list comptled by
the Office of the Secretary of the Commisston fn this proceeding #a
accordance with the requirements of Section 2.712 of 10 CFR Part 2 =
Rules of Practice, of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Rules and
Regulations.

Dated at Washington, D. C. this

3% day of L/ //,z. 1950

AL A JMO”M:’(Q

Office of the Secretary of the Commission

T

1
i

A RTERTEOEA D

L IR

HHHIH BTN H LT B




