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i~
. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission o [

washington, JC 20555 -~ DEC2 1881» -
Dear Mr. Chairman: ?:,““”ﬁﬂfﬁﬁ?m" ?

It is my understanding that the Nuclear Regulatng
Commission is nearing a decision on whether thz undamaged
Unit 1 generating station on Three Mile Island should be
returned toc active service.

As you are aware, I have been involved in an effort to
address a serious and lingering health and safety concern on
Three Mile Island.

That concern has to do with the dangerous levels of
radiation that continue to contaminate the crippled Unit 2
facility, ané with the need for 2 clear consensus and financial
~ommitment for the safe, timely and total removal of that
contamination.

On July 9, I advanced a naticnal cost-sharing proposal
for achieving the cleanup 2f TMI-2, a proposal which preseantly
appears to be our best hope for removing what the entire
spectrum of scientific and technical experts agrees to be a

genuine health and safety hazard. Y)(b?
At the time, I was concerned about the possibility that bl

Unit 1 might be reactivated without regard to resolving a ‘/

"erisis of ~ommitment" to funding the cleanup of Unit 2. I do 1

not believe these two guestions should be considered separately.

Because the cleanup funding task reguires the use cf
revenue that would be realized from a newly-active Unit 1, I
nave announced my intention to support restart of the undamaged
facility only if two conditions are met:

1) Development of a consensus for a realistic plan
for Unit 2 decontamination.

—

h ]

(2) Receipt of adegquate assurances that Unit 1 can be
operated safely.
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Both of these conditions reflect my paramount concern
for the health and safety of the people who live within the
shadow of Three Mile Island, as well as the envircnmental
integrity of the area. Considerable progress has been made
to date toward building the kind of consensus and financial
commitments we need in order to deal with the Unit 2 hazard.

The other condition can only be met, however, by the
NRC itself. Your agency has the exclusive jurisdiction over
all questions regarding the safe operation of this, or any
other, nuclear power plant in the country.

It would be foolish of me, as a layman, to attempt to
substitute my judgment for yours on this matter.

However, I continue toc believe it to be in the public
interest for the NRC to fully address the views of a variety
of sources on matters of such obvious importance to public
health and safety.

It is in that spirit that I am forwarding for your
review correspondence I have recieved from the Union of
Concerned Scientists (UCS) and from U.S. Rep. Morris K.
Udall, chairman of the House Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. You will ncte that these letters raise
scveral technical and procedural gquestions concerning the
safety of a Unit 1 restart.

T urge you to conduct a careful and objective review of
theve concerns. If there are, in fact, any Unit 1 safety
questions that have yet to be satislactorily addressed, I
suggest that now is the time for the NRC to address them.

I would appreciate a written respcnse from you or your
staff reflecting NRC's view of the various points raised by
UCS and Rep. Udall.

Attacnnent
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Honorable Richard Thernburgh
Governor of Pennsylvania

State Capitol

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

Dear Geverncor Thornburgh:

This regards the strategy for funding the cleanup of

Three Mile Island Unit 2 that you proposed on July 9, 198l.
1 appreciate your thoughtful recommendations on this matter
as well as your commitment to werking for a solution to
this difficult problenm.

As Chairman of the Committee in the House with primary
jurisdiction over the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
and the regulation of the commercial nuclear industry,

I have been deeply involvec in inguiries irto various
aspects of the Three Mile Island accident. 1 have also
actively participated in the ongeing national debate

over where responsibility should lie for funding the clearup
of TMI-2 and any future reactor accidents. On May 4 and 5

of tnhis year, the Subcommittee on Energy and the Environment
held hearings on the financial implications of the T!I
accident; your proposed strategy for funding the cleanup

is a welcome addition to the record the Subcommittee has
compiled on this matter.

I would like to share with you some though
the peortion of your July 9 statement wherein you state

that "contingent upon adequate safety assurances” from

the NRC, you are prepared to support a decision to restart

T™I Unit 1. This statement is consistent with my own
position on the restart of Unit 1. 1In my view, the conditions
established by NRC as prereguisites to any decisicn by the
Commission to allow Unit 1 to go back on line have

not been fulfilled. I infer from the Office of Policy and
Planning report appended to your statement that you agree
with my assessment that Unit 1 is not physically reacdy to
operate. In particular, that report says that you would

urge the postponement of restart of TI-1 until:

s regarding

-
-
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The Babcock anéd Wilcox reactor design flaws

which may have contributed to the accident in Unit 2
nave been fully discovered and corrected in Unis 1.
(Report on the Cleanup of Three Mile Island, preparecd
by the Governor's Office ¢f Policy and Planning,

page 7.)

In view of your position on this matter and in light of

GPU's urging in the strongest terms that TiI-1Dbe permitted

to resume operation, it is noteworthy to £ind continuing
resistance by GPU to reguirements instituted for purpcses

of correcting deficiencies revealed by inguiries into the
accident. Among such deficiencies was the lack of instruments
that would permit control room personnel to readily detect
that water was being lost from the primary cooling system

and that the system was approaching a condition of inadeguate
core cooling (ICC). Had there been a device, for example,

to indicate water level above the ccre, the T'I operators would
likely have continued to pump water into the system rather
than taking actions that led to a loss of coolant over a
period lasting more than two hours. X

A constant theme that runs through the reports prepared

‘n the wake of the accident is one noting the lack of
ir.etrumentation that would permit the T!I-2 operators to
readily determine that a loss of coolant accicdent had
occurred. A report of the staff of the Presicdent' Commission
on the Accident at Three Mile Island states that instruments
for detection of inadegquate cocling would have helped the
operators. The Report of the Senate Special .Investigation
states that a design weakness was, "The lack of instrumentaticn
to measure water level in the reactor vessel dixectly.“z

The report of the NRC's Special Inguiry Group states that,
"The plant dié not have instrumentation shucing the level cf
reactor coolant in the main reactor vessel.”

The need for water level instrumentation was stressed as early
as April 7, 1979 in a letter to Chairman ¥endrie frorm !RC's
Advisory Committee on Reactcr Safeguarés (ACPRS):

The Committee believes that the analyses recommended
above will demonstrate, as has the accidant at

Three lMile Islané, that additvional information regaréing
the status of the system will be neeces in order for

the plant operator to follow the coursz of an accident
and thus be able to respond in an Aporosriate manner.

lone President's Commission on the Acc.dent at Three Mile Islang,
Report of the Technical Assessment Task Force, Veol. I, p. 37.

25uclear Accident and Recovery at Three ¥i1le Island, p. iC

3xRC Special Inguiry Grour, Vol. I, p. 12€
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As 5 runimum, and in the iaterim, it would be prudent
¢ consider expeditiously the provision of instrumen-
tation that will provide an unambiguous indication of
the lavel of fluié in the reactor vessel. Early
consideration should be civen alsc to providing
remotely controlled means for venting high points

in the reactor system as practical.

The latest version of NRC's TMI Action Plan ceontained
requirerments (Item II.F.2) for instrumentation to provide
indications of insdeguate core cooling. This instrumentation
was tc be described in 2 report submitted by January 1, 1981
and to be installed by January 1, 1982. Subseguent to

the irpesiticn of these reguirements, the ACRS in a June 3
letter *o tihs I'RC Executive Director raised guestions as to
whether the implementation dates were premature in light

of uranswerod guestions as to whether the proposed ICC
instrurentacion was actually needed, as to the conditions
under which it would be used, anéd as tc whether ICC
instrurmentaticn micht actually mislead the operators.

On July 14, after hearing frorm KRC and GPU officials,

the ACRS ~onclucdeé that ICC instrumentation should be
_reralled, ard that the NRC ané GPU "should act promptly
te establish a basis for selectinc a suitable monitoring
s’ster" taking into account the reservations expressed by
an its June 9 letter.

- - RS2
the ACR:S

At the meeting leading to the July 14 ACRS letter, NRC staff
roported to the ACRS that the staff would be willing to
recormanc allowing TiiI-1 to operate without additional

I°C instrumeatation providing they obtained "evidence of
reasonable progress” towarcd the installation of such
ingstrumentation. The s:taff repcrted to the ACRS, however,

thet trere haé been no such deronstration of "reasonable progress”
toward the installation of ICC instrumentation, and that

" . up tc this point (July 10, 1981) at least this

icant has taken the position that they aon't . o+

ntially, to be blunt, that they don't neec a (ICC

rurentation) system and the;'re not going to install

ns. And this is in spite of a staff indication . . .

+ least a year and a half age, that that position was

otally unacceptakle.”

GPU has presented varicus explanations for its failure

to proceed with ICC instrumentation. They have, in effect,
told the ACRS that they did not perceive what this instrumen-
taticn would add to that which already existed and they

have sugcested that currently availahle water level
instrumentation designs were inadeguate.
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hile in the eyes of the NRC staff GPU has not made
ufficient progress toward fulfilling the requirement for
ICC instrumentation, the staff has noted that commitments
have been made to install ICC instrumentation at some

27 plants. NRC staff, in fact, reportec to the ACRS that
GPU has been among the least responsive utilities on this
matter, and that GPU has failed to provide the NRC evidence
of having conducted an in-depth study of available egquipment
ané that furthermore they have not indicated why such
eguipment would not be appropriate for TMI-l.

-
- >
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In sum, the picture that emerges is one wherein GPU has
resisted implementing a requirement based upon a widely
he*c engineering judgement which, while not unanimols,
s1és that ICC instrumentation would make a significant
can-rzuutiou to safety. The NRC staff is in this case
demonstrating a commendable commitment to compensate for
unanticipated defects in pressurized water reactor systems
Trhe reluctance of GPU to meet the NRC reguirement, toO
sa’ nothing of its failure to go the extra mile, suggests

tha+ the current Tl management, as dié its predecessor,
roclis that the plant systems as they exist are adeguate
to cope with ant zczpa*e~ events; they agppear to believe
tha+ uranticipateé events simply will not cccur. This is
cf course the same line of thinking that lec to GPU's
oresent predicament.

The record of the ACRS meetings on TMI-1l restart contains
adcé .ticnal information on the rzadiness of TMI-1l which is
nct adeguately summarized in the ACRS let*e* of July 14
to Chairman Palladino. Tne record indicates, in fact,
that less progress has been made toward sa_zsfying the
Corsission's post-Ti.I reguiremerts than is implied by

the ACRS letter. I commend this record to your attention
for the licht it sheds on the situation.

Sincerely,

47

."\51 av o o I av
airman
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Honorable Richara Thornburgh
Governor

Commonwealth of pPennsylvania
Harrissurg, PA 17120

Dear Governcr Thornburgh:

In a statement you i{ssued o1 July 9, 10R1, yosu indicated a willingness
ts support the restart of the Three Mile Island Unit 1 nuclear plant as 23
passi>le means of partia’ly financinz the zleanup of the damaged Unit 2.
In ycur statement, )Ou maje your support for Unit 1 restart "ecntingent

upen adegua‘e cafety assurances."

UC3 has serious reservations sbout the safety of restarting
T™I-1 a3 proposed by the GPU Nuclear Corperation and the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission Staff, These reservations stem from U a'; participation in the
NPC hea=ings on restart of Unit 1, as well as our centinuing review of the
implementation of tne nlessons learned" frem the TMI-2 3ccident, Our

concerns may be broadly expressed as follows:

1) After identifying many ef the safety issues
raisec by the TMI-2 acsident, NRC has largely
feaused its attention and resourzes or quick, cheap
fizes. These fixes have generally ignored the more
serious problems revealed by the accident. ;

2) As a result of restri~tions in the scope cf

the TMI-1 restart proceading before NRC's

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, important questions about
the eafety of re~tarting T!I-" were rnot considered in the
NRZ hearinis.

3) GFU's posit,’n == that TMI-1 zhould be allowed to
restart unless it poses unique safety problems ==
reduces NPC's stardard of safety to the lowes® cc=mon
denomirator.

4) HRC has repeat~oily extended its own deadlines for
implementing the 1-2 "lessons learned” reqiiremerts at
TvI-1 and other nuclesr powerplants after continued
pressure from the nuclear industry.

-

and GPU Nuclear
e been retracted or

§) Commitments made by the NRC Sta
during the hearing process have sin

o 2%




substantially modified. Some of the=2 cocmmitments involve
hardware improvements or plant staff’'ng lJevel upgraZings
which are directly related to the ca 3es of the TMI-2
accident, il *_u

1) NRC's Emphasis on Quick Fixes

'81 NOV30 P2:34
e

UC3 has drawn irom its participatior in the TMI-! restart hearings o .-
firm conviction that "adequate safety assurances™ have not been provided by / |
either the NRC Staff or GPU Nuclear. If TMI-1 is restarted as presently
proposed, it will be without adequate assurance that another accident more
severe than the TMI-2 accident cannot occur at TMI-1, Many factors
contribute to this conclusion, but they can perhaps be summarized by the
general observation that the initial impetus for serious reform in the
immediate aftermath of the TMI-2 accident has been supplanted by a retreat
to "business as usual."

while "business as usual® might arguably be an appropriate posture if
the NRC and the nuclear industry had learned and applied the lessons from
the TMI-2 accident, the unfortunate fact is that ir many important respects
they have not. Nuclear industry spokespersons frequently claim that all of
the significant safety problems associated with the TMI-2 a2ccident have
been solved. This is patenily untrue, Although the NRC's so-called
"apstinn Plan™ does a relatively good j2b of identifying these safely
problems, NRC's progress toward resclving them has been glacial at best.

In determining the priority assigned to implementing Action Plan
{ters, the NRC used a 2'0-point rating systen. Only 1CN points were based
on safety significance. The majority of the points were assigned for such
factors as cost (both to NRC and the industry), the time required to solve
the problem, and whether the item involved hardware modificaticns or
improvements in the man-machine interface. This approach has directed the
wEC's attention to quick cheap fixes, rather than problems with high safety
significance which involve more complex technical guestions and require
more time and expense tc resolve, (A copy of the NRC's priority ranking
system is enclosed for your reference.)

Taday, two and onc-hal{ years af*er the TMI-2 azcijent, some of the
mast serious safety issues (identified by 211 independent investigations of
tha accident) have not even begun '~ bn adqressed in a meaningful way. In
Maren 1881, NRC listed three new gorn=.” =5fety issues that stem directly
fre= the TMI1-2 accident., NPC dces not plan to resolve these issues until
April, 1084, Based on NRC's past record, we have goc? reason to expect
t-at schedule to be extenced by many years. MRC is continuing its practice
of classifying safety prcblems as generic as a3 wWay to effectively pnstpone
. decisisns on difficult technical questions. Tne hydrogen control and
degraded core issues are two prime.examples. While the NRC has spent
literally thousands of man-hours finding ways to speea up the approva. of
new operating licenses, it is unwilling tc adopt the same standards of
expedition in setting deadlines tc res>lve these and many other important
safety problems that plague currently operating reacteors.



2) The lssues Ignored in “"'e Restart Hearings

A decision authorizing restart of TiI-1 by the Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board and the Commission itself would not constitute a full
endorsement of the safety of that unit. We say this because the scope of
the restart hearings was legslly restricted in a way that allowed the Board
to consider only the precise sequenze of even®s that occurred at TM1-2 or
very close analogs. In essence, the Commission quite deliberately refused
to look at other safety issues not directly involved in the TMI-2 accident.

This contrasts sharply with the current requirements for a reactor to
receive a construction permit, an operating license, or an upgrading from
provisional to full-term license. In each case, NRC rules reguire the
ytility and the NRC Staff to demonstrate pudlicly that each of the
so-called "generic unresolved safety problems" has been resoclved on a
plant-specific basis or that compensatory safety measures have been
adcpted., This review has never been cone for TMI-1, b»aause it was
eriginally licensed before the generic unresolved safe. problems were
putlicly disclosed.

In the TMI-1 restart hearings, the Commission's refusal to look at
safesty issues beyond those directly involved in the TMI-2 accident amounts,
in JC3's view to deciding that safety problers will only be dealt with
after they have caused an accident, if then. while NRC may have the legal
right to limit i{ts proceedings in this way, such restrictions cannot be
justified on technical or commocn sense grounds.

One issue concedad by all parties to >+ directly invelved in the ™I=2
arrident was effectively barred frcm the hearing. This is the issue of
hydrogen gas contrcl. During the T™1-2 accident, large amounts of
explosive hydrogen gas were generated when the reactor core became heavily
darmaged and partially melted. The ancunt of hydrogen generated during the
accident was 6 to 10 times larger than the maxImum credible amount
-perified in NRC regulations., As a result, a hydrogen explosior occurred

4Auring the accident.

while that explosion did not breach the containment, no one yet knows
whether the explosion damaged other equipment impertant to safety. Neither
the NRC nor GPU Nuclear has eve) examined the safety equipment inside
TMTol-=3 much older plant than TMI-2--to determine whether a hydrogen
explosion would compromise the safety of that plant, GPU's only response
to the hydrogen control issue has been to instali a hydrogen recombiner in
TMI-1 that is incapable of coping with the amcunt of hydrogen actually
generated durirg the TMI-2 accident.

UCS had sought a fuller inquiry into tne hydrogen issue, However,
befcre the ~estart hearing, the Commission (by a 2-2 vote) refused to waive
its existing hydrogen control regulation. This pre-TMI-2 regulation bases
the design of hydrogen control systems on the assumption that the maximunm
amount of hydrogen generated will be enly 1/6 to 1/10th the amount that was

actually generated during the aczident. In a later decision, two NRC
Commissioners bluntly explained the effect of the Commissioen's ruling:
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discuss thesc issues in detail; however, ' you or ycur stalf would like te
be briefed on them, we would be plegsed t do so.

A few examples of these issues are: Jhether the relief valve (PORV)
which caused the TMI-2 accident should be classified as a component
important to safety and required to meet strict standards of design and
construction: wheths  the method of supplying electric power to the
pressurizer heaters ‘eopardizes the power source for all in-plant safety
systems, theredy making TMI-1 mcre dangerous than it was before the TMI-Z
accident: and whether the reactor cperators must De provided with positive
{ndication when valves in safety systems are not in their correct positions
(the TMI-2 operators were unaware that two emergency feedwater valves were
~losed). In each case, GPU an< the NRC Staff argued against the imposition
of stricter requirements. (UCS recently moved to reopen the hearing on
some of these design issues because the KRC Staff failed to disclose that
some Staff members recommended that ce-~tsin stricter safety measures
advo-ated by UCS be adopted, contrary tic the Staff's testimony during the

hearing.)

'"5 has beer astonished at the attitude consistently exhibited by GPU
Nuclear throughout the restart hearings. iU has time and again responded
to eafety issues by taking the position tnat if any other plants are
operating with similar problems, TMI-1 should likewise be permitted to
operate. This reduces the standard of public protection to the lowest
cammon denominator--a "standard" dictated by considerations of expediency
an? accidents of histery. It substitutes for reasoned judgment the
rroposition that the wors! shall set the pace for all. On the contrary,
GP Nuclear shoulsd, we believe, exhibit the strongest comnitment to

lesdership in safety after its experience at TMI-2.

u) NRZ's "Deadlines"™ are Infinitely Flexible

Another consistent, very troubling pattern emerged during the TMI-1
restart hearings: NRC's so-called "deadlines" for achieving compliance
with TMI-?-related requirements are not true deadlines, but instead are
infinitely flexible. Virtually all of the dezdlines have already been
estrnicd. Many requirements originally had implementation deadlines of
January 1380 or January 1981. In successive issuances, the NRC has
rostroned these deadlines to July 1681, and beyond in some cases. For
exa=rle, the deadline to upgrade the emergency feedwater system to meet
NE~'s requirerments for systems important to safety was originally January
1981, was extended to July 1981, and is being considered now for an
ad1itional delay.

The NEC Staff announced during the restart hearing that all cdeadlines
oscurring after June 30, 1981 are subject to reconsideraticn. These
4nad]lines cannot in any Jense be called firnm, Thus we have no btasis for
believing that any promises of future action by specific dates will be
kept. NRC's history elearly demonstrates that the convenience of the
licensees will take precedence over strict enforcement of safely
requirements, including those requirements that stem directly from the

TMI-2 accident.



5) GPU's Commitments Have Been Withdrawn

Nor can GPU Muclear's commitmentis »e relied upon. For example, during
the TM1-2 accident noncordensible gas and stean acecumulated in the reactor
coolant system, blocking the ciraulation of water needed to cocl the core.
Circulation of coclant was established only by the use of the reactor
coolant pumps, which are not considered important to safety and therefore
need not meet MNRC's requirements ts ensure the reliadility of safety
systems. In order to provide a reliadle method of removing noncondensible
gas and steam, GPU originally "committed" to inetalling new vents for this
purpose at TMI-1 pefore it restarts. However, GPU has since abandoned this
rommitment, When THI-1 restarts (assuming the Licensing Board so rules) it
will be in essentially the same condition as TMI-2 was during the accident.
The yents will not be installec until many months in the future.

In eonzludinz, we must emphasize that the specific issues mentioned
here are only a very few examples of the safety problems that remain
unresolved at TMI-1, As you reccgnized when you asked UCS to provide an
indererdent technical evaluation of the krypton venting, these questions
are complex and become entangled with econonic and political
~onsideratizns., We advised you then that the venting would not pose 3
eignificant radiclogical health hazarc %o the public. This time our
con=lusion is the oppesite! restart of T¥I-1 in the condition proposed by
GPU Muclear and the NRC Staff would not provide adequate assurance of
safety to the people who live around it.

NPC's decisicns are strongly influenced by its regulatory history and
its extreme relustance to take any action that might suggest to the public
that currently operating reactors are less than safe. Tnus, each time NRC
examines the safety of 2 particular plant, its response is ~olored by
considerations of how its action might highlight past mistakes or reg . e
changes in other plants. Your jurisdiction is much clearer: you must
concider only the interests of your constituents. UCS firmly believes that
restzrt of THI-' as currently proposed is not in their interest.

One more point deserves your attention. Your cost-sharing proposal
for the zleanup of Unit 2 appeared to rely on the restart of Unit 1 as the
basis for raising almost one-third of the remaining cleanup costs. We
agree with you that the cleanup of Unit 2 is necessary anc¢ should not be
delsyed. we also believe that your cost-sharing proposal represents the
most promising approach developed thus far toward br2aking the cleanup
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funding logja~. While, as you have pointed out, the two issues --cleanup
of Unit 2 and restart of Unit 1-- are interrelated, we hope you will not
link them so tight.y ths. the result is two, rather than one, unsafe
nuzlear plants at Three Hile Island. '

Sincerely,

He WALOA|

Henry W. Kendall
Chairman
Board of Directors

oD

Robert D. Pollard
Nuclear Safety Engineer

e ¥ w4
'."-.__L i‘-.k

L

Ellyn R, Weiss
GCeneral Counsel

Enclosure
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TABLE B.1 TI'! ACTION PLAN
PRIORITY R "“KING SYSTEM

Safety Significance

Type of Improvement

Improves the human element...........ccoeconannrnrrnrnnaneennss
Fixes the Nardware.........occeosvsssssssscscsacacss N RSB
-

‘Utitization of Resources

Project is ongoing, and resources wou'd be wasted if stonped...
Project has not yet Deen fRftiated. ... coscrvcnsnasesasvsrsnanrinn

Staf’ resource requirement: Total - $30K = 1 my

SalY L% B W) i ivesnisannshasininbosasVaisnanreinererinafinss
Medium (> 2 € T0 MY)...oovvuiocrraonnsrnrrscnsnrsossiaerncsnnes
Large (> 10 o MR S e

Industry resource requirement: Total per unit over 40-yr

life = 1 my = $50K
Soall (€ SV.0M)....covvucesnnnsvscrnsssosrorranens sessesssrevans
Large (> SV.0M). ... conivrrnrrsocsoonssnscantrnsnnsanerassnnncss

Timing -of Improvement (1.e., how quickly will the expected benefit
begin to be realized after initiation of task)

Short-term (within one year)........c.coeiiuniarnnnunrnnnroennnns
Near-term (within two years). .....ce vevinnninnnrnnenernnnnnnes
Long-term (within three YEBPE)oososvavnrrassioonciransbnsonnsss
Extended beyond three Years.... ......cocveeeenoanneenasnnesnes

§.1-)

Rank

100
50

20
10

20
10

20
10

20

30
20
10



