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From: Leonard Bickwit, Jr., General Counsel ]

Subject: REVIEW OF ALAB-685 -- IN THE MATTER OF j
METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY

Facility: Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit 1

Purpose: To inform the Commission of an Appeal Board
decision @hich,-intheGeneralCounsel's Oc-

,

opinion,

petition f67~Feview.r

Review Time
Expires: October h, 1982, as extended.

Discussion: Summary ,

i

The Appeal Board in ALAB-685 discusses at
length its general review authority over
Licensing Board decisions, holding that it is
not limited to reviewing ist,ues raised before i

it but rather that it can review the entire |

record. l' |
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1. Background

On August 9, 1979 the Commission established
(1) a Licensing Board to conduct a hearing on
whether Three Mile Island, Unit 1 (THI-1)
should be restarted and (2) the parameters for
that hearing. The Commission stated that
"[t]he hearing will be conducted in accordance
with the applicable provisions of Subpart G of
the Commission's Rules of Practice" and that
the Commission would review the Licensing
Board's decision without the intermediate step
of an Appeal Board. CLI-79-8, 10 NRC 141, 147

(1978).

On August 20, 1981, due to the size and
complexity of the hearing, the Commission
modified its Order "to provide that an Atomic
Safety and Licensing Appeal Board be
established to hear initial appeals in this
proceeding." CLI-81-19, 14 NRC 304, 305

.(1981).
The Licensing Board on December 14, 1981 issued
a partial initial decision which addressed,
among other issues, hardware / design concerns
and the separation of units 1 and 2.
LBP-81-59, 14 NRC 1211, 1711 (1981). The
Appeal Board scheduled oral argument on those
issues for September 1, 1982.

To assist it in its preparation for oral
argument the Appeal Board directed the parties
to answer a number of questions in writing
prior to argument. (Unpublished Appeal Board-
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Order, July 14, 1982). The questions generally
fell in four categories: (1) update of status
of restart requirements; (2) detailed questions
concerning some items in the TMI-Restart
Certification; (3) questions based on Licensing
Board requirements and findings; and (4)
questions to clarify testimony presented at the
hearing.

(a) Licensee's Position

On July 26, 1982 Licensee filed with the Appeal
Board an " Objection to and Comments on Appeal
Board Order dated July 14, 1982." Licensee
first objected to Question III.E, which
requested it to provide "the current status of
compliance by the licensee with CLI-80-21 for
qualification of safety equipment for a harsh
environment." Licensee argued that the request
went beyond the evidentiary record considered
by the Licensing Board and beyond the scope of
this special proceeding.

Licensee then commented on the Appeal Board's
other questions, arguing that the Appeal Board
appeared to be exceeding its jurisdiction:

Some questions suggest that the. . .

Appeal Board means to address itself
to matters of compliance and
compliance schedules which, in
Licensee's view, have been assigned
by the Commission to the NRC Staff
or, in certain cases, to the
Commission itself. In addition, the
Appeal Board has addressed matters
which, while the subject of the
hearing below, have not been raised
on appeal by any party. It is
Licensee's position that in this
special proceeding the Appeal Board
only has jurisdiction to carry out
the responsibility specifically
delegated to it by the Commission.
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That responsibility is "to hear
initial appeals in this proceeding."
CLI-81-19, 14 NRC 304, 305 (1981).

Licensee Comments at 7.

Licensee next divided the questions on
compliance asked by the Appeal Board into four
categories, arguing with respect to each
category that the Appeal Board did not have
jurisdiction to consider the matter. Regarding
the first category, short-term pre-restart
requirements imposed by the Licensing Board,
Licensee argued that such requirements must be
met unless the Commission decides otherwise and
that "[t]here is no need for the Appeal Board
to police this kind of requirement." Licensee
Comments at 9. On the second category,
short-term pre-restart requirements with a set
completion date but with staff having
discretion on implementation, Licensee argued
that in its August 9, 1979 Order the Commission
delegated to the Licensing Board the authority
to determine compliance requirements and the
extent to which the Board would rely on staff
determinations. Licensee concluded that the
Commission did not withdraw this delegation of
authority to the Licensing Board when it
provided for an Appeal Board to hear appeals.

The third category of questions concerned
long-term requirements for which a f.inding of
reasonable progress must be made prior to
restart. Licensee argued that the Licensing i

Board must make the " reasonable progress" |
determination, and the staff will monitor
long-term compliance. The fourth category ,

consisted of NUREG-0737 requirements imposed by j

!the Licensing Board consistent with compliance
schedules for other reactors. Licensee argued
that the Commission has reserved to itself the 1

authority to adjust action schedules on a
case-by-case basis, and that any request for
relief hereunder "is outside the scope of the
hearing and appeals." Licensee Comments at 11.

,
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Licensee in conclusion argued that the
Commission did not intend the Appeal Board to
extend its review beyond hearing appeals by the
parties from the Licensing Board's decision.
Licensee maintained that the Commission,in its
August 9, 1979 and August 20, 1981 Orders
reserved to itself the authority to review all
matters not appealed to the Appeal Board.
Licensee cited language in the August 20, 1981
Order that the Commission was establishina ar,
Appeal Board "to hear initial appeals" because
of "its concern that the appeals be handled
efficiently and agency resources be used
effectively in this important proceeding." ,

Accordingly, Licensee, although it stated it
would answer all questions except Question
III.E, submitted "that the Appeal Board should
confine its review to the multiple exceptions
filed by the parties to the Licensing Board's
decision." Licent,ee Comments at 13.

(b) The Appeal Board's Decision

In ALAB-685 the Appeal Board suspended
Licensee'c obligation to answer Question III.E
"[i]n view of the large amount of data which
licensee asserts would have to be submitted . .

. as well as the pendency of a final rule on
environmental qualification. ALAB-685"

. . .

at 2.

The Appeal Board then discussed the scope of
its appellate review, addressing Licensee's
assertion that the Board can review only issues
raised before it by the parties. The Appeal
Board first noted that the Commission in its
August 9, 1979 Order directed that this
proceeding be " conducted in accordance with the
applicable provisions of subpart G of the
Commission's Rules of Practice set forth in 10
CFR Part 2 10 NRC 141, 147 . , and"

. . . . .

that upon issuance of the Licensing Board's
decision "the record be certified to the
Commission itself for final decision." The

i

i

i
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Appeal Board found nothing in the Commission's'

later August 20, 1981 Order providing for an'

Appeal Doard to suggest "that the Commission
intended to relieve us from our
well-established authority to review the entire'

record of a proceeding sua sponte,'

independently of the parties' positions, in
accordance with subpart G." ALAB-685 at 4.
The Board noted that under 10 CFR 2.758(a) it
is authorized to act in place of the
Commission, and that the Commission "will
ordinarily consider the whole record on'

review." 10 CFR 2. 770 (a) . Finally, the Board
distinguished the issue here from attempts to
raise issues sua sponte which have not been the
subject of a contested adjudicatory proceeding.

Analysis
-.

OGC does not believe that
'

:

a,
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|1/ OGC has provided a more complete analy_si_s_ _ , , _ _
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Leonard Bickwit, Jr.

|
General Counsci

|

Attachments:
(1) Appendix
(2) Proposed Order
(3) ALAB-685
(4) Licensee's Objection and Comment
(5) July 14, 1982 Appeal Board Order

Commissioners' comments should be provided direct ly to the Of fice
of the Secretary by c.o.b. Tuesday, October 12, if32.

Commission Staff office comments, if any_, should 1,e submitted to
the Commissioners NLT Monday, October 4, 1982, wi.h an information
copy to the Office of the Secretary. If the paper is of such a
nature that it requires additional time for analytical review
and comment, the Commissioners and the Secretariat should be
apprised of when comments may be expected.

This paper is tentatively scheduled for consideration at an
Open/ Closed Meeting during the Week of Octobe: 11, 1982. Please
refer to the appropriate Weekly Commission Schedule, when
published, for a specific date and time.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA-
.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
.

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARD
f

Administrative Judges:

Gary J. Edles, Chairman
Dr. John H. Buck
Dr. Lawrence R. Quarles*
Christine N. Kohl *
Dr. Reginald L. Gotchy

)
In the Matter of )

)

| METROPOLITAN EDISON' COMPANY ) Docket No. 50-289 - SP

| )
| (Three Mile Island Nuclear ) (Restart)
| Station, Unit No. 1) )
' )

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
,

August 2, 1982

! (ALAB-685)

In our order of July 14, 1982 (unpublished) , we j
|

directed licensee and the NRC staff to answer certain

questions arising out of the plant design and procedures

phase of this proceeding. On July 26, 1982, licensee filed
'

an objection to our. question III.E (concerning environmUntal
|

| qualification), asserting that it goes beyond the scope of
l

the restart hearing and is governed by Commission regula-

tions of generic applicability to operating reactors.

..

Because Part I of this opinion concerns our review of*

all phases of this proceeding, we include all the
members of.the-several Appeal Boards assigned to review
this ca'se.

- - . - -- . . -- . . - - . -



_ __ . _ . . .. _ . _. __

.. .

.

2
*

.

-
,

t

Licensee also argues that many,of our questions exceed the

proper scope of appellate review in this' case. Licensee's

Objection to and Comments on Appeal Board Order dated July

14, 1982 (July 26, 1982), at 1-2, 6-7, 13. 1!

In view of thc large amount of data which licensee

asserts would have to be submitted in answering question

III.E (id. at 6), as well as the pendency of a final rule on

environmental quali'fication (see 47 Fed. Reg. 28363 (June

30, 1982)), we suspend until further notice licensee's

obligation to answer that question. Parties may respond to

the licensee's objection by filing a reply no later than
,

August 20, 1982, and may address licensee's objection at
2/~

oral argument. ~--

With regard to licensee's comments on our other

questions, we perceive a need to clarify the scope of our
appellate review, as detailed in Part I, below. Licensee's

comments in this connection include a request that we set
'

.

a

1/ Licensee nonetheless intends to answer all questions~~

addressed to it (except III.E). Licensee's Objection
at 13.

2/ Licensee also requested that, in the event we disagree
7" with its objection, we certify the matter to the

Commission. Because of our temporary suspension of
licensee's obligation to respond to question III.E, we
need not rule on licensee's request now.

.

.
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aside time at oral argument for discussion of the proper

scope of our appellate review in this proceeding. We

believe the issue can be resolved without oral argument; the

licensee's request is therefore denied. Part II contains

our notice of oral argument for the plant design,

procedures, and separation issues on appeal.

I. Scope of Appellate Review

As a general proposition, licensee asserts that our

appellate jurisdiction in this proceeding is limited to a

review of only those contested issues that the parties have

raised before us in their exceptions and briefs. In its
,

view, we should confine our inquiry.accordingly and not ask

questions about matters covered at the hearing but not

raised in exceptions. Licensee's objection, supra, at 6-8,

11-13. 3I We believe that licensee's position is not only

incorrect but fundamentally inconsistent with the proper

exercise of our appellate review function.
.

As licensee correctly points out, this is a special ..

proceeding not specifical1y addressed by Commission ,

,

regulations. But ln its August 9, 1979 Order and Notice of

Hearing, the Commission expressly directed that the TMI-1

)

3/ One of the licensee's particular concerns is that our- I
~~

inquiry may delay resolution of the issues on appeal.
Such is-not our intention. To the contrary, we
anticipate that the answers provided may serve to
clarify and thereby expedite our consideration of the
matters before us.

-
, . . - - . - . . A
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restart proceeding was to be " conducted in accordance with

the applicable provisions of subpart G of the Commission's

Rules of Practice set forth in 10 CFR Part 2." Metropolitan

Edison Co. (Three Mile Island Nuclear' Station, Unit 1),

CLI-79-8, 10 NRC 1+1, 147 (1979). A In the same order,

the Commission directed that, pursuant to 10 CFR 2.760(a),

:upon. issuance of the Licensing Board's initial decision "the

record be certified to the Commission itself for final- ,

decision." Id. at 147. In view of the length of the

hearing, size of the evidentiary record, and number of

complex issues involved, the Commission later reconsidered
,

what it characterized as a " decision to deviate from its
~ customary practice" and ordered that an Appeal Board be

established to hear initial _ appeals. CL:-81-19, 14 NRC 304,

305 '(1981). -

Nothing in the latter order suggests-that the
.

Commission intended to relieve us of our well-established
'

authority to review the entire record of-a proceeding sua
,

sponte, independently of the parties' positions, in

accordance with subpart G. This authority to review the

entire hearing record, including matters not appealed by the

4/ Subpart G contains rules of general applicability that
govern procedure in all adjudications initiated byLthe--

-

issuance of, inter alia, a notice of hearing. 10 CFR
2.700.

,

.

~ . ~ - . . . . - - - - . , , - , ,,.w _ . . _ _.
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parties, is expressly delegated to us in subpart G of 10 CFR

Part 2. Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.785 (a) , we are authorized "to

exercise the authority and perform the review functions

which would otherwise have been exercised and performed by

the Commission, including, but not limited to, those under

(10 CFR 2.770) in . such . licensing proceedings. . . .
.

under the regulations . as the Commission may specify.". .

Section 2.770 (a) states that, although it may limit the

issues to be reviewed and consider only findings and

conclusions to which exceptions have been filed, the

Commission (and hence, the Appeal Board) "will ordinarily ,

consider the whole record on review." In short, "there is

. I /"no doubt that the absence of an appeal does not deprive us'
-

<! %

, k'][ of the right to review an issue that was contested before a
"

I;T* S \w '' licensing board." Virginia Electric and Power Co. (North, . .

5i
$' Anna Nuclear Power Station, Units 1 and 2) , ALAB-4 91, 8 NRC

a -t-
' 245, 247 (1978). See, e.g., Public Service Electric and Gas

Co. (Salem Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1) , ALAB-650,.14 I

'..,n si: ... si.. .. . 'vh a.. l : , J. . .u.-s , , _, ,, , . . s ....s \
.

NRC 43,' 49 n.6 (19817J. There is no indication whatsoever in |
'

< . .

the Commission's order returning appellate jurisdiction to
i

us that it intended to override the customary scope of our '

appellate review as established by the regulations and case
-

1

precedents. Accordingly, the scope of our review of each |

phase of this proceeding will be comparable to that j

.
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generally undertaken in all cases before us. !

.

II. Notice of Oral Argument '

On July 26, 1982, in response to licensee's motion of

the same date, we grTnted a three-day extension (to August

12, 1982) for the filing of licensee's responses to our

questions. Replies are due by August 25, 1962. Oral
|

| argument on issues of plant design, procedures, and

separation will begin at 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, Septembe:[

! 1, 1982, in the NRC Public Hearing Room, Fifth Floor,

East-West Towers Building, 4350 East-West Highway, Bethesda,
,

Maryland. The Union of Concerned Scientists is allotted a j

! total of 90 minutes for its presentation. Licensee and the
~

! |

i staff are each allotted 60 minutes. Appellants may reserve j
|

|
.

| 5/ our authority to review the entire record must be !
l' distinguished from our power in operating license

application proceedings to consider serious safety,
environmental, and common defense and security matters j

not otherwise placed in issu'e by the parties. See 10 i
'

,

CFR 2.7 85 (b) (2) . '7 hat authority can be invoked only.

after advising the Commission and observing special
procedures. Cf.: Houston Lighting and Power Co.
(South Texas Project, Units 1 & 2), LBP-81-54, 14 NRC
918, 922-23 & n. 4 (1981) . We also distinguish those
cases.not involving operating license applications
where we seek Commission approval before pursuing new
safety questions not previously put in controversy or
otherwise raised in an adjudicatory context. See
CLI-82-12, 16 NRC (July 16,1982) , denying our June
30, 1982 request for authorization to consider three
new safety issues as part of our appellate review of
plant design, procedures, and separation matters in
this very proceeding.

\

|

-
,

.
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up to 25 percent of their time for rebuttal. We anticipate

that both morning and afternoon sessions will be required.

Parties need not address all issues at oral argument and

should concentrate on the more important matters raised on

appeal.

We recogni::e that the staf f has withdrawn its support

of the Licensing Board's decision on the need for reactor

water level instrumentation, All parties should be prepared
~

to address licensee's arguments on appeal of this issue.

Each party is to notify the Secretary to this Board, in
writing, by Monday, August 23, 1982 of the name of the ,

'

person who will present argument on its behalf. j

It is so ORDERED.
|

FOR THE APPEAL BOARD
I,

_O.. b M b v w M )
C. Je(.j Shoemaker
SecretNry to the
Appeal Board *

. . . .

Dr. Quarles was not available to participate in this
decision. i

.
,

1

.

i
|

|
,
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION (~~"'*

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARD

. . . . . . . . . . . - ~ - .

In the Matter of )
)

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY ) Docket No. 50-289
) (Restart)

(Three Mile Island Nuclear )
Station, Unit No. 1) -)

!

(

LICENSEE'S OBJECTION TO AND
COMMENTS ON APPEAL BOARD ORDER

DATED JULY 14, 1982

On July 14, 1982, the Appeal Board concerned with

appeals on plant design and procedure issues posed'a number of
1

questions to the Licensee and NRC Staff to be answered in the

form of affidavits. Licensee objects to one of the questions

(Question III.E).as involving matters outside the scope of'
'

the restart hearing and governed by. Commission regulations of

generic applicability to operating nuclear power-plants.
Licensee.also comments on'a number of other questions addressed

to Licensee and the NRC Staff which appear to be outside the.

scope of issues on appeal or to involve compliance matters re-

served to'the NRC Staff.and the Commission.

-
- .

_-- _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ , . ., . . _ . . , _.,, , , , . . . . . . . _ w .my,y-c, f., e,~.,p,,
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I. Objection to Question III.E

| Question III.E asks Licensee to provide "the current

status of compliance by the licensee with CLI-80-21 for quali- .

fication of safety equipment for a harsh environment [.] This

i

I information should include all of the parameters addressed by

IE Bulletin 79-01B and its Supplements, such as temperature,

chemical spray, radiation, aging and humidity. Alsopressure,
information concerning the environmental qualification of the

|

various components of the emergency feedwater system should be

provided with an estimate of the schedule for full qualifica-
tion of this system."1

Licensee's objection is to the Appeal Board's request

for a status report on the compliance of all safety equipment

(including the emergency feedwater system) with all of the param-

eters for a harsh environment addressed in IE Bulletin 79-01B.
This request inexplicably goes well beyond the evidentiary record

considered by the Licensing Board and the scope of this special

proceeding.

1/ Question III.E continues with an observation concerning the
six conditions imposed by the Licensing Board in Paragraphs.1163
and 1168 of the PID, and inquires about the effect of a new Com-
mission rule on Licensee's schedule for completion of equipment
qualification. Environmental Qualification of Electric Equipment,
47 Fed. Reg. 28363 (June 30, 1982). The interim rule, 10 C.F.R.

S 50.49, will have no effect upon Licensee's compliance with the
six Licensing Board conditions--elements of which must be com-
pleted prior to restart, and elements of which must be completed
prior to exceeding 5% power operation--since Licensee does not
plan to seek relief from those commitments. As to Licensee's
schedule for completion of equipment qualification pursuant to
generic Commission requirements, Licensee will attempt to meet
the schedule to be established by the Commission in the final
version of 10 C.F.R. S 50.49.-

_9_
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The Licensing Board heard evidence from Licensee on

the specific equipment qualification " lessons learned" from the

TMI-2 accident and on the resultant corrective actions to be

undertaken at TMI-1.E See Braulke, ff. Tr. 6820.- The Staff

presented the results of a review, conducted especially for
this proceeding, of the qualification of equipment, required to

safely shut down TMI-l following a loss of feedwater and small-
break loss-of-coolant accident, to perform its safety function

when subject to the environmental conditions to which it would

be exposed during the period in which that safety function must

be performed. See_ Rosztoczy, ff. Tr. 21867.

Given the experience of'the TMI-2 accident, however,

the Licensing Board was uniquely interested in equipment qual-

ification for high radiation levels.2/ PID, i 1142. While the

IE Bulletin 79-OlB program includes qualification for design

basis radiation values (based upon release from the core of 100%
50% of the halogens, and 1% of the solidsAI),of the noble gases,

the Staff's review for the harsh environment was not complete

at the time of the hearing. Consequently, the Licensing Board

2/ The Licensing Board's findings on submergence address what
Licensee advanced to be the equipment qualification lesson
learned. See_PID, 11,1169-1174.

3/ Nevertheless, the uncontradicted evidence shows that the.
environment inside containment during the TMI-2 accident,
with respect to radiation, was below the levels associated with
a design basis loss-of-coolant accident. Braulke-1,'ff. Tr.

6820, at 6-8 and Table 3. .

4/ Braulke-1, ff. Tr. 6820, at 7, 8; Braulke-2, ff.Mrr. 6820,
at 2. See also, PID, 1 1161.

~
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required a staff report to the Commission on Licensee's compli-
ance with CLI-80-21, 11 N.R.C. 707 (1980), as it relates to'

safety equipment functioning in a radiological environment in-

a TMI-2 type accident. PID, i 1162.

Except for the parameters of submergence and radia-

tion, the Licensing Board limited its conditions to the fruits

i of the staff's review of small-break LOCA and loss of feedwater
i

events. While we do not appreciate the Licensing Board's

interest in providing the Commission with an early report of
the Staff's review of TMI-l equipment qualification for harsh

1

radiation environments, at least this condition (as well as the j

! others imposed) had, in the Licensing Board's view a nexus to |

the TMI-2 accident.E! This basic nexus criterion was used by |
|

ithe Licensing Board throughout the proceeding in shaping the

scope of the hearing,6/ and has been cited with approval by the,

Commission.2! Licensee should not now be requested to expand

the hearing record as to environments, parameters and equipment

previously ruled outside the scope of the proceeding.
,

In making its rulings on the scope of the hearing the

Licensing Board also took into account that the subject of

equipment qualification and related compliance schedules were

5/ At the same time, the Licensing Board stated that "[wle see -

no basis upon which to treat TMI-l differently than other oper-
ating reactors on the issue of radiation environmental qualifi-
cation of electrical equipment." PID, 1 1161,

6/ See PID, S 24, LBP-81-32, 14 N.R.C. 381, 394 (1981).

7/ Unpublished and unnumbered Commission order, March 14, 1980.
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at the time of the hearing the subject of a Commission order

(CLI-80-21) adopting Staff guidelines, and compliance schedules ;

applicable to all operating reactors. These requirements.were

incorporated by an immediately effective amendment to the TMI-1

operating license. PID, 3 1148. Since the close of the hear-

ing the Commission has suspended the June 30, 1982, compliance

date contained in CLI-80-21, pending issuance in the near future

of final regulations. 47 Fed. Reg. 28363 (June 30, 1982). It ,

is important to recognize that

The Commission has received, and the staff

( has evaluated, each operating plant licensee's
justification for continued operation. On
the bases of these analyses, the Commission
has determined that continued operation of
these plants pending completion of the equip-
ment qualification program, will not present
undue risk to the public health and safety.

Id. The Appeal Board should not attempt to duplicate this
|
'

Staff / Commission review as it applies to TMI-1. Further, under

these circumstances where Commission rulemaking is both active

and imminent, it is entirely appropriate, quite apart from
!

|

| questions as to the proper scope of the hearing, for the Licens-

ing Board and Appeal Board to defer the equipment qualification

issue to Commission rulemaking. See Potomac Electric Power
|

Comoany-(Douglas Point Nuclear Generating Station, Units 1 and 2),

ALAB-218, 8 A.E.C. 79, 85 (1974); sacramento Municioal Utility

| District (Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating Station), ALAB-655, ,

1 |

14 N.R.C. 799, 816 (1981).
'

|
Our objection to Question III.E is a legal and pro-!

|

| cedural one. However, we would also call to the Appeal Board's |

-5-
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attention the practical consequences of its question, which..

encompasses the entire scope of the IE Bulletin 79-Ola program
j

to date. Licensee has filed three large and two smaller vol-

! umes of data on equipment qualification and some 10 supple-
i

mental submittals. NRC Staff review of this material is not
t complete and there are a number of outstanding requests to

Licensee for additional information. Licensee questions

| whether it is even feasible, much less appropriate, for the

Appeal Board to inject itself into the review process.
If the Appeal Board disagrees with Licensee's objec-

!

I tion, we respectfully request tha,t, in view of the Commission's
active role in and close supervision of this special proceed-

ing, the following question be certified to the Commission for
|

| its determination:
Should the Appeal Board in the TMI-l
Restart proceeding inquire into the status
of Licensee.'s compliance with CLI-80-21
for qualification of safety equipment for
a harsh environment, to include information
on all of the parameters addressed by IE~

Bulletin 79-OlB and its Supplements? |

II. Licensee Comments on Other Questions

The purpose and relationship to the restart proceed-

ing of a number of the Appeal Board's questions is unclear to'

'

Licensee. Some questions suggest', however, that the Appeal

Board means to address itself to matters of compliance and

compliance schedules which, in Licensee's view, have been as-
1

signed by the Commission to the NRC Staff or, in certain cases,
,

m -
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to the, Commission itself. In addition, the Appeal Board has.

addressed matters which, while the subject of the hearing
It isbelow, have not been raised on appeal by any party.

Licensee's position that in this special proceeding the Appeal

Board only has jurisdiction to carry out the responsibility

specifically delegated to it by the Commission. That respon-

sibility is "to hear initial appeals in this proceeding."
CLI-81-19, 14 N.R.C. 304, 305 (1981).

We begin our discussion, where the restart hearing

itself begins,with the Commission Order and Notice of Hearing

dated August 9, 1979. CLI-79-8, 10 NRC 141 (1979). That

Order, confirming an earlier Order dated July 2, 1979 suspended

TMI-l's operating authority, ef fective immediately and without

a prior opportunity for hearing. The Order stipulated the con-

ditions under which the Commission itself might authorize re-

start of TMI-1 after a public hearing. Restart authorization

could occur in either of two ways. One of these (presently

under consideration by the Commission) would be for the Com-

mission, on the basis of a favorable recommendation from the

Licensing Board assigned to conduct the hearing, to lift the
immediate effectiveness of its July 2 and August 9 Orders.

!

In that event TMI-1 would be allowed to restart subject to.the
!

| If the
! outcome of appea'ls from the Licensing Board decision.

iCommission did not lift its suspension order, restart would be

contingent on Commission decision following the resolution of |~

i |

!The Commission's later order assigning to theany appeals.

|
:

-7-
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Appeal Board responsibility for hearing appeals, but leaving
,

the final restart decision in the Commission's hands, did not
alter fundamentally the two paths by which restart could occur.

Should the Commission decide (as urged by a number

of intervenors) not to authorize restart on the basis of the
Licensing Board's decisions but to await completion of the

Appeal Board's appellate review, the Appeal Board's decision (s)
would of course become a critical path item. The length of

that critical path will be directly affected by the scope and

complexity of the Appeal Board's review.

.

A. Compliance Matters

Division of responsibility on compliance matters under |

.he Commission's August 9 Order can best be addressed by divid-

ing possible compliance matters into four di'fferent categories

and discussing each individually. |

|

1. The simplest category consists of short-term |

pre-restart requirements imposed by the

Licensing Board where a determination of com-

pliance requires no more than verification by

the NRC Staff and certification to the Com-
mission that the requirement has in fact been

timely met. Unless the commission itself de-
*

cides otherwise (see category 4 below) , such

requirements imposed by the Licensing Board
_

must, under the Commission's August 9, 1979

-8-
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Order, be met prior to restart.EI There is
,

no need for the Appeal Board to police this

kind of requirement.

2. The second category involves short-term

pre-restart requirements when the pre-restart

completion requirement date is clear but
where some element of judgment has been left

by the Licensing Board to the Staff as to the
manner of implementing the requirement. The

August 9 Order deals explicitly with this

situation. The Order states that "(s]atis-
factory completion of the required actions
will be determined by the Director of Nuclear

Reactor Regulation, The Licensing Board shall

have authority to require staff to inform it

of the detailed steps staff believes necessary

to implement actions the Board may require and

to approve or disapprove of such measures."EI

Thus the Commission clearly intended the Licens-

'ing Board to have broad discretion in determin-
'

ing the level and detail of compliance actions

and, conversely, in determining the extent to

which it would rely on Staff determinations.
.

1

8/ CLI-79-8, 10 NRC 141, 149 (1979). |
|

9/ Id. at 148.

-9- ,
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We do not believe that in adding the Appeal
.

Board to hear appeals the Commission meant

to withdraw any of its delegation of author- |
I

ity to the Licensing Board.

3. A third category.of compliance items involves

long-term requirements imposed by the Board
!

which need not be completed prior to' restart

but as to which a finding of reasonable prog-

| ress must be made. Here it is clear that the'

Licensing Board must itself make the reason-

able progress determination ~as a part of its

initial review.10/ No provision is contained-

in the Commission's August 9 Order for moni-
|

torine; subsequent progress on long-term

requi rements . It is, however, a reasonable

reading of the Order, consistent with its

other provisions, that the Commission meant

the NRC Staff to assume this function. Cer-'

tainly this is the view of the Licensing Board

which stated in its decision its belief that
"the record amply de'monstrates that the Staff

will require or ascertain that the reasonable

progress we have found continues to be made

with respect to the long-term items."bb!

10 / Id . at 146.
11/ PID, 3 1210.

-10-
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4. The fourth category consists of NUREG-0737
,

requirements impo' sed by the Licensing Board

as pre-restart conditions consistent with

the compliance schedules which, at the time

of the restart hearing, had been established

for other operating reactors. By Order ~ dated

March 23, 1981, the Commission recognized

that developments subsequent to the close of .

the hearing record might-make it impossible

to meet the then established schedules on all

action items and. expressly reserved to.itself
.

the flexibility to adjust action schedules on.

a case-by-case basis.12/ Any request for re-

lief under the Commission's Order will be
'

.

directed to the Commission itself and is out-
-

side the scope of the hearing and appeals.

B. Matters Not on Appeal

As indicated above, some of the Appeal Board questions

appear to involve matters which were covered in the restart

hearing but which,are not the subject of any of the exceptions

by parties to the proceeding. Licensee does not believe that

the Commission intended the Appeal Board to extend its review

beyond hearing appeals by the parties from the Licensing Board

decision. ,

12/ CLI 81-3, 13 NRC 291, 295-6 (1981). See also PID, December
14, 1981, 1 1219.

-11-
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In this special proceeding, unlike construction per-'

mit and operating license proceedings, the role of the Appeal j

Board is established solely by Commission order rather than by

Commission regulations. In its original Order and Notice of
1

Hearing, dated August 9, 1979, the Commission (1) directed that |

the record of the hearing before the Licensing Board be certi-

fied to the Commission itself for review, (2) provided that any

party might take an appeal directly with the Commission, and .

(3) specified that commission review of the initial decision

would be conducted in accordance with Section 2.770 of the Com-

mission's Rules of Practice.13/ Section 2.770 in turn provides-

'

in pertinent part that the "Commissio: will ordinarily consider
the whole record on review, but may 1 mit the issues to be re-

viewed and consider only findings and conclusions to which

exceptions have been filed." Thus from the outset the Commission

made it clear that, beyond ruling on appeals, the Commission

retained the discretion to decide what other issues, if any,

might require or warrant its review.
In its subsequent Order of August 20, 1981,13/ the

Commission took cognizance of the unanticipated length of the

restart hearing and the size of the hearing record and decided

to establish an Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board "to

. hear initici appeals in this proceeding." In so doing the Com-

. mission explained "its concern that the acceals be handled

|
*

13/ CLI 79-F, 10 NRC 141, 147 (1979).

14/ CLI 81-19, August 20, 1981.

-12-
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efficiently and agency resources be used effectively in this

important proceeding." (Emphasis supplied) Nothing in the

Order suggests that the Commission meant the Appeal Board to

extend its review beyond the appeals into other aspects of the

proceeding.

Accordingly Licensee submits that the Appeal Board

should confine its review to the multiple exceptions filed by

| the parties to the Licensing Board's decision. This would be
.

consistent in Licensee's view with the Commission's most recent
Order dated July 16, 1982,1'5/ indicating the Commission's intent-

1

itself to review any important uncontested issues in the pro-

ceeding.

In the interest of time, Licensee intends to answer

all of the Appeal Board questions addressed to Licensee (except

Question III.E discussed above). Licensee requests, however,

that the Appeal Board review carefully Licensee's comInents and |

views on the scope of the Appeal Board's responsibilities and

that time be set aside at the September 1, 1982, oral argument

for discussion of any differences that may exist.

Respectfully submitted,

SHAW, MAN, P TTS TROWBRIDGE

Y| '_ Y/|
jorgif F. 'Trowbridge, P. .

Dated: July 26, 1982

,

15/ CLI 82-12, July 16, 1982.

-13-
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

| ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARD

Administrative Judges:
y- :~
' - * - ' -Gary J. Edles, Chairman ..,

Dr. John H. Buck
Dr. Reginald L. Gotchy

, )

.
In the Matter of )

! )

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY ) Docket No. 50-289 - SP
} (Restart)

(Three Mile Island Nuclear }

Station, Unit No. 1) )
)
I

|

ORDER

July 14, 1982

As we indicated in our order of May 17, 1982, oral argu-

ment on plant design, procedures, and separation issues is

tentatively scheduled for September 1, 1982. In the course

of our review of the record and the parties' briefs on those

issues, we have identified a number of questions which we

believe should be addressed. They concern the status and/or i

details of various restart requirements, certain of the Licen- i
1

sing Board's findings, and testimony presented at the hearing.
To better focus our review at oral argument, we believe it |

would be helpful to obtain the information in writing in advance

of oral argument.

- - -
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Some of our questions may involve simply clarification of

the existing record; others request information not available

at the time of the hearing. The staff shall provide an initial

response to each question marked with an asterisk. Licensee

shall provide an initial response.to all questions not marked

with an asterisk. Because the responses may include both

evidentiary material and comments, we request that all answers

be provided in affidavit form. All' parties may reply to initial

responses in the form of comments or affidavits. Our questions

follow.

I. Update. of Restart Requirements

Appendix A to this order is a list of restart items 1 /

for which snr would like.information as to current status and,

where applicable, present estimates of completion dates.

In each case, a simple statement that the item has been com-

pleted or an estimate of the percentage of completion and

an expected completion date will be suf ficient.

|
.

1/ The " status list" of restart items was formurated from~~

the requirements for TMI-l restart as stated in .the
Commission's " Order and Notice of Hearing," CLI-79-8,
10 NRC 141 (August 9, 1979). The list itself was attached
to the staff's TMI Restart Certification, SECY-82-250,
dated June 16, 1982. For the parties' convenience, a copy
of the status list is included;as Appendix B. Our request
for an update in Part I pertains to only those items listed
in Appendix A, however.
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II. Detailed Questions Concerning Some of the Items Listed
in the TMI-Restart Certification (Status List, Appendix'

B)

A. In letters dated April 22, 1982 and May 13, 1982,'

the licensee notified this Board that certain steam and-

water tests exhibited valve instability that resulted in damagei

I to the safety relief valve. Throughout the hearing,. licensee

maintained that the feed and bleed mode of forced core cooling re-

lied upon these valves to provide a release pathway for excess,

coolant. In light of these tests results, how does
,

the licensee plan to ensure that safety relief valves are cap-

able of performing their function during feed and bleed when

they may be called upon to open and close frequently with both

steam and water flow mixtures? .

i

B. The status list indicates that the installation of4

the Emergency Feedwater (EFW) automatic initiation is completed

as control grade equipment (Item A. 8. 2.1. 7a ) but that further
,

modifications up to safety grade will be partially completed by

August 1982, and a footnote indicates that additional long'

term modifications are scheduled for the first refueling after
1

J

restart. During the hearing, the staff testified that emergency
'

feedwater modifications should be completed by late 1982 (Ross,

Tr. 15,577).

!

. .
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1. Which, if any, of the modificati~ons discussed
,

4

in Paragraphs 1028-1034' of the partial initial decision (PID),

i LBP-81-59, 14 NRC 1211 (1981) , will not be completed before
?

restart?
J

I 2. What are the reasons for the delay beyond the
,

completion date estimated by the staff'during the hearing?
1

)
i- *C. In Paragraph 880 of the PID, the Licensing. Board-left
a

resolution of the issue of separation of the new wide-range
,

containment building radiation monitors to:the staff. Has this
;

$ issue been resolved? If so, state where the monitors are to
i
i be located.

h
! *D. In CLI-79-8, 10 NRC 141 (1979) , the Commission re-

quired, inter alia, that long-term action 2.1.9 of the table
,

in Appendix B of NUREG-0578 be completed by.the licensee as

I "promptly as practicable." The status ' list -(Item 2.1.9b).

indicates that the Guidelines have been submitted with the j
i i

procedure implementation to be completed by .the first refueling j

s

j after October 1, 1982. What progress has been made by the staff

in its review of licensee's submittals?
!

1 E. During the hearing, the licensee' indicated that the j

;
i high point vents were planned to be installed prior to restart

i, (Tr. 16,580). NUREG-0737 requires the installation to be com-
|

}
plete by July 1,-1982. .The status list indicates that the com-

i pletion date is "to be determined." What-progress has been made
:

.

i'

1

i

i

. - - . - - - _.--_-__- .__. ~ , _ . _ _ , . ,- ._ , . , . . . . . . - . . - , - - . , - , _ . . , . . - . .
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in complying with the requirements of NUREG-0737 for the in-

sta11ation of high point vents? Are the vents and their con-

trols fully safety grade? If the high point vents will not

be installed prior to restart, what is the justification for

allowing operation of TMI-1 before the vents are installed?

|

'

l

|

|

|

,
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III. Questions Based on Licensing Board Requirements and !

Findings

*A. In Paragraph 628 of the PID, the Licensing Board !
)

discussed the installation of shield walls in the motor control !
l

centers. What is the status of staff review of this plant
!

modification? What was the source term used in determining

the adequacy of the shield walls?

B. In Paragraph 771 of its PID, the Licensing Board ;

I

directed the staff to verify that procedures to connect the |
i

pressurizer heaters to the~ diesels include provisions to

assure that the heaters would not be. reconnected to onsite

power until stabilization of the event that caused their

disconnection. The status list attached -to SECY-82-250

indicates that this item is complete. What provisions have

been included in the procedures to comply with the Licensing

Board's direction?
!

C. PID Paragraph 943 listed measures that have been or |

will be taken at TMI-l to improve protection against small. break )

LOCAs. One of those measures was the improvement of the HPI
!

system by adding cavitating venturis and cross-connection lines, j
j

It was also stated that the system being installed will auto- |

|matically perform the balancing of HPI flow. How is this to

be accomplished and what is the completion status of these HPI

modifications?

I
i

, . . . . _ _ . __. _ - _ . _ . _ - . _ . . . - - , _
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D. In Paragraph ~1064 of its PID,.the Licensing Board

directed the staff to certify to the Commission that the licensee

has made reasonable progress in initiating a program for lon'g-

term. solution of the steam generator bypass' logic problem. What .

progress has been made by theclicensee in solving this problem?
What. interim methods will be used to ensure that plant operators -

are aware of_the' problem and the actions to be taken'in.the event-

of isolation of both steam generators?

E. The Licensing Board has directed-the' staff (PID

Paragraph 1162) to certify to the Commission a report onfli-

censee's compliance with CLI-80-21, 11 NRC 707 '(1980) as it1

relates to safety equipment functioning in a radiological'en-

vironment in a TMI-2 type accident. On. January 28, 1982, the

staff submitted such a report to the Commission. This certified

the status of licensee's compliance as of January 30,.1981.

What is the current status of compliance by the licensee with

CLI-80-21 for qualification of safety equipment for a harsh

environment? This information should include all of the para-

meters addressed by IE Bulletin 79-01B and its-Supplements,

such as temperature, pressure, chemical spray, radiation, aging,

and humidity. Also information concerning the environmental

. qualification of the various components of the emergency feed-

water system should be provided with an estimate of the schedule

for full qualification of this system.

. - - - - . _ - . - . - . , . . . ..,, - -- - - - ,
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As stated in Paragraphs 1163 and 1168 of the PID, the
|

Licensing Board has placed six conditions for restart involving

material aging and other environmental qualifications of some

equipment. These conditions were apparently originally presented
;

| in the staff's testimony with some objection by the licensee.
|

However, a final rule entitled " Environmental Qualification of

Electric Equipment" -! suspends the deadline for

| environmental qualification of safety-related electric equip-
!

ment at operating plants. What effect will this rule have on

licensee's schedule for completion of equipment qualification?

*F. The Licensing Board imposed several conditions con-

cerning the establishment of an accurate flood level. (PID,

Paragraph 1174.) The staff was directed to review (1), licen-

see's flood level calculations and (2) operational limitations

to ensure that the actual level does not exceed the maximum

flood level. In particular, the staff was directed to review

the ability to enter the recirculation mode under all postu-

lated conditions. What is the status of this review? What are

the results?

If the licensee's maximum flood level is not conservative,
i

the Licensing Board directed that a new flood level be deter- j
!

mined and all equipment important to safety relocated above the !

new flood level by June 30, 1982. What progress has been made

in complying with these conditions?

2_/ 47 Fed. Reg. 28363 (June 30, 1982).

1
-. .

I
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*G. In Paragraph 1180 of its PID, the Licensing Board

discusses the confusion concerning the environmental quali-

fication of equipment needed to achieve cold shutdown. The

Licensing Board also directed that the Commission be informed
I

if licensee does not plan to qualify the equipment in accordance

with Supplement 3 to IE Bulletin 79-01B. On January 28, 1982,

the staff informed the Commission that it was not aware of

plans by the licensee to qualify equipment needed to achieve

cold shutdown. What is the current staff-position with regard

to compliance with Supplement 3 to IE' Bulletin 79-OlB for an

environmentally qualified pathway to achieve cold shutdown?

If this requirement is deleted and the subject incorporated

into Unresolved Safety Issue A-45 as proposed in SECY-82-207A,

" Environmental Qualification of Safety-Related Electric Equip-

ment for Nuclear Power Plants" (June 9, 1982), how is adequate

protection of the public health and safety provided at TMI-1

if the plant is operated while this issue is being resolved?

*H. In PID Paragraph 640, the Licensing Board stated

that inadequate core cooling procedures were under review by
!the staff and that revised submittals had been required,from

the licensee. It was indicated that the staff had not completed j

its review at that time but was confident that procedures

4

I

!

_ _ _ . - _ . _



.-_ - -_. - . . . - - . . - . - - -

\ .

| '. . .

.

- 10 -'

|

|acceptable for TMI-1 restart without reliance on water level
measurement could be developed. What are the.results of the

staff review of the licensee's inadequate core cooling pro-
1

dures?
'

:

i I. In a footnote to Paragraph 919 of the PID, the

Licensing Board indicated that the licensee planned to per-

| form an in-plant communications study in 1981. What is the

status of that study? If completed, please briefly summarize
1

results and present status of implementation.

*J. In PID Paragraph 1000,- the Licensing Board specified

that TMI-1 be included by the staff in generic reviews of

systems interactions. What progress has been made in com-

plying with this requirement?

K. The Licensing Board indicated in PID Paragraph 1264

that a tunnel-like barrier for personnel passage between the

Unit 1 control tower and the Unit 1 auxiliary building will

be completed before restart. What progress has been made in

completing this modification?

*L. The Licensing Board (PID, Paragraph 935) discussed the

absence of analyses that would indicate the time allowed for

operator action to initiate either HPI or EFW flow in the event
of a small-break LOCA at the reactor coolant pump (RCP) suction.

The Licensing Board specified as a condition of restart that i
1

this missing analysis be performed and submitted to the staff |

i
1

. . _ - , _ . _ . . , . _ . - , _ _ . _ , _. , , _ . _ _ . . , _ . . _ . _ . . . _ , , , , _ _ . . _ _ . , . . .
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for review. The staff was required to bring the matter to |

the attention of'the Commission if the results-were unaccept-
I

able.

On June 4, 1981, the licensee submitted to the TMI
,

Licensing Board a letter from B&W which indicated that "a

pump suction break will result in the loss of lower quality
fluid which will deplete system inventory at a higher rate.
Thus at the time of AFW actuotion the RCS inventory will be

less for the pump suction line break than for the pump dis-

. charge line break." However, no statement as to the decrease

in the maximum 20 minute time for the operator to react was

g iv en . Staf f witness Jensen, on the other hand, stated in his

3_/ that the reduction in available. time for operatorI affidavit

decision.would come about "because the reactor coolant piping

is lower at the reactor coolant pump suction than at the pump

discharge and more reactor system water might be lost out the

break." We do not understand the reasoning behind this state-

ment or what significance it has to the dynamic situation pre-
|

|
sent during a LOCA. Mr. Jensen gives no indication of the

(

|

3/ This affidavit (dated November 24, 1981) was initially pre-
sented during the Rancho Seco (Sacramento Municipal Utility~~

District) proceeding and transmitted to the TMI Licensing
Board by the licensee on December 30, 1981. The statement

concerning the lower elevation of the suction piping re-
lative to the discharge piping was repeated in an affidavit
by Mr. Jensen on January 22, 1982.

:

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - -- . - . - . . . . . - .- , - -. ... , - . . . . . ._..
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difference in time involved for operator decisions between a

break on the discharge side of the reactor coolant pump versus

the suction side. We recognize that the Licensing Board vacated

I / ut we requestits request for further analysis on this subject b

the staff to explain fully the conclusions Mr. Jensen reaches

on the last page of his January 22, 1982 affidavit that "a

minimum of 20 minutes would be available to the operator to

actuate HPI and prevent core uncovery for breaks in the pump

suction as well as at the' pump discharge, even if all feed-

water is temporary [ sic _] .T o s t . "

|

|

|

4 / Unpublished memorandum and order of January 26, 1982,
--

Modifying Partial Initial Decision of December 14, 1981
at p. 7.



; ..

*
.

a

13 -
.

1

Clarification of Testimony Presented at the HearingIV.

Staff witness Jensen testified at the hearing*A.

(Tr. 5501) that, if the EFW system was available, one HPI

pump would be adequate to cool the core for all small-break
What analysis was performed to show that naturalLOCAs.

circulation would occur with only one HPI and one EFW pump?

Would the natural circulation be liquid or boiler-condenser

mode?

In the event that the pressurizer heaters f ail toB.

operate while the plant is operating at full power,

(1) how much time would it take to achieve RHR

system initiation conditions and then cold shutdown?

(2) how would pressure control be performed during

cooldown to conditions allowing RER system operation?
~

(3) how soon after shutdown from full power con-

ditions does the RHR system have sufficient decay

heat removal capability? j

i

* (4) do any Commission offices have any data on

pressurizer heater failures? If so, what has been the

frequency of such failures?

Why did the steam safety valve associated with the*C.

damaged steam generator open twice during the steam generator

tube rupture event at the Ginna plant on January 25, 19827 What

:

/
_



a'
- - -- - . - . _ . . . . . -- . - - . -. . . .

#

1
,

!

.

,

- 14 -ir

t

l'- |

<

!
effect does this have on the position that the pressurizer

safety relief valves can be used for feed and bleed cooling
i

without opening of the steam generater steam safety valves- 1

: during a steam generator tube rupture?

is the extent'of the environmental qualificationD. What

of the PORV block valve and its controls?

What is the basis for requiring that the high-point*E.

vents be safety grade and have sufficient. redundancy to minimize

the probability of. inadvertent actuation but not applying the

same requirements to the.PORV?

Describe the method for "ooling the plant to RHRF.

initiation conditions by feed and bleed cooling using only
.

safety-grade equipment.

Have any tests been conducted at'the LOFT facility*G.

that provide information on the ability of feed and' bleed to.

adequately cool the core? If so please state conclusions.

In this record we have f;und no official staff defini-*H.

tion of the term " inadequate core cooling."- However, one staff
'

witness stated "when the two-phase froth level begins to drop

below the top of the core, the exposed fuel.bogins to heat up

and will ultimately reach temperatures at which fuel damage

|
!

4

|

*
4 . . ~ _ . , . .. -



i* ,e
*
.

. .

- 15 -

.

This is inadequate core cooling." Testimony ofoccurs.

Lawrence E. Phillips Regarding Water Level Instrumentation,

fol. Tr. 10,807 at 3.

If the Phillips definition properly reflects the staff's
|

position on inadequate core cooling, please state the bases on|

which this definition is formulated. If it does not represent

the staff's position, please give the accepted definition with

an explanation of the bases for adopting a different definition.

I. During RHR system operation, how is overpressure

protection provided?

Initial responses shall be in our hands and the hands of

those parties participating in this phase of the proceeding by
close of business on Monday, August 9, 1982. All replies shall

be delivered in the same manner by close of business on Wednesday,
i

!August 25, 1982.
|

It is so ORDERED.

FOR THE APPEAL BOARD

O_ b_.
C. J@n S6oemaker
~

Secrelary to the |

Appeal Board j

|

|
,

|
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APPENDIX A
i

l

Answers to be Supplied on the Following Items |
of the TMI-l Restart Certification Status List j

(Appendix B) j

|
4

f

I. August 9, 1979 Order Requirements (CLI-79-8, 10 NRC 141)
1

: A. Short Term
|

| Order Item 1 EFW Reliability

la-3 Auto EFW Load to Diesels :

la-4 EFW Technical Specification

l la Additional Items
i

1 CWST Level Alarm

6 EFW Initiation Independent of AC

*7 EFW Operability in Steam Environment

8 Cross-Tie Break

Order Item 2 IE Bulletins

*79-05A-2 Plant Transient Review

79-05B-3 PORV Set Point

79-05B-5 Anticipatory Reactor Trip (Safety Grade)

Order Item 4 Separation of TMI-l & 2

(a) Liquid Radwaste
.

(b) Gaseous Radwaste

(c) Solid Radwaste

(d) Sampling System

. - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ _ . - .. .
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Order Item 8 Lessons Learned - Short Term

2.1.1 Emergency Power Supply

- Pressurizer Heaters

2.1.3a Valve Position Indication

2.1.3b Inadequate Core Cooling

- Existing Instrumentation & Saturation Meter

2.1.4 Containment Isolation

2.1.Sc Install Recombiner

2.1.8c Iodine Instrumentation

B. Long Term (LT) (NUREG-0737 numbers)

LT-1 (II.K.2.9) ICS FMEA Modifications

* LT-2 Small Break Analyses

LT-3 Lessons Learned Category B from NUREG-0578

2.1.3b (II.F.2.3) ICC Instrumentation

- Backup Incore_Thermocouples (safety grade)

2.1.5a (II.E.4.1) Dedicated H Penetrations
2

- Install

2.1.6b (II .B. 2) Plant Shielding

- Plant Modifications

2.1.7a (II.E.1.2) EFW Auto Initiation

- Safety Grade

2.1.7b (II.E.1.2) EFW Flow Indication

- Safety Grade

|
|

!
- .
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2.1.8a (II.B.3) Post-Accident Sampling

- Modifications

2.1.8b (II.F.1) Radiation Monitors

- Effluent Monitors

- Iodine / Particulate Monitors
Additional Items

#1 (II.F.1) Containment Pressure

#2 (II . F.1) Containment Water Level

#3 (II.F.1) Containment Hydrogen

| LT-4 Emergency Preparedness

Emergency Communications

- Install control room emergency telephone

- Connect emergency telephone equipment to

vital power

Emergency Facilities

Install high radiation monitoring alarm-

system

II. ASLB Imposed Requirements (December 14, 1981 PID)
!

! B. Plant Design, Modification and Procedures Findings

II.E. Pressurizer Heaters

- Demonstrate RCS pressure control w/HPI

|
II.K Computer

- Incore thermocouple backup display (not safety grade)

.
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II.M Safety System Status Panel

- System Status Administrative Controls

| II.N Control Room Design

- Correct NUREG-0752 deficiencies

II.P Systems Classification

- Upgrade Pressurizer Level Instrument Power Supplies

II.Q EFW Reliability (see detailed question on long-term

order Item B.2.1.7a)

j - Safety grade automatic EFW control

- Install following long-term EFW modifications

(a) EFW cavitating venturis

| (b) CWST level alarm (safety grade)

(c) OTSG high level alarm

(d) Safety grade isolation of MFW on OTSG

overfill

(e) Upgrade main steam rupture detection' system

to safety grade

C. Separation of TMI-l and TMI-2 Findings
i

| III.B

*- Ventilation Separation Program (PID 2 1267)

4

.

, - - < , . -



._ ._ ._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _

._.
.. .
-

T!!!-l itCSl AltI CEitilflCATION STAluS -

I. Allr.llST 9,1979 ORIKR Rf.QUIRLl1EllTS .

APPENDIX D Inspection / Review Estimated Conpletion/

,ltem Description item Type 1.icensee Status S ta tus Remarks
"

e,

.

A. 5110lti TEltM

tirder I tem 1 CrW lleliability .

la-1 Auto li.itiation of Erl! Mod Couplete Complete Except power escala-
Lion testing

,

la-2 Cru Valvas Fall Open flod Caipldte Conplete

la-3 Auto ElY load on Diesels Mod Complete Complete except 6/82
testing

*

3
la-4 0011' tech Specs Tech Specs procedure Chgs. partially 9/02

Iteq . Complete

la-S ETW flow Indication 11od fl/A fl/A Licensee installing
(control grade) safety grade inst. ~

IAW II.E.1.2

la-6 EfW procedures procedures Complete Complete -

la-7 Ertl Valve Allgivnent Procedures Complete Complete

la fl Enl Auto Start Annunciation !!od ' Complete Complete Except power escala-
tion testing

la Additional Reliability Analysis

itemsl
1 GIST Level Alann flod lut Iinns-

,
Partially Complete D/0,2 ,

2Est. 7/82
2 Endurance Test Test Complete Compiete

.

3 Transfer of Efil Supply procedures Complete Complete

4 Erli to Intact OTSG Mod Complete Completc
.

5 Auto Enl protection on loss Analysis. Couple te Complete
of flater Source

I la Additional items were not Orddr itens; all but la-additional item 7 to be completed prior to restart.
2 1HL ltems-inconpletc. work list iters (i.e., nodification essentially complete).

.

License amendment to be issued for changes to Technical ' Specifications prior to res tart.

-1-
.-_ ___-__ ___- ____--- ____ __ _-
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Inspection /lleylew Estimated Completion /.

*

Item Description item Type Licensee Status Sta tus Remarks .

b . Enl Initiation Independent 11od In* construction- Partially complete Est. 8/02 Except flot
o f AC

'

Est. 7/02 ~ Functional Testing (1:FT)4

Not required for !

/ - Elt! Operability in Steam Ibd -- .-

fnvironment g r} per fiUREG-0500
!!an-des tructive exa 7/82

0 Cross-Tie Dreak Analysis Comple te
or welds scheduled n//82

lb . Enl independent of ICS lbd Congle te Complete

Sugigjglegt by 06fer Item 2 ft/A ll/A fl/A
-'

; Ic

id Small Hrcak Analysis Analysis Complete . Complete'

ic Operator Retraining Training Complete Complete - !

"

Order Iten J. IE Bulletins
~

79-05A-1- Accident Understanding Training Conplete Complete*

79-05A-2' Plant Transient Review Inspection Complete Scheduled 7/02 7/02
. .

',

79-05A-3 Translent Procedures Procedures Compic'e Complete

|'79-05A-4 Operating Procedures Procedures Couplete Complete
,

.

79-05A-5 Valve Position Review Procedures -- -- Valve lineup verifica-
tion at time of restart

79-05A-6 Containment Isolation Ibd See Order Item 8 See Order item 0 .
,

2.1.4 2.1.4*

79-05A-7 End Valve Procedures Procedures Complete' Complete
,

,

79-05A-3 Eni Operability Procedures Couplete Completei

79-05A-9 Transfer of Containment- Procedures See Order Item 8 See Oroer Item 8
-.

Liquids 2.1.6a 2.1.6a -

79-05A-10 Safety System Operability- Procedures Complete Complete ;
,

Training . CompieLe Complete79-05A-Il- Personnel - Actions-Till-2 -

'79-05A-l? Prompt Rearting ' Procedures Coupicte Compl ete ;

3

i
!

.;
. . .

]
5

.

t
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2

k 6



._ _ _ _ _ . . . ._ ._ __

. ...
. .

'

Inspection / Review Estimated Completion / .
"

_ _l ''"' @'_5ffI LIO" .I. tem ,1yp,e _l.ic|nsec Status Status' RemarksI P
.

79-06D-1 tutural Circulation Procedures Concle te Complete
,

79-058-2 Vessel Integrity Procedures Complete - Compl e te

79_05R-3 l'OltV Setpoint Mod Complete Partially Complete 9/02

79-050-4 lbnual iteactor Trip Procedure Complete Complete

79-0$n-5 Anticipatory Reactor Trip 11od Couplete Partially Complete 6/02 except power
,

(Sarcty Grade) escalation testing

79-05R-6 Prompt Reporting Procedures Complete Complete
I

79-050-7 Tech Spec Changes Tech Specs Procedure changes Pending 9/02
required ,

.

79 05C-1 ItCP Trips Procedures Complete Complete

79-05C-2 Small I.0CA Analysis Analys is Complete Complete .

79-05C-3 Operatur Action-RCP Trips Procedure Complete Complete .

79-05C-4 Reactor Trip Training Training Complete Complete

79-05C-5 Inadequate Core Cooling Analysis Complete Complete

Complete CompleteOrder item 3 Emergency Preparedness --

(Short Term)
'

~

0 g r Item 4 Separation of THI-l & 2 . .

a)l.iquid Radwaste
-Interconnection Isolation flod Conplete Scheduled 0/02 0/02,

b) Gaseous Itachiaste
-1.cak Test of Was te Sys tem Test Complete Scheduled 0/02 0/02
-Fuel llandling Dullding Mod IW1. I teris-Es t. Pending 0/02

. Isolation 7/02

-focillandlingpull:[d.Ing
liod lift. I tems-Es t, rending 0/02

Wintilation Sys. Ib 7/82

c) Solid Radwaste
-lii ttman Sys. Ins tallation Ibd Couplete Compl ete 0/02
-1HI-1/2 Trash Segregation Procedures Complete Scheduled 8/02 8/02 s

d)Sanpling Sys tem
-Inilependent Illi-2 Sanpling Ibd Complete Scheduled 0/02 0/02

System
.

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ . - . _ - . _~ _ - - _ . - _ _ - - - - .
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Inspectior./ Review Estimated Completion / -
Item Des c r t gt_iyn, I tenL ype Licenici? Status status Remarks ;t T

-

Order Item S ti.is te Itinagement

a)l.iquid 1. Gascons Sys. Analysis Complete Comp.l.e te

h) Solid Radwaste
-luw activi ty s to: . tbd Illt items- Pending 8/02
c>pansion EsL. 7/02

OIrderItem6 ll.uiagerial Capability (All actions from this Order item verified completed by fiRR (flUREG-0600
and supp.1 & 2) with following exceptions)

,

a)llanagement & Technical
,

-Training manual Traiding Partially complete Partially complete 7/02

b) Safety Review
-Final Version of Procedure Procedure Procedure revision Pending 8/02
on nperating experience info. :equired

c)llcalth Physics
"

-Qualification Records Training Complete Partially complete 0/02

d)NtlREG-0694 Items -

-11.D.4 Training Records for Training Partially complete Partially couplete 9/02
liitigating Core Damage

Order Item 0 Lessons Learned-Short Term (Long Tenn Lessons Learned Under LT-3)

2.1.1 Cmcrgency Power Supply
-Press uri zer llea ters 11od IWL Items-Est. . Partially completc 7/02 '

6/fl2
-PoltV, Block Valve, Level Analysis Complete Complete

2.1.2 Relief Valve Testing
.

'

(Program Description only) Testing Complete Complete

2.1.3a Valve Position Indication tbd Itlt I tems-Es t. Partially complete 0/02
,,

2.1.3h Inadequate Core Cooling ~ 7/02
-Cxis ting Instrumentation ibd Complete Partially complete 7/02
t. Saturation Meter

2.1.4 Containment Isolation Mod in construction Partially complete 9/02
EsL. 8/02 ,-

2.1.Sa Dedicated flyifrogen Penetra- Design Complete Complete
tions '

,

2.1.Sc Install Recombiner Mod Illi. I tems-Es t. Partially conplete (tfot required by >-

7/02 U/9/79 Urder) ,.

.9
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _-_ -__-- -. _ _ _ _ - _. . ._ .___. __ --- . __
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Inspection /Reytew Estimted Completicn/ .

f t:33 Description item Type 1.icensee Status Status '
- . itema rks J..

Systcar. Integri ty Testing Couplete Compl ete Conplete for restart,
~

/.l.63 .

additional tests post
restart

'

~

2.1.6h Plant Shielding Analys i s Cnmplete Complei.e

2.1.7a Civ Auto initiation
(Control Grade) flod Complete Complete

2.t.7h f.fu riow Indication
(Control Graite) liod fl/A N/A Licensee installing

* - safety grade inst.

- IAH ll.E.1.2: see LT 3
- Iton 2.1.7b

2.1.0a Post-Accident Sampiing Design Compiete Complete

2.1.Dh Radiation ibnitors
(Control Grade) tbd fl/A N/A Licensee installing -
a)llable Gas Ibnitors final mont tors
b)ltattioiodine tunitors I A11 II .F.1 ; see LT 3

.

c) Particulate /E f fluent Item 2.1.0b
tbnitors

-

2.1.8c Iorline Instrumentation tbd Complete Pending 9/02

2.2.la Shift Supervisor Procedures Complete Complete

2.2.lb Shift Technical Advisor Procedures Complete , Complete

2.2.2a Control floom Access Procedures Complete Complete -
. .

2.2.2b Onsite Tech Support Center Mod Complete Complete

2.2.2c Onsite Operations Support Ctr. Ibd Complete Complete
,

-

-

.

O

.
-

.
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titillEG 0737 Inspection / Review Estimated Conpleticn/
*

' Remarks01t Inplemen- 5tatus
talion llate 1.icensee Status _ _

Descriptionem I

L0llG TERii (LT) (IRJREG'-0737 CORRESP0tIDillG ITE14 titillnEftS ALSO LISTED)
TilD Tes ting-6/82 Partially couplete 7/02~

ICS filEA lbds-1
I!K.2.9)

''

Small tireak Analysis 1/1/fl2 Generic program liRR review
submitted

-

t.2.

Lessons 1.carned Category !! From tiUREG 0578 . Generic EPRI ProgramI- 3 llelief 1. Safety;Nalve Testing Generic report
4/1/82 Complete

under flRR' review
|

.X2
it.D.l.2) -Complete testing

-Plant specific rept. 7/1/02 Est. 7/02 Pending !!RR review
f.

^
.

2

III.F.2.3) -Ilackup Incore T/C 1/1/82 In construction- Pending 9/82ICC Instrumentation,1.3h
8 / 11 2

(safety grade) TBD TBD
Under Tfl0

-Ilater level inst. development

Penetrations nit Items-7/82 Partially complete 8/82
2.1.5a Ded.112 7/1/01 .

( ll .E.4.1 ) -Install -

( l l .II.2) -Plant tiods 1/1/02 Procurement -- 1st refuel after-Plant Shielding
.

restart 22.1.6b
problems-TBD

.

3

7/1/C1 Illt Items-6/02 Partially complete 8/02Efti Auto Initiation2.1.7a .-

(II.E.1.2) -Safety Grade
.

7/1/01 , Complete Pending 0/02Eni riow todication
- .

2.1.7h
(ll.E.1.2) -Safety Grade

2
2.1.0a 1/1/fl2 In Construct. ion- Partially' completc 9/02Post-Accident Sanpilng

'

(11.0,3) -flodi ficat. ions D/02 .

2.1.9
PID found licensee had made reasonable progress on all LT items exceptI Addillonal LT mods flist refuel after restart,12/14/01linard

ticensce's conunitment for conbslction is first refueling af ter restart
,

7

(connaitment not yet accepted y staff)
,

<

- _ __
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.l. ASLn Illi'0500 RI:QlliitEMEtiTS Inspection / Review Estimated Completion /
RemarksStatus _

*10 Licensee Status
ltem Descr3 tion
~

5. iMilAGEHCHT filll1111GS - August 27, 1981 PID Partlally Compiete 0/02
Accuracy of flaintenance Records conplete

II.D .

Daard Conditions I Pendi,ng
1. Category T Exam for remaint ig CompleteI1.11

individuals Pending 9/82.

I
2. Addit.ional 3 days of 1111-2 Complete .

- accident training Pendingl
3. Simulator exam for operators Complete

not previously liccused Pending
-

I
task simulator to Complete

10/02-Tirst of Itcensee4. CRT bart temp / press. 10/f12 Status Iteport annual repts. on pro-il/Adist ay
5. Ilids and specs for Till-1 h e ulator

simulator Pending Q11/f12 installed6. Contract for basic principics
trainer to be installed in 1982) Contract coupicte '

I Pending 9/02
.

7. Emergency Director / Support 0/02
Director training Post-restart. license " .

--

11. AT0G training prior to ATOG
--

' condition
inplementation Scheduled at At time of restart,

9(a)-9(g). License conditions for Conglete
restart license condition

shift manning
0/02 Pending At time of restart, .

license condition10(a)-10(c). I-tinagement system to
perform speci fic functions ,

related to operating experience infonnation
I DECrfinCR 14, 1901 PID

PLAtlT DESIGil,110DIFICATIOff AtlD PROCEDUflCS fillDillG5D.

flatural and forced Circulation
. -Ibtor control center shleid walls itil Items-6/02 Pending 7/02

II.A

(para. 620) .

11.8 Detection of ICC Tuo tio certification
TitD-llater level meter in long term . required ,

(para. 673)
Generic Program Submitted 11oder HRR Review Certify Reasonable

ll.C
Staff; review revised ATOG progran Progress-Est. 9/02

- 11-
(para.721)

-
- -- - - - --

. . . .. . . . . . . , - -



<;_
*

.
,

*

PID Inspection / Review Estimated Coopletion/
Item Description Licensee Stalin . Status Remarks *

.

.

II.E Pressurizer lleaters
-

g.
Pending flFT-Dennustrate RCS pressure control 11/82

-

w/IIPI-(para. 755)
,

ll.F Pressurizer (Pzr) lleaters Power
-Procedures for connecting Pzr Complete Complete

-,

heaters to diesel' (para. 771)
. -Demonstrate Pzr heater connection ~ See Order item 8 2.1.1 See Order Item 8

to emergency bus (para. 772) 2.1.1.

II.K Conputer'
-Operator reliance on computer Complete Pending 11/82 .

(para. 865) .

-Incore thermocouple backup 7/82 Pending . License Condition-
,

die. play ',ot safety grade)(para. 867) before 51 power-
- - Est. 9/82

11.1.- In-Plant Instrunent Ranges See Order item LT-3 See Order Item -

-Ef fluen t monitors . (para. 874-875) 2.1.8b long tenn LT-3 2.1.8b long' term
~

II.H. Safety System Status Panel .
,

-Safety system valve lineup review See Order Item 2 See Order item 2 At t'ime of restart
79-05A-2 79-05A-2(para.1199)

,

I-
-System status admin. controls Partially complete Pending IlFT .

(para. 904)
.

II.H Control Room Design '. -

-Correct fluitEG-0752 deficiencies Partially couplete Partially complete Short-term 9/02, LT

(para. 914-915) deficiencies 1st
refuel after restart
(licensecondition)

11.0 Additional LOCA Analysis -

,*

-Install llPI Cavitating Venturis Complete - Partially complete 8/82
(para. 943)

l rT=llot functlonal Tes ting _g.it

_ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . . _______ - _ - _ _ - _ _ _ . ._ _ . _ _ _ _ - ._ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ -__-_-_______ __________
.



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

-< .-

ilD Inspection / Review Estimated Completicn/ -
-

~

, Item ik'scription Licensee Status Status * Remarks

-
~

'

it.P Systems Classification .

lifL llems-7/fl2 Pending D/02
.

-tipgrade Pressurizer Level Ins t.
lPower Suppi tes (para.1001) tes ting

1.1. Q Eiil Reliability
-Sa fety grade automatic See remarks See remarks 1st refuel after b

tlti control (para. 1036) restart (1fcense i
'lcondition)

,

-Install following) loot term ETH .mods (para.1037
a)Efti cavitating venturis IWL items-6/02 Complete except IWL 8/02 exce..t ilFT

- & testing

..)r.IIST level alarm (safety grade) See renarks See renarks 1st refuel afteri ' <

restart (license-

condition) |
c)0TSG liigh level alarm See remarks See remarks 1st refuel af ter .

restart (license
condttion)

d) Safety grade isolatinn of Hnl on See remarks See remarks 1s t re fuel a f ter
OTSG overfill restart

,

c)llpgrade main steam rupture
~

See remarks See renurks ist refuel after

detection system to safety grade restart (license
' -

- condition)
~

-Propose means to prevent EfW Est. 6/02 HRR Review Certify reasonaute
-

' ;.

isolation due to rupture detec- Pending progress-Est. 9/02 ;
,

tion sys. failure (para.1064)-

- .

.

II.S Daard Questions ,

filliti.'G-0694 I tems .

(para. 1132)
| - 1.II.1.2-O rgan i za ti on - Complete Couplete ,.

A management improvement ||,,

-I.C.7-ilSSS vendor review Partially conplete Pending 11/02 jj
- .t:

of procedures
-I .I).1-Control room design See remarks See remarks See Board Item

II.N. flUREG-0752
review

-I.G.1-Low power testing Partially complete N4R Review pending . During lw power ,

'
.

tes ting |
* -

:-

.

-1.'C.8-Moni toring of Selected Complete Cou.nicle
*

'';

: Emergency Procedures ,/-

_

. < . .

---- _- _ _ _ _ __-__ _ -_ - _-_ _ _ -
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Inspection /lleview Estimated Completted/ -

'
I Iten Ins cr ip_t.i. on- IICC"50'' SlalM_.- S ta tus !!emarks
, .- ,

, ;
| II.T Irguipnurnt ijisall rication

'

.
,

! -status of coupliance w/CLI-fl0-21 Coupicte Complete
,

> for radiation levels.Iteport to r
' Coninission (para.1162) .

,

Under NRR Review 11/82; License condition '

-Six iloard conditions concerning Submitted response

!
, material aging & otlier EQ items f r 3 items prior toi

(para.1163 & 11611) exceeding 5% power

! -starr revin( riond level Est. 6/112 NRR Review Pending 9/02 f
| . calculations (para. 1174)

.

- -Pmition on Cold Sliutdown (para. Couplete Complete
.its) '

!

.
!

"

,

I &

* i

* e

9

,

4 [

-

|*
. .

! k
I

*
.

- ,-
,

,,
,

-
-

.
.

7

. .
|

'
.

q - j
i

f
'. * '

y y

L

-g

*

'!

I k
1

.
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Inspection / Review Estimated Completion / -

.

Item Des c_ rip t lun L irenr.cc Stalus . Status llenu rks
*

*

j C. SEPAllATIDft Of THI-l Afl0 THI-2 FlflDit!GS - Decendier 14. 19111
'

! III.D -EST filter System lustallation See remarks See remarks 1st refuel af ter
restart (1icense
condition)

-Suspenr. ion of linit i fuel ft/A for res tart fl/A for restart Prior to Unit 2
llandling Activitics During !! nit fuel movements
2 Tuel Ibvements (para.1256) (licensecondition)

-Ventilation Separation Program , Es t.11/82 flRR Review pending 10/02
(para. 1267)

-tIni t I solid was te not a f fected ~

License conditionby Unit 2 (para.1303)
-Grounik-sater noni toring *

Ongoing Ongoing Continuous, no
program (para.1326) certification required

D. EllERGEf!CY PI Arit!!flG fillDIflGS - December 14. 1981
IV.L CollCLtlSI0 tis
tioard Paragraph 2010
Condi- EGe,rgency $Upport Director Procedurcs-6/t2 Pen' ding 8/uztions staffing in EOF prior to full

cinergency support organiza-
tion arrival (para. 2010(a))

h.Staf f review county EP Complete . Review complete 9/02 -

brochures and P[flA (P Advise Conmissionpamphlet and advise Conmis- 9/02sion of impact of changes
c.pl HA panyhlet and county See remarks Pending 1.icensec consnitted tobrochure distribution to distribute one conthpopulace in EPZ

, prior to restart
^

d.Pulilic information brochure See remark's Pending 1.icensee conmitted todistribution to transient
loca tions distribute one month

prior to restart

e.l.icensee to conduct EP briefings Scheduled C/02 Pend ing 9/82to major employers and operators
.of transient locations.

tiriefings to begin prior to
restart. -

;. ,
.l[-4 *

. _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ __
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Inspection /fieview Estimated Completion / *;-
*

,, .. ._. p u o n I.fcensee Status S ta tus ' Itemarks -

f.Staf f certi fy satis factory Couple te FU1A review 6/82 ' 9/82
cos,letion o f s i ren sys tem Staff review 9/82
tesLing *

,

g. Communications drill to be Couplete . . Complete
held prior to restart

,

h.Certi fy to Coninission that fl/A TEl1A review 6/82 9/82
f.PZ school plans ard Advise Conmission
coup 1e Le 9 / 11 2

,,

Unard- paragraph 2011
Sugges- 'a! rive Y'o7k' ~ciinnty school il/A Est. 9/02 Certification not
Lions districts should prepare required

plans for mass care
emergency responsibiliLies .

b.Sta ff should noti fy Consnis- See remarks See remarks Certification not ~
sion within 1 yn . af ter required.To be
res tart whether distribution conpleted 1 yr. after
of K1 acconplished restart

c.11onicipalities should prepare il/A Est. 9/82 Certification not
written plans to assist with recluired
evacuation

d.Conruission should direct See remarks See remarks Certification notg -

staff to certify to report on . rer}ufred.To be
status of various state, conpleted 1 yr.
county A municipal' plan after restart
deficieucles (1 yr. af ter. --

restart)
.

. .

e *

%

- _ _ - - - - - - _ - - - _ - - _ . . _ . _ - - - . . =- - - - _ - _ - _ _ - _ - - - _ _ - .- _ - _ - _-.


