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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 (TMI-1)
should be restarted and (2) the parameters for
that hearing. The Commission stated that
"(tlhe 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 gquestions in writing
prior to argument. (Unpublished Appeal Board



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)
guestions 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
gqualification 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 guestions, 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.



That responsibility is "to hear
initial appeals in this proceeding."”
CLI-B81=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 reguirements must be
met unless the Commission decides otherwise and
that "[tlhere 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 finding of
reasonable progress must be made prior to
restart. Licensee argued that the Licensing
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
the Licensing Board consistent with compliance
schedules for other reactors. Licensee argued
that the Commission has reserved to itself the
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.



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 establishinc a:
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 gquestions 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."” Licensee Comments at 13.

(b) The Appeal Board's Decision

In ALAB-685 the Appeal Board suswended
Licensee's obligation to answei 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 he certified to the
Commission itself for final decision." The



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 0
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARD
Administrative Judges:

Gary J. Edles, Chairman
Dr. John K. 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
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 environmental
qualification), asserting that it goes beyond the scope of
the restart hearing and is governed by Commission regula-

tions of generic applicability to cperating 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 case,.
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Licensee also argues that many of our questions exceed the
proper scope of appellate review in this case, Li :nsee's
Objection to and Comments on Appeal Board Order dated July
14, 1982 (July 26, 1982), at 1-2, 6=7, 13, —/

In view of th€ large amount of data which licensee
asserts would have to be submitted in answering gquestion
III.E (id. at 6), as well as the pendency of a final rule on
environmental qualification (see 47 Fed. Reg. 28363 (June
30, 1982)), we suspend until further notice licensee's
obligation to answer that gquestion. 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
oral argument. = Y -2

With regard to licensee's commeﬁts 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 reguest that we set

1/ Licensee nonetheless intends to answer all guestions
addressed to it (except III.E). Licensee's Objection
at 13.

_2/ Licensee also reqguested that, in the event we disagree

: 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.



aside time ;t 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 reguest is therefore denied. Part II contains
our notice of oral argument for the plant design,
procedures, and separation issues on appeal.

Scope of Appellate Review

As a general proposition, licensee as:icrts 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. 1In its
view, we should confine our inqguiry 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, 2! 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 specifically addressed by Commission

regulations. But in 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
inguiry 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.
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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 141, 147 (1879). —%/

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.” 1Id. at 147. 1In 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. CLI-81-19, 14 NRC 304,
305 (1981).

Nothing in the latter order suggests that the
Commission intended to relieve us of ocur well-established
authority to review the entire record of a proceehing sua
sponte, independently of the parties' pcsitions, 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 by the
issuance of, inter alia, a notice of hearing. 10 CFR
2.700.




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 tc, 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." 1In short, "there is
.1~ no doubt that the absence of an appeal does not deprive us

, "*]" of the right to review an issue that was contested before a

s ﬂ"; ]

,Sf, "~ 1licensing board." Virginia Electric and Power Co. (North
NP\

/'A\ ' Anna Nuclear Power Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-4S1, 8 NRC
;-

245, 247 (1978). See, e.g., Public Service Electric and GCas

Co, (Salem Nucleer Generating Stetlon, Un;t 13 ; ALAB 650, 14
\H. %l " ke \:J’\“rj i 12 A s Ay _‘.

NRC 43, 49 n 6 (19817‘ There is no indicatlon whatsoever in
the Commission's order returning appellate jurisdiction to
us that it intended to override the customary scope of our
appellate review as established by the regulations and case
precedents. Accordingly, the scope of our review of each

phase of this proceeding will be comparable to that



generally undertaken in all cases before us. !

I1. Notice of Oral Argument

On July 26, 1982, in response to licensee's motion of
the same date, we grinted a three~-day extension (to August
12, 1982) for the filing of licensee's responses to our
questions. Replies are due by August 25, 1982. 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 Fearing Room, Fifth Floor,
East-West Towers Building, 4350 East-West Highway, Bethesda,
Maryland. The Union of Concerned Scientists is allotted a
total of 90 minutes for its presentation, Licensee and the

staff are each allotted 60 minutes, Appellants may reserve

5/ Our authority to review th. entire record must be

" distinguished from our power in operating license
application proceedings to consider serious safety,
environmental, and common defense and security matters
not otherwise placed in issue by the parties., See 10
CFR 2.785(b) (2). '"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 applicaticns
where we seek Commission approval before pursuing new
safety guestions 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.




up to 25 paréent 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 recognize that the staff 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 Mondayv, August 23, 1982 of the name of the

person who will present argumént on its behalf,
It is so ORDERED,
FOR THE APPEAL BOARD

Je;S Shoeﬁaker
Secret¥ry to the

Appeal Board

Dr. Quarles was not available to participate in this
decision.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

-« W pe

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARD
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In the Matter of

Docket No. 50-289

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY
(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
questions to the Licensee and NRC staff to be answered in the
form of affidavits. Licensee objects to one of the guestions
(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.



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
information should include all of the parameters 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 feedwater system should be
provided with an estimate of the schedule for full qualifica-
tion of this system."l/

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 inguires 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.
§ 50.49, will have no effect upon Licensee's compliance with the
eix 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. § 50.49.



The Licensing Ecard heard evidence from Licensee on
the specific equipment qualification "lessons learned"” from the
T™MI-2 accident and on the resultant corrective actions to be

undertaken at T™i1-1.2/ see Braulke, £f. Tr. 6820, The Staff

presented the results of a review, conducted especially for
this proceeding, of the gqualification of equipment, required to
safely shut down TMI-1 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 furction 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-

i#ication for high radiation levels.2’

PID, ¥ 1142. While the
IE Bulletin 79-01B program includes qualification for design
basis radiation values (based upon release from the core of 100%

of the noble gases, 50% of the halogens, and 1% of the solidsi/),
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
Ticensee advanced to be the equipment qualification lesson
learned. See PID, 99 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-l, ff. Tr.
6820, at 6-8 and Table 3.

4/ Braulke-l, ff. Tr. 6820, at 7, 8; Braulke-2, f£. Tr. 6820,
at 2. See also, PID, ¢ 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, € 1l62.

Except for the parameters of submergence and radia-
tion, the Licensing Board limited its conditions to the fruits
of the Staff's review of small-break LOCA and loss of feedwater
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
radiation environments, at least this condition (as well as the
others imposed) had, in the Licensing Board's view a nexus to
the TMI=-2 accident.é/ This basic nexus criterion was used by
the Licensing Board throughout the proceeding in shaping the
scope of the hearing,é/ and has been cited with approval by the
Commission.l/ 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 tock into account that the subject of

equipment qualification and related compliance schedules were

5/ At the same time, the Licensing Board stated that "[w]le see

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

6/ See PID, ¢ 24, LBP-81-32, 14 N.R.C. 381, 394 (1981).
7/ Unpublished and unnﬁmbered Commission Order, March 14, 1980.



at the time of the hearing the subject of a Commission order
(CLI-B0-21) adopting Staff guidelines, and compliance schedules
applicable to all operating reactors. These requirements were
incorporated by an immediately effective amendment to the TMI-l
operating license. PID, ¥ 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-l., Further, under
these circumstances where Commission rﬁlemaking 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 gqualification

issue to Commission rulemaking. See Potomac Electric Power

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

ALAB-218, 8 A.E.C. 79, 85 (1974); Sacramento Municipal Utility
District (Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating Station), ALAB-655,
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
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attention the practical consequences of its question, which
encompasses the entire scope of the IE Bulletin 79-01B program
to date. Licensee has filed three large and two smaller vol-
umes of data on eguipment qualification and some 10 supple~
mental submittals. NRC Staff review of this material is not
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.

1f the Appeal Board disagrees with Licensee's objec~
tion, we respectfully request that, in view of the Commission's
active role in and close supervision of this special proceed-
ing, the follewing question be certified to the Commission for
its determination:

Sshould 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 79-01B and its Supplements?

11. 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-

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



to the Commission itself. 1In 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. 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

MI-1's operating authority, effective 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) wouldéd 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
outcome of appeals from the Licensing Board decision. 1If the
Commisslon did not lift its suspension order, restart would be
contingent on Commission decision following the resolution of

any appeals. The Commission's later order assigning to the

-l



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
ticensing 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 different categories

and éiscussing 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 Ccmmission's August 9, 1979



8/

order, be met prior to restart.=" There is
no need for the Appeal Board to police this

kind of requirement.

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 <xplicitly with this
situation. The Order states that "[s]atis-
factory completion of the regquired 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.'g/
Thus the Commission clearly intended the Licens-
ing Board to have broad discretion in determin-
ing the level and detail of compliancé actions
and, conversely, in determining the extent to

which it would rely on Staff determinations.

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

9/ 1d4. at 148.



We do not believe that in adding the Appeal
Board to hear appeals the Commission meant
to withdraw any of its delegation of author-

ity to the Licensing Board.

3, A third category of compliance items involves
long-term regquirements 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

10/

initial review.==’ No provision is contained
in the Commission's August 9 Order for moni-
torin¢ subseqguent progress on long-term
requirements. 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 demonstrates 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."ll/

Id. at 146.

10/
11/ pID, g 1210.



4. The fourth category consists of NUREG-0737
requirements imposed 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 recoré 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.lzl 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
heariﬁg 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 (198l1). See also PID, December
14, 1981, g 1219.

i



In this special proceeding, unlike construction per-
mit and operating license proceedings, the role of the Appeal
Board is established solely by Commission order rather than by
Commigssion regulations. 1In its original Crder and Notice of
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-

13/

mission's Rules of Practice.= Sec+ion 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, beyoné 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, 1981,11/ the
Commission took cognizance of the unanticipated length of the
restart hearing and the size of the hesaring record and decided
to es-ablish an Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Bcard "to

hear initi. 1 appeals in this proceeding." 1In so doing the Com-

mission explained "its concern that the apreals be handled

13/ CLI 79-f, 10 NRC 141, 147 (1979).
14/ CLI 81-19, August 20, 1981.
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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, 1982,32/ indicating the Commission’'s intent
itself to review any important uncontested issues in the pro-
ceeding.

Tn 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 comments 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,

TROWBRIDGE

Dated: July 26, 1982

15/ cLI 82-12, July 16, 1982.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARD

Administrative Judges:
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Gary J. Edles, Chairman %l .
Dr. John H. Buck
Dr. Reginald L. Gotchy

In the Matter of

Docket No. 50-289 - SP
(Restart)

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY

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

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
certatively scheduled for September 1, 1982. 1In the course
of cur 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
details of various restart reguirements, certain of the Licen-
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 cral argument.



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 guestions 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 gquestions

follow.

; 49 Update of Restart Reguirements

Appendix A to this order is a list of restart items i/
for which we 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 sufficient.

-
l\

The "status list" of restart items was formulated from

the requirements for TMI-l1l 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 reguest
for an update in Part I pertains to only those items listed
in Apperdix A, however.
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11. Detailed Questions Concerning Some of the Items Listed

g? the TMI-Restart Certification (Status List, Appendix

A. In letters dated April 22, 1982 and May 13, 1982,
the licensee notified this Board that certain steam and
water tests exhibited valve instabillty that resulted in camage
to the safety relief valve. Throughout the hearing, licensee
maintained that the feed and bleed mode of forced core cocling 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 cpen and cleose freguently with both

steam and water flow mixtures?

B. The status list indicates that the installation of
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
restart. During the hearing, the staff testified that emergency
feedwater modifications.should be completed by late 1982 (Ross,

Tr. 15,577).



1. Which, if any, of the modifications discussed
in Paragraphs 1028-1034 of the partial initial decision (PID),
LBP-81-59, 14 NRC 1211 (1981), will not be completed before
restart?

- What are the reasons for the delay beyond the

completion date estimated by the staff during the hearing?

*C. 1In Paragraph 880 of the PID, the Licensing Board left
resolution of the issue of separation of the new wide-range
containment building radiation monitors to the staff. Has this
issue been resclved? If so, state where the monitors are to

be located.

*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
"promptly as practicable.” The status list (Item 2.1.9Db)
indicates that the Guidelines have been submitted with the
procedure implementation to be completed by the first refueling
af-er Octcber 1, 1982. What progress has been made by the staff

in its review of licensee's submittals?

E. During the hearing, the licensee indicated that the
high point vents were planned to be installed prior to restart
(Tr. 16,580). NUREG-0737 requires the installation to be com-
plete by July 1, 1982. The status list indicates that the com-

pletion date is "to be determined.” What progress has been made



in complying with the requirements of NUREG-0737 for the in-
stallation 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?



11I. 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
centers. What is the status of staff review of this plant
modification? What was the source term used in determining

the adeguacy of the shield walls?

B. In Paragraph 771 of its PID, the Licensing Board
directed the staff to verify that procedures to connect the
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-82-230
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-1 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.
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 HFI

modifications?



D. In Paragraph 1064 of its PID, the Licensing Board
directed the staff to certify to the Commission that the licensee
has made reascnable progress in initiating a program for long-
term solution of the steam generator bypass logic problem. What
progress has been made by the licensee 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 isclation of both steam generators?

E. The Licensing Board has directed the staff (PID
Paragraph 1162) to certify to the Commission a report on li-
censee's compliance with CLI-80-21, 11 NRC 707 (1980) as it
relates to safety eguipment 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. Thi§ certified
the status of licensee's compliance as of January 30, 1981.

What is the current status of compliance by the licensee with
LI-80-21 for gualification of safety equipment for a harsh
environment? This information should incluce all of the para-

meters addressed by IE Bulletin 79-01B anéd 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.



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" 2/ 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 gualification?

*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?

1f the licensee's maximum flood level is not conservative,
the Licensing Board directed that a new flood level be deter-
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).



*G. In Paragraph 1180 of its PID, the Licensing Board
discusses the confusion concerning the environmental quali-
fication of eguipment needed to achieve cold shutdown. The
Licensing Beard also directed that the Commission be informed
if licensee does not plan to qual!fy the egquipment 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 gualify equipment needed to achieve
celd shutdown. Wwhat is the current staff position with regard
to compliance with Supplement 3 to IE Bulletin 79-01B for an
environmentally qualified pathway tc achieve cold shutdown?

I1f 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 reguired from
the licensee. It was indicated that the staff had not completed

its review at that time but was confident that procedures
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acceptable for TMI-l restart without reliance on water level
rmeasurement could be developed. What are the results of the

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

dures?

: g8 1n 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? 1If completed, please briefly summarize

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 come

plying with this regquirement?

¥, The Licensing Board indicated in PID Paragraph 1264
that a tunnel~like barrier for personnel passage between the
Unit 1 contrel 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 HFI or EFW flow in the event
0f a small-break LOCA at the reactor coolant pump (RCP) suction.
The Licensing Board specified as a condition of restart that

this missing analysis be performed and submitted to the staff
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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-

able.

On June 4, 1981, the licensee submitted to the ™I
Licensing Board a letter from B&W which indicated that "a
pump suction break will result in the loss of lower guality
£luid which will deplete system inventory at a higher rate.
Thus at the time of AFW actuition 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
given., Staff witness Jensen,on the other nand, stated in his
affidavit 3/ that the reduction in available time for cperatcr
decision would come about "because the reactor coolani piping
is lower at the reactor coolant pump sucticn than at the pump
discharge and more reactor system water might be lcst 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-

==  gented 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, l982.
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differance 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
its request for further analysis on this subject 1./ but we reguest
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 Le 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] Iost."

4§ / Unpublished memorandum and order of January 26, 1982,
Modifying Partial Initial Decision of December 14, 1981
at p. 7.
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1v. Clarification of Testimony Presented at the Hearing
*A. ctaff witness Jensen testified at the hearing
(rr. 5501) that, if the EFfW system was available, one HPI
pump would be adeguate to cool the core for all small-break
LOCAs. What analysis was performed to show that natural
circulation would occur with only one HPI and one EFW pump?
Would the ratural circulation be liquid or boiler~condenser
mode?
B. 1n the event that the pressurizer heaters fail to
operate while the plant is operating at full power,
(1) how much time would it take to achieve RHR
system initiation conditions and tren cold shutdown?
(2) how would pressure control be performed during
cooldown to conditions allowing RHR system operation?
(3) how soon after shutdown from full power con-
ditions does the RER system have sufficient decay
heat removal capability?
«(4) do any Commission offices have any data on
pressurizer heater failures? 1If so, what has been the

frequency of such failures?

*C, Why did the steam safety valve associated with the
.damaged steam generator open twice during the steam generator

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

L——'——_—___—L_‘
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effect does this have on the position that the pressurizer
safety relief valves can be used for feed and bleed cooling
without opening of the steam generatcr steam safety valves

during a steam generator tube rupture?

D. What is the extent of the environmental gualification

of +the PORV block valve and its controls?

*E. What is the basis for requiring that the high-point
vents be safety grade and have sufficient redundancy to minimize
the probability of inadvertent actuation but not applying the

same reguirements to the PORV?

F. Describte the method for -s0ling the plant to RHR
initiation conditions by feed and »leed cooling using only

safety-grade equipment.

*G. Have any tests kbeen conducted at the LOFT facility

that provide information on the ability of feed and bleed to

adequately cool the core? 1f so please state conclusions.

*H, In this record we have f.und no official staff defini~
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 begins to heat up

and will ultimately reach temperatures at which fuel damage
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occurs. This is inadequate core cooling." Testimony of

tawrence E. Phillips Regarding Water Level Instrumentation,
fol., Tr. 10,807 at 3.

1f the Phillips definition properly reflects the staff's
position on inadeqguate 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?

Tnitial 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,

August 25, 1982.

It is so ORDERED.
FOR THE APPEAL BOARD

C. Jéan oemaker
Secretary to the
Appeal Board



APPENDIX A

Answers to be Supplied on the Following Items
| of the TMI-1 Restart Certification Status List
l (Appendix B)
I. August 9, 1979 Order Requirements (CLI-79-8, 10 NRC 1l41)

A, Short Term

Order Item 1 EFW Reliability

la-3 Auto EFW Load to Diesels
la-4 EFW Technical Specification
la Additional Items
1 CWST Level Alarm
§ EFW Initiation Independent of AC
*7 EFW Operability in Steam Environment
8 Cross-Tie Break

Order Item 2 1IE Bulletins

*79-05A-2 Plant Transient Review
76-058B-3 PORV Set Point
79-05B-5 Anticipatory Reactor Trip (Safety Grade)

Order Item 4 Separation of TMI-l & 2

(a) Liguid Radwaste
(b) Gaseous Radwaste
(¢) Solid Radwaste

(d) Sampling System



Order Item 8 Lessons Learned - Short Term

2.1.1 Emergency Power Supply

- Pressurizer Heaters

2:1.38 Valve Position Indication

2.1.3b Inadequate Core Cooling

- Existing Instrumentation & Saturation Meter

B A Containment Isolation

d:1:%¢ Install Recombiner

2.1.8¢ Todine Instrumentation

Long Term (LT)
LT-1 (II1.K.2.9)

(NUREG-0737 numbers)

ICS FMEA Modifications

*1L7T~2 Small Break Analyses

LT-3 Lessons Learned Category B from NUREG-0578

2.1.3b

2.1.5

201’6b

- I 7

2.1.7b

(IT.F.2.3) 1ICC Instrumentation

- Backup Incore Thermocouples (safety grade)
(IT.E.4.1) Dedicated H, Penetrations

- Install

(I1.B.2) Plant Shielding

- Plant Modifications

(IT.E.1.2) EFW Auto Initiation

- Safety Grade

(ITI.E.1.2) EFW Flow Indication

- Safety Grade



2.1.8a (I1.B.3) Post-Accident Sampling
- Modificacions

2.1.8b (I3.F.1) Radiation Monitors
- Effluent Monitors
- Iodine/Particulate Monitors

Additional Items

£ (1. 9.1 Containment Pressure
2 (IT.P.1) Containment Water Level
$3 (II.F.1) Containment Hydrogen

LT-4 Emergency Preparedness
Emergency Communications
- Install control room eme~gency telephone
- Connect emergency te.ephone eguipment 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

II1.E. Pressurizer Heaters
-~ Demonstrate RCS pressure control w/HPI

II.K Computer

- Incore thermocouple backup display (not safety grade)



c.

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

I1.Q EFW Reliability (see detailed question on long-term

order Item B.2.1.7a)

- Safety grade automatic EFW control

- Install follewing long-term EFW modifications

(a)
(b)
()
(@)

(e)

Separation

I1I.B

EFW cavitating venturis

CWST level alarm (safety grade)

TSG high level alarm

Safety grade isclation of MFW on OTSG
overfill

Upgrade main steam rupture detection system
to safety grade

of TMI-1 and TMI-2 Findings

*~ Ventilation Separation Program (PID R 1267)



APPENDIX B

i !_lv-m_
A, SHORT TCRM
Order Tlem 1

la-1

Ya-2
la-3

la-4

M

la-

1a-6
la-7
la-8

la Additional
items!
1

VS e N

'la Additional items were not Ovddr items; all but la-additional item 7 to be completed prior to

2

Pescription

W Neliabilitly

Auto Initiation of CIU

[FY Valves Faill Open

Auto [I". Load on Diesels

CFY jech Specs

ITH MNow Indication
{control grade)

[W Procedures
EMW Valve Aligmment

THI-1 RCSTART CTRILCICATION STATUS

1. MIGUST 9, 1979 ORDER REQUIRLMCNTS

Itrm Type

Mod

Hod
Mod

Tech Specs
Hod

Procedures
Procedures

EfY Auto Start Amnunciation Mod

Reliability Analysis
CHST Level Alamm

[ndurance Test

Transfer of [FY Supply

i to Intact OTSG

Auto W Protection on loss

of Haler Source

Hod

Test

Procedures
HMad
Analysis

Licensee Status

Complete

Corpldtle

Complele

Proucedure Chgs.,
Reqg .

li/A

Complete
Complete
Complete

WL [lems-
(st. 77822

Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete

Inspection/Review  Estimated Completion/
Status Remarks '
Complete Except power escala-
tion testing
Complete

Conplete except
testing

Partially
Complete

H/A

Complete
Complete
Complete

Fartially Complete

Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete

IHL items-Incomplete work 1ist ftems (f.e., nodification essentially complete),

JLlcensc amendment to be iIssued for changes lo Technical Specifications prior to restart,

-1-

6/02
97823

Licensee installing
safetly grade inst,
I 116,12

Except power escala-
tion testing

8/02

restart.

-

-



Fem

i

ih
lc
id
e

Order 1ten .

79-05A-1
75-05A-2
79-05A-3
79-05A-4
79-05A-5

79-05A-6

79-05A-7
79-05A-8
79-05A-9

79-05A-10
79-05A-1
79-05a-1?

B —

(i Initiation Independent

of AC

[id Operability 'n Steam
[nvironment

Cross-Tie Dreak
[IW Independent of JCS

Su}:j.-.va:i;k',«l by Order Item 2

-5

Small Bireak Analysis
Operator Retraining

IC Bulletins

Accident Understanding
Plant Transient Review
Transient Procedures
Operating Procedures
Valve Position Review

Containment Iscolation

EfY Valve Procedures
tnd Operability

Transfer of Containment
Liguids

Safety System Operability
Personnel Actions-THI-2
Prompt Re~~ 'ing

1tem Type

Mod
Mod

Analysis
Mod
t/A
Analysis
Training

Training

Inspection
Procedures
I'rocedures

Procedures
Iod

Procedures
Procedures
Procedures

Procedures
Training
Procedures

Licensee Status

In construclion-
Lst, 7782

Complete
Complete
H/A

Complele

Complete

Complete
Complete
Comple .«
Complele

See Order Item B
2.1.4

Complete
Coupliete

See Order Item O
2.1.6a

Complete
Complele
Complete

Inspection/Reyiew Estimated Completion/

Remarks

Status

Partially complete

Hlon-des tructive exa
of welds scheduled-

Conplete
NJA

Complete
Complete

Complete
Scheduled 7782
Complete
Complete

See Order Item O
-

Complete
Complete

See Oroar ftem B
2.1.6a

Complete
Complete
Complete

982

Est. B/82 Except Hot
Functioral Testing (i1:FT)

Not required for
gﬁaﬁars per NHUREG-0600

7/82

7/82

Vaive 1lineup verifica-
tion at time of restart



Item

79-068-1
19-058-2
79-050-3
79-050-4
79-050-5

79-050-6
79-058-7

19-05C-1
79-05C-2
79-u5C-3
79-05C-14
79-05C-5

Order [tem 3

Order Ttem 4

}y-scriplion

Hotural Clrculation
Vessel Integrity
PORY Setpoint
Manual Reactor Trip

Anticipatory Reactor Trip
(Safely Grade)

Prompt Reporting
Tech Spec Changes

RCP Trips

Small LOCA Analysis
Operatur Action-RCP Trips
Reactor Trip Training
Inadequate Core Cooling

Emergency Preparedness
(Short Term) |

Separation of TMI-1 & 2

a)liquid Radwaste
-Interconnection [solation

b)Gaseous Radwaste
-Leak Test of Waste System
-Fuel Handling Building
Isolation
-fuel Handling Euih(lng
Ventilation Sys. Mod,

c)Solid Radwaste
~llittman Sys. Installation
-THI-1/2 Trash Segreqation

d)Sampling System
- Independent THI-2 Sanp | ing

System

Ttem Type

Procedwres

Procedines

Maod
Procedure

HMod

frocedures
Tech Specs

Procedures

Analysis
Procedure
Training
Analysis

Hod

Test
Mod

Mod

Had

IFrocedures

1od

Licensee Status

Complete
Complele
Complete
Complete

Complele

Complele

Procedure changes

required

Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete

Complete

Complete

Complete

WL ltems-Est,
1082

WL 1tems-Est,
7/62

Complele
Complete

Complele

Inﬁpcctlon/ﬂnvlew

Status

[stimated Completion/ ™.
Remarks

Complete
Complete

Partially Complete

Complete

Partially Complete

Complete
Pending

Conmplete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete

Complete

Scheduled B/82

Scheduled 0/82
Pending

Pending

Complete
Scheduled B8/82

Scheduled 8702

9/82

6/82 except power
escalation testing

9782 !

/62

0/82
6782

8/82

B/82
8/62 .

8/82



¢ v
.

InspectionReview [stimated Completion/ -

item Description ITtem Type  Licensee Slatus Status Remarks ry
Order Ttem 5 Haste Management
ajliquid & Gaseous Sys. Avalysis Compleie Complete
blSulid Radwastle
~lew activily stor, Hod Wl items- Pending 8,/82
expans ion [st, 7702
Order Item 6 Hanagerial Capability (A11 actions from this Order ftem verified completed by NRR (NUREG-0600

and Supp, 1 & 2) wilh following exceptions)

alllanagement & Technical

~Training manual [raiting Parlially complete Partially complete 7/02
b)Safely Review

-Final Version of Procedure Procedine Procedure revision Pending 8/82

on operaling experience info. reguired

cilicalth Physics
-Qualification Records Training Complete Partially complete B/82

d)RURCG-0691 [tews 3
-11.8.4 Training Records for Training Partlally complete Partially compliete 9/82

Hitigating Core Damage

Order Item 8 Lessons Learned-Short Term (Long Term Lessons Learned Under LT-3)
2.1 [mergency Power Supply
~Pressurizer leaters Hod IHL Ttems-Est, . Partially complete 7/82
6/82
-PGRY, Dlock Valve,level Malysis Complete Complete
2.1.2 Relief Valve Testing
(Program Description only) Testing Compliete Complete
2.1.3a VYalve Position Indication Mad W ltems-Est, Partially complete 8/02
2.1.3b Inadequate Core Cooling ' ) jue
~Ixisting Instrimentation Hod Complete Partially complete 7782
L Saturation Meter
2.1.4 Containment Isolalton Mod In construction Partially complete 9/82
., Fst. 8702
2.1.5a Dedicated llydrogen Penctra- Design Complete Complete
tions ) )
L5 Iinstall Recombiner Mod I Items-[st, Partially coeplete lSnot required by ».4
1702 /9779 ardcr)



2.1.6a

2.1.6b
2.1.7a

2.%.7b

2.1.0a
2.1.0b

2.1.8c
2.2.a
2.2.%
2. *.2a
2.2.2b
2. 2.2¢

Descriplion

Syslearss Inleqrity

Plant Shielding

fIM Aulo Initiation
{(Control Grade)

Y Flow Indication
(Contral Grade)

Post-Accident Sampling

Radfation Monitors

{Control Grade)

ajlioble Gas Mmnitors

b)Radioiodine Monitors

c)Particulate/tffluent
Hunilaors

Iodine Instrumentation
Shift Supervisor

Shift Technical Advisor
Control Room Access

Onsite Tech Support Center

Testing

Analysls
Hod

Mod

Design

Hod

Hod
Procedures
Procedures
Procedures
Mod

Onsite Operations Support Ctr, Mod

r

Inspection/Reyiew [stimated Completion/
Licensee Status Status : Remarks
fonplele Complete Conplete for restart,
additional tests post
restart
Complete Complece
Complete Complete
N/A N/A Licensee installing
safety grade inst.
" IAM 11.E.1.2; see LT 3
Item 2.1.7b
Complele Complete
H/A H/A Licensee installing -
final monitors
IAW T1.F.1; see LT 3
Item 2.1.0b
Complete Pending 9/82
Complete Complete
Complete Complete
Complete Compliete
Complete Complete
Complete Complete



NURIG-07237
on lap lewmen-

) !!gggjpllou }iiﬂflJEUUE llfonscn Status
LONG TERM (LT) (HURCG-0737 CORRESPONDING ITLH HuMBLRS ALSO UST[D)‘
-l_ 1CS FIEA Hods e Testing-6/02
[.x.2.9)
-2 Small Break Analysis /182 Generic program
submitted
-3 Lessons Learned Category § From HUREG-0570
N T Retief & Safety-Valve Testing
11.0.1.2) ~Complete testing 471782 Complete
_Plant specific vept. 771782 rst. 7782
. 1.3 1€C Instrumentation
11.7.2.3) -Backup Incove T/C 1/1/82 In Construction-
(satety grade) A8z
-Hater level inst. Under 168D
development
*.1.5a Ded. "i Penetralions
(11.0.4.1) -Install 771781 WL ITtems-7/82
2.1.6b plant Shielding
(11.8.2) -Plant Mods 1717082 Procurement
problews-TBD
2. 1. 7a Lry Auto Initiation
(11.€£.1.2) -Safety Grade 771/81 UL Items-6/02
2.1.7b I Mow Indication .
(11.€£.1.2) -Safety Grade 771781 _Complete
2.1.8a past-Accident Sampling
{(11.8.3) -Modifications 1/1/82 In Construction-

8782

'l’kmrd 12714761 P1D found licensee had made reasonable progress on all LT items except 2.1.9
3 :
Addilional LT mods first refuel after restart

7Liccnsca's commi tment for‘cnarlrt|on is first refucling after restart
{ comaitment not yet accepled by starf)

r

o @

fstimated Completion/ !

Inspect fon/Revicw
' © Remarks

Slatus

" partially complete 7782

HRR review

Generic report Generic EPRI Program

under NRR review
pending HRR review

pending 9/822
1080 18D
partially complete 8/82

1st refuel after
restart

partially complete 8/823

Pending 8/82

partially complete 9/022

’



[, ASLD 1IwOsSro REQUIRCMENTS

1
item

Description

A, MANAGEMENT FUIDINGS - August 27, 1961 PID

e i .

ii.o

i

0. PLANT DFSIGH, MODIFICATION AND PROCEDURLS FINDINGS - DECIHDER 14,

Accuracy of Maintenance Records

foard Conditions 3
1. Category T Exam for remaining
individuals h

2 Additional 3 days of mi-2"
accidenl Lraining

3. Simulator exam for opcralorJ )
not previously licensed
i
4, CRI t-task simslatort
([‘\S;W‘.{y uaqnlprcs‘s. »
5. Bids and specs for ™i-1
simulator

6. Conlract for basic principles \
Lrainer to be installed in 1982

7. Emeryency Di rcctor/Support‘
Rirector training

f. ATOG training prior to AT0G
implementation

9(a)-9(y). License conditions for
shift manning

10{a)-10{c). Management syslem Lo
rform specific funclions

Li cens_c__-g__.ﬁ_l_a_l’t{s_

Complete

Complele
Complete
Complete

Complete
10782 Status Report

11782 installed
Contract complete

8/82

Complete

8/02

related to operating experience information

11.A

Matural and forced Circulation

__Motor control center shield walls

(para. 628)

Detection of ltC
_Mater level meter in long Lerm
(para. 673)

staff.review revised ATOG progras
{para. 721) A

IHL Tlems-6/02

D

Generic Program Submitted

-

Inspection/Review
Status

1961 PID

partially Complete

Pending

Pending
pending

Pending
N/A

Pending

Pending

Scheduled at
restart

Pending

Pending

THo

Under HAR Review

fstimated Completion/
Remarks

8/82

9/82

10782-First of licensee
annual repts. on pro-

gress to have simulator
installed by 1905

‘9782

pPost-restart, license
condition

At time of restart,
license condition

At time of restart,
license condition

7702

No certification

“required

Certify Reasonable
Progress-fst. 9702



11.F

1i.K

Dlrscripthm

Pressurizer licalers
-Dewons Lrate RCS pressure control
w/lirl (para. 7553

Pressurizer (Pzr) llcaters Power
-Procedures for connecling Pzr
heaters to diesel (parva. 771)

-bemonsirale Pzr heater connection
to emergency bus (para. 772)

Computer
-Operator reliance on compuler
{para. 865)

-Incore ‘hermocouple back:

display (w0l safety granlo..Y(para. 86

In-Plant instrument Ranges
-Effluent monitors (para. 874-875)

Safcty System Status Panel
-Safety system valve linecup review
(para. 899)

-System status admin, controils
{para. 904)

Control Room Desiqgn
-Carrect NURCG-0752 deficiencies

(para. 914-915)

Additional LOCA Analysis
~Install NP1 Cavitating Venturis
(para. 943)

- JurT=tlot Functional Testing

Licensee Slalus

11/82

Complete

See Order Item 8 2.1.1

Complele

7/82

7}

See Order [tem LT-3
2.1.8b long term

See Order Item 2
79-05A-2

Partially complete

Partially complete

Comp lete

Inspection/Review Estimated Completion/
Status Remarks

Pending Her

Complete

See Order Item 8

-

Pending 11782

Pending _ License Condition

See QOrder [tem

before 5% power-
Est. 9/82

LT-3 2.1.6b long term

" See Order Item 2

79-05A-2
Pending

Partially compliete

Partially complete

At time of restart
WFT' -

Short-term 9/82, LT
deficiencies Ist

refuel after restart
(Ticense condition)

8762



‘1D
L.

11.Q

Systems Classification
~Uipgrade Pressurizer Level Inst,
Power Supplies (para. 1001)

v Reliability
-safely grade aulomalic
LIW conlrol (para. 1036)

-install following leont term EFW
mods {para. 1037)
a)iiu cavitating venturis

2 ACHST level alarmm {cafety qrade)

c)OTSG high level alarm

d)Safety grade isolation of MW on
01SG overfill

e)Upgrade main steam rupture
detection system o safely grade

Propose means to preveat [TW
isolation due to rupture detec-
tion sys. fallure (para. 1064)

floard Questions
HUREG-0694 | Llems

{para. 11132)
-1.8.1.2-0Organization

& management improvement

-1.C.7-HSSS vendor review
of proceQures

-1.D.1-Control room design
review

-1.G.1-Low power testing

-l:C.B-Mnnttorlng of Selected
fmergency Procedures

Licensee Slalus

IHL {tens-7/02
Lesting

See reaavks

WL items-6762

See reparks
See remarks
See remarks

See remarks

[st. 6/82

Complete
Partiall}'coupletc
See remarks
Partially complete

Complete

Inspection/Review
Status

Remarks

Pending

Sec remarks

Complete except IWL
& testing
See remarks

See remarks
See remarks

See remarks

NI Review
Pending

Conplete
Pending
See remarks

NAR Review Pending .

Cownlete

" 8/02

Ist refuel after
restart {license
condition)

8/82 excep,t WFT

<t refuel after
restart (license
condition)

Ist refuel after
restart (license
condition)

st refuel after
restart

1st refuel after
restart (license
condition)

Certify reasonanie
progress-Est, 9/82

11782

See Board [tem
11.N. HUREG-0752

During low power
testing

-

Estimated Completion/ f o



[lem

.t

eseription

Iquipment ualification

-Status of compliance w/CLI-00-21
for radiation levels Report to
Commission (para. 1162)

-Six lloard conditions cencerning
miterial aging & other [Q itens
(para. 1163 & 1164)

-Staff review flood level
calculations (para. 1174)

-Pesition on Cold Shutdown (para.
« 1lh)

Licensee Status

Complete

Submitted response

Fst, 6702

Complete

Inspection/Review [stimated Completien/
Status ) Remarks

Complete

Under NRR Review 11/82;L1cense condition
for 3 items prior to
exceeding 5% power

NilR Review Pending 9702

Complete



Item

PDescriplion Liveriee Status

C. SEPARATION OF _THI-1 AND TMI-2 FINDINGS - December 14, 1901

1ii.n

-[SF Filter System Installation See resarks

~Suspenzion of Unit 1 Fuel H/A for restart
Handling Activilies During Unil

2 Fuel ovements (para. 1256)

~Ventilaltion Separation Pregram . [st, 0/82
{para. 1267)
it 1 solid waste nol affected
by Unit 2 (para. 1303)
~Groundualer monitoring Ongoing

program (para. 1326)

0. EMERGENCY PLANRING FINDINGS - December 14, 1981

iV.L
floard
Condi-
tions

ConcLuUSIONS

Paragyraph 2010

a.fmeryency Support Director
staffing in EOF prior to full
emergency support organiza-
tion arrival (para. 2010(a))

Procedures-6/€2

b.Staff review county [P
brochures and PIMA TP
pamphlet and advise Conmis-
sion of impact of changes

Complete

c.PLMA pamphlel and countly See remarks
brochure distribution to

populace in [P2

d.Public information brochure See rmrk; '
dislribution to transient

localions

e Licensee Lo conduct [P briefings Scheduled 0702
Lo major easployers and operators
of transient locations.
iriefings Lo begin prior to
restart.

Inspection/Review
_Status

Estimated Completion/
Remarks

See remarks

H/A for restart

NRR Review pending

(ngoing

Pending

fleview complete
Advise Commission
9/82

Pending

Pending

Pending

Ist refuel after
restart {license
condition)

Prior to Unil 2
fuel movements
(Ticense condition)

10782
License conditlion

Continuous, no
certification required

8/u¢

9/82

Licensee committed to
distribute one ronih
prior to restart

Licensee conmitted to
distribute one month
prior to restart

9/82



Roard
“Sugyes-
tions

Lt ,O_I. l()ll_

f.Staff certify satisfaclory
completion of siren system
testing

g.Commmications drill to be
held prior Lo restart

h.Certify to Conmission that
17 school plans are
complele

Paragraph 2011

a.tive York county school
districts should prepare
plans for mass care
emergency responsibilities

b.Staff <hould nolify Conmis-
sion within 1 yr. after

restart whether distribut fon

of KI accomplished

c.Mumicipalities should prepare
wrilten plans lo assist with

evacualion
d.Commiss ion should direct

staff to cerlify to report on

status of various state,
counly & municipal plan
deficiencies (1 yr. after
restart)

Licensee Status

Complele

Complete

H/A

N/A

Sce remarks

N/A

See remarks

Inspection/Review
Stalus

[stimated Completion/
Remarks "

FIMA review 6/82
Staff review 9/82

Complete

FEMA review 67082
Advise Conmission
9/12

Est. 9/02

See remarks

Est, 9/82

See remarks

- 9702

5/82

Certification not
required

Certification not
required.Te be
completed 1 yr. after
restart

Certification not
required

Certification not
required.To be
conpleted 1 yr,
after restar



