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**NOTICE**

This package contains both Japan and Non-Japan related
records. The non-Japan records pertain to the specific request
made by FOIA/PA-2011-0140, FOIA/PA-2011-0148, and

FOIA/PA-2011-0191. .



Hogan, Rosemary

From: Weaver, Thomas

Sent: Friday, March 11, 2011 9:33 AM
To: Hogan, Rosemary

Subject: DE Presentation

Rosemary,

If you are interested in reviewing my presentation for the DE meeting on Monday, you can access the slides on
the g drive (G:\DE\SGSEB\Weaver).

Thomas

A
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Hogan, Rosemary

From: Hogan, Rosemary
Sent: Friday, March 11,2011 1:01 PM
To: Ake, Jon; Anooshehpoor, Rasool; Candra, Hernando; Graves, Herman; Gupta, Abhinav;

Herrity, Thomas; Kammerer, Annie; Pires, Jose; Rivera-Lugo, Richard; Roche, Robert; Sircar,
Madhumita; Stovall, Scott; Weaver, Thomas; Ali, Syed; Murphy, Andrew

Subject: FW: 3/16/11-Notice of Forthcoming Meeting/Webinar on Generic Licensing Topics and Policy
Issues Related to Small Modular Reactors -
Attachments: ADAMS Document. ADC

From: Zaki, Tarek

Sent: Tuesday, March 08, 2011 5:24 PM
To: Skarda, Raymond; Madni, Imtiaz; Bajorek, Stephen; Basu, Sudhamay; Herrity, Thomas; Wood, Jeffery; Drouin, Mary;
Lien, Peter; Yarsky, Peter; Staudenmeier, Joseph; Hudson, Nathanael; Franki, Istvan; Krotiuk, William; Hogan, Rosemary;
Gavrilas, Mirela; Csontos, Aladar; Peters, Sean; Coyne, Kevin; Demoss, Gary; Hoxie, Chris; Elkins, Scott

Cc: Scott, Michael; Rubin, Stuart

Subject: FW: 3/16/11-Notice of Forthcoming Meeting/Webinar on Generic Licensing Topics and Policy Issues Related to
Small Modular Reactors

FYI, please feel free to forward to others. Thanks. Tarek

From: Scott, Michael

Sent: Saturday, March 05, 2011 8:25 AM

To: Zaki, Tarek; Rubin, Stuart

Subject: FW: 3/16/11-Notice of Forthcoming Meeting/Webinar on Generic Liceénsing Topics and Policy Issues Related to
Small Modular Reactors

Tarek:

Please forward to other RES stakeholders, including NARBians, as you see fit. Thanks

From: James, Deonna

Sent: Friday, March 04, 2011 2:36 PM

To: RidsNroArpArbl_2 Resource; RidsOpaMail Resource; RidsNroDnrl Resource; RidsNroDsra Resource;
RidsAcrsAcnw_MailCTR Resource; RidsNroOd Resource; RidsNroDser Resource; RidsNroDe Resource;
NRO_Branch_Chiefs; Williams, Joseph; RidsOgcMailCenter Resource; RidsNroArp Resource; RidsNroDcip Resource;
Mayfield, Michael; Scott, Michael

Cc: Reckley, William; Held, Wesley

Subject: 3/16/11-Notice of Forthcoming Meeting/Webinar on Generic Licensing Topics and Policy Issues Related to Smali
Modular Reactors '

Date: March 3, 2011

.To: William D. Reckley, NRO
From: Wesley Held, NRO

Subject: Notice of Forthcoming Meeting/Webinar on Generic Licensing Topics and Policy Issues Related to

Small Modular Reactors
19 < \s\

Meeting Date: March 16, 2011
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! :} This Meeting Notice can also be found on the NRC Main Website.
K ADAMS Accession NO.: ML110620357

Deonna James

Secretary H

Locatlon: T-9F27

U.5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-5828
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MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE & TIME:

LOCATION:

PURPOSE:

CATEGORY 2*:

CONTACTS:

March 3, 2011

*REVISED AGENDA*

William D. Reckley, Branch Chief

Advanced Reactors Branch 1
Advanced Reactor Program
Office of New Reactors

Wesley Held, Project Manager  /RA by William Reckley for/
Advanced Reactors Branch 1

Advanced Reactor Program

Office of New Reactors

NOTICE OF FORTHCOMING MEETING/WEBINAR ON GENERIC
LICENSING TOPICS AND POLICY ISSUES RELATED TO SMALL
MODULAR REACTORS

Wednesday, March 16, 2011 9:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.

Legacy Meeting Centre
Rose Hill Ballroom

1750 Rockville Pike
Rockville, Maryland 20852

The purpose of the meeting is to discuss generic licensing and policy
issues related to small modular reactors with industry working groups
(coordinated by the Nuclear Energy Institute (NE!)) and other
stakeholders.

This is a Category 2 meeting. The public is invited to participate in this
meeting by discussing generic regulatory issues with the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff at designated points identified on
the agenda. The NRC's Policy Statement, “Enhancing Public
Participation on NRC Meetings," effective May 28, 2002, applies to this
meeting. The policy statement may be found on the NRC website,
www.nrc.gov, and contains information regarding visitors and security.

Wesley Held, NRO/ARP William Reckley NRO/ARP
301-415-1583 301-415-7490
wesley.held @nrc.gov william.reckley@nrc.qgov

*Commission's Policy Statement on "Enhancing Public Participation in NRC Meetings”
(67 FR36920) May 28, 2002.

SO
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W. Reckley -2-

TELECONFERENCE: Interested members of the public can participate in this meeting via
webinar and/or a toll-free teleconference.

To register for the webinar, please visit
https://www1.gotomeeting.com/register/782543952

Teleconference information:

Toll free number: 888-603-7034
Passcode|(b)(6)

PARTICIPANTS: Participants from the NRC include members of the Office of New
Reactors (NROQO) and other NRC organizations.

NRC Industry
W. Reckley, NRO V. Anderson, NEI, et al.
A. Cubbage, NRO, et al.

Enclosure:
As stated

cc. See next page
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TELECONFERENCE: Interested members of the public can participate in this meeting via
webinar and/or a toll-free teleconference.

To register for the webinar, please visit
https.//www1.gotomeeting.com/reqister/782543352

Teleconference information:

Toll free number: 888-603-7034
Passcode:{(b)(6)

PARTICIPANTS: Participants from the NRC include members of the Office of New
Reactors (NRO) and other NRC organizations.

NRC Industry
W. Reckley, NRO V. Anderson, NEI, et al.
A. Cubbage, NRO, et al.

Enclosure: } |
As stated v

cc. See next page

|
|
DISTRIBUTION: |
PUBLIC |
RidsNroArpArb1_2 RidsAcrsAcnw_MailCenter RidsOgcMailCenter Do
RidsOpaMail Resource RidsNroQOd RidsNroArp bl
RidsNroDnrl RidsNroDser RidsNroDcip Lo
RidsNroDsra RidsNroDe MMayfield, NRO S
SMagruder, NRO - NRO_Branch_Chiefs WReckley, NRO -
WHeld, NRO JWilliams, NRO MScott, RES '
g

ADAMS Accession No.: ML110620357 NRC-001

[oFFICE PM:NRO/ARP/ARB1 BC:NRO/ARP/ARB1

NAME WHeld WReckley
DATE 31312011 3/3/12011
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*REVISED*
TENTATIVE AGENDA
SMR Licensing Workshop
Wednesday, March 16, 2011
9:00 a.m —-4:00 p.m.

TIME TOPIC FACILITATOR
9:00 a.m. - 9:05a.m. Opening, Introductions NRC
9:05a.m.-9:20 a.m. Status of Industry Resolution of NE!
Generic Issues
9:20 a.m. - 945 a.m. Status of NRC Resolution of Generic ;| NRC
Issues
9:45a.m. - 10:15 a.m. Price Anderson NEI
10:15 am. - 10:30 a.m. BREAK
10:30 a.m. - 11:00 a.m. PRA Overview NRC
11:00 a.m. - 11:45 a.m. Insights from New Reactor Reviews” | NRC
11:45a.m. — 12:45 p.m. LUNCH
12:45 p.m. - 1:45 p.m. Risk-informed Licensing” NRC
1:45 p.m.—2:45 p.m. Emergency Planning NE!
2:45 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. BREAK
3:00 p.m. - 3:15p.m. Submittal Guidance NRC
3:15-p.m-4:15p.m. Insights from New Reactor Reviews NEI
4:15p.m.-4:30 p.m. Questions ALL
4:30 p.m. Adjourn

Enclosure




Mailing List

cC:

Mr. Lionel Batty
Nuclear Business Team
Graftech

12300 Snow Road
Parma, OH 44130

Mr. lan M. Grant

Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission
280 Slater Street, Station B

P.O. Box 1046

Ottawa, Ontario

K1P 589

Mr. Eugene S. Grecheck
Vice President

Nuclear Support Services
Dominion Energy Inc.
5000 Dominion Blvd.
Glen Allen, VA 23060

Carlos Sisco

Senior Paralegal
Winston & Strawn LLP
1700 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Michael L. Hammond

Technological Hazards Program Office
Radiological Emergency Program Office
Program, Region X

U.S. Department of Homeland Security
130 228" Street, SW

Bothell, WA 98021

Mr. Brendan Hoffman

Research Associate on Nuclear Energy

Public Citizens Critical Mass Energy and
Environmental Program

215 Pennsylvania Avenue, SE

Washington, DC 20003

Mr. Dobie McArthur

Director

Washington Operations
General Atomics

1899 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Suite 300

Washington, DC 20006

Mr. David Repka

Winston & Strawn LLP

1700 K. Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006-3817

Mr. Robert E. Sweeney
iIBEX ESI

4641 Montgomery Avenue
Suite 350

Bethesda, MD 20814

Ms. Victoria Anderson
Nuclear Energy Institute
1776 | Street, NW

Suite 400

Washington, DC 20006-3708

Mr. Ross Snuggerud
NuScale, SRO

P.0. Box 2710

Corvallis, OR 97339-2710

Mr. Kent Welter

NuScale Safety

P.O. Box 2710

Corvallis, OR 97339-2710

Ms. Michele Boyd

Legislative Director

Energy Program

Public Citizens Critical Mass Energy and
Environmental Program

215 Pennsylvania Avenue, SE

Washington, DC 20003

Page 10f 6
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Mailing List

Matthew Stepp

Clean Energy Policy Analyst
Information Technology and Innovation
Foundation

1101 K Street, NW

Suite 610 ,

Washington, DC 20005

Mr. Tom Silva
7207 IBM Drive
Charlotte, NC 28262

Manager

GT-MHR Safety & Licensing
General Atomics Company
P.Q. Box 85608

San Diego, CA 92186-5608

Mr. Edward L. Quinn
Longenecker and Associates
Utility Operations Division
23292 Pompeii Drive

Dana Point, CA 92629

Page 2 of 6



Mailing List

E-mail

[B)6)

Alan.Levin@areva.com (Alan Levin)
alsterdis@tva.gov (Andrea Sterdis)
APAGLIA@Scana.com (Al Paglia)
APH@NEl.org (Adrian Heymer)
Arlon.costa@nrc.gov (Arlon Costa)
awc@nei.org (Anne W. Cottingham)
awyche@bechtel.com

bellesri@ornl.gov (Randy Belles)
bendoj@asme.org (John Bendo)
bevans@enercon.com (Bob Evans)
bevardbb@ornl.gov

blinde@nssc.com (Brian Linde)
Bojan.Petrovic@gatech.edu (Bojan Petrovic)
BrinkmCB@westinghouse.com (Charles Brinkman)
BSims@Becht.com (Robert Sims)
bwwaites@southernco.com
Carellmd@westinghouse.com (Mario D. Carelii)
carey.fleming@cenglic.com (Carey Fleming)
ccmsc@verizon.net (Mike Callahan)
cee@nei.org

charles.bagnal@ge.com
chris.maslak@ge.com (Chris Maslak)
coliinlj@westinghouse.com (Leslie Collins)
cposlusny@babcock.com (Chester Poslusny)
CumminWE@Westinghouse.com (Edward W. Cummins)
curtisslaw@gmail.com (Jim Curtiss)
cwaltman@roe.com (C. Waltman)
Cynthia.rheaume@nrc.gov (Cythia Rheaume)
david.distel@exeloncorp.com (David Distel)
david.hinds@ge.com (David Hinds)
david.lewis@pillsburylaw.com (David Lewis)
dchapin@mpr.com (Douglas Chapin)

deborah@hyperionpowergeneration.com (Deborah Ann Blackwell)

DelLaBarreR@state.gov (R. DelLaBarre)
Derlinda.Bailey@chguernsey.com (Derinda Bailey)
Donald.carlson@nrc.gov (Don Carlson)
donald.woodlan@luminant.com (Donald Woodlan)

draleigh@scientech.com (Denna Raleigh)
(b)(6) (E. Cullington)
(Ed Burns)

eaqie.granti@excerservices.com (Eddie Grant)
elyman@ucsusa.org
erg-xl@cox.net (Eddie R. Grant)

Page 3 of 6

o ]

.—o-g-\,




4

I
%m,.._,w_.»ﬁ.__ e

i

Mailing List

ewallace@nuscalepower.com
F.Shahrokhi@AREVA.Com (Farshid Shahrokhi)
Fletcher@exchangemonitor.com
foconnor@yritwc.org (Faon O'Connor)
garent@tva.gov (Gordon Arent)
gcesare@enercon.com (Guy Cesare)
ggeaney@mpr.com ((George Geaney)
GovePA@BV.com (Patrick Gove)
Gregory.cranston@nrc.gov (Greg Cranston)
gwceurtis2@tva.gov (G. W. Curtis)
gyoungd4@entergy.com (Garry Young)
gzinke@entergy.com (George Alan Zinke)
i int com (Hankwon Choi)

(b)(6) {Thomas Hicks)
ian.c.rickard@us.westinghouse.com (lan C. Richard)
ian.cozens@nrc.gov (lan Cozens)
ifeigenb@bechtel.com
jack.kasper@parsons.com (Jack Kasper)
jahalfinger@babcock.com -(Jeff Halfinger)
james.beard@gene.ge.com (James Beard)
James.Shea@nrc.gov (James Shea)
James2.ross@ge.com (James Ross)
jason.parker@pillsburylaw.com (Jason Parker)
Jason.tokey@hq.doe.gov (Jason Tokey)
Jay.lee@nrc.gov (Jay Lee)
jcsaldan@bechtel.com (James Saldanini)
jerald.head@ge.com (Jerald G. Head)
jgutierrez@morganlewis.com (Jay M. Gutierrez)
Jim.Kinsey@inl.gov (James Kinsey)
jim.riccio@wdc.greenpeace.org (James Riccio)
jmr@nei.org (Jeannie Rinckel)
JNR@NuScalePower.com (Jose N. Reyes)
Joelle.starefos@nrc.gov  {Joelle Starefos)
john.elnitsky@pgnmail.com (John Elnitsky)
john.holt@nreca.coop

John.smith@nrc.gov (John Smith)
Joseph_Hegner@dom.com (Joseph Hegner)
Joseph.williams@nrc.gov (Joe Williams)
jrund@morganlaw.com (Jonathan Rund)
junichi_uchiyama@mnes-us.com {(Junichi Uchiyama)
jwhi@nreca.coop (John Holt)
(b)(6)

klingcl@westinghouse.com (Charles King)
kouhestani@msn.com (Amir Kouhestani) _
KSutton@morganlewis.com (Kathryn M. Sutton)
kwaugh@impact-net.org (Kenneth O. Waugh)

Page 4 of 6



Mailing List

Kwelter@NuScalePower.com (Kent Welter)
Lauren.klee@hqg.doe.gov (Lauren Klee)
lchandler@morganlewis.com (Lawrence J. Chandler)
lisa.vaughn@duke-energy.gov (Lisa Vaughn)
Marc.Brooks@dhs.gov (Marc Brooks)
Marcia.carpentier@nrc.gov (Marcia Carpentier)
maria.webb@pillsburylaw.com (Maria Webb)
marilyn.kray@exeloncorp.com
mark.beaumont@wsms.com (Mark Beaumont)
Mark.Crisp@chguernsey.com (Mark Crisp)
mark.holbrook@inl.gov (Mark Holbrook)
matias.travieso-diaz@pillsburylaw.com (Matias Travieso-Diaz)
matthew.humberstone@nrc.gov (Matt Humberstone)
media@nei.org (Scott Peterson)
meross@babcock.com (Megan Rossi)
mgiles@entergy.com (M. Giles)
michelle.hart@nrc.gov (Michelle Hart)
mike_moran@fpl.com {Mike Moran)
mirskys@saic.com (Steven Mirsky)

MSF@pnei.org (Marvin Fertel)

mstepp@itif.org (Matthew Stepp)
murawski@newsobserver.com (John Murawski)
mwetterhahn@winston.com (M. Wetterhahn)
nirsnet@nirs.org (Michael Mariotte)
Nuclaw@mindspring.com (Robert Temple)
patriciaL.campbell@ge.com (Patricia L. Campbell)
Paul@beyondnuclear.org (Paul Gunter)
Paul.gallagher@parsons.com
pbessette@morganiewis.com

pcarlone@mpr.com (Pete Carlone)

phg@nei.org (Paul Genoa)
PLorenzini@NuScalePower.com (Paul Lorenzini)
Pete.lee@nrc.gov (Pete Lee)
Peter.hastings@duke-energy.com (Peter Hastings)
rbarrett@astminc.com (Richard Barrett)
rclary@scana.com (Ronald Clary)
Rebecca.erickson@nrc.gov (Rebecca Erickson)
regservices@scientech.com (Reg Service)
rereimels@babcock.com (R.E. Reimels)
Richard.Black@eh.doe.gov (Richard Black)
Richard.sweigart@duke-energy.com (Richard Sweigart)
RJB@NEl.org (Russell Bell)
Robert.haemer@pillsburylaw.com (Robert Haemer)
robert.kitchen@pgnmail.com (Robert H. Kitchen)
Robert.temple@haynesboone.com
Robert.wild@nrc.gov (R.K. Wild)

Page 5 of 6
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rritzman@firstenergycorp.com
RSnuggerud@NuScalePower.com (Ross Snuggerud)
rxm@nei.org (Rod McCullum)

l(b)(6)

sandra.sloan@areva.com (Sandra Sloan)

(b)(6)

sfrantz@morganlewis.com (Stephen P. Frantz)
shobbs@enercon.com (Sam Hobbs)
stephan.moen@ge.com (Stephan Moen)
Stephen.markus@pillsburylaw.com (Stephen Markus)
Stewart.magruder@nrc.gov (Stu Magruder)
steven.hucik@ge.com (Steven Hucik)
strambgb@westinghouse.com (George Stramback)
Sudhamay.basu@nrc.gov (Sudhamay Basu)
Susan.Vrahoretis@nrc.gov (Susan Vrahoretis)
swkline@bechtel.com (Steve Kline)
Tammy.way@nuclear.energy.gov (Tammy Way)
Tansel.Selekler@nuclear.energy.gov (Tansel Selekler)
tcerafic@bechtel.com

(b)(6) _

terri.cooper@nrc.gov (Terri Cooper)
tgado@roe.com {Burns & Roe)
TJKim@babcock.com (T.J. Kim)
thelaw@gmail.com (Tamar Cerafici)
Thomas.boyle@nrc.gov (Thomas Boyle)
Thomas.kenyon@nrc.gov (Thomas Kenyon)
Thomas.kevern@nrc.gov (Thomas Kevern)
Todd.hilsmeier@nrc.gov (Todd Hilsmeier)
tom.miller@hq.doe.gov {Tom Miller)
tom.miller@nuclear.energy.gov (Thomas P. Miller)
troche@absconsulting.com (Thomas Roche)
trsmith@winston.com (Tyson Smith)

vka@nei.org (Victoria Anderson)
Vanessa.quinn@dhs.gov (Vanessa Quinn)
Vince.gilbent@excelservices.com (Vince Gilbert)
Wanda K.Marshall@dom.com (Wanda K. Marshall)
wayne.marquino@ge.com (Wayne Marquino)
whorin@winston.com (W. Horin)

William .Mctigue@wgint.com
X2tamunes@southernco.com (Ted Amundson)
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Hogan, Rosemary | -—

7/
— “From: ~~ ~ ~ 7 <~ " "Hogan, Rosemary
Sent: Friday, March 11, 2011 4:18 PM
To: Ake, Jon; Anooshehpoor, Rasool; Candra, Hernando; Graves, Herman; Gupta, Abhinav;
Herrity, Thomas; Kammerer, Annie; Pires, Jose; Rivera-Lugo, Richard; Roche, Robert; Sircar,
_ Madhumita; Stovall, Scott; Weaver, Thomas; Murphy, Andrew; Ali, Syed
Subject: FW: ACTION: Quarterly Accomplishments for 2nd Quarter of FY2011
importance: High

| hope we have something to offer. © The time period is January-March.

Sent: Friday, March 11, 2011 3:31 PM

To: Csontos,-Aladar; Gavrilas, Mirela; Koshy, Thomas; Hogan, Rosemary; Sydnor, Russell; Boyce, Tom (RES)
Cc: Case, Michael; Richards, Stuart .

Subject: ACTION: Quarterly Accomplishments for 2nd Quarter of FY2011

Importance: High

From: Riveraili'ugo, Richard

Branch Chiefs,

Please send me your two most significant branch accomplishments, the regulatory use, and the associated
staff for the accomplishment by COB March 24™. If you would like to provide more than two options for
consideration, please send them ranked by importance. Keep in mind that the quarterly report focuses only on
the accomplishments, the NUREG table, and the list of papers or conferences that we publish or sponsor.

For your reference, you will find in the attachment a copy of the 1** Quarter FY 2011 Report.

Thanks,
Richie

Richard Rivera-Lugo, EIT, MEM
Technical Assistant (Acting)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission — HQ
RES/DE

Ph. 301-251-7652

Fax 301-251-7420

Mail  M.S. C5C07M .
E-mail Richard.Rivera-Lugo@nrc.gov

% Please consider the Environment before printing this e-mail.

0
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To: Schwartzman, Jennifer
Subject: 1SSC Working Groups

From the IAEA/ISSC, attached is an official nomination request for folks to be designated as members
of the various working groups to support ISSC activities. A description of the terms of reference for
each working group is contained in the draft work plan that resides with Dr. Kammerer (I believe this is
the document that she is unhappy with). Upon looking at the working group descriptions, it appears
to me that (resources permitting), nominations should come from NRR, NRO, RES and other USG
agencies like NOAA, USGS, etc.

Note that a date for some of the meetings are still TBD because they are waiting for USG to designate
members.

-Mark

Mark R. Shaffer « Nuclear Safety Attaché ¢ United States Mission to International Organizations in Vienna
Wagramerstrale 17-19, 1220 Vienna | +43-1-31339-4745 | Shaffermr@state.gov

<

This email is UNCLASSIFIED.

17
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international Atomic Energy Agency

Agence Internationale de I'énergle atomiqua
MexayHapoaHoe areHTCTEO NO aTOMHOR IMePrun
Organismo Internacional de Energla Atémica

Vivnaa Imernational Centre, PQ Box 100, 1300 Vienaa, Austria

HE Mr. Glyn T. Davies Phone: (+43 1) 2600 « Fax: (+44 1) 26007

Email: Offfcial Mail@iaca.org » Internet: hitp://mww.iaen.org
Ambassador In reply please refer to:
Resident Representative of the United States of D! direetly (o extension: (+431) 260025359
America to the IAEA
Wagramer Strasse 17-19
1220 Vienna
AUSTRIA

2011-02-28

Sir,

I have the honour to refer to the discussion about International Seismic Safety Centre’s Extrabudgetary
Projects (ISSC-EBP) during the First Annual Meeting of the Donors of the ISSC held in Vienna from
19 to 21 January 2011. :

We would like to inform you that the following Working Group Kick-off meetings will be held to
develop detailed working plans and schedules of each Working Group respectively.

*»  Working Area 1: Seismic Hazards

v Working Group Leaders Meeting: 19-21 April 2011, Tokyo, Japan

v Working Group Meeting 1-1 ~ 1-6: 6-17 June 2011, Tokyo, Japan
e Working Area 2; Seismic Design and Qualification

v" Working Group 2-1 Member Meeting: 11-12 April 2011, IAEA Headquarter
s Working Area 3: Seismic Safety Evaluation

v Working Group 3-1 Member Meeting: 27 May 2011, IAEA Headquarter

v Working Group 3-2 Member Meeting: 13-14 April 2011, IAEA Headquarter
» Working Area 4; External Events Preparedness and Response

v Working Group 4-1 Member Meeting: 28-30 March 2011, IAEA Headquarter
¢ Working Area 5: Tsunami Hazards

v Working Group 5-1 Member Meeting: 22-24 June 2011, TAEA Headquarter

v Working Group 5-2 Member Meeting: 9-10 May 2011, IAEA Headquarter
e Working Area 6: Volcanic Hazards

v Working Group 6-1 Member Meeting: *' _
« Working Area 7. Engineering Aspects of Protection against Sabotage

v Working Group 7-1 Member Meeting: 28-29 March 2011, Ottawa, Canada

' 'We cannot set the meeting date, because we have not yet received the Working Group leaders from
vour Government.



¢  Working Area 8: Site Evaluation and External Events Safety Assessment
v" Working Group 8-1 Member Meeting: *'
e  Working Area 9: Information and Notification System
v Working Group 9-1 Member Meeting: 5-6 May 2011, IAEA Headquarter
e Working Area 10: Public Communication, Dissemination of Lessons Learned and Capacity
Building
v Working Group 10-1 Member Meeting: 27 June - 1 July 2011, Tokyo, Japan

I would kindly request your assistance for investigating with your Government the possibility of
sending a representative to participate in each meeting where your government has expressed interest.

Let me take this opportunity to express my sincere gratitude for your Government's continuous
support of the Agency’s activities in the area of Nuclear Safety and Security.

Accept, Sir, the assurances of my highest consideration.

Sujit Samaddar

Centre Head

International Seismic Safety Centre (ISSC)
Division of Nuclear Installation Safety
Department of Nuclear Safety and Security



Hogan, Rosemary

From: Hogan, Rosemary

Sent: Friday, March 11, 2011 5:51 PM

To: Ake, Jon; Anooshehpoor, Rasool; Candra, Hernando; Graves, Herman; Gupta, Abhinav;
Herrity, Thomas; Kammerer, Annie; Pires, Jose; Rivera-Lugo, Richard; Roche, Robert; Sircar,
Madhumita; Stovall, Scott, Weaver, Thomas; Ali, Syed; Murphy, Andrew

Subject: FW: Senior Performance Official Report - Mid-Year FY 2011

Attachments: Input for Senior Performance Official Report - MidYear_2011.docx

Importance: High

Please send to Herman and he will compile.

From: Rivera-Lugo, Richard

Sent: Friday, March 11, 2011 5:17 PM

To: Csontos, Aladar; Gavrilas, Mirela; Boyce, Tom (RES); Sydnor, Russell; Koshy, Thomas; Hogan, Rosemary
Cc: Case, Michael; Richards, Stuart '

Subject: Senior Performance Official Report - Mid-Year FY 2011

Importance: High

Branch Chiefs,

A ticket has been issued to provide input for the FY2011 Mid-Year Senior Performance Official Report. As per
instructions from the office TA (Brett), each division should provide no more than 3 bullets for each office’s

input.

Please use the attached document to write your inputs and send them to me No Later Than Thursday,
March 17™. | will gather all your inputs and discuss with Mike and Stu on which will be the final list of inputs
from DE that will be provided to Brett for the final SPO Report.

Note that only secondary offices (NSIR, SBCR, SECY, OCA, and OPA) need us to identify means of
communications (e.g., Periodic coordination via meetings or teleconferences on specific projects). Also, if you
have comments on areas of improvement, please identify them separately as these need to be discussed at an
SES to SES manager level.

A good example of input is: _

» Maintains excellent working relationship in specifying new user need requirements such as those for
the thermal-hydraulic/neutronics modeling of transients in reactors with once through steam
generators. Provides valuable feedback and constructive comments on RES products intended for
NRO. Continues to enhance efficiency in model development process by securing data from licensees
for extended power uprate plant decks. (DSA/CDB)

Let me know if you have any questions. Thanks.
Richie

Richard Rivera- Lago, EIT, MEM

Technical Assistant (Acting)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission — HQ \X
RES/DE
Ph. 301-251-7652 q\l\

Fax 301-251-7420
Mail M.S. C5C07M



E-mail Richard.Rivera-Lugo@nrc.gov

b% Please consider the Environment before printing this e-mail.



Bozin, Sunny

= ~From: ~ "~ ~ 77 7 " Pace, Patti’ =
Sent: Monday, March 14, 2011 10:48 AM
To: Schwarz, Sherry; Sprogeris, Patricia; Hudson, Sharon; Belmore, Nancy; Pulley, Deborah;

Mayberry, Theresa; Quesenberry, Jeannette; Sosa, Belkys; Nieh, Ho; Blake, Kathleen; Herr,
Linda; Garland, Stephanie; Cianci, Sandra

Cc: Dhir, Neha; Coggins, Angela; Batkin, Joshua; Gibbs, Catina; Speiser, Herald
Subject: 11:00AM Hearing Prep Pushed to 11:30AM

™
Importance: High

Good Morning,

The Hearing Prep Meeting scheduled for this morning at 11:00AM in the Chairman’s conference room will be
postponed to 11:30A due to a conflict on the Chairman’s calendar. | will alert you right away if we need to
further change or cancel this meeting, we may need to do so with little notice. Please keep an eye on email for
updates. Also, please note that Eric Leeds and Mike Johnson will lead this briefing as Marty Virgilio is at the
Ops center all day.

Thanks,

Patti Pace

" Assistant to Chairman Gregory B. Jaczko
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1820 (office)
301-415-3504 (fax)

X



Bozin, Sunny

- -=<From: - — " T 7 TTPace, Patti =
Sent: Monday, March 14, 2011 11:36 AM
To: Schwarz, Sherry; Sprogeris, Patricia; Hudson, Sharon; Belmore, Nancy; Pulley, Deborah;

Mayberry, Theresa; Quesenberry, Jeannette; Sosa, Belkys; Nieh, Ho; Blake, Kathleen; Herr,
Linda; Garland, Stephanie; Cianci, Sandra

Cc: Dhir, Neha; Coggins, Angela; Batkin, Joshua; Gibbs, Catina; Speiser, Herald
Subject: Both Hearing Prep Meetings Canceled for Today
Importance: High

Sorry for the short notice.
Thanks,

Patti Pace

Assistant to Chairman Gregory B. Jaczko
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1820 (office)

301-415-3504 (fax)

9‘”\\9



Hogan, Rosemary

From: Graves, Herman

Sent: Wednesday, March 16, 2011 11:24 AM

To: RES_DE_SGSEB,; Ali, Syed; Murphy, Andrew

Subject: FW: Second Workshop on U.S. Nuclear Power Plant Life Extension R&D - Presentations
TO ALL:

If you are interested in looking at the presentations click on the link at the bottom of page.

<<Herman>>
<<301.251.7625>>
mail to: Herman.Graves@nrc.gov

From: Peggy A Shiffer [mailto:Peggy.Shiffer@inl.gov] On Behalf Of Ronaldo H Szilard
Sent: Wednesday, March 16, 2011 10:54 AM

To: Richard.Reister@nuclear.energy.gov

Cc: Ronaldo H Szilard

Subject: Second Workshop on U.S. Nuclear Power Plant Life Extension R&D - Presentations

Dear All,

Presentations from the “Second Workshop on U.S. Nuclear Power Plant Life Extension Research and
Development" are now available on the Light Water Reactor Sustainability (LWRS) Program website
(http://www.inl.gov/lwrs/), a direct link to this information is provided below. This workshop (also known as
the LB60 workshop) was sponsored by DOE, NRC and NEI and was held during February 22 - 24, 2011 at the
L'Enfant Plaza Hotel in Washington, D.C.

We would like to receive your feedback about the workshop. Do you have any comments and/or suggestions
with respect to (1) the venue and organization of the workshop, (2) technical content of the presentations, and
(3) suggested topics or recommended changes for a future workshop.

Sincerely,

Ronaldo Szilard

https://inlportal.inl.gov/portal/server.pt/community/lwrs program/442/program documents

A0

25



LI

Hoggn, Rosemary

From: Rivera-Lugo, Richérd

Sent: Wednesday, March 16, 2011 2:15 PM

To: Graves, Herman

Cc: Hogan, Rosemary

Subject: ACTION: ACRS Biennial Review and ROMA Update

Attachments: Table for ACRS Biennial Review.xIsx; Project Classification for ACRS Table.docx
Importance: High

Herman,

Was this action assigned to anyone in particular from SGSEB?
The information needed to complete Task 2 is available in our SharePoint site, and as far as | am aware, it is
pretty accurate. That should ease the pain of having to check each JCN in ROMA.

Let me know who will take care of this for SGSEB so | can provide more detailed instructions about the
spreadsheet that needs to be prepared, as this is due to me on March 24™ (next Thurday).

Thanks,
Richie

Richard Rivera- Lugs, EIT, MEM
Technical Assistant (Acting)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission — HQ
RES/DE

Ph. 301-251-7652

Fax 301-251-7420

Mail M.S. C5CO7M

E-mail Richard.Rivera-Lugo@nrc.gov

b% Please consider the Environment before printing this e-mail.

From: Rivera-Lugo, Richard

Sent: Monday, March 14, 2011 4:32 PM

To: Csontos, Aladar; Gavrilas, Mirela; Boyce, Tom (RES); Sydnor, Russell; Koshy, Thomas; Hogan, Rosemary; Graves,
Herman

Cc: Case, Michael; Richards, Stuart

Subject: ACTION: ACRS Biennial Review and ROMA Update

Importance: High

--- Very Important Action ---
Branch Chiefs,

All divisions have been issued a ticket to provide information for the ACRS Biennial Review of the projects at
the Office of Research, and we will also take advantage of this task to update the information from ROMA for
all of them. | have located in the G drive a folder titled ACRS Biennial Review 2011 (this is a hyperlink) which
contains an Excel spreadsheet that lists all of projects from RES. This spreadsheet can be sorted by Division
and Branch to view only the content that is relevant to your branches (the table is attached for your
convenience). '

We need to use this spreadsheet to work on the following tasks for the ACRS Review: VR\CE

23
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e Task 1: Enter the relevant technical area from the dropdown list provided by ACRS. There are 15

— - — - -~ -technical-areas-and-they are-available"if thé drop dwn menu from the spreadsheet 7(~c':<7)TJmn7N),' and
are also listed in the attached document.
¢ Task 2: Review the text in the Scope, Regulatory Use, and Objective fields to ensure it's up to date. If
those fields are modified, add a “Yes" to Column O, so that the new information can be put into ROMA.
e Task 3: Review the Current User Need entry and enter the correct value in the Proposed User Need
field.

| think that the best way to handle the organization of these tasks will be to have each of the BCs from DE to
save a copy of the spreadsheet with the updated information from their branch in the abovementioned folder.
Please remember to save the copy with the name of your branch so that | can sort out the projects from your
branch and gather the updated information (e.g. Table for ACRS Biennial Review_DE_SGSEB.xIsx).

This ticket has to be closed by the end of the month, which is why | am requesting that you update
your information No Later Than COB Thursday, March 24, 2011. If you have any questions please contact
me and [ will gladly give you more detailed instructions on how to provide your information and update the
spreadsheet. Thanks.

Richie

Richard Rivera- Lugo, EIT, MEM
Technical Assistant (Acting)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission — HQ
RES/DE

Ph, 301-251-7652

Fax 301-251-7420

Mail  M.S. C5CO7M

E-mail Richard.Rivera-Lugo@nrc.gov

F% Please consider the Environment before printing this e-mail.
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Dion, Jeanne

~ 7 From: Ibarra, Jose
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 4:29 PM
To: Beasley, Benjamin; Peters, Sean; Ott, William; Demoss, Gary; Salley, MarkHenry; Xing, Jing;
Kuritzky, Alan
Cc: Coyne, Kevin; Dion, Jeanne; Armstrong, Kenneth; Rivera-Lugo, Richard
Subject: FIOA Request from Associated Press
All,

As | am heading out the door, | have just received a ticket for on a FOIA. The Associated Press is requesting
copies of all internal NRC communication associated with the Japanese nuclear accident. | have no time to
give you a copy of the request but will on Monday. The due date is March 30. This is a heads up.

Jose

W



Dion, Jeanne

From: Parks, Jazel

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 12:25 PM

To: Rini, Brett; Dion, Jeanne; Ibarra, Jose; Armstrong, Kenneth; Rivera-Lugo, Richard
Subject: RE: Expedited Processing for Requests FOIA-2011-0118, FOIA-2011-0119, and

FOIA-2011-0120

Yes that would be very helpful

From: Rini, Brett

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 9:12 AM

To: Parks, Jazel; Dion, Jeanne; Ibarra, Jose; Armstrong, Kenneth; Rivera-Lugo, Richard

Subject: RE: Expedited Processing for Requests FOIA-2011-0118, FOIA-2011-0119, and FOIA-2011-0120

Do you recommend that staff set aside any e-mails that could be responsive to the FOIA now, just in case we
are asked about it in the future?

From: Parks, Jazel

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 2:35 PM

To: Dion, Jeanne; Ibarra, Jose; Armstrong, Kenneth; Rini, Brett; Rivera-Lugo, Richard

Subject: FW: Expedited Processing for Requests FOIA-2011-0118, FOIA-2011-0119, and FOIA-2011-0120

FYI

| do not know if this request will be reopened in the future but in the event that it is, we need to be prepared to
respond to it.

Thanks!il!

From: Valentin, Andrea

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 2:33 PM

To: Kardaras, Tom

Cc: Parks, Jazel

Subject: Fw: Expedited Processing for Requests FOIA-2011-0118, FOIA-2011-0119, and FOIA-2011-0120

FYI

Sent from my NRC Blackberry
Andrea Valentin

[(b)(6) |

From: Sheron, Brian

To: Valentin, Andrea; Uhle, Jennifer; Gibson, Kathy; Scott, Michael; Case, Michael; Richards, Stuart; Coe, Doug; Coyne,
Kevin

Cc: Dion, Jeanne

Sent: Fri Mar 18 14:08:17 2011

Subject: Re: Expedited Processing for Requests FOIA-2011-0118, FOIA-2011-0119, and FOIA-2011-0120

Trip Rothchild turned it off. We don't have to deal with it until after the Japan crisis subsides.

\
SR



" From: Valentin, Andrea e —— e ¢ e = =T

~To: Sheron, Brian; Uhle, Jennlfer GleOﬂ Kathy; Scott, Mlchael Case, Mlchael Richards, Stuart; Coe, Doug; Coyne,
Kevin

"‘Cc: Dion, Jeanne

Sent: Fri Mar 18 13:25:57 2011

Subject: FW: Expedited Processing for Requests FOIA-2011-0118, FOIA-2011-0119, and FOIA-2011-0120

Per Jennifer's request at the 8:45, Tom Kardaras looked into trying to get the Japan FOIA turned off. Based on
the highlighted portions of Tom’s summary below, we need senior level intervention to get this turned off since
the FOIA Office accepted it as an expedited request. Il also call Mary Muessle and see if we have any
recourse.

Andrea Valentin, Acting Director

Program Management, Policy Development and Analysis Staff
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

301-251-7497

From: Kardaras, Tom

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 12:31 PM

To: Valentin, Andrea

Subject: FW: Expedited Processing for Requests FOIA-2011-0118, FOIA-2011-0119, and FOIA-2011-0120

See attachment
Andrea,

| contacted the FOIA office and spoke with Mary Jean Raphael and Jazel via teleconference. | explained the
concern we had about meeting the timeliness requirement (FOIA response provided in 10-days and 0% of the
requests received in a given month meet the timeliness requirement) while continuing to work in a crisis mode
and our desire to get it stopped. Mary Jean explained that the timeliness requirement can't be stopped and
because this specific FOIA request was granted expedited processing by the FOIA office, it must take prlorlty
over all other non-expedited FOIA request(s) currently handied within RES. That includes the SOARCA
request too since it is considered a non-expedited item. During the discussion, there was no agreement
reached to stop the timeliness requirement. | was provided a copy of the attached e-mail and told to do the
best we can in responding to the request. The ticket that went out to Divisions, RES2010519, is currently still
Open and issued to the Divisions. | did sit down with Leslie and explain what was happening on this. | can
pursue this matter further if you would like but at this point, | would recommend a discussion at the senior
level. Finally, | attached the FOIA and Ticket to this e-mail message in case you want to review the ticket and
what the Associated Press (AP) is requesting.

Your thoughts?

Regards,

Tom Kardaras, Chief

Information Technology and Infrastructure Branch

Program Management, Policy Development and Analysis Staff
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

{0) 301-251-7667

From: Raphael, Mary Jean
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:48 AM

|
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" To: Kardaras,Tom _ e e e e e e S T

" Subject: FW: Expedited Processmg for Requests FOIA 2011-0118, FOIA 2011-0119, and FOIA-2011-0120

From: Sealing, Donna

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 9:18 AM

To: Muessle, Mary; Abraham, Susan; Champion, Bryan; Uhle, Jennifer; Doane, Margaret; Hayden, Elizabeth; Joosten,
Sandy

Cc: Clayton, Kathleen; Jaegers, Cathy; Wimbush, Andrea; Raynor, Catherine; Craver, Patti; Gorham, Tajuan;
Walker(NRR), Sandra; Parks, Jazel; Isakovic, Nadja; Mitchell, Linda; Chimood, Jane; Shannon, Valerie; Champ, Billie;
Mike, Linda; McKelvin, Sheila; FOIA Resource; Raphael, Mary Jean; Nichols, Russell

Subject: Expedited Processing for Requests FOIA-2011-0118, FOIA-2011-0119, and FOIA-2011-0120

Good Morning All,

We have received three FOIA requests from the Associated Press for information related to the event in
Japan. The requests are FO!A-2011-0118, FOIA-2011-0119, and FOIA-2011-0120. These requests have
been granted expedited processing. This means that they go to the head of the line and must be processed
before any other FOIA requests you may already have. You are receiving this email because your office has
been assigned one or more of these expedited requests. While | recognize that you have many competing
priorities in these serious and dynamic times, | would appreciate your timely response to these requests.

Thank you for your assistance in processing these requests and please keep my office informed of your search
and review efforts.

Donna Sealing
FOIA/Privacy Act Officer



From: : Drogagitis, Spiros

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 4:46 PM
To: Benowitz, Howard

Subject: RE: NRC EP rules and authority

Thanks Howard, this is great. Take care, Spiros

From: Benowitz, Howard

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 4:43 PM
To: Droggitis, Spiros

Subject: NRC EP rules and authority

Spiros:

Attached is a PDF of the 1980 Federal Register notice of the final rule amending the NRC’s emergency
preparedness regulations following TMI.

The attached final rule FRN (on page 55406) explains the separation of authorities between the NRC and
FEMA, based on President Carter's December 7, 1979, directive (which can be found in NUREG-0980, Vol. 1),
and the subsequent identification of each agency’s responsibilities through an MOU. The most recent version
of this MOU is attached hereto. (The MOU, at page 613, second column, includes this relevant

sentence: “While the Atomic Energy Act does not specifically require emergency plans and related
preparedness measures, the NRC requires consideration of overall emergency preparedness as a part of the
licensing process.”) :

The quote in Kathy Dedrick’s email contains two distinct authorities: “statutory responsibility for the radiological
health and safety of the public” and “overall authority for both onsite and offsite emergency

preparedness.” The first authority comes from the AEA. The second authority is detailed in the MOU with
FEMA and in 10 CFR 50.47(a)(2).

Before issuing a license, the NRC must make a determination that “there is reasonable assurance that
adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency.” 10 CFR
50.47(a)(1)(i). “The NRC will base its finding on a review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) findings and determinations as to whether State and local emergency plans are adequate and whether
there is reasonable assurance that they can be implemented, and on the NRC assessment as to whether the
applicant's onsite emergency plans are adequate and whether there is reasonable assurance that they can be
implemented.” 10 CFR 50.47(a)(2).

Section 50.47(b) provide the standards that onsite and offsite emergency response plans must meet. These
standards were developed with FEMA as part of the 1980 final rule and can also be found in FEMA’s
regulations at 44 CFR 350.5. Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 contains the information license applicants are
required to include in their license applications. Offsite response plans are among the required

information. Under 10 CFR 50.54(q), NRC licensees must continue to meet these standards and requirements
as a condition of their license.

Hope this helps.

Howard \.\

QV'\
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THI CLERNUE . |
BV JEFFRARKER | ey
" URSHINGTON (AP) -- SEVENTY PERCENT OF THE HﬂTEkIBL INSIDE THE CORE
.OF THE CRIPPLED THREE HILE ISLAND NUCLEAR RERCTOR HAY HAVE LIUEFIED 1 B
JURING THE MARCH 1979 ACCIDENT» SAYS R GUUERNMENT SCIENTIST, ~
'THE LIGUEFIED HATERIAL INCLUDED FUELs PARTS OF THE CORE 'STRUCTURE
‘aun THE TUBES IN WHICH THE FUEL 15 CONTRINEDs SRID DON HCPHERSON: 8 -
" IEPARTHENT OF ENERGY OFFICIAL WHO MANAGES THE THI LNIT-2 ACCIDENT
EVALUATION PROGRAN.
" WIS REMARKS CAHE DURING AN INTERUIEM IN MHICH HE EXPRNBED oM B
;PRESERTBTIGH TUESBAY TO THE HUCLEAR REGULATORY COHHISSION. THE.
"COMMISSION HAS BEEW HONITORING THE $1 BILLION THI CLEANUP. .
/' MCPHERSON SAID BETHEEN S PERCENT AND 10 PERCEWT OF THE FUEL HELTED
RFTER™ REACHING A TEKPERATURE OF 5s100 DEGREES. KUCH HORE -- PERHAPS 80
PERCENT -- BEGAH TO DISSOLUE AND HELD HITH A HETALLIC ELEHENT IN THE:
_CORE AFTER REACHING 35050 DEGREES HE SAID. o
%+ HCPHERSON'S ESTIMATES CAHE 43 HONTHS RFTER THE FIRST PUBLIC 5
~DISCLUSURE THAT URANIUH FUEL WAD KELTED DURING THE.ACCIDENT. FRtﬁIuUs L
'STUDIES INDICATED ONLY THAT SOHE HETAL PARTS IN THE CORE HAD HELTED. ‘S
% INDUSTRY CRITICS AND OPPONENTS GF THE NUCLERR IKDUSTRY SRID THE 1,05@@%
_FINDING HEANT THE ACCIDENT WAS HORE SEVERE THAN WAD BEEN BELIEYED. f7i7
GEMERAL PUBLIC UTILITIES NUCLEAR CORP.s WHICH OPERRTES THE PLANT
MEAR HARRISBURG PA.» HAS REFUSED T0 ESTIHATE HOM HUCHK FUEL OR CORE
MATTER HELTED..
¥ ASKED ABOULT HCPHERSON’S RENARKSs GPU NUCLEAR SPOKE Hhﬁ DOUG BEDELL
“SAID HE DID NOT KNOW KNOW HON KUCH OF THE FUEL OR CORE MATERIAL EtLTEB.
& VME JOWT HAVE CONPLETE ACCESS.’> KE SRID.
iap -UX-03- -12-86 1600EST. o




'PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION |

__ e o~ March-28 F1979— - o

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE——PNO 79- 67

This preliminary notification constitutes EARLY notice of event of
POSSIBLE safety or public interest significance. The information
presented is as initially received without verification or evaluation
and 1s basically all that is known by IE staff on this date. _

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
: : " Middletown, Pennsylvania
. (Docket No. 50-320)
Subject: REACTOR SCRAM FOLLOWED BY A SAFETY INJECTION AT THREE MILE
ISLAND - UNIT 2

The licensee notified Region 1 at approximately 7:45 AM of an incident at
Three Mile Island Unit 2 (TMI-2) which occurred at approximately 4:00 AM
"at 98% power when the secondary feed pumps tripped due to a feedwater
polishing system problem. This resulted in a turbine trip and subse-
quent reactor trip on High Reactor Coolant Pressure. A combination of
Feed Pump Operation and Pressurizer Relief - Steam Generator relief
valve operation caused a Reactor Coolant System (RCS) cooldown. At
1600 psig, Emergency Safeguards Actuation occurred. A1l ECCS components
started and operated properly. Water level increased in the Pressurizer
and Safety Injection was secured manually approximately 5 minutes after
actuation. It was subsequently resumed. The Reactor Coolant Pumps were
secured when low net positive suction head limits were approached.

About 7:00 AM, high activity was noted in the RCS Coolant Sample Lines
(approximately 600 mr/hr contact readings). A Site Emergency was then
declared. At approximately 7:30 AM, a General Emergency was declared
based on High Radiation levels in the Reactor Building. At 8:30 AM site
boundary radiation levels were reported to not be significant (less than
1 mr/hr). The source of activity was stated to be failed fuel as a

" result of the transient, and due to a known previous primary to secondary
leak in Steam Generator B.

The Region I Incident Response Center was activated at 8:10 AM and
direct communications with the licensee and IE:Headquarters was estab-
~1ished. The Response Team was d1spatched at 8:45 AM and arrived at the

- site at 10:05 AM.

At 10:45 AM the Reactor Coolant System Pressure was being held at 1950
psig with temperature at 2200F in the cold leg. By 10:45 AM, radiation
levels of 3 mr/hr had been detected 500 yards offsite.

CONTINUED



Page 2 . - March 28, 1979
Continued : , PNO-79-67

There is significant media interest at the present time because of

concern about potential offsite radiation/contamination. The Commoawealth
of Pennsylvania and EPA have been informed. Press contacts are being

made by the licensee and NRC.

Contact: GKlingler, IE x28019 FNolan, IE x28019 SEBryan, IE x28019

3 ys
Distribution: Transmitted H St F=S<$=
Chairman Hendrie ) Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
Commissioner Kennedy Commissioner Anhearne C. C. Karmerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky ' (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB 37SO P. Bldg 3740 J. G. Davis, IE _
L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, NRR Region ¥ 7.4
H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR
J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR
N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR (MAIL)
R. G. Ryan, 0SP R. S. Boyd, NRR J. J. Cummings, OIA
H. K. Shapar, ELD SS Bldg 215 2. R. Minogue, SD

W. J. Dircks, NMSS

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION



N PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL 0CCURRENCE—-PNO.79.67A

presented is as initially received without verification or evaluat1on

o Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND - WNIT 2

E.'-'..PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION

March 29 1979

This pre11m1nary not1f1cat1on const1tutes EARLY notice of event of f“
POSSIBLE safety or public i1nterest significance. The information .

and 1s basically all that 1s‘known by IE staff on th1s date

o 'Fac111t¥ Three Mije Island Un1t 2

Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50- 320)

This supplements PNO 79-67 dated March 28, 1979

As of 3:30 p.m., on March 28, 1979, the plant was’ be1ng s]owly cooled
down with Reactor Coolant System (RCS) pressure at 450 psi, using normal
letdown and makeup flow paths. The bubble has been collapsed in the A
Reactor Coolant Loop hot leg, and some natural circulation cooling has
been established. Pressurizer level has been decreased to the high
range of visible indication, and some heaters are in operation. The
secondary plant was being aligned to draw a vacuum in the main condenser
and use the A Steam Generator for heat removal. The facility plans to
continue a slow (30F/hr) cooldown, until the Decay Heat Removal System
can be placed in operation at 350 psi RCS pressure, 3500F RCS temperature
in 15-18 hours.

As of 3:30 p.m., a plume approx1mate]y mile wide and reading generally
1 mr/hr was moving to the north of the p]ant The ARM's helicopter is
being used to def1ne the length of the plume. Airborne iodine levels

of up to 1 x 10-8 uCi/ml have been detected in Middletown, Pennsylvania,
which is located north of the site.

Media interest is continuing. The CommonweaTth of Pennsylvania is being
kept informed by plant personnel.

| Contact: GKlingler, IE x28019 FNolan, IE x28019 SEBryan, IE x28019

Distribution:  Transmitted H St é@ZEﬁZ§§23 [£>:

- Chairman Hendrie - - . Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY .

Commissioner Kennedy o Comm1ss1oner Ahearne C. C. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky o () ggég\ (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB 072_6 P. Bldg /i J. G. Dayis, IE

L. V. Gossick, EDOI' — H. R. Denton NRR Region .§LDEE5EEL
H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR _
J. J. Fouchard, PA £ R. J. Mattson, NRR o

N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR (MAgL) ola

R. G. Ryan, OSP _ R. S. Bo d NRR J. J. Cummings,

H. K. Shapar, ELD ss Bldg ] 028 R. Minogue, SD

W. J. Dircks, NMSS

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION



PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION

L March 30, 1979

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL QCCURRENCE--PNO-79-67B

This preliminary notification constitutes EARLY notice of event of
POSSIBLE safety or public interest significance. 1he information
presented is as initially received without verification or evaluation
and 1s basically all that 1s known by TE staff on this date.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: Nuclear Incident at Three Mile Island

Plant Status

Three Mile Island Unit 2 is continuing to remove decay heat through

A-1oop steam generator using one reactor coolant pump in that loop for
coolant circulation. The reactor coolant pressure and temperature were
stable and under control throughout the night of March 29. There has

been some difficulty in maintaining coolant letdown flow due to resistance
in the purification filters. The licensee notified IE at about 17:00

p.m. on March 29 that they expected to remain in this cooling mode for

at least 24 hours. '

The Ticensee's engineering staff was requested by NRR to obtain a better
estimate of the volume of the noncondensible "bubbles" in the reactor
coolant system. There are apparently two such bubbles one in the
pressurizer that has been intentionally established for control of
pressure and level, and one in the reactor vessel head caused by the
accumulation of noncondensible gases from failed fuel and radiolytic
decomposition of water. The estimate is to be obtained by correlating
pressurizer pressure and level indications over the past hours of stable
operation. The volume of the bubble in the reactor vessel is of interest
in assuring that sufficient volume remains in the upper head for collection
of more noncondensible gases arising from continued operation in the
present cooling mode as well as to assess the potential for movement of
the bubble during a switchover to decay heat removal operation.

The T1icensee believes it is prudent to remain in the present cooling
mode due to the potential for leakage of highly radioactive coolant from
the decay heat removal system into the auxiliary building, movement of
noncondensible gases into the reactor coolant loop, and boiling in the
core when the reactor cooclant pump is shut down.

CONTINUED
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Fuel Damage

Preliminary assessment of the extent of fuel damage from a reactor
coolant sample taken at approximately 5:00 p.m. on March 29 indicates
significant releases of iodine and noble gases from the fuel. A 100
milliliter sample taken from the primary coolant system via a letdown
line was measured at about 1,000 R/hr on contact (70-80 R/hr at one foot
and 10-30 R/hr at three feet). Preliminary analysis of a diluted sample
in the IE mobile laboratory indicated fission product concentrations of
about 8 x 105 microcuries per milliliter. The sample will be flown to
Bettis Laboratory for further analysis.

Thermocoupie readings of coolant temperature at the outlet of the
instrumented fuel assemblies indicate potential local core damage,
possibly in one quarter of the total of 177 fuel assemblies and generally
in the center of the core. Of the 52 readings at 5:00 a.m. on March 30,
one was above the coolant saturation temperature of about 5500F, .7 were
above 3500F, and 2 were off-scale, indicating temperatures higher than
7000F. Upon request of NRR, Babcock and Wilcox is developing a proce-
dure for use by the licensee in taking direct potentiometer readings
from the off-scale thermocouples since the temperature scale limitation
of 7000F is controlled by the process computer, not the thermocouple

. itself.

Reactor Coolant System (RCS) Parameters

The RCS parameters have remained relatively stable during the period.
Gradual RCS cooldown continued to about 1:30 a.m., March 30, when tempera-
ture was slightly increased to allow additional margin between RCS
operating parameters and Technical Specification minimum pressurization
limits. Following are the primary system parameters over this period:

10:00 a.m. 7:00 p.m.12:01 a.m. 3:00 a.m. 5:00a.m.
3/29/79 3/29/79 3/30/79 3/30/79 3/30/79

Pressurizer Level (inches) -348 321 326 342 354

Pressurizer Pressure (psi) . 863 845 1023 1055 1053
Pressurizer Temperature (°©F) 529 542 551 556 557
Loop A Core -

Inlet Temperature (OF) 281 277 275 278 274
Loop B Core

Inlet Temperature (OF) 281 277 275 278 274

CONTINUED
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Environmental Status

Two aerial surveys were conducted during the evening of March 29. The
first flight was made about 8:15 p.m. during which measurements were
taken in a circle around the site with a radius of about eight miles. No
defined plume of radicactivity was detected, but residual pockets of
radioactivity were identified at various points where the measured
levels ranged from .025 to .050 milliroentgens per hours. (Natural
background levels are about .005 to .015 milliroentgens per hour.)
During the second flight, at about 10:30 p.m., a plume was detected
northwest of the plant with a width equal to and confined within the
boundaries of the river. The plume was touching down about one mile
from the plant at Hill Island and then splitting into two parts - one on
each side of Hill Island. Measurements at the east shoreline of the
river, opposite Hill Isalnd indicated about four milliroentgens per hour
and at the shoreline on mile north of Hill Island near Olmstead Air
Force Base about one milliroentgen per hour. Additional measurements at
five miles from the plant were on the order of .010 milliroentgens per
hour and are in agreement with the ear]ier flight.

During the early morning hours of March 30, an NRC monitoring team took
radiation measurements from a vehicle trave11ng both sides of the
Susquehanna River from 10 miles south of Three Mile Island to 4 miles
north. Radiation levels were highest near Cly, a community just south
of the facility on the west side of the river. The level at Cly was
0.15 milliroentgen per hour. Al1l other locations had levels less than
0.05 milliroentgens per hour.

Other Information

At approximately 4:00 p.m. on March 29, two employees of Metropolitan
Edison Co. received radiation exposures in excess of the quarterly Timit
of 3 rems. The employees, an operator and a chemist, entered the
auxiliary building to collect a sample of primary coolant. Present
estimates are that the operator received 3.1 rems and the chemist 3.4
rems.

The 1icensee released less than 50,000 gallons of slightly contaminated
industrial wastes on March 29, 1979. This release was terminated at NRC
request at approximately 6:00 p.m., March 29, 1979, because of concerns
expressed by state representatives. At about 12:15 a.m. on March 30,
NRC gave the licensee permission to resume releases of the slightly
contaminated industrial wastes to the Susquehanna River. This action
was coordinated with the office of the Governor of Pennsylvania and a
press rlease was issued by the State. Representatives of the news media
expressed concern that they were not informed of the planned resumption
‘0of the release prior to permission having been granted.

.........
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At 8:40 a.m., on March 30 the licensee began venting from the gaseous
waste tanks. The impact of this operation is not yet known.
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Plume in a N to NW direction. Primarily Xe-133.
Over Harrisburg, radiation measurements in the plume

.showed about 0.1 mr/hr. At 10 miles from the site,

the plume was about 4-5 miles wide; top of plume at
about 3000 feet.
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Plume in a N to NW direction. Primarily Xe-133.
Radiation measurements in the plume at about 10 miles
s . from plant in centerline of plume were 0.2 mr/hr; at

B 1 mile from plant, about 0.5 mr/hr maximum.
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the cloud in the microroentgen/hoyr range, highest
S ' readings in cloud center.
[3 Ground level measurements on the island indicated a plume
in the southerly direction. Radiation measurements at

fenceline south of plant were 10 mr/hr, and one-half mile
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Survey aircraft circled the site at distance of about
8 miles at altitude of 1000 feet. No detectable
.............. , plume; "pockets" of residual radioactivity were

S detected with radiation readings in the range of
- of 25 - 50 microroentgens/hour.
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An NRC survey team took radiation measurements from a
vehicle traveling both sides of the Susquehanna River.

Radiation levels were highest near Cly, a community just

south of the plant on the west side of the river. The

level at Cly was about 0.2 mr/hr.” With the exception of

the reading of 0.1 mr/hr at the Observation Center, the

remainder of the readings on the route were less than 0.05 mr/hr. .
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March 30, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT'OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PN0O-79-67C

~This preliminary notification constitutes EARLY notice of event of
POSSIBLE safety or public interest significance. The information
presented is as initially received without verification or evaluation
and i1s basically all that is known by IE staff on this date.

<

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit2 !
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-520)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND
‘PTant Status

There have been intermittent uncontrolled releases of radioactivity into
the atmosphere from the primary coolant system of Unit 2 of the Three
Mile Island Nuclear Power Plant near Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. The
Ticensee is attempting to stop the intermittent gaseous releases by
transferring the radioactive coolant water into the primary containment
building. The levels of radioactivity being measured have been as high
as 20 to 25 millirem per hour in the immediate vicinity of the site at
‘'ground level. Off-site levels were a few milliroentgen.

At about 11:30 a.m. EST, the Chairman of the NRC has suggested to Governor
Thornburg of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania that pregnant women and
pre-school children in an area within five miles of the plant site be
evacuated. Members of the NRC technical staff are at the site and
efforts to reduce the temperatures of the reactor fuel are continuing.
These temperatures have been coming down slowly and the final depres-
surization of the reactor vessel has been delayed. There is evidence of
severe damage to the nuclear fuel. Samples of primary coolant containing
high-levels of radioiodine and instruments in the core indicate high

fuel temperatures in some of the fuel bundles, and the presence of a
large bubble of non-condensible gases in the top of the reactor vessel.

Because of these non-condensible gases, the possiblity exists of
interrupting coolant flow within the reactor when its pressure is
further decreased and the contained gases expand. ‘Several options to
reach a final safe state for the fuel are under consideration. In the
meantime, the reactor is being maintained in a stable condition.
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PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL QCCURRENCE--PNO-79-67D

This preliminary notification constitutes EARLY notice of an event of
POSSIBLE safety or public interest significance. The information
presented is as initially received without verification or evaluation
and 1s basically all that 1s known by IE staff on this date.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND
Plant Status

Gaseous radiocactivity from the primary coolant system letdown has been
contained in waste gas decay tanks since the last gaseous release at
approximately 2:50 p.m. March 30, 1979. At the present reactor coolant
letdown rate of approximately 20 gpm it may be necessary to make a
planned release of radioactive gas tomorrow to prevent gas decay tank
relief valve operation at its setpoint of 100 psi. The licensee has
installed a temporary line from the gas decay system back to reactor
containment which is under evaluation before being placed in operation.
Containment pressure is being maintained slightly negative (-1 psi) as a
result of fan cooler operation.

Reactor coolant temperature measured at fifty-two locations at the
outlet of the core have continued to come down slowly. Three dutlet
temperature instruments continue to indicate above saturation temperature.

The NRC staff was informed by the licensee on Friday morning that examination
of containment pressure data for March 28 indicates a pressure spike up

to approximately 30 psi occurred at approximately 1:50 p.m. NRC personnel
are evaluating the possibility that a hydrogen explosion was the cause

of the containment internal pressure spike.

The reactor coolant path is through one reactor coolant pump and one
steam generator. The steam generator is being fed by an auxiliary feed-
pump. Several options for depressurizing the reactor and continuing
cooldown via the residual heat removal system are under consideration.

CONTINUED
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The volume of non-condensible gases in the reactor vessel has been

estimated to be approximately 1000 to 1500 cubic feet at 1000 pst.

This volume is estimated to result in a water level of several feet

over the top of the fuel. The rate of growth of the bubble in the
;eactor vessel is estimated to be less than 50 cubic feet per day at
000 psi.

The Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, the Director

of the Region I Office of Inspection and Enforcement and the Director

of the Division of Operating Reactors arrived at the site at approximately
2 p.m. today to direct NRC activities at the site and site vicinity.
Representatives of HEW and EPA are providing coordination and assistance
to the NRC at the Incident Response Center.

NRC personnel assembled at the TMI site and vicinity in addition to the
upper management personnel consist of the following:

RI  RII RIII Hq

Reactor Inspectors (IE) 8 5 4

.. Health Physicists (IE) 12 12 10
Health Physicists (SP) 4
Public Affairs 1 1 1
Reactor System Analysts (NRR) 13
Radition Waste Specialists (NRR) 4
Health Physicists (NRR) ' 6
Operating Licensing (NRR) 2

Total Staff ' 83

CONTINUED



Pége 3 .
_Lontjnued — —~—— - —— —- 7 —-— T T TT T

The following equipment has been assembled at or near the site
for support of NRC operations:

Equipment Location

1 NRC Instrument Van with Observation Center
2 telephone lines

1 NRC Office Van "
1 Office Trailer (Supplied by Licensee) "

200 Hand-Held Portable Radios from
US Forest Service

Portable Health Physics Instrumentation
3 Helicopters from DOE for survey and
support

2 Laboratory Vans DOE/Bettis
..... A sophisticated communications pod from DOE/NEST will arrijve
tommorrow.

ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS:

At approximately 3 P.M. on March 30, 1979, NRC analysis of eight vegetation
samples from the offsite areas showed no detectable activity. At 5.30 P.M.
the Pennsylvania State Radiation Health Department reported that environmental
water and air samples collected in the vicinity of the Three Mile Island

Plant showed no detectable activity except for some Xenon-133 and Xenon-135.
Milk sample analysis showed no activity levels above background.

Offsite ground level gamma surveys in the Middletown and Goldsboro areas
between 3:00 and 6:00 P.M. on March 30, ranged from .01 to 1 milliroentgens
per hour. An aerial survey was made by helicopter from 4:00 - 6:00 P.M.

on March 30, the site was surveyed in concentric circles at approximately one mile
intervals and at a height of 300 to 1,000 feet. The highest radiation
readings were over the site and measured 8 to 10 milliroentgens per hour.

In the plume the highest radiation readings were 6 to 8 milliroentgens

per hour. The plume followed the river in a northwesterly direction and

was not detectable beyond five to six miles from the site. Site ground level
surveys -conducted between 7:30 - 8:00 P.M. ranged from .01 to 1.8
milliroentgens per hour.

G ) _ CONTINUED
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At 4 P.M. March 30, upper level winds were from the southeast. Forecast
indicates precipitation in the form of thunderstorms moving in after

12 midnight, March 30. At 5:00 P.M. winds onsite at Three Mile Island
were reported at 2 to 3 miles per hour generally from east to west.
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March 31, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PNO-79-67E

This immediate preliminary notification constitutes an update of event
of safety and public interest significance. The information presented
is as initially received without verification or evaluation and is
basically all that is known by NRC staff at this time.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND
Plant Status

Reactor cooling continues using the 1A main reactor coolant pump with
steam generator A steaming to the main condenser. Changes to this
cooling method are not planned for the near term. An operability status
of equipment is being compiled for use as backup in the event of failure
of existing operating equipment.

The hydrogen recombiner is in an operable status; however, shielding of
its piping and components is not fully installed and is presently con-
sidered inadequate. Lead for shielding has been located and will be
moved to the site on an expedited basis. Calculations of hydrogen in
containment show that the present concentration is less than 4%, the
staff's 1imit on allowed concentration to ensure an explosive mixture is
not obtained. Attempts are being made to obtain a containment atmosphere
sample. '

The waste gas decay tank pressures were 80 psi at 10:15 p.m. on March 30
and had been relatively constant for about five hours. The tank is set
to relieve pressure at 100 - 110 psi. The radiation field (60 R/hr at
contact) prevents resetting relief points. '

Reactor coolant temperatures measured by incore thermocouples at 52
locations presently show only one location above saturation temperature.
Temperatures in the core as measured from outlet thermocouples are
gradually decreasing. Other system parameters are remaining stable.

Environmental Status

Three ARMS flights of one-hour length were conducted beginning at
9:30 p.m. on March 30, and at midnight and 3:00 a.m. on March 31. At a

CONTINUED



Continued | ~ March 31, 1979 |
e _PNO-79-67F — ~—

distance of one mile from the plant, maximum readings ranged from 0.5
m1]1jr0entgens per hour (mr/hr) to 1.5 mr/hr. At the 18 mile point,
readings of 0.1 to 0.2 mr/hr were obtained during the two earlier surveys

and 0.5 mr/hr during the latest. Flights are being made at approximately
three hour intervals.

Offsite ground level gamma surveys in the Middletown area and north,
between 9:30 p.m. on March 30 and 1:00 a.m. on March 31, indicated
levels from 0.2 to 0.5 mr/hr. These measurements were taken in the
general direction of the plume measured in aerial surveys. '

At 3:00 p.m. on March 29, (prior to the releases of March 30) the licensee
pulled thermoluminescent dosimeters from 17 fixed positions located
within a 15 mile radius of the site. The dosimeters had been in place
for three months and had been exposed for about 32 hours after the
incident. Only two dosimeters showed elevated exposures above normal
levels. The highest reading observed was on Three Mile Island, 0.4
miles north of the reactor at the North Weather Station. At this
location, the quarterly accumulated exposure was 81 mr, approximately 65
mr above the normal quarterly exposure rate. The other high exposure
was observed at North Bridge, 0.7 miles NNE of the reactor at the
entrance to the site. At this location, the total quarterly accumulated

- exposure was 37 mr or approximately 22 mr above the normal. quarterly
exposure rate.

During the evening milking hours on March 30, milk samples were collected
by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources at the following
locations:

Harrisburg (2 sites)
York

Middletown
Bainbridge

Etters

Analyses showed no detectable radioiodine. The cows had been fed on
stored feed but had been outside for exericse.

The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources also collected
water samples at filtration plants at Columbia, PA (for the City of
Lancaster) and Wrightsville on March 30 in the morning and early afternoon.
Both sample points are downstream of Three Mile Island. No detectable
activity was found.

CONTINUED
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March 31, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PN0O-79-67F
This'pre1iminany notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary.of information as of 5:30 pm date 3/31/79. .

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND
Plant Status

There has been no change in the method of cooling the reactor since the
previous report (PNO-79-67E). Reactor coolant temperatures measured by
incore thermocouples at 52 locations have continued to decrease. At present
none of the temperature readings is above saturation temperature for this
pressure (554°F). System parameters remain stable. There has been a slight
drop in pressurizer level from 215 to 191 inches.

Efforts continue to complete installation of components and piping on the
hydrogen recombiner. Approximately 220 tons of lead shielding in various
shapes and forms has arrived, or is on the way, to the site. Lead shielding
is being installed around the recombiner. A decision to use the recombiner
has not yet been made. Two samples of containment atmosphere have been
analyzed which show hydrogen concentrations of 1.7 and 1.0%.

Efforts continue to estimate the volume of the noncondensible gas bubble

above the core. Licensee calculations of the size of the bubble at 2:40 pm
was 880 cubic feet at 875 psig. At about 4:20 pm this was recalculated by the
licensee to be 621 cubic feet at 875 psig. This is being further evaluated.

Environmental Status

Three ARMS flights were conducted at about 6:00 a.m., 9:00 a.m., and 12:00
noon on March 31. All flights reflected a rather stable situation. Maximum
readings in the plume were from 1.5 to 2.5 milliroentgens per hour (mr/hr)
at a distance of one mile from the plant, from 0.5 to 1.0 mr/hr out to 7
miles, and 0.1 to 0.2 mr/hr beyond 10 miles. The plume width is about 1-1/2
to 2 miles. No radioiodines have been detected in the plume. Offsite
ground level gamma surveys performed in the predominant wind direction
indicated maximum levels of about 2 mr/hr at about 1/2 mile from the site

in the direction of the plume. The wind was from the SSW at the time of the
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ARMS flights. At about 1 PM the winds shifted and are now blowing in a south
easterly direction. _

International Contacts

NRC's Office of International Programs (OIP) has prepared daily status
reports, transmitted by Immediate Department of State telegrams to official
NRC contacts in the 25 foreign countries with which NRC has regular official
relations. O0IP is also receiving many foreign telephone calls.

Two senior safety experts from the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) arrived
late March 30 and were briefed by NRC experts at the Operations Center,

late March 30 and during March 31. Two French experts will arrive April 1.
Washington Representatives or senijor visitors of Japan, FRG, and Sweden

also have been briefed in the Operations Center. OIP also has been briefing
the President of the AECB of Canada, who offered to send any AECL or AECB
experts who could be of assistance.

Contact with Licensee

NRC Regional Offices are transmitting to the utilities with operating
licenses summary information (in the form of Preliminary Notifications) as
they are prepared.

Contact: DThompson, IE x28111 EMHoward, IE x28111
Distribution: Transmitted H St 7°6&s.

Chairman Hendrie Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
Commissioner Kennedy Commissioner Ahearne C. C. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB 7./0 P. Bldg 7./8 » J. G. Davis, IE
L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, NRR Region 1 = 2:8¢
"H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region 11-7:8§
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PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION

April 1, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PNO-79-67G
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. IThe information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 am on 4/1/79.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND
Plant Status

There has been no substantial change in the primary system temperature
and pressure. Incore thermocouples continue to show a downward trend.

Actions are underway to vent radioactive gases from the waste gas decay
tank to the containment building. This will be performed through a

R temporary pipeline.
The licensee plans to hook up and shield two recombiners prior to
initiating recombining operations to reduce the concentrations of hydrogen
in the containment. The licensee estimates that it will require about
24 hours before the recombiners will be operational.

Calculated values by the licensee of the volume of noncondensible gases
above the core continue to vary. The NRC staff has been unable to draw
meaningful conclusions from this data.

Environmental Status

ARMS flights at approximately 3-hour intervals were continued on March 31
and the early hours of April 1. Survey resuits reflected stable condi-
tions. Maximum readings were 2 mR/hr in the plume at a distance of 1 mile
from the plant. The plume width has been about 1.5 miles out to a
distance of 10 miles. At a distance of 10 miles, plume readings were
0.15 mR/hr. Milk was collected at nine stations on March 31; no radio-
active iodine was detected. Offsite ground level gamma surveys performed
in the predominant wind direction showed a maximum of 0.6 mR/hr at

500 yards from the plant to a low of 0.06 mR/hr at distances of 2 to

3 miles. An exception was noted during the collection of a sample from
the waste gas decay tank when gamma levels of 3 mR/hr were observed at a
distance of 500 yards east of the plant.

CONTINUED
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" Other Information

Analysis of a sample of primary coolant indicated that the principal
isotopes released from the fuel were iodine, cesium and noble gases. A -
prelimipary evaluation of the analytical results related to these more
volatile isotopes indicates high fuel temperatures existed, perhaps for
extended periods. However, ratios among isotopes indicate that the less
volatile isotopes, such as strontium, were released to the coolant in
quantities characteristic of releases from the gaps of the fuel and,
therefore, based on this preliminary evaluation, melting of the fuel is
not considered likely to have occurred.

Analysis of a containment building gas sample showed the following results:

Isotope Concentration (microcuries/milliliter)
Xe-133 676"
Xe-133m _ 16
Xe-135 8.1 -2
I-131 6.3 x 10
I-133 < 0.03

NRC representatives at the facility were informed at 10:45 p.m. on March 31
that there would be an attempt to sabotage the facility during the night.
The FBI, Pennsylvania State Police and the licensee were notified.

- Contact: DThompson, IE x28111 NCMoseley, IE x28111
Distribution: Transmitted H St Z?é;z_?
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"PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION

April 2, 1979 %/

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PNO-79-67H

This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event
of safety or public i1nterest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 12 noon on 4/2/79.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND
Plant Status

Reactor pressure is being held at about 1000 psi. Incore thermocouples
continue to show a decrease in fuel channel temperatures, with all
measurements below about 475 degrees F. Bulk core inlet and outlet
temperatures are 280 degrees F. At 11 p.m., April 1, a containment air
sample indicated 2.3% hydrogen.

Further analyses and consultations with experts has led to the develop-
ment of a strong concensus that the net oxygen generation rate inside
the noncondensible bubble in the reactor is much less than originally
conservatively estimated. Also, measurements at the plant appear to
indicate that the volume of gases within the bubble is being signifi-
cantly reduced. Further developments are being closely followed to
confirm these favorable indications.

Action on Other Facilities

The Three Mile Island Unit 2 (TMI-2) pressurized water reactor was
supplied by Babcock & Wilcox (B&). A1l utilities with an operating B&W
reactor were sent an NRC Bulletin yesterday to provide them with informa-
tion about the TMI-2 incident; require a prompt review of their plant
conditions, and to effect action to prevent such an incident. NRC
inspectors are being sent to each licensed B&W reactor to provide
increased inspection coverage. Additional reactor shutdowns or power
reductions are not being required by the NRC at this time.

Environmental Status

Thirty-seven thermoluminescent dosimetry (TLD) stations were established
by the NRC at distances from about one mile to about 12 miles from the
plant. Multiple dosimeters are placed at each location - one will be

CONTINUED
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April 2, 1979
PNO 79- 67H

— -1eft in"place for a Cumulative dose measurement another is pu]]ed and

replaced éach day. TLD's collected on April 1, 1979 indicated the
following dose rates in populated areas:

Location

Middletown
Goldsboro
Goldsboro
Lewisberry

Pleasant Grove

York Haven

Conewago Falls

Emigsville

Dose Rate (Milliroentgens per Hour)

.044
.13
.040
.053
. 041
.074
.044
.053

OO0 OCOOO

The highest dosimeter reading was recorded at a location % mile ENE of the
plant. The average dose rate at this location was 1.1 milliroentgen per

hour.

For comparison purposes, the ]icensee's envirbnmenta] report for 1977
when one unit was operating, indicated that the average dose rate at
offsite stations located within three miles of the plant was 0.007 mR/hr.

Calculations using the TLD data indicate a population dose of approxi-
mately 200 man-rems for the 24-hour period. This means there was an
average radiation dose of about 0.3 millirems per person in the population
within a 20-mile radius of the p]ant

ARM's flights were continued at three-hour intervals on April 1, and 2,
1979. The plume readings were essentially the same for all the flights.
Direction of the plume varied from SW to WNW. The maximum level at one
mile from the plant was about 3 mR/hr at an altitude of 500 feet. At
three miles, the levels were from 0.1 to 0.5 mR/hr.

Offsite ground level surveys taken between 11:00 a.m. April 1, and 4:30
‘a.m. April 2, on both sides of the river in a southerly direction
generally showed levels of 0.01 to 0.04 mR/hr.

Nine milk samples collected and analyzed by the State of Pennsylvania on
April 1 showed no detectable radioiodine.

The licensee reported results from 5 milk samples taken from four loca-
tions around the plant collected the evening of March 30, 1979. The samples
included one sample of goat's milk and four samples of cow's milk. The
highest level was reported for the goat's milk and was 41 picocuries per

lTiter (pCi/1.).

The highest level in cow's milk was 8.4 pCi/1. The NRC

has estimated the thyroid dose to a child drinking milk with concentra-
tions of radioiodine at 41 pCi/1 to be about 0.2 millirem per day. The
thyroid dose to an adult would be about 0.07 millirem per day. Each of
these samples indicated levels slightly above normal background levels

for radioiodine.
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The Bureau of Rad1o]og1ca] Hea]th HEW a]so reported 1dent1fy1ng rad1o-
iodine in six samples of milk co]]ected on March 31, 1979 from four
locations around the plant. Analyses of the samp]es identified near
background levels of radioiodine. The levels ranged from the minimum
detectable 1imit to about 40 pCi/1.

For comparison, the licensee's environmental report for 1977 showed
observations of 0.74 to 31 pCi/1 of I-131 in milk throughout the year
previous to the incident. At 12,000 pCi/1, the U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare recommends placing dairy herds on stored
feed. Local herds are already on stored feed.

Contact: DThompson, IE x28487 NCMoseley, IE x28160

Distribution: Transmitted H St 32895,
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Numbers are cumulative radiation dose in
millirem over a 23 hour period during
March 31 and April 1, 1979.

The highest dose (25%8 mrem) was measured
at 0.5 miles ENE of the plant; the nex
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April 3, 1878
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PNO-79-671
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on 4/3/79. '

Facility:” Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

Reactor pressure remains near 1000 psi, with bulk core coolant inlet and
outlet temperatures at 280°F. Core thermocouple readings are relatively
unchanged and indicate a maximum temperature of 477°F which is well below
saturation temperature for this pressure. (Only 3 thermocouples read above
400°F). The gas bubble still appears to be present at a much reduced volume,
with bubble size calculations still being evaluated. Degasification continues.
Containment atmosphere measurements indicate about 1.9 percent hydrogen. One
hydrogen recombiner is operating, and a 12 day time period is projected for
reduction of the hydrogen concentration to about 1%.

Plans to use a robot device to obtain a primary coolant sample are being
evaluated. Preoperational testing with the robot is in progress.

Environmental Status

No surveillance flights have been conducted since 6:00 AM on April 2
because of weather. Al]l offsite ground surveys indicate about 0.02
millrem/hour, except for a brief period during periodic venting of the
Primary System Makeup Tank to the vent header. Ouring this venting, an
offsite team detected a brief, downwind 1.5 millirentgen/hour ground
level dose rate with a rapid return to 0.02 millirentgen/hour. This
level is less than others reported previously for similar operational
activities.

Dose rates in populated areas as measured by NRC thermoluminescent

dosimeters (TLD) showed a decrease from the previous day. Following are
the data for the first two days.
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Continued April 3, 1979

" Page 2 PNO-79-671

oo ————— - DoseRate-(Milliroentgens per Hour) =

. 4/1/79 4/2/79
Falmouth No Sample 0.01
Middletown 0.044 0.01
Goldsboro 0.13 0.05
Goldsboro 0.040 0.02
Lewisberry 0.053 0.02
Pleasant Grove 0.041 0.02
York Haven 0.074 0.02
Conewago Heights 0.044 0.02
Emigeville 0.053 0.02

On April 2, the Food and Drug Administration reported concentrations of
radioiodine in eight milk samples. The results ranged from 10 picocuries
per liter (the minimum detectable activity) to 20 + 10 picocuries per
Titer.

Since March 30, there have been controlled releases of several hundred
thousand gallons of water from the industrial waste tank to the Susquehanna
River. The effluents contain radioiodine. On April 2, the FDA reported
that a sample of river water collected two miles from the plant was
analyzed and found to contain 3.9.x 1078 microcuries per milliliter of
iodine-131, or about 13% of maximum permissible concentration (MPC).

Other Information

Exposure data collected at 1:00 am on April 3 indicated a level of <0.1
mR/hr in the Unit 2 control room compared to a level of 0.4 mR/hr measured
early on April 2. On April 3, the auxiliary building access corridor
showed 0.05 mR/hr and the personnel access hatch to the reactor building
indicated 4 mR/hr.

Analysis of a second sample of containment building gas showed a decrease
from concentrations determined as of March 31. Following are the data
for the two analyses: :

Concentration in Microcuries per Milliliter

Isotope 3/31/79 at 7:00 am 4/2/79 at 10:30 am
Xe 133 ' 676 65

Xe 133m 16 0.27
Xe 135 : 8.1 0.62

I 131 0.063 0. 0097
I 133 <0.03 <0.0061
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PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION

April 4, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PN0-79-67J

This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 am on 4/4/79.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND
Plant Status |

The cooling path to remove core decay heat continues to be through "A"
steam generator to the main condenser.

Reactor pressure remains near 1000 psi, with bulk core coolant inlet and
outlet temperatures at 280 degrees F. Core thermocouple readings are
relatively unchanged and indicate a maximum temperature of 466 degrees F
which is well below saturation temperature for this pressure. (Only
three thermocouples read above 400 degrees F.) Gas is still indicated
to be present based on bubble size calculations, but its volume is
erratic indicating the effects of solubility and bubble dispersion.

Vent valve on pressurizer has been closed and degasification continues
through the letdown system.

Containment atmosphere measurements indicate about 2.1% hydrogen. One
hydrogen recombiner is operating and an ll-day time period is projected
for reduction of the hydrogen concentration to about 1¥. At 1430 on

April 3, one of three pressurizer level transmitters failed. Alternate
methods of level measurements are being developed and procedures reviewed
for implementation while calibration can occur with the existing detectors.

Plans to use a robot device to obtain a primary coolant sample are being
evaluated. Preop testing with the robot is in progress.

The containment building, April 3, 1979, gas sample results reported on
page 2 of PND-79-671 have been determined to be incorrect and should be
disregarded.
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Environmental Status

FDA has reanalyzed the river water sample collected the afternoon of

April 2, 1979 at a location 2 miles downstream. The value of 39 picocuries
per liter iodine-131 previously reported for this sample (PN-79-67I) has
been found to be incorrect; no iodine above minimum detectable levels

has been found.

ARMS flights were conducted at 9:00 am and 12:00 noon on April 3, 1979.
The maximum radiation levels were detected during the 12:00 noon flight
during which a maximum level of 2.0 mR/hr was measured at 1 mile from
the plant; the level at 3 miles was 1.2 mR/hr. At a distance of .1 mile
the plume was 1 mile wide with centerline about 290°.

Two other flights were conducted at 12:30 a.m. and 3:00 a.m. on April 4.
The earlier flight measured radiation levels of 0.3 mR/hr at 1 mile and
0.1 to 0.2 mR/hr at 3 miles at altitudes of 600-700 feet. The plume was
0.3 mile wide at one mile centered at about 210°. Past 3 miles the
plume was undefined and radiation levels were about 0.05 mR/hr. The
later flight measured radiation levels of 1.1 mR/hr at 1 mile, 0.5 mR/hr
at 3 miles and 0.3 mR/hr at 6 miles, at an altitude of about 500 feet.
The plume was 0.6 mile wide at a d1stance of 1 mile from the plant,
centered at 235°.

Offsite ground surveys indicated about 0.5 mR/hr for a brief period on
the east side of the site. Radiation levels generally ranged from 0.01
to 0.02 mR/hr around the site.

An air sample for iodine-131 was collected in the plume at a location
. -about 0.8 mile SSE of the plant. The iodine concentration in air was
less than 1 x 10-19 microcuries per cubic centimeter.

Dose rates in populated areas as measured by NRC thermoluminescent
dosimeters (TLDs) showed a slight increase from the previous day. The
~highest exposure rate was 0.41 mR/hr at a location 1 mile SSE of the

plant. Following are the exposure rates for previously reported locations:

Dose Rate (Milliroentgens per Hour)

4/1/79 4/2/79 ' 4/3/79
Falmouth 0.15 0.01 .20
Middletown 0.044 0.01 .02
Goldsboro 0.13 0.05 .07
Goldsboro 0.040 0.02 .05
Lewisberry 0.053 0.02 .04
Pleasant Grove 0.041 0.02 .06
York Haven 0.074 0.02 .10
Conewago Heights 0.044 0.02 .07
Emigsville 0.053 0.02 .07
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_Summary.of_Environmental Mopitoring -—- —-— -~ "7 ——"7"" 7T

Data concerning iodine released to the environment has been gathered and
evaluated by the NRC, other Federal agencies, the State of Pennsylvania,
and by the licensee. Several of the monitoring programs have been
o;go}ng almost since the outset of the incident which began early on
3/28/79.

This information is based on data available to NRC as of 0630, April 3,
1979.

Water

A total of 130 offsite water samples were analyzed by NRC, DOE, and
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. None of the 130 have shown any
detectable radiciodine.

- Based on.calculations of the radioiodine released from the station
to the river, it is estimated that the thyroid dose to any individual
drinking the water is less than 0.2 mrem.

Air

152 offsite air samples were taken during the period 3/28-4/2 and
analyzed by NRC, DOE, the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and by the
licensee at distances up to 40 miles from Three Mile Island. The
radioactivity in air which has been measured is principally noble
gases--xenon isotopes. Eight of the 152 samples have indicated
concentrations of radiojodine ranging from 2.7 x 10-13 - 2.4 x 10-11
microcuries/cc. No radioiodine was detected in the other samples.
The maximum activity detected is about one-fourth of the permissible
concentration established in the NRC “Standards for Protection
Against Radiation," in Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations,

Part 20 (10 CFR 20).

Based on calculations of the radioiodines released from the station
to the atmosphere, it is estimated that the thyroid dose to an
individual at the site boundary is less than 50 mrem over a 5-day
period.

Milk

A total of 56 samples were collected from about 20 farms, located
up to 13 miles in all directions from Three Mile Island. Of these,
38 showed no detectable radioiodine and 18 were reported as "no
data." These analyses were conducted by the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania.

FDA has conducted an analysis of 9 milk samples collected April 1,
1979 and reported "positive" results ranging from 14 to 40 picocuries
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—of I-131 per Titer of milki™ A sanple of goat's milk, collected on~
March 30, 1979, contained 41 picocuries per liter. By comparison,
the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare recommends
placing dairy herds on stored feed when I-131 in milk reaches
12,000 pCi/1iter. Local herds are on stored feed because this is
not the pasture season.

Based on measurements of the maximum concentration of radiciodine
in all milk samples, the thyroid dose to any individual drinking
milk is less than 0.5 mrem/day.

Vegetation

One hundred seventy-one vegetation samples have been collected and
analyzed by DOE, NRC, and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. None
showed any detectable radioiodine. These samples were taken at
various locations within 2 miles of the site.

Soi]

One hundred forty-seven soil samples were collected and analyzed by
NRC and DOE. None showed any detectable radioiodine.

Inventory of Iodine in Plant

The greatest quantity of jodine in the plant is contained in the core
and the coolant. The following table shows the inventory as of 0001 on
4/3/79. _

Core* Coolant**
I-131 49 x 106 Ci 3.2 x 108 Ci

I-133 2.1 x 108 Ci 0.12 x 108 Ci

*Based on computer projections of Penn State University
**Based on primary coolant analysis decayed to the above
date and time

A small source of iodine is from the industrial waste treatment system
(IWTS) which presently contains 272,000 gallons of water hav1ng an
iodine content as follows:

1-131 0.234 Ci
I-133 0.00087 Ci

 TOTAL 0.23487 Ci

As of 2400 on 4/2/79, there were approximately 240,000 gallons of liquid
in the IWTS with approximately 280,000 gallons of available storage
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space. Current1y, the turb1ne bu1]d1ng sump is f1111ng at a rate of
approximately 30 gpm; however, over the last 3-day period the liquid has
accumulated in the system at an average rate of 143 gpm. At the later
accumulation rate, the IWTS would overflow at approximately 11:00 am on
April 4, 1979 unless other action is taken. Efforts are underway by the
licensee to obtain state approval for discharge.

The maximum concentration of radioiodine in the IWTS was 1.5 x 10-3 pCi/mi
at 1000, March 31, 1979. That value has steadily decreased since that
time. As of 1600, April 2, 1979, radioiodine concentration in the IWTS
was 4.2 x 10-5 pC1/m1 wh1ch when diluted in the plant discharge water,
would be about 1/3 off the technical specification limit of 3 x 10-7
microcuries per milliliter at the plant discharge.

Other Information

The attached table of collective doses was prepared by a Jo1nt NRC/HEW/EPA
study group.

Contact: DThompson, IE x28487 NCMoseley, IE x28160
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COMPARISON OF COLLECTIVE DOSES TO POPULATION
WITHIN 50 MILES OF THREE MILE ISLAND
NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

(
|
Whole-Body Average Dose A
Collective Dose to Individual !
Source (man-rem) (mrem/year) !
Natural Background . _ |
One year's exposure (FES) (1970 population) 233,000 125 |
(1980 population) 270,700 |
. " b
Normal Operation (FES) (1970 population)
|
One year's exposure (all sources) 31 0.017
Gaseous effluents 2.05 0.0011 V
30-year operation 930 0.017 i
'\
Preliminary Estimate of Accident Dose
Cumulative up to noon 4/2/79 1,800 0.83 l
1970 population 1,868,000 ‘
1980 census projections 2,165,651 ﬂ

Note: 1 mrem (millirem) = 0.001 rem

FES = Final Environmental Statement



e e T IMMEDIATET T T
- PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION

April 5, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PNO-79-67K
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented jis a
summary of information as of 7:00 am on 4/5/79.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

Reactor pressure remains near 1000 psi with bulk core coolant inlet and
outlet temperatures approximately 280 degrees F. Core thermocouple
readings are relatively unchanged and indicate a maximum temperature of
462 degrees F which is well below saturation temperature for the present
reactor pressure. Three thermocouple readings remain above 400 degrees F.
The number of thermocouple readings that are being monitored has been
reduced to 30. '

Containment atmosphere measurements indicate about 2% hydrogen. One
hydrogen recombiner is in operation, with another unit on standby.

A Heise pressure gauge has been installed to provide an alternate method
of determining the pressurizer level by monitoring the steam space
pressure and water space pressure in the pressurizer. Testing procedures
are under review. The pressurizer is being vented to the containment
for about 15 minutes every 6-8 hours. :

Plans for use of the robot to obtain a primary system sample have been
developed.

Environmental Status

Preliminary analysis by FBA of 16 milk and miscellaneous food products
collected on April 3, 1979 showed no detectable jodine concentrations in
12 samples and iodine ranging from 12-18 pCi/1 in 4 miTk samples. The
State of Maryland reported on April 4, 1979 the results of analysis of

12 milk samples collected from 3 to 20 miles from the site. All samples
were reported as less than the minimum detectable activity (MDA). OQne
process milk sample from Harrisburg also was reported by the State of
Maryland as less than MDA. Three water samples, two at Conewago and one
from Holtwood Dam, were reported as less than MDA by the State of Maryland.

CONTINUED



. Continued April 5, 1979
Page 2 PNO-79- 67K

~FDA c611ected 5 other milk samp]es on Apr11 3 1979 two of wh1ch showed
jodine concentrations of 12 and 17 pCi/l. One showed no detectable
iodine and there are no results for the other two samples. One of these
samples showed a cesium concentration of 13 pCi/1; there are no cesium
results for the other four. The State of Pennsylvania analysis of

15 milk samples collected on April 3, 1979 showed one with iodine at

19 pCi/1, 13 with no detectable iodine, and 1 with no result. Four
showed cesium levels ranging from 10-26 pCi/1 and there are no results
for the other 11 samples. Al1l of the samples collected by the State and
FDA were split samples, i.e., shared to obtain independent results.

Continuous ground level radiation surveys performed on April 4, 1979 by
the NRC survey teams on the east and west sides of the Susquehanna River
from a distance of 4 miles north to 4 miles south of TMI showed radiation
levels averaging less than 0.03 mR/hr on the east side of the river and
0.01 to 0.04 mR/hr on the west side of the river. Prevalent wind
direction during the day was from the east.

Six ARMS surveys were performed on April 4, 1979 at: 0001, 0300, 0600,
0900, 1200 and 1522 hours. The flights identified the plume to be in

the sections of 200° and 300°. The maximum radiation levels were detected
during the 0600 flight during which levels of 1.2 mR/hr were detected
using portable survey meters. The 1522 flight used normally installed
ARMS instrumentation and measured radiation levels of about 0.1 mR/hr
(about 5 times background) at 1 mile distance. and about 0.06 mR/hr

(about 3 times background) at 2 miles distance.

On April 4, a 40~-minute air sample taken about 0100 near York Haven, and
a 60- m1nute sample taken about 1300 in Goldsboro, both indicated 1ess
than 1 x 10-1% uCi/ml I-131 (maximum permissible concentrat1on for
unrestricted areas).

Dose rates in populated areas as measured by NRC thermoluminescent
dosimeters (TLDs) showed only minor changes from the previous day.
Minor fluctuations are expected at these low dose rates. Following are
the exposure rates for previously reported locations:

Dose Rate (Milliroentgens per Hour)

4/1/79  4/2/79 4/3/79  4/4/79

Falmouth 0.15 0.01 0.20 0.04
Middletown 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.01
Goldsboro 0.13 0.05 0.07 0.07
Goldsboro 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.02
Lewisberry 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.03
Pleasant Grove 0.04 0.02 0.06 g.01
York Haven 0.07 0.02 0.10 0.05
Conewago Heights 0.04 0.02 0.07 0.02
Emigsville 0.05 0.02 0.07 0.02

CONTINUED
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_ Occupational. Radiation -Exposures—

Three occupational radiatton doses in excess of the regulatory limit of
3 rems per calendar quarter have been confirmed. A1l three exposures
were licensee personnel and were approximately 4 rems (this includes the
two exposures reported in PNO-79-67B). : '

To date on April 4, 1979, there have been 12 individuals with doses
greater than 2 rems but less than 3 rems. Three doses are for the
period January 1 to April 4, 1979, but it is believed the majority of
exposure was received as a result of the incident. More specific
occupational exposure data is expected to be available in the near
future,

Industrial Waste Treatment System (IWTS)

As of 0500 on April 5, 1979, the IWTS sump was 74% filled with about
100,000 gallons of capacity still available. The State of Pennsylvania
approved release of material from the IWTS that does not exceed permissible
values. No releases have been made as of 0500.

Qther Information

At about 5:00 pm on April 4, 1979, the licensee initiated the shipment
of solidified low level waste which was collected from Unit 1 prior to
the Unit 2 event of March 28, 1979. Additional shipments will be made
twice daily. The waste is being sent to the Chem Nuclear facility in
South Carolina.

The attached table of collective doses updated to April 3 was prepared
by a joint NRC/HEW/EPA study group.
Contact: DThompson, IE x28487 NCMoseley, IE x28160

Distribution: Transmitted H St 2,'Z£D

Chairman Hendrie Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
Commissioner Kennedy Commissioner Ahearne C. C. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky : (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB 7/-'/2 p. Bldg 2. 57 J. G. Davis, IE
L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, NRR Region I .
H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region II
J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR Region III 5{2@5"
N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR Region IV
R. G. Ryan, 0SP R. S. Boyd, NRR Region
H. K. Shapar, ELD SS Bldg ¥.8C (MAIL)

W. J. Dircks, NMSS J. J. Cummings, OIA

Saul Levin, RES R. Minogue, SD
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COMPARISON OF COLLECTIVE DOSES TO POPULATION
WITHIN 50 MILES OF THREE MILE ISLAND
NULEAR GENERATING STATION

Whole-Body Average Dose
Collective Dose to Individual
Source (man-rem) - (mrem/year)

Natural Background
One year's exposure (FES) (1970 population) 233,000 125
(1980 population) 270,700

Normal Operation (FES) (1970 population)

One year's exposure (all sources) 31 0.017
Gaseous effluents 2.05 - 0.0011
i 30-year operation 930 0.017

Preliminary Estimate of Accident Dose _ _
Cumulative up to noon 4/3/79 2000 1.0

1970 population 1,868,000
1980 census projections 2,165,651

Note: 1 mrem (millirem) = 0.001 rem
FES = Final Environmental Statement
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: April 6, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PNO-79-67L
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significence. The information presented in
a summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on 4/6/76.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

Reactor pressure is about 1075 psi with bulk core coolant inlet and
outlet temperatures at about 285 degrees F. Core thermocouple readings
are relatively unchanged and indicate a maximum temperature of 448 degrees F,
well below saturation temperature for the present reactor pressure.
Three thermocouple readings remain above 400 degrees F. Thirty thermo-
couples are being monitored. :
R Containment atmosphere measurements indicate less than 2% hydrogen. One
"""""""" hydrogen recombiner is in operation, with the second unit on standby.
A Heise pressure gauge, installed to provide an alternate method of
monitoring pressurizer level, has been unsatisfactorily pressure tested.
(Boron crystals indicate leakage from an elbow in the bypass line around
the sample cocler.)

Plans to vent Make-Up Tank (MUT) and one of the Waste Gas Decay Tanks
(WGDT) gases to containment have been approved by the NRC. Waste Gas
Decay Tank "A" venting to the containment was started at approximately
0545 on April 6, 1979. Venting was terminated at 0630 following an '
approximately ten-fold increase in radiation levels detected by the
auxiliary building exhaust monitor.

Environmental Status

Periodic ground level radiation surveys performed on April 5, 1979 by the
NRC survey teams on the east and west sides of the Susquehanna River from
a distance of 4 miles north to 4 miles south of TMI detected radiation
levels averaging less than 0.01 mR/hr on the west side and from 0.01 to
0.15 mR/hr on the east side. Prevalent wind direction during the day was
from the west-northwest.
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ARMS surveys were performed on April 5, 1979 at 0600, 0950, 1430, 1515,
1649, and 2120 hours. The flights identified the plume in the sector
110° to 130°. The maximum radiation levels were detected during the 0950
flight during which levels of 0.3 mR/hr were measured at 1 mile. Between
3 and 10 miles, the measured levels were from 0.03 to 0.05 mR/hr.

The State of Pennsylvania reported data on milk, water, precipitation and
grass samples. Analysis of ten milk samples collected on April 4 and 5
detected no radioiodine above the minimum detectable activity (MDA).

Also, the results of analysis of water samples collected from five cities
surrounding TMI from March 31, 1979 to April 4, 1979 detected no levels
of iodine above the MDA, as did analysis of precipitation and grass
samples for April 2 and 4.

Dose rates in populated areas as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosi-
eters (TLDs) showed only minor changes from the previous day. Minor
fluctuations are expected at these low dose rates. Ten additional TLD
stations at area schools were established on April 5 (making a total of
47 stations). Following are the exposure rates for previously reported

locations:
Dose Rate (Milliroentgens per Hour)
4/1/79 4/2/79 4/3/79 4/4/79 4/5/79

Falmouth 0.15 0.0 0.20 0.04 0.02
Middletown 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.0 0.01
Goldsboro 0.13 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.05
Goldshoro 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.03
Lewisberry 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.02
Pleasant Grove 0.04 0.02 0.06 0.01 0.01
York Haven 0.07 0.02 0.10 0.05 0.01
Conewago Heights 0.04 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.1
Emigsville 0.05 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.02

Population Exposure Estimates

Representatives from NRC, EPA and HEW have made estimates of the radiation
doses to the public around TMI based primarily on TLD data. The calculated
population dose increment for 4/3/79 to 4/4/79 is 70 man-rems. The total
cumulative, 50 mile radius population dose since 3/28/79 is estimated to

be 2100 man-rems with an average dose to an individual of 1.1 millirems.
The estimated maximum dose to an individual offsite (hypothetical, con-
tinuously present 0.5 mile NE of plant) is estimated to be less than 100
millirem.




PNO 79 67L

Industrial Waste Treatment System (IWTS)

Industrial waste discharge (other than sewage) began about 3 a.m. 4/6/79
at an average rate of 100 gpm with Iodine 131 radioactivity of 2. 3 x 10-5
microcuries per milliliter into the 58,000 gpm cooling tower discharge to
the river. The Unit 1 waste evaporator condensate storage tank is also
being discharged. The licensee has calculated the release to the river

to be about two-thirds the MPC for continuous discharge of Iodine 131

from both units. The discharge from the Unit 2 Industrial Waste Treatment
System was stopped at approximately 0400 on 4/6/79 to collect and ana]yze
a sample.

Other Information

IE Bulletin 79-05A was issued on April 5, 1979 and required additional
actions by Babcock and Wilcox power reactor facilities with a operating
license.

Contact:
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. April 7, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PNO-79-67M
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on 4/7/79.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status:

The reactor pressure is about 1075 psi with bulk core coolant inlet and

outlet temperatures at about 285° F. At approximately 1:25 p.m. on

April 6, reactor coolant pump 1A tripped and reactor coolant pump 2A was

started within about two minutes. After the chanae in operating pumps,

there was a shift in the core thermocouple readinas. The three thermo-

couples that had readings above 400° F are presently reading between

285° F and 315° F. The central thermocouple (position 8H) reading changed
_______ from approximately 375° F to 455° F and is now reading 453° F, the only
--------- reading above 400° F. The average temperature of the 30 thermocouples

being monitored is 304° F.

' The venting of Waste Gas Decay Tanks (WGDT) "A" and "B" to the containment
building was resumed at 9:15 a.m. on April 6, 1979 and stopped at about
3:00 a.m. on April 7 when the pressures of WGDT "A" and "B" were 32 and 30
psig, respectively. At the time the venting was secured, a small release
occurred resulting in radiation readings somewhat lower than previously
experienced during such operations. Fol1ow1ng venting of the WGDT to
containment, the hydrogen concentration in the containment was slightly
greater than 2%.

The discharge to the river frbm the industrial waste storage tanks (IWST)
was resumed at 6:15 a.m. on April 6, 1979 at an average rate of 100 gpm.
The INST level is now about 52%.

Environmental Status:

Off-site radiation levels as identified by NRC survey teams continue to

range between 0.01 and 0.1 mr/hr. These routine survey results were obtained
on the east and west sides of the Susquehanna River at distances of four
miles north and south of TMI. Prevailinag winds during April 6 were from

270° to 300° (SSE).

CONTINUED
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TARMS surveys were performed at 0700 and 1810 on Apr11 6, 1979. The

surveys identified a plume in the 120°-140° sector during both flights.
The maximum radiation level identified during the 0700 survey was

0.3 mr/hr one mile from the site at 900 feet elevation. The 1810 flight
identified 0.05 mr/hr three miles from the site at 500 feet elevation.

The State of Pennsylvania reported an iodine 131 level of 12 picocuries

per liter (pC1/1) for one milk sample collected on April 5, 1979.
Pennsylvania's minimum detectable activity (MDA) for this type of measurement
js 10 pCi/1. The State of Marvland reported jodine 131 levels less than

MDA (10 pCi/1) for one sample collected on Apr11 4, 1979 and a second
collected on April 5, 1979.

Airborne concentrations for 34 EPA samples collected betweeq April 4, 1979
and April 5 were reported as at or less than MDA (1.8 X 10 mlcrocuries
per milliliter).

No new data regarding vegetation and water samples have been reported.

Dose rates in popu]ated areas as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
(TLDs) showed only minor changes from the previous day. Minor fluctuations
are expected at these Tow dose rates. Ten additional TLD stations at area
schools were established on April 5 (making a total of 47 stations).

Following are the radiation dose rates for.previously reported locations:

Dose Rate (Milliroentgens per Hour)

4/1/78 4/2/79 4/3/79 4/4/79 4/5/79 4/6/79

Falmouth 0.15 0.01 0.20 0.04 0.02 0.02
Middletown 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
Goldsboro 0.13 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.03
Goldsboro - South 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.02
Lewisberry 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.02
Pleasant Grove 0.04 0.02 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.02
York Haven - 0.07 0.02 0.10 0.05 0.01 0.02
Conewago Heights 0.04 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.02
Emigsville 0.05 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.02 0.02

Contact: DThompson, IE x28487 NCMoseley, IE x28160

'CONTINUED
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April 8, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PNO-79-67N
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on 4/8/79.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN-50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

Bulk coolant inlet and outlet temperatures are about 281 degrees F. The
average core thermocouple temperature is about 299 degrees F, and the
higher thermocouple reading (8H) is about 442 degrees F.

At approximately 1955 hours, April 7, the licensee began lowering reactor
coolant system pressure in 50 psi increments at a maximum rate of 5 psi
per minute. This will continue until pressure reaches 500 psi, providing
a 100 psi safety margin above saturation for the current temperature of
the highest reading thermocouple. This is a step toward cold shutdown and
includes degasification to prevent bubble formation as pressure and
temperatures decrease.

During the initial pressure decrease to 700 psi, the auxiliary building
stack monitors showed an increase of a factor of 10 at 2213 hours, April 7.
Later information indicates that about 1400 gallons of borated water were
added to the makeup tank during the initial pressure reduction, causing
some gas to leak from the vent header. The ARMS helicopter reported a
slight increase in readings downwind (south) of the site. Pressure was
held steady for a short period and the auxiliary stack monitors decreased
to the original readings. -During the following pressure cycles there have
been no increases in the radiation readings.

Hydrogen concentration in containment is about 1.9%.

At 2130 hours PST,.April 7, airlifting of backup charcoal filters for the
auxiliary building stack was initiated from Pasco, WA, to Harrisburg, PA.

The Unit 2 miscellaneous waste tank js being pumped to a bleed holdup tank
in preparation for pumping the auxiliary building sump dry. IWTS discharge
was stopped late on_Apri] 7 when the level reached 32%.

L ’ CONTINUED
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Environmental Status

~

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams continue to range
between 0.01-0.1 mR/hr. These routine survey results were obtained on the
east and west sides of the Susquehanna River at distances of 4 miles north
and south of the site. Prevailing winds during April 7 were generally
from about 320°.

ARMS surveys were performed on April 7 at 0600-0630 hours and 1800-1845 hours.
The surveys identified a narrow plume in the 140°-150° sector during both
flights. A maximum radiation level of 0.04 mR/hr at 1-10 miles was
identified during the 0600-0630 hours flight. The 1800-1845 hours flight
identified a maximum reading of 0.05 mR/hr at 1 mile from the site.

The following milk sample results were reported by the licensee.

Iodine Concentration (picocuries/liter)*

Location 3/29 3/30 3/31 4/1 4/2 4/3
1.1 miles east- i '
northeast ' <1 8.5 4.5 3 1
1.6 miles southeast <1 - 21 - 4 2
"""" 2.7 miles west- :
northwest < 3 - 4 - 3 2
control 12 miles _
north-northeast - ' <1 - <1 <1 <1 <1

*HEW Action Level: 12,000 picocuries/liter

The following table lists the composite results for milk samples collected
by various agencies between 3/28/79 - 4/4/79.

Description STATE  FDA EPA
Number of analyses performed 133 84 4
Number of positive results 7 53 2
Average value of positive results (pCi/1) 15 19 - 17
Range of positive results (pCi/1) 11-20 9-41 10-24
Average MDA (pCi/1) 20 11 10

The following jodine-131 concentrations in air and water were identified
by the licensee:

CONTINUED
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a. Air Samples ' Results (picocuries per cubic meter)**
Location 3/28-3/29 3/29-3/31 3/31-4/3
0.4 mile north - 0.47 22.6 0.11
2.3 miles south-southeast < 0.2 22.1 1.39
0.4 " east < 0.02 20.3 0.27
15 " northwest < 0.03 1.83 < 0.024
9 " southeast < 0.04 0.27 0.16
2.6 " north 0.08 12.7 0.051
1.6 " west-southwest < 0.30 23.9 0.07
13 " south < 0.02 0.14 0.36

*x10 CFR 20 MPC: 100 picocuries/cubic meter

b. Water Samples Collected on 4/3/79
Location Results***
Swatara Creek (2.3 miles north) < 0.2 pCi/1l
i

Brunner Island (4.1 miles south-southeast

Columbia water treatment plant (15 miles southeast) "
York Haven (3 miles southeast) "
York (15 miles southeast) "

*X*10 CFR 20 MPC: 100 picocuries/liter

New data regarding dose rates in populated areas have not been processed.
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April 9, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PNO-79-67P*
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented 1s a
summary of information as of 6:00 a.m. on 4/9/79.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND
Plant Status

Bulk coolant inlet and outlet temperatures are about 280 degrees F. The
average core thermocouple temperature is about 300 degrees F, and the highest
thermocouple reading (8H) is about 425 degrees F. '

At approximately 0430 hours, April 9, the reactor coolant system pressure
reached the 400 psig endpoint established for the second degassing evolu-

tion. At lower pressures in the 400 to 1,000 psig range, noise monitoring
indicated possible presence of some gas in Loop B of the reactor cooling systenm.
Noise monitoring verified re-solution of gas with time. The operating -

reactor coolant pump vibration increased to 8.5-9 mils but the level of
vibration was still significantly below the 1imit (30 mils). Pressure
variation for degassing is continuing. Following reduction to 400 psig,

the licensee plans to increase pressure to the 900-1,000 psig range and

a phased cooldown is under consideration as the next step.

The licensee requested and received permission to temporarily change the
minimum pressurizer level to 150" from 200" to prevent high pressurizer
levels on pressure decreases.

At approximately 1320 hours, April 8, the reactor coolant system began to
heat up. This was due to a decrease in steam generator level. Steam
Generator A level was increased to decrease the primary temperature.
Hydrogen concentration in containment is about 1.85%.

At approximately 1942 hours EST, the last airplane involved in the filter
airlift left Pasco, WA, for Harrisburg, PA.
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ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams continue to range
between 0.01-0.1 mR/hr. The results were obtained from routine surveys
performed on the east and west side of the Susquehanna River at distances
of up to 4 miles north and south of the site.

The following ARMS surveys were conducted during April 8, 1979:

MAXIMUM
TIME RADIATION LEVELS LOCATION DISTANCE FROM SITE
00:00-00: 30 1 mR/hr sector 180° % -1 mile
(south)
06:00-06:20 . 0.3 mR/hr sector 200° 1 mile
(west-southwest) '
09:00-09:50 0.03 mR/hr © sector 170° _ 1 mile
(south-southeast)
18:05-18: 30 0.05 mR/hr sector 275° 3 miles

(west-northwest)

Eight offsite air samples collected near the NRC trailer during April 1-8
indicated iodine-131 concentrations between 0.9 - 3.3 picocuries per

cubic meter (pCi/m3). The maximum permissible concentration per 10 CFR 20
is 100 pCi/md.

No new data were reported for mi]k, water, and vegetation samples.

Offsite dose rates as determined by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters (TLDs)
indicate that present radiation levels are in close agreement with expected
natural background levels. Minor fluctuations among individual TLDs are
expected due to the limitations of the TLD system. Forty-seven TLDs are
presently positioned at various locations around the site.

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluscent dosimeters have
ranged from 0.01 to 0.02 milliroentgens per hour for the past 24-hour periods
of April 7 and 8. '
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N April 10, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PNO-793-67Q
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is
a summary of information as of 6:00 a.m. on 4/10/789.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND
PLANT STATUS

Bulk coolant inlet and outlet temperatures remain at about 280
degrees F. The average core thermocouple temperature is about
295 degrees F, and the highest thermocouple reading (8H) is
about 400 degrees F.

A 24-hour period of additional degasification by reducing primary
pressure to 400 psig in small decrements was completed on April 9.
No significant change in reactor coolant pump vibration occurred

<= during this period. Noise measurements did indicate some gas in
the coolant at Tower pressures, with return into solution over time.
The Ticensee plans to repeat the degassing operation, cycling down
to approximately 300 psig, and subsequently to hold reactor coolant
system pressure at approximately 1000 psig. A phased cooldown is
under consideration as the next step.

A primary coolant system sample is planned to be taken this morning.
Hydrogen concentration in containment is about 1.7%.

ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams range between
.02 - .2 mR/hr. The higher Tlevel lasted only a short time and is
believed to be associated with operation of the waste gas compressors.
The results were obtained from routine surveys performed on the east
and west side of the Susquehanna River at distances of up to 4 miles
north and south of the site.
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The following ARMS surveys were conducted during April 9, 1979:

TIME MAXIMUM LOCATION DISTANCE FROM SITE
RADIATION LEVELS

12:38 - 13:08 2 mR/hr sector 235 -270 1 mile

18:05 -~ 18:45 1 mR/hr sector 120 1 mile

No new data were reported for milk, water, and vegetation samples.

Offsite dose rates as determined by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
(TLDs) indicate that present radiation levels are in close agreement
with expected natural background levels.

Dose rates (47 1ocat1ons) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
have ranged from 0.01 to 0 05 milliroentgens per hour for the past 24-hour
period of April 9.

Contact: EdJordan, IE x28180 NCMoseley, IE x28160
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April 11, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PNO-79-67R
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significante. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on 4/11/79. .

Facijity: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND
Plant Status

Bulk coolant inlet and outlet temperatures remain at approximately

280 degrees F. The peak core thermocoupies have declined to less than
400 degrees F for the first time, the highest thermocouple reading is
398 degrees F.

Degassing operations were continued; however, after cycling down to

425 psig, pressure had to be increased because the system letdown flow

rate was not sufficient to prevent an increase in the pressurizer

level caused by normal coolant pump seal water leakage into the reactor
cooling system. Pressure was increased to 550 psig where some degassing
occurred. Pressure was subsequently increased to approximately 940 psig,
where it is being held while pressurizer level is being reduced. Continued
degassing operations, with reactor pressure reduced to 300 psig, is

being reexamined.

A primary coolant sample was taken at approximately 0730 on April 10,
1979. Portions of the sample will be analyzed by Bettis, B&W,
Oak Ridge National Laboratory and Savannah River,

The hydrogen concentration in containment is about 1.8%. The containment
temperature is about 93 degrees F; the containment fans are operating,
however, the cooling water to the system was shut off at about 1600 hours
on April 10, 1979 due to leakage from the shaft seal packing gland on

one of the Reactor Building Emergency Cooling booster pumps in the
Auxiliary Building. The containment temperature at the time the

cooling water was shut off was 80 degrees F.
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Environmental Status

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams range between

0.02 - 0.12 mR/hr. The radiation levels appeared to be lower than
yesterday. The results were obtained from routine surveys performed

on the east side of the Susquehanna River at distances of up to 2 1/2 _
miles north and south of the site. The primary coolant sampling resulted -
in no discernable effect on these radiation levels.

At the request of NRC, a whole-body counter was set up in Middletown
on April 10, 1979, by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Resources. Over 300 residents who live within a 3-mile
radius of Three Mile Island have signed up to be scanned. As of

1600 hours on April 10, 1979, 24 people who 1ive closest to the site
and whose families have milk cows for their own use have been scanned.
The scan results reported thus far do not indicate radiation levels
above normal body levels. 1It-is expected that counting will continue
until at least Saturday, April- 14, 1978.

The following ARMS surveys were conducted during April 10, 1979:

o, Maximum

""""""" Time Radiation Levels Location Distance From Site
0627-0800 0.1 mR/hr éector 3100 1 mile
1833-1913 0.15 mR/hr sector 34Q° 1 mile

The State of Pennsylvania reported that an air sample taken at the
observation center from March 22 to April 2 indicated 2.4 picocuries per
cubic meter of iodine-131. The NRC took a 24-hour air sample near the
observation center starting at 1600 hours on April 9, 1979. The results
indicated 4.2 picocuries per cubic meter of iodine-131. The 10 CFR 20
1imit for jodine-131 is 100 picocuries per cubic meter.

A soil and vegetable sample taken by NRC in Goldsboro on April 10, 1979
indicated no detectable activity.

Thirty-five milk samples were collected by various Federal and State
agencies on April 5-6, 1979. All were less than the minimum detectable
activity of 10 picocuries per liter of iodine-131.
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DOE collected samples from 0800 hours on April 9 to 1600 hours on
April 10, 1979, and analyzed for iodine-131. Results were as follows:

15 water samples - no detectable activity

12 vegetable samples no detectable activify

4 soil samples no detectable activity

1 air sample near Goldsboro 8.5 picocuries per cubic meter

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
have ranged from 0.01 to 0.03 milliroentgens per hour for the past
24-hour period of April 10, 1979. These levels are in close agreement
with expected natural background levels.
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. April 12, 1979

PRELTMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PND-79-67S

This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a

summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 12, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2

Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

‘Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

Bulk coolant inlet and outlet temperatures remain at approximately 280
degrees F. The peak core thermocouples remain less than 400 degrees F
with the exception that one thermocoup]e read 4019F during reduced
pressure operation.

The degassing operations were completed at about 0115 on April 12, 1979.
The minimum reactor coolant system pressure was 303 psig. Noise analysis
evaluations indicate considerable degassing took place during these opera-
tions. Pressure is being returned to about 1000 psig and will be held .
at that level.

A second pressurizer level measuring channel failed at 2045 on April 11,
1979. There is one original pressurizer level channel still operating.
An approved procedure is available for monitoring pressurizer level by
balancing makeup tank Tevel. Calibration of the Heise pressure gauge
(backup level indicator installed several days ago) is planned during
the current increase in pressure; it is expected this will provide an
additional method of monitoring pressurizer level.

Cooling water flow was restored to the coolers in the containment at 0730
on April 11, 1979, and the containment temperatures have decreased from
about 93 degrees F to about 85 degrees F. The hydrogen concentration in
containment is about 1.6%. ' -

Preliminary results of the primary coolant samples analyzed at Oak Ridge
and Savannah River have been received. Very little uranium was identified
in either sample, supporting previous analyses which formed the basis to
conclude insignificant fuel melting occurred.

Changeout of the Auxiliary Building filters has commenced. Filters on
its condenser vacuum pumps are expected to be operational today.

CONTINUED
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Environmental Status

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams range between
0.02 and 0.1 mR/hr. The radiation levels continue to be low. The
results were obtained from routine surveys performed on the east and
west sides of the Susquehanna River at distances up to five miles
north and south of the site.

By 7:00 a.m. on April 12, one hundred seventy-six local residents were
scanned with the whole-body counter which was set up in Middletown. The
scan results reported do not indicate radiation levels above normal body
levels. Over 650 individuals have signed up to be scanned.

The following Aerial Measuring System surveys were conducted oh
April 11. These were previously reported as ARMS surveys. Winds were
calm during these surveys.

Time Max. Radiation Level Distance from Site
0917-0452 0.025 mR/hr 1 mile

1700-1735 0.010 mR/hr 1 mile

The State of Pennsylvania reported that an air sample taken at the
observation center from April 2 to April 10 indicated 1.4 picocuries
per cubic meter of iodine-131. The NRC took a 24-hour air sample near
the observation center starting at 1600 hours on April 10, 1979. The
results indicated 1.6 picocuries per cubic meter of iodine-131. The
10 CFR 20 1imit for iodine-131 is 100 picocuries per cubic meter.

‘Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent

dosimeters have ranged from 0.01 to 0.02 milliroentgens per hour
for the past 24-hour period of April 11, 1979. These levels are in
close agreement with expected natural background Tevels.

At 0100 hours on April 12, 1979, two tanks previously used as
temporary storage for Unit 2 condensate storage tank overflow left
the site for New Jersey to undergo some repair work. The tanks had
been flushed previously and sample results from.one tank indicated
levels of radioactivity of 1 x 10-6 uCi/ml gross beta activity.

While the truck drivers had obtained property releases for the tanks
they had not obtained radiation safety releases. Shortly after

the trucks departed the site, the error was realized. At the request
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of the Unit 2 Shift Super¥isor, NRC personnel contacted the Pennsylvania
State Police and the truck from which the high gross beta activity sample
was ‘obtained was intercepted about 5 miles outside of Harrisburg and
escorted back to the site where it arrived at about 0300 hours. The
returned tank was surveyed and no leakage or external radiation levels
were detected. A sample of the tank's residual liquid contents was

taken and is being analyzed. The licensee is making procedural revisions
to prevent recurrence of the problem.

Corrections:

PNO-79-67N, dated April 8 - Item b on page 3 listed the MPC for
iodine-131 as 100 picocuries per liter. It should have read
300 picocuries per liter.

PNO-79-67R, dated April 11 - On page 2, the ARMS results were Tlisted
as 0.15 mR/hr for the 1833 to 1913 survey. It should have read

0.015 mR/hr. Alsoc the ARMS surveys were described as being in

sector 3100 for the 0627-0800 survey and in sector 3400 for the

1833 - 1913 survey. It should have read 1300 and 1609, respect1ve1y.
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April 13, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PNO-79-67T
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 13, 1979. '

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylivania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND.
Plant Status

Bulk coolant inlet and outlet temperatures remain at approximately 280
degrees F. The peak core thermocouple readings have declined to below
385 degrees F. The primary system pressure is being maintained between
950 psig and 1000 psig. '

There are presently two of the three original pressurizer level channels
in operation (the pressurizer level indicator that was reported to have

failed on April 11 started to function again at 1955 on April 12 and has
been tracking reasonably well). Calibration of the Heise pressure gauge
is in progress. A differential pressure sensor is being installed on
the pressurizer instrument lines in an attempt to provide an additional

method of monitoring pressurizer level. :

The hydrogen recombiner tripped off at 0115 on April 13 (burned out
heaters). The hydrogen concentration in the containment building was
about 1.5% at 2200 on April 12. A decision has not been been made
whether to replace the heaters or to initiate operation of the backup
recombiner.

Environmental Status

The maximum offsite radiation level identified by NRC survey teams was
0.02 mR/hr. The results were obtained from routine surveys performed on
the east and west sides of the Susquehanna River at distances up to five
miles north and south of the site.

By 4:15 p.m. on April 12, 214 local residents were scanned with the
whole-body counter which was set up in Middletown. The scan results
reported to not indicate radiation levels above normal body levels.
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“The fo11ow1ng Aer1a1 Measur1ng System surveys were conducted on April 12.
Winds were calm during thése surveys.

Time Max. Radiation Level Distance from Site
0938 .- 1016 0.03 mR/hr 1 mile
1510 - 1603 : 0.01 mR/hr 1000 feet

The NRC took a 24-hour air sample near the observation center starting
at 1600 hours on April 11, 1979. The results indicated less than 2.2
picocuries per cubic meter of iodine-131. The 10 CFR 20 1imit for
iodine-131 is 100 picocuries per cubic meter.

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermo]ﬁminescent dosimeters
for the past 24-hour period of April 12, are in close agreement with
expected natural background levels.

Samples of air, water, soil and vegetation continue to be analyzed by
Federal agencies. DOE reported the following positive results:

2 of 30 vegetation samples yielded 80 to 260 microcuries per
square meter (uCi/mé) iodine-131. The minimum detectable activity
(MDA) is 30 uCi/m¢. The remaining 28 samples were below MDA. 12
soil samples were Tess than the MDA of 600 uCi/m2.

A1l air and water analyses by DOE and EPA were less than the MPC in
10 CFR 20.

Exposures of Met Ed and Contractor personnel from March 29 to April 11
are:

Dose Range

(Whole Body .

Gamma) Number in Range
100 - 250 mrem : 118

251 - 500 mrem 25

501 - 750 mrem 12

751 - 1000 mrem 2

1000 - 2000 mrem 3
2000 - 3000 mrem ‘ 0

3000 - 4000 mrem 3*

* Reported in PNO-79-67K
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April 13, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PNO-79-67T (Correction
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 12, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  MUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

The radiation activity for soil and vegetation samples on page 2 of
PNO-79-67T should read: _

".... 80 to 260 picocuries per square meter (pCi/m?) iodine-131.
The minimum detectable activity (MDA) is 30 ggi/mz. The remaining
28 samples were below MDA. Twelve (12) soil samples were less than

the MDA of 600 pCi/m2."

Contact: RCPaulus, IE x27246; DThompson, IE x28487
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. April 14, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PN0O-79-67U
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 14, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middietown, Pennsylvania (DN50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status:

At 1003 on April 13, 1979, cooldown of the primary coolant system was
initiated marking the first step toward placing the reactor into natural
circulation. It is anticipated that the primary system would be cooled
from 280 degrees F to approximately 230 degrees F during this phase. As
of 0200 on April 14, primary coolant temperature had decreased to
approximately 250 degrees F and cooldown had slowed considerably. Four
of the incore thermocouple readings remained above 300 degrees F with the
=z highest at 350 degrees F.

A pressurized primary coolant sample was taken on April 13 and is being
sent to Idaho Falls, Idaho for analysis by Allied Chemical. The sample
left Harrisburg at 0400 on April 14 and estimated time of arrival at
Idaho Falls is 0945 EST.

Environmental Status:

0ffsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams were consistent
with normal background levels (0.02 mR/hr maximum). The results were
obtained from routine surveys performed on the east and west sides of the
Susquehanna River at distances up.to five miles north and south of the site.

By 11:15 a.m. on April 13, 1979, 292 local residents were scanned with the
whole body counter located in Middietown. Scan results indicate no
radiation levels above normal body levels.

The following Aerial Measuring System surveys were conducted on April 13.
Wind speed ranged from 14 to 16 mph. No defined plume was identified.

Time Max. Radiation Level Distance from Site
0908 - 0940 0.03 mR/hr ' 1000 feet
1454 - 1530 . 0.03 mR/hr 900 feet

CONTINUED
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The NRC took a 24-hour air sample near the observation center starting
at 1600 hours on April 12, 1979. The results indicated less than 1.5
picocuries per cubic meter of iodine-131. The 10 CFR 20 limit for
iodine-131 is 100 picocuries per cubic meter.

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
for the past 24-hour period of April 13 are near expected natural back-
ground levels.

The State of Maryland reported finding less than 6 picocuries of iodine
per liter of milk in 6 samples taken during April 7 to April 11. The
milk samples were taken from farms around TMI.

Sixty-two EPA air samples collected on April 9 and 10, indicated no
detectable activity, while six indicated activities which ranged from
0.092 to 0.81 picocuries per cubic meter of iodine-131. EPA samples of
milk, soil, vegetation, water and various species of fish did not reveal
any activity above background.

Correction to PNO-78-67E dated March 31, 1979. The initial report of
licensee TLD data was based on a telephone report. The following is
based on the TLD vendor's formal report. The first quarter 1979 TLD
readings ranged from background to a high of 1044 mR at the licensee
fence in the NNW sector. The highest reading TLD located in an offsite
populated area was about 26 mR of which about 15 mR was background
exposure. A TLD located midway across the north bridge about 0.3 miles
NNE of the plant recorded 44 mR, including background. These revised
estimates do not significantly affect previous estimates of population
doses.
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* April 15, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE--PNO-79-67V
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 15, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status:

As of OBOQ on April 15, 1979, primary coolant temperature had stabilized
at approximately 250 degrees F. Four of the incore thermocouple readings
remain above 300 degrees F with the highest at 348 degrees F.

The hydrogen recombiner that failed on April 13 has been repaired and
is in the process of being restored to service.

The staff has completed a preliminary evaluation of TMI-2 fuel damage.
Examinations of data from core thermocouples, incore detectors and
excore jon chambers, and analyses of core parameters such as primary
coolant pressure for the first fifteen hours of the transient show
several periods of significant core uncovery. These were time periods
during which portions of the fuel elements were cooled by steam rather
than pressurized water which is the normal cooling method.

It was during these periods of deficient cooling that extensive damage
to the fuel elements occurred. This damage occurred primarily by
oxidation of the fuel cladding and other zirconium alloy components,
which were embrittled and lost structural integrity in some regions

of the core. Estimates of the extent of damage were calculated from
fission product and hydrogen releases inside the plant and radiochemical
analysis of the reactor coolant water. The analyses indicate that
significant cladding oxidation occurred in the upper regions of the
core and most fuel rods have some damage. The core geometry in the
upper regions of the core, especially near the center, is believed

to be severely distorted due to loss of fuel cladding integrity in

that region. However, the Tower and peripheral portions of the core
are believed to have retained their basic structural intggrity.

The highest fuel temperature during the transient is estimated by these
damage mechanism analyses to be well below the 5100 degrees F fug]
melting point. Previous results of radiochemical analyses of primary
coolant samples support this conclusion of 1ittle or no fuel melting.
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Environmental Status:

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams were consistent
with normal background levels (0.02 mR/hr maximum). The results were
obtained from routine surveys performed on the east and west sides

of the Susquehanna River at distances up to five miles north and

south of the site.

By 9:30 a.m. on April 14, 1979, 375 local residents were scanned with
the whole body counter located in Middletown. Scan results indicate
no radiation levels above normal body levels.

The following Aerial Measuring System surveys were conducted on April 14.
Wind speed was variable. The principle isotope is Xe-133.

Time Max. Radiation Level Sector Distance from Site

1138 - 1221 0.04 mR/hr 270° 1000 feet

The NRC took a 24-hour air sample near the observation center starting
at 1600 hours on April 13,. 1979. The results indicated less than

3.0 picocuries per cubic meter of jodine-131. The 10 CFR 20 limit

for iodine-131 is 100 picocuries per cubic meter.

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
for the past 24-hour period of April 14 are near expected natural
background levels.

A pressurized primary coolant sample was taken April 13, 1979. The
six individuals involved received a total radiation dose of 800 mrem.
The highest individual dose was 270 mrem.

During the period of 1600 hours on April 13 to 1600 hours on April 14,
DOE collected and analyzed-the following samples:

Number/Type 1-131 MDA

4 Water 7 X 10'8 microcuries/cubic centimeter

4 Vegetation 0.04 nanocuries/square meter

4 Air (3 ground level 3 X 10-12 microcuries/cubic centimeter
and 1 helicopter)

12 Total

- CONTINUED
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A11 water, 3 vegetation, and 1 ground level air samples indicated

Tess than MDA for I-131. One vegetation (grass) sample indicated

0.16 nanocuries/square meter I-131. Two ground level air samples
(collected at the same location and time side-by-side on April 13 at
11:45 a.m.) indicated I-131 levels of 9.5 picocuries per cubic meter.
An air sample taken by helicopter 100 meters downwind of the auxiliary
building stack (within the restricted area) indicated an I-131 activity
of 119 picocuries per cubic meter. The 10 CFR 20 limit is 9000
picocuries per cubic meter.

The cause of this increase in radioactivity in certain environmental
samples is not known but is under investigation. It is possible that
the increase is the result of the change-out of the charcoal filters.

Contact: GCGower, IE x27246 DThompson, IE x28487
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. April 16, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PNO-79-67\

This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a

summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 16, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status:

The primary coolant temperature remains at approx1mate1v 250 degrees F.
Four of the incore thermocouple readings remain above 300 degrees F
with the highest at 344 degrees F.

The hydrogen recombiner that failed on April 13 has been repaired and
is in service. At 0800 on April 15, 1979, the hydrogen concentration
was reported to be 1.46% compared to the reading of 1.48% reported at
2200 hrs. on April 12, 1979 before the recombiner failed. '

Environmental Status:

Offsite radiation levels indentified by HRC survey teams were consistent
with normal background levels (0.02 mR/hr. maximum). The results were
obtained from routine surveys performed on the east and west sides of
the Susquehanna River at distances up to five miles north and south of
the site.

By 4:00 p.m. on April 15, 1979, 482 local residents had been scanned
with the whole body counter located in Middletown. Scan results indicated
no radiation levels above normal body levels.

The following Aerial Measuring System survey was conducted on April 15.
Wind speed variable 5-20 mph.

Time Max. Radiation Level Sector Distance from Site
1700-1815 0.013 mR/hr 1200 1/4 mile (elevation 300 ft)
CONTINUED
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The NRC took an air samp1e near the observation center starting at 1200
on April 14 and ending at” 1700 on April 15. Analysis of this sample
indicated that the concentration of iodine-131 during the 29 hour
period averaged 4.1 x 10-12 yc/cc.

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
for the past 24-hour period of April 16 are near expected natural
background levels.

Iodine cartridge measurements (from the Unit 2 vent stack) indicate that
increased iodine release rates began occurring on or around April 12.
Iodine concentrations measured in the ventilation stack are:

Time Activity (uc/cc)
4/10 {1608) - 4/11 (1800) 2.3 x 10-8
4/11 (1920) - 4713 (2315) 1.2 x 10-7
4714 (1030) - 4/14 (1915) 1.4 x 10~7 -
4714 (1915) - 4/15 (0525) 2.5 x 10-7
4/15 (0525) - 4715 (0804) 2.7 x 10-7
4/15 (0805) - 4/15 (1802) 3.8 x 10~/
4/15 (1802) - 4,15 (2140) 2.1 x 10-7

Environmental samples obtained during this period have shown some
increase in radioactivity. While the exact source of the increased
activity has not been determined, it may be related to changeout of
filters in the Auxiliary Building and/or tripout of the Auxiliary
Building ventilation fan. Efforts are in progress to correlate work
activities with the increased Iodine concentrations.

On April 15 and 16, DOE, NRC, and the licensee measured Iodine levels
in the switchyard, 0.6 miles east of the reactor site. Airplane
over-flight occurring at the same time indicated a very narrow plume.
Recent measurements (0200 4/16) indicated 9.4 x 10-11 uc/cc for NRC
sample, 7.4 x 10-11 uc/cc for licensee sample and 6.0 x 10-11 ue/cc for
the DOE samo]e The MPC for iodine-131 in unrestricted areas is

1 x 10-10 uc/cc A1l samples were side by side samples.

The State of Pennsylvania has been informed of these results. In
addition, the State will be provided with the DOE samples for analysis.

Contact: GCGower, IE x 27246; DThompson, IE x 28487
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April 17, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PN0-79-67X
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 17, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND
Plant Status

The primary coolant temperature remains at approximately 250 degrees F.
Three of the incore thermocouple readings remain above 300 degrees F
with the highest at 340 degrees F.

As of 0330 April 17, twenty of 90 charcoal filter elements in train A of
the Auxiliary Building Ventilation system have been replaced. This work
began on April 12.

The containment hydrogen concentration has been tested. Results indicate
a level of about 1.36%.

Environment Status

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams were consistent
with normal background levels (0.02 mR/hr. maximum) with the exception of
one reading of 0.14 mR/hr. These results were obtained from routine
surveys performed downwind on the east side of the Susquehanna River at
distances up to five miles north and south of the site.

By 3:00 p.m. on April 16, 571 local residents had been scanned with the
whole body counter located in Middletown. Scan results indicate no
radiation levels above normal body levels.

An Aerial Measuring System (AMS) survey was conducted on April 16. The
wind speed was 5 mph. No plume could be identified. At 1/4 mile from
the reactor building, readings of 0.030 - 0.040 mR/hr were observed from
180 - 2700. These readings appeared to be independent of the wind
direction.

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
(TLD's) for the past 24-hour period of April 17 are near expected natural
background levels.

F T A S PP S S S g a1 " -
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Iodine cohcentrations.measured'in the Unit 2 ventilation stack since
PNO-79-67W (April 16, 1979) are:

Time Activity (uCi/cc)

4/15 (2140) - 4715 (2357) 2.5 x 10-7
4/16 (0408) - 4/16 (0758) 2.3 x 10-7
4/16 (1156) -~ 4/16 (1550) 2.1 x 10-7
4/16 (1556) - 4/16 (1810) 3.6 x 10-7
4/16 (1810) - 4/16 (2356) 1.4 x 10-7

The NRC took the daily air sample near the observation center starting
at 1703 on April 15 and ending at 1747 on April 16. Analysis of this
sample indicated that the concentration of Iodine-131 during the
24-hour period averaged 1.7 x 10-11 uCi/cc (17 picocuries/m3) which
correlates with the plume wind being in this sector a large percentage
of the time.

In response to increased Iodine-131 levels observed in environmental

air samples, NRC has been taking approximately 5 air samples in each
8-hour period. During the 24-hour period ending midnight - April 16,
1979, three air samples from areas downwind of the plant were between

1.1 and 1.2 x 10-10 yCi/ml (110-120 picocuries per cubic meter). The
average of the 11 air samples was 6.5 x 10-11 uCi/cc (65 picocuries/m3).
The 8 samples taken since 10 p.m. on April 16, 1979, have shown no
acitivity above the MDA (approximately 20 picocuries/m3). Since the
Iodine-131 release rates are similar to previous rates, the observed
increases are believed due to meteorological differences. Review of

plant operations and possible release paths indicate that the source of
the Iodine-131 is apparently the monitored release through the ventilation
stack. However several changes to in-plant conditions were made. The
makeup tank pressure was reduced. A portion of the charcoal filters in
the Auxiliary Building ventilation system was replaced and areas in the
Auxiliary Building were sprayed with sodium hydroxide and sodium thiosulfate.

During the period April 13 to 16, a total of 54 DOE samples including

1 soil sample, 4 rain water samples, 16 standing water samples, 22 grass
samples, 8 ground level air filter samples and 3 air filter samples from
helicopter flights were analyzed by DOE using a GE-Li gamma spectrometer.
The samples were collected in the path of air discharges from the Three
Mile Island station. Fourteen of the grass samples indicated that
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Iodine-131, if present, was less than the minimum detectable activity
(MDA) of 4.0 x 10-5 microcuries per square meters (40 picocuries/

square meter). The eight samples that showed results above MDA ranged
from 4.0 x 10~ microcuries per square meter (40 picocuries/square meters)
to 7.3 x 104 microcuries per square meter (730 picocuries/square meters).
Soil, standing water, and rain water samples all indicated less than the
MDA's. The MDA for soil is 7.0 x 10-4 microcuries per square meter

(700 picocuries/square meters); and for water is less than 7.0 x 10-8
microcuries per cubic centimeter ( 70 picocuries per liter).

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, DER, analyzed two milk samples taken
on April 16, 1979. There was no detectable lodine-131.

EPA analyzed nine air samples between April 10 and April 11. Iodine-13}
activity ranged from 1.2 x 10-13 to 1.7 x 10-12 uCi/cc. (0.12 - 1.7

picocuries per cubic meter). Twenty-five soil samples were analyzed
and showed only natural activity, including normal background levels of
Cs-137. EPA TLD's from 34 locations for the period March 31 through
April 8 showed background except for two, York Haven and Goldsboro,
which showed 2.0 and 2.5 mR respectively for this period. Personnel
badges from 44 residents for the same period showed no net exposures
above background.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has been informed of these results.

Contact: GCGower, IE x 27246; DThompson, IE x28487
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April 18, 1979

~

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PNO-79-67Y

This preliminary notjfication constitutes summary information of an event
of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 18, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

The average primary coolant temperature is 236 degrees F. The decrease in
primary coolant temperature was a result of an increase in the steaming
rate. This increase was achieved by opening additional valves to the

main condenser. Two of the incore thermocouple readings remain above

300 degrees F with the highest at 330 degrees F.

As of 0530 April 18, fifty of 90 charcoal filter elements in train A of -
the Auxiliary Building Ventilation system have been replaced. This work
began on April 12.

Pressurizer level transmitter LT-2 became erratic over the period 1745 -
2235 on April 17 but is now tracking again. Calibration of the Heise
gauge, to be used as a backup pressure level measurement, is continuing.

Environment Status

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams were consistent
with normal background levels (0.02 mR/hr. maximum). These results were
obtained from routine surveys performed downwind on the east side of

the Susquehanna River at distances up to five miles north and south of

the site.

By 2:15 p.m. on April 17, 632 local residents had been scanned with the
whole body counter located in Middletown. Scan results indicate no
radiation levels above normal body levels.

No Aerial Measuring System (AMS) survey was conducted on April 17.
However, an AMS survey was requested by NRC based on a short lived
increase in the iodine discharge rate between 3 and 4 a.m. on April 18.
The AMS survey results are not yet available.
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During the 24-hour period ending midnight April 17, 1979, seven of

12 air samples showed no activity above the minimum detectable
activity. None of the other five samples showed Iodine-131 greater
that 1 x 10~10 uCi/cc (100 picocuries per cubic meter). On the

morning of April 18, 1979, one of three samples showed Iodine-131
concentration of 2 x 10'10 microcuries/milliliter (200 picocuries per
cubic meter) during the per18? of 3 to 4 a.m. The remaining two samples
were approximately 5.0 x 107%! microcuries/milliliter (50 picocuries/
cubic meter). The last sample analyzed covered the period 0420 to
0527. The cause of the high reading is believed to be due primarily

to meteorological conditions; however, several in-plant events were
also in progress. They are being analyzed for possible contributions
to this reading to determine appropriate corrective action, One

grass sample taken downwind of the plant showed 6.13 x IO‘4 microcuries
per square meter (613 picocuries per square meter). Additional milk
and vegetation samples have been taken, but have not been analyzed.

Dose rates (47 1oca£ions) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent
dosimeters (TLD's) for the past 24-hour period of April 18 are near
expected natural background levels.

Iodine concentrations measured in the Unit 2 ventilation stack since. Sl
PNO-79-67X (April 17, 1979) are: '
Time Activity (uCi/ml)

4/16 (2356) - 4/17 (0402) 1.2 x 10-7

4/17 (0402) - 4717 (0803) 1.2 x 10~/

4/17 (0803) - 4717 (1226) 1.4 x 10~/

4717 (1226) - 4/17 (1634) 1.3 x 10~/

4/17 (1640) - 4717 (1946) 2.3 x 10- ;

4717 (1958) - 4717 (2357) 2.1 x 10™

The NRC took the daily air sample near the observation center starting

at 1747 on April 16 and ending at 1620 on April 17. Analysis of this

sample indicated that the concentration of Iodine-131 during the approximate
23-hour period averaged less than 2.4 x 10-12 uCi/cc (less than 2.4 pico-
curies/cubic meter). The plume wind was not in this sector a large
percentage of the time during the sampling period.

Mo new data were available from DOE, EPA, FDA or Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, Department of Environmental Resources.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has been informed of these results.
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. April 19, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PNO-79-67Z
This preliminary notification consitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 19, 19/9.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

The average primary coolant temperature is 235 degrees F. Preparations are
being made to further decrease coolant temperature by admitting steam to

the main condensor through the main turbine. Two of the incore thermocouple
readings remain above 300 degrees F with the highest at 329 degrees F.

Replacement of the charcoal filter elements in train A of the Auxiliary
o Building Ventilation system is expected to be completed this morning.
S Preoperational tests of train A will then be conducted.

Pressurizer level transmitter LT-2 failed at 11:30 p.m. on April 18.
Calibration of an alternate method to be used as a backup pressure level
measurement is continuing.

A pressurized primary coolant sample was taken at 9:45 p.m. on April 18,
1979 and sent to B&W, Lynchburg, VA. for analysis via a National Guard
Aircraft at 11:35 p.m.

Environment Status

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams were consistent
with normal background levels (0.02 mR/hr maximum). These results were
obtained from routine surveys performed downwind on the east side of the
Susguehanna River at distances up to five miles north and south of the
Site.

By 7:00 p.m. on April 18, 721 local residents had been scanned with the
whole body counter 1ocated in Middletown. Scan results indicate no
radiation lTevels above normal body levels due to TMI operations. The
scanning of local residents has been terminated.

An Aerial Measuring System (AMS) survey was conducted beginning at 6:38 a.m.
on April 18, 1979. A plume reading 0.02 mR/hr was identified 0.25 miles
SE of the plant and followed to 1.5 miles. Spectral analysis indicated

CONTINUED
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the presence of Xenon-133. An air samp]T taken in the plume 200 meters
downwind from the stack showed 8.6 x 1071! microcuries per cubic centimeter
of Iodine-131 ( 86 picocuries per cubic meter).

During the period from 0530 April 18 to 0530 April 19 three of four air
samples collected around the site showed no activity above the minimum
detectable activity (MDA). The meteorological conditions during this
period were more favorable than those of the prev1ouilday The fourth
sample shows anlodine-131 concentration of 2.7 x 107** uc/cc (27 .picocuries’
per cubic meter). Data from five other samples have not as yet been
analyzed. Three soii samples and three grass san1es showed no activity
above the MDA. The MDA for grass was 2.4 x 10~% microcuries per square
meter (240 p1cocur1es per square meter), the MDA for soil was about

3.7 x 10-7 microcuries per gram (0.37 p1cocur1es per gram). One grass
sample taken showed 5.5 x 10‘4 microcuries per square meter (550 picocuries
per square meter). :

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
(TLD's) for the past 24-hour period are near expected natural background
levels.

Iodine concentrations measured in the Unit 2 ventilation stack since
PNO-79-67Y (April 18, 1979) are:

Time ' . Activity (uCi/ml)
4/17 (2357) - 4/18 (0405) 2.2 x 1077
4/18 (0405) - 4/18 (0550) 4.5 x 10~/
4/18 (0550) - 4/18 (0800) 2.1 x 107/
4/18 (0805) - 4/18 (0945) 1.8 x 107/
4/18 (0945) - 4/18 (1200) 1.4 x 1077
4/18 (1204) - 4/18 (1647) 7.2 x 1078
4/19 (0001) - 4/19 (0358)* 7.5 x 1078

*The stack monitor used for these measurements was out of service from
12:00 a.m. on April 18 to 12:00 p.m. April 18, 1979.
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The NRC took the daily air sample near the observation center starting at
1600 on April 17 and ending at 1600 on April 18. Analysis of this sample
indicated that the concentration of Iodine—}gl during the approximate '
24-hour period averaged Tess than 2.6 x 10714 microcuries per milliliter
(less than 2.6 picocuries per cubic meter).

EPA submitted airborne iodine analyses of air samples collected from 31
stations on April 12 and 13. Nineteen of the samples were reported to
have positive measurements of Iodine-131 from 7.2 x 10-14 microcuries

per cubic centimeter (0.072 picocuries per cubic meter) for a location

25 miles west of the plant to 6.6 x 10-13 microcuries per cubic
centimeters (0.66 picocuries per cubic meter) at a location about

5 miles west of the plant. EPA air samples collected on April 14 showed
positive Iodine-131 on 6 of the 31 samples with a range of 1.5 x 10-13 to
7.9 x 10-13 microcuries for cubic centimeter (0.15 to 0.79 picocuries

per cubic meter). EPA milk samples collected on April 12, 13 and 14 from
9 locations were less than MDA (10-15 picocuries per liter). Soil and
vegetation samples collected on April 11 showed no activity above background.

On April 18, during a tour by NRC personnel of Hill Island, adjacent

to TMI, three persons were oObserved. Two of the persons reported that
they had been on Hill Island on March 28-30, 1979. An evaluation of
their exposure is in progress. One of the three has already been counted
in the whole body counter in Middletown. ‘

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has been informed of these results.
Contact: RPaulus, IE x27246; DThompson, IE x28487
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April 20, 1979

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION .OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PNO-79-67AA

This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event
of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 20, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

~
The average primary coolant temperature is 185 degrees F. The drop in
temperature of 50 degrees F is due to steam being admitted directly to

the main condensor through the main turbine. The highest incore thermo-
couple reading is 284 degrees F.

Replacement of the charcoal filter elements in Train A of the Auxiliary
Building Ventilation System is completed. Work is in progress to replace
several HEPA filters in the system. Train A is expected to be in service
today.

Environmental Status

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams were consistent
with normal background levels (0.02 mR/hr maximum). These results were
obtained from routine surveys performed downwind on the east and west
sides of the Susquehanna River at distances up to five miles north and
south of the site.

An Aerial Measuring System (AMS) survey was conducted beginning at 6:05 p.m.
on April 19, 1979. A small plume reading 0.007 mR/hr was identified 0.25

miles SSE of the plant. Spectral analysis indicated the presence of a small
amount of Xenon-133. An air sample taken in the plume showed no jodine-131.

During the period from 5:30 a.m. April 19 to 5:30 a.m. April 20, ten air
samples collected around the site showed no activity above the minimum
detectable activity (MDA). The five air samples taken between 5:30 a.m.
April 18 and 5:30 a.m. April 19 (and not analyzed prior to issuance of
PNO-79-67Z) showed no activity above the MDA. Two of three soil samples
showed no activity above the MDA. The other soil sample showed 2.8 x 10-7
microcuries per gram of iodine-131. The MDA for soil was 1.4 x 10-7 micro-
curies per gram. A1l MDA's have been reduced (sensitivity increased) by a
factor of two due to addition of a shield to the detector in the NRC's
mobile laboratory.

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
(TLD's) for the past 24-hour period are near expected natural background
levels.
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Iodine concentrations measured in the Unit 2 ventilation stack since
PNO-79-67Z (April 19, 1979) are:

Time Activity (uCi/cc)
4/19 (0358) - 4/19 (0800) 6.6 x 10-8
4719 (0803) - 4/19 {1210) 1.0 x 10-7
4/19 (1226) - 4/19 (1634) 1.8 x 10~/
4719 (1728) - 4/19 (2025) 1.8 x 10-7
4/19 (2025) - 4/20 (0001) 1.2 x 10-7

4/20 (0001) - 4/20 (0351) 3.3 x 1077

The NRC took the daily air sample near the observation center starting at
4:00 p.m. on April 18 and ending at 4:00 p.m. on April 19. Analysis of
this sample indicated that the concentration of Iodine-131 during the
24-hour period averaged less than 2.4 x 10-12 microcuries per cubic
centimeter (less than 2.4 picocuries per cubic meter).

No additionaT environmental data have been received from EPA or FDA.

The three persons found on Hill Island on April 18, 1979 have been whole
body counted. No radiation levels above normal body levels were found.

As stated in PN0-79-677Z, the whole body scanning program for local
residents has been completed. A joint press release on this subject was
jssued by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the NRC on this date. A
copy of the press release is attached to this PN.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has been informed of these results.
Attachment: Press Release dated 4/20/79
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UNITED STATES .
. NUCLEAR REGULATOR\' COMM!SSION e e -

e s == =

"=~ T "WASHINGTON, D, C. 2055%

FOR 1MHEDIATE RELEASE
(Friday April 20, 1979)

Middletown, Pennsylvania -~ An examination of 721 persons who
TTve close to the site of the accident that joccured Harch 28, 1979
zt Three Hile Island has shown them to have no internal contamina-
tion from the accldent, officials of the Pennsylvania Departments
of Health and Environmental Resources and thﬂ Nuclear Regulatory
Comaission znnounced today. The screening program by means of a
process called whole body counting was COﬁduLted jeintly by these
ag;ncues, using a portable computerized detector housed in & truck
pxrked in front of the Middletown Community BUtld;ng, about three
niles from the site.

The examination of thess people found nb radiocactive elements,
such as iodine-131, that have becn released From ths Three Mile
15tcnd facility. Trace amocunts of radionuclides that are normally
found in people everywhere, such as potassium-40 and cesium-137,
wzre found by the examination.

}

Hine of the persons examined showed slightly more than normal
ampunts of naturally ceccuring radiocactive elcéments that come from
tnn noble gas radon-222 and that are called Tradon daughters',
bicause these come frcm the radiocactive decay of radon, All nine
parsons have been informed by agency offnc:a%s of the finding of
thuse radon dsughters in more than normal amounts. They havc been
told that these clements zre not related to khe Three Hile lIstand
incident and that the most likely source is the natural release of
lor: amounts of radon gas from building mater}als used in thelr homes
of possibly in wvork places, built of stone or brick, or from other
nstural sources., The levels detected do not lwarrant any cocncern
for the hcalth of these nine persons and others living with them,
The 72! persons tested generally lived iithin three-miles of
tse site, cn both thc east and west shores of the Susquchanna River.
Children as well as adults were surveyed in this program, which toek
ps&cc over a period of eight days and =nded at 7 p.m. Wednesday,

A"._ﬂ'l! 18. .
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PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PNO-79-67AB

This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event
of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 21, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND'
Plant Status

The average primary coolant temperature is being maintained at 175 degrees F |
by admitting steam directly to the main condensor through the main turbine.
The highest incore thermocouple reading is 275 degrees F.

Train A of the Auxiliary Building Ventilation System was placed in service
at 11:45 p.m. on April 20. Work is now in progress to change the charcoal
filters in Train B of the Fuel Handling Building Ventilation System.

Environmental Status

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams were consistent’
with normal background levels (0.02 mR/hr maximum). These results were
obtained from routine surveys performed downwind on the east side of the
Susquehanna River at distances up to five miles north and south of the
site.

An Aerial Measuring System (AMS) survey was conducted 8:20 a.m. to 9:12 a.m.
April 20, 1979. A small plume reading 0.008 mR/hr was located about 250
meters E of the Unit II vent stack at an altitude of 100 meters. Spectral
analysis indicated small amount of Xenon-133. An AMS survey from 11:45 p.m.
April 20 to 12:20 a.m. April 21 did not detect any airborne radiocactivity.
This flight occurred following the change from Filter Train B to Train A

in the Auxiliary Building.

Dur1ng the period from 5:30 a.m. April 20 to 5:30 a.m. April 21, seven
air samples collected around the site showed no act1v1ty above the
minimum detectable activity.

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
(TLDs) for the past 24-hour period are near expected natural background
levels. .
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Iodine concentrations measured in the Unit 2 ventilation stack since
PNO-79-67AA (April 20, 1979) are:

Time : "Activity (uCi/cc)
4/20 (0351) - 4/20 (0820) 2.0 x 107
4/20 (0820) - 4720 (1105) 1.9 x 10-7/
4720 (1105) -- 4/20 (1300) 2.8 x 1077
4720 (1300) - 4720 (1621) Not Analyzed
4720 (1621) - 4/20 (2019) 1.8 x 10/
4/20 (2023) - 4/20 (2204) 2.3 x 107
4/20 (2208) - 4/20 (2249) 3.0 x 10-7
4720 (2249) - 4/21 (0317) 1.1 x 10-7

4721 (0317) - 4/21 (0402) - 7.6 x 10-8

The NRC took the daily air sample near the observation center starting at
4:00 p.m. on April 19 and ending at 4:00 p.m. on April 20. Analysis of
this sample indicated that the concentration of Iodine-131 during the
24-hour period averaged less than 1.0 x 10-12 microcuries per cubic
centimeter (less than 1.0 picocuries per cubic meter).

EPA reported that of the air samples collected at 31 sampling locations
on April 15 and 16 only nine showed Iodine-131 above the_minimum detectable
activity (MDA). The highest sample result was 2.3 x 10-12 microcuries
per cubic centimeter (2.3 picocuries per tubic meter) for a sample collected
"""" April 15, 2.9 miles_SSW of the plant. All other positive values were
___________ less than 4.5 x 10-13 microcuries per cubic centimeter (0.45 picocuries

......... per cubic meter).

EPA reported that water samples taken at the plant discharges to the river
on April 18, 19 and 20 and at Brunner Island on April 16, 17 and 18
downstream showed no activity above the MDA,

EPA reported no milk samples collected on April 15 or 16 contained Iodine-131
above the MDA of 15 picocuries per liter. The Pennsylvania DER reported

- that one sample of milk collected on April 19 at Elizabethtown contained
about 15 picocuries of lodine-131 per Titer. The licensee reported that a
cow's milk sample collected en April 17 contained 3.7 picocuries per liter
and a goat's milk sample collected on April 16 contained 3.3 picocuries
per 1iter. The action levelis 12,000 picocuries per liter, at which time
animals would be taken off pasture,

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has been informed of these results.

Contact: -G. C. Gower, IE x27246 H. D. Thornburg, IE x28484

CONTINUED
IMMEIDATE PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION




Continued April 21, 1979

Page 3 ~ _PNO-79- GZAB,_ ————
= = Disfribution: Transm1tted H St 18008 _

Chairman Hendrie Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
Commissioner Kennedy * Commissioner Ahearne C. A. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB /o0 wo© P. Bldg. z&0: /¥ J. G. Davis, IE
L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, NRR Region I /0 %2
H. L. Ornstem, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region I1 /0 &%
J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR Region IIl/p&¥X_
N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR Region IV
R. G. Ryan, OSP R. S. Boyd, NRR Region V /0
H. K. Shapar, ELD SS Bldg. sp . /¢ (MAIL)

W. J. Dircks, NMSS J. J. Cummings, OIA

) - S, Levine, RES R. Minogue, SD

IE(TMI) Site iwpg Provide copy to STATE)
White House Situatfon Room 4){ ‘28
FDAA /2.35 (Provide copies tb the Administrator and the Operations Center)
EPA é%é‘z
DOE/EDC _f/:30
PEMA /272p - ,
BRP (Stag% of PA) /£€S

DCPA .
HEW (Pickup)

IMMEDIATE
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION




IMMEDIATE -

e~ PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION — ~—— ~—— ——— ———~ =
~ April 22, 1979

~

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PNO-79-67AC

This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an eveht
of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is -
a summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 22, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

The average primary coolant temperature is still being maintained at

175 degrees F by admitting steam directly to the main condenser through
the main turbine. The highest incore thermocouple reading is 274 degrees
F. :

Now that Train A of the Auxiliary Building Ventilation System is in
service, preparations are being made to change the filters in Train B.
Work is also in progress to change the charcoal filters of Train A of
‘the Fuel Handling Building Ventilation System. Train A was selected
for replacement instead of Train B as reported in PNQ-79-67AB.

Environmental Status

Onsite Measurements

Two Aerial Measuring System (AMS) surveys were conducted during the
period 3:00 p.m. - 10:00 p.m. on April 21, 1979. No airborne radio-
activity was detected. '

Iodine concentrations at Unit 2 ventilation stack. (Analyzed by NRC
Mobile Laboratory).

Date/Time Activity (uCi/cc)
4/21 (0404) - 4721 (0819) 5.2 x 1078
4/21 (0819) - 4721 (1201) ' 8.0 x 10-8
4/21 (1204) - 4721 (1625) 8.8 x 10-8
4/21 (1648) - 4/21 (2017) 4.9 x 10-8
4/21 (2018) - 4/22 (0103) 1.1 x 10-;
4/22 (0103) - 4/22 (0441) 1.1 x 10°
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Off Site Measurements

Radiation Levels

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams continue to be
consistent with normal background levels {0.02 mR/hr maximum). These
results were obtained from routine surveys performed downwind on the
east and west sides of the Susquehanna River at distances up to five
miles north and south of the site.

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
(TLDs) for the past 24-hour period are near expected natural background
levels.

NRC Environmental Samples (Samples taken offsite within 3 miles of site -
analyzed in mobile laboratory)

Number of
Sample Type Date of Sample Samples Results
air 4/21-22 ' g Less than MDA
daily air 4/21-22 ] Less than MDA
L ' grass 4/20-21 2 Highest 2.4 x 10-4
microcurie per
) square meter

mitk 4/19-20 5 Less than MDA

* MDA = minimum detectable activity

EPA Environmental Samples (Analyzed at Remote Laboratory)

Number of
Sample Type Date of Sample Samples Results
air 4/18 27 Less than MDA
air 4/18 4 Highest 2.9 x 10712
. microcuries per cubic
centimeter (2.9 pico-
‘ _ curies/cubic meter)
mi 1k 4/18 3 Less than MDA

A1l EPA samples were taken at distances greater than 3 miles from the
site.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has been informed of these results.

Contact: G. C. Gower, IE x27246 S. E. Bryan, IE x28019
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, S. Levine, RES R. Minogue, SD
1E(TMI) Site [/ A (- (Provide copy to STATE) :

White House Situation Room /7= '

FDAA & . S'E‘VC?rov1de copies to the Adm1n1strator and the Operations Center)
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. April 23, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PN0O-79-67AD
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 23, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

The average primary coolant temperature is still being maintained at
175 degrees F by admitting steam directly to the main condenser through
the main turbine. The highest incore thermocouple reading is 272
degrees F.

The charcoal filters in Train A of the Fuel Handling Building have been
replaced. This train is scheduled to be placed in service this date.
This action is expected to further reduce the concentration of Iodine
being released from the ventilation stack. The previous action of

........ changing the charcoal filters in Train A of the Auxiliary Building

-------------- Ventilation System was successful and reduced Iodine discharges by
approximately 40 percent. Preparations are still being made to change
the charcoal filters in Train B of the Auxiliary Building Ventilation
System.

A pressurized primary coolant sample was taken at 11:30 a.m. on April 22,
1979 and sent to B&W Lynchburg, Va. for analysis.

Environmental Status

Onsite Measurements

No Aerial Measuring System (AMS) survey was conducted on April 22, 1979.

Iodine concentration at Unit 2 ventilation stack. (Analyzed by NRC
Mobile Laboratory).

Date/Time Activity (uCi/cc)
4722 (0447) - 4/22 (0804) 8.8 x 10-8
4722 (0807) - 4/22 (1229) 9.3 x 10-8
4722 (1230) - 4722 (1621) 9.6 x 10-8
4722 (1624) - 4722 (2024) 1.3 x 10-7/
4/22 (2036) - 4/22 (2130) 1.3 x 10°7
4/22 (2130) - 4/23 (0004) 9.6 x 10-8
4723 (0007) - 4/23 (0440) 5.9 x 10-8

CONTINUED
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Offsite Measurements

Radiation Levels

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams continue to be
consistent with normal background levels (0.02 mR/hr maximum). These
results were obtained from routine surveys performed downwind on the
east side of the Susquehanna River at distances up to five miles north
and south of the site.

Dose rates (47 Tocations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
%TLDi) for the past 24-hour period are near expected natural background
evels.,

NRC Environmental Samples (Samples taken offsite within 3 miles of site
analyzed in mobile laboratory) _

Number of
Sample Type: Date of Sample ' Sample Results
air 4/22-23 7 Less than MDA*
daily air 4/21-22 ] Less than MDA

* MDA = minimum detectable activity
EPA Environmental Samples (Analyzed at Remote Laboratory)

Number of .
Sample Type Date of Sample Sample Results
air 4/21 . 21 Less than MDA
air 4/21 10 Highest 8.6 x 10-13

microcuries. per cubic
centimeter (.86 pico-
curies per cubic meter)
air 4/21 2 118 picocuries per cubic
meter of Xe-133 in one
sample. 20 and 24 pico-
curies per cubic meter
"Kr-85.** These are
approximately background

levels.
Soil 4/21 31 Nothing above natural
- background
Vegetation 4/21 31 Nothing above natural
background

A1l EPA §amp1es were taken at distances greater than 2 miles from the
site.

** Maximum Permissible Concentration for Xe-133 and Kr-85 is 300,000

i

picocuries per cubic meter.

CONTINUED
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The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has been informed of these results.
Contact: RCPaulus, IE x27246 DThompson, IE x28487
‘Distribution: Transmitted HSt j2,00

Chairman Hendrie Comnfissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
- Commissioner Kennedy Commissioner Ahearne’ C. C. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB X pt) P. Bldg [2/7 J. G. Davis, IE
L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, NRR Region I /- 3y
H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region II J 3¢ .
J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR Region III / /2
N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR Region IV éitfté
R. G. Ryan, QSP R. S. Boyd, NRR Region V /.03
H. K. Shapar, ELD SS Bldg c‘g,‘[_\f‘l _ (MAIL) .
W. J. Dircks, "NMSS J. J. Cummings, QIA
S. Levine, RES R. Minogue, SD

IE (TMI) Site ' 2/%/)  (Provide copy to STATE)

L White House_Situation Room =3 2D _
""""""" FDAA | 20O  (Provide copies to the Administrator and the Operations Center)

EPA 11O
DOE/EOC. R7)145—
PEMA : c

BRP (State Of PA) ===
DCPA ‘730
HEW (Pickup)
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April 24, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF. EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PNO-79-67AE
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 24, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

The average primary coolant temperature is stil] being maintained at
175 degrees F by admitting steam directly to the main condenser through
the main turbine. The highest incore thermocouple reading is 271 degrees F.

The charcoal filters in Train A of the Fuel Handling Building Ventilation
System have been replaced. - This train was placed in service at 6:30 a.m.
April 24, 1979. Twenty-eight of 90 charcoal filters in Train B of the
Auxiliary Building Ventilation System have been replaced.

Environmental Status

One Aerial Measuring Systém (AMS) Survey waé made between 10:15 p.m. and
11:15 p.m. on April 23, 1979. No radioactivity above natural background
was detected. :

Iodine concentration at Unit 2 ventilation stack (Analyzed by NRC Mobile

Laboratory).
Date/Time Activity (uCi/cc)
4/23 {0007) - 4/23 (0406)* 6.7 x 10-8
4/23 (0407) - 4723 (0758) 5.9 x 10-8
4/23 (0801) - 4/23 (1201) 3.6 x-10-8++
4723 (1223) - 4/23 (16]4) 1.4 x 10-7++
4/23 (1617) - 4/23 (2010) 6.3 x 10-8
4/23 (2014) - 4723 (2156) 5.7 x 10-8
4723 (2159) - 4/24 (0001) 5.9 x 10-8
4/24 (0004) - 4/24 (0404) 4.9 x 10-8

+ This entry was incorrectly reported in PNO-79-67AD.

++ Tnese are licensee contractor values.
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Off1ste Measurements

Radiation Levels

Offsite radiation levels indentified by NRC survey teams continue to be
consistent with normal background levels (0.02 mR/hr maximum). These
results were obtained from routine surveys performed downwind on the
east side of the Susquehanna River at distances up to five miles north
and south of the site.

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
(TLDs) for the past 24 hour period continue to be consistent with normal
background levels.

NRC Environmental Samples (Samp1es taken offsite within 3 miles of site
analyzed in mobile laboratory)

Number of

Sample Type Date of Sample - _Samples Results
air 4/23-24 10 Less than MDA
milk 4/21 4 Less than MDA
daily air 4/22-23 -1 Less than MDA

RIS EPA Environmental Samples (Analxzed at Remote Laboratory)

"""" Number of

Sample Type Date of Samp]e Samples Results
air 4/19 26 Less than MDA
air 4/19 5 Range from 2.1 to 6.9 x 10-13

microcuries per cubic centimeter
(0.21 to 0.69 picocuries per
cubic meter)

air 4/20 5 Range from 9 to 168 picocuries
per cubic meter of Xe-133.
14 to 22 picocuries per
cubic meter Kr-85.** These
are approximately background
levels.

milk 4/18 6 Less than MDA

milk 4/19 9 Less than MDA

A11 EPA samples were taken at distances greater than 2 miles from the site.
*MDA = minimum detectable activity.
**Maximum Permissible Concentration for Xe-133 and Kr-85 1s 300,000 p1cocur1es

per cubic meter

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has been informed of these results.

CONTINUED
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Contact: RPaulus, IE x27246; DThompson, IE x28487

Distribution: Transmitted H St 1.4%

Chairman Hendrie Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
Commissioner Kennedy Commissioner Ahearne €. C. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB I :<5  P. Bldg R:&D J. G. Davis, IE
L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, NRR Region I 7,2 6
H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region I1 A (¥
J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR Region III 3, A
N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR Region IV éﬁ/gx
R. G. Ryan, OSP R. S. Boyd, NRR Region V A:
H. K. Shapar, ELD SS Bldg R0/ (MAIL)
W. J. Dircks, NMSS J. J. Cummings, OIA
S. Levine, RES R. Minogue, SD
IE (TMI) Site /¢ (Provide copy to STATE)
White House Si uat1on Room = 4(y 4[24
R FDAA 3/22Z . _(Provide copies to the Administrator and the Operations Center)
.............. EPA §?_”—'—7737'
DOE/EOC K. 40 #/as
PEMA S:e1 D :
BRP (State of PA) f} é:’
DcPA N HO wfhs™
HEW (Pickup
Handcarry (FAA)
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April 25, 1979 L

_ — — — PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -PNO-79-67AF

This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event
of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is
a2 summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 25, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

In the course of transferring feedwater flow to the auxiliary nozzles,
a carryover of water into the steam line was experienced, resulting
in water impingement in the main turbine. An operator-initiated turbine
trip at about 3:00 p.m. stopped the impingement. The feedwater was
being diverted to the auxiliary feedwater sparger in preparation for
secondary system modification for adding a closed cooling system.
Steam is currently being admitted to the main condenser through the
turbine bypass valves. This change in cooling mode will not affect
preparations for natural circulation operations. The average

primary coolant temperature has increased to 224 degrees F. The
highests incore thermocouple reading is 312 degrees F.

As a result of changing the charcoal filters in the A Trains of the
Auxiliary and Fuel Handling Building Ventilation Systems, the iodine
discharges have been reduced by approximately 80 percent. The
charcoal filters of Auxiliary Building Ventilation System Train B
have been replaced. This system was placed in service at 5:30 a.m.
April 25.

Following a briefing of the Governor's QOffice, a press briefing was
held to outline the anticipated schedule for achieving long term

cooling status. A copy of the press release is attached.

Environmental Status

Three Aerial Measuring System (ARMS) Surveys were madé on April 24,
1979. No radioactivity above matural background was detected.

CONTINUED
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Iodlne concentration at Unit 2 ventilation stack (Analyzed by NRC
Mobile Laboratory).

4/24 (0408)
4724 (0642)
4/24 (0815)
4/24 (1217)
4/24 (1602)
4/24 (1958)

Date/Time ' : Activity (uCi/cc)
- 4/24 (0637) 3.0 x 1075

- 4/24 (0813) 4.2 x 10 g

- 4/24 (1215) 3.1 x 10 g

- 4/24 (1600) 1.6 x 10-8

- 4/24 (1955) 2.4 x 10 g

- 4/25 (0001) 2.6 x 10

Offsite Measurements

Radiation Levels

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams continue to
be consistent with natural background levels (0.02 mR/hr maximum).
These results were obtained from routine daily surveys performed
downwind on the east side of the Susquehanna River at distances up
to five miles north and south of the site.

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent
dosimeters (TLDs) for the past 24 hour period continue to be consis-
tent with natural background levels.

NRC Environmental Samples (Samples-taken offsite within 3 miles of

site analyzed in mobile laboratory)

Number of
Sample Type Date of Sample Samples Results
air 4/24-25 6 Less than MDA®
milk 4723 ' 3 Less than MDA
daily air 4/23-24 1 Less than MDA
EPA Environmental Samples (Analyzed at Remote Laboratory)
Number of
Sample Type Date of Sample Samples Results
air 4/23 28 Less -than MDA -13
air 4/23 3 Range from 2.3 to 7.1 x 10
- microcuires per cubic centi-
meter (0.23 to 0.71 picocuries
per cubic meter)
air’ 4/20 2 One sample was less than

MDA. One sample indicated
168 picocuries per cubic
meter of Xe-133.%

Both samples indicated
approximate background
levels of Kr-85.

CONTINUED
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Zii=fégvsamples were taken at distances greater than 2 miles from
this site.

*MDA - minimum detectable activity.

**Maximum Permissible Concentration for Xe-133 is 300,000 picocuries
per cubic meter. :

The Commonwealth of Peﬁnsylvania has been informed of these results.

Attachment: Press Release Dated 4/24/79

Contact:

Distribution: Transmitted H St QJL{S’_

Chairman Hendrie Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
Commissioner Kennedy Commissioner Ahearne C. C. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky (For Distribution) ';t
Transmitted: MNBB 3:20 4P. Bldg ?CD J. G. Davis, IE ‘/&_
L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, NRR Region I < 0C B
H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region II 2°(C ﬂﬁr
J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR Region III ~ (T 1-“‘"9'4 B%.-
N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR Region IV " (U i
R. G. Ryan, OSP : R. S. Boyd, NRR Region V T v{ W
H. K. Shapar, ELD SS Bldg X .¢¥S (MAIL)

_W. J. Dircks, NMSS J. J. Cummings, OIA

S. Levine, RES" R. Minogue, SD .
IE (TMI) Site 3..25 (Provide copy to STATE)
White House Sitnation Room . AL
FDAA (Provide copies to the Administrator and the Operations Center)
EPA
DOE/ECC Jp 00 %5 7
PEMA Y. CT
BRP (State of PA)
DCPA

HEW (Pickup)
Handcarry (FAA)
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e e oe— === T FQR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
' April 24, 1979

The NRC staff today announced a timetable for placing the Three
Mile Island Unit 2 reactor on natural circulation cooling. As
stated on previous occasions, it is now possible to cool the
reactor by natural convection circulation if difficulties arise
with presently operating equipment. It is, of course, preferable
to place the plant on natural circulation in a planned fashion
while presently available plant instruments and equipment remain
functioning. However, if instrumentation in the plant does not
retain its reliability and the various backup methods presently
available do not function adequately, 'it may be necessary to place
the plant on natural circulation at that time.

The excessive non-condensable gases in the system have been
removed and are now at an acceptable level.

The phased reduction in primary system temperature has now reached
approximately 175°F. This reduction in temperature is greater
than originally anticipated with steaming in the steam generator
N .

Assuming current instrumentation continues to perform satisfactorily,
the following timetable for a planned transition to natural circula-
tion has been established. The sequences planned to reach this
objective are:

1. The "B" steam generator will be placed in a water solid
condition by April 29th.

2. The "A" steam generator will be placed in a water solid
condition by April 30th.

3. Action needed to upgrade the backup cooling capability of the
existing decay heat removal system will be completed by
May 1.

4, With these steps completed, the primary system recirculation
pump will be shut off on May 2nd and the system will then go
into natural circulation.

There are a number of other ongoing actions at the plant.

1. Radicactive effluent filter systems within the plant have
been upgraded. An independent redundant charcoal filter
system, which will serve as a second stage of removal, has
been under construction for some time. The new system is
expected to be operational by May 2nd.




_PWo-L7-AF

Modifications are currently in progress that will permit the
secondary side of the "B" steam generator to be operated in a
closed system, i.e., without the need for the availability of
the main condenser. This activity is scheduled for comple-
tion for May 7th. Closed system cooling of steam generator B
is pot essential to establish stable natural circulation
cooling.

The "A"™ steam generator also will be modified to permit
operation in a closed system. This modification also is not
required to establish patural circulation. 1Its schedule for
completion is currently estimated to be the middle of May.

The passive level and pressure control system that will

augment existing plant systems is expected to be completed by
mid-May. This system is not needed to achieve natural circula-
tion, but it is prudent to add this redundancy to the existing
plant equipment for long term monitoring of natural circula-
tion cooling.

Modifications on the onsite electrical system are currently
being made. Additional diesel generators have been delivered
to the site to provide a backup power supply, and are currently
being placed on their foundations. Electrical instrumentation

and other necessary connections will be completed by April 27th.

There are a number of additional modifications being made
within the facility that are related to the long term
recovery from the accident. Such modifications include:
adding an additional decay heat removal system with equipment
to process and remove the radioactive materials from the
primary coolant system; the installation of additional tanks

. to provide for storage of contaminated water that may result

from decontamination activities; installation of additiomal
contaminated water processing equipment, and general decon-
tamination activities peeded in the auxiliary building.
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. . April 26, 1070

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PNO-79-67AG

This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event
of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 26, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

The average coolant temperature is being maintained at 225 degrees F by
admitting steam to the main condemser through the turbine bypass valves. The
highest incore temperature reading is 311 degrees F.

Environmental Status

No Aerial Measuring System (AMS) Surveys were made on April 25, 1979.

Iodine concentration at Unit 2 ventiiation stack (analyzéd by NRC Mobile
Laboratory).

Date/Time _ Activity (uCi/cc)
4/25 (0004) - 4/25 (0512) 2.0 x 10:3
4/25 (0520) - 4/25 (0658) 1.5 x 10_g
4/25 (0701) - 4/25 (1200) 1.0 x 10 ¢
4/25 (1200) - 4/25 (1555) 2.0 x 10_g
4/25 (1557) - 4/25 (2010) 1.2 x 10 _g
4/25 (2013) - 4/26 (0013) 1.2 x 10

Offsite Measurements

Radiation Levels

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams continue to be _
consistent with natural background levels (0.02 mR/hr maximum). These results
were obtained from routine daily surveys performed downwind on the east and
west sides of the Susquehanna River at distances up to five miles north and
south of the site. :

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
(TLDs) for the past 24 hour period continue to be consistent with natural
background levels.

i
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_ NRC Environmental Samples.(Samples-taken offsite within 3 miles of site~
analyzed in mobile laboratory)

_ R

Number of

Sample Type ~ Date of Sample Samples Results

air - 4/25-26 5 Less than MDA*
milk 4/23-25 6 Less than MDA
daily air 4L/24-25 1 Less than MDA
grass 4/23-25 S Less than MDA

EPA Environmental Samples (Analyzed at Remote Laboratory)

Number of
Sample Type Date of Sample Samples Results
air 4/24 29 Less than MDA -13
air 4724 2 Range from 5.4 to 7.0 x 10

microcuries per cubic centi-
meter (0.54 to 0.70 picocuries
per cubic meter)

All EPA samples were taken at distances greater than 2 miles from the site.
*MDA - minimum detectable activity.

The Commonwealth of Penﬁsylvania has been informed of these results.
Contact: RCPaulus, IE x27246 DThompson, IE x27246

Distribution: Transmitted H St ) a5
Chairman Hendrie Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
Commissioner Kennedy Commissioner Ahearne C. C. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB |’ 20 P. Bldg |\ 30 J. G. Davis, IE
L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, NRR Region I ). 40O
H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region II |, 4=
J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR Region III ! =2
N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR . Region IV < '<&/7
R. G. Ryan, OSP R. S. Boyd, NRR. Region V 2 -gi
H. K. Shapar, ELD SS Bldg \‘3g (MAIL)
W. J. Dircks, NMSS J. J. Cummings, OIA
S. Levine, RES "R. Minogue, SD

-IE (TMI) Site 252C)Eb (Provide copy to STATE

White House Situation Room

FDAA (Provide copies to the Administrator and the Operations Center)
Epra

DOE/EOC Jp/p %7

PEMA :

BRP (State of PA) S,/ 2.~ ,

DCPA '

HEW (Soiwaciones )
Handcarry (FaAA)
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PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -~ PNO-79-67AH

This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event
of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 27, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

The averagé coolant temperature is being maintained at 225 degrees F by
admitting steam tJ the main condenser through the turbine bypass valves. The
highest incore temperature reading is 310 degrees F.

Pressurizer level transmitter LT-3 became erratic over the period of
12:30 - 1:30 a.m. on April 27, but is now tracking again. Calibration
of the Heise Gauge, to be used as a back-up pressurizer level measure-
ment has been completed.’

Environmental Status

No Aerial Measuring System (AMS) Surveys were made on April 26, 1979.

Iodine concentration at Unit 2 ventilation stack (analyzed by NRC Mobile
Laboratory).

Date/Time Activity (uCi/cc)
4/26 (0016) - 4/26 (0357) * 1.2 x 10:2
4/26 (0400) - 4/26 (0800) 1.1 x 10 g
4/26 (0805) - 4/26 (1220) 1.1 x 10_g
4/26 (1220) - 4/26 (1558) 7.4 x 10 ¢
4/26 (1606) - 4/26 (1913) 1.4 x 10_g
4/26 (1913) - 4/27 (0006) 1.4 x 10

Offsite Measurements

Radiation Levels

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams continue to be
consistent with natural background levels (0.02 mR/hr maximum). These results
were obtained from routine daily surveys performed downwind on the east and
west sides of the Susquehanna River at distances up to five miles north and
south of the site. :

CONTINUED
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Dose rates (47 locations as measured by NRC thermoluminestent dosimeters (TLDs). _  _

. for-the past-24-hour-period contimué to be consistent with natural background
levels.

NRC Environmental Samples {Samples taken offsite within 3 miles of site -
analyzed in mobile laboratory)

_ Number of
Sample Type Date of Sample Samples Results
air 4/26-27 7 Less than MDA*
daily air 4/25-26 1 Less than MDA
rain water _ 4/26 1 Less than MDA

EPA Environmental Samples (Analyzed at Remote Laboratory)

EPA reported orally that the air samples collected on 4/24 - 4/25 from the
31 sampling stations were all less than MDA for I1-131.

All EPA samples were taken at distances greater than 2 miles from the site.
*MDA - minimum detectable activity.
The Commonwealﬁh of Pennsylvania has been informed of these results.

Contact: RCPaulus, IE 27246 DThompson, IE x27246

Distribution: Transmitted H St /2.
Chairman Hendrie Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
Commissioner Kennedy Commissioner Ahearne C. C. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB /2-¢/SP P. Bldg 3//2 J. G. Davis, IE

" L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, NRR Region I e[S
H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region II
J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR Region III
N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR Region IV
R. G. Ryan, OSP R, S. Boyd, NRR Region V
H. K. Shapar, ELD SS Bldg &2:5¢P. (MAIL)

W. J. Dircks, NMSS J. J. Cummings, OIA
2:39 S. Levine, RES R. Minogue, SD
IE (TMI) SltEqééézggiéL_ (Provide copy to STATE) :
White House Situation Room ,-D
f Xeey FDAA (Provide copies to the Admlnlstrator and the Operations Center)
EPA 42 g _’{(x;o‘.;)ém)
e - DOE/EQOC

4 Yooy PEMA

__H
fAots—3-m BRP (State of PA) ﬁ'gz [0
ase ‘ ate o =fe f.
- DCPA A oty |

[N YM)I{EW
Handcarry (FAA) . _
- —Xs4ovy C. Abraham, PA (Middletown Information Center) éZL4£é£Z&/¢7-
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April 28, 1979 -

--— —PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE - PNO-79-67AI

This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event
of safety or public interest significance . The information presented is
a summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 28, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2 _
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN-50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

The average coclant temperature is 179 degrees F. Steam is being admitted
to the main condenser through the turbine bypass valves from the A Steam
Generator. The highest incore temperature reading is 319 degrees F.

Pressurizer level Lt-3 failed at 9:15 a.m. on April 27. Pressurizer level
is now being monitored by the back-up Heise Gauge and a mass balance
calculation. Because of the degradation of the level instrumentation
natural circulation was initiated ahead of schedule. Reactor Coolant Pump
2A was shut down at 2:08 p.m. on April 27 and natural circulation was
established on both Steam Generators.

Increasing levels of radioactivity were noted shortly after the start of
steaming the B Steam Generator. Offsite monitoring was conducted and the
levels returned to natural background levels within three to four hours.

Steaming of the B Steam Generator was stopped at 1:10 a.m., April 28 due
to an indicated increase in the level of ventilation stack activity. This
indication was later found to be in error. Natural circulation is continu-
ing on the A Steam Generator.

Environmental Status

Aerial Measuring System (AMS) surveys were conducted from late morning

until 6:00 p.m. on April 27. Xe-133 activity was detected up to 10 miles
downwind (SSE). Maximum readings were 0.2 mR/hr. No iodine was detected during
aerial surveys.

Offsite Measurements

Radiation Levels

QOffsite radiation levels indentified by NRC survey teams were consistent
with the AMS Survey. Readings from background to 0.35 mR/hr were present
in SSE direction from the site.

Dose rates (47 locations as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
(TLDs) for the past 24 hour period continue to be consistent with natural
background levels.

CONTINUED
IMMEDIATE PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION



Sontinued : April 28, 1979
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NRC Environmental Samples (Samples taken offsite within 3 miles of site
analyzed in mobile laboratory) 7 e

T = = " Number of

Sample Type Date of Sample Samples Results
air 4/27 17 Less than MDA*
daily air 4/26-27 1 Less than MDA

EPA Environmental Samples (Analyzed at Remote Laboratory)

Number of
Sample Type Date of Sample Samples Results
air 4/25-26 5 Less than A
air _ 4/25-26 1 3.4 x 10 microcuries
' per cubic centimeter
(0.34 picocuries per cubic
meter) I-131
discharge 4/21-26 7 Less than MDA

water
All EPA samples were taken at distances greater than 2 miles from the site
*MDA - minimum detectable activity.

EPA provided spike milk samples on 4/27/79 for interlab comparison of
analytical methods by each agency performing milk analysis.

The Commonwealth of Pennslyvania has been informed of these results.

Contact:
Distribution: Transmitted H St
Chairman Hendrie Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
Commissioner Kennedy Commissioner Ahearne C. C. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB P. Bldg J. G. Davis, IE
L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, NRR Region I
H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region II
J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR Region III
N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR Region IV
R. G. Ryan, OSP R. S. Boyd, NRR Region V
H. K. Shapar, ELD ' SS Bldg (MAIL)
W. J. Dircks, NMSS J. J. Cummings, OIA
S. Levine, RES R. Minogue, SD

IE (TMI) Site (Provide copy to STATE)

C. Abraham, PA (Middletown - TMI- Information Center)
White House Situation Room

FDAA - (Provide copies to the Administrator and the Operations Center)
EPA

DOE/EQC

PEMA

BRP (State of PA)

DCPA

HEW

Handcarry (FAA)

L FLEIY 5 T
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April 29, 1979

This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event
of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 29, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2 :
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

The average coolant temperature is 175 degrees F. Steam is being admitted
to the main condenser through the turbine bypass valves from the A Steam
Generator. The highest incore temperature reading is 320 degrees F.
Natural circulation is continuing on the A Steam Generator.

Environmental Status

Two Aerial Measuring System (AMS) Surveys were made on April 28, 1979.
No radioactivity above natural background was detected.

Iodine concentration at Unit 2 ventilation -stack (Analyzed by NRC Mobile

Laboratory).
Date/Time Activity (uCi/cc)
4/27 (0011) - 4/28 (0038) | 1.11 x 10:2
4/28 (0042) -~ 4/28 (0830) 3.35 x 10_g
4/28 (0832) -~ 4/28 (1625) 9.51 x 10

Offsite Measurements

Radiation Levels

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams continue to be
consistent with natural background levels (0.02 mR/hr maximum). These
results were obtained from routine daily surveys performed downwind om the
east and west sides of the Susquehanna River at distances up to five miles
north and south of the site.

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
(TLDs) for the past 24 hour period continue to be consistent with natural
background levels. '

____PRELIMINARY_NOTIFICATION-OF-EVENT-OR-UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE <= PNO=79-67AJ

P R
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Continued i : April 29, 1979
Page 2 : PNO-79-67AJ

NRC Environmental Samples (Samples_taken-offsite within 3 milés of site
— —-—analyzed iA mobile laboratory)

Number of
Sample Type Date of Sample Samples Results
air 4/28 ' 9 Less than MDA¥*
daily air 4/28-29 1 Less than MDA

EPA Environmental Samples (Analyzed at Remote Laboratory)

No Sample Results Reported.
*MDA - minimum detectable activity.
The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has been informed of these results.

Contact: DChapell, IE x28080; DThompson, IE x 28487
Distribution: Transmitted H St ff 284

Chairman Hendrie Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
Commissioner Kennedy Commissioner Ahearne €. C. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB J/.2/g, P. Bldg //'23a J. G. Davis, IE
L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, NRR Region I J/ 274 .
H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region II 4/'39e¢,
J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR Region III J
N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR Region IV /236 &
R. G. Ryan, OSP R. S. Boyd, NRR Region V a: 36 c
H. K. Shapar, ELD SS Bldg //. 2% (MAIL) '

' W. J. Dircks, NMSS J. J. Cummings, OIA

S. Levine, RES R. Minogue, SD

IE (TMI) Site /¢l O&. (Provide copy to STATE)
C. Abraham, PA Jf’ &, (Middletown - TMI- Information Center)
White House Situation Room /’9@ .
FDAA_[M(Provide copies to the Administrator and the Operations Center)

EPA ¢ .

DOE/EGC [21G D

PEA 12:20p-

BRP (State of PA) Q‘SQ
DCPA /.1 50 |

HEW

Handcarry !FAA)
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IMMEDIATE
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION




' IMMEDIATE
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION

————rr—

April 30, 1979

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PNO-79-67AK

This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event
of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on April 30, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

. Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

The average coolant temperature is being maintained at 175 degrees F by
natural circulation. Steam is being admitted to the main condenser through
the turbine bypass valves from the A Steam Generator. The highest incore
temperature reading is 323 degrees F.

Environmental Status

One Aerial Measuring System (AMS) Survey was made on April 29, 1979. No
radioactivity above natural background was detected.

lodine concentration at Unit 2 ventilgtion stack for the 24 hour period ending
at 12:25 a.m. April 29 was 8.21 x 10 ~ microcuries per cubic centimeter

""" (Analyzed by NRC Mobile Laboratory).

An NRC survey of the site perimeter was conducted on April 29. Radiation
-levels were in the range of 0.02 - 0.03 mR/hr.

Offsite Measurements

Radiation Levels

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams continue to be
consistent with natural background levels (0.02 mR/hr maximum). These results
were obtained from routine daily surveys performed downwind on the east and
west sides of the Susquehanna River at distances up to five miles north and
south of the site. '

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters (TLDs)
for the past 24 hour period continue to be consistent with natural background
levels.

e e TR
' CONTINUED :
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Page 2 PNO-79-67AK

NRC Environmental Samples (Samples taken offsite within 3 miles of site
analyzed in mobile laboratory)

Number of
Sample Type Date of Sample Samples Results
air : 4/29 4 Less than MDA¥*
daily air 4/28-29 1 Less than MDA
milk 4/29 3 Less than MDA
discharge water 4/29 34 Less than MDA
vegetation 4/29 1 2.7 x 10 ~ microcuries/

square meter

EPA Environmental Samples (Analyzed at Remote Laboratory)

No Sample Results Reported.
The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has been informed of these results.
*MDA - minimum detectable activity.

Contact: RCPaulus, IE x27246 DThompson, IE x28487

Distribution: Transmitted H St 10:40O
.Chairman Hendrie Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
- Commissioner Kennedy Commissioner Ahearne C. C. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky ' (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB |Q:|l$. P. Bldg =50 132 J. G. Davis, IE
L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, Region I [}
H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region 11 (/.0
J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR Region III [ {O
N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR Region IV ;5
R. G. Ryan, OSP R. S. Boyd, NRR Region V _ 443/ 5:
H. K. Shapar, ELD SS Bldg E‘.'.E_U.OO (MAIL)
W. J. Dircks, NMSS J. J. Cummings, OIA
S. Levine, RES R. Minogue, SD
IE (TMI) Site D (Provide copy to STATE)
C. Abraham, PA Z: ii (Middletown - TMI-Information Center)
White House Situation Room N 5"
FDAA([!&KZ (Provide copies to the Administrator and the Operations Center)
EPA 217
DOE/EOC l!rZé?
PEMA :Z 3!‘
. BRP (State of PA) 5:';!5
DCPA Z,DQ
HEW LP)Q}A UP)
Handcarry (
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May 1, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PNO-79-67AL
This preliminary notification constitutes summary information of an event

of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
sumnary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on May 1, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Plant Status

The average coolant temperature is being maintained at 175 degrees F by
natural circulation. Steam is being admitted to the main condenser through
the turbine bypass valves from the A Steam Generator. The highest incore
temperature reading is 326 degrees F.

Environmental Status

One Aerial Measuring System (AMS) Survey was made on April 30, 1979. No
radioactivity above natural background was detected.

Iodine concentration at Unit 2 ventilgtion stack for the 24 hour period ending
at 12:08 a.m., April 30 was 1.5 x 10 ~ microcuries per cubic centimeter
(Analyzed by NRC Mobile Laboratory).

Offsite Measurements

Radiation Levels

Offsite radiation levels identified by NRC survey teams continue to be
consistent with natural background levels (0.02 mR/hr maximum). These results
were obtained from routine daily surveys performed downwind on the east and
west sides of the Susquehanna River at distances up to fiye miles north and
south of the site.

Dose rates (47 locations) as measured by NRC thermoluminescent dosimeters
(TLDs) for the past 24 hour period continue to be consistent with natural
background levels.

A S S _ —

CONTINUED :
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Continued . " PNO-79-67AL
Page 2 May 1, 1979

e~ -NRC-Environmental Samples (Samples taken offsite within 3 mlles of site
analyzed in mobile laboratory)

o’ Number of

Sample Type Date of Sample Samples Results
air 4/30 4 Less than MDA%*
daily air 4/29-30 1 Less than MDA
cow's milk 4/28 1 Less than MDA

" discharge water 4/30 1 Less than MDA
vegetation 4/30 3 Less than MDA
goat's milk 4/30 1 3.19 x 10 ~ uCi/ml

EPA Environmental Samples (Analyzed at Remote Laboratory)

Sample Type . Date Collected Number Results
Air Jodine 4/23 25 Two samples had detectable’
4/24 7 I-131 (Highest at 1.0 pico-

curies per cubic meter) -
(Less than MDA on all others)

Milk ' 4/23, 24, 25 18 Less than MDA for I-131

Noble gases 4/26, 27, 28 6 Xe~133 level from 10 to 958
picocuries per cubic meter.
The highest was collected on
4/26-4/28 5.3 mi @ 145°.
Kr-85 was within the range of
normal Kr-85 background.)

Water 4722-4/27 3 Less than MDA.
Air Todines 4/28 31 Less than MDA.
4/29 4 2 were less than MDA, two

showed I-131 at 0.38 and 0.48
picocuries per cubic meter.

No other agency data received.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has been informed of these results.
MDA - minimum detectable activity.

Correction

PNO-79-67AK, 4/30/79, reported 34 discharge water samples collected on 4/29/79.
It should have read 4.
M
. ;. CONTINUED
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Continued . - PNO-79-67AL
Page 3 May 1, 1979

-~ -IMPORTANT NOTE — FUTURE PN'S

This is the last daily update of information on the Three Mile Island incident.
Henceforth, updates will be issued each Monday. Significant information,
however, will be reported immediately in a Preliminary Notificationm.

Contact: RCPaulus, IE x27246 DThompson, IE x28487

Distribution: Transmitted H St /! ff

Chairman Hendrie Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
Commissioner Kennedy Commissioner Abearne C. C. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky (For Distribution)
— .
Transmitted: MNBB ;:5’3 P. Bldg Q10> J. G. Davis, IE
L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, NRR Region I _27) f'
H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region II 3!
J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR Region III 2¢ 2&8)
N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR Region IV ! -
R. G. Ryan, OSP R. S. Boyd, NRR Region V %!%E
H. K. Shapar, ELD SS Bldg 2t (MAIL)
W. J. Dircks, NMSS J. J. Cummings, OIA
S. Levine, RES R. Minogue, SD

ey IE (TMI) Site of | 53 (Provide copy to STATE)
C. Abraham, PA 2! 2.0 (Middletown -~ TMI-Information Center)
White House Situation Room Z%/O

FDAA 3.2.0 (Provide copies to the Administrator and the Operations Center)
EPA ’ '
DOE/g-:C /2%

PEMA 3{9@ ,
BRP (State of PA) ?- 222
DCPA g,' %

HEW 1856
Handcarry (FAA)

IMMEDIATE
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION




e | IMMEDIATE ' E

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION

e e i s mn o s s Mgy P 1979 T
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF AN EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE - PNO-79-67AM

This preliminary notification provides updated information of safety or
public interest significance.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Operational Status:

1. Three of four trains of an independent, additional charcoal filter
system are presently in operation. Iodine concentrations in the gaseous
effluent are consistently below continuous release limits and below
normally detectable levels most of the time.

2. Hydrostatic testing of the existing decay heat removal system ("B" loop)
is in progress.

3. The pressurizer has been taken "solid" to demonstrate continued
decay heat removal capability with the primary coolant system completely
filled and to obtain confirmatory information on pressurizer level.

4. Measurement of the liquid level inside containment is planned in the
near future by measuring the hydrostatic head on the sump discharge
piping using a recently installed Heise gage.

S. A measurement was made of the radioactivity inside the containment
building. It indicates that the present dose level from gases within
the building is about 100 R/hr. Other radiation sources such as
activity deposited on the containment walls and water on the reactor
building floor also contribute to the dose levels in the containment
but cannot be directly estimated at this time.

Environmental Status

Environmental radiation levels continue to be consistent with natural background
levels. Approximately thirteen minor releases have occurred during the past
week (May 1-6) in conjunction with venting of the primary make-up tank.
fAierial and ground surveys taken during these releases indicated radiation
levels at background, except for the periods 2000-2100 hrs on 5/1,

1500-2000 hrs on 5/3, and 0700-0800 hrs on 5/4, when aerial measurements
reported I-131 at MDA levels and ground survey readings were 0.034 to

0.04 mr/hr. During the period May 1-6, approximately 37 air samples were
collected and all were less than MDA. Vegetation samples collected
following the releases were all less than MDA. EPA air and water samples
collected during the period April 26 to May 3 showed no evidence of fission
products (0.1-0.2 picocuries per cubic meter I-131 for air, and

130 picocuries per liter I-131 for water). :

CONTINUED
IMMEDIATE PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION
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________Cont.act_ :—RCPaulus;IE-x27246; DThOmPSOn_,AIEux2848T ——— -

Distribution: Transmitted H St -HHSe\e

Chairman Hendrie Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
Commissioner Kennedy Commissioner Ahearne C. C. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner G111nskyll % 11°5O (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB H=i® P. Bldg mM36 J. G. Dav1s, 1E
L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, NRR Region I 1147
H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region II
J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR Region III “'.& :
N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR Region IV ;.33
R. G. Ryan, OSP R. S. Boyd, Region V ;7. 3"
H. K. Shapar, ELD ss Blag 1J- YO (MAIL)

W. J. Dircks, NMSS J. J. Cummings, OIA

S. Levine, RES R. Minogue, SD
IE (TMI) Site @:f 10 (Provide copy to STATE)

C. Abraham, PA [], e (Middletown - TMI- Information Center)

White House Situation Room 2:85™

FDAA Y 2 AL (Provide copies to the Administrator and the Operations Center)
EPA .

DOE/EOC 230 "/{

PEMA R 33~

BRP (State of PA) ﬂ (g
DCPA J2100 s*é,?
HEW Z-/

Handcarry (FAA)
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‘ ~THay 1%, 1979

"PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PNO 79 67AN (Corrected)

e me A A T A T

T "This pre11m1nary potification comstitutes summary information of an event
of safety or public interest significance.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Operational Status

1. The average coolant temperature is being maintained at 170 degrees F
by natural circulation. Pressure is about 650 psi. Steam is being
admitted to the main condenser through the turbine bypass valves
from the A Steam Generator. The highest incore temperature read-
ing is 308 degrees F.

2. All four trains of the independent, additional charcoal filter
system are presently operable. Normally three trains are operating
at any one time to provide additional filtration for the entire gas-
eous effluent flow from Unit 2. JTodine concentrations. in the gas-
eous effluent have been below instantaneous release limits and
below detectable levels most of the time.

3. Preliminary hydrostatic testing of the existing decay heat removal

S system ("A" and "B" loops) has been performed. Leaks have been

identified and are being corrected.

4.. The pressurizer has been taken "solid" periodically to obtain con-
firmatory information on pressurizer level and to check primary
system leak rate.

5. Heasurements.of the liquid level inside containment is planned in
the near future by measuring the hydrostatic head on the sump
discharge piping using a recently installed Heise gage.

Environmental Status

Environmental radiation levels continue to be consistent with natural back-
ground levels. There were approximately four minor releases during the past
week (May 7-13, 1979) associated with venting of the primary makeup tank
and work on the new filter train system and monitors. During this period

14 24-hour continuous air samples and 27 air grab (1 to 2 hr.) samples were
collected, and all were less than MDA. A goat milk sample taken on May 8,
1979 contained an I-131 concentration of 12 pCi/liter. The latest goat milk
sample collected and analyzed on May 13 showed less than MDA for I-131

(F10 pCi/1). Grass samples taken at the goat farm showed I-131 levels less
than MDA. Cow milk samples and grass samples from other locations show less
than MDA levels for I-131. Ground surveys continued to show radiation to be
at background levels, Aerial surveillance flights have not shown any levels
of I-131 above MDA. Other Federal Agencies have not reported any positive
values for samples taken during this period.

, CONTINGED
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' Continued : May 14, 1979
: Lage 2 : PNO-79-67aN (Corrected)

Contact: RCPaulus, IE x27246; DThompson, IE x28487

] -
Distribution: . Transmitted —H~=SE;’_£:;i__‘s{"“’“'*'j"“"'“"‘ - _

T 7 "Chairman Hendrie Commissioner Bradford S. J. Chilk, SECY
Commissioner Kennedy - Commissioner Ahearne C. €. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinsky s ACRS [ (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB 48] P. Bldg 440 | J. G. Davis, IE .

L. V. Gossick, EDO / H. R. Denton, NRR Region I ¥22p 435"

H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region II ‘l'.ég

J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR Region IIIX ‘_j,’%e

N. M. Haller, MPA - V. Stello, NRR Region IV Y,

R. G. Ryan, OSP R. S. Boyd, NRR Region V .

H. K. Shapar, ELD SS Bldg {.Z2¢d (MAIL)
W. J. Dircks, NMSS J. J. Cummings, OIA
S. Levine, RES R. Minogue, SD

IE (TMI) Site T :4d¢ ‘Q/( (Provide copy to STATE)

C. Abraham, PA (Middletown - TMI- Information Center)

White House Situation Room 9.0% s~

FDAA 9. 30 S/KA” (Provide copies to the Administrator and the Operations Center)

EPA 133SI

DOE/EOC = §< ‘Zf( ' ~,

PEMA €% _
BRP (State ofrvP_A) z;fldblts/

DCPA 7' SF%F 57—

_ HEW ° « o
Handcarry (F%)
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PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION

May 21, 1979

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE =-- PNO-79-67A0

This preliminary notification cohstitutes summary information of an event
of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on May 21, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unii 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

'Plant Status

Operational:

1. The average coolant temperature is being maintained at 170 degrees F by
natural circulation. Pressure is about 300 psi. Steam is being admitted
to the main condenser through the turbine bypass valves from the A Steam
Generator. The highest incore temperature reading is 301 degrees F.

2. Hydrostatic testing of the existing decay heat removal system "B" loop
has been performed satisfactorily. Leaks have been identified and are
being corrected in the "A" loop.

3. The pressurizer has been taken "solid" periodically to obtain confirmatory
" information on pressurizer level and to check primary system leak rate.

4. The water level in the reactor building was measured and found to be 6.1'
' above floor level. This is about 450,000 gallons.

5. One of two primary system pressure indications now in use is giving
erratic readings. Direct reading pressure gages can be connected to the

system if needed.

Environmental Status

Environmental radiation levels continue to be consistent with natural background
levels. Approximately six minor releases have occurred during the past week
(May 14-20) in conjunction with changing levels in the primary make-up tank
and sampling the primary system. Aerial and ground surveys taken during these
releases indicated no radiation levels above background, except for a release’
at 1300 on May 16, when an aerial measurement above the stack read 0.05 mR/hr.
No radiation was detected on the ground. During the period May 14-20, approxi-
mately 36 air samples were collected and all were less than MDA. Vegetation
and milk samples collected during this period also showed no activity above
MDA. EPA and FDA air, water milk and food samples collected during this past
week up to May 19 showed no detectable activity from TMI.

. CONTINUED



Continued May 21, 1979
Page 2 ' PNO-79-67A0

Contact: RCPaulus, IE x27246 DThompson, IE x28487

Diétribution,: . Transmitted H St 1104

Chairman Hendrie Commissioner Bradford §. J. Chilk, SECY
Commissioner Kennedy Commissioner Ahearne C. €. Kammerer, CA
Commissioner Gilinskzl ACRS (For Distribution)
Transmitted: MNBB e P. Bldg n.o0 J. 6. Davis, IE
L. V. Gossick, EDO H. R. Denton, NRR Region I _n:‘_-g_b__u 15
H. L. Ornstein, EDO R. C. DeYoung, NRR Region II J)° m
J. J. Fouchard, PA R. J. Mattson, NRR Region III n
N. M. Haller, MPA V. Stello, NRR' Region IV 727 IU
R. G. Ryan, OSP R. S. Boyd, NRR Region V )2 '!0oq@
H. K. Shapar, ELD SS Bldg 2,04 (MAIL)
W. J. Dircks, NMSS J. J. Cummings, OIA
S. Levine, RES R. Minogue, SD
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May 22, 1979

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE ~- PNO-79-67AP

This preliminary notification constitutes sﬁmmary information of an event
of safety or public interest significance. The information presented is a
summary of information as of 7:00 a.m. on May 22, 1979.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject:  NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND - REPORTED DEATHS OF COWS

Newspaper, television and radio stories this past weekend have reported that a
number of cows have died in a herd near TMI at the Hoover Farm in Bainbridge,
Pennsylvania. The article in the Harrisburg Sunday Patriot News reported that
the owner of the herd believed the deaths were caused by the accident at IMI.
The deaths all involved cows giving birth. Twelve calves have been stillborn
and 7 cows have died after giving birth. The article stated that the state
lab and the Hershey Medical Center have conducted post mortems and other tests
on the dead animals. The symptons common to all the deaths were intrauterine
infections and anemia.

On Sunday afternoon, May 20, 1979, an NRC survey team accompanied by an EPA
representative went to the Hoover Farm located about six miles southgast of
the plant. Mr. Hoover and his wife stated that they suspect the cows died
from leukemia caused by the radiation from TMI. They stated that they never
had this problem in the past. They also stated that they knew of two other
farmers that were having similar problems. The initial death occurred on
April 5. The survey team took samples of feed, grass, soil, well water and
milk for radiological anmalysis. The EPA representative also collected

samples.

The Pennsylvania State Department of Agriculture has veterinarians looking
into the problem. They are investigating the possibility that a virus infec-
tion is the cause of the deaths and that, if so, in a few days they will have
identified the virus. The State Bureau of Radiological Health will make a
radiological examination of the internmal organs of one cow. Another State
Agency will examine them for heavy metals. The FDA has sent a veterinarian
from the Phildelphia regional office to examine the herds involved.
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May 29, 1979
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF AN EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE -- PNO-79-67AQ

Thlsgprellmlnary not1f1cat10n prov1des ugdated information of safety or publlc
‘interest 81gn1f1cance.

Facility: Three Mile Island Unit 2 - )
Middletown, Pennsylvania (DN 50-320)

Subject: NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Operational:
1. The average coolant temperature is 158 degrees F and being maintained

around that temperature by natural circulation. Pressure is about 450 psi
with the pressurizer in solid operation. Steam is being admitted to the
main condenser through the turbine bypass valve from the A Steam Generator.
The highest incore temperature reading is 291°F.

2. Water level in the reactor building is being measured daily, and was 6.8
feet above floor level this morning. The lowest decay heat system motor-
— operated valve (DH-V2) in the reactor building was opened on May 25 as a
smmmn precautionary measure, due to increasing water level. Secondary sources
N of water into the reactor building have since been isolated, including
R the fan coolers water supply, to reduce water in-leakage.

3. Preoperational testing is in progress for the Spent Fuel Pool Tank Farm,
Once-Through Steam Generator "B" Long-Term Cooling System, and the
modified rad waste treatment system (EPICOR). The testing is scheduled
for completion by June 1,

Environmental Status

Environmental radiation levels continue to be consistent with natural
background levels. A slight change in background level on May 24 and 25 was
shown to be due to changing levels of naturally occurring Rn-222 caused by a
weather front movimg through the area. Airborne releases have been bélow
Technical Specification limits. During the period May 21-28, approximately .
35 air samples were collected by the NRC and all were less than MDA. Vegeta-
tion and milk samples collected during this period also showed no activity -
above MDA. EPA air, water and milk samples collected during this past week up
_to May 24 showed no detectable activity from TMI.

The State of New Jersey reported that they detected no I-131 in any of the 83 -

milk samples they analyzed between March 29, 1979 and April 24, 1979. These RN
samples included milk from counties within 50 miles of Harrisburg, Pennsylvania

and supplied to New Jersey consumers, the Salem, New Jersey area, and northern

New Jersey farms.

CONTINUED
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Analyses have been completed on samples of milk, water, soil, feed and grass
collected at the Claire Hoover farm on May 20, 1979 (Reference PNO-79-67AP).
No reactor related radionuclides were detected by either the EPA or NRC.
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From: _ Drogagitis, Spiros

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 4:55 PM
To: Weil, Jenny

Subject: RE: NRC EP rules and authority

Yes, quite good. What we expected...

From: Weil, Jenny

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 4:53 PM
To: Droggitis, Spiros

Subject: Re: NRC EP rules and authority

This is good stuff. Thanks again!

Sent via BlackBerry
“Jenny Weil
Congressional Affairs Officer
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
202-510-8694 A

From: Droggitis, Spiros

To: Weil, Jenny

Sent: Tue Mar 22 16:46:52 2011
Subject: FW: NRC EP rules and authority

From: Benowitz, Howard
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 4:43 PM
To: Droggitis, Spiros

Subject: NRC EP rules and authority

Spiros:

Attached is a PDF of the 1980 Federal Register notice of the final rule amending the NRC’s emergency
preparedness regulations following TMI.

The attached final rule FRN (on page 55406) explains the separation of authorities between the NRC and
FEMA, based on President Carter's December 7, 1979, directive (which can be found in NUREG-0980, Vol. 1),
and the subsequent identification of each agency’s responsibilities through an MOU. The most recent version
of this MOU is attached hereto. (The MOU, at page 613, second column, includes this relevant

sentence: “While the Atomic Energy Act does not specifically require emergency plans and related
preparedness measures, the NRC requires consideration of overall emergency preparedness as a part of the
licensing process.”)

The quote in Kathy Dedrick’s email contains two distinct authorities: “statutory responsibility for the radiological
health and safety of the public” and “overall authority for both onsite and offsite emergency

, . VN\ \L



preparedness.” The first authority comes from the AEA. The second authority is detailed in the MOU with
FEMA and in 10 CFR 50 47(a)(2) S

Before issuing a license, the NRC must make a determination that “there is reasonable assurance that
adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency.” 10 CFR
50.47(a)(1)(i). “The NRC will base its finding on a review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) findings and determinations as to whether State and local emergency plans are adequate and whether
there is reasonable assurance that they can be implemented, and on the NRC assessment as to whether the
applicant's onsite emergency plans are adequate and whether there is reasonable assurance that they can be
implemented.” 10 CFR 50.47(a)(2).

Section 50.47(b) provide the standards that onsite and offsite emergency response plans must meet. These
standards were developed with FEMA as part of the 1980 final rule and can also be found in FEMA'’s
regulations at 44 CFR 350.5. Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 contains the information license applicants are
required to include in their license applications. Offsite response plans are among the required

information. Under 10 CFR 50.54(q), NRC licensees must continue to meet these standards and requirements
as a condition of their license.

Hope this helps.

Howard



From: Droggitis, Spiros

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 5:05 PM

To: Riley (OCA), Timothy

Subject: FW: NRC EP rules and authority

Attachments: 1980 EP Final Rule.pdf; FEMA-NRC MOU 44cfr353-A pdf

Here's the answer to Kathy Dedrick’s question which | forwarded to Jenny to forward to Kathy. You may be
able to use this too.

From: Benowitz, Howard

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 4:43 PM
To: Droggitis, Spiros

Subject: NRC EP rules and authority

Spiros:

Attached is a PDF of the 1980 Federal Register notice of the final rule amending the NRC’s emergency
preparedness regulations following TMI.

The attached final rule FRN (on page 55406) explains the separation of authorities between the NRC and
FEMA, based on President Carter's December 7, 1979, directive (which can be found in NUREG-0980, Vol. 1),
and the subsequent identification of each agency’s responsibilities through an MOU. The most recent version
of this MOU is attached hereto. (The MOU, at page 613, second column, includes this relevant

sentence: “While the Atomic Energy Act does not specifically require emergency plans and related
preparedness measures, the NRC requires consideration of overall emergency preparedness as a part of the
licensing process.")

The quote in Kathy Dedrick’s email contains two distinct authorities: “statutory responsibility for the radiological
health and safety of the public” and “overall authority for both onsite and offsite emergency

preparedness.” The first authority comes from the AEA. The second authority is detailed in the MOU with
FEMA and in 10 CFR 50.47(a)(2).

Before issuing a license, the NRC must make a determination that “there is reasonable assurance that
adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency.” 10 CFR
50.47(a)(1)(i). “The NRC will base its finding on a review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) findings and determinations as to whether State and local emergency plans are adequate and whether
there is reasonable assurance that they can be implemented, and on the NRC assessment as to whether the
applicant's onsite emergency plans are adequate and whether there is reasonable assurance that they can be
implemented.” 10 CFR 50.47(a)(2).

Section 50.47(b) provide the standards that onsite and offsite emergency response plans must meet. These
standards were developed with FEMA as part of the 1980 final rule and can also be found in FEMA’s
regulations at 44 CFR 350.5. Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 contains the information license applicants are
required to include in their license applications. Offsite response plans are among the required

information. Under 10 CFR 50.54(q), NRC licensees must continue to meet these standards and requirements
as a condition of their license.

Hope this helps.

Howard ‘ V\\/\ \/b
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY ' The final regulation containsthe ~ comments/suggestions in connection._ . - — — - ——~
-COMMISSION- — — — - — —— ———"following elements: - -~ = — —~ ~ with the proposed amendments within
1. In order to continue operations orto 60 days after publication in the Fedoral
10 CFR Parts 50 and 70 receive an operating license an Register. During this comment period {in

Emer'gency Planning

AGENc.Y: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission is upgrading its emergency
planning regulations in order to assure
that adequate pratective measures ¢an
- and will be taken in the event of a
radiological emergency. Nuclear power
plants and certain other licensed
facilities are required to submit their
emergency plans, together with the
emergency response plans of Statéand
local governments, to the Commission,
The Commission and the Federal Energy
Management Agency will review the
plans for adequacy. The amendment
also extends emergency planning
considerations to “Emergency Planning
Zones", and makes additional
clarifications.

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 3, 1980.

Note~The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission has submitted this rule to the
Comptroller General for review of the
reporting requirements in the rule, pursuant
{o the Federal Reports Act, as amended (44
' U.8.C. 3512). The date on which the reporting
requirements of the rule become effective
" includes a 45-day period, which the statute
allows for Comptroller General review (44
U.S.C. 3512(c)(2)).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Michael T. Jamgochian, Office of
Standards Development, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
D.C. 20555 (telephone: 301-443_—5956].
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
September 19, 1979 and on December 19,
1979, the Commission published for
public comment (44 FR 54308 and 44 FR
75167) proposed amendments to its
emergency planning regulations for
production and utilization facilities.
Extensive comments were feceived, all
of which were evaluated and considered
in developing the final rule. The
comments received and the staff's
evaluation is contained in NUREG-0684.
In addition, the NRC conducted four
Regional Workshops to solicit
comments; these comments are
available in NUREG/CP-0011 {April
1880).1

1 Copies of NUREG documents are available at
the Commission's Public Document Room, 1717 H
Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 20555, Coples may be
purchased from the Government Printing Office.
Information on current prices may be obtained by
wrlling the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

applicant/licensee will be required to
submit its emergency plans, as well as
State and local governmental emergency
response plans, to NRC. The NRC will
then make a finding as to whether the.
state of onsite and offsite emergency

. preparedness provides reasonable

assurance that adequate protective
measures can and will be taken in the
event of a radiological emergency. The
NRC will base its finding on a review of
the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) findings and
determinations as to whether State and
local emergency plans are adequate and
capable of being implemented and on
the NRC assessment as to whether the
licensee’s/applicant’s emergency plans
are adequate and capable of being
implemented. These issues may be
raised in NRC operating license
hearings, but a FEMA finding will
constitute a rebuttable presumption on
the question of adequacy,

2, Emergency planning considerations
will be extended to “Emergency
Planning Zones,”

8. Detailed emergency plan
implementing proceudres of licensees/
applicants will be required to be
submitted to NRC for review, and

4. Requirements in 10.CFR Part 50,
Appendix E are clarified and upgraded.

Background .
In June 1979, the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission began a formal

.reconsideration of the role of emergency

planning in ensuring the continued
protection of the public health and
safety in areas-around nuclear power
facilities. The Commission began this
reconsideration in recognition of the
need for more effective emergency
planning and in response to‘the TMI
accident and to reports issued by
responsible offices of government and
the NRC's Congressional oversight
committees.

On December 18, 1979, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission published in the
Federal Register (44 FR 75167) proposed
amendments to 10 CFR Part-50 and
Appendix E to Part 50 of its regulations.
Publication of these final rule changes in
the Federal Register is not only related
to the December 19, 1979 proposed rule
changes but also incorporates the
proposed changes to 10 CFR Parfs 50
and 70 (44 FR 54308) published on
September 19, 1979. Interested persons

- were invited to submit written

Washington, D.C. 20555, Attention: Publications
Sales Manager.

January 1980) the Commission
‘conducted four regional workshops with
State and local officials, utility
representatives, and the public to
discuss the feasibility of the various
portions of the proposed amendments,
their impact, and the procedures
proposed for complying with their
provisions. The NRC used the
information from these workshops along
with the public comment letters to
develop the final rul¢ (more than 200
comment letters and the points made in
two petitions for rulemaking were also
considered).

In addition to the above, on June 26,
1980, the Commission was briefed by
.three panels of public commenters on
the rule, one each comprised of
representatives from the industry, State
and local governments, and public
interest groups. Each panel raised
important-concerns regarding the final
rule. On July 3, 1980, the Commission
was briefed by its staff in response to
these panels, including several
modifications to the proposed final
rules, Finally, on July 23, 1980, at the
final Commission consideration of these
rules, the Commission was briefed by
the General Counsel on the substance of
conversations with Congressional staff
members who were involved with
passage of the NRC Authorization Act
for fiscal year 1980, Pub. L. No. 86-295.
The General Counsel advised the
“Commission that the NRC final rules
were consistent with that Act. The
Commission has relied on all of the
above information in its consideration of
these final rules. In addition, the
Commission directs that the transcripts
of these meetings shall be part of the
administrative record in this rulemaking.
However, the transcripts have not been
reviewed for accuracy and, therefore,
are only an informal record of the
matters discussed.

After evaluating all public comment
Jetters received and all the information
obtained during the workshops as wall
as additional reports such as the
Presidential Commission and the NRC
Special Inquiry Group Reports, the
Commission has decided to publish the
final rule changes described below,

Description of Final Rule Changes

The Commission has decided to adopt
a version of the proposed rules similar
to alternative A described in Sections
50.47 and 50.54 in the Federal Rogistor
Notice dated December 19, 1878 (44 FR
75167), as modified in light of comments.
These rules are consistent with the
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approach outlined by FRMA and NRC in

operating license will be granted unless
the NRC can make a favorable finding
that the integration of onsite and offsite
emergency planning provides )
reasonable assurance that adequate
protective measures can and will be
taken in the event of a radiological
emergency. In the case of an operating
reactor, if it is determined that there are
such deficiencies that a favorable NRC
finding is not warranted and if the
deficiencies are not corrected within 4
months of that determination, the
Commission will determine
expeditiously whether the reactor
should be shut down or whether some
other enforcement action is appropriate,
pursuant to procedures provided for in
10 CFR 2.200-2.206. In any case where
the Commission beligves that the public
health, safety, or interest so requires, the .
plant will be required to shut down
immediately (10 CFR 2.202(f), see 5
U.S.C. 558(c)).

The standards that the NRC will use
in making its deferminations under these
rules are set forth in the final regulation.
Wherever possible, these standards may
blend with other emergency planning
procedures for nonnuclear emergencies
presently in existence. The standards
are a restatement of basic NRC and now
joint NRC-FEMA guidance to licensees
and to State and local governments. See
NUREG-0654; FREMA~-REP-1, “Criteria
for Preparation and Evaluation of
Radiological Emergency Response Plans
and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear
Power Plants for Interim Use and
Comment,” (January 1980). In deciding
whether to permit reactor operation in
the face of some deficiencies, the
Commission will examine among other
factors whether the deficiencies, are
significant for the reactor in question,
whether adequate interim compensatory
actions have been or will be taken
promptly, or whether other compelling
reasons exist for reactor operation. In
determining the sufficiency of “adequate
interim compensatory actions" under
this rule, the Commission will examine
State plans, local plans, and licensee
plans to determine whether features of
one plan can compensate for
deficiencies in another plan so that the
level of protection for the public health
and safety is adequate. This
interpretation is consistent with the
provisions of the NRC Authorization Act
for fscal year 1980, Pub. L. 96-295.

The regulation contains the following
three major changes from past practices:

1. In order to continue operations or to
recieve an operating license, an

applicant/licensee will be required to

_ a Memorandum of Understanding (45-FR - - submit its emergency plans, as well as —"(Séction IV.F)
5847, January 24, 1980). No new

State and local governmental emergency
response plans, to NRC. The NRC will
then make a finding as to whether the
state of onsite and offsite emergency
preparedness provides reasonable
assurance that adequate protective
measures can and will be taken in the
event of a radiological emergency.

The NRC will bage its finding on a
review of the FEMA findings and
determinations as to whether State and
local emergency plans are adequate and
capable of being implemented and on
the NRC assessment as to whether the
applicant’s/licensee's emergency plans
are adequate and capable of being
implemented. In any NRC licensing
proceeding, a FEMA finding will
consitute a rebuttable presumption on
the question of adequacy. Specifically:

a. An operating license will not be
issued unless a favorable NRC overall
finding can be made.

b. After April 1, 1981, an operating
plant may be required to shut down if it
is determined that there are deficiencies
such that a favorable NRC finding
cannot be made or is no longer
warranted and the deficiencies are not
corrected within 4 months of that
determination.

2. Emergency planning considerations
must be extended to "Emergency
Planning Zones," and

3. Detailed emergency planning
implementing procedures of both
licensees and applicants for operating
licenses must be submitted to NRC for
review. . :

In addition, the Commission is
revising 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E,
“Emergency Plans for Production and
Utilization Facilities,” in order to clarify,
expand, and upgrade the Commission's
emergency planning regulations.

. Sections of Appendix E that are

expanded include:

1, Specification of “Emergency Action
Levels"” (Sections IV.B and C)

2. Dissemination to the public of basic
emergency planning information
(Section IV.D)

3. Provisions for the State and local
governmental authorities to have a
capability for rapid notification of the
public during a serious reactor
emergency, with a design objective of
completing the initial notification within

.15 minutes after notification by the

licensee (Section IV.D)

4. A licensee onsite technical support
center and a licensee near site
emexigency operations facility (Section
IVE

5, Provisions for redundant
communications systems (Section IV.E)

8. Requirement for specielized training . . . _ _

7. Provisions for up-to-date plan
maintenance (Section IV.G}

Applicants for a construction permit
would be required to submit more
information as required in the new
Section II of Appendix E.

Rationale for the Final Rules

The Commission’s final rules are
based on the significance of adequate
emergency planning and preparedness
to ensure adequate protection of the
public health and safety. It is clear,
based on the various official reports
described in the proposed rules {44 FR
75169) and the public record compiled in
this ralemaking, that onsite and offsite
emergency preparedness as well as
proper siting and engineered design
features are needed to protect the health
and safety of the public. As the
Commission reacted to the accident at
Three Mile Island, it became clear that
the proteclion provided by siting and
engineered design features must be
bolstered by the ability to take
protective measures during the course of
an accident. The accident also showed
clearly that onsite conditions and
aclions, even if they do not caunse
significant offsite radiological
consequences, will affect the way the
various State and local entities react to
protect the public from any dangers
associated with the accident In order to
discharge effectively its statutory
responsibilities, the Commission must
know that proper means and procedures
will be in place to assess the course of
an accident and its potential severity,
that NRC and other appropriate
authorities and the public will be
notified promptly, and that adequate
protective actions in response to actual
or anticipated conditions can and will
be taken.

The Commission's organic statutes
provide it with a unique degree of
discretion in the execution of agency
functions. Siegel v. AEC, 400 F.2d 778,
783 (D.C. Cir. 1968), see Westinghouse
Electric Corp. v. NRC, 598 F.2d 759, 771
& n.47 (3d Cir. 1979). “Both the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 and the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974 confer broad
regulatory functions on the Commission
and specifically authorize it to
promulgate rules and regulations it
deems necessary to fulfill its
responsibilities under the Acts, 42 U.S.C.
§ 2201(p).” Public Service Co. of New
Hampshire v. NRC, 582F.2d4 77, 82 {ist
Cir.), cert. denied, 439 U.S. 1046 (1978).
See 42'U.8.C. 2133(a). As the Supreme
Court stated almost 20 years ago, the
Alomic Energy Act “clearly
contemplates that the Commission shall
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by regulation set forth what the public’
safety requirements-are as a-prerequisite-
to the issuance of any license or permit
under the Act,” Power Reactor
Development Co. v. International Union
of Electrical Radio Machine Workers,

" 387 U,S. 398, 404 (1961). Finally, it is also

clear that “Congress, when it enacted
{42U.S.C, 2236]. . ., must have .
envisioned that licensing standards,
especially in the areas of héalth and
safety regulation, would vary over time _
as more was learned about the hazards
of generating nuclear energy. Insofar as
those standards became more
demanding, Congress surely would have
wanted the new standards, if the
Commission deemed it appropriate, to
apply to those nuclear facilities already
licensed,” Ft. Pierce Utilities Authority
v. United States, 608 F.2d 986, 936 (D.C.
Cir. 1979). , ]

In response to and guided by the
various reports and public comments, as
well as its own determination on the
significance of emergency preparedness, .
the Commission has therefore concluded
that adequate emergency preparedness
is an essential aspect in the protection
of the public health and safety. The
Commission recognizes there is a
possibility that the operation of some
reactors may be affected by this rule
through inaction of State and local
governments or an inability to comply
with these rules. The Commission
believes that the potential restriction of
plant operation by State and local
officials is not significantly different in
kind or effect from the means already
available under existing law to prohibit
reactor operation, such as zoning and

land-use laws, certification of public v

convenience and necessity, State
financial and rate considerations (10 -
CFR 50.33(f)), and Federal
environmental laws. The Commission
notes, however, that such considerations
generally relate to a one-time decision
on siting, whereas this rule requires a
periodic renewal of State and local
commitments to emergency
preparedness. Relative to applying this
rule in actual practice, however, the
Commission need not shut down a
facility until all factors have been
thoroughly examined. The Commission
belleves, based on the record created by
the public workshops, that State and
local officials as partners in this
undertaking will endeavor to provide
fully for public protection.

Summary of Comments on Major Issues

The Commission appreciates the
extensive public comments on this
important rule. In addition to the record

* of the workshops, the NRC has received

over 200 comment letters on the

‘major issues have beéntaised in the

proposed'i'ule changes. The following  Commission’s disposition to grant such--— — —

comments received.

Issue A: NRC Review and Concurrence
in State and Local Radiological Plans -

1. FEMA is best suited to assess the
adequacy of State and local radiological
emergency planning and preparedness
and report any adverse findings to NRG-
for assessment of the licensing
consequences of those findings.

2. The proposed rule fails to provide
objective standards for NRC -
concwirence, reconcurrence, and
withdrawal of concurzénce.

3. Ini the absence of additional
statutory authority, the proposed rule .,
frustrates Congressional intent-to
preempt Stdte and local government
veto power over nuclear power plant
operation. - Y

4, Procedures and standards for
adjudication of emergency planning
disputes are not adequately specified in
the proposed rule.

Issue B: Emergency Planning Zones
(EPZs)

1. Regulatory basis for imposition of
the Emergency Planning Zone concept
should be expressly stated in the
regulation,

2. Provisions regarding the plume
exposure pathway EPZ should provide a
maximum planning distance of 10 miles.

3. References to NUREG-0396 should
be deleted to avoid disputes over its
meaning in licensing proceedings.

Issue C: Alternative A and B (in 50.47
and 50.54)

1. Neither alternative is netessary
because the Commission has sufficient
authority to order a plant shut down for
safety reasons and should be prepared
to exercise that authority only on a
case-by-case basis and when a
particular situation warrants such
action. )

2. No case has been made by the
Commission for the need for automatic
shutdown, as would be required in
alternative B, and certainly no other
NRC regulations exist that would
require such action based on a concept
as amorphous as “concurrence in State,
and local emergency plans.”

3. The idea that the Commission might
grant an exemption to the rules that
would permit continued operation
(under alternative B) has little
significance, primarily because 10 CFR
Part 50.12(a) already permits the
granting of exemptions.

4. The process and procedures for

- obtaining such exemptions are not
" defined, nor is there any policy
_ indication that would indicate the

exemptions. .

5. The Commission, in developing this
aspect of the proposed rule, must
consider its own history. There was timo
when regulation was characterized by
the leaders of the agency by simple and
very appropriate expressions, The
process was to be “effective and
efficient.” The application of regulatory
authority was to be “firm, but fair.”
Regardless of the outcome of the
“concurrence” issue, the Commission
must appreciate that alternative B is not
fair. It is not effective regulation.

Issue D: Public Education :
Only information required to inform

- the public about what to do in the event

of a radiological emergency need be
disseminated. There should be
flexibility, in any particular case, as to
who will be ultimately responsible for
disseminating such information.

“Issue E: Legal Authority

1. A few commenters felt that NRC
had no authority to promulgate a rule as
the one proposed.

2. Other comments were the nature
that NRC has statutory authority only
inside the limits of the plant site.

3. Some commenters suggested that
NRC and FEMA should seek additional
legislation to compe! State and local
governments to have emergency plans, if
that is what is necessary.

Issue F: Schedule for Implementation

The schedule for implementing the
proposed rule was considered to be
unrealistic and in some cases in conflict

ith various State schedules already in
existence. A sampling of the comments
on the implementation schedule follows:

1. The 180 days in the schedule is an
insufficient amount of time to
accomplish tasks of this magnitude; the
Federal government does not work with
such speed. States are bureaucracies
also; there is no reason to assume they
can work faster. It took years of working
with States to get the plans that are
presently concurred in. It is just
insufficient time for new concurrences
and review, Also, to get a job done
within that time frame means a hurrled
job, rather then an acceptable and
meaningful plan. :

2. The time provided is inadequate for
States to acquire the hardware needed.
States must go out for competitive bids
just as the Federal government does.
Between processing and accepting a bid
and actual delivery of equipment, it may
take a year to get the hardware. The
State budgets years ahead; therefore, if

a State or local government needs more *

money, it may have to go to the
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legislature. This is a time-consuming
public process that may not fitthe . _

3. NRC and FEMA could not review 70
or more plans and provide concurrence
by January 1, 1981. The Federal
government moves slowly, Commenters
did not think that NRC and FEMA can
review all the plans within the time
frame scheduled, If the Pederal
government cannot meet its schedule,
why or how should the States?

- 4.Funding could not be appropriated
by State and local governments before
the deadline. It was suggested that the
Commission use H. Rept. #96-413,
“Emergency Planning U.S. Nuclear
Power Plants: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission Oversight,” for the time
frame rather than that in the proposed

-rule or use a sliding-scale time frame
since States are at various stages of
completing their emergency plans.

Issue G: Impact of Proposed Rule

1. The proposed regulations were
considered by some commenters as
unfair to utilities because it was felt
they place the utilities in the political
and financial role that FEMA should be
assuming. NRC is seen as in effect
giving State and local governments veto
over the operation of nuclear plants. It
was questioned whether this was an
intent of the rule. In addition, it was felt
that utilities, their customers, and their
shareholders should not be penalized by
a shutdown (with a resulting financial
burden) because of alleged deficiencies
or lack of cooperation by State and local
officials.

2, It was suggested that NRC's Office
of Inspection and Enforcement conduct
the reviews of the State and local
governmental emergency response plans
in order to ensure prompt, effective, and
consistent implementation of the
proposed regulations.

3. One commenter noted that the
public should be made aware of the

“issue of intermediate and long-term
impacts of plant shutdowns.
Specifically, people should be informed
of the possibility of “brownouts,” cost
increases to the consumer due to
securing alternative energy sources, and
the health and safety factors associated
with those alternative sources.

Issue H: Public Notification

1. Ultimate responsibility for public
notification of a radiological emergency
must be placed on State and local
government.

2, The “fifteen minute” public
notification rule is without scientific
justification, fails to differentiate
between areas close in and further away
from the site, and ignores the technical

_requirement, - — —

difficulties associated with such a

Issue I: Emergency Action Levels

Applicants, in cooperation with State
and local governmental authorities,
should be permitted the necessary
flexibility to develop emergency action
level criteria appropriate for the facility
in question, subject to NRC approval.
Inflexible NRC emergency action Jevel
standards are not necessary.

Issue J: Training

1. Mandatory provision for training
local seérvice personnel and local news
media persons is outside of NRC's
jurisdiction and is not necessary to
protect the public health and safety.

2, Public participation in drills or
critiques thereof should not be required.

3. The provision reg formal
critiques should be clarified to mean the
licensee is responsible for developing
and conducting such critiques,

4, Definitive performance criteria for
evaluation of drills should be developed
by the licensee, subject to NRC
approval.

Issue K: Implementing Procedures

NRC review of implementing
procedures is only necessary to apprise
the NRC staff of the delails of the plans
for use by the NRC during the course of
an actual emergency.

Issue L: Funding

1. Nuclear facilities, although located
in one governmental tax jurisdiction and
taxed by that jurisdiction, affect other
jurisdictions that must bear immediate
and long-term planning costs without
having access to taxes from the facility.

2, As the radius of planning
requirements becomes greater, few
facilities are the concern of a single
county. The planning radius often
encompasses county lines, State lines,
and in some instances, international
boundaries.

3. As new regulations are generated to
oversee the nuclear industry and old
ones expanded, there is an immediate
need to address fixed nuclear facility
planning at all levels of government,
beginning at the lowest and going to the
highest. All levels of government need
access to inmediate additional funds to
upgrade their response capability.

4. It is well understood that the
consumer ultimately must pay the price
for planning, regardless of the level in
government at which costs are incurred.
It becomes a matter of how the
consumer will be taxed, who will
administer the tax receipts, and what is
the most effective manner in which to
address the problem.

5. The basis for effective offsite
e — - —=—- — — - response capabilities is a sound

emergency preparedness program.
Federal support (funding and technical
assistance) for the development of State
and local offsite capabilities should be
incorporated into FEMA’s preparedness
program for all emergencies.

" Issue M: General

The States support Federal oversight
and guidance in the development of
offsite response capabilities. However,
many States feel the confusion and
uncertainty in planning requirements
following Three Mile Island is not a
proper environment in which to develop
effective capabilities nor does it serve
the best interests of their citizens. The
development of effective nuclear facility
incident response capabilities will
require close coordination and
cooperation among responsible Federal
agencies, State government, and the
nuclear industry. An orderly and
comprehensive approach to this effort
makes it necessary that onsite
responsibilities be clearly associated
with NRC and the nuclear industry
while deferring offsite responsibilities to
State government with appropriate
FEMA oversight and assistance.

In addition to these comments, two
petitions for rulemaking were filed in
reference to the proposed rule. These
were treated as public comments rather
than petitions and were considered in
developing the final rule.

The Cominission has placed the
planning objectives from NUREG-0654;
FEMA-REP-1, “Criteria for Preparation
and Evaluation of Radiological
Emergency Response Plans and
Preparedness in Support of Nuclear
Power Plants for Interim Use and
Comment,” January 1980, into the final
regulations. Comments received
concerning NUREG-0654 were available
in developing the final regulation. The
Commission notes that the planning
objectives in NUREG-0654 were largely
drawn from NUREG-75/111, “Guide and
Checklist for Development and
Evaluation of State and Local
Government Radiological Emergency
Response Plans in Support of Fixed
Nuclear Facilities,” (December 1, 1974)
and Supplement 1 thereto dated March
15, 1977, which have been in use for
some time.

The approximately 60 public comment
letters received on NUREG-0654 were
not critical of the proposed planning
objectives. The Commission also notes
that at the May 1, 1930 ACRS meeting,
the Atomic Industrial Forum
representative encouraged the use of the
planning objectives from NUREG-0654
in the final regulations in order to
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Based on the above, the Commission
has decided to modify the proposed rule
changes in the areas discussed in
‘paragraphs I through X beloiw.

I. FEMA/NRG Relationsliip

In issuing this rule, NRC recognizes
the significant responsibilities assigned
to FEMA, by Executive Order 12148 on
July 15, 1979, to coordinate the
emergency planning functions of -
executive agencies. In view of FEMA's
new role, NRC agreed o September 11,
1979, that FEMA should henceforth chair
the Federal Interagency Central
Coordinating Committee for
Radiological Emergency Response -

_ Planning and Preparedness (FICCC). On
December 7, 1979, the President issued a
directive assigning FEMA lead
responsibility for offsite emergency
preparedness around nuclear facilities.
The NRC and FEMA immediately
initiated negotiations for a
Memorandum of Understanding (MQU)
that lays out the agencies’ roles and
provides for a smooth transfer of .
tesponsibililies, It is recognized that the
MOU, which became effective January
14, 1980, supersedes some aspects of
previous agreements. Specifically, the
MOU identifies FEMA responsibilities
with respect to emergency preparedness
as they relate to NRC as the following:

1. To make findings and
determinations as to whether State and .
local emergency plans are adequate.

2, To verify that State and local
emergency plans are capable of being
implemented (e.g., adequacy and
maintenance of procedures, training,
resources, staffing levels and
qualification, and equipment).

3. To assume responsibility for
emergency preparedness training of °
State and local officials. _ :

4, To develop and issue an updated -
series of interagency assignments that
delineate respective agency capabilities
and responsibilities and define ’
procedures for coordination and
direction for 'emergency planning and
response.

Specifically, the NRC responsibilities
for emergency preparedness identified
in-the MOU are: s

4. To assess licensee emergency plans
for adequacy.

2. To verify that licensee emergency
plans are adequately implemented (e.g.
adequacy and maintenance of
procedures, training, resources, staffing
levels and qualifications, and
equipment). .

3. To review the FEMA findings and
determinations on the adequacy and

capability of,impiementa,ﬁongf, State

‘and local plans. ™

4. To make decisions with regard to
the overall state of emergency
preparedness {i.e,, integration of the
licensee’s emergency preparedness as
determined by the NRC and of the
Stateflocal governments as'‘determined
by FEMA and reviewed by NRC) and
issuance of operating licenses or
shutdown of operating reactors.

In addition, FEMA has prepared a
proposed rule regarding “Review and
Approval of State Radiological
Emergency Plans and Preparedness” (44
FR 42342, dated Juné 24, 1980).
According to the proposed FEMA rule,
FEMA will approve State and local
emergency plans and preparedness,
where appropriate, based upon its
findings and determinations with
respect to the adequacy of State and
local plans and the capabilities of State
and local governments to effectively
implement these plans and
preparedness measures. These findings
and determinations will be provided to
the NRC for use in its licensing process.

18 Emérgency Planning Zone Concept

The Commission notes that the
regulatory basis for adoption of the
Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) concept
is the Commission's decision'to have a
conservative emergency planning policy
in addition to the conservatism inherent
in the defense-in-depth philosophy. This
policy was endorsed by the Commission
in a policy statement published on
October 23, 1879 (44 FR 61123). At that
time the Commission stated that two
Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs)
should be established around each light-

water nuclear power plant. The EPZ for .

girborne exposure has a radius of about
10 miles; the EPZ for contaminated food
and water has a radius of about 50
miles. Predetermined protective action
plans are needed for the EPZs. The
exact size and shape of each EPZ will be
decided by emergency planning officials
after they consider the specific
conditions at each site. These distances
are considered large enough to provide a
response base that would support
activity outside the planning zone
should this ever be needed.

JII. Position on Planning Basis for Small

" Light-Water Reactors and Ft. St. Vrain

The Commission has concluded that
the operators of small light-water-cooled
power reactors (less than 250 MWt} and
the Ft. St. Vrain gas-cooled reactor may
establish smaller planning zones which
will be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis. This conclusion is based on the
lower potentia} hazard from these
facilities (lower radionuclide inventory

_and longer times to release significant — —~- - — ————

amourits of activity in many scenarios).
Guidance regarding the radionuclides to
be considered in planning is set forth in
NUREG-0306; EPA 520/1-78-018, -
“Planning Basis for the Development of «
State and Local Government
Radiological Emergency Responsa Plans
in Support of Light-Water Nuclear
Power Plants,” December 1978,

IV. Rationale for Alternatives Chosen

In a few areas of the proposed rule,
the Commission identified two
alternatives that it was considering.
Many public comments were received
on these alternatives; based on due
consideration of all comments received
as well as the discussions presented
during the workshops, the Commissfon
has determined which of each pair of
alternatives to retain in the final rule.

In Sections 50.47 and 50.54 (s) and (t),
the alternatives dealth with conditioning
the issuance of an operating license or
continued operation of a nuclear power
plant on the existence of State and local
government emergency response plans
concurred in by NRC.* The basic
difference between alternatives A and B
in these sections was that, under
alternative A, the proposed rule would
réquire a determination by NRC on
issuing a license or permitting continuod
operation of plants in those cases where
relevant State and local emergency
response plans had not received NRC
concurrence. Denial of a license or
shutdown of a reactor would not follow
automatically in every case. Under
alternative B, shutdown of.the reactor
would be required automatically if tho
appropriate State and local emergency
response plans had not received NRC
concurrence within the prescribed time
periods unless an exemption is granted.

After consideration of the public
record and on the recommendation of its
staff, the Commission has chosen a text
for Sections 50.47 and 50.54 (s) and (t)
that is similar to, but less restrictive
than, alternative A in the proposed rule,
Rather than providing for the shutdown
of the feactor as the only enforcement
action and prescribing specific
preconditions for the shutdown remedy,
the final rule makes clear that for :
emergency planning rules, like all other
rules, reactor shutdown as outlined in
the rule is but one of a number of
possible enforcement actions and many
factors should be considered in
determining whether it is an appropriate
action in a given case. This Commission
choice is consistent with most of the
comments received from State and local

* See Section V for a dlscussion coacorning
“concurrence.”
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governments and is consistent with the

.~ provisions-of Section109-of the NRC — —

fiscal year 1980 Authorization Act.
Alternative B was seen by some of the
commenters as potentially causing
unnecessarily harsh economic and
social consequences to State and local
governments, utilities, and the public,

State and local governments that are
directly involved in implementing
planning objectives of the rule strongly
favor alternative A since it provides for
a cooperative effort with State and local
governments to reflect their concerns
and desires in these rules, This choice is
responsive to that effort. In addition, the
industry strongly supported alternative
A as being the more workable of the two
alternatives.

In Appendix E, Sections IL.C and III,
alternative A would require an
applicant/licensee to outline *, . .
corrective measures to prevent damage
to onsite and offsite property,” as well
as protective measures for the public.
Alternative B addresses only protective
measures for the public health and
safety. The Commission has chosen
alternative B because public health and
safety should take clear precedence
over actions to protect property.
Measures to protect property can be
taken on an ad hoc basis as resources
become available after an accident.

In Appendix E, under Training,
alternative A would provide for a joint
licensee, Federal, State, and local
government exercise every 3 years,
whereas altérative B would provide for
these exercises to be performed every 5
years at each site, The Commission has
chosen alternative B because the
Commission is satisfied that the
provision that these exercises be
performed every 5 years for each site
will allow for an adequate level of
preparedness-among Federal emergency
response agencies. In addition, under
these regulations, each licensee is
required to exercise annually with local
governmental authorities. Furthermore,
Federal emergency response agencies
may have difficulty supporting exercises
every 3 years for all of the nuclear
facilities that would be required to
comply with these rule changes.

V. Definition of Plan Approval Process

The term “concurrence” has been
deleted from the proposed regulations
and replaced with reference to the
actual procedure and standards that
NRGC and FEMA have agreed upon and
are implementing. According to the
agreed upon procedure, FEMA will
make a finding and determination as to
the adequacy of State and local
government emergency response plans,
The NRC will determine the adequacy of

the licensee emergency response plans.
~After these two determinations have

been made, NRC will make a finding in
the licensing process as to the overall
and integrated state of preparedness.

It was pointed cut to the Commission
at the workshops and in public comment
letters that the term “concurrence” was
confusing and ambiguous. Also, there
was a great deal of misunderstanding
with the use of the term because, in the
past, the obtaining of NRC
*'concurrence” in State emergency
response plans was voluntary on behalf
of the States and not a regulatory
requirement in the licensing process.
Previously too, “concurrence™ was
statewide rather than site-specific.

VL. Fifteen-Minute Notification

‘The requirement for the capability for
notification of the public within 15
minutes after the Stateflocal authorities
have been notified by the licensee has
been expanded and clarified. It also has
been removed as a footnote and placed
in the body of Appendix E. The
implementation schedule for this
requirement has been extended to July 1,
1981. This extension of time has been
adopted because most State and local
governments identified to the
Commission the difficulty in procuring
hardware, contracting for installation,
and developing procedures for operating
the systems used to implement this
requirement.

The Commission is aware that various
commenters, largely from the industry,
have objecled to the nature of the 15-
minute notification requirement,
indicating that it may be both arbitrary
and unworkable.

Among the possible alternatives to
this requirement are a longer
notification time, a notification time that
varies with distance from the facility, or
no specified time. In determining what
that criterion should be, a line must be
drawn somewhere, and the Commission
believes that providing as much time &s
practicable for the taking of protective
action is in the interest of public health
and safety. The Commission recognizes
that this requirement may present a
significant financial impact and that the
technical basis for this requirement is
not without dispute. Moreover, there
may never be an accident requiring
using the 15-minute notification
capability. However, the essential
rationale behind emergency planning is
to provide additional assurance for the
public protection even during such an
unexpected event. The 15-minute
notification capability requirement is
wholly consistent with that rationale.

The Commission recognizes that no
single accident scenario should form the

_basis for choice of notification— - -~ —— ———

capability requirements for offsite
authorities and for the public.
Emergency plans must be developed
that will have the flexibility to ensure
response to a wide spectrum of
accidents. This wide spectrum of
potential accidents also reflects on the
appropriate use of the offsite
notification capability. The use of this
notification capability will range from
immediate notification of the public
(within 15 minutes) to listen to
predesignated radio and television
stations, to the more likely events where
there is substantial time available for
the State and local governmental
officials to make a judgment whether or
not to activate the public notification
system. )

Any accident involving severe fuel
degradation or core melt that results in
significant inventories of fission
products in the containment would
warrant immediate public notification
and consideration, based on the
particular circumstances, of appropriate
protective action because of the
potential for leakage of the containment
building. In addition, the warning time
available for the public to take action
may be substantially less than the total
{ime between the original initiating
event and the time at which significant
radioactive releases take place.
Specification of particular times as
design objectives for notification of
offsite authorities and the public are a
means of ensuring that a system will be
in place with the capability to notify the
public to seek further information by
listening to predesignated radio or
television stations. The Commission
recognizes that not every individual
would necessarily be reached by the
actual operation of such a system under
all conditions of system use. However,
the Commission believes that provision
of a general alerting system will
significantly improve the capability for
taking protective actions in the event of
an emergency. The reduction of

notification times from the several hours -

required for street-by-street notification
to minutes will significantly increase the
options available as protective actions
under severe accident conditions. These
actions could include staying indoors in
the case of a release that has already
occurred or a precautionary evacuation
in the case of a potential release thought
to be a few hours away. Accidents that
do not result in core melt may also
cause relatively quick releases for which
prolective actions, at least for the public
in the immediate plant vicinity, are
desirable.
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Some comments received on the

. _ proposed rule advocated-the useof a-——

staged notification system with quick
notification required only near the plant.
The Commission believes that the
capability for quick notification within

* the entire plume expostre emergency
planning zone should be provided but
recognizes that some planners may wish _
to have the option of selectively
actuating part of the system during an
actual response. Planners should
carefully gonsider the impact of the
added decisions that offsite authorities
would need to make and the desirability
of establishing an official
communication link to all residents in
the plume exposure emergency planning
zone when determining whether to plan
for a staged notification capability.

VIL. Effective Date of Rules and Other
Guidance

Prior to the publication of these .
amendments, two guidance documents -
were published for public comment and
interim use. These are NUREG-0610,
“Draft Emergency Action Level .
Guidelines for Nuclear Power Plants,”
{September 1979) and NUREG~0654/
FEMA-REP-1, “Criteria for Preparation
and Evaluation of Radiological
Emergency Response Plans and
Preparedness in Support of Nuclear
Power Plants for Interim Use and
Comment,” (January 1980). It is expected
that versions of these documents,
revised on the basis of public comments
received, will be issued to assist in
defining acceptable levels of
preparedness to meet this final
regulation. In the interim, these
documents should continue to be used
as guidance. '

VIIL Hearing Procedures Used in
Implementation of These Regulations

Should the NRC believe that the
overall state of emergency preparedness
at and around a licensed facility is such
that there is some question whethér a
facility should be permitted to continue
1o operate, the Commission may issue
an order to the licensee to show cause,
pursuant to 10 CFR 2,202, why the plant
should not be shut down, This issue may
arise, for example, if NRC finds a
significant deficiency in a licensee plan
or in the overall state of emergency

. preparedness.

If the NRC decides to issue an order to
show cause, it will provide the licensee
the ppportunity to demonstrate to the
Commission's satisfaction, for example,
that the alleged deficiencies are not
significant for the reactor in question,
whether adequate interim compensating
actions have been or will be taken
promptly, or whether other compelling

reasons exist for reactor operation.______seeking an operating license from NRG——— ———~

‘Finally, pursiant to 10 CFR 2.202(f), the
Commission may, in appropriate
circumstances, make the order
immediately effective, which could
result in immediate plant shutdown
subject to a later hearing.

IX. Funding

In view of the requirements in these
rule changes regarding the actions to be
taken in the event State and local
government planning and preparedness
are or become inadequate, a utility may
have an incentive, based on its own self
interest as well as its responsibility to
provide power, to assist in providing
manpower, items of equipment, or other
resources that the State and local
governments may need but are
themselves unable to provide. The
Commission believes that in view of the
President’s Statement of December 7,
1979, giving FEMA the lead role in
offsite planning and preparedness, the

. question of whether the NRC should or

could require a utility to contribute to
the expenses incurred by .State and local
governments in upgrading and
maintaining their emergency planning
and preparedness (and if it is to be
required, the mechanics for doing so) is
beyond the scope of the present rule
change. It should be noted, however,
that any direct funding of State or local
governments solely for emergency
preparedness purposes by the Federal
government would come through FEMA.

X. Exercises -

On an annual basis, all commercial
nuclear power facilities will be required
by NRC to exercise their plans; these
exercises should involve exercising the
appropriate local government plans in
support of these facilities. The State
may choose to limit its participation.in
exercises at facilities other than the
facility (site) chosen for the annnal
exercise(s) of the State plan.

Each State and appropriate local
government shall annually conduct an
exercise jointly with a commercial
nuclear power facility. However, States

_ with more than one facility (site) shall

schedule exercises such that each
individual facility (site) is exercised in
conjunction with the State and
appropriate local government plans not
less than once every 3 years for sites
with the plume exposure pathway EPZ
partially or wholly within the State, and
not less than once every 5 years for sites
with the ingestion exposure pathway
EPZ partially or wholly within the State.
The State shall choose, on a rotational
basis, the site(s) at which the required
annual exercise(s) is to be conducted;
priority shall be given to new facilities

that have not had an exercise involving
the State plan at that facility site.

The Commission has determined
under the criterla in 10 CFR Part 51 that
an environmental impact statement for
the amendments to 10 CFR Part 50 and
Appendix E thereof is not required. This
determination is based on
“Environmental Assessment for Final
Changes to 10 CFR Part 50 and
Appendix E of 10 CFR Part 50,
Emergency Planning Requirements for
Nuclear Power Plants" (NUREG-0685,
June 1980). Comments on the “Draft
Negative Declaration; Finding of No
Significant Impact"” (45 FR 3913, January
21, 1980) were considered in the
preparation of NUREG-0685.

Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Aot of
1954, as amended, the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended,
and Sections 552 and 553 of Title 6 of the
United States Code, notice is hereby
given that the following amendments to
Title 10, Chapter I, Code of Federal
Regulations, Parts 50 and 70, are
published as a document subject to
codification.

Part 50—=Domestic Licensing of
Production and Utilization Facllities

1. Paragraph {g) of Section 50.33 is
revised to read as follows:

§50.33 Contents of appllcatlonsi general

information.
* * * * L ]
(g) If the application is for an

operating license for a nuclear power
reactor, the applicant shall submit
radiological emergency response plans
of State and local governmental entitles
in the United States that are wholly or
partially within the plume exposure
pathway Emergency Planning Zone
{EPZ)}, as well as the plans of State
governments wholly or partially within
the ingestion pathway EPZ.? Generally,
the plume exposure pathway EPZ for
nuclear power reactors shall consist of
an area about 10 miles (16 km) in radius
and the ingestion pathway EPZ shall
consist of an area about 50 miles (80 km)
in radius. The exact size and
configuration of the EPZs surrounding a
particular nuclear power reactor shall
be determined in relation to the local
emergency response needs and

1Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) are discussod
in NUREG-0396, EPA 520/1-78-016, “Planning Basls
for the Development of State and Local Government
Radlological Emergency Response Plans in Support
of Light-Water Nuclear Power Plants,” Docembor
1978,

3]f the State and local emergency response plang
have been previously provided to the NRC for

_inclusfon in the facility docket, the applicant neod

only provide the appropriate reforenco to meot this
requirement.
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capabilities as they are affected by such (3) Arrangements for requesting and _ _ established for emergency workers. The. — —— — — ——

- —~ — —conditions as demography; topography, — ~effectively using assistance resources means for controlling radiological
land characteristics, access routes, and  have been made, arrangements to exposures shall include exposure
jurisdictional boundaries. The size of the accommodate State and local staff at guidelines consistent with EPA
EPZs also may be determined on a case-  the licensee’s near-site Emergency Emergency Worker and Lifesaving
by-case basis for gas-cooled reactors Operations Facility have been made, Aclivity Protective Action Guides.
and for reactors with an authorized and other organizations capable of (12) Arrangments are made for
power level less than 250 MW thermal. augmenting the planned response have  medical services for contaminated
The plans for the ingestion pathway been identified. injured individuals.
shall focus on such actions as are (4) A standard emergency (13) General plans for recovery and
appropriate to protect the food ingestion  classification and action level scheme,  reentry are developed.
pathway. the bases of which include facility {14) Periodic exercises are (will be)

2. A new § 5047 is added.

§50.47 Emergency pians.

(a){1) No operating license for a
nuclear power reactor will be issued
unless a finding is made by NRC that the
state of onsite and offsite emergency
preparedness provides reasonable
assurance that adequate protective
measures can and will be taken in the
event of a radiological emergency.

(2} The NRC will base its finding on a
review of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) findings
and determinations as to whether State
and local emergency plans are adequate
and capable of being implemented, and
on the NRC assessment as to whether
the applicant’s onsite emergency plans
are adequate and capable of being
implemented. In any NRC licensing
proceeding, a FEMA finding will
constitute a rebuttable presumption on a
question of adequacy.

(b) The onsite and offsite emergency
response plans for nuclear power
reactors must meet the following
standards: !

(1) Primary responsibilities for
emergency respanse by the nuclear  _
facility licensee and by State and local
organizations within the Emergency
Planning Zones have been assigned, the
emergency responsibilities of the
various supporting organizations have
been specifically established, and each
principal response organization has staff
. torespond and to augment its initial
response on a continuous basis.

{2) On-shift facility licensee
responsibilities for emergency response
are unambiguously defined, adequate
staffing to provide initial facility '
accident response in key functional
areas is maintained at all times, timely

augmentation of response capabilities is -

available and the interfaces among
variouns onsite response activities and
offsite support and response activities
" are specified.

1 These standards are addressed by specific
criteria in NUREG-0654: FEMA-REP-1 entitled
*Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of
Radiological Bmergency Response Plans and

in Support of Nuclear Power Planis—
For Interim Use and Comment™ January 1980,

system and effluent parameters, is in
use by the nuclear facility licensee, and
State and local response plans call for
reliance on information provided by
facility licensees for determinations of
minimum initial offsite response
measures, :

(5) Procedures have been established
for notification, by the licensee, of State
and local response organizations and for
notification of emergency personnel by
all organizations; the content of initial
and followup messages to response
organizations and the public has been
established; and means o provide early
notification and clear instruction to the
populace within the-plume exposure
pathway Rmergency Planning Zone have
been established.

(6) Provisions exist for prompt
communications among principal
response organizations {o emergency
personnel and to the public.

{7) Information is made available to
the public on a periodic basis on how
they will be notified and what their
initial actions should be in an
emergency (e.g. listening to a local
broadcast station and remaining
indoors), the principal points of contract
with the news media for dissemination
of information during an emergency
(including the physical location or
locations) are established in advance,
and procedures for coordinated
dissemination of information to the
public are established.

{8) Adequate emergency facilities and
equipment to support the emergency
response are provided and maintained,

(9) Adequate methods, systems, and

* equipment for assessing and monitoring

actual or potential offsite consequences
of a radiological emergency condition
are in use.

{10} A range of protective actions
have been developed for the plume
exposure pathway EPZ for emergency
workers and the public. Guidelines for
the choice of protective actions during
an emergency, consistent with Federal
guidance, are developed and in place,
and protective actions for the ingestion
exposure pathway EPZ appropriate to
the locale have been developed.

{11) Means for controlling radiological
exposures, in an emergency, are

conducted to evaluate major portions of
energency response capabilities,
periodic drills are (will be) conducted to
develop and maintain key skills, and
deficiencies identified as a result of
exercises or drills are (will be)
corrected.

(15) Radiological emergency response
training is provided to those who may
be called on to assist in an emergency.

(16) Responsibilities for plan
development and review and for
distribution of emergency plans are
established, and planners are properly
trained. .

{c)(1) Failure to meet the standards set
forth in paragraph (b) of this subsection
may result in the Commission declining
to issue an Operating License; however,
the applicant will have an opportunity
to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
Commissioa that deficiencies in the
plans are not significant for the plant in
question, that adequate interim
compensating actions have been or will
be taken promptly, or that there are
other compelling reasons to permit plant
operation.

{2) Generally, the plume exposure
pathway EPZ for nuclear power plants
shall consist of an area about 10 miles
(16 km) in radius and the ingestion
pathway EPZ shall consist of an area
about 50 miles (80 km) in radius. The
exact size and configuration of the EPZs
surrounding a particular nuclear power
reactor shall be determined in relation
to local emergency response needs and
capabilities as they are affected by such
conditions as demography, topography,
land characleristics, access routes, and
jurisdictional boundaries. The size of the
EPZs also may be determined on a case-
by-case basis for gas-cooled nuclear
reactors and for reactors with an
authorized power level less than 250
MW thermal. The plans for the ingestion
pathway shall focus on such actions as
are appropriate to protect the food
ingestion pathway.

3. Section 50.54 is amended by adding
{i\i'e new paregraphs {q), (t). (s). (t). and

u).

§50.54 Conditions of licenses.

L 4 * - - *®
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(q) A licensee authorized to possess within 60 days of the effective date of _ __ _significant for the plant in-question,or——— — """

-and/or operate a nuclear power reactor ~this-amendment the radiological

shall follow and maintain in effect
emergency plans which meet the
standards in § 50.47(b) and the
requirements in Appendix E of this Part.
A licensee authorized to possess and/or
operate a research reactor or a fuel
facility shall follow and maintain in
effect emergency plans which meet the
requirements in Appendix E of this Part.
The nuclear power reactor licensee may
make changes to these plans without
Commission approval only if such
changes do not decrease the
effectiveness of the plans and the plans,
as changed, continue to meet the
standards of § 50.47(b) and the
requirements of Appendix E of this Part.
The research reactor licensee and/or the
fuel facility licensee may make changes
to these plans without Commission ~ *
approval only if such changes do not
decrease the effectiveness of the plans
and the plans, as changed, continue to
meet the requirements of Appendix E of
this Part. Proposed changes that
decrease the effectiveness of the
approved emergency plans shall not be
implemented without application to and
approval by the Commission. The
licensee. shall furnish 3 copies of each
proposed change for approval; and/or if
a change is made without prior
approval, 3 copies shall be submitted
within 30 days after the change is made .
or proposed to the Director of the
appropriate NRC regional office
specified in Appendix D, 10 CFR Part 20,
with 10 copies to the Director of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation, or, if appropriate,
the Director of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555.

(r} Each licensee who is authorized to
possess and/or operate a research or
test reactor facility with an authorized
power level greater than or equal to 500
kW thermal, under a license of the type
specified in § 50.21(c), shall submit
emergency plans complying with 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix E, to the Director of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation for approval
within one year from the effective date
of thig rule. Each licensee who is
authorized to possess and/or operate a
research reactor facility with an _
authorized power level less than 500 kW
thermal, under a license of the type
specified in § 50.21(c), shall submit
emergency plans complying with 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix E, to the Director of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation for approval
within two years from the effective date
of this amendment. ,

{s)(1) Each licensee who is authorized
to possess and/or operate a nuclear
power reactor shall summit to NRC

-

emergency response plans of State and

that adequate interim compensating
actions have been or will be taken

local governmental entities in the United , promptly, or that there are other

States that are wholly or partially within
a plume exposure pathway EPZ, as well
as the plans of State governments
wholly or partially within an ingestion
pathway EPZ.%2Ten (10) copies of the
above plans shall be forwarded to the
Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
with 3 copies to the Director of the
appropriate NRC regional office.
Generally, the plume exposure pathway
EPZ, for nuclear power reactors shall
consist of an area about 10 miles (16 km)
in radius and the ingestion pathway EPZ
shall consist of an area about 50 miles
(80 km) in radius. The exact size and
configuration of the EPZs for a
particular nuclear power reactor shall
be determined in relation to local
emergency response needs and -
capabilities as they are affected by such
conditions @s demography, topography,

Jland characteristics, access routes, and

jurisdictional boundaries, The size of the
EPZs also may be determined on a case-
by-case basis for gas-cooled nuclear
reactors and for reactors with an
authorized power level less than 250
MW thermal. The plans for the ingestion
pathway EPZ shall focus on such
actions as are appropriate to protect the
food ingestion pathway.

(2} For operating power reactors, the
licensee, State, and local emergency -
response plans shall be implemented by
April 1, 1981, except as provided in .
Section IV,D.3 of Appendix E of this
Part. If after April 1, 1981, the NRC finds
that the state of emergency
preparedness does not provide
reasonable assurance that appropriate
protective measures can and will be
taken in the event of a radiological
emergency and if the deficiencies are
not corrected within four months of that
finding, the Commission will determine
whether the reactor shalt be shut down
until such deficiencies are remedied or
whether other enforcement action is
appropriate. In determining whether a
shutdown or other enforcement action is
appropriate, the Commission shall take
into account, among other factors,
whether the licensee can demonstrate to
the Commission's satisfaction that the
deficiencies in the plan are not

!Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) are discussed
in NUREG-0396; EPA 520/1-78-016, “Planning Basi
for the Development of State and Local Government
Radiological Emergency Response Plans-in Support .
of Light Water Nuclear Power Plants,” December
1978,

21f the State and local emergency response plans
have been previously provided to the NRC for
inclusion n the facility docket, the applicant need
only provide the appropriate refererice to meet this
requirement. ’

compelling reasons for continued .
operation.

(3) The NRC will base its finding on a
review of the FEMA findings and
determinations as to whether State and
local emergency plans are adequate and
capable of being implemented, and on
the NRC assessment as to whether the
licensee’s emergency plans are adequato
and capable of being implemented.
Nothing in this paragraph shall be
construed as limiting the authority of the
Cominission to take action under any
other regulation or authority of the
Commission or at any time other than
that specified in this paragraph,

{t) A nuclear power reactor licensee
shall provide for the development,
revision, implementation, and .
maintenance of its emergency
preparedness program. To this end, the
licensee shall provide for a review of ils
emergency preparedness program at
least every 12 months by persons who
have no direct responsibility for
implementation of the emergency .
preparedness program. The review shall
include an evaluation for adequacy of

- interfaces with State and local

governments and of licensee drills,
exercises, capabilities, and proceduros,
The results of the review, along with
recommendations for improvements,
shall be documented, reported to the
licensee’s corporate and plant
management, and retained for a period

.of five years. The part of the review

involving the evaluation for adequacy of
interface with State and local
governments shall be available to the -
appropriate State and local
governments.

(u) Within 60 days after the effective
date of this amendment, each nuclear
power reactor licensee shall submit to
the NRC plans for coping with
emergencies that meet standards in
§ 50.47(b) and the requirements of
Appendix E of this Part.
» » * * +*

4. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E, is
amended as follows:

Appendix E~Emorgency Planning and
Preparedness for Production and Utilizatlon
Facilities?

Table of Contents
1. Introduction

* NRC staff has developed two regulatory guldes:
2.6, "Emergency Planning for Research Reactors,”
and 3:42, “Emergency Planning in Fuel Cycle
Facilities and Plants Licensed Undor 10 CFR Parte
80 and 70;” and a joint NRC/FEMA roport, NUREG~
0654; FEMA~REP-1, “Criteria for Preparation and

Footnotes continued on next page
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11. The Preliminary Safety Analysis Report

considerations as scoess roules, surrounding _ expression of the overall conceptof— ~ - - —— - - —— —~
_ _ . ._ __HiTheFinal Safety Analysis Report — -~ — — populationdistribuitions, land use, and local

operation; they shall describe the essential

IV. Content of Emergency Plans
V. Implementing Procedures

L Introduction

Each applicant for a construction permit is
required by § 50.34(a) to include in the
preliminary safety analysis report a
discussion of preliminary plans for coping
with emergencies. Each applicant for an
operating license is required by § 50.34(b) to
include in the final safety analysis report
plans for coping with emergencies.

‘This appendix establishes minimum
requirements for emergency plans for use in
attaining an acceptable state of emergency
preparedness. These plans shall be described
generally in the preliminary safety analysis
report and submitted as a part of the final
safety analysis report.

‘The potential radiological hazards to the
public associated with the operation of
research and test reactors and fuel facilities
licensed under 10 CFR Parts 50 and 70
involve considerations different than those
associated with nuclear power reactors.
Consequently, the size of Emergency
Planning Zones *{EPZs) for facilities other
than power reactors and the degree to which
compliance with the requirements of this
Section and Sections 1, III, IV, and V as
necessary will be determined on a case-by-
case basis.?

- I The Preliminary Safety Analysis Report
‘The Preliminary Safety Analysis Report
shall contain sufficient information to ensure

the compatibility of proposed emergency
plans for both onsite areas and the EPZs,
with facility design features, site layout, and
site location with respect to such

Footnotes continued from last page
Braluation of Radiological Emergency Responsa
Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear
Power Plants for Interim Use and Comment,”
January 1980, to provide guidance in developing
plans for coping with emergencies. Copies of these
documents are available at the Commission’s Public
Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW., Washington,
D.C. 20555. Copies of these dotuments may be
purchased from the Government Printing Office.
Information on current prices may be obtained by
writing the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, D.C. 20555, Attention: Publications
Sales Manager.

2EPZs for power reactors are discussed in
NUREG-0396; EPA 520/1-78-016, “Planning Basis
for the Development of State and Local Government
Radiological Rmergency Response Plans in Support
of Light Watar Nuclear Power Plants,” December
1978. The size of the EPZs for 3 nuciear power plant
shall be determined in relation to local emergency
response needs and capabilities as they are affected
by such conditions as demogrephy, topography,
land characteristics, access routes, and
jurisdictional boundaries. The size of the EPZs also
may be determined on a case-by-case basis for gas-
cooled nuclear reactors and for reectors with an
authorized power level less than 250 MW thermal.
Generally, the plume exposure pathway EPZ for
nuclear power plants with an authorized power
Tevel greater than 250 MW thermal shail consist of
an area about 10 miles (16 km) in radiys and the
ingestion pathway EPZ ehall consist of an area
about 50 miles {80 ki) in radius.

Regulatory Guide 2.8 will be used as guidance
for the acceptability of research and test reactor
emergency response plans. ’

jurisdictional boundaries for the EPZs in the
case of nuclear power reaclors as well as the
means by which the standards of § 50.47(b)
will be met.

As a minimum, the following items shall be
described:

A. Onsite and offsite orgenizations for
coping with emergencies and the means for
notification, in the event of an emergency, of
persons assigned to the emergency
organizations.

B. Contacts and arrangements made and
documented with local, State, and Federal
governmental agencies with respensibility for
coping with emergencies, including
identification of the principal agencies.

C. Protective measures to be taken within
the site boundary and within each EPZ to
protect health and safety in the event of an
aocident; procedures by which these
measures are to be carried out (e.g., in the
case of an evacuation, who authorizes the
evacuation, how the public is to be notified
and instructed, how the evecuation is to be
carried out); and the expected response of
offsite agencies in the event of an emergency.

(D) Features of the facility to be provided
for onsite emergency first aid and
decontamination and for emergency
transporiation of onsite individuals to offsite
treatment facilities.

E. Provisions to be made for emergency
treatment at offsite facilities of individuals
injured as a result of licensed activities.

F. Provisions for & training progrem for
employees of the licensee, including those
who are assigned specific authority and
responsibility in the event of an emergency,
and for other persons who are not employees
of the licensee but whose assistance may be
needed in the event of a radiological
emergency.

G. A preliminary analysis that projects the
time and means to be employed in the
notification of State and local governments
and the public in the event of an emergency.
A nuclear power plant applicant shall
petform a preliminary analysis of the lime
required to evacuate various seclors and
distences within the plume exposure
‘pathway EPZ for transient and permanent
populations, noting major impediments to the
evacuation or taking of protective actions.

H. A preliminary analysis reflecting the
need to include facilities, systems, and
methods for identifying the degree of
seriousness and potential scope of
radiological consequences of emergency
situations within and outside the site
boundary, including capabilities for dose
projection using real-time meteorological
information and for dispatch of radiological
monitoring teams within the EPZs; and a
preliminary analysis reflecting the role of the
onsite technical support center and of the
near-site emergency operations facility in
assessing information, recommending
proleclive action, and disseminating
Information to the public.

IIL The Final Safety Analysis Report

The Final Safety Analysis Report shall
contain the plans for coping with
emergencies. The plans shall be an

elements of advance planning that have been
considered and the provisions that have been
made to cope with emergency situations. The
plans shall incorporate information about the
emergency respoase roles of supporting
organizations and offsite agencies. That
information shall be suificient to provide
assurance of coordination among the
supporting groups and with the licensee.

The plans submitted must include a
description of the elements set out in Section
IV for the Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) 2
to an extent sufficient to demoastrate that th2
plans provide reasonable assurance that
appropriate measures can and will be taken
in the event of an emergency.

IV. Coatent of Emergency Plans

The applicant’s emergency plans shall
conlain, but not necessarily be limited to,
information needed to demonstrate
compliance with the elements set forth
below, Le., organization for coping with
radiation emergencies, assessment action,
aclivation of emergency organization,
notification procedures, emergency facilities
and equipmenl, training, maintaining
emergency preparedness, and recavery. In
addition, the emetgency response plans
submitted by an applicant for a nuclear
power reactor operating license shall contain
information needed to demonstrate
compliance with the standards described in
Section 50.47(b).* and they will be evaluated
against those standards. The nuclear power
reactor operating license applicant shall alsd
provide an analysis of the time required to
evacuate and for taking other protective
actions for various sectors and distances
within the plume exposure pathway EPZ for
transient and permanent tions.

A. Orgonization .

‘The organization for coping with
radiological emergencies shall be described,
including definition of authorities,
responsibilities, and duties of individuals
assigned to the Hcensee's emergency
organization and the means for notification of
such individuals in the event of an
emergency. Specifically, the following shall
be included:

1. A description of the normal plant
operaling ol tion.

2. A description of the onsite emergency
response organization with a detailed
discussion of:

a. Authorities, responsibilities, and duties
of the individual{s) who will take charge
during an emergency:

b. Plant staff emergency assignments;

¢ Authorities, responsibilities, and duties
on an onsile emergency coordinator who
shall be in charge of the exchange of
Information with offsite autharities
respoasible for coordinating and
implementing offsite emergency measures.

3. A description, by position and function
to be petformed, of the licensee's

Preparedness in
for Interim Use and Comment” January 1960
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headquarters personnel who will be sent to

emergency organization. :

4. Identification, by position and function
to be performed, of persons within the
licensee organization who will be responsible
for making offsite dose projections, and a
description of how these projections will be
made and the results transmitted to State and
local guthorities, NRC, and other appropriate
governmental entities, -

5. Identification, by position and function
to be-performed, of other employees of the
licensee with special qualifications for coping
with emergency conditions that may arise.
Other persons with special qualifications,
such ag consultants, who are not employees
of the licensee and who may be called upon
for assistance for emergencies shall also be

identified. The special qualifications of these i

persons shall be described.

6. A description of the local offsite services
to be provided in support of the licensee’s
emergency organization. :

7. Identification of, and assistance
expected from, appropriate State, local, and
Federal agencies with responsibilities for
coping with emergencies.

8. Identification of the State and/or local
officials responsible for planning for,
ordering, and controlling appropriate
protective actions, including evacuations
when necessary.

B. Assessment Aclions

The means to be used for determining the
magnitude of and for continually assessing
the impact of the release of radioactive
materials shall be described, including
emergency action levels that are to be used
as criteria for determining the need for
notification and participation of local and

' State agencies, the Commission, and other
Federal agencies, and the emergency action
levels that are to be used for determining

- when and what type of protectivé measures
should be considered within and outside the
site boundary to protect health and safety.
‘The emergency action levels shall be based
on in-plant conditions and instrumentation in
addition to onsite and offsite monitoring.
“These emergency action levels shail be
discussed and agreed on by the applicant and
State and local governmental authorities and
approved by NRC, They shall also be
reviewed with the State and local
governmental authorities on an annual basis.

C. Activation of Emergency Organization

The entire spectrum of emergency
conditions that involve the alerting or
activating of progressively larger segments of
the total emergency organization shall be
described. The communication steps to be
taken to alert or acltivate emergency
personnel under each class of emergency
shall be described. Emergency action levels
(based not only on onsite and offsite
radiation monitoring information but alsoc on -

- readings from & number of sensors that

indicate a potential emergency, such as the
pressure in containment and the response of
the Emergency Core Cooling System) for
notification of offsite agencies shall be
described. The existence, but not the details,
of @ message authentication scheme shall be

noted for such agencies. The emergency _ __ ___ 2. Equipment for determining the magnitude
-~ — — ~classes defined shall include: (1) notification

of unusual events, (2) alert, (3) site area

. emergency, and (4) general emergency. These

classes are further discussed in NUREG-0654;
FEMA-REP-1. :

’ D, Notification Procedures . .

1, Administrative and physical means for
notifying local, State, and Federal officials
and agencies and agreements reached with
these officials and agencies for the prompt
notification of the public and for public
evacuation or other protective measures,
should they become necessary, shall be
described. This description shall include
identification of the appropriate officials, by
title and agency, of the State and local
government agencies within the EPZs.2

2. Provisions shall be described for yearly
dissemination to the public within the plume
exposure pathway EPZ of basic emergency
planning information, such as the methods
and times required for public notification and
the protective actions planned if an accident
occurs, general information as to the nature
and effects of radiation, and a listing of local
broadcast stations that will be'used-for
dissemination of information during an
emergency. Signs or other measures shall
also be used to disseminate to any transient
population within the plume exposure
pathway EPZ appropriate information that
would be helpful if an accident occurs.

3. A licensee shall have the capability to
notify responsible State and Jocal
governmental agencies within 15 minutes
after declaring an emergency. The licensee
shall demonstrate that the State/local |
officials have the capability to make a public
notification decision promptly on being
informed by the licensee of an emergency
condition. By July 1, 1981, the nuclear power
reactor licensee shall demonstrate that
administrative and physical means have been
established for alerting’and providing prompt
instructions to the public within the plume
exposure pathway EPZ, The design objective
shall be to have the capability to essentially
complete the initial notification of the public
within the plume exposure pathway EPZ
within about 15 minutes. The use of this
notification capability will range from
immediate notification of the public {within
15 minutes of the time that State and local

- officials are notified that a situation exists

requiring urgent action) ta the more likely
events where there i8 substantial time
available for the State and local
governmental officials to make a judgment
whether or not to activate the public
notification system, Where there is a decision
to activate the notification system, the State
and local officials will determine whether to
activate the entire notification system

. simultaneously or in a graduated or staged

manner. The responsibility for activating

such a public notification system shall remain

with the appropriate government authorities.

E. Emergency Facilities and Equipment
Adequate provisions shall be made and

. described for emergency facilities and

equipment, including: -
1. Equipment at the site for personnel
monitoring;

of and for continuously assessing the impact
of the release of radioactive materials to the
environment; ' :

3, Facilities and supplies at the stte for
decontamination of onsite individuals;

4. Facilities and medical supplies at tho site
for appropriate emergency first aid treatment;

6. Arrangements for the services of .
physicians and other medical porsonnel
qualified to handle radiation emergencios on-
site;

6. Arrangements for transportation of
contaminated Injured indlviduals from tho
site to specifically identified treatmont
facilities outside the site boundary;

7. Arrangements for treatment of
individuals injured in support of licensed
activities on the site at treatment facilitles
outside the site boundary;

8. A licensee onsite technical support
center and a licensee near-site emergenocy
operations facility from which effectivo
direction can be given and effeclive control
can be exercised during an emergency;

9. At least one dnsite and one offsite
communications system; each system shall
have a backup power source.

All communication plans shall have
arrangements for emergencies, including
titles and alternates for those in charge at
both ends of the communication links and the
primary and backup means of
communication. Where consistent with the
function of the governmental ageacy, theso

. arrangements will include:

a. Provision for communications with
contiguous State/local governments within
the plume exposure pathway EPZ, Such
communications shall be tested monthly.

b. Provision for communications with
Federal emergency response organizations.
Such communications systems shall be tesled
annuelly. :

¢. Provision for communications among th
nuclear power reactor control room, the
onsite technical support center, and tho neat-
site emergency operations facility; and
among the nuclear facility, the principal Stato
and local emergency operations centers, and
the field assessment teams. Such
communications systems shall bo fested
annually,

d. Provisions for communications by the
licensee with NRC Headquarters and the
appropriate NRC Regional Office Operations
Center from the nuclear power reactor
conirol room, the onsite technical support
center, and the near-site emergency
operations facility. Such communications
shall be tested monthly.

F. Training

The program to provide for (1) the training
of employees and exercising, by periodio
drills, of radiation emergency plans to ensure
that employees of the licensee are familiar
with their specific emergency response duties
and (2) the participation in the tralning and
drills by other persons whose agsistance may
be needed in the event of a radlation
emergency.shall be described. This shall
include a description of speclalized initlal
training and periodic tetraining programs to
be provided to each of the following
categories of emergency personnol:
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a, Directors and/or coordinators of the

_plant emergency organization; _ _ _ ____ -

b. Personnel responsible for accident
assessment, inclnding contral room shift
personnel;

c. Radiological monitoring teams;

d. Fire control teams (fire brigades);

e. Repair and damage control teams;

{. First aid and rescue teams;

g. Medical support personnel;

h. Licensee’s headquarters support
personnel;

i. Security personnel. o

In addition, a radiological orientation
training program shall be made available to
local services personnel, e.g., local Civil
Defense, local law enforcement personnel,
Jocal news media persons.

The plan shall describe provisions for the
conduct of emergency preparedness
exercises. Exercises shall test the adequacy
of timing and content of implementing
procedures and methods, test emergency
equipment and communication networks, test
the public notification system, and ensure
that emergency organization personnel are
familiar with their duties. Each licensee shall
exercise at least annually the emergency plan
for each site at which it has one or more
power reactors licensed for operation. Both
full-scale and small-scale exercises shall be
conducted and shall include participation by

. appropriate State and local government

agencies as follows:

1. A full-scale exercise which tests as much
of the licensee, State, and local emergency
plans as is reasonably achievable without
mandatory public participation shall be
conducted;

" a. For each site at which one or more
power reactors are located and licensed for
operation, at least once every five years and
at a frequency which will enable each State
and local government within the plume
exposure pathway FPZ to participate in at
least one full-scale exercise per year and
which will enable each State within the
ingestion pathway to participate in at Jeast
one full-scale exercise every three years.

b. For each site at which a power reactor is
located for which the first operating license
for that site is issued after the effective date
of this amendment, within one year before

* the issuance of the operating license for full

power, which will enable each State and
local government within the plume exposure
EPZ and each State within the ingestion
pathway EPZ to participate.

2, The plan shall also describe provisions
for involving Federal emergency response
agencies in a full-scale emergen
preparedness exercise for each site at which
one or more power reactors are located and
licensed for operation at least once every 5
years;

3. A small-scale exercise which tests the
adequacy of communication links,
establishes that response agencies
understand the emergency action levels, and
tests at least one other component (e.g.,
medical or offsite monitoring) of the offsite
emergency response plan for licensee, State,
and local emergency plans for jurisdications

. within the plume exposure pathway EPZ

shall be conducted at each site at which one
or more power reactors are located and

licensed for operation each year a full-scale

_exercise s not conducted which-involves the-

State(s) within the plume exposure pathway
EP.

Z,

All training, including exercises, shall
provide for formal critiques in order to
identify weak areas that need correclions.
Any weeknesses thal are identified shall be
corrected.

G. Maintaining Emergency Preparedness

Provisions to be employed to ensure that
the emergency plan, its implementing
procedures, and emergency equipment and
supplies are maintained up to date shall be
described.

H. Recovery

Criteria to be used to determine when,
following an accident, reentry of the facility
would be appropriate or when operation
could be resumed shall be described.

V. Implementing Procedures

No less than 180 days prior to scheduled
issuance of an operating license for a nuclear
power reactor or a license to possess nuclear
material, 3 copies of each of the applicant's
detailed implementing procedures for its
emergency plan shall be submitted to the
Director of the appropriate NRC Regional
Office with 10 coples to the Direclor of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation or, if appropriate,
the Director of Nuclear Malerial Safety-and
Safeguards. In cases where a decision on an
operating license is scheduled less than one
year after the effective date of this rule, such
implementing procedures shall be submitted
‘as soon as practicable but before full power
operation is authorized. Prior to March 1,
1981, licensees who are authorized to operate
a nuclear power facility shall submit 3 copies
each of the licensee's emergency plan
implementing procedures to the Director of
the appropriate NRC Reglonal Office with 10
copies to the Director of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation. Three copies each of any changes
to maintain these implementing procedures
up to date shall be submitted to the same
NRC Regional Office with 10 copies to the
Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation or. if
appropriate, the Director of Nuclear Material
Safety and Safeguards within 30 days of such
changes.

PART 70-—-DOMESTIC LICENSING OF
SPECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIAL

2. Section 70.32 is amended by adding
paragraph {i) to read as follows:

§70.32 Conditions of licenses.
* * * * «

(i) Licensees required to submit
emergency plans in accordance with
§ 70.22{i) shall follow and maintain in
effect emergency plans approved by the
Commission, The licensee may make
changes to the approved plans without
Commission approval only if such
changes do not decrease the
effectiveness of the plans and the plans,
as changed, continue to meet the
requirements of Appendix E, Section IV,
10 CFR Part 50, The licensee shall

furnish the Director of Nuclear Material
~Safety and Safeguards, U.S. Nuclear

Regulatory Commission, Washington,
D.C. 20555, with a copy to the
appropriate NRC Regional Office
specified in Appendix D, Part 20 of this
Chapter, each change within six months
after the change is made. Proposed
changes that decrease the effectiveness
of the approved emergency plan shall
not be implemented without prior
application to and prior approval by the
Commission.
« * - * -
(Sec. 161b., i., and 0., Pub. 1. 83-703, 68 Stat.
948 (42 U.S.C. 2201); Sec. 201, as amended,
Pub. L. 93~438, 88 Stat. 1242, Pub. L. §4-79, 89
Stat. 413 (42 U.S.C. 5341))

Dated at Washinglon, D.C. this 11th day of
August 1880.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Samuel J. Chilk,
Secrelory of the Commission.
{FR Doc. 80-25747 Filed 8-18-20: &5 am)
BILLING CODE 7550-01-8

10 CFR Part 50

Emergency Planning: Negative
Declaration; Finding of no Significant
Impact for Effective Rule Changes

AGENCY: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

ACTION: Final negative declaration;
finding of no significant impact.

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission’s regulations require that
the environmental impact of certain
regulatory actions, including substantive
amendments to 10 CFR Part 50, be
evaluated to determine if an
environmental impact statement should
be prepared. If it is determined an
environmental impact statement need
not be prepared, a negative declaration
will be issued. The NRC has evaluated
the environmental impact of the *
proposed changes to Part 50 dealing
with emergency planning requirements
for nuclear power plants (published
elsewhere in this issue), and has
determined that the rule changes will
nol have a significant impacton the
human environment. Therefore, an .
environmental impact statement will not
be prepared, and a negative declaration
is being issued. :

DATES: The rule changes for emergency
planning will become effective
November 3, 1980.

ADDRESSES: Copies of the Final
Environmental Assessment, NUREG-
0685, and the comments received by the
Commission may be examined in the
Commission’s Public Document Room at
1717 H Street NW., Washington, D.C.
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and at local Public Document Rooms. _ _ _ environmental impact statement willnot- ~specified in the regulation thatthe =

“Single copies of the final Environmental
Assessment (NUREG-0685) are
available for purchase through the NRC
GPO sales ptogram for $4.25 (USNRC,
Attention Sales Manager, Washingtan,
D.C. 20555). -

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Michael T. Jamgechian, Office of
Standards Development, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
D.C. 20555, Telephone:; (301) 443-5966.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
January 21, 1980 the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission published a “Draft
Negative Declaration; Finding of No
Significant Impact” (45 FR 3913, January
21, 1980) for proposed changes to 10 CFR
Part 50, §§ 50.33, 50.47, 50.54 and
Appendix E that deal with emergency
planning requirements for nuclear power

plants (44 FR 75167, December 19, 1879). -

A draft Environmental Assessment
accompanied the draft Negative
Declaration. The comment period ended
on February 18, 1980.

Sixteen sets of comments were
submitted and have been analyzed. .
Although all 16 commenters felt that the
draft Environmental Assessment was
inadequate to support the Finding of No
Significant Impact, the staff analysis
does not support this view, The
commenters suggested that some points
in the draft Environmental Assessment
were in error, some required much more
detailed discussion, and some points
had been ignored. The errors have been
corrected and do not significantly affact
the earlier conclusion. The levels of
detail and the omissions are generally
related to the penalties agsociated with
noncompliance with the rule. The staff
originally judged that invocations of the
noncompliance penalties (i.e,, nuclear
power plant shutdown) would be
infrequent and of short duration and the
associated impacts would thus be
insignificant.-Commenters asserted that
there will be frequent and long-term
shutdowns which will have severe
impacts which would require detailed
consideration in an Environmental
Impact Statement. The staff analysis has
supported the judgment of infrequent,
short-term shutdowns and thus
concludes that no additional detailed
studies are.necessary. .

Minor revisions have been made in
the environmental assessment reflecting
comments received, bit its conclusions
have not been altered, Based on this
assessment, a final determination has
been made by the Director, Office of
Standards Development, that the
proposed rule changes will not have a
signficant impact on the human '
environment and, therefore, that an

be prepared for these rule changes.
Analysis of Comments

The groups that submitted comments
are identified on the Table together with
their principal comments. No comments
were received from State or local .
governments, other Federal agencies, or
public interest groups. ‘

The main point of each set of
comments was that an Environmental
Impact Statement should be prepared
for the rule changes and that the
Environmental Assessment *. . .
inadequately addresses the
environmental impact of the Emergency
Plapning Proposed Rule and the
economic and social impacts on U.S.
industry of long-term or permanent
premature shutdowns of nuclear plants”
{AEP). The comments have been
reconstructed into 14 general criticisms,
which have been analyzed for their
relevance to the validity of the
conclusions in the “Draft Negative
Declaration; Finding of No Significant
Impact.”

One matter warrants additional
mention here. An assumption was made
in preparation of the DEA that

. shutdowns of nuclear power plants as a

result of actions taken under these rule
changes would be infrequent and of
short duration. This assumption is
critical to the decision that an
Environmental Impact Statement should
not be prepared: The basis for this
assumptiont was that, since State and
local authorities have the responsibility,
in common with the NRC, to protect
public health and safety and are
concerned with meeting the energy
needs of their citizens, it is likely that
they will cooperate to ensure the -
continued safe operation or timely
commencement of safe operation of
nuclear generation capability within
their jurisdiction. The only significant -
adverse reaction by the State and local
governments that must bear this burden
has been that complications in funding
of State programs and lead time for
equipment acquisition might make it
difficult to completely satisfy all of the
planning and preparedness
requirements by the date set forth in the
proposed rile changes. As a direct result

* of this, the deadline for plans and

implementation has been extended to
April 1, 1981, and the deadline for
having warning systems in place has
been extended to July 1, 1981, These
extensions should be sufficient in most

cases. .
It should also be noted that the

Gommission has chosen the alternative

that requires Commission action to
initiate a shutdown. Conditions are

Commission will use in each case to
determine whether a shutdown is
warranted. When considered together,
the lack of any significant adverse
comment-from State and local
governments, the necessity for
Commission action before a plant will
be shut down, and the conditions for
whether a shutdown is warranted, all
argue convincingly that the assumption
that shutdowns will be infrequent and of
short duration is sound. Thus, the
assumption is retained in the final
Environmental Assessment (NUREG=
0685) and the impacts of extended
shutdowns are not considered valid
impacts of these rule changes.

The 14 reconstructed general
comments and a discussion of each
follow:

1. Three commenters (sea Table)
contend that alternatives to the
proposed rule changes are inadequaloly
addressed, They specifically mention

" alternative ways of achieving the same

end such as proposing legislation,

Tn view of the existing safety record of
the nuclear industry and the lack of
effective preparation for the TMI
accident, the Commission had {he
following three alternatives from which
to choose:

A. The Commission could 1ake no

" immediate action itself while

encouraging other parties, i.e., the
Congress, other Federal Agencioes, the
States, and the utilities themselves to
take effective action. This “no action”
alternative would be counter to the
Commission’s legislative mandate to
protect public health and safety. In fact,
the TMI accident was a clear indication
that this “urging without requiring”
emergency preparedness had proved o
be ineffective. This alternative clearly
could not stand in the face of the
Commission’s responsibility in this area.

B. The Commission is a regulatory
agency and has as one of its chief tools
the authority to issue regulations that
bind those parties that it regulates. If an
effective method for achieving
protection of public health and safety is
available through promulgation of
regulations with specific requirements
and penalties and conditions governing
those requirements and penalties, this
should be the proper way for the
Commission to proceed.

C. If the Commission judged that
danger to public health and safety was
significant and imminent because of

" continued operation of existing plants

while effective regulations are
developed, it had the authority to
impose immediate shutdowns until a
solution could be found. The safety
record of nuclear power, including the
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TMI accident, does not support an e e e
_ . _ ._-industry-wide judgment-of imminent, ——— "~ "~ 77 © :

significant danger, However, potential

does exist for significant harm to the

public in the event of a severe accident

and the events at TMI suggest that plans

must be made to account for this

potential problem. Notwithstanding this

potential, given the likelihood of an

accident requiring off-site emergency

protective measures, immediate

industry-wide shutdown and the

attendant severe long-term impacts are

not warranted.

Alternatives A and C are clearly
unacceptable. The discussion of
alternatives in the Final Environmental
Assessment has not been changed from
that in the Draft Environmental
Assessment.

2. Seven commenters (see Table)
assert that the impacts of shutdowns are
underestimated and that shutdowns of
multiple unit plants or several in the
same State were not considered,

BILLING CODE 7590-01-M
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. Matrix Display of Commenters and Major Comments
e L .
i I . — ,
28 3 . = ; w N 1] : 5
\ AHEHEEEIBEHEREHEEE
Major Comments > ol el el Bl Bt B e =1
1. Alternatives inadequately x| x X
addressed " .
2, Impacts of shutdowms - XI X X E E X X] X| X
underestimated (costs) a w .
3. Health effects of fossil X X S E x| x
substitution ynderestimated E E
4. Challenge assumption of
infreouent, short-duration L IR Xpxpxpx X X X
shutdowns
5. Judgement on State | x| x| x| x]x ) Xt x
- coaperation unsubstantiated :
6. Long-term impacts not X X1X 4 X X ’
addressed '
7. Psychological and physical

risks of false alarms not Xt X X X X1 X
evaluated . .

8. Use of fuel-mix improper,
varfation in cost of X X X X X
replacement power :

9. Significant fmpacts due to
linkage between approval X X 1% X X
and continued operation

10. Proposed rule prior to X i X
FEMA . - .

11, Costs too low (15 minute X X Xix|x|x{«x
wariing system not §ncluded)

12, Decisfons granting exemptions
or resumption of operation X
should be classified as
categorfcal exclusions under
Commission’s NEPA regulations

13. No consideration of costs | Xix
to utilities

14, HNo consideration of plants X
under construction 1 N

Key to Cormenters

AIF - Atomic Industrial Forum PASNY - Power Authority of the State
Yank. At. - Yankee Atomic Electric Co. . of New York .
Com. "Ed. ~ Commonwealth Edison? BGSE - Baltimore Gas and Electric
Con. €d. - Consolfdated Edison Company D & L - DeBevois & Liberman (for
of New York, Inc. : . three utilities)
AEP - American Electric Power Service Duke - Ouke Power Company
Corporation ” SPPAT - Shaw, Pittman, Potts &

EEl - Edison Electric Institute . Trowbridge (for eight
LLLY - LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby & MacRae utilities)

. (for five utilities) . DOE - U, S. Department of Energy
HU - Northeast Utilities LNRAST - Lowenstein, Hewman, Reils,

Axelrod & Toll (for two
utilities)
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The DEA was prepared with the Assessment. In any case, it would __ _ _ _ Since the basis-for the assumption-of— — ~——

_ — . —_ understanding that ever increasing fuel — —appear that whether these impacts, if

prices make it difficult to make stable
predictions of the costs of replacement
power. While individual values of
replacement costs may be in error, the
upper end of the range of costs of
replacement power, which is compared
in the Environmental Assessment to the
costs of compliance, is only changed by
about 36% when the heat rate is changed
as suggested. The response to comment
eleven indicates that the costs of
compliance were also underestimated.
the relative comparison of these two
costs was used to demonstrate the
strong economic incentive that exists for
all parties to strive for effective
emergency planning and preparedness.
The staff agrees that the net plant heat
rate assumed in the DEA is low and
therefore changed the assumed heat rate
fram 9,400 Btu/kWh to 11,000 Btu/kWh.
Accordingly, the cost figures have been
modified in the Final Environmental
Assessment; but these modifications do
not alter the conclusions of the
Environmental Assessment,

‘The question of multiple-plant
shutdowns because of a common
reason, i.e., an unacceptable State plan
or multiple units on a site where the
local plan is unacceptable, is a more
difficult problem. The State plans are
only a part of the overall Federal
Emergency Management Agency
{FEMA) program to enhance the ability
of State governments to handle
emergencies. The economic incentive for
the utilities to help the States in every
way possible should result in the
preparation of plans and equipment for
a nuclear plant emergency that will be a
sound, significant contribution to the
overall capability of a State to handle
many different kinds of emergencies.
The provision of conditions that permit
issuance of an operating license or
continuation of operation, the extension
of the compliance date and deadline for
warning systems to be in place, and the

* record of cooperation from the States up

to the present time make it-unlikely that
any State's program will be so deficient
that shutdown of all plants in the State
will be required.

The potential that an unsatisfactory
local plan might result in the shutdown
of all ynits on a specific site appears to
be significantly greater. Depending on
the size and number of the units
involved, the incentive of the utility for
aiding the local governments is also
greater. The potential magnitude of the
impact of shutdown in these cases is
two to three times greater than for the
single unit case, and this determination
has been added to the Environmental

- -

severe enough, constitute “other
compelling reasons” to permit continued
operation will be determined in the
individual reviews.

3. Four groups comment that health
effects of fossil substitution are
underestimated in the draft
Environmental Assessment and that
other effects are ignored.

The critical assumption in the draft
and final Environmental Assessment is
that shutdowns will be infrequent and of
short duration. In such a case, the fossil
generating capacity is simply that which
is available for normal replacement
power during refueling and maintenance
outages and would probably be used in
periods of peak demand until the utility
phases it out of the generating system
completely. (The impacts are thus ones
that accur anyway, but at a different
time. Short, infrequent shutdowns will
only change the time period for suffering
an impact that will most likely be felt
eventually anyway.) For such short-term
replacement, no new plants will be built,
The draft and final Environmental
Assessment accepts these impacts as a
consequence of infrequent and brief
shutdowns. (A more accurate analysis
might conclude that there is zero
cumulative impact because the useful
life of the replacement capability is
unaltered.} The discussions in the Final
Environmental Assessment are
unaltered on this subject.

4. Nine commentsrs challenged the
assumption that shutdowns would be
infrequent and of short duration and
questioned the lack of treatment of the
availability of replacement capacity.

The assumption that shutdowns will
be infrequent and of short duration is
critical to the validity of the
Environmental Assessment. At the time
when the Draft Environmental
Assessment was prepared, this
assumption was based on the assertion
that State and local governments
(having in common with NRC the
responsibility to protect public health
and safety) will cooperale to provide
fully for protection of the public. Since
that time, the Commisslon, in
cooperation with FEMA, has been
working diligently to help State and
local governments develop satisfactory
emergency plans and programs. The
response of the State and local
governments has confirmed the validity
of the earlier assumption. In addition, no
State or local government provided any
comment on the Draft Environmental
Assessment, thus indicating at least
tacit agreement with the basis for the
assumption.

infrequent shutdowns has not received
substanlive challenge from the parties
directly involved, but there has instead
been activity that tends to confirm the
assumplion, it will remain as a
fundamental assumption of the final
Environmental Assessment.

The availability of replacement
capacity also hinges on this assumption.
Part of the purpose of reserve capacity
is replacement during plant outages. As
long as shutdowns are infrequent and of
short duration, they should fit into this
normal pattern of utilization of
replacement capacity. No additional
discussions of this topic have been
prepared for the final Environmental
Assessment.

§. Seven commenters conlend the
Jjudgment that . . . it is likely that the
States will cooperate to assure the
continved safe operation or timely
commencement of safe operation of
nuclear generation capability within
their jurisdiction" is unsubstantiated.

While this assumplion was made in
the absence of first-hand information,
the experience of the Commission since
December 1979, in attempting to work
with state and local government
officials, has confirmed the accuracy of
this assumption.

6. Five commenters assert that
impacts of long-term shutdowns are nat
addressed.

The assumption that shutdowns will
be infrequent and of short duration
defines the scope of this Environmental
Assessment. As described above, long-
term shutdowns are not the expected
result of these rule changes. The goal of
these rule changes is timely
implementation of adequate emergency
plans and programs. The draft and final
Environmental Assessment address the
impacts of this action based on the
expected consequences and practical
considerations of implementation of the
provisions of the rule changes. No
analysis of the effects of long-term
shutdowns has been added to the final
Environmental Assessment.

7. Six commenters contend that
psychological and physical risks to the
public of false alarms are not evalupted.

The Emergency Action Level
Guidelines 0) recommend
notification of the public when a “Site
Emergency” has been declared. The
expected frequency of an event of this
type is predicted to be 1in 100 ta 1 in
5,000 per reactor per year. The high end
of this range indicates that two such
wamings might occur over the effective
life (40 years) for every five units. The
low end indicates one event over the life
of 125 units. Far from causing excessive -
psychological and physical risks, this
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kind of behavior should lead to a more 11, Seven commenters. assert that the. — —implement the-National Environmental” = =™

accurate-public perceptionof the traé = =~

incidence of risk from nuclear power
facilities and a more practical and

. considered response to an emergency
when one occurs. No change has been
made in the final Environmental
Assessment, )

8. Five commenters assert that the use
of the mix of fuels already in use in the
Slate is a poor predicter of what would
be the fuel replacement capacity for a
specific plant shutdown, .

A generic assessment must make
some averaging assumptions or become
hopelessly lost in detail. In this case, the:
commenters are correct that thisis a
“gross assumption.” It is, however,
sufficient to establish the range of costs
for replacement power, which is the way
the detailed information was used. No
change has been made in the mix of
fuels used to generically assess the
range of costs of replacement power.

8. Five commenters observe that all of
the significant impacts are due to
linkage between adequacy of emergency
plans and continued plant operation.

These commenters agree that the
impacts of compliance are insignificant
and that if there were no penalty
agsociated with inadequate emergency
preparedness then an Environmental
Assessment or no Environmental
Assessment would be appropriate. The

. thrust of the rule is to protect the public
through adequate emergency planning.
‘The thrust of the shutdown provision is
to protect the public in the event that
adequate provision has not been and is
not being malde to provi(iie adequg:le
emergency planning and preparedness.

The decisli)on of how the pgblic should
be protected has been made, i.e., either
emergency planning and preparedness is
adequate or a plant may be placed in a
condition of safe shutdown. The State
and local authorities have the
responsibility to determine* which option
is in the best interest of their citizens.
The linkage remains in the effective rule
changes. No additional discussion has
been provided in the final :
Environmental Assessment.

10, Two commenters observed that
the proposed rule was issued prior to
the expanded role of FEMA in
emergency planning for nuclear power
plants. _

The NRC and FEMA are working
clogely to establish and carry out their
respective roles in emergency planning
for nuclear power plants. The effective
rule has been changed to reflect this
change in relationship between the two
agencies. However, the substantive
provisions of the rule have not changed,
only the parties responsible for specific
actions. :

cosits of implementation are too low and
that there may not be enough time
allowed to achieve adequacy in all
areas of emergency planning and
preparedness.

‘The draft Environmental Assessment
based its estimates of cost of
implementation ox information
containechin “Beyond Defense in Depth:
Cost and Funding of State and Local
Government Radiological Emergency
Response Plans and Preparedness in
Support of Commercial Nuclear Power
Stations,” NUREG-0553, October 1979,
This report did not consider the costs of
a warning system that would effectively
warn everyone within 10 miles within 16
minutes of the time when the decision to
warn the public is niade. The coat
estimates in the draft Environmental
Assessment thus do not include the
costs of 15-minute notification. The
estimates provided by the commenters
have been used to revise the cost
estimate in the final Environmental
Assessment. It should be noted that all
cost figures are approximate and are
only intended to give an estimate of the
normal magnitude of costs and fees .
associated with building and operating &
nuclear power plant. Significant
variations from these costs for
individual cases should be expected.*
These changes do not affect the earlier
conclusions of the draft Environmental
Assessment.

In response to comments that more
time might be needed, the deadline for
plans and implementation to be
completed has been extended to April 1,
1981, and the deadline for installation of
warning systems has been extended to
July 1, 1981 to allow for procurement
problems. Appropriate ‘changes have’
been made in the Environmental
Assessment but the earlier conclusions
remain unaffected.

12. One commenter suggested that * -
decisions on shutdowns, allowing
continued operation despite inadequate
plans, or the resumption of operation
after a shutdown should be listed in 10
CFR Part 51 as a categorical exclusion.

The categorical exclusions in Part 51
are thoge Commission actions that have
been judged as a class not to have any
significant environmental impact and
thus have been excluded from further
consideration under those portions of

. the Commission’s regulations that

* Northeast Utilities indicatéd costs es much as
2.5 times those quoted fn the Environmental
Assessment but also cited unusual complications
such as large numbers of local governments that
escalated their costs. Since this single estimate was
not confirmed by other State or utility commenters,
l!;_e values were considered beyond the usuel range
of costs.

Policy Act of 1869. The Commission will
consider this as a comment on tha
ongoing rulemaking on 10 CFR Part 51
{45 FR 13739),

13. Two commenters noted that no
consideration was given lo the cosls lo
the utilities of those portions of the rule
changes that upgrade previous onsite
requirements.

This oversight has been corrected.
‘While these costs added a significant
increment to the total cost of
implementation, this total cost is still
low compared to the reference costs of
(1) replacement power, (2) tax and fae.
burden, and (3) capital investment.
‘While several of the cost figures in tha
final Environmental Assessment have
been revised upward, the comparison of
these costs has remained unchanged
and the conclusions of the
Environmental Assessment are
unchanged.

14. One commenter observed thal
there is no consideration given to plants
under construction.

The cost estimates were forecast for
all plants scheduled to be operating by
the time the rule was to become
effective. To go beyond this period
would only complicate the estimatos
with future costs of greater uncertainty.

.The purpose here was to present an

approximation of the relative
significance of the cost impacts to
determine whether a more detailed
analysis is necessary. The relative
magnitude of thege costs is well
established by the information at hand,
and these are clearly sufficient to
support a decision without the
preparation on environmental impact
statement.

. .Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 6th day

of August 1980.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Robert B. Minogue,
Director, Office of Standards Development,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
IFR Doc. 50-25240 Filed 8-18-80; 8:45 om)
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M



Federal Emergency Management Agency, DHS

which maintenance of a license is
predicated, with regard to preparation,
review, conduct, participation, evalua-
tion, meetings and reports.

(b) Interim findings. Where the NRC
seeks from FEMA under the FEMA/
NRC MOU an interim finding of the
status of radiological emergency plan-
ning and preparedness at a particular
time for a nuclear power plant, FEMA
shall assess a fee to the licensee for
providing this service. The provision of
this service consists of making a deter-
mination whether the plans are ade-
quate to protect the health and safety
of the public living in the vicinity of
the nuclear power facility by providing
reasonable assurance that appropriate
protective measures can be taken off-
site in the event of a radiological emer-
gency and that such plans are capable
of being implemented.

(c) NRC utility plan submissions.
Fees will be charged for all FEMA but
not other Federal agency activities re-
lated to such services, including but
not limited to the following:

(1) Development of exercise objec-
tives and scenarios, preexercise logis-
tics, exercise conduct and participa-
tion, evaluation and post-exercise
meetings and reports.

(2) Notice and conduct of public
meeting.

(3) Regional finding and determina-
tion of adequacy of plans and prepared-
ness followed by review by FEMA
Headquarters resulting in final FEMA
determination of adequacy of plans and
preparedness,

(4) Remedial exercise, medical drill,
or any other exercise or drill upon
which maintenance of a license is
predicated, with regard to preparation,
review, conduct, participation, evalua-
tion. meetings and reports.

(d) Utility certification submission
review. When a licensee seeks Federal
assistance within the framework of 44
CFR part 352 due to the decline or fail-
ure of a State or local government to
adequately prepare an emergency plan,
FEMA shall process the licensee’s cer-
tification and make the determination
whether a decline or fail situation ex-
ists. Fees will be charged for services
rendered in making the determination.
Upon the determination that a decline
or fail situation does exist, any serv-
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ices provided or secured by FEMA con-
sisting of assistance to the licensee, as
described in 44 CFR part 352, will have
a fee charged for such services.

(¢) FEMA participation in site-spe-
cific NRC adjudicatory proceedings and
any other site-specific legal costs.
Where FEMA participates in NRC li-
censing proceedings and any related
court actions to support FEMA find-
ings as a result of its review and ap-
proval of offsite emergency plans and
preparedness, or provides legal support
for any other site specific FEMA ac-
tivities comprised in this rule, fees will
be charged to the licensee for such par-
ticipation.

() Rendering technical assistance.
Where FEMA is requested by a licensee
to provide any technical assistance, or
where a State or local government re-
quests technical assistance in order to
correct an inadequacy identified as a
result of a biennial exercise or any
other drill or exercise upon which
maintenance of a license is predicated,
FEMA will charge such assistance to
the licensee for the provision of such
service.

§353.7 Failure to pay.

In any case where there is a dispute
over .the FEMA bill or where FEMA
finds that a licensee has failed to pay a
prescribed fee required under this part,
procedures will be implemented in ac-
cordance with 44 CFR part 11 subpart C
to effectuate collections under the
Debt Collection Act of 1982 (31 U.S.C.
3711 et seq.).

APPENDIX A TO PART 353—MEMORANDUM
OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN FED-
ERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
AGENCY AND NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

The Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) and the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) have entered into a new
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Re-
lating To Radiological Emergency Planning
and Preparedness. This supersedes a memo-
randum entered into on November 1. 1980
(published December 16, 1980, 45 FR 82713), re-
vised April 9, 1985 (published April 18, 1985, 50
FR 15485), and published as Appendix A to 44
CFR part 353. The substantive changes in the
new MOU are: (1) Self-initiated review by the

611



Pt. 353, App. A

NRC; (2) Early Site Permit process; (3) adop-
tion of FEMA exercise time-frames; (4) in-
corporation of FEMA definition of exercise
deficiency; (§) NRC commitment to work
with licensees in support of State and local
governments to correct exercise deficiencies;
(6) correlation of FEMA actions on with-
drawal of approvals under 44 CFR part 330
and NRC enforcement actions; and (7) dis-

aster-initiated reviews in situations that af-

fect offsite emergency infrastructures. The
text of the MOU follows.

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN
NRC AND FEMA RELATING TO RADIO-
LOGICAL EMERGENCY PLANNING AND PRE-
PAREDNESS

1. Background and Purposes

This Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) establishes a framework of coopera-
tion between the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency (FEMA) and the U.S. Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission (NRC) in radi-
ological emergency response planning mat-
ters so that their mutual efforts will be di-
rected toward more effective plans and re-
lated preparedness measures at and in the vi-
cinity of nuclear reactors and fuel cycle fa-
cilities which are subject to 10 CFR part 50,
appendix E, and certain other fuel cycle and
materials licensees which have potential for
significant accidental offsite radiological re-
leases. The memorandum is responsive to the
President’s decision of December 7, 1979, that
FEMA will take the lead in offsite planning
and response. his request that NRC assist
FEMA in carrying out this role, and the
NRC's continuing statutory responsibility
for the radiological health and safety of the
public.

On January 14, 1980, the two agencies en-
tered into a “"Memorandum of Understanding
Between NRC and FEMA to Accomplish a

. Prompt Improvement in Radiological Emer-

gency Preparedness,” that was responsive to
the President’s December 7. 1979, statement.
A revised and updated Memorandum of Un-
derstanding became effective November 1,
1980. The MOU was further revised and up-
dated on April 9, 1985. This MOU is a further
revision to reflect the evolving relationship
between NRC and FEMA and the experience
gained in carrying out the provisions of the
previous MOU's. This MOU supersedes these
two earlier versions of the MOU.

The general principles agreed to in the pre-
vious MOU'’s and reaffirmed in this MOU, are
as follows: FEMA coordinates all Federal
planning for the offsite impact of radio-
logical emergencies and takes the lead for
assessing offsite radiological emergency re-
sponse plans' and preparedness, makes find-

1 Assessments of offsite plans may be based
on State and local government plans sub-
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ings and determinations as to the adequacy
and capability of implementing offsite plans,
and communicates those findings and deter-
minations to the NRC. The NRC reviews
those FEMA findings and determinations in
conjunction with the NRC onsite findings for
the purpose of making determinations on the
overall state of emergency preparedness.
These overall findings and determinations
are used by NRC to make radiological health
and safety decisions in the issuance of li-
censes and the continued operation of li-
censed plants to include taking enforcement
actions as notices of violations, civil pen-
alties, orders, or shutdown of operating reac-
tors. This delineation of responsibilities
avoids duplicative efforts by the NRC staff in
offsite preparedness matters. However, if
FEMA informs the NRC that an emergency.
unforeseen contingency, or other reason
would prevent FEMA from providing a re-
quested finding in a reasonable time, then, in
consultation with FEMA, the NRC might ini-
tiate its own review of offsite emergency
preparedness.

A separate MOU dated October 22, 1980,
deals with NRC/FEMA cooperation and re-
sponsibilities in response to an actual or po-
tential radiological emergency. Operations
Response Procedures have been developed
that implement the provisions of the Inci-
dent Response MOU. These documents are
intended to be consistent with the Federal
Radiological Emergency Response Plan
which describes the relationships, roles, and
responsibilities of Federal Agencies for re-
sponding to accidents involving peacetime
nuclear emergencies. On December [, 1991,
the NRC and FEMA also concluded a sepa-
rate MOU in support of Executive Order 12657
(FEMA Assistance in Emergency Prepared-
ness Planning at Commercial Nuclear Power
Plants).

II. Authorities and Responsibilities

FEMA-Executive Order 12148 charges the
Director, FEMA, with the responsibility to
©* * * establish Federal policies for, and co-
ordinate, all civil defense and civil emer-
gency planning, management, mitigation,
and assistance functions of Executive agen-
cies’" (Section 2-101) and “'* * * represent the
President in working with State and local
governments and the private sector to stim-
ulate vigorous participation in civil emer-
gency preparedness, mitigation., response,
and recovery programs’’ (Section 2-104.).

On December 7, 1979, the President, in re-
sponse to the recommendations of the
Kemeny Commission on the Accident at

mitted to FEMA under its rule (44 CFR Part
350). and as noted in 44 CFR 350.3(f). may also
be based on plans currently available to
FEMA or furnished to FEMA through the
NRC/FEMA Steering Committee.
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Three Mile Island, directed that FEMA as-
sume lead responsibility for all offsite nu-
clear emergency planning and response.

Specifically, the FEMA responsibilities
with respect to radiological emergency pre-
paredness as they relate to NRC are:

1. To take the lead in offsite emergency
planning and to review and assess offsite
emergency plans and preparedness for ade-
quacy.

2. To make findings and determinations as
to whether offsite emergency plans are ade-
quate and can be implemented (e.g., ade-
quacy and maintenance of procedures, train-
ing. resources, staffing levels and qualifica-
tions, and equipment). Notwithstanding the
procedures which are set forth in 44 CFR
part 350 for requesting and reaching a FEMA
administrative approval of State and local
plans. findings. and determinations on the
current status of emergency planning and
preparedness around particular sites, re-
ferred to as interim findings, will be pro-
vided by FEMA for use as needed in the NRC
licensing process. Such findings will be pro-
vided by FEMA on mutually agreed to sched-
ules or on specific NRC request. The request
and findings will normally be by written
communications between the co-chairs of
the NRC/FEMA Steering Committee. An in-
terim finding provided under this arrange-
ment will be an extension of FEMA's proce-
dures for review and approval of offsite radi-
ological emergency plans and preparedness
set forth in 44 CFR part 350. It will be based
on the review of currently available plans
and, if appropriate, joint exercise results re-
lated to a specific nuclear power plant site.

If the review involves an application under
10 CFR part 52 for an early site permit, the
NRC will forward to FEMA pertinent infor-
mation provided by the applicant and con-
sult with FEMA as to whether there is any
significant impediment to the development
of offsite emergency plans. As appropriate,
depending upon the nature of information
provided by the applicant, the NRC will also
request that FEMA determine whether
major features of offsite emergency plans
submitted by the applicant are acceptable,
or whether offsite emergency plans sub-
mitted by the applicant are adequate, as dis-
cussed below.

An interim finding based only on the re-
view of currently available offsite plans will
include an assessment as to whether these
plans are adequate when measured against
the standards and criteria of NUREG-0654/
FEMA-REP-I1. and, pending a demonstration
through an exercise, whether there is reason-
able assurance that the plans can be imple-
mented. The finding will indicate one of the
following conditions: (1) Plans are adequate
and there is reasonable assurance that they
can be implemented with only limited or no
corrections needed; (2) plans are adequate,
but before a determination can be made as to
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whether they can be implemented, correc-
tions must be made to the plans or sup-
porting measures must be demonstrated
(e.g.. adequacy and maintenance of proce-
dures, training, resources, staffing levels and
qualifications, and equipment) or (3) plans
are inadequate and cannot be implemented
until they are revised to correct deficiencies
noted in the Federal review.

If, in FEMA'’s view, the plans that are
available are not completed or are not ready
for review, FEMA will provide NRC with a
status report delineating milestones for
preparation of the plan by the offsite au-
thorities as well as FEMA'’s actions to assist
in timely development and review of the
plans.

An interim finding on preparedness will be
based on review of currently available plans
and joint exercise results and will include an
assessment as to (1) whether offsite emer-
gency plans are adequate as measured
against the standards and ‘criteria of
NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 and (2) whether
the exercise(s) demonstrated that there is
reasonable assurance that the plans can be
implemented.

An interim finding on preparedness will in-
dicate one of the following conditions: (1)
There is reasonable assurance that the plans
are adequate and can be implemented as
demonstrated in an exercise; (2) there are de-
ficiencies that must be corrected; or (3)
FEMA is undecided and will provide a sched-
ule of actions leading to a decision.

3. To assume responsibility, as a supple-
ment to State, local, and utility efforts, for
radiological emergency preparedness train-
ing of State and local officials.

4. To develop and issue an updated series of
interagency assignments which delineate re-
spective agency capabilities and responsibil-
ities and define procedures for coordination
and direction for emergency planning and re-
sponse. [Current assignments are in 44 CFR
part 351, March 11, 1982. (47 FR 10758)]

NRC-The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, requires that the NRC grant li-
censes only if the health and safety of the
public is adequately protected. While the
Atomic Energy Act does not specifically re-
quire emergency plans and related prepared-
ness measures, the NRC requires consider-
ation of overall emergency preparedness as a
part of the licensing process. The NRC rules
(10 CFR 50.33, 50.34, 50.47, 50.54, and appendix
E to 10 CFR part 50, and 10 CFR part 52) in-
clude requirements for the licensee's emer-
gency plans.

Specifically, the NRC responsibilities for
radiological emergency preparedness are:

1. To assess licensee emergency plans for
adequacy. This review will include organiza-
tions with whom licensees have written
agreements to provide onsite support serv-
ices under emergency conditions.
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2. To verify that licensee emergency plans
are adequately implemented (e.g.. adequacy
and maintenance of procedures, training, re-
sources, staffing levels and qualifications.
and equipment).

3. To review the FEMA findings and deter-
minations as to whether offsite plans are
adequate and can be implemented.

4. To make radiological health and safety
decisions with regard to the overall state of
emergency preparedness (i.e., integration of
emergency preparedness onsite as deter-
mined by the NRC and offsite as determined
by FEMA and reviewed by NRC) such as as-
surance for continued operation, for issuance
of operating licenses, or for taking enforce-
ment actions, such as notices of violations.
civil penalties, orders, or shutdown of oper-
ating reactors.

II1. Areas of Cooperation

A. NRC Licensing Reviews

FEMA will provide support to the NRC for
licensing reviews related to reactors, fuel fa-
cilities, and materials licensees with regard
to the assessment of the adequacy of offsite
radiological emergency response plans and
preparedness. This will include timely sub-
mittal of an evaluation suitable for inclusion
in NRC safety evaluation reports.

Substantially prior to the time that a
FEMA evaluation is required with regard to
fuel facility or materials license review, NRC
will identify those fuel and materials licens-
ees with potential for significant accidental
offsite radiological releases and transmit a
request for review to FEMA as the emer-
gency plans are completed.

FEMA routine support will include pro-
viding assessments, findings and determina-
tions (interim and final) on offsite plans and
preparedness related to reactor license re-
views. To support its findings and determina-
tions, FEMA will make expert witnesses
available before the Commission, the NRC
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards,
NRC hearing boards and administrative law
judges, for any court actions, and during any
related discovery proceedings.

FEMA will appear in NRC licensing pro-
ceedings as part of the presentation of the
NRC staff. FEMA counsel will normally
present FEMA witnesses and be permitted,
at the discretion of the NRC licensing board,
to cross-examine the witnesses of parties,
other than the NRC witnesses, on matters in-
volving FEMA findings and determinations,
policies, or operations; however, FEMA will
not be asked to testify on status reports.
FEMA is not a party to NRC proceedings
and, therefore, is not subject to formal dis-
covery requirements placed upon parties to
NRC proceedings. Consistent with available
resources, however, FEMA will respond in-
formally to discovery requests by parties.
Specific assignment of professional respon-
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sibilities between NRC and FEMA counsel
will be primarily the responsibility of the at-
torneys assigned to a particular case. In sit-
uations where questions of professional re-
sponsibility cannot be resolved by the attor-
neys assigned, resolution of any differences
will be made by the General Counsel of
FEMA and the General Counsel of the NRC
or their designees. NRC will request the pre-
siding Board to place FEMA on the service
list for all litigation in which it is expected
to participate.

Nothing in this MOU shall be construed in
any way to diminish NRC's responsibility for
protecting the radiological health and safety
of the public.

B. FEMA Review of Offsite Plans and
Preparedness

NRC will assist in the development and re-
view of offsite plans and preparedness
through its membership on the Regional As-
sistance Committees (RAC). FEMA will
chair the Regional Assistance Committees.
Consistent with NRC's statutory responsi-
bility, NRC' will recognize FEMA as the
interface with State and local governments
for interpreting offsite radiological emer-
gency planning and preparedness criteria as
they affect those governments and for re-
porting to those governments the results of
any evaluation of their radiological emer-
gency plans and preparedness.

Where questions arise concerning the in-
terpretation of the criteria, such questions
will continue to be referred to FEMA Head-
quarters, and when appropriate, to the NRC/
FEMA Steering Committee to assure uni-
form interpretation.

C. Preparation for and Evaluation of Joint
Exercises

FEMA and NRC will cooperate in deter-
mining exercise requirements for licensees.
and State and local governments. They will
also jointly observe and evaluate exercises.
NRC and FEMA will institute procedures to
enhance the review of objectives and sce-
narios for joint exercises. This review is to
assure that both the onsite considerations of
NRC and the offsite considerations of FEMA
are adequately addressed and integrated in a
manner that will provide for a technically
sound exercise upon which an assessment of
preparedness capabilities can be based. The
NRC/FEMA procedures will provide for the
availability of exercise objectives and sce-
narios sufficiently in advance of scheduled
exercises to allow enough time for adequate
review by NRC and FEMA and correction of
any deficiencies by the licensee. The failure
of a licensee to develop a scenario that ade-
quately addresses both onsite and offsite
considerations may result in NRC taking en-
forcement actions.
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The FEMA reports will be a part of an in-
terim finding on emergency preparedness; or
will be the result of an exercise conducted
pursuant to FEMA's review and approval
procedures under 44 CFR part 350 and NRC's
requirement under 10 CFR part 50, appendix
E, Section IV.F. Exercise evaluations will
identify one of the following conditions: (1)
There is reasonable assurance that the plans
are adequate and can be implemented as
demonstrated in the exercise; (2) there are
deficiencies that must be corrected: or (3)
FEMA is undecided and will provide a sched-
ule of actions leading to a decision. The
schedule for issuance of the draft and final
exercise reports will be as shown in FEMA-
REP-14 (Radiological Emergency Prepared-
ness Exercise Manual). .

The deficiency referred to in (2) above is
defined as an observed or identified inad-
equacy of organizational performance in an
exercise that could cause a finding that off-
site emergency preparedness is not adequate
to provide reasonable assurance that appro-
priate protective measures can be taken in
the event of a radiological emergency to pro-
tect the health and safety of the public liv-
ing in the vicinity of a nuclear power plant.
Because of the potential impact of defi-
ciencies on emergency preparedness. they
should be corrected within 120 days through
appropriate remedial actions, including re-
medial exercises. drills, or other actions.

Where there are deficiencies of the types
noted above. and when there is a potential
for remedial actions, FEMA Headquarters
will promptly (1-2 days) discuss these with
NRC Headquarters. Within 10 days of the ex-
ercise, official notification of identified defi-
ciencies will be made by FEMA to the State,
NRC Headquarters, and the RAC with an in-
formation copy to the licensee. NRC will for-
mally notify the licensee of the deficiencies
and monitor the licensee's efforts to work
with State and local authorities to correct
the deficiencies. Approximately 60 days after
official notification of the deficiency, the
NRC, in consultation with FEMA, will assess
the progress being made toward resolution of
the deficiencies. :

D. Withdrawal of Reasonable Assurance
Finding

If FEMA determines under 44 CFR 350.13 of
its regulations that offsite emergency plans
or preparedness are not adequate to provide
reasonable assurance that appropriate pro-
tective measures can be taken in the event
of radiological emergency to protect the
health and safety of the public, FEMA shall,
as described in its rule, withdraw approval.

Upon receiving notification of such action
from FEMA, the NRC will promptly review
FEMA's findings and determinations and for-
mally document the NRC's position. When,
as described in 10 CFR 350.54(s)(2)(ii) and
50.54(s)(3) of its regulations, the NRC finds
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the state of emergency preparedness does not
provide reasonable assurance that adequate
protective measures can and will be taken in
the event of a radiological emergency. the
NRC will notify the affected licensee accord-
ingly and start the "'120-day clock.’" 2

E. Emergency Planning and Preparedness
Guidance

NRC has lead responsibility for the devel-
opment of emergency planning and prepared-
ness guidance for licensees. FEMA has lead
responsibility for the development of radio-
logical emergency planning and preparedness
guidance for State and local agencies. NRC
and FEMA recognize the need for an inte-
grated. coordinated approach to radiological
emergency planning and preparedness by
NRC licensees and State and local govern-
ments. NRC and FEMA will each. therefore,
provide opportunity for the other agency to
review and comment on such guidance (in-
cluding interpretations of agreed joint guid-
ance) prior to adoption as formal agency
guidance.

F. Support for Document Management
System

FEMA and NRC will each provide the other
with continued access to those automatic
data processing support systems which con-
tain relevant emergency preparedness data.

G. Ongoing NRC Research and Development
Programs

Ongoing NRC and FEMA research and de-
velopment programs that are related to
State and local radiological emergency plan-
ning and preparedness will be coordinated.
NRC and FEMA will each provide oppor-
tunity for the other agency to review and
comment on relevant research and develop-
ment programs prior to implementing them,

H. Public Information and Education
Programs

FEMA will take the lead in developing
public information and educational pro-
grams. NRC will assist FEMA by reviewing
for accuracy educational materials con-
cerning radiation, and its hazards and infor-
mation regarding appropriate actions to be

2Per 10 CFR 50.54(s)(2)(ii). the Commission
will determine whether the reactor shall be
shut down or other appropriate enforcement
actions if such conditions are not corrected
within four months. The NRC is not limited
by this provision of the rule, for, as stated in
10 CFR 50.54(s)(3), *'Nothing in this paragraph
shall be construed as limiting the authority
of the Commission to take action under any
other regulation or authority of the Commis-
sion or at any time other than that specified in
this paragraph’ (emphasis added).
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taken by the general public in the event of
an accident involving radioactive materials.

I. Recovery from Disasters Affecting Offsite
Emergency Preparedness

Disasters that destroy roads, buildings,
communications, transportation resources or
other offsite infrastructure in the vicinity of
a nuclear power plant can degrade the capa-
bilities of offsite response organizations in
the 10-mile plume emergency planning zone.
Examples of events that could cause such
devastation are hurricanes, tornadoes, earth-
quakes, tsunamis, volcanic eruptions, major
fires, large explosions, and riots.

If a disaster damages the area around a li-
censed operating nuclear power plant to an
extent that FEMA seriously questions the
continued adequacy of offsite emergency pre-
paredness, FEMA will inform the NRC
promptly. Likewise, the NRC will inform
FEMA promptly of any information it re-
ceives from licensees, its inspectors, or oth-
ers, that raises serious questions about the
continued adequacy of offsite emergency pre-
paredness. If FEMA concludes that a dis-
aster-initiated review of offsite radiological
emergency preparedness is necessary to de-
termine if offsite emergency preparedness is
still adequate, it will inform the NRC in
writing, as soon as practicable, including a
schedule for conduct of the review. FEMA
will also give the NRC (1) interim written re-
ports of its findings, as appropriate, and (2) a
final written report on the results of its re-
view.

The disaster-initiated review is performed
to reaffirm the radiological emergency pre-
paredness capabilities of affected offsite ju-
risdictions located in the 10-mile emergency
planning zone and is not intended to be a
comprehensive review of offsite plans and
preparedness.

The NRC will consider information pro-
vided by FEMA Headquarters and pertinent
findings from FEMA's disaster-initiated re-
view in making decisions regarding the re-
start or continued operation of an affected
operating nuclear power reactor. The NRC
will notify FEMA Headquarters, in writing,
of the schedule for restart of an affected re-
actor and keep FEMA Headquarters in-
formed of changes in that schedule.

IV. NRC/FEMA Steering Committee

The NRC/FEMA Steering Committee on
Emergency Preparedness will continue to be
the focal point for coordination of emer-
gency planning and preparedness. As dis-
cussed in Section I of this agreement. re-
sponse activities between these two agencies
are addressed in a separate MOU. The Steer-
ing Committee will consist of an equal num-
ber of members to represent each agency
with one vote per agency. When the Steering
Committee cannot agree on the resolution of
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an issue, the issue will be referred to NRC
and FEMA management. The NRC members
will have lead responsibility for licensee
planning and preparedness and the FEMA
members will have lead responsibility for
offsite planning and preparedness. The Steer-
ing Committee will assure coordination of
plans and preparedness evaluation activities
and revise, as necessary, acceptance criteria
for licensee, State and local radiological
emergency planning and preparedness. NRC
and FEMA will then consider and adopt cri-
teria, as appropriate, in their respective ju-
risdictions. (See Attachment 1).

V. Working Arrangements

A. The normal point of contact for imple-
mentation of the points in this MOU will be
the NRC/FEMA Steering Committee.

B. The Steering Committee will establish
the day-to-day procedures for assuring that
the arrangements of this MOU are carried
out.

VI. Memorandum of Understanding

A. This MOU shall be effective as of date of
signature and shall continue in effect unless
terminated by either party upon 30 days no-
tice in writing.

B. Amendments or modifications to this
MOU may be made upon written agreement
by both parties.

Approved for the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

Dated: June 17, 1993.
James M. Taylor,

Executive Director for Operations.
Dated: June 17, 1993.

Approved for the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency.
Richard W. Krimm,

Acting Associate Director, State and Local
Programs and Support.

ATTACHMENT 1—FEMA/NRC STEERING
COMMITTEE

Purpose

Assure coordination of efforts to maintain
and improve emergency planning and pre-
paredness for nuclear power reactors as de-
scribed in the NRC and FEMA rules and the
NRC/FEMA MOU on Radiological Emergency
Planning and Preparedness. Coordinate con-
sistent criteria for licensee, State and local
emergency plans and preparedness.

Membership

The NRC and FEMA consignees of this
MOU will designate respective co-chairs for
the Steering Committee. The designated co-
chairs will, in turn, appoint their respective
members to the Committee.
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Membership Changes

Changes to the membership of the NRC/
FEMA Steering Committee may be made by
the co-chairs representing the agency whose
member is being changed.

Operating Procedures

The Steering Committee will maintain a
record of each meeting to include identifica-
tion of issues discussed and conclusions
reached. No meeting will be held without the
attendance and participation of at least the
co-chairs or two assigned members of each
agency. .

Coordination

When items involving responsibilities of
other NRC or FEMA offices are discussed,
the affected offices will be contacted as ap-
propriate.

[58 FR 47997, Sept. 14, 1993]

PART 354—FEE FOR SERVICES TO
SUPPORT FEMA’S OFFSITE RADIO-
LOGICAL EMERGENCY  PRE-
PAREDNESS PROGRAM

Sec.

354.1 Purpose.

354.2 Scope of this regulation.

354.3 Definitions.

354.4 Assessment of fees.

354.5 Description of site-specific. plume
pathway EPZ biennial exercise-related
component services and other services.

354.6 Billing and payment of fees.

354.7 Failure to pay.

AUTHORITY: Reorganization Plan No. 3 of
1978, 43 FR 41943, 3 CFR, 1978 Comp., p. 329;
Sec. 109, Pub. L. 96-295, 94 Stat. 780; Sec. 2901,
Pub. L. 98-369, 98 Stat. 494: Title III. Pub. L.
103-327, 108 Stat. 2323-2325: Pub.L. 105-276. 112
Stat. 2502; EO 12148, 44 FR 43239, 3 CFR, 1979
Comp., p. 412; EO 12657, 53 FR 47513, 3 CFR,
1988 Comp., p. 611.

SOURCE: 66 FR 32577, June 15, 2001, unless
otherwise noted.

§354.1 Purpose.

This part establishes the method-
ology for FEMA to assess and collect
user fees from Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) licensees of com-
mercial nuclear power plants to re-
cover at least 100 percent of the
amounts that we anticipate to obligate
for our Radiological Emergency Pre-
paredness (REP) Program as author-
ized under Title III, Public Law 105-276,
112 Stat. 2461, 2502. Public Law 105-276
established in the Treasury a Radio-

logical Emergency Preparedness Fund,
to be available under the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C.
2011 et. seq.), and under Executive
Order 12657 (3 CFR, 1988 Comp., p. 611),
for offsite radiological emergency plan-
ning, preparedness, and response. Be-
ginning in fiscal year 1999 and there-
after, the Director of FEMA must pub-
lish fees to be assessed and collected.
applicable to persons subject to
FEMA's radiological emergency pre-
paredness regulations. The method-
ology for assessment and collection of
fees must be fair and equitable and
must reflect the full amount of costs of
providing radiological emergency plan-
ning, preparedness, response and asso-
ciated services. Our assessment of fees
include our costs for use of agency re-
sources for classes of regulated persons
and our administrative costs to collect
the fees. Licensees deposit fees by elec-
tronic transfer into the Radiological
Emergency Preparedness Fund in the
U.S. Treasury as offsetting collections.

§354.2 Scope of this regulation.

The regulation in this part applies to
all persons or licensees who have ap-
plied for or have received from the
NRC:

(a) A license to construct or operate
a commercial nuclear power plant;

(b) A possession-only license for a
commercial nuclear power plant, with
the exception of licensees that have re-
ceived an NRC-approved exemption to
10 CFR 50.54(q) requirements;

(c) An early site permit for a com-
mercial nuclear power plant;

(d) A combined construction permit
and operating license for a commercial
nuclear power plant; or

(e) Any other NRC licensee that is
now or may become subject to require-
ments for offsite radiological emer-
gency planning and preparedness.

§354.3 Definitions.

The following definitions of terms
and concepts apply to this part:

Biennial exercise means the joint li-
censee/State and local government ex-
ercise, evaluated by FEMA, conducted
around a commercial nuclear power
plant site once every two years in con-
formance with 44 CFR part 350.

EPZ means emergency planning zone.
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Hogan, Rosemary

-~ -From:- -- -~~~ -~~~ “Hogam, Rosemary
Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 2:53 PM
To: Pires, Jose
Subject: FW: IMMEDIATE ACTION: OGC request for all Yucca Mt documents
Attachments: ML110740769.pdf, ACTION: G20110183 - Due Today
Importance: High
Please call

Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter. If you have any questions regarding
which materials should be preserved or how they should be preserved, or suggestions, please
do not hesitate to contact Patricia Hirsch, Assistant General Counsel for Legal Counsel,
Legislation and Special Projects at 301-415-1607 or by e-mail.

From: Rivera-Lugo, Richard

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 1:46 PM

To: RES_DE

Subject: IMMEDIATE ACTION: OGC request for all Yucca Mt documents
Importance: High

DE Staff,

If you have worked in any projects related to Yucca Mountain High-Level Waste Repository, please
send me an e-mail ASAP TODAY with the following information:

Job Code Number (JCN)

Title of the project

Technical area focus of the project (e.g. seismic, structural)
Brief description (1 or 2 sentences)

This information needs to be provided TODAY to the House of Representatives Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform. Staff who have been involved in Yucca Mountain-related work will be
contacted later to gather more detailed information from each of the projects. |

| apologize for the quick turnaround request.
Richie i

Richard Rivera- Lugo, EIT, MEM
Technical Assistant (Acting)-

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ~ HQ
RES/DE '

Ph. 301-251-7652

Fax 301-251-7420
Mail M.S. C5C07M \\X
E-mail Richard.Rivera-Lugo@nrc.gov VYI\

% Please consider the Environment before printing this e-mail.

From: Dion, Jeanne
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 1:18 PM



To: Rivera-Lugo, Richard; Ibarra, Jose; Armstrong, Kenneth

Cc: Gibson, Kathy; Case, Michael; Coyne, Kevin; Rini, Brett; Sheron, Brian; Uhle, Jennifer; Dempsey, Heather
Subject: ACTION: OGC request for all Yucca Mt documents

Importance: High

Everyone,

| apologize for the quick turnaround for this. The House of Representatives Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform has requested all records and information related to Yucca High-level waste repository.
See the Attached announcement and ticket.

ACTION

Divisions: Respond to me ASAP today 3/17 with the approximate number of prOJects that supported Yucca
Mountain.

| don’t need all the details yet- | do need to respond to OGC with an approximate date we can produce the
documents.

Call me if you any questions

Thanks,

Jeanne Dion

Technical Assistant (Acting)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
i Irc

301-251-7482
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UNITED STATES | -
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Yellow Announcement: YA-11-0033

Date: March 15, 2011

TO: All NRC Employees

SUBJECT: DOCUMENT HOLD INSTRUCTIONS RE: YUCCA HIGH LEVEL WASTE
REPOSITORY

The House of Representatives Committee on Oversight and Government Reform has requested
documents and information related to the Yucca High-Level Waste Repository matter. NRC
employees are directed to maintain all pertinent documents falling within the scope of the
request, which is described below. Requested records, documents, data, or information should
not be destroyed, modified, removed, transferred or otherwise made inaccessible. The request
includes documents or information in your possession or control or held by employees or agents
acting on your behalf. The request includes electronically stored information (ESI) which is the
preferred format, as well as hard copies of documents.

What You Need to Do

It is your responsibility to ensure that any potentially relevant information related to this
matter/case that is within your possession, custody, or control, is preserved and not destroyed,
even if the policy or practice of your office would normally dictate otherwise.

What Must Be Preserved

The information that must be preserved includes Electronically Stored Information ("ESI"), hard
copies of documents, and tangible things. ESI includes, but is not limited to, computer files of
any type (word processing documents, e-mail messages, spreadsheets, calendar entries, and
flash memory media, including USB drives and memory cards). It includes not only information
stored on NRC computers but can also include information stored on home computers, personal
laptop computers, PDAs such as Palm Pilots and Blackberries, and mobile phones, if used for
NRC work.

All information, including privileged information, must be preserved.



2-

If you identify responsive documents, you will receive additional instructions for producing this
information for provision to the Committee. In the meantime, please carefully review this e-mail
and preserve all materials in accordance with these instructions.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter. If you have any questions regarding
which materials should be preserved or how they should be preserved, or suggestions, please
do not hesitate to contact Patricia Hirsch, Assistant General Counsel for Legal Counsel,
Legislation and Special Projects at 301-415-1607 or by e-mail.

RECORDS and INFORMATION REQUESTED:

1.

A timeline of significant events related to the Commission’s review of the ASLB's
decision on DOE’s motion to withdraw the license application,
Including, but not limited to the following:

a) Filing of each Commissioner’s vote
b) Withdrawal of any Commissioner’s vote
c) Active deliberation or discussions between Commissioners or their staffs.

Documents and communications, inctuding e-mails, relating to the Commission’s review
of the ASLB's decision on DOE’s motion to withdraw the license application.

Documents and communications, including e-mails, relating to reasons for the delay
between the filing of the final Commissioner’s vote and the scheduling of the affirmation
session.

A timeline of all significant events related to the “orderly closure” of the High-Level
Waste Program and the use of Nuclear Waste Fund resources under the Continuing
Resolution, including but not limited to the following:
a) Communication to or among the Commissioners or their respective staffs
b) Internal communication to NRC staff

Documents and communications, including e-mails, relating to all significant dates
concerning the “orderly closure” of the High-Level Waste Program and the use of
Nuclear Waste Fund resources under the Continuing Resolution.

Documents and communications, including e-mails, exchanged among or originated by
the Commissioners, their respective staffs, and the Commission staff relating to the
funding of the High-Level Waste Program in FY2011. This request includes any reviews
or recommendations provided by the Office of the General Counsel.

Documents and communications including e-mails exchanged among or originated by

‘the Commissioners, their respective staffs, and Commission staff relating to the release

of Volume Il of the SER.

A statement by each individual responsible for reviewing and signing Volume lll of the
SER specifying whether he/she received the document for final concurrence and
whether and when he/she gave that concurrence.



Documents and communications, including e-mails, related to the decision to develop a
report separate from the SER to document the NRC staff's technical review activities

completed to date.

10. Volume 1!l of the SER, in un-redacted form.

/RA/

Stephen G. Burns
General Counsel
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Hogan, Rosemary

-——=From:—— "~ 7 Hogan, Rosemary
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011 9:27 AM
To: Csontos, Aladar
Subject: FW: Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative. 03/07/2011
Attachments: Distribution Sheet.doc; ADAMS Document. APK

You may have received this already.

From: Stuchell, Sheldon

Sent: Monday, March 14, 2011 9:25 AM _

To: Lubinski, John; Thomas, Brian; Lupold, Timothy; Cusumano, Victor; Pelton, David; Auluck, Rajender; Hiser, Allen;
Skeen, David; Khanna, Meena; Rodriguez, Veronica; Dennig, Robert; Scott, Michael; Titus, Brett; Chokshi, Nilesh; Lauron,
Carolyn; Mrowca, Lynn; McGovern, Denise; Rivera-Varona, Aida; Gavrilas, Mirela; Koshy, Thomas; Hogan, Rosemary;
Beasley, Benjamin; Kuritzky, Alan; Demoss, Gary

Cc: Jolicoeur, John

Subject: FW: Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative. 03/07/2011

Ali,
As the NRR POC for any NEI interactions, | received the attached report. Please refer to ML110700120 for
the complete package (3 documents, including the revised guidance document). | provide the attached for

information and potential coordination within the NRC.

The cover letter provides the guidance document for NRC informational purposes, and does not request
endorsement.

The document was sent to Eric Leeds, with copies going to Jack Grobe, Michele Evans, and Robert Hardies.

| do not intend to respond at this time. If others should be made aware of these documents, please pass
along.

Sheldon

From: E-RIDS2 Resource

Sent: Friday, March 11, 2011 10:34 AM

To: RidsAcrsAcnw_MailCTR Resource; RidsManager Resource; RidsNroDcipCaeb Resource; RidsNroDnriNrga Resource;
RidsNroDnriNwel Resource; RidsNrrDe Resource; RidsNrrDirs Resource; RidsNrrDirslolb Resource; RidsNrrDirsItsb
Resource; RidsNrrDIrRapb Resource; RidsNrrDIrRarb Resource; RidsNrrDpr Resource; RidsNrrDprPfpb Resource;
RidsNrrDprPspb Resource; RidsNrrPmda Resource; RidsNrrPmdaPhcb Resource; RidsResDE Resource; Stuchell, Sheldon

Subject: Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative. 03/07/2011
ADAMS Distribution Notification \(9

D046 - Project 689 - NRR/NRO Interactions with Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) ( )\I\ .

Title Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative.

Docket Number PROJ0689

|Document Date ”03/07/201 1 l
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Author Name Marion A -
Author Affiliation Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI)

Addressee Name LeedsEJ

Addressee Affiliation NRC/NRR

Document Type Letter

Availability Publicly Available

Date to be Released 03/21/2011

Document Sensitivity Non-Sensitive

Comment EIE Submittal

Date Added 03/11/2011

Electronic Recipients can RIGHT CLICK and OPEN the first Attachment to View the Document in ADAMS.
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NUCLEAR ENERGY INSTITUTE

Alexander Marion

VICE PRESIDENT

NUCLEAR OPERATIONS
NUCLEAR GENERATION DIviSION

March 7, 2011

Mr. Eric J. Leeds

Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Subject: Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative
Project Number: 689
Dear Mr. Leeds:

The NEI Nuclear Strategic Issues Advisory Committee (NSIAC) approved the Underground Piping
and Tanks Integrity Initiative in September, 2010. This Initiative expanded the scope of the Buried
Piping Integrity Initiative which had been approved in November 2009. Please note that this
Initiative results in an enhanced inspection program for these components. The document that
guides the implementation of this program, NEI 09-14, Guideline for the Management of Buried
Piping Integrity, was recently revised to reflect the new Initiative. A copy of Revision 1 of the
document is attached for your information. Revision 1 includes the following changes:

o The text of the revised Initiative

e Clarification of the intent through “shall” statements
¢ Guidance on the program scope

e A section on definitions

* Enhancements to the process for justifying deviations

o Expectations for communication of operating experience and deviations

One of the requirements in NEI 09-14 is the preparation of semi-annual reports to NSIAC on
implementation status, operating experience related to buried piping, and developments in NDE
technology. The January 2011 report on these matters was presented to NSIAC during its meeting
earlier this month. A copy of the NSIAC report is attached for your information. You will note that

1776 t Street, NW | Suite 400 | Wwashington, OC | 20006-3708 | P:.202.739.8080 | F:202.533.0164 | axmdneiorg! www.nei.org



Mr. Eric J. Leeds
March 7, 2011
Page 2

as of the time we completed the implementation survey, all 104 plants were on schedule for
implementation of the indentified program milestones.

We will continue to keep you and your staff informed of the status of industry activities associated
with this important program. If you have any questions, please contact me at 202.739.8080;

axm@nei.org or Jim Riley at 202.739.8137; jhr@nei.org.
Sincerely,

Alexander Marion

Attachments

c: Mr. Jack Grobe, NRR, NRC

Ms. Michele G. Evans, NRR/DCI, NRC
Mr. Robert O. Hardies, NRR/DCI, NRC



Report to NSIAC - Summary

Status of Implementation of Buried Piping Integrity Initiative Milestones
¢ Procedures and oversight by June 30, 2010
o 104 plants complete

e Risk ranking by December 31, 2010
o 47 plants complete
o 57 plants on schedule

e Inspection plans by June 30, 2011
o 1 plant complete
o 103 plants on schedule

¢ Inspection start by June 30, 2012
o 6 plants complete
o 98 plants on schedule

» Complete condition assessment of piping containing radioactive material by June 30, 2013
o 2 plants complete
o 102 plants on schedule

e Complete asset management plan by December 31, 2013
o 104 plants on schedule

¢ No plants have identified any deviations to the Buried Piping Integrity Initiative

Industry Buried Piping Leakage Trends (source INPO EPIX data base)
e Less than 10 leaks per year reported from 2000 to 2008

e 67 leaks reported in 2009
o 28 leaks reported in 2010 as of July

¢ The spike in reported leaks in 2009 and 2010 is a direct result of a request to the CNOs to
report all leaks from buried piping beginning in 2009

e Of the 130 buried piping leaks reported from 2000 to the present:
o 10% were in safety-related systems
o 13% were in systems containing radioactive materials
o 10% were in systems containing environmentally sensitive fluids
o 57% were in low priority systems categorized as “run to failure” under the applicable
program
o 10% were in other systems



o The number of leaks in safety related systems and in piping containing radioactive
materials in 2009 and 2010 was about 11%. This percentage is much lower that
reported from 2000 to 2010. This difference may be due to the tendency to report
only more important leaks prior to 2009.

NDE Technology Development
¢ Currently available technology
o Direct excavation
o Guided wave UT (screening only)
o Internal “"PI1Gs” and robotic vehicles if piping ID is accessible

e EPRI identifying and investigating other commercially available technologies

Overall Observations

e All plants have met the first Initiative milestone and there are no deviations to Initiative
elements '

o Positive impact on program and processes is evident
o OE and inspection results indicate that plants are implementing the Initiative
expectations
e Too early to assess the impact of the Initiative on piping integrity

« Communication among ground water protection staff, NDE, and buried piping staff is
important, expected, and improving
¢ Improvement is needed in the following areas:

o New inspection technologies as alternatives to direct inspection by excavation

o Better source identification of water samples with low tritium levels below reporting
threshold

o Improved operation and maintenance of installed cathodic protection systems
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REVISION SUMMARY

Revision

Description of Changes

0

Initial issue

1

Extensive revision. Most significant changes:

Included text and intent of the Underground Piping and Tank Integrity Initiative
Included “shall” statements to designate expectations that must be met or
deviations from them justified

Added “Definitions” (Section 4)

Added an expectation that significant inspection findings and new operating
experience related to underground piping and tanks be communicated to NEI
(Section 5.1)

Expanded the explanation of the intent of the Initiative and included
clarifications of the Initiative scope (Section 6)

Expanded guidance for justifying deviations from the Initiative (Section 6.2.6)

Added Appendix B, a summary of the Initiative requirements in NEI 09-14

NOTICE

Neither NEI, nor any of its employees, members, supporting organizations, contractors, or
consultants make any warranty, expressed or implied, or assume any legal responsibility for the
accuracy or completeness of, or assume any liability for damages resulting from any use of, any
information apparatus, methods, or process disclosed in this report or that such may not
infringe privately owned rights. '

Nuclear Energy Institute, 1776 I Street N. W., Suite 400, Washington D.C. (202.739.8000)
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GUIDELINE FOR THE MANAGEMENT
OF UNDERGROUND PIPING AND TANK INTEGRITY

1 BACKGROUND

This Guideline for the Management of Underground Piping and Tank Integrity describes the
policy and practices that the industry commits to follow in managing underground piping and
tanks. The Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative supersedes the Buried Piping
Integrity Initiative; it incorporates all of its elements and adds additional scope and milestones.

The Buried Piping Integrity Initiative was approved by NSIAC (Nuclear Strategic Issues
Advisory Committee) in November 2009. When the Buried Piping Integrity Initiative was
approved, the scope was limited to piping that was in direct contact with the soil due to the
inability to directly inspect this piping and due to the potential impact on the environment and
public confidence if leakage occurred. However additional operating experience has shown that
piping that is below grade and is not in direct contact with the soil and underground tanks can
also degrade with potential adverse consequences. As a result, the Underground Piping and
Tanks Integrity Initiative was developed to incorporate and expand upon the Buried Piping
Integrity Initiative: its scope also includes selected underground piping that is not in direct
contact with the soil and specified underground tanks. The key milestone implementation dates
in the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative were established to reflect the added
initiative scope and its effect on the station resources that will be required to add these items into
existing programs. The Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative was approved by
NSIAC in September 2010. '

Utility implementation of the Initiative will be verified as directed by the NSIAC.
This guideline contains the following information:
o The text and scope of the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative (the
“Initiative”).
o The goals that drive the Initiative.
o Key definitions.
* Roles and responsibilities established to ensure implementation of the Initiative.
o Explanation of the intent of the Initiative.
* Insights for effective and consistent implementation within the industry.
o The content of the report to NSIAC on progress of implementing the Initiative.
The approach to addressing underground piping and tank issues embodied in this Initiative

compliments the expectations in place under the Ground Water Protection Initiative, which
was approved by NSIAC in 2006 and which remains in effect (guidance on implementation
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of the Ground Water Protection Initiative is provided in NEI 07-07, Industry Ground Water
Protection Initiative, Final Guidance Document (Reference 3). The Underground Piping and
Tanks Integrity Initiative focus is on assessing in-scope components in order to provide
reasonable assurance of their continued structural and leakage integrity with special emphasis
on licensed materials. The focus of the Ground Water Protection Initiative (GPI) is on
improving the management of situations involving inadvertent radiological releases that get
into ground water and the communications with external stakeholders about those events.
Integral to the Ground Water Protection Initiative is an evaluation of the potential for
unintended leaks of licensed materials resulting from work activities and components that
contain or could contain licensed material, including some components that are within the
Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative scoping. In addition, under the GPI, early
detection measures are established. If licensed material is detected by early detection
measures, plant personnel are expected to appropriately investigate, remediate and
communicate with external stakeholders. Utilities should establish governance to ensure that
the activities under the two Initiatives are communicated and coordinated.



NEI09-14 (Revl)
= S S T T Dgember 2010

2 INTRODUCTION

Underground piping and tanks are used in several applications at plants with different governing
requirements:

e safety related pipe and tanks
o governed by plant Technical Specifications and ASME Code,

e non-safety related pipe and tanks containing licensed material in liquids or gases
o governed by NRC regulations and within the scope of NEI's Ground Water
Protection Initiative

o other pipes and tanks in non-safety related systems containing water, fuel oils, gases or
other media
o may be governed by local, State and EPA regulations.

The material condition of underground piping and tanks may not be fully characterized, and one
of the means of protecting buried components, cathodic protection, may not have been properly
maintained at some stations. In recent years, some self revealing leaks have occurred that could
impact public confidence, regulatory margin, and, in some cases, plant operation. Additional
impacts that could occur if performance is not improved could be:

e safety and operational challenges

e environmental impacts

¢ increased regulatory requirements for new and existing plants
e EPA violations with stakeholder or media interest

e license renewal delays

e heightened public opposition to new plant construction

As noted in the executive endorsement of this initiative, the leaders in the nuclear industry
recognize that additional industry action directed at assessing the condition of underground
piping and tanks within the nuclear fleet is warranted. Implementation of an assessment program
for underground piping and tanks is designed to limit the potential for unintended leaks or
integrity breaches. The industry’s goal is to proactively address the integrity of underground
piping and tanks and where possible, prevent leakage before it occurs using available
technologies and other control and evaluative processes. To assure consistent and measured
progress in this area an NSIAC Initiative addressing underground piping and tank integrity was
approved to commit commercial nuclear power plants to specific program elements. The scope
of the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative includes selected piping and tanks on
the site that are below grade and outside of buildings.
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The EPRI Document “Recommendations for an Effective Program to Control the Degradation of
Buried Pipe” (Reference 1) provides important additional considerations for successful
implementation of the buried piping aspect of the Initiative.

NSIAC provides oversight of industry implementation of the Underground Piping and Tanks
Integrity Initiative. Periodic reports will be prepared for NSIAC addressing:

e Progress on implementation of the elements of this initiative and any deviations.
¢ Industry experience and lessons learned.

e Progress of technology development.

Specific guidance on the periodic report is included in Appendix A.
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3 INDUSTRY INITIATIVE ON UNDERGROUND PIPING AND TANK
INTEGRITY

The Buried Piping Integrity Initiative was approved by NSIAC in November 2009. An
extension of the Buried Piping Integrity Initiative that addresses selected underground piping and
tanks was approved in September, 2010. The revised Initiative is known as the Underground
Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative,

The expected actions and milestone dates relevant to a given component depend upon whether
the component was in the original scope of the Buried Piping Integrity Initiative or in the scope
of the revised and renamed Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative.

3.1 Score

The scope of the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative includes the following.
A. Those within the scope of the original Buried Piping Integrity Initiative:

¢ All piping that is below grade and
o Contains any fluid and
o Isindirect contact with the soil

B. And the following additional components:

* Underground piping and tanks that are outside of a building and below grade (whether or
not they are in direct contact with the soil) if they
o Are safety related
- Or -
o Contain licensed material or are known to be contaminated with licensed material.

3.2 INITIATIVE GOAL

The goal of the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative is to provide reasonable
assurance of structural and leakage integrity of in-scope underground piping and tanks with
special emphasis on piping and tanks that contain licensed materials.

The Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative will:
* Drive proactive assessment and management of the condition of piping and tanks that fall
within the Initiative scope. :

* Ensure sharing of industry experience.

* Drive technology development to improve available techniques for inspecting and
analyzing underground piping and tanks.

)
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¢ Improve regulatory and public confidence in the industry’s management of the material
condition of its underground tanks and piping systems.

3.3 INITIATIVE ACTIONS

In order to meet these goals, every utility shall implement measures or program(s) to satisfy the
elements and associated key attributes in Sections 3.3.A and B. The language in Sections 3.3.A
and B below documents the text of the Underground Piping and Tanks Initiative as approved by
NSIAC.

A. Original Buried Piping Integrity Initiative Elements

The components governed by the original Buried Piping Integrity Initiative are described in Part
A of Section 3.1 (Scope). The following elements, attributes, and milestones were established by
the original Buried Piping Integrity Initiative when it was approved in November 2009. The
EPRI document “Recommendations for an Effective Program to Control the Degradation of
Buried Pipe” provides additional details on these elements and attributes.

Some changes are included in the Initiative description below (as compared to the version
approved in November 2009) to clarify meaning, but their intent is unchanged and they remain in

effect under the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity [nitiative.

1. Procedures and Oversight — By June, 30, 2010:

¢ Ensure clear roles and responsibilities including senior level accountability for the
Buried Pipe Integrity Program.

e Develop a Buried Pipe Integrity Program document and implementing
procedures.

2. Risk Ranking — Risk Rank buried piping segments by December 31, 2010. Risk
Ranking shall incorporate the following attributes:
¢ Pipe function
¢ Pipe locations and layout
¢ Pipe materials and design
e Health of cathodic protection systems, if applicable

¢ Based on the above data and other information, determine:
o The likelihood of failure of each piping segment
o The consequences of failure of each piping segment

¢ A means to update the risk ranking as necessary

e A database to track key program data, inspection results, and trends
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assurance of integrity of buried piping. This plan shall include the following key
attributes:

4. Plan Implementation — Implementation of the Inspection Plan shall start no later than
June 30, 2012. The condition assessment of buried piping containing radioactive material

e Identification of piping segments to be inspected

¢ Potential inspection techniques

. & [Inspection schedule for buried piping segments based on risk ranking

¢ Assessment of cathodic protection, if applicable

shall be completed by June 30, 2013.

5. Asset Management Plan — Inspection results shall be used as input to the development

of an asset management plan for buried piping. This plan shall receive a high level of
review and approval and will be in place by December 31, 2013.

B. Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative Elements

The components falling within the scope of the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity

Initiative are described in Part B of Section 3.1 (Scope). The elements, attributes, and milestones
described below are established for the additional scope of the Underground Piping and Tanks

Integrity Initiative.

1. Procedures and Oversight — By December 31, 2011

Identify the plant programs or measures that manage the material condition of
components within the scope of the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity
Initiative.

Establish the necessary controls and implementing process to coordinate the

applicable programs and measures and ensure they meet the intent of the Initiative.

Establish clear roles and responsibilities including senior level accountability for
implementation of the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative.

2. Prioritization — Prioritize underground piping and tanks by June 30, 2012. Prioritization
shall consider the following attributes:

Function

Locations and layout
Materials and design
Process fluid

Health of cathodic protection systems, if applicable
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Based on the above data and other information, determine:
o The likelihood of failure of each component
o The consequences of failure of each component

A means to update the prioritization scheme as necessary

Process(es) to allow retrieval of key program data

3. Condition Assessment Plan(s) — By December 31, 2012 develop or identify existing

condition assessment plans that will provide reasonable assurance of integrity of components
within the additional scope of the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative. These
plans shall include the following key attributes:

Identification of underground piping and tanks to be assessed
Potential assessment techniques

Assessment schedules that take into account the relative priority of components. This
schedule should be coordinated with the schedule developed for the original Buried
Piping Integrity Initiative to ensure that the components with the highest overall
priority are addressed first.

Assessment of cathodic protection, if applicable

4. Plan Implementation — Implementation of the Condition Assessment Plan for underground

piping and tanks shall start no later than June 30, 2013. The condition assessment of
underground piping and tanks containing radioactive material shall be completed by June
30,2014.

5. Asset Management Plan — Inspection results shall be used as input to the development of

asset management plans for components within the scope of the Underground Piping and
Tanks Integrity Initiative. These plans shall receive a high level of review and approval and
will be in place by December 31, 2014.

3.4 EXPECTATIONS

The expected outcome of the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative is improved
regulatory and public confidence in:

e The Industry’s management of the material condition of its underground tanks and piping
systems and

o The appropriateness of actions taken to establish reasonable assurance of their structural
and leakage integrity.

Significant leaks from underground piping and tanks across the industry will be trended as a
means of determining the Initiative’s affect on the condition of these components.
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In order to meet the goals of the Initiative, every utility should engage in industry
activities (such as the Buried Piping Integrity Group) that support implementation of the
Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative.

Industry organizations (EPRI, ANI, INPO, and NEI) cooperate in the manner described in this
guideline and provide the information necessary to prepare periodic updates to NSIAC.

3.5 REQUIREMENTS

Every utility shall ensure that activities associated with the Underground Piping and
Tanks Integrity Initiative and this document are implemented at its nuclear power plants
in accordance with the intent of the Initiative and the implementation dates specified
therein. Whenever the word “shall” is used in this document it indicates an action that is
required under the Buried Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative. If a plant cannot or will
not implement any part of the Initiative (Sections 3.3.A and B) or a “shall” statement in
this document, a justification for deviation from the Initiative shall be developed and
processed in accordance with Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.6.

Appendix B captures all the required elements of this document. Users should not rely on this
appendix alone, but should read the document to ensure that the context of the requirements is
fully understood.
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4 DEFINITIONS

4.1 ACCESSIBLE
Piping and tanks that can be routinely observed without the required support of special tools or
other assistance. Activities that would indicate inaccessibility include removal of security

devices or manways, use of lifting rigs, and performance of excavation, or modification of
building structures, armored embedments or encasements.

4.2 ADVERSE INSPECTION FINDINGS

Indications from inspections that require immediate repair or repair within one cycle.

4.3 BELOW GRADE

Locations below standard ground elevation as defined at the station.

4.4 BURIED PIPING

Piping that is below grade and in direct contact with the soil.

4.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Materials that are subject to EPA or EPA-authorized State regulations or that are specifically
addressed in a plant’s environmental program(s).

4.6 FAILURE

Unexpected system leakage or loss of structural integrity of piping or a tank.

4.7 FLUIDS

Fluids include both liquids and gases (including instrument air).

4.8 LICENSED MATERIAL

Licensed material (from 10 CFR 20.1003) (or licensed radioactive material as used in this
document) means source material, special nuclear material, or byproduct material received,
possessed, used, transferred or disposed of under a general or specific license issued by the
Commission. Components containing licensed material covered under NEI 09-14 should be

10



NEI09-14 (Revl)  _

e e e e s e e T T "7 77 "December 2010

e = el e s e T

consistent with those identified in NEI 07-07 (Reference 3) — see the discussion under scope for
additional clarification.

4.9  OUTSIDE OF A BUILDING
A component is outside of a building if it is beyond the outside surface of all exterior walls and
floors in the building.

4.10 PIPING SEGMENT

Portions of buried piping systems that are grouped together for risk ranking purposes based on
similarities such as installation, manufacture, or environmental conditions. Some risk ranking
methods may use other terms to refer to piping segments, such as zones.

4.11 PRIORITIZATION /

The process of assigning relative importance of scoped components as determined by a set of
parameters that reflect design and in situ conditions. The intent of the word “prioritization” as
used in this document is to imply a process that is less formal than risk ranking.

4.12 RuN TO FAILURE

A strategy focused on repairing piping or tanks after leakage is discovered as opposed to
assessing these items over time with the goal of preventing leakage.

4.13 SAFETY RELATED

Structures, systems, and components that are relied upon to remain functional during and
following design basis events to ensure the integrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary, the
capability to shut down the reactor and maintain it in a safe shutdown condition, or the capability
to prevent or mitigate the consequences of accidents that could result in potential offsite
exposure comparable to the guidelines in 10CFRS50 section 34(a)(1), 67(b)(2) or I0OCFR100.11.

4.14 SIGNIFICANT LEAKAGE

Leaks which meet any of the following criteria

» Result in concentrations that could exceed the regulatory concentrations or limits
established by the NRC or EPA, or

¢ Result in voluntary communication under the industry Ground Water Protection
Initiative, or

» Result in the system or component being out of service

11



NEI 09-14 (Rev 1)
December 2010

4.15 TANK

A fully enclosed stationary vessel used to hold or store fluids for distribution. Tanks are
constructed primarily of non-earthen materials (e.g., wood, concrete, steel, or plastic) which
provide structural support. Tanks do not include basins, ponds or reservoirs.

4.16 TUNNEL

A structure that is outside of a building, below grade, designed to accommodate personnel, and
not routinely accessible.

4.17 UNDERGROUND TANK

All tanks that are outside of buildings and sufficiently below grade such that there is a reasonable
possibility that leakage from inaccessible portions of the tank may not be detected. Detection
can be accomplished by direct observation or by instrumentation that is capable of reliably
detecting leakage before it becomes significant (see definition of Significant Leakage). The
tanks may be in direct contact with concrete or located in trenches, underground vaults or
tunnels. Within the context of this Initiative, underground tanks include abandoned tanks
connected to active systems. (Note that the word “underground” has a different meaning when
used within the context of the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative as compared to
its meaning when used within the NRC’s Generic Aging Lessons Learned report (GALL, NUREG
'1801). Chapter IX of GALL defines underground as below grade and not in direct contact with
the soil. NEI 09-14 defines underground as including both components that are buried (in direct
contact with the soil) plus those that are not indirect contact with the soil.)

4.18 UNDERGROUND PIPING

All piping that is below grade, not accessible, and outside of buildings. Buried piping (below
grade and in direct contact with the soil) is considered to be a subset of underground piping.
(Note that the word “‘underground’' has a different meaning when used within the context of the
Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative as compared to its meaning when used within
the NRC’s Generic Aging Lessons Learned report (GALL, NUREG 1801). Chapter I1X of GALL
defines underground as below grade and not in direct contact with the soil.)

4.19 VAULT

A structure that is outside of a building, below grade, not designed to accommodate personnel
and not routinely accessible.

12
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5 INDUSTRY ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

This guideline will be implemented through the activities outlined below. These activities have
the following intended purpose:

5.1

Implementing the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative
Supporting the intent of the Initiative

Verifying implementation of the Initiative through maintenance and monitoring of a set
of metrics described in the report to NSIAC (Appendix A)

Ensuring that operating experience related to underground piping and tank integrity is
communicated

Continuing research to identify and develop new techniques for inspection and
maintenance/replacement of buried piping and tanks

UTILITIES

Utilities shall perform the following actions in support of the Initiative:

Implement the actions required by the Initiative (Section 3.3 and all “shall” statements in
this document).

Process a justification for deviation (Section 6.2.6) whenever an action required by the
Initiative or a “shall” statement in this document cannot be met.

Report all results from inspections performed in accordance with the Initiative in the
manner proscribed by the EPRI project manager responsible for the Buried Piping
Integrity Group.

Report to NEI the status of meeting the Initiative Implementation dates and any active
deviations that do not meet the intent of the Initiative as required for the report to NSIAC
(Appendix A)

Report to INPO (EPIX) occurrences of leakage or adverse inspection findings in piping,
and tanks within the scope of this Initiative as required for the report to NSIAC
(Appendix A)

In order to meet the intent of the Initiative, utilities should:

Participate in the industry programs that support the Initiative
Contribute technical resources and executive leadership to industry efforts

Communicate questions regarding the intent of the Initiative or the interpretation of this
guideline to the Buried Piping Integrity Initiative Task Force. If a question relates to the
text of the Initiative or a “shall” statement in this guideline, task force feedback on the
questions would typically precede the development of a justification for deviation.

13
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Communicate instances of significant leakage or adverse inspection findings of piping
and tanks within the scope of the Initiative to the NEI and the EPRI Buried Piping
Integrity Group Project Managers in a timely manner for the purpose of rapid
dissemination of preliminary operating experience and to request immediate assistance as
needed.

5.2 EPRI

EPRI performs the following functions in support of the Initiative:

5.3

Support the real time assessment of operating experience as reported by utilities.

Collect underground piping and tank inspection data obtained from utilities and evaluate

its implications annually.

Manage the research necessary to improve inspection technology for underground piping
and tanks

Support repair/replacement technology as appropriate

Provide a venue for identifying research and development needs, sharing operating
experience, and other issues that have the potential for impact on the industry

Compile and report to NEI the information necessary to make periodic reports to NSIAC
(Appendix A) on progress in the development of inspection technology

INPO

INPO performs the following functions in support of the Initiative:

5.4

Incorporate within their plant evaluations a review of buried/underground piping and tank
programs as applicable. The review should include piping and tanks that may not be.
safety related but are important to safety or contain potentially radiologically
contaminated fluids.

Communicate operating experience relative to underground piping and tank integrity
issues and other relevant information to the industry.

Compile and report to NEI the operating experience information necessary to make
periodic reports to NSIAC (Appendix A).

ANI

ANI performs the following function in support of the Initiative:

Report significant recommendations from inspections related to underground piping and
tank integrity and observations on Initiative implementation to NEI in support of the
periodic report to NSIAC (Appendix A).

14
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NEI performs the following functions in support of the Initiative:

Manage the industry’s regulatory interface on underground piping and tank issues of
generic regulatory significance.

Manage the operation of the Buried Piping Integrity Working Group and Task Force.
Task Force responsibilities include:

O

O

Addressing questions regarding the interpretation of the Initiative

Judging whether deviations from Initiative requirements meet the intent of the
Initiative

Eva'luating important operating experience

Evaluating the overall status of Initiative implementation as part of the report to
NSIAC

Communicate information relative to the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity -
Initiative to the industry.

Compile the information necessary to make periodic reports to NSIAC (Appendix A) on
implementation of the Initiative.

Communicate the periodic report to NSIAC on implementation of the Underground
Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative, industry operating experience, and inspection
technology developments (Appendix A).

Coordinate activities with utilities, EPRI, ANI, and INPO.

15
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6 INTENT OF THE UNDERGROUND PIPING AND TANKS INTEGRITY
INITIATIVE

The following sections describe the activities and commitments that implement the Initiative
actions presented in Section 3.3 of this document. Additional activities may also be necessary as
industry experience and technology evolves.

Additional information on the intent of the Initiative is provided by EPRI document,
“Recommendations for an Effective Program to Control the Degradation of Buried Pipe”
(Reference 1). Although verbatim compliance with the EPRI guideline is not a commitment
under the Initiative, the EPRI guidance forms the basis for the Initiative and provides additional
details on the Initiative’s attributes and elements. References to the applicable sections of the
EPRI document, where applicable, are provided in the descriptions in Section 6.2.

6.1 UNDERGROUND PIPING AND TANKS INTEGRITY INITIATIVE SCOPE
The following are clarifications and explanations of the intent of the scope of the Initiative:

e In general, the piping and tanks that are subject to the Underground Piping and Tanks
Integrity Initiative are determined by starting with the total population of utility owned
piping and tanks within the site boundaries and adjusting this population using the scope
statement in section 3.1 and the clarifications in this section. This will result in some low
consequence components such as those associated with water and sewage treatment
facilities and storm drains to be subject to the Initiative, but the components may not need
to be inspected if categorized as “run to failure”.

e Abandoned piping and tanks that are drained, not connected to an active system, and that
are not known to be contaminated with licensed material are not within the scope of the
Initiative.

¢ Piping and tanks that are below grade are excluded from the scope of the Initiative if they
are accessible for direct inspection (see definition of Accessible).

e Portions of piping systems that are contained within building walls or basemats are not
considered “underground” and are not within the scope of the Initiative.

¢ Underground piping includes buried piping, and piping in vaults, trenches, tunnels,
beneath buildings, or encased in concrete.

e Piping owned by others that runs inside of the owner controlled area is not within the
scope of the Initiative.

o Ifa vault is not accessible from inside a building, piping or tanks within the vault are

considered outside of the building and within the scope of the Initiative even if the vault
shares a wall with the building.

16
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e Owner’s piping located outside of the owner controlled area is not within the scope of the
Initiative unless it is safety related or contains licensed material.

Licensed material (from 10 CFR 20.1003) means source material, special nuclear
material, or byproduct material received, possessed, used, transferred or disposed of
under a general or specific license issued by the Commission.10 CFR 20.1003 . The term
“licensed material” as used in this document is intended to be consistent with its meaning
in the Ground Water Protection Initiative (NEI 07-07, Reference 3, Objective 2.2, Source
Containing Licensed Material). Consistent with Regulatory Issue Summary RIS 2008-03
“Return/Re-use of Previously Discharged Licensed Material” “licensed material” as
applied in the Underground Piping and Tank Integrity Initiative does not include the
concentration(s) of radioactive material previously released as a controlled, planned
airborne or liquid radioactive effluent when it is returned to the facility in concentrations
below the exempt concentration limits in 10 CFR 30.

6.2 UNDERGROUND PIPING AND TANKS INTEGRITY INITIATIVE IMPLEM_ENTATION

The goal of the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative is to provide reasonable
assurance of structural and leakage integrity of in-scope underground piping and tanks with
special emphasis on components that contain licensed materials. The concept of reasonable
assurance within the context of the Initiative means establishing and maintaining confidence in
underground piping and tank integrity based on engineering judgment supported by facts,
actions, knowledge, experience, and/or observations. It defines a level of confidence which is
deemed to be adequate to support a particular position.

The approach used to establish reasonable assurance should include leakage prevention by means
of inspection as a key part of its process. It should be systematic and based on defined programs
and processes that produce consistent results. The approach should be documented and
supported by engineering evaluation, governing procedures, and risk ranking. It should be
continuously validated by the results of examinations and fitness-for-service evaluations, and by
the experience gained from required repairs and applied mitigation methods.

Although the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative will provide a high level of
confidence in the integrity of underground piping and tanks, it is not possible to guarantee that
there will be no leakage or no structural degradation in these components. This initiative is
intended to reduce the probability and consequences of underground piping and tank issues as
low as reasonably achievable.

Some utilities include tanks in the same program as buried piping and some have separate
programs for tanks. The objective of the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative is
not to dictate a specific approach; rather it is to ensure that by whatever means utilities manage
these components, the applicable guidance in the programs meet the intent of the Initiative as
explained in this document. ' '

17



NEI 09-14 (Rev 1)
December 2010

A. Activities within the Buried Piping Integrity Initiative Scope

6.2.1

Procedures and Oversight

The necessary governance and oversight responsibilities shall be in place by June 30, 2010.
These include the procedures and oversight elements in section 3.3 and the following items.

Clear lines of responsibility

The Buried Piping Integrity Program shall be established including the identification of a
responsible executive who will carry out the senior level functions specified in the
Initiative and this guideline.

Process for justifying and approving exceptions to the Initiative

When a utility determines that a required element of the Initiative cannot be met, a
technical justification for deviation shall be developed and retained with the utility’s
program documentation. The technical justification should provide the basis for
determining that the proposed deviation meets the same objective, or level of
conservatism exhibited by the original work product, and should clearly state how long
the deviation will be in effect. Justifications for deviation shall be reviewed and
approved in accordance with the applicable plant procedures with concurrence from the
responsible utility executive.

Each utility shall report all approved justifications for deviation that are currently active
at each of its plants to NEI semi-annually as part of the utility’s input to the NSIAC
report.

Note that the deviation process has been expanded in revision 1 of NEI 09-14. The entire
process for justifying deviations is described in Section 6.2.6. The process in Section
6.2.6 will supersede the process in this section on December 31, 2011.

Program Documents and Implementing Procedures

A Program Plan and associated procedures shall be developed to implement the
Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative. The program documents and
implementing procedures shall implement, as a minimum, the elements of the
Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative (Section 3.3) and requirements in this
document. Guidance for the specific content of the program document may be obtained
from Sections 1.4.1 and 1.4.2 in the EPRI document on buried piping,
“Recommendations for an Effective Program to Control the Degradation of Buried Pipe
(Reference 1).”

6.2.2 Risk Ranking

A risk ranking process shall be used to understand site vulnerabilities and to help prioritize the
selection of inspection locations. Risk ranking is performed by determining the likelihood of
failure of each segment of applicable piping and combining that failure probability with the
consequences of failure of that item. Components with high likelihood of failure and high
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consequences of failure should receive more attention than low ranked components. A
description of a risk ranking process for buried piping is provided in Reference 1.

Risk Ranking may be performed using software tools; several different software tools are
available for this application. This guideline does not recommend or discourage any software
system; but, regardless of the tool that is used, utilities should review the risk ranking results to
ensure they reflect relative system priorities and are appropriate from an engineering judgment
perspective.

The risk ranking process shall incorporate the attributes listed in Section 3.3.A.2 of this
document as augmented by the “shall” statement below as a minimum.

e Therisk ranking shall be periodically reviewed and updated as necessary to reflect
inspection results, changes in operating conditions, and design modifications.

The initial risk ranking process shall be complete by December 31, 2010.

The risk ranking process shall determine the likelihood and consequence of failure for each
piping segment in order to prioritize inspections or other actions and should also consider the
following:

e Soil analysis data, when available to assess the likelihood of OD corrosion
e The potential for ID (fluid-side) corrosion and fouling

e The “health” of the cathodic protection system. “Health” should be interpreted in the
context of whether the system is performing its function as designed.

e Over the line survey results. These results help assess the likelihood of OD corrosion.

e  Whether piping and tanks contain fluids with licensed material. The risk ranking process
‘should place sufficient priority on these components such that the intent of the Initiative
is met.

e The results of the Ground Water Protection Initiative risk ranking process. The NEI
Ground Water Protection Initiative also contains a risk ranking process for systems,
structures, and components, including underground piping and tanks, containing
radioactive materials. The results of the Ground Water Protection risk ranking process
should also be used as an input in inspection plan development.

6.2.3 . Inspection Plan

The goal of the inspection plan is to support an assessment of the pipe’s structural and leakage
integrity and provide reasonable assurance that a piping segment will maintain this integrity
between successive inspections. The results of risk ranking along with plant and industry
experience, plant licensing commitments, and trending of past inspection data should be
considered to define inspection locations, inspection methods, and inspection schedules (see
reference 1). Other considerations such as access may also be considered when the relative risk
rankings are similar.
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The inspection plan shall incorporate the attributes listed in Section 3.3.A.3 of this document as
augmented by the “shall” statement below.

e Where buried pipes are protected by a cathodic protection (CP) system, the CP system
shall be periodically inspected and tested to assess its continued adequacy.

The inspection plan shall be in place by June 30, 2011.
Development of an inspection plan should consider the following:

e The capabilities of the inspection techniques used

e Industry and internal operating experience

e Piping design characteristics

¢ The condition of the piping inspected (if inspected previously)

o The results of risk ranking performed for the Ground Water Protection Initiative

e Contingency plans that include
o Methods and criteria to assess the significance of inspection results considering
the damage mechanism and licensing commitments.

o Repair and replacement options
¢ Input from a coating specialist

e  Whether a CP system should be added to systems containing materials susceptible to
degradation.

Sampling techniques and engineering evaluations based on known conditions of piping are an
acceptable means of achieving reasonable assurance.

6.2.4 Plan Implementation

Plan implementation should consist of performing a condition assessment based on both
inspection results and engineering evaluations. The inspections should be conducted at the most
vulnerable locations determined using methods such as the risk ranking, results of cathodic
protection and coating surveys, plant experience, etc. The combination of evaluations and
inspections performed should provide reasonable assurance that the piping segment will maintain
structural and leakage integrity until the next planned inspection. The inspection results should
be documented and relevant photographs or video, when taken, should be filed to support
inspection results. All inspection results (whether degradation exists or not) shall be reported to
EPRI in the manner proscribed by the Buried Piping Integrity Group project manager.

Buried piping segments whose failures are inconsequential, and would cause no direct or
collateral damage (such as potable water), may be considered “run to failure™ and dispositioned
accordingly. Safety related lines and those containing licensed materials should never be
characterized as “run to failure”. Reference 1 provides more guidance on this categorization.
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Consider benchmarking piping segments characterized as “run to failure” against programs at
other utilities to check for consistent application. Note that segments categorized as “run to
failure” are still considered within the scope of the Initiative and leaks and adverse inspection
findings in these segments shall be reported in accordance with Appendix A.

Implementation of the inspection plan shall start no later than June 30, 2012 and the condition
assessment of buried piping containing licensed materials shall be completed by June 30, 2013.

Inspections should consider the following:

e Inspecting the coating when a buried pipe is uncovered

e Performing a visual inspection of buried pipe when it is uncovered or entered for any
reason in order to look for evidence of corrosion or damage.

e Insituations where system operability or functionality is in question due to wall or weld
degradation, examining the piping to determine remaining thickness.

o Estimating a projection of future damage based on current inspection results and the time
to the next planned inspection or repair.

e Categorizing the inspection results in support of a remaining life calculation.

¢ Using the knowledge gained through the inspection and integrity assessment process to
review and adjust as necessary the risk-informed ranking and the inspection plan.

The results of condition assessments should be an input to the Asset Management Plan.

6.2.5 Asset Management Plan

An asset management plan or plans addressing buried piping shall be developed and maintained.
An asset management plan is a long range plan for managing the structural and leakage integrity
of buried piping. Where the risk of failure is unacceptable, preventive and mitigative options
should be implemented as part of the long range strategy.

The asset management plan for buried piping may be part of the overall site or fleet asset
management plan.

Te asset management plan should be a living document that is periodically reviewed and updated
as more plant data becomes available through physical assessments and other means and as
industry knowledge and technology evolve.

The asset management plan shall be reviewed and approved by an appropriate high level
organization within the utility (such as the plant health committee).

The Asset Management Plan for buried piping shall be in place by December 31, 2013.

Key elements of an Assessment Management Plan should include:
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¢ Inspection plans

¢ Planned maintenance activities

¢ Plans for repair

¢ Anticipated replacement
One method to develop an asset management plan would be to categorize each buried line based
on its risk rank, contents (licensed material, diesel oil, raw or minimally treated water, hazardous
chemicals, off gas, etc), importance to power generation, results of cathodic protection testing,

and coating surveys, plant experience, etc. For example, each line would then be placed into
categories such as:

e Components to be repaired or replaced with a planned schedule within an implementation
plan.
e Components that need to be periodically inspected or monitored with a planned schedule.

e Components that are acceptable to run to leak and then repaired as needed (e.g., piping
with low risk or low environmental impact. Plants should also consider public
confidence concerns in applying this categorization.).

The plan should consider additional actions for a line such as:

o Inspect to determine the need to repair or replace.

¢ Add or enhance the cathodic protection.

e Add or enhance coating protection.

e Actions to minimize the degradation of the inner surface of the piping.

¢ Add protection against heavy surface loads.

B. Activities within the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative
Scope

The expectations described in Section 6.2.A above (regarding procedures and oversight, risk
ranking, inspection plans, plan implementation, and asset management) are applicable to the
components added by the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity [nitiative unless specifically
stated otherwise below. The following sections (6.2.6 through 6.2.10) explain the intent of the
Underground Piping and Tanks Initiative and provide additional guidance where appropriate.
Note that the activities and milestones in sections 6.2.6 through 6.2.10 apply only to the
additional components that were added by the Underground Piping and Tank Integrity Initiative
when it extended the Buried Piping Integrity Initiative.
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6.2.6 Procedure and oversight

Procedure and oversight responsibilities applicable to the Underground Piping and Tanks
Integrity Initiative, including associated plant programs, shall be revised to include in-scope
tanks and piping by December 31, 2011. The following steps are one method of approaching
this process.

o Identify the piping and tanks that fall within the scope added by the Underground Piping
and Tanks Integrity Initiative.

o I[dentify the programs or processes in place, or develop new ones if necessary, to manage
the leakage and structural integrity of these components.

e Develop or amend existing overarching program or process documents to ensure that all
the relevant programs are associated with the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity
Initiative and coordinated to control changes so that Initiative intent is managed and not
inadvertently compromised.

o Identify roles and responsibilities for the new program/process

¢ Develop a process for justifying any deviations to the Initiative elements documented in
this guideline. Ensure the process meets the intent of Section A.6.2.1 and this section.

Procedures and oversight shall incorporate the attributes listed in Section 3.3.B.1 plus the “shall”
statements in the following paragraphs.

e Process for obtaining review of Initiative and NEI 09-14 interpretations
Questions regarding the intent of the Initiative or the guidance in this document should be
communicated to NEI for review by the Buried Piping Integrity Task Force. The task
force will reply to the questioner in a timely manner. The task force will also
communicate interpretations of significant generic applicability to the industry as a
means of facilitating consistent implementation of the Initiative.

If a utility proceeds with an activity that does not meet the language of the Initiative or a
“shall” statement in this document, a justification for deviation shall be processed in
accordance with the remainder of this section. Note that a deviation may still meet the,
intent of the Initiative (see below) even if it does not meet the exact language of the
Initiative. For example, it may be possible to risk rank buried piping without addressing
every parameter in Section 3.3.A.2.

e Process for justifying and approving exceptions to the Initiative
When a utility determines that a required element of the Initiative or a “shall” statement
in this document will not or cannot be met, a justification for deviation shall be developed
and retained with the utility’s corrective action program. If a utility finds itself outside of
a required Initiative element and takes immediate action to meet the element, a deviation
justification is not required, but the condition should be entered into the corrective action
program and the Buried Piping Integrity Task Force should be notified. Required
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elements of the Initiative include the entire text of the Initiative (Sections 3.3.A and
3.3.B) and all “shall” statements in this document (summarized in Appendix B).

The justification shall provide the basis for determining that the proposed deviation meets
the same objective, or level of conservatism exhibited by the original requirement, and
should clearly state how long the deviation will be in effect. Justifications for deviation
shall be approved by the responsible utility executive.

To maintain the integrity of the deviation process and ensure a consistent approach to
guideline implementation (or inability to implement), it is important for utilities to share
deviations with the industry in an open and timely manner. Timely notification of
deviations allows the industry to systematically review the issue for potential generic
implications and take appropriate actions to facilitate consistent and appropriate
implementation of guidance. The following guidance applies:

e Approved deviations shall be sent to NEI in a timely manner for review by the
Buried Piping Integrity Task Force (BPITF).
o The BPITF review is not an independent review or an approval. Their
assessment is based on engineering judgment and experience.

e The BPITF will review the justification for deviation for the following items.
o Effect on guidance.
o Whether the deviation meets the intent of the Initiative.
o Generic applicability.

e Generically applicable information relative to the justifications will be
communicated to the industry.

¢  When the BPITF finds that the deviation does not meet the intent of the Initiative,
the applicable utility and the Buried Piping Integrity Working Group will be
informed. Semi-annually each utility shall report to NEI all active justifications
for deviation at each of its plants that are judged to not meet the intent of the
Initiative. This report is made as part of the utility’s input to the NSIAC report
(Appendix A).

o [fthe BPITF finds that the deviation does meet the intent of the Initiative, the
utility will be informed but the deviation will not be reported to NSIAC. The
justification should be retained with utility program documentation.

All requirements described in Section A. 6.2.1 are relevant to this section of the Underground
Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative except for implementation schedules.

6.2.7 Prioritization

The risk ranking process for buried piping will have been established as part of the Buried Piping
Integrity Initiative. This process may not be able to incorporate underground piping or tanks
because of the different parameters of concern. The process of risk ranking is referred to as
“prioritization” within the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative in recognition of
this situation and the possibility that a risk ranking tool may not be in place when utilities start
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the procéss. Greater use of engineering judgment is expected in the development of
prioritization results.

Prioritization shall incorporate the attributes listed in Section 3.3.B.2. Attributes that should also
be considered when prioritizing components include:

o Age

e Relevant industry operating experience

e Piping flow rate

e Tank volume

o Contents

e Soil condition and chemistry

e Plant operating history

e Leakage history

e Internal corrosion consideration (such as flow accelerated corrosion for piping only, and
microbiologically induced corrosion)

¢ Coating and lining

e  Wet or alternately dry
Prioritization should be adjusted as appropriate to apply engineering judgment to the results.

All requirements described in Section A. 6.2.2 are relevant to the Underground Piping and Tanks
Integrity Initiative, except for implementation schedules. Prioritization of components that fall
within the scope of the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative shall be complete by
June 30, 2012.

6.2.8 Condition Assessment Plan

The results of prioritization along with plant and industry experience, plant licensing
commitments, and trending of past inspection data should be used to define inspection locations,
inspection methods, and inspection schedules. Condition assessment plans shall incorporate the
attributes listed in Section 3.3.B.3. The Condition Assessment Plan shall be in place by
December 31, 2012. All requirements described in Section A. 6.2.3 are relevant to the
Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative, except for implementation schedules.

6.2.9 Plan Implementation

Implementation of the Condition Assessment plan for components included within the scope
added by the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative shall start no later than June 30,
2013. The condition assessment of underground piping and tanks containing licensed material
shall be completed by June 30, 2014.
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After prioritization is performed, the inspection process should address all piping and tanks
within the scope of both the initial Buried Piping Integrity Initiative and the Underground Piping
and Tanks Integrity Initiative in order to ensure the relative importance of the components are
recognized and the more important components are inspected first when possible.

All requirements described in Section A. 6.2.4 are relevant to the Underground Piping and Tanks
Integrity Initiative, except for implementation schedules.

6.2.10 Asset Management Plan

The Asset Management Plan for underground piping and tanks shall be in place by December 31,
2014. All requirements described in Section A. 6.2.5 are relevant to the Underground Piping and
Tanks Integrity Initiative, except for implementation schedule.
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APPENDIX A
REPORT TO NSIAC

A report to NSIAC will be prepared semi-annually addressing the following four items:

1. Overview — developed by NEI semi-annually on the following topics as appropriate:

o Notable information:

Incidents that attract media or industry stakeholder attention

INPO feedback from plant evaluations

Important ANI feedback from plant evaluations

Major piping or tank replacements and repairs as determined by NEI
Buried Piping Integrity Task Force. Examples are major piping
improvement projects where portions of service water systems were
replaced with high density polyethylene piping or 6% molybdenum
stainless steel)

o Assessment of availability of technology to support inspections

o Overall status of Initiative implementation, including the effect of active approved
deviations to Initiative elements.

2. Progress on Initiative implementation and exceptions — utilities will report to NEI the

status of implementation of each Initiative element at each of their plants using the
approach described below. The report will be made semiannually (by January 31 and
July 31) to NEI. NEI will collect and assemble the information.

o Report implementation status for each Initiative element and for each plant. The
elements and the expected implementation dates are repeated below:

Buried piping procedures and oversight in place by 6/30/10

Buried piping risk ranking complete by 12/31/10

Buried piping inspection plan in place by 6/30/11

Underground piping and tanks procedures and oversight in place by
12/31/11

Buried piping inspection start by 6/30/12

Underground piping and tanks prioritization complete by 6/30/12
Underground piping and tanks condition assessment plan in place by
12/31/12

Condition assessment of buried piping containing radioactive materials
complete by 6/30/13

Underground piping and tanks inspection start by 6/30/13

Buried piping asset management plan in place by 12/31/13
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» Condition assessment of underground piping and tanks containing
radioactive materials complete by 6/30/14

* Underground piping and tanks asset management plan in place by
12/31/14

o Document the status for each implementation date as follows:
=  Will extend the implementation date or have extended
= Implementation by the due date is at risk
* On schedule to meet date
= Complete

o Describe each active deviation that does not meet the intent of the Underground
Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative . Note that the existence of an approved
deviation to an implementation date does not change the fact that the date will not
be met. If an implementation date is not going to be met, it shall be reported as
such until the implementation is completed.

3. Industry experience and learning — Utilities will report the information below to INPO.
INPO will collect the information and report the results to NEI.

o Utilities will enter operating experience related to the items below into the INPO
EPIX database when instances occur. Entries should be made in a timeframe
consistent with EPIX timing requirements (Reference 4).

» Every leak from underground piping and tanks within the scope of this
Initiative
» Significant leaks from underground piping and tanks that are within the
scope of this Initiative: Significant leaks are defined as those which meet
either of the following criteria
- Result in concentrations that could exceed the regulatory
concentrations or limits established by the NRC or EPA., or
- Result in voluntary communication under the industry Ground
Water Protection Initiative, or
- Result in the system or component being out of service
* Adverse inspection findings: defined as indications from inspections that
require immediate repair or repair within one cycle

o Each instance will be categorized into one of the following five areas depending
upon the piping segment or tank affected (where more than one area applies, use
the one that appears highest in the list below).

» Safety related

= Contains licensed material

= Contains environmentally hazardous fluids (e.g., oils, chemicals, non-
radioactive fluids)

= Components categorized as not “run to failure”

= Components categorized as “run to failure”

4. Progress on inspection technology development — EPRI will assemble the information
below and report the results to NEIL.
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o Identify each technology that is being researched for possible use in inspections
o Describe the development and implementation status of each identified inspection
technology.

GENERAL

Information on leakage from applicable buried/underground piping and tanks using the above
criteria will be collected beginning for events that occurred in 2009. Information on Initiative
implementation and inspection technology will be collected beginning in 2010.

Information will be collected from utilities, INPO, ANI, and EPRI and sent to NEI semi-

annually. NEI will assemble a report for Buried Piping Integrity Task Force review and
assessment. The objective is to:

e Preparc an NSIAC presentation.

o Share implementation status and operating experience with the industry as appropriate.
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APPENDIX B
NEI 09-14 REQUIREMENTS

Section

Requirement

33

In order to meet these goals, every utility shall implement measures or program(s) to
satisfy the elements and associated key attributes in Sections 3.3.A and B. The
language in sections 3.3.A and B below documents the text of the Underground
Piping and Tanks Initiative as approved by NSIAC...

Note that the entire text of sections 3.3.A.1 thru 3.3.4.5 and 3.3.B.1 thru
3.3.B.10 is a requirement under the Underground Piping and Tanks
Integrity Initiative since these sections constitute the text of the Initiative
as approved by NSIAC. In the interest of brevity, the text from these
sections is not captured in this table.

3.5

Every utility shall ensure that activities associated with the Underground Piping and
Tanks Integrity Initiative and this document are implemented at its nuclear power
plants in accordance with the intent of the Initiative and the implementation dates
specified therein.

3.5

If a plant cannot or will not implement any part of the Initiative (Sections 3.3.A and
B) or a “shall” statement in this document, a justification for deviation from the
Initiative shall be developed and processed in accordance with Section 6.1.

5.1

Utilities shall perform the following actions in support of the Initiative:

e Implement the actions required by the Initiative (Section 3.3 and all “shall”
statements in this document).

e Process a justification for deviation (Section 6.1.1) whenever an action
required by the Initiative or a “shall” statement in this document cannot be
met.

e Report all results from inspections performed in accordance with the Initiative
in the manner proscribed by the EPRI project manager responsible for the
Buried Piping Integrity Group.

e Report to NEI the status of meeting the Initiative Implementation dates and
any active deviations that do not meet the intent of the Initiative as required
for the report to NSIAC (Appendix A)

e Report to INPO (EPIX) occurrences of leakage or adverse inspection findings
in piping, and tanks within the scope of this Initiative as required for the
report to NSIAC (Appendix A)

6.2.1

The necessary governance and oversight responsibilities shall be in place by June 30,
2010.

6.2.1

The Buried Piping Integrity Program shall be established including the identification
of a responsible executive who will carry out the senior level functions specified in
the Initiative and this guideline.

B-1




NEI 09-14 (Rev 1)
December 2010

Section L - Requirement _ _

6.2.1 When a utility determines that a required element of the Initiative cannot be met, a
technical justification for deviation shall be developed and retained with the utility’s
program documentation.

6.2.1 Justifications for deviation shall be reviewed and approved in accordance with the
applicable plant procedures with concurrence from the responsible utility executive.

6.2.1 Each utility shall report all approved justifications for deviation that are currently
active at each of its plants to NEI semi-annually as part of the utility’s input to the
NSIAC report.

6.2.1 A Program Plan and associated procedures shall be developed to implement the
Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative.

6.2.1 The program documents and implementing procedures shall implement, as a
minimum, the elements of the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative
(Section 3.3) and requirements in this document.

6.2.2 A risk ranking process shall be used to understand site vulnerabilities and to help
prioritize the selection of inspection locations.

6.2.2 The risk ranking process shall incorporate the attributes listed in Section 3.3.A.2 of
this document as augmented by the “shall” statement below as a minimum.

e The risk ranking shall be periodically reviewed and updated as necessary to
reflect inspection results, changes in operating conditions, and design -
modifications.

6.2.2 The initial risk ranking process shall be complete by December 31, 2010.

6.2.2 The risk ranking process shall determine the likelihood and consequence of failure
for each piping segment in order to prioritize inspections or other actions

6.2.3 The inspection plan shall incorporate the attributes listed in Section 3.3.A.3 of this
document as augmented by the “shall” statement below.

e Where buried pipes are protected by a cathodic protection (CP) system, the
CP system shall be periodically inspected and tested to assess its continued
adequacy.

6.2.3 The inspection plan shall be in place by June 30, 201 1.

6.2.4 Note that segments categorized as “run to failure” are still considered within the
scope of the Initiative and leaks and adverse inspection findings in these segments
shall be reported in accordance with Appendix A. :

6.2.4 All inspection results (whether degradation exists or not) shall be reported to EPRI in
the manner proscribed by the Buried Piping Integrity Group project manager.

6.2.4 Implementation of the inspection plan shall start no later than June 30, 2012 and the
conditton assessment of buried piping containing licensed materials shall be
completed by June 30, 2013.

6.2.5 An asset management plan or plans addressing buried piping shall be developed and
maintained.

6.2.5 The asset management plan shall be reviewed and approved by an appropriate high
level organization within the utility (such as the plant health committee).

6.2.5 The Asset Management Plan for buried piping shall be in place by December 31,
2013.

6.2.6 Procedure and oversight responsibilities applicable to the Underground Piping and

Tanks Integrity Initiative, including associated plant programs, shall be revised to
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include in-scope tanks and piping by December 31, 2011.

6.2.6 Procedures and oversight shall incorporate the attributes listed in Section 3.3.B.1 plus
the “shall” statements in the following paragraphs.

6.2.6 If a utility proceeds with an activity that does not meet the language of the Initiative
or a “shall” statement in this document, a justification for deviation shall be
processed in accordance with the remainder of this section.

6.2.6 When a utility determines that a required element of the Initiative will not or cannot
be met, a justification for deviation shall be developed and retained with the utility’s
corrective action program.

6.2.6 The justification shall provide the basis for determining that the proposed deviation
meets the same objective, or level of conservatism exhibited by the original
requirement, and should clearly state how long the deviation will be in effect.

6.2.6 Justifications for deviation shall be approved by the responsible utility executive.

6.2.6 Approved deviations shall be sent to NEI in a timely manner for review by the Buried
Piping Integrity Task Force (BPITF).

6.2.6 Semi-annually each utility shall report to NEI all active justifications for deviation at
each of its plants that are judged to not meet the intent of the Initiative.

6.2.7 Prioritization shall incorporate the attributes listed in Section 3.3.B.2.

6.2.7 Prioritization of components that fall within the scope of the Underground Piping and
Tanks Integrity Initiative shall be complete by June 30, 2012.

6.2.8 Condition assessment plans shall incorporate the attributes listed in Section 3.3.B.3.

6.2.8 The Condition Assessment Plan shall be in place by December 31, 2012.

6.2.9 Implementation of the Condition Assessment plan for components included within
the scope added by the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative shall start
no later than June 30, 2013.

6.2.9 The condition assessment of underground piping and tanks containing licensed
material shall be completed by June 30, 2014,

6.2.10 The Asset Management Plan for underground piping and tanks shall be in place by
December 31, 2014.

App A If an implementation date is not going to be met, it shall be reported as such until the

implementation is completed.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Underground Piping and Tanks Initiative Semi-Annual Report

Background
When NSIAC approved the Buried Piping Integrity Initiative in November 2009 and the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative in September

2010, it asked for a semi-annual report on the status of related industry events and efforts. Four areas were to be covered: milestone status, leakage
trends, NDE development, and overall assessment. The January 2011 report follows.

Milestone Implementation Status
The chart below captures the status of each of the milestones included in the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity Initiative. The light green and gray

bars indicate data from July 2010 (when only the Buried Piping Integrity Initiative was in place and only its 6 milestones were in effect). The dark green
and white bars indicate data from January 2011.
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The following observations are offered on the above data:

e Chart colors: green=complete, white or gray=on schedule, yellow=at risk, and red=will not meet

e All plants have met the first and second milestones

e No deviations to the Initiative have been reported

o All plants report that they are on schedule for future milestones except one utility (3 plants) which reported that inspection start is at risk pending
publication of a document that provides guidance on inspection planning. The Buried Piping Integrity Task force is working on this guidance and it
should be completed before the middle of this year.

e One utility reported that inspections of all of its “rad systems” was complete in July, but not complete in January. That is because the utility
discovered additional contaminated piping after the July 2010 report.

Trends: Leakage and Adverse Inspection Findings
The three charts below capture trends in leakage events and inspection findings.

Number of Reported Events by Year and Failure Mode

. Notes to this chart:
B Significant leak
Senopanntenence The data was obtained from INPO’s EPIX system in early January. All of
nspection finding (requires major repair within one cycle) the events in 2010 may not have been reported at that time.

Significant leaks are those that Exceed NRC or EPA limits, or are
reportable under the Ground water Protection Initiative, or result in a
system or component being out of service.

Adverse inspection findings are those that require repairs within one
cycle.
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Failure Causes Buried Pipe Events Classification

(general)

undetermined, 13 _
/,des}gn, 6
construction, 5

equipment aging ~

metallic parts, 36
mechanical

process, 59

erosion / corrosion
process, 24

The following observations are offered on the data in the above three charts:
¢ It is not possible to conclude that any leakage trends have been established under the industry’s “Enhanced Inspection and Environmental

Monitoring Initiatives”. The trend has not been monitored for sufficient time and leakage events from 2010 may not have been reported at the
time the above data was collected.

The majority of leaks are inconsequential (coming from “run to failure” or other buried piping).

e Significant leaks amount to about 7 to 15% of total and the number of these leaks was approximately the same in 2009 and 2010.
Historically, approximately 12% of leaks occur in systems that are safety related or contain licensed material. However this observation may be
biased by data prior to 2009 when the leaks that were most likely to be reported were significant ones.

e The three major reported failure causes were mechanical processes, equipment aging, and erosion/corrosion. It is difficult to relate these general
EPIX cause codes to buried piping events. Failure causes will be aligned to specific piping issues in data reported beginning in 2011.
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NDE Technology Update

EPRI issued a buried pipe NDE reference guide last August (Report 1021626). This guide describes various in-line and outS|de pipe non
destructive examination technologies.
Inspection methods and delivery tools are available; however vendors have limited resources, are in demand at other industries, and have limited
experience in the nuclear industry.
Challenges:
" o Appropriate implementation methods for the inspection technologies must be developed.
o Technological capabilities and processes are not well documented for nuclear application
o Industry’s inspection schedules will be aggressive
o Technologies must be demonstrated in the field
Industry is working on these challenges through the EPRI Buried Piping Industry Group (BPIG). One important part of their effort is to
communicate industry needs and expectations to vendors. Semi-annual BPIG meetings include vendors and vendor demonstrations.

Buried Piping Integrity Task Force Observations

January 2011

Utilities are implementing the Underground Piping and Tanks Initiative milestones as scheduled.

It is important to keep the focus and necessary funding applied to inspection tool development.

The industry’s inspection guidance document, referred to as the “reasonable assurance document”, is important. It will provide an acceptable
approach to planning inspections such that the Initiative’s goal of reasonable assurance of the structural and leakage integrity of buried piping is
achieved. The Buried Piping Integrity Task Force should complete an initial version of this document by the middle of this year.

Utilities need to start communicating their schedules for inspection resource needs so that the necessary pIannmg can-occur to avoid shortages.
This communication should occur through the EPRI BPIG.

A workshop to address coordination between the Underground Piping and Tanks Integrity and Ground Water Protection Initiative (collectively
referred to as the Enhanced Inspection and Ground Water Monitoring Initiatives) will be held this summer. A document that will provide guidance
on this coordination is already being developed and should be available by the middie of this year.
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Hogan, Rosemary

-———From:~~ = ——~7 " 77" "The Government Affairs Institute at Georgetown University [gai@georgetown.edu]
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011 10:44 AM
To: Hogan, Rosemary
Subject: GAIl ON THE HILL Newsletter

HOMEPAGE | COURSES | REGISTRATION

THURSDAY, MARCH 24, 2011
VOLUME 2 | ISSUE 16

The Budget Saga Continues
By Ken Gold, Director

With the deadline on the previous continuing resolution (CR) looming, President Obama signed yet ar
stopgap budget bill late last week in order to avert a government shutdown. The sixth FY 11 continuit
resolution cut an additional $6 billion in federal spending, keeping the government running through Ag
That's the good news.

[More]

Upcoming GAI Course(s):

Certificate Program in Legislative Studies

The Certificate Program in Legislative Studies is designed for professionals who are currently working
planning to work in an executive branch department or agency; in a congressional staff position; with .
interest group, law firm, or news organization; or others whose business or organization is affected by
federal legislative or regulatory activities.[More]

Director's Desk
On March 18 President Obama signed the 6th continuing resolution for FY 11. Think that's a lot of CRs? In FY 2001, Con
enacted 21 of them. CRs go back to at least the 1870s, and every year since 1955 Congress has enacted at least one CF
'the exception of three years (FY 89, FY 95, and FY 97.) But somehow knowing that they're a regular part of the process s

to make things worse. With Congress being unable to resolve FY 11 spending, and the national debt fast approaching the '
current ceiling, they've yet to turn their attention to the FY 12 appropriations bills.
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Hogan, Rosemary

From:

_ Rivera-Lugo, Richard
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011 4.55 PM
To: Csontos, Aladar; Gavrilas, Mirela; Boyce, Tom (RES); Sydnor, Russell; Koshy, Thomas;
Hogan, Rosemary
Cc: Case, Michael; Richards, Stuart; Norris, Wallace; West, Stephanie
Subject: ACTION: 2nd Quarter Op Plan Update - Due 3/30
Importance: High
BCs,

Please update your E and O level milestones on the RES User Need and Operating Plan SharePoint Site for
the 2" and 3™ Quarter (January 1% = June 30", 2011) FY2011, and provide the following input for the 2™
Quarter Performance Report by COB on Wednesday, March 30"

(1) NUREGS published

(2) Significant meetings/seminars/conferénces/published papers

(3) Any challenges affecting technical work per branch (if applicable)
Should you have any questions please contact me at your earliest convenience.

Richie

Richard Rivera- Lugo, EIT, MEM
Technical Assistant (Acting)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission — HQ
RES/DE

Ph. 301-251-7652

Fax 301-251-7420

Mail  M.S.C5C07M

E-mail Richard.Rivera-Lugo@nrc.gov

b% Please consider the Environment before printing this e-mail.

3
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From: Virgilio, Marti

To: Wigagins, Jim; Johnson, Michael; Leeds, Eric
Subject: Tasking Memo Under Development

Date: Monday, March 21, 2011 3:14:01 AM

FYl

From: Borchardt, Bill
Sent: Sunday, March 20, 2011 1
To: Jaczko, Gregory

1:49 AM

Cc: Weber, Michae!; Virgilio, Martin; Muessle, Mary; Andersen, James

Subject: RE: Japan Follow-up

Chairman: will do

Mary: please have Jim and staff start on this.

From: Jaczko, Gregory

Sent: Sunday, March 20, 2011 11:37 AM

To: Borchardt, Bill
Subject: Fw: Japan Foliow-up

Fyi. And can you draft up a tasking memo and a com that would accomplish each of these

From: Batkin, Joshua

To: Jaczko, Gregory

Sent; Sat Mar 19 18:50:50 2011
Subject: RE: Japan Follow-up

(b)(3)
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, -
From: Weber, Michael
To: Sheron, Brign
(ol ] Borchardt, Bill; Virgilio, Martin; Leeds, Eric; Johnson, Michael; Haney, Cathering; Evans. Michele; Wiggins, Jim;
Miller, Charles; Sanfilippo. Nathan
Subject: Response - Tasking Memo
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 10:16:51 PM

All valid topics, Brian. Pianning for the near-term and longer-term task forces remains somewhat fluid
and adjustable to meet Commission expectations. For now, the near-term Task Force will c¥hsist of 3
senior execs from NRC, 1 rehired annuitant, 1 ETA from OEDQO, and 1 administrative assistant. No
impacts on RES.

(b))

Keep those ideas coming. These will be helpful 1o the task force and the steering commitiee.

Thanks

From: Sheron, Brian

To: Weber, Michael

Sent: Tue Mar 22 18:12:21 2011
Subject: Tasking Memo

Mike, | understand that there is an intention of using rehired annuitants to staff the task
force looking at short and longer term evaluation of our regulations in light of the
Fukushima event.

For the longer-term effort, | envisioned that RES would have a role to play in the task
force. There are a number of issues | think need to be evaluated. For example,

(b)(5)

e,

| envision these as longer-term studies that need to be done, and assume RES would \\O\

"



have the lead for the_m. Thus, | would assume we woul
these task forces.

»

d somehow be represented on



From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Layron r

iyn

NRO DSER Branch Chicls

Quinn, Lawra; Muir, Jessie; Otson, Brucg; Jones, Henry: Willingham, Michael; Vokeun Patricia; Sutton, Mallegia;
Tirynigh, Nebryu, Lopas, Sarah; Bruner, Doualas; Dozier, Tamsen; Ahn, Hosung; Flangers Scott; Choksh

Nilech

*Pending™* Action / Preparation Requested: CR Allocation for Contractor Support - Next 6 wecks
Wednesday, March 23, 2011 8:26:14 AM

NCPM Pracessed 6 Veek Alfggation for DSER 03162011 pdf
raft DSER Fstimated § Week Meeds 03232011 odf

Hi -

Backaround

(b)(5)

Request

(b)(5)

Thanks,
Carolyn
2736



DSER Living MCWP 03162011 xlsx

tof2

03/16/2011
5.33PM
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From: ruphy, Jarame

Jo: RO [ A Qirgors; NEQ Dematy Division Ciregtois; R0 1A

Cc: Flarwiers, Rhes

Subject: FY 2013 New Reactors Business Line Base budget and Scenario A and 8
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 8:38:07 PM

Attachments: Now Reactors B (Bedaat Datans) - Scenanio Beowrfrng 3-34-11 slsx

Seengna A gng B HRC

Qrice Direcier Srusima f3-24-11) vl

(0)(5)

Thanks,
Jerome Murphy
FPMB Branch Chief

NRO/PMDA
Jerome Murghyipnre gov
(301) 415-2288



FY 2013 Budget Formulation

New Reactors Business Line FY 2013 Budget Discussion with NRO Divisions



FY 2013 Budget Formulation

(b)(3)

New Reactors Business Line FY 2013 Budget Discussion with NRO Divisions



FY 2013 Budget Formulation

(b)(5)

New Reactors Business Line FY 2013 Budget Discussion with NRO Divisions



FY 2013 Budget Formulation

New Reactors Business Line FY 2013 Budget Discussion with NRO Divisions



FY 2013

Budget Formufation

(b)5)

New Reactors Business Line FY 2013 Budget Discussion with NRO Divisions



FY 2013 Budget formulation

(b))

New Reactors Business Line FY 2013 Budget Discussion with NRO Divisions



FY 2013 Budget Formulation

New Reactors Business Line FY 2013 Budget Discussion with NRO Divisions



FY 2013 Budget Formulation

(b)(3)

New Reactors Business Line FY 2013 Budget Discussion with NRO Divisions .



FY 2013 Budget Formulation

(b)(5)

New Reactors Business Line FY 2013 Budget Discussion with NRO Divisions 9



FY 2013 Budget Formulation

(b)3)

New Reattors Business Line FY 2013 Budget Discussion with NRO Divisions



FY 2013 Budget Formulation

(b)(3)

New Reactors Business Line FY 2013 Budget Discussion with NRO Divisions 11



FY 2013 Budget Formulation

(b)(3)

New Reactors Business Line FY 2013 Budget Discussion with NRO Divisions
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From: Snyder, Amy

To: Hall, Victor

Cc: Akstulewicz, Frank; Flanders, Scolt; Lauron, Carolyn; Madden, Patrick; Matthews, David;
Subject: New Reactor Licensing Subprogram input for Semiannual Report to Congress

Date: Thursday, March 24, 2011 11:36:18 AM

Attachments; miannual 11 3-24-1

Importance: High

Hi Vic,

Attached is the input for the New Reactor Licensing Subprogram for the Semiannual Report to
Congress. It will need to be reviewed by OGC. Suggest you provide it to them as soon as you can.
The file attached shows redline changes from the last report. You may accept all changes before
you incorporate it in the entire NRO Semiannual Report for Congress document that is due to EDO
by April 6.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

We have coordinated with DSER on the input for licensing. | think | resolved all their concerns. if
DSER has any additional comments they will send them directly to you and copy me and Frank.

Thank you,
Amy

Amy M. Snyder

Technical Assistant for Licensing Operations
Office of New Reactors

Division of New Reactor Licensing

T6F24

M.S. T6C20M

¥ USNRC

Vauet Ve Nad Rl Cagmomes

Provnceimg Propls amdl the Enpiranmeret
"3 (301) 415-6822 FAX;301 415-6640
amy.snyder@nrc.gov

From: Hall, Victor
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011 9:59 AM
To: Snyder, Amy

Subject: Update on reports

Good morning Amy,
Any updates?
Thanks,

-Vic
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To: Ader, Charles; Bergman, Thomas; Dudes, Laura; Flanders, Scott: Matthews, David; Mayfield, Michael; Schum,
Constance; Akstulewicz, Fraok; QQLLM i Nles___ _.__n.Ccffl , Stephanie; Dixon-Herrity, Jepnifer; Dudes, Laura;
Lombard, Mark; Madden, Patrick; Seqala, John; Shuaibi, Mohammed: Tappert, John; Araquas, Christian; Clark,
Theresa; Erwin, Kenneth; Holmes, Beverly; Lauron, Carolyn; McGovern, Denise; Rivera-Varona, Aida; Rosales-
Cooper, Cindy; Shams, Mohamed; Snvder, Amy; Williams, Donna

Cc: Green, Thomas

Subject: FYI - Semiannual Report Input

Date: Thursday, March 24, 2011 5:11:11 PM

Attachments: Semiannual Report FY2011 2ndQ - 5.docx

Thank you all for your help in gathering your sections for NRO'’s input to the Semiannual
report to Congress!

DCIP will be putting the attached together for concurrence first thing tomorrow. | am
sending this advance notice since we will be asking for a quick turnaround. We are
shooting for concurrence by March 29 (Tuesday) - before the upcoming retreat. This

should ensure that we have it to the front office, with all comments resolved, by April 15!,

The Quarterly report will follow shortly, but has to head to Tech Editing first. We will get it
out to make its rounds as soon as possible. Thanks again for everyone's support!

If you have any comments or questions, please don't hesitate to e-mail, call, or stop by.
-Vic -

Victor Hall, Operations Engineer
Quality and Vendor Inspection Branch 2
Office of New Reactors

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Ph: (301)415-2915 Fax: (301)415-3325






(b))




(b)(5)




(b)(5)




(b)(5)







(b))










(b)(S)




(b)(5)




(b))




(b))




(b)(3)




(b)(S)







(b))




(b)5)




(b)(5)













(b)(3)




(b))







-——-0Driscoll; James

From: John M Fusco] (b)6) 3
Sent: Friday, March T =zorm=oaFrmwr !
To: ODriscoll, James

Subject: @BreakingNews, 3/11/11 16:45

MBreaking News (@BreakingNews)
3/11/11 16:45
Japan says radiation levels surges outside nuclearplant, expands area subject to evacuation - AP

"I wish to have no connection with any ship that does not sail fast, for I intend to go in harm's way.”
CAPT John Paul Jones, USN
16 Nov 1778



o s

ODriscoll, James

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pretty funny.

John M Fuscg|(0)(6)

Friday, March 1T, Z0TT 300 PV
QODriscoll, James

Re: Whirlpool video off Japan

"I wish to have no connection with any ship that does not sail fast, for [ intend to go in harm's way."
CAPT John Paul Jones, USN

16 Nov 1778

On Mar 11,2011, at 15:46, "ODriscoll, James" <James.ODriscoll@nrc.gov> wrote:

1. US delivers coolant to Japan nuclear plant -Clinton

51 pbsts - 34 authors - Last post: 4 hours ago

"Some really important coolant..." Hilary exudes her brilliance once again ... She's sent
this “really important coolant’ to Japan under the ...
www. freerepublic. com/focus/f-news/2687232/posts- Block all freerepublic.com results

From: John M Fuscof[mailto|(D)(6)
Sent: Friday, March®1, 20113729 P™M

Subject: Whirlpool video off Japan

/1711 15:21

BWired (@wired)

Stunning video of whirlpool off the Japan coast: wrd.tw/hxOSLg

v*“\vé



—— {~—ODriscoll, Jame

{

g T T

From: John M Fuscol‘(b)(6) l _
Sent: Friday, March™T12011 3:25 PM =
To: QODriscoll, James '

Subject: Re: New helmet armor

Ridiculous! We are returning to suits of armor. What's next? Joust training?

"I wish to have no connection with any ship that does not sail fast, for I intend to go in harm's way."
CAPT John Paul Jones, USN
16 Nov 1778

On Mar 11, 2011, at 15:23, "ODriscoll, James" <James.ODriscoll@nrc.gov> wrote:

Looks like something out of world war |

From: John M Fuscg (b)(6)
Sent: Friday, March 1T, ZUIT 3720 FP™
Subject: New helmet armor

Take a look at this! Paint it white and they will be like stormtroopers. How crazy, who will be
able to hear you when you talk?

GUARD YOUR GRILL -
MAXILLOFACIAL SHIELD

8y MARINES macazine STAFF | FRIDAY. MARCH 11 2011 8 65

Share|

he Ballistic Protective Maxillofacial Shield, made by Gentex

Corporation, is a piece of personal protective equipment made to
shield a Marine’s face from shrapnel and other ballistic threats faced

on today’s battlefield. l
; ()w’\\/b



_ <image002jpg> e L ) _ o

The shield comes in two models, the MFS 800 and MFS 1800 models. The 800
model offers protection comparable to ballistic protective eyewear. The 1800
offers protection up to the National Institute of Justice’s level llIA rating, which is
no penetration with a 124-grain full metal jacket 9 mm projectile traveling at 1,350
to 1,450 feet per second.

The system is light, with the both models weighing under one and 1.9 pounds
respectively. The system can be retrofitted to existing helmets, attaching to holes
already in the helmet.

“The MFS is easy to install and use,” said Richard Long, product
manager, U.S. and international sales with Gentex Corp. “You just
attach the brackets to your heimet and in a few minutes you'll have it
snhapped in and ready. You can remove it in seconds and work the
shield up or down with one hand. It takes away another vulnerable
spot. Instead of aiming for the head, enemies are aiming toward the
face because it's unprotected. The MFS fixes that.”

"I wish to have no connection with any ship that does not sail fast, for I intend to go in harm's
way."

CAPT John Paul Jones, USN

16 Nov 1778
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ODriscoll, James

From: John M Fuscci (b)(ﬁ) :
Sent: Friday, March TT, ZUTT T.43 P!
Subject: Bullet train and ship missing

You know it's a Bad day when a train gets washed away!

Japan tsunami sparks fears that bullet train and cruise ship have
disappeared, hundreds missing

sy LARRY MCSHANE
DALY NEWS STAFF WRITER
Friday, March 11th 2011, 12:08 PM

Yamaguchi/Bloomberg
A bullet train in Japan (not shown) 1s feared missing after the tsunami.

Less stress, more § while exploring Japan

The 33-foot tsunami that pounded Japan reportedly swept away a ship carrying 100
people and left one of the country's signature bullet trains missing.
The Kyodo news service reported the missing ship and train, although details were scarce

about both. Video showed the black water knocking cars, trains and boats around as if
they were toys.

PHOTOS: TSUNAMI LEVELS JAPAN \%r\



GRAPHIC: ANATOMY OF A TSUNAMI
AMAZING PIC: WHIRLPOOL ENSNARES BOAT -

" The train - with hundreds of passengers - dnsappedred ona Ime outsnde the coastal city

ofSendai, according to Kyodo. Another train was derailed by the powerful waves.
There were reports of hundreds of bodies found in Sendai, the city hit hardest <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>