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LICENSEE'S RESPONSE TO TMIA SUPPLEMENT
TO PETITION FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE

I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. §2.714(b), the Board's August 8,
1983 "Notice of Hearing On Issuance Of Amendment To Facility
Operating License" ("Notice") ordered the petitioners in this
proceeding to file, no later than September 21, 1983, "a list
of the contentions which they seek to have litigated in the
matter, * * * [setting] forth the bases for each contention
with reasonable specificity." The Board further ruled that
"[c]ontentions shall be limited to matters within the scope of

the amendment under consideration." Notice, at 4. Licensee
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responds herein to the "TMIA Supplement To Petition For Leave
To Intervene," dated September 21, 1983.

Licensee begins the response to TMIA's proposed conten-
tions with a general discussion of the legal requirements for
contentions (insofar as here pertinent) and their application
to this petition. Licensee then addresses each of TMIA's eight

proposed contenvions individually.

II. RESPONSE TO CONTENTIONS

A. Regquirements for Contentions

1. Scope of Hearing Notice

A threshold requirement for an admissible contention is
that it address a matter which is within the scope of the
issues set forth in the Commission's Notice of Oppsrtunity for

Hearing in this proceeding. See Northern Indiana Public

Service Co. (Bailly Generating Station, Nuclear 1), ALAR-619,

12 N.R.C. 558, 565 (1981); Portland General Electric Co.

(Trojan Nuclear Plant), ALAB-534, 9 N.R.C. 287, 289-90, n.é6

(1979); Public Service Co. of Indiana (Marble Hill Nuclear

Generating Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-316, 3 N.R.C. 167,

170-71 (1976).

% Bases with Reasonable Specificity

As the Board emphasized to petitioners (Notice, at 4), the

Commission's Rules of Practice, at 10 C.F.R. §2.714(b), further



require that a petition include with proposed contentions "the
bases for each contention set forth with reasonable specif-
icity."21/

There are several purposes which underlie the Commission's
section 2.714(b) standards:

A purpose of the basis-for-contention re-
quirement in Section 2.714 is to help assure at
the pleading stage that the hearing process is
not improperly invoked. For example, a licens-
ing proceeding before this agency is plainly not
the proper forum for an attack on applicable re-
quirements or for challenges to the basic struc-
ture of the Commission's regulatory process.

21/ Generally, pro se petitioners =-- unschooled in the
Commission's pleading requirements -- are held to less rigid
standards of clarity and precision with regard to an interven-
tion petition (though a totally deficient petition must be
rejected). Public Service Electric & Gas Co. (Salem Nuclear
Generating Statiocon, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-136, 6 A.E.C. 487, 489
(1973). And even an inexperienced pro se party is expected to
familiarize himself with the Commission's Rules of Practice.
Pennsylvania Power and Light Co. (Susguehanna Steam Electric
Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-563, 10 N.R.C. 449, 450 n.1l
(1979). Further, petitions drawn by counsel experienced in NRC
practice must exhibit a high degree of specificity. Kansas Gas
& Electric Co. (Wolf Creek Generating Station), ALAB-279, 1
N.R.C. 559, 576-77 (1975).

Petitioners here can similarly be reasonably expected to
exhibit a high degree of specificity in their pleadings. TMIA
is represented by counsel experienced in NRC proceedings, and
both TMIA and individual members of Joint Petitioners are sea-
soned veterans of the TMI-1 Restart proceedings, with at least
four years of experience in active NRC intervention. As such,
they are no strangers to he Commission's reguirement that con-
tentions have a "basis" stated with "specificity." They are
also well aware cf the existence of and availability of the
Public Document Room, and the procedures for its use. Further,
they know the significance of documents such as the Staff's
Safety Evaluation Report in a given proceeding. Thus, the pe-
titioners here are not entitled to the leniency which may be
accorded novice pro se petitioners.



Another purpose is to help assure that other
parties are sufficiently put on notice so that
they will know at least generally what they will
have to defend against or oppose. Still another
purpose is to assure that the proposed issues
are proper for adjudication in the particular
proceeding. In the final analysis, there must
ultimately be strict observance of the require-
ments governing intervention, ir order that the
adjudicatory process is invoked only by those
persons who have real interests at stake and who
seek resolution of concrete issues.

Philadelphia Electric Co. (Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station,

Units 2 and 3), ALAB-216, & A.E.C. 13, 20-21 (1974) (emphasis
supplied; footnote omitted).

The notice aspect of the requirement is a natural out-
growth of fundamental notions of fairness applied to the party
with the burden of proof. The Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board has cobserved:

The applicant is entitled to a fair chance to

defend. It is therefore entitled to be told at

the outset, with clarity and precision, what

arguments are being advanced and what relief is

being asked. * * * * So is the Board below. It

should not be necessary to speculate about what
a pleading is supposed toc mean.

Kansas Gas and Electric Co. (Wolf Creek Generating Station,

Unit No. 1), ALAB-279, 1 N.R.C. 559, 576 (1975) (emphasis
supplied; footnote omitted). Moreover, the Licensing Board is
entitled to adequate notice of a petitioner's specific conten-
tions to enable it to guard against the obstructionism of its
processes. As the Supreme Court noted, in upholding the
Commission's requirements for a threshold showing of

materiality for environmental contentions:



* ®* * [T]t is incumbent upon intervenors who
wish to participate to structure their partici-
pation so that it is meaningful, so that it
alerts the agency to the intervenors' position
and contention. * * * Indeed, administrative
proceedings should not be a game or forum to
engage in unjustified obstructionism by making
cryptic and obscure reference to matters that
"ought to be" considered * * *.

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. Natural Resources Defense

Council, 435 U.S. 519, 553-54 (1978) (emphasis supplied).

Yet important as the notice aspect of the standard is, the
requirement for bases with reascnable specificity goes beyond
the "notice pleading" allowed in the federal courts, which has
been found to be insufficient for NRC licensing proceedings.

See Wolf Creek, supra, ALAB-279, 1 N.R.C. at 575, n.32 (1975).

On the other hand, the regulation does not regquire the peti-
tioner to detail the evidence which will be offered in support

of each proposed contention. Peach Bottom, supra, ALAB-216, 8

A.E.C. 13, 20 (1974).22/ In short, the standard falls some-
where in between, and "[t)he degree of specificity with which
the basis for a contention must be alleged initially involves
the exercise of judgment on a case-by-case basis." Id.

There are also certain practical considerations which

should play a particularly important rcle here in the Board's

22/ See also Mississippi Power and Light Co. (Grand Gulf Nu-
clear Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-130, 6 A.E.C. 423, 426
(1973); Houston Lighting and Power Co. (Allens Creek Nuclear
Generating Station, Unit 1), ALAB=-590, 11 N.R.C. 542, 548-49
(1980).
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application of the "bases with reasonable specificity" standard

to a particular proposed contention -- beyond the question of
whether the proposed contention provides clear and precise
notice of the issues on which Licensee may bear the burden of
proof. First, the contention should refer to and address per-
tinent documentation, available in the public domain, which is
relevant to this facility and this project.3/ The Commission
itself has recently emphasized petitioners' duties in this

regard. See generally, Duke Power Co. (Catawba Nuclear

Station, Units 1 and 2), CLI-83-19, _ N.R.C. ___ (June 30,
1983). 1In Catawba, the Commission expressly recognized that "a
person who invokes the right to participate in an NRC proceed-
ing also voluntarily accepts the obligations attendant upon
such participation." Id., slip op. at 10 (citations omitted).
The Commission further acknowledged the "substantial public in-
terest in efficient and expeditious administrative proceed-
ings." 1d., slip op. at 11 (citations omitted). Based on
these principles, the Commission held that a petitioner for in-
tervention has an ironclad obligation "to diligently uncover
and apply all publicly available information to the prompt for-
mulation of contentions." Ibid. In the instant case, the re-

quirement for specific reference to relevant documentation

3/ See Cleveland Electric Illuminating Co. (Perry Nuclear
Power Plant, Units 1 aird 2), LEP-81-24, 14 N.R.C. 175, 181-84
(1981).
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applies with special force to the Staff's TMI-1 Steam Generator
Repair Safety Evaluation Report (MUREG-1019) ("SER"), including
its numerous attachments and appendices, 4/ and to Licensee's
"Assessment of TMI-1 Plant Safety For Return To Service After
Steam Generator Repair," Topical Report 008 ("TR-008"), and the
"TMI-1 OTSG Failure Analysis Report," GPUN Technical Data
Report Neo. 341 (July 1982) ("TDR-341"),§/ but also extends to
other docketed correspondence and published reports, as well as
industry codes.

In addition, there should be either a reasonably logical
and technically credible explanation, or a referenced and plau-
sible authority, for the factual assertions in the contentions.
The petitioner's personal opinion alone is not adequate for

this purpose. See generally, Detroit Edison Co. (Enrico Fermi

Atomic Power Plant, Unit 2), LBP-78-11, 7 N.R.C. 381, 386-87,

aff'd, ALAB-470, 7 N.R.C. 473 (1978); Houston Lighting & Power

Co. (Allens Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1),

ALAB-590, 11 N.R.C. 542, 547-48 (1980); Cleveland Electric

Illuminat;gg_go. (Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2).

LBP-81-24, 14 N.R.C. 175, 181-84 (1981).

&/ The Staff's SER was served on all petitioners on August
25, 1983.

“5/ Petitioners were directly notified of the placement of
TR-008 (Rev.2) in the Public Document Room by a letter from
Staff counsel to Licensee dated August 2, 1983, In additioen,
on September 29, 1983, Licensee provided each petitioner with
an individual copy of TR-008 (Rev. 3). TDR-341 has been avail-
able in the PDR since September 3, 1982.
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- Challenges to Regulations

All rules and regulations of the Commission, and the
underlying bases for those rules and regulations, are immune to
attack in an individual licensing Proceeding unless a petition
is first addressed to the licensing board for an exception or
waiver. The sole ground for a petition for waiver or exception
shall be that special circumstances with respect to the subject
matter of the particular Proceeding are such that application
of the specific challenged rule or regulation (or provision
thereof) would not serve the purposes for which the rule or
regulation was adopted. The petition must be accompanied by an
affidavit in Support of that basis for the petition. Other
parties must be afforded an opportunity to respond to the
petition, including leave to submit reply affidavits. If the

licensing board determines that a prima facie showing has been

made in support of waiver or exception, it shall, before so
ruling, certify airectly to the Commission for a determination
on the matter. 1If the licensing board does not determine that

such a prima facie showing has been made, it must deny the

petition. 10 C.F.R. §2.758; Potomac Electric Power Co.

(Douglas Point Nuclear Generating Station, Units 1 and Z2),;

ALAB-218, 8 A.E.C. 79, 89 (1974).




B. Response to Contentions

TMIA Proposed Contention l1(a) asserts generally that there

is insufficient assurance that tube ruptures during operation
Or specified accident transients "will be detected in time and
prevented" to avoid impermissible radiation releases, because
of the inadeqguacy of "[plost repair and plant performance
testing and analysis including the techniques used, empirical
information ccllected, and data evaluation," and because of the
inadequacy of "proposed license conditions." However, TMIA has
failed to cite any authority whatsoever in suppert of its
broadbrush condemnation of both Licensee's testing program and
the proposed license conditions. Thus, Proposed Contention
1(a) is lacking in basis, and should be rejected for that
reason alone.

Moreover, despite the extensive discussions in the perti-
nent documentation of the testing program as well as the pro-
posed license conditions, TMIA has failed to identify a single
(alleged) inadequacy in either the testing program or in the
pProposed license conditions. Indeed, the Proposed contention
gives ne clue that TMIA even read the relevant documents. TMIA
has thus ignored TR-008, Appendix A, which is devoted exclu-
sively to a discussion of Licensee's testing program, which
" combines cold and hot precritical testing with the power

escalation program to create "a rogressive testing program."
, P




Appendix A describes the goals of Licensee's testing program,
discusses the Scope and chronology of the testing program, and
summarizes the results of testing to date. TMIA has also over-
looked the Staff's review of Licensee's testing program, which
is fully documented in the SER. (See, e.g., SER §83.4, 3.7, at
16-27, 30-33 (Staff concludes that Licensee has "established an
acceptable pre-critical and post-critical test and power
escalation program to confirm that the leak tight integrity of
the repaired OTSG is maintained").)

Similarly, TMIA has failed to address -- or even to refer-
eénce =~ the individual Proposed license conditions, which are
listed in the SER, §5.2, at page 46, and discussed throughout
the SER.6/ Nor has TMIA pointed to any inadequacies in the
procedural changes pProposed by Licensee to Prevent recurrence
©of steam generator corrosion.7/ 1In fact, TMIA has not even ac-

knowledged Licensee's stricter administrative controls on the

&/ Licensee has recently proposed several modifications to
the Staff's re_ommended license conditions numbered 4 and .
(See GPUN letter, H.D. Hukill to J.F. Stolz, NRC, dated October
3, 1983.)

7/ Except in those instances where the context otherwise
requires, Licensee's reference in this proceeding to the terms
"corrosion" and "corrosive" when used in relation to the damage

conditions occurred simultaneously, namely (i) a sufficiently
"high tensile stress, (ii) a Susceptible material micro-
structure, and (iii) an aggressive environment, and the combi-
nhation of these conditions damaged the tubes.

«10=

[ R R R R R T e TR T

tu

B B et e et YT Y



introduction of potential chemical contaminants or the stricter
controls placed on reactor coolant system chemistry to maintain
a8 noncorrosive environment. These controls, designed to
Prevent future chemical contamination and corrosion, are
discussed in TR-008, at pages 29 through 32 and 22. The
Staff's review of Licensee's stricter controls is documented in
the SER, §§3.6 and 3.7, at pages 30 through 33, where the Staff
concluded that Licensee's stricter controls (and other
measures) "provide reasonable assurance that cracking of the
OTSG tubes will not recur."28/

TMIA's wholesale failure to address, or even reference,
the extensive documentation available to it on the subjects of
Proposed Contention l{a) == Licensee's post-repair testing pro-
gram and the Staff's Proposed license conditions -- render the
Proposed contention fatally defective under the Commission's

recent decision in Catawba. See Catawba, supra, CLI-83-19,

N.R.C. (June 30, 1983). Accordingly, TMIA's Proposed Con-
tention 1(a) must be rejected as lacking in specificity and
bases.

TMIA Proposed Contention 1(b) alleges that simultaneous

tube ruptures in both steam generacors (resulting in excessive

28/ Licensee's comments on the Staff's review, clarifying
'certain points in the SER discussion of administrative
controls, are included in the October 3, 1983 letter identified
in note 6, above.
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radiation releases and/or uncoolable conditions) is not an
incredible event because of "the enormous number of tubes in
both steam generators which have undergone this repair
process." As its sole basis for this contention, TMIA cites a
September 19, 1982 memorandum from Dr. Paul Shewmon {then
Chairman of the ACRS) to Ray Fraley. But, as TMIA well knows,
its reliance on the Shewmon memorandum is misleading and mis-
placed.

The precise language of the Shewmon memorandum cited by
TMIA was also the focus of a May 5, 1983 letter from Commission
Chairman Palladino to Representative Edward J. Markey, which
TMIA cbtained through a Freedom of Information Act ("FOIA") re-
quest lodged with the NRC.9/ At page 3 of the May 5 letter,
Chairman Palladino sets forth the complete guote from the
Shewmon memorandum:

I'm sure that the Staff will carefully go over

GPU's NDE for the SG tubes, but I would be in-

terested in learning more about what happens if

a B&W plant with two SG has a tube break in both

SG at the same time. It isn't an incredible

event for this plant [a B&w plant with two SG],

and it seems to me that it might present the op-

erators with at least a challenge the Subcommit-

tee could look into.

Thus, read in context, the language which TMIA cites from the

Shewmon memorandum provides no basis for TMIA's contention;

9/ A copy of the May 5, 1983 letter is attached ("Attachment
A"), for the convenience of the Board and the other parties.




that is, contrary to the implication of the wording of TMIA
Proposed Contention 1(b), Dr. Shewmon never related the
concerns expressed in his memorandum to "the enormous number of
tubes in both steam generators which have undergone this repair
process."

Indeed, a careful reading of the complete Shewmon quote
reveals that the point Dr. Shewmon was arguing was that "a tube
break in both SG at the same time" was not "an incredible
event" for any "B&W plant with two SG"; that is, Dr. Shewmon's
concerns are not only unrelated to the number of tubes repaired
at TMI-1, but the concerns are also not specific to TMI-1.
Chairman Palladino concurs:

[B]ased on subseguent discussions with Dr.

Shewmon, it is our understanding that he was not

specifically identifying a potential safety

hazard at TMI-1, but rather, he was indicating

an interest in a generic B&W plant response and

operator actions which, in his opinion, should
be reviewed by the ACRS.

(Mey 5, 1983 letter, at 4 (emphasis supplied).)
This interpretation is consistent with the position of the

ACRS Subcommittee on Metal Components, which has reviewed the
TMI-1 steam generator repair program and has indicated that
neither the Subcommittee nor Dr. Shewmon himself have remaining
concerns about the TMI-1 steam generator repairs, although they

will continue to review steam generator issues "as a generic
problem, distinct from TMI-1, related but separate." (See
generally, Transcript of January 28, 1983 meeting, at 290-94,

especially at 293-94 (Moeller, Major, Etherington).)

«1%w




Thus, TMIA has failed to provide any basis whatsoever for
its Proposed Contention 1l(b). While the Shewmon memorandum was
distorted in an attempt to provide the appearance of some au-
thoritative support for the contention, the memorandum =-- read
in context -- provides no logical basis for TMIA's allegations.

Moreover, the consideration of beyond-design-basis
accidents -=- such as multiple steam generator tube failures =--
is simply beyond the limited scope of this proceeding. The NRC
Staff has concluded that the TMI-1 steam generator repair pro-
gram has restored the entire reactor coolant system ("RCS"),
including the repaired steam generators, to "the original li-
censing basis" (SER §5.1, at 45; cf., TR-008 at 4, 5, 74, 107).
And TMIA has failed to provide any basis to dispute the Staff's
conclusions. For all these reasons, then, Proposed Contention
1(b) must be rejected.

TMIA Proposed Contention l(c) asserts that the plant can-

not be operated safely with the repaired steam generators "con-
sidering among other things interference which plugged tubes
will have in the plant's ability to respond to transients and
accidents"10/ because of "[t]he type of plug used, the number
of tubes requiring plugging, and [the] choice of tubes to be

plugged, including failure to plug 66 degraded tubes."

10/ TMIA's use of the expansive phrase "among other things"
hardly enhances the specificity of its proposed contention.



TMIA has completely failed to explain what is wrong with
the types of plugs used in the TMI-1 repair pProject; indeed,
TMIA has not even indicated which of the various types of plugs
used it seeks to challenge. The various types of plugs used
were identified and described in detail in TR-008, at pages
56-57, and reviewed in the SER, §§3.4.2 and 3.4.3, at pages 22
and 24 to 25. As the Staff observed, the tube plugging tech-
niques employed in the repair progranm "do not differ signifi-
cantly from those previously used at TMI-1." (SER §3.4.3, at
24.) Moreover, .11 types of plugs used in the repair program
have been pPrevious.y qualified for steam‘generator tube plug-
ging, and have been used in other Orerating plants. (See SER
§3.4.3, at 24-25; TR-008 at 56-57.) Particularly given the
abundance of information available on the subject, TMIA's fa.l-
ure to provide a reasonably specific basis for its assertions
impugning the types of plugs used is fatal to its allegations.

Similarly, TMIA has failed to adequately Specify its
concern about "the number of tubes requiring plugging." TR-008
reflects the results of analyses performed by Licensee to de-
termine if the steam generators could be safely operated with
up to 1500 tubes pPlugged, which included consideration of re-
duction in total flow and margin to departure from nucleate
boiling effects of asymetric flow distribution, effects on flow
coastdown rate, effects on steam generator mass inventory and

capability of natural Circulation. TR-008 also describes the

=15a




effects of tube plugging on small and large break
loss-of-coolant accidents, as well as all other accidents and
transients analyzed in the FSAR. In addition, TR-008 reflects
Licensee's consideration of the effects cof plugging on moisture
carry-over. (See TR-008 at 2-73.) The Staff reviewed Licen-
see's analyses, and concluded that:

The thermal-hydraulic consequences of

operation with plugged tubes are accept-

able. Accident consequences of such

cperation meet criteria or remain bounded

by the FSAR analyses.
(SER §5.1, at 45.)

Despite the extensive information available to TMIA, it
has failed to pProvide any basis whatsocever to undermine the
confidence of the Staff in Licensee's analyses of the thermal-
hydraulic and accident consequences of operation with plugged
tubes. Again, there is no indication that TMIA even read the
relevant documentation. TMIA's Sweeping, generalized allega~
tions of concern about "the number of tubes requiring plugging”
thus also lack the reguisite basis and specificity.

Nor has TMIA provided the requisite basis with specificity
for its criticism of the "choice of tubes to be plugged,

including failure to Plug 66 degraded tubes."1ll/ This allega-

tion amounts to little more than an attack on the Pre-existing

11/ The number of degraded tubes has been revised to 83. (See
TR-008 (Rev. 3), Figure 1-3.)

16



"plugging criteria," which are reflected in Licensee's
Technical Specifications (and are fairly standard within the
industry), and which were not affected by the repair program
and are thus patently beyond the limited scope of this proceed-
ing. To the extent TMIA seeks to challenge not the plugging
criteria themselves, but rather Licensee's application of those
criteria, TMIA has failed to identify any bases whatsoever to
support its concern.

The only specific concern TMIA identifies with respect to
the "choice of tubes to be plugged" is the failure to plug a
number of "degraded"” tubes. Again, however, the allegation is
nothing more than a challenge to Licensee's pre-existing
Technical Specifications, which reguire the plugging or repair
of "defective" tubes only, not "degraded" tubes.l12/ Although
the status of "degraded" tubes is monitored carefully, such
tubes need not be repaired or removed from service, since =--
even if a tube had a 360° flaw -- the tube would not fail with
less than 40 percent through-wall penetration. (See TR-008 at
60.) Accordingly, TMIA has failed to supply an adequate basis
with specificity in support of its concern about "the choice of

tubes to be plugged," so that the allegations must be rejected.

12/ A "degraded tube" is one containing "imperfections equal
to or greater than 20% of the nominal [tube] wall thickness"
whereas a "defective tube" is one containing "an 1wperfect10n
of such severity that it exceeds the repair limit [40)% of the
nominal tube wall thickness]. (See Appendix A Technical Spec-
ification 4.19.4.)

o1 T=



In sum, TMIA Proposed Contention 1(c) must be rejected in
its entirety as lacking the regquisite specificity and bases,
particularly considering the volume of relevant information
available to IMIA on the subjects of the Propocsed contention.
In addition, to the eXxtent Proposed Contention l1{c) seeks to
challenge Licensee's "plugging criteria," the contention mus+
be rejected as beyond the limited Ecope of the instant proceed-
ing.

TMIA Proposed Contention 1(d) claims that the Staff and

Licensee have failed to demonstrate the adequacy of the steam
generator tube repair program because neither the Third Party
Review Report nor the Staff's SER13/ are "credible documents. "
In support of this Position, TMIA sets forth, as we understand
TMIA's arguments, eight somewhat interrelated criticisms of the
reports. However, the "credibility" of the documents is not at
issues here and is not a Proper subject for a contention. Rathe-
ér, we here respond directly to each of TMIA's underlying enu-
merated criticisms, which are ~- in essence -- attacks upon the
conclusions of the subject reports.
TMIA first asserts that there are "inherent inconsis-

tencies" between the SER and the Third Party Review Report.

13/ While TMIA generally attacks the Third Party Review and
the SER, as usual TMIA makes no reference to the specific
sections with which they disagree. Licensee's response, there-
fore, rests on assumptions as to those portions of the reports
disputed by TMIA.



TMIX? makes no effort to identify any of these so-called
inconsistencies and Licensee therefore is unable to respond to
this general assertion. Accordingly, it should be rejected as
lacking specificity.

Second, TMIA claims that the reports fail to provide data
or calculations to support their evaluations, assumptions and
conclusions. While the SER itself contains only limited raw
data, the attached consultants' report (SER Attachments 2
through 5) and analyses submitted by Licensee to the Staff
(which are publicly available) contain a wealth of data sup-
portive of the conclusions reached by Licensee and the Staff.
Similarly, the Third Party Review focused mainly on the two
safety evaluations pPrepared by Licensee (SER Att. 6, February
18, 1983 Report at 4); all other documents received and
reviewed by the Third Party Review Group are listed in Appendix
D to t?e SER. Neither the Staff nor the Third Party Review
Group is under any obligation teo include all the raw data which
sSupports the conclusions in their reports; however, this data
is documented and available and petiticners are obliged to
review the available underlying reports and provide specific
details of their disagreements with that data. In these
circumstancec . then, TMIA's complaint that the SER and the

Third Party Review Report include insufficient raw data must be

rejected.




Third, TMIA states that "much" of the analysis is based on

laboratory conditions which do not take into account the age of
the plant. Here again, TMIA fails to identify which specific
analyses it is referring to and, as such, its criticisms must
be rejected as lacking any specific basis. But, beyond this, a
significant portion of the tests and analyses were conducted on
actual samples of the TMI-1 tubing or upen archive tubing sam-
ples. (See, €.9., SER §3.4.2, at 17; TR-008 at 21-22, 24, 26
(use of actual TMI tube samples); see also Staff's October 13,
1982 Safety Evaluation (sent to all parties).) In the absence
of any explanation by TMIA of any disagreement with the use of
actual TMI-1l and archive specimens in testing or any id;Atifi-
cation of any additional testing which it claims should account
for aging, TMIA's aeneralized complaints on the subject must be
rejected as lacking the required basis with reasonable specif-
icity.

TMIA next attacks the Qualifications of those individuals
who participated in the reviews conducted by Licensee and the
Staff, based upon four asserted deficiencies in the ~nalyses
performed or the methods of performance. However, as discussed
earlier, topics such as the expert qualifications of reviewers
are not proper subjects for contentions. Instead, would-be in-

tervenors should directly address the methods, and the substan-
.tive analyses and conclusions of reviewers. Accordingly, in

this context, the four asserted analytical deficiencies are

addressed below.




TMIA claims that reliance was improperly placed on linear
fracture mechanics theory as opposed to non-linear theory in
determining critical crack length. Licensee does not
understand the underlying reasoning behind this criticism, as
linear fracture theory is generslly more conservative than
non-linear fracture mechanics and TMIA advances ro reasons why
this is not the case here. Beyond that, however, this allega-
tion, as discussed below, constitutes an impermissible attack
on the Commission's regulations. (See 10 C.F.R. §2.758 and p.
8, supra.)

Section 50.£5a(g) cf the Commission's regulations requires
that components which are part of the reactor coolant pressure
boundary meet the criteria of ASME Code Section XI, "Rules for
Inservice Inspection of Nuclear Power Plant Components." Es-
sentially, Article IWB-3000 of the Code sets forth the accep-
tance standards for flaw indication; Article IWB-3122.4 states
that a flaw which exceeds the referenced acceptance standards
"shall be acceptable for service without the flaw removal,
repair or replacement if an evaluation analysis, as described
in IWB-3600, meets the acceptance criteria of IWB-3600." Arti=-
cle IWB-3610, "Acceptance Criteria for Ferritic Steel Compo-

nents 4 in. and Greater in Thickness," states that such a flaw
"may be evaluated by analytical procedures such as described in
Appendix A to calculate its growth until the next inspection or

the end of service lifetime of the component." Article A-1100




of Appendix A "provides a procedure for determining the
acceptability of flaws * * *  The procedure is based upon the

principles of linear elastic fracture mechanics" (emphasis

supplied).

It is clear, then, that Licensee's linear fracture
mechanics analysis is not only in conformity with ASME Code
criteria, but is mandated by Commission regulation. TMIA has
not petitioned for a waiver of 10 C.F.R. §50.55a(g); its criti-
cism of the use of linear fracture mechanics analysis must
therefore be rejected as a challenge to that regulation.

TMIA next asserts that axial symmetric stress analysis was
improperly relied on in that it would not be applicable to all
cracks. TMIA does not, however, supply any basis for this
statement nor does TMIA suggest why axial symmetric stress
analysis would not be applicable or what type of cracks have
not been properly analyzed. As such, this statement is totally
devoid of any specific basis to which Licensee could respond.
In fact, Licensee did consicder both symmetric and asymmetric
stresses, as appropriate for the specific geometry in gucstion.
(See, e.g., TR-008 at 84 (inclusion of lateral tube movement).)

Ir. the absence of some specific basis for challenging Licens-

ee's consideration of symmetric and asymmetric stresses, TMIA's

sweeping condemnation of Licensee's stress analyses must be

rejected.




TMIA also claims that the reviews and reviewers "fail[ed]
to analyze crack resistance on the basis of tougnness as
ocpposed tc hardness which has no relation to crack resistance."
Licensee does not understand the basis for this contention =-=-
none is stated by TMIA -- in that Licensee did not use material
hardness as a calculational parameter. However, as discussed

in TR-008, Licensee empirically derived the threshold value for

crack propagation in Inconel 600, rather than calculating a

value to separately account for material properties such as
toughness. (See TR-008 at 84). Material properties, including
toughness, are thus inherent in the values used. Accordingly,
TMIA's criticism of critical crack analyses has no basis what-
soever, and =-- in its present form =-- is nonsensical. Its
criticism nust therefore be rejected.

TMIA's last assertion in its Proposed Contention 1(d) is
that the analyses failed to differentiate between the effects
of thermal stress on small versus large cracks. Here, TMIA is
wrong and has obviously overlooked applicable information. As
explained by the Staff, a linear fracture mechanics analysis,
utilizing EPRI's "BIGIF" Code, was performed to determine when
a crack of a given initial size can be expected to propagate
through wall. The analysis included load cycles imposed by
thermal factors. (SER §3.4.2, at 21.) Additional calculations
were performed by Licensee of main steamline break ("MSLB")

conditions for various arc¢ lengths. (TR-008 at 82-84 and
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Figures IX-2 and IX-5; see also, SER §3.4.2, at 21.) Thus,
TMIA's alleyation is baseless.

In sum, TMIA has failed to provide any basis with the
requisits specificity in support of its Proposed Contenticen
1(d); therefore, this contenticn should be rejected in total by
the Boa.d.

TMIA Proposed Contention 1(e) castigates the Staff and Li-

censee for their alleged failure to "consider any alternative
repair process," including "removal of the steam generators."
However, TMIA cites no authority whatsoever to support its bare
assumpt.on that evaluation of such alternatives is required
under the Atomic Energy Act. Indeed, the controlling law is to
the contrary.

A would-ne intervenor is, of course, free to argjue that an
applicant's proposal fails to meet specified applicable
Commission requirements, and that the application should there-
fore be denied. &ut the fact that the applicable reguirements
may also be satisfied -- perhaps even in a more satisfactery

manner =-- by some other alternative :is legally irrelevant.

See, e.qg., Conscolidated Edison Co. of New York (Indian Point

Station, Unit No. 2), ALAB-188, 7 A.E.C. 323, 338-39 (197%);

Wisconsin Electric Power Co. (Point Beach Nuclear Plant, Unit

<), ALAB-31, 4 A.r.C. €89, 693 (1271); Consumers Power Co.

(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-35, 4 A.E.O. 711, 711-12

(1971); Wisconsin Electric Power Co. (Point Beach Nuclear

yw




Plant, Unit 2), ALAB-78, 5 A.E.C. 319, 330 (1972).

Accordingly, Licensee here was not obligated to consider alter-
natives to kinetic expansion for the repair of the steam gener-
ators. For this reason alone, TMIA Proposed Contention 1(e)
must be rejected.

Moreover, TMIA is mistaken in its allegation. Contrary to
TMIA's assertions, Licensee and the Staff did consider alterna-
tive repair methods (see, e.g., slides presented at April 7,
1982 meeting of Licensee and Staff, which are available in the
Public Document Room and which discuss the "sleeving" and
"rolling" options), although the consideration of the steam
generator replacement option is not reflected in the public

record.

TMIA Proposed Contention 2(a) asserts that Licensee and

the Staff have failed to demonstrate that the corrosion experi-
enced will not reinitiate during plant Operation, rapidly
pProgress and attack the steam generators or other primary
system components. 1In Support of this assertion, TMIA claims
that neither the causative agent, the source of initiation nor
the conditions under which the initiation of corrosion origi=-
nally cccurred have been properly identified. TMIA then goes
on to allege that, due to this asserted deficiency, no reliance
can be placed on the clean-up process, corrosion stress
analyses, procedures to eliminate corrosion or, indeed, upon
conclusions that the causative agent has been removed from the

RCS.
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The causes of the stress corrosion of the TMI-1 steam gen=-
erator tubes, and the conditions under which it propagated,
have been the subject of extensive analyses by Licensee and
various Licensee and Staff consultants; these analyses have
subsequently been reviewed and evaluated by the Staff. ( SER

§3.1, at 4-8; see generally SER Atts. 2-4 (Staff consultants'

reports), Att. 6, Third Party Review Report of February 18,
1983, at 7; TDR-341.) Despite this wealth of information, 14/
TMIA -- as is its penchant -- fails to discuss this data or to
Provide any explanation of why it believes these analyses are
incorrect or inadequate. TMIA States no basis for its belief
that there may have been causative agents other than those
identified by Licensee and the Staff and, again, conveniently
ignores the fact that Licensee has previously investigated and
rejected other possible contaminants. (See TDR-341, at Iv-1,
V-1, V-2 and VI-8 through VI-10.) 1In the absence of such ex-
planations, TMIA Proposed Contention 2(a) must be rejected for

failure to set forth any basis with reasonable specificity.15/

14/ The analyses agree that the degracdation of the TMI-1 steam
generator tubes was due to a combination of soluble sulfur
compounds at corrosive-inducing levels (most likely from
thicosulfate tank additions), the highly sensitized nature of
the Inconel 600 tubes and the high axial tensile stresses expe-
rienced during cooldown and cold shutdown following hot func-
tional testing. (SER §3.1, at 8; see also SER Att. 3 ("Dilleon
Report"), at 2 (rejecting carbon as source of contaminant).)

15/ 1In that TMIA has provided no support for its allegation
that the source(s) of the corrosion has not been properly iden-
tified, Licensee sees no need to respond in detail here to

(Footnote centinued)
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Proposed Contention 2(b) again claims that there is no as-

surance that corrosion will not reinitiat2 during operation,
because: (1) Staff consultant Paul Wul6/ bel.eves that the
risks associated with cleaning are greater than simply living
with a large sulfur inventory in the RCS; and (2) there is no
assurance that cleaning will remove more than 50% to 80% of the
contamination and that the residue will not cause reinitiati...
With respect to TMIA's first claim, it should be noted
that the Dillon report concerns cited by TMIA dealt with possi-
ble risks during the clean-up process itself, not with risks
associated with operation after completion of clean-up. (“ee
SER Att. 3, at 12.) 1In any event, leakage testing during and
following the desulfurization process showed no evidence of
corrosive attack. (TR-008 at 33; see also GPUN letter, H.D.
Hukill to J.F. Stolz, NRC, re post-repair testing for leakage,

dated July 20, 1983, at 2 ("Attachment B").) Thus., there is no

(Continuad)

TMIA's assertions regarding the removal of contaminants from
the RCS, or the reliability of the RCS clean-up, corrosion
control procedures or stress analysis. Suffice it to s=y that
these subjects are discussed in detail in both the SER 2 '’
TR-008, which TMIA again has not even addressed.

16/ Mr. Wu is a Staff employee, not a consultant to the Staff;
Mr. Wu was the Staff recipient of a report from consultant R.L.
Dillon. (See SER Att. 3.) Thus, it is not Mr. Wu's views at
all that TMIA references. It is the views of Mr. Dillon in a
report to Mr. Wu. Even as to Mr. Dillon, as discussed infra,
TMIA's reliance is misplaced.




basis for TMIA's claim that the RCS clean-up may adversely
impact operation. Clean-up has already been conducted with no
adverse effects, and subsequent favorable testing has been
performed and reported. With the exception of the results of
the successful completion of approximately thirty days of hot
steam generator testing, this information is available to TMIA,
but has been simply ignored. There is no basis for TMIA's
proffered contention.

TMIA's Proposed Contention 2(b) further claims that the
potential removal of 50% tc 80% of the sulfur contamination may
not be sufficient to prevent future reinitiation, but again
cites no support for this assertion. The Staff (and its con-
sultants) have evaluated the amount of sulfur remaining in the
system and have determined that the concentrations are "removed
to an acceptable extent." (SER §3.5, at 29; see also TR-CO8 at
27, 32-33.) While the cleaning process has reduced the level
of sulfur in the RCS, it is likely that the concentrations ex-
isting prior to the clean-up would themselves not have
precipitated additional stress corrosion cracking. (See SER
Att. 3, at 13-14.) The reduction in the level of contaminants
merely provides added assurance that, in combination with other
corrosion controls adopted by Licensee, reinitiation of corro-
sion vill not occur. (SER §3.7, at 33.) TMIA addresses none

of these points.
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In sum, then, TMIA has failed to meet the reguirements of
10 C.F.R. §2.714(b) in that it has not provided a reasonably
specific basis for its Proposed Contention 2(b).l7/ According-
ly, Proposed Contention 2(b) must be rejected.

TMIA Proposed Contention 2(c) alleges that neither the

Third Party Review nor the Staff's SER are credible documents
in their evaluation of "the causative agent, clean-up, Or pro=-
cedures to prevent contaminant reintroduction" and that those
documents therefore cannot be used as a basis for concluding
that the repairs are safe, because of the assertions set forth
in Proposed Contention 1(d). TMIA provides no more support for
the allegations here than it provided in Proposed Contention
1(d). Proposed Contention 2(c) must therefore also be

rejected, for the same reasons.

17/ As a separate assertion under Proposed Contention 2{b},
TMIA claims that Licensee and the Staff have failed to consider
alternatives to the clean-up process. As discussed in response
to Proposed Contention 1(d), Licensee is under no obligation to
provide a consideration of alternatives under these
circumstances.



III. CONCLUSION

AT A A

For all the foregcing reasons, none of TMIA's proposed
contentions should be admitted for litigation. Accordingly,
TMIA's petition for intervention in this proceeding should be

denied.

Respectfully submitted,

St 7. BGh g,

George F. Trowbridge, P.C.
Ernest L. Blake, Jr., P.C.
Delissa A. Ridgway

Diane E. Burkley

SHEAW, PITTMAN, POTTS & TROWBRIDGE
1800 M Street N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 822-1000

Counsel for Licensee

Dated: October 6, 1983



ATTACHMENT A

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C, 205588 DOLKEJ'_Eh
L : May 5, 1983
CHAIRMAN 93 (0T -7 P12 16

re™

The Honorable Edward J. Markey, Chairman
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
Comnittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
United States House of Representatives
washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is in response to your letter of March 23, 1983 which raised questions
resulting from my letter to you of March 21, 1983 and the Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigations' December 13, 1982 hearing. Responses to the
questions in your letter are enclesed.

Additionally, you reminded us of our promise made during the February 22,
1983 Energy and Environment Subcommittee hearing, to provide information
relative to the exact status of completion of items in the TMI Action Plan.
This information was provided to your staff by our Office of Congressional
Affairs on March 25, 1S83.

we hope this information resolves your outstanding questions with regard to
these subjects.

Sincerely,

:;7 k " 4 a_c,&-g\w
Nunzio J. Palladine

Encliosures:
Response to Questions

cc: Rep. Ron Marlenee



RESPONSES TO CONGRESSMAN MARKEY'S QUESTIONS

QUESTICN 1: Could a tube rupture in both SGs of a two SG plant sucﬁ
as TMI-1 result in core damage?

RESPONSE:

A single tube rupture in both SGs of 2 two SG plant such as TMI-1 is not
expected to result in core damage. In order for core damage %o occur,
there must be a sufficient loss of primary coolant inventory such that
core uncovery and excessive fuel heatup occur. The inventory loss
through 2 ruptured tube in each steam generator could be adequately
compensated for by the high pressure safety injection system flow.

In the event of a SGTR, the primary objective of the operator is to
(minigize any radiclogical releases. The operator accomplishes this by
equalizing the pressure between the primary system and faulted SG %o

stop the leak of -adicactive primary coolant into the SG, and then
isolating the faulted SG. The plant is then cooled down and depressurized
using the intact SG to remove decay heat. These actions arz prescribed by
emergency operating procedure guidelines. In the event both SGs of 2 twe
SG plant had ruptured tubes, the operator would be forced to accomplish the
coolidown and depressurization using at least one faulted SE. The use of
the faulted SG would result in continuocus leakage of primary coolant to
the secondary system during the entire cooldown process. This leazkaos of
primary coolant to the secondary system eventually can result in releases
¢f radicactive material to the environment. However, 2s stzted earlier
this event would not be expected to lead to core damage.



QUESTION 2: Does the NRC agree with Dr. Shewmon that a tude rupture

in both SGs at TMI-1 at the sams time is 2 credible even*

RESPONSE: ;

The staff's preliminaiy a2ssessment indicates tha+t the simultaneous failure
cf hubes in both steam generators of a two s;ear generator plant is highly
uniikely. The probability of such an event and its conseguences are
currently being evaiuvated in the generic program *e\a~1ng to steam

generator tube degradation and tube rupture events. The prebability of
such an event will therefore be better qualifie” upon completion of that
review,

As stated in the response to Question 1, sbaff analysis indicates that it
is very unlikely that a tube rupture in mu tiple steam generztors would
lead to core damage. Since our review will ensu-e thet when repairs are
complete, the stesam generators and reactor coolant system structura) design
basis and lezkage limits are returned to within original licensing bases
for the pient, we conclude that our generic ana]vses, those to cdate and

ongeing, apply to TMI-1. The factors that jead the §taff %o this conclusion
are 2s Toliows:

The licensee has thoroughly quantified the corrosion condit 1on o the
steam generators by conducting 100% eddy testing (ECT)* of both steam
generators. The extent of ECT for the TMI-1 SGs is greazter than that
performed 2t any other operzting plant. The technicues used and exten
ot £CT provicde reasonezble assurance that defects which m2y be present
heve bezn de;ec;ed

When considering SG tube ruptures, tubes in the fre
open area betwsen upper and lower tubesheeis) are ¢
because this is the only location where the clcssﬁc
possibie. Tubes within the subesn=e;s are restrzined from separa.nng
rithin the tubesheet crevice. ;r=— fore, 2lthough lezkace in the tube-
sheet is possible, "tubde rupture” in the classic sense is not. Greater
than 95% of 21) corrosion at TMI-1 took place within the upper tube-
sheet crevice, where separation is restrained. A1l tubes in the free
span of beth TMI-1 SGs that are icentified as significantly degraded

the 52 feet

A0
(-

¢
Scs w11; pe

wil) be removecd from’'seryice. Tneréfore, both TMi-1 : |
returned to service under the samz criteria 2as other units which have
experienced corrosion.
means whereby °he electrical conductivity of & tube is checked by passing
with 2n induced vol :c~e aICﬂu the tube ¥ some form of tube degradation has
~ccurred (such as corrosion) which has separated the tube metzl, &n ejectrical cis-
tinuity exﬁsts. The electrical discontinuity will be proportional <o the amount
v ~ ¥ md e . s »
o f r»;e] which is missing. If 40% or more of the tube wall is missing, the tude is
* ae cdefective 2nd must be repaired or removed from service

ow



steam line break (MSLB) accident.
pressure will exist on the tubes.

The most limiting initiating event for a SG tube rupture is the main

Under MSLE, maximum differential
For a tube to rupture during a

MSLB, it would have to be uniformly degraded through by crezter than

702 of its wall thickness.

The tube plugging criteria of less than

402 includes a corrosion allowance for the next operating period

and an uncertainty allowance in ECT.

Because most corrosion mechanisms

do not result in uniform degradation that would cause structural
failure before an unacceptable Teakage occurs, 40% plugging criterion

is very conservative.

This is evidenced by the fact that no SE tube.

_ruptures (leakage in excess of 100 gpm) due to corrosion have occurred
'since 1976, and only two occurred prior to that time.

In addition to the conservatism of the tube plugging criteria, a number

of other factors contribute to making tube ruptures in multiple SGs at

TMI-1 highly unlikely.

a.

The responses listed below are specific to TMI-1.

A significant difference exists in the extent of corrosion between
the two SGs. Although both SE have been repaired tc the same
criteria, a statistical difference exists as to the potential for
continued corrosion. This factor reduces the probability that
ruptures would occur in multiple SGs at the same time, even in the
event of a MSLB.

The corrosion which has been found is circumferential, and in most
cases involves less than half the tube circumference. This results

in sufficient tube wall remaining to mzintain structural strength,

even for a MSLB. -

Extensive pre-critical hot functional testing (approximately 6 weeks)
widl be performed to verify serviceability of the SGs. If undetected
corrosion is present or progresses during this period, the resyltant
"Jeakage will provide an indication that additional repairs are
necessary. '

Subsequent to criticality, power escalation will be slow (approxi-
mately 12 weeks to reach 100% power). Once full power is reached
the plant will be shutdown and the SGs examinec by ECT to monitor
for continued corresion.

Extensive efforts have been conducted to remove the contaminants
and mitigate the possibility of recontamination of the reactor
coolant system.

additiona
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Thus, -based on subsecuent discussions with Dr. Shewmon, it is our
uncerstanding that he was not specifically identifying 2 potential
satety hazard at TMi-1, but rather, he was indicating an interest
in a generic B&W plant response and operator actions which, in
his opinicn should be reviewed by the ACRS.
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QUESTION 3:

What analysis has the NRC or the ACRS done o evaluate
the probability or consequences of this risk at TMI-1
and what were the rezsons?

RESPONSE:

No probabilistic risk assessment of the subject event has been.performed
by either the NRC staff or the ACRS for TMI-1. Such an assessment is
considered unnecessary by the NRC staff for reasons set forth in the
responses to Questions 1 and 2, above for the restart of TMI-1.



QUESTION 4: Why has the NRC decided not to require considerztion or
resolution of this issue before restar+?

RESPONSE:

With reference to the issue of tube rupture in both steam generators, our
March 21, 1983 letter to you stated that the Commission does not consider ~ -
the implementation of TMI Action Plan Item I.C.1, which calls for emargency
opeiating procedures to address events beyond the design basis, to be .
necessary before the restart of TMI-1. This considerztion is based upon
the. fact that we intend to ensure.that, when the steam generator repairs
are complete, the steam generztor and reactor coolant system structural
design bases and leakage limits are returned to within the original
licensing bases for the plant so that the possibility of the postulated
event is not more likely at TMI-1 that at any other operating PWR as
explained in the response to Question 2.

It should be noted that the licensee has submitted with its steam generator
repair safety evaluation a summary of operational guidelines for single

and multiple tube ruptures in one or both steam cenerators. The staff

is reviewing this summary as one aspect of its TMI-1 steam generztor
repair review effort, and will address the guidelines in the forthcoming
staff safety evaluation.
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QUESTION S: What accidents within the design basis for TMI-1, but
outside the scope of the restart hearings, will nct be
resolved before restart? .

RESPONSE:

t is the Commission's intent that, at the time of restart, if permitted,
a1l significant issues invwolving accidents within the design basis, but
outside the scope of the restart hearings for TMI-1, will be resolved.
With respect to Unresolved Safety Issues (in the context of Section 210
of .the Energy Reorganization Act of 1574), NUREG-0737 action items, and
other generic issues, TMI-1 will be treated as an operating reactor.
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Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulatiom
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J. F. Stolz, Chief

Operating Reactor Branch Neo. &

Division of Licensing

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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GPU Nuclear Corporation
Post Office Box 480
Route 441 South

Miccletown, Pennsylvania 17057-01921

717 844.7€21
TELEX 84-2386
Writer's Direct Dial Number:

y 20, 1983

83~-208

.

Washington, D.C. 20555
Dear Sir:
Three Mile Island Nuclear Statiom, Usit 1 (TMI-1)
Operating License No. DPR-30
Docket No. 50-28%
TMI-1 Steaz Generator Repair Status Update
Our lecter of June 13, 1983 (5211-83-179), informed you of results of pcs’
repai: :es:;ag of the steaxz generators per‘oﬁmed to that date andé plans for
future testing. This letter is to inform you of additional test resulcts
through early July including the early results of reactor primary systexm
cleanizg.
Following repair of the residual tubdes identifieé in our June 13 letter, we
conducted addizional érip and bubble tests of both 07SG's on June 17 ané June
24, These tests oa OTSG "3" showed nc observatle leaks. The drip test on
OTSG "A" identified five plugs (four rolled plugs anc cme explosive plug
bottom tube sheet) and one tube with drops of water clinging to the end. No

érops were seen to fal
these six tubes. This pa

was not plugged.

free over

-
- -

cular

the 30 second cbservation period from any of
tube (vapluggec)
in the previous month ané cispositioned as no detec

The leakage from the

slugs was

future cperation may seal the plug leakage wi
'esarc.ng the éripping plugs is planned at t!

The bubbtle test on OTSG

"en

ident

< £
P

ed seven

e

.
-

s

-
-

piugs

nad been inspected by ECT
table defects. This tubde
xcremely small and since

e. no furcher repair action
e.

(one welded and six rolled)

and three unpluggec tubes from which some gas dubbles were detected by visual
osservation. The welded plug was repaired. Tnis was tnhe first bubb’e test
on this welded plug since it had been repalirec. All of the tubes an clled
slugs passing nitrogen in CTISE "A" had very fine streams of tiny b_:bles
whicili éid not cause surface disturtances 0f che wazer laver This amount
¢f =ubbling is less than that observed in previous :testing. DJue tc the small
amount of leakage, n0 further action was taken regavii tke three tubes 3nd
s¥x rolled miugs. The vesults of pre-critical heot lungtional OTSC zesting
;411 be usaé to disposition these tudes 2TicT ¢ critical plant cperstion
GPU Nuclear Corporation is a subsiciary of the Genera: Subiic Utilities Corporation




BT i et et 2 Gy
Teview fol1cw'~s e e g :3:: ‘"lf‘”cjjig e o e Sy
Ao owing steadm gemeraior Mot testinmg. The fralil will Be iaformed of
vS.. § conclusicns prior to proceecinz te criticali:tv

we have cozcleted approximately 240 hours of RCE cleanus Tas scilur laval
‘mgzsured 2s su.faze) in the RCS wacer shows & slight inmcrease zs 2 Ifunctiien
0f sime. The sulfate has increazsed from an imitziazl value of 220 ppb e
aspron 1_a.ely 360 ppb as c¢f July 18. This sulfur inmcrezse is sudstantially
less than edic.ed based on assuming the maxizuz levels of contamination
drawvm from sipe data from the areas ¢f nighes: conceatration (i.e., 0TS¢

usper head area).

Taroughout the RCS cleanup, we have been =eaiterin for Ppri
leaxage by exazining the secondary side for activity. ¢

d:’ec:gd to date. Tritium is currently 4.4 x 1072 vei/zl in
& inizus detectable activicy of abou’ § x 10°% uet/md. IS
<&

equzl =ixing iz the OTSG seccndary side, the 1gak. if anvy, &t the current 300

o

psi ¢ifferencial pressure is ¢ess than 2 x 107° go= basec on no detectable
:i::u:. .ne'e nzve been seve'al Cesium=-137 mezsure=ents above the minizum

ectarle activisy of 1 x 107 wei/zl. These seasurezents have beex
erspersecd w::n measurements below the minizmus cetectadle activity. The

nighest secongary side Cesium-137 activity which was seasured agzer 10 davs
is 1.86 x 107 uei/ml. Since Cesium-137 is currently 1.€ x 10 uedi/el in

-

zae RCS, this corresponds to a primary to secomcary leak rate of egua.l to
¢z less than 2 x 107% go=.

Our schecule shows cozpletion of the 400 hours schedulec RCS cleanup on Tuly
Sl wizh & =o 10 days required to cestcre RCS chexistTy o It ner=al cpers-
=icmal Tange. we expect TO De preparec to commence sre-critical heot tesiing
¢f =he stez:= gemerators staTiing very early In August
. Sizcere.y,
,
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DOCKETED
Octobers%y 1983

83 0CT-7 P2°16
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATQRY: COMMISSION
DOCKETING & SEF +
BRANCH

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of )
)
METROPOLITAN EDISON CO., ET AL ) Docket No. 50-289-0LA
) ASLBP 83-491-04-0LA
(Three Mile Island Nuclear ) (Steam Generator Repair)
Station, Unit No. 1) )

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "Licensee's Response
to TMIA Supplement to Petition for Leave to Intervene" dated
October 6, 1983, were served this 6th day of October, 1983, by
deposit in the United States mail, first class, postage prepaid,

to those persons on the attached Service List

Dated: October 6, 1983
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