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2, Dear Nr. Chéf}wéﬁ{-;n”,J,

- The Commissidn has recaived your letter of April 30, 1987 concerning issues
involving alleged misconduct by agency officials. We share both your
concern and your goal.of. ensuring the integrity of actions by NRC
personnel, The Cummission continues to believe that the actions taken thus
far regarding these matters are responsible and appropriate. With respect
to the two issues, investigations of the Comanche Peak plant and the TVA,
we remain confident that Mr. Gary Edles, an Administrative Law Judge and a
respected member of this agency's Appeal Board Panel, would conduct a
thorough and professional review of those issues which certainly would have
met this agency's preliminary assessment needs on these two discrete
matters.

However, the Commission also recognizes the special concern about these
matters and, in order to satisfy questions about the integrity of this
agency in the performance of its duties, we have.decided to retain either
another agency's Inspector General or a special counsel to provide an
independent review of the issues raised in your letter. We will be
exploring options with a view toward securing such services as soon as
possible. We will advise you promptly when the Commission has reached a
decision on how to proceed.

With regard to the third matter, relating to the apparent disclosure of
documents to a utility and the subsequent handling of pertinent documents
within NRC, inquiry by an NRC-selected investigator may not be possible at
this time, due to the pendency of the investigation by the U.S. Attorney
for the District of Columbia, On April 22, 1987, the NRC's Office of
Inspector and Auditor, which on April 14 was asked by Commissioner Roberts
to investigate the apparent disclosure of documents, was asked by the
Office of the U.S, Attorney not to proceed with that investigation.
Therefore, we plan to discuss the appropriate role for an NRC investigation
with the U.S. Attorney's office, and will also advise you promptly of the
outcome of that discussion,
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Commissioner AséeIstine does not agree with this response and will provide
his views in a separate letter., Commissioner Roberts did not participate
in this response, : .

Sincerely,

p&mw},«k}
Lando W. Zech, #4r.

cc: Rep. Don Young
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Dear Mr. Chairman°

The Commission has.received your letter of April 30, 1967 concerning issues
involving alleged misconduct by agency officials. We share both your
concern and your goal of ensuring the integrity of actions by HRC
personnel. . The Commission continues to believe that the actions taken thus
far regarding these matters are responsible and appropriate. With respect
to the two {issues, investigations of the Comanche Peak plant and the TVA,
we remain confident that Mr. Gary Edles, an Administrative Law Judge and a
respected member of this agency's Appeal Board Panel, would conduct a
thorough and professiona] review of those issues which certainly would have
met this agency's pre11minary assessment needs on these two discrete
. matters._ s e ,
o However, the Commission a150 recognizes the special concern abyut these
T matters-and,iin‘order to satisfy questions ‘about the integrity of this
‘“'agency -in: the performance of its'duties; we have decided to retain either
- - another agency's: InSpector General or a specxal counsel to provide an
+ -:'independent review of: the fssués raised in your letter. We will be
" exploring. options with asview. toward seclring such services as soon as
ip0551b1e.. ‘We Will advise: you promptly when the Commission has reached a
" . decision on how to proceed. .

With regard to the third matter. re1at1ng to the apparent disclosure of
documents to a utility and the subsequent handling of pertinent documents
within NRC, inquiry by an NRC-selected investigator may not be possible at
this_time,-dde_to the pendency of the investigation by the U.S. Attorney
for the District of Columbia. On April 22, 1987, the NRC's Office of
Inspector and Auditor, which on April 14 was asked by Commissioner Roberts
to investigate the apparent disclosure of documents, was asked by the
Office of the U.S. Attorney not to proceed with that investigation.
Therefore, we plan to discuss the appropriate role for an NRC investigation
with the U.S. Attorney's office, and will also advise you promptly of the
outcome of that discussion.




Commissioner Assélstine does not agree with this response and will provice
his views in a separate letter. Commissioner Roberts did nct participate
in this response. : ,

Sincerely,

Larto . —}Mj«

Lando W. Zech,%r.

cc: Rep. Norman F. Lent
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Dear Mr.-thairmanzfa'

The Commission has received your letter of April 30, 1987 concerning issues
involving 2alleged misconduct by agency officials. We share both your
concern and your goal of ensuring the integrity of actions by NRC .
personnel. The Conmission continues to beljeve that the actions taken thus
far regarding these matters are responsible ‘and appropriate. ¥ith respect
1o the two issues, investigations of the Comanche Peak plant and the TVA,
we remain confident that Mr. Gary Edles, an Administrative Law Judge and a
respected member of this agency's Appeal Board Panel, would conduct a
thorough and professional review of those issues which certainly would have
met this’ agency s prelim1nary assessment needs on these two discrete
matters. .

However, the'ConmissionﬂaIso recognizes the special concern about these
matters and, in order to satisfy questions about the integrity of this
agency in the performance of its duties, we have decided to retain either
another agency's Inspector General or a special counsel to provide an
independent review of the 1ssues_raised in your letter. We will be
exploring options with a view toward securing such services as soon as
possible. We will advise you promptly when the Commission has reached 2
decision on how to proceed

With regard to the third matter, re1at1ng to the apparent disclosure of
documents to a utility and the subsequent handling of pertinent documents
within NRC, inquiry by an NRC-selected investigator may not be possible at
this time, due to the pendency of the investigation by the U.S. Attorney
for the District of Columbia, . On-April 22, 1987, the NRC's Office of

- Inspector and Auditor, which on April 14 -was asked by Commissioner Roberts
to 1nvestigate the apparent:disclosure of documents, was asked by the
Office of the U.S. Attorney not-to proceed with that investigation.
Therefore, -we plan-to discuss the appropriate role for an NRC investigation
with the U S. Attorney's office, and will also advise you promptly of the
outcome of that discussion,



Connﬁssioner Asselstine does not agree with this response and will provide
his views in a separate 1etter. Commissioner Roberts did not participate
in th15 response.,ﬂ : '

. Sincerely,

WWW?\
Lando W. Zechy Jdr.

cc: Rep. Carlos J. Moorhead
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’”Dear Congressman Murkey°'

The Comm1551on has received your 1etter of April 30, 1987 concerning issues

" . involving alleged misconduct by agency officials. He share both your
-concern_and your goal of ‘ensuring-the integrity of actions by NRC
personnel.. . The Commission continues to believe that the actions taken thus
far regarding these matters are responsible and appropriate. With respect
to the two {ssues, investigations of the Comanche Peak plant and the TVA,
we remain confident that Mr. Garj tEdles, an Administrative Law Judge and a
respected member of this agency's Appeal Board Panel, would conduct a
thorough and professional review of those issues which certainly would have
met this agency's preliminary assessment needs on these two discrete
matters,

However, the Commissfon also recognizes the special concern about these
matters and, in order to satisfy questions about the integrity of this
agency in the performance of its duties, we have decided to retain either
another agency's Inspector General or a special counsel to provide an
independent review of the jssues raised in your letter. We will be
exploring options with a view toward securing such services as soon as
possible. We will advise you promptly when the Commission has reached a
decision on how to proceed,

With regard to the third matter, relating to the apparent disclosure of
documents to a utility and the subsequent handling of pertinent documents
within NRC, inquiry by an NRC-selected investigator may not be possible at
this time, due to the nendency of the investigation by the U.S. Attorney
for the District of Columbia., On April 22, 1987, the NRC's Office of
Inspector and Auditor, which on April 14 was asked by Commissioner Roberts
to investigate the apparent disclosure of documents, was asked by the
Office of the U.,S. Attorney not to proceed with that investigation.
Therefore, we plan to discuss the appropriate role for an NRC investigation
with the U.S. Attorney's office, and will also advise you promptly of the
outcome of that discussion.,



Comm'issidnér Asselstine does not agree with this response and will provide

his views.{in a separate. 1etter. Conmissioner Roberts did not participate
in this response. :

: SinceArely,

LandoH Zech%ﬁg\



