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August 1, 193983

Honorable Nunzio J. Palladino
Chairman

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 B Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Chaiiman:

We are writing with regard to the Commission's handling
of allegations that leak rate calculations were falsified
at Three Mile Island Unit 2 prior to the 1979 accident. Some
of the issues were broached during the Subcommittee on Oversight
and Inve-.tigations' hearing on June 23, 1983, and are part of
the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs' ongoing investigation
into the accident at TMI. .We would appreciate the Commission's
response to the following questions:

.Cpys to: RF

1. When did NRC staff first reach a conclusion as to the
substance of the Hartman allegations concerning leak
rate falsification at TMI-2? What was the basis for
any such conclusions? When and by what means weare
the Executive Director for Operations and the Commission
informed of the conclusions? Please provide a complete
list of persons wlho, prior to May 1983, had reached or
known of conclusions concerning talsification of leak
rate records.

.Date due Comm: Aug 16..

..83-2136

After concluding in 198Q that TMI-2 leak rate: had
been falsified, the NRC staff apparently did not
inform the ASLB, the Appeal Board, the Commission or
the Department of Justice. How does the Commission
explain or answer the following:
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a) the staff's failure to inform the Commission,
prior to 1980, of Hartman's leak rate allegations
made to the Office of Inspection and Enforcement
in May, 1979, and then repeated to the NRC's
Special Inquiry Group in October, 1979?

b) what prompted the Commission to initiate, in
early 1980, an inguiry into the Hartman allegations?

¢) the failure of the Office of Inspection and/or 7 4
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the Office of Inspector and Auditor to
conduct an investigation after allegations
concerning leak rate falsification were made
in May 1979 and October 197972

the lapses between: (1) the time when the NRC
learned of the Rartnan allegations and the

time when th2 NRC inguiry into these alilegations
was iniciated; and (2) tne time when NRC staff
had concluded that leak rate calculations had
been falsified and the time when the Commission
jearned of this conclusion. Has OIA investigated,
or does it plan to investigate, whether NRC
personnel improperly withheld information? Who
does the Commission believe is responsible for
these incidents o. apparenti withholding of
information?

e) Why was the substance of the "Ornstein Draft”
concerning Hartmen's allegations not included
in the report of the Special Inquiry Group?

Were renresentatives or employees of General
Public Utilities (or Metropolitan Edison)
permitted to observe and sit in on interviews
conducted by the NRC in 1980 concerning Hartman's
allegations® If yes, why was this allowed and
under vhose authority was it permitted?

The NRC and the Department of Justice apparently have a
difference of opinion as to whether, in October 1981,

DOJ informed the NRC that it was free to resume its
investigation of the Hartman allegations. Please explain
how the Commission reconciles this difference of opinion.

Ir a 1981 filing before the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board, the staff: (1) stated that the Department of
Justice prohibited the staff from disclosing details of
the Hartman allegations with the board; (2) stated that
there was no direct relationship between the Hartman
allegations and the TMI-2 accident, and; (3) failed to

state that the leak rate calculations had been falsified.
The staff wrote:

NRC's investigative effort was suspended pending
the conclusion of the DOJ investigation, at their
request, to avoid parallel administrative and
criminal proceedings. The DOJ investigation is
still cngoing, and the NRC does not possess any




Honorable Nunzio J Palladino
August 1, 1983
page Three

information as to when it may be completed.

NRC personnel involved in the suspended
investigation have been requested by DOJ not

to discuss the details of the matter....The

NRC will resume its investigation of the concern
when DOJ has completed its investigation of the
matter. However, the staff has reviewed the
iformation that it had obtained to date on

the matter, ana has concluded on the basis

of information thus far obtained that there

a>wea*s to be no direct connection with the
gglt 2 accident.*

*See Metropolitan Edison Co. (Three Mile Island
Nuclear Station, Unit 1) LBP-81-32, 14 NRC 381,
557, paca. 504 (August 27, 1981), euphasis added.

Does the Commission believe that the above guoted paragraph
written by the NRC staff provided the ASLB with accurate
and complete information? 1If not, how does the Commission
plan to reevaluate the board's decision on management
competence in light of new information?

How does the Commission explain the apparent discrepancy
between the statement in Inspection Report 50-320/79-10
dated October 25, 1579, concerning the relationship between
the effect of elevated discharge line temperatures upon

the course of the TMI-2 accident, and the staff's statement,
quoted in quectloﬁ 4 above, which implies that the elevated

discharge pipe temperatures were not a significant factor
in the accident.

In advance, thank you for your assistance in answering our
guestions.

Sincerely,

VY de CLMalL..,

MORRIS K. UDALL EDWARD J. MARKEY A
Chairman Chairman

Comnittee on Interior and Subcommittee on Oversidnt
Insular Affairs and Investigations




