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TO: PHILIP R. CLARK

FROM: EDWIN H. STIER

DATE: NOVEMBER 1, 1984

RE: TMI-2 STAFF MEETING OF MARCH 23, 1983

INTRODUCTION

At your request, we have conducted an inquiry concarning
a scaff meeting that was held oa March 23, 1933, in antizipacion
of the pudlic release of :artous allegations by Richard Paris
concerning operations at TMI-2. During our inquiry, we raviewsd
the NRC staff report entitled "TMI-1 Restart”™ (NUREC 0430, Sup-
plemens No. 5) and its exhibits; and wricten stacements 5
Edwin H. Gischel pertaining to the March 23 meeting. We :inen
interviewed ten persons who attended the mezeting, iazluling
Gischal.!

In the "TMI-1 Restart” report, the NYRC staff faund, "Tas
comments by [John]| Barton, [Deputy Direccor, TMI-2] (GPLYN),
during a GPUN and Bechtel management neeting, threatening =9
fire or suspend Parks for having pudlicly aired allegazions,
wers znpraper.": That report slsn scares that the dazlal n 2
suspend Parks with pay was made during the neet;*g.j

Prise to our interview of Gischel, his Jescription 5% <o

March 23, 1943, meeting was contained in two sworn statanents:



his affidavit dated April 2, 1983, and a statement to the NRC

signed on May 10, 1983. The Gischel statements contain the
following d scriptions of occurrences at the March 23 meecing:a

Bahman Kanga, Director of TMI-2, advised the attendees that
Richard Parks was about to make public allegations about unsafe
conditions at TMI-2. Robert Arnold, President of GPUN, dis-
cussed the issues raised by Parks. Arnold said investigators
would not find aaything, the Udall Committee would not speak
with witnesses, Parks would be returning to work the next day,
and that TMI-2 persoannel should %e "cool and calm.”

Ia response, Barcton said that Parks should be fired and not
alloved back on the Island. Prior to Barton calling for the
Eiring of Parks, Arnold had told everyone to be coonperative and
that Parks should be given any correspondence and me=n3s that he
requested. Howevar, after Barton's stacement, Gischel contenls
Arnold stated that Parks should not be extenled couperatian,
should not be given any documents and shuuld bBe restcoicted
fram protected areas.

The Gischel statements describe Kanga's response to Bartoun's

call for Parks to be fired as folloes: "We coulda't do it like

that because Parks had gone to the NRC and was prutecteal D, T=2

Atomic EBnergy Act. Tha: meant we ha! %o b2 careiul.” Tuisine.

also clains that Xange said, "se 2ol juss sransfer ¥ wEigse

Nim oa & leave of absencze for 3 nonth anl then get rid 20 Ainm
"

quietly.



The NRC TMI-1 Restart report found that the statements
attribuced to Barton "bear on" GPUN management intcgrity.6 Qur
inquiry focused not only on tne Barton statements, but also on
similar statements attributed to others that might be construed
as evidence of harassment of Parks. We attempted to determine
what statements were made at the March 23 meeting and to under-
stand the context in which the discussion took place, including
the purposes for which the meeting was convened.

During our inquiry, we interv 2wed key management personael
who attended the March 23 meeting. Those interviews are sunm-
marized in memoranda attached as exhibits to this report. W2
found that most of those interviewed could remember very feau
details of what occurred at the mee:ting. In our view, further
incerviews would be unlikely to yield additional iaformation.
dowevar, from what witnesses have been able to recall, we arz

adle to reach a nuaber of conclusinas about the March I3 mestiag.

CONCLUSIONS

l. Th2 purpose of the March 23 mesting was to advise
TMI-2 management personnel that Parks was about £o
pudblicly release damaging allegatisas, The mee:zing
was not incended to decide wias action, Lf aay, wouid
be taken against Parks.

2. Barton, as well as others, made comments calling for

the firing or suspension of Parks. Barton scated that



Parks should not be allowed back on the Island.

These comments were spontaneous personal reactions
and were not treated as recommendations to be
decided upon at the meeting.

3. Arnold stated at the meeting that Parks had legal
rights that had to be protected; Parks would bde
returning to the Island; and che company was study-
ing Parks' allegations. He also instructed those
present to cooperate with any investigation that
might result.

4., As a result of a discussion at the meeting, Arnold
advised those in attendance that it was company 2o0licy
not to permit the remaval of company documents from
the [sland. Therefore, Parks should be given only
those documents he required to perform his dutles,

5. Kanga scated at the meeting that Parks' enployznwas
status would be decermines at a later time by Becn:teal
Corporation. We cannot Jecermine whether anything
Kanga said at the meeting might have been coastrued
as indicating that Parks might be put on a leave of
absence and gotten "rid of quietly.," Hosever, it is
clear thas Kangs emphasized thar Parks had legal rigacs

Exst had to be prataztal,



OQur findings are based on a consensus of the stactemeats

obtained from the witnesses.

RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION

On the afternoon of March 22, 1983, Douglas Bedell
(Manager - Communication Services, TMI) was advised by UPI
that an organization knowa as Government Accountability Project
had issued a press release containing allegations by Richard Parks
relating to safety issues at TMI-2. He was also advised that a
press conference for Parks had been scheduled to tare place on
the following day. Shortly thereafter, Parks confirmed this
information in a meeting with Kanga and Bedell.7 Arnold was
advised of these developments by Kanga. Arnold felt 1t was
necessary to hold a meeting to advise his senior staff at THiI=-2
of what was about to take place. He felt cthis was necessary 350
that the staff did not first hear of the allegations in th2 media,
He also wanted to maintain good morale and to control =he d2i:lo0-
ment of rumors., He, therafore, asked Xanga to schedula the meef. .73
for the fallowing morning.a

The meeting began at approxircately 9:00 a.m. on March 23.
Arnold and Kanga began the meeting by advising th2 attentees - 1
Parks' allegazions and of the press conferance that was %o 2angus
later in the day.g Although Arnold and Kauga had receivel a <),
¢ Parks' affidavit shortly befsre che maeting, =ns2ir Lafarmazi

was based primarily on Bedell's briefing the previous 13:,1’
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After hearing from Arnold and Kanga, some of those present
expressed anger, suggested that Parks not be allowed back on the

i Ocher than Barton,

Island and that he be suspended or fired.
we have not been able to identify those who made such comments.
Two witnesses recall sepcifically that Barton suggested that

12 Barton

Parks be fired and not allowed back on the Island.
believes he might have suggested that Parks not be allowed to
return to the Island since he felt it would be difficule for
Parks to work with people after "going public” with anis allega-

tions. He does not recall stating that Parks should bea fired,

4
.

-

although he freely admitted that making such a statemsnt wou
not have been uncharacteristic of hxm.l3

Arnola and Kanga responded to such comments by statiang that
Parks had certain legal rights that had to be protecred and thas
Parks' allegations had to be stucdied before a decision coull De

’

made about a rcsponse.l' Araold specifical
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that Parks would be returning to the site and should be treasted
propctly.ls Id addition, everyone was advised to cooperate with
any investigation that might result from Parxs' allegat;ons.‘5

At the meecing, Arnold was asked whether Parks should be

allowed acce:s to campaay dacum=2nss if he asked for zham 22ciuse
of the possibility that documents aight 22 ressve. feom the
Tsland. Arnold recalls stacing =2 Lt wa3 campany pu.icy A9t

ro allow emplovees to remove company documents from tihe Esland.

He also Selieves that he 2ay have zivesn {instructicas that Parks



was not to be provided with any campany documoncs.17 Cther

witnesses recall Arnold stating that Parks should be provided

only with documents he needed to perform his duties.ls '
Most of those interviewed recall that, in respoanse to

comments from the group, fanga stated that Parks had legal rights

19 No cne other than Gische. can recall

which had to be protected.
Kanga stating that Parks would be put on a leave of absence and
gotten "rid of quietly." However, two witnesses, Henry Hukill
and James Larson, have some recollection that Kanga at some poiact
discussed the possibility of a transfer of Parks., They are un-
certain whecther Kanga mentioned a transfer at the meeting or a:
a later time, Neither recalls the Xanga statement as Gischel
described it.zo
Kanga does not recall making a statem2at si=.lar to the one
attributed to him ia Gischel's affidavie. Moreover, he helieves
ghat since he did not have the authority to dezite what aeccion
to take coancerning Parks, it 18 highly unlikelv %2 would nave
made such a scnomcnt.zl
Exceprt for Gischel, everyone who recalled atteading the
meeting stated that they believed the purpose of thes meating was
o @ad-ise Unit 2 scaff of Parks' allegazions ani thas they sa2ra
: 22 . . - ;
going to be made public. They 414 nat believe the purjose of
the meecing was Lo liscuss what to do with ?arks.;z Tae: ‘42 %
nor advised at the meesting of any decision as to Parks
24

status, Giszhel concedess thar Kanga sctated Parks' sta3tus was

being loosked int=o and chat further discussion regarding Parks was
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"tabled."?3 Despite the fact that no decision regarding Parks

was announced at the meeting, Gischel, nevertheless, was lefc:

with the impression that a decision to fire Parks had been madc.26
Arnold stated that he made the decision to prohibit Parks'

return to work at Three Mile Island after consulting with Bechtel

management in Washiangton, D. C. later in the day on March 23, 1933,

Arnold did not believe that it would be possible for Parks to come

back to the Island and work productively with the same people he

had criticized in his lffidavit.z7

¥



Gischel was interviewed by two members of my staff on

in a telephone conversation with Gischel. After the
interview, we forwarded a copy of our memorandum of the
interview to Gischel for his review and comments. In
response, we received a letter from Gischel stating the
following:

When Ed Stier called me and asked that [
review with you my recollections of the 3/23/83
TMI-2 meeting called to discuss the Parks' situ-
ation, my first reaction was to say no. However,
Mr. Stier eventually persuaded me to review the
meeting with gou on the basis that you only needed
additional background intormation. Furthermore, it
was understood that I was not geoing to make any kiad
of formal statement, nor was [ to be quoted. The
discussion was simply suppcsed o be for you to
determine what you had already obtaized from others.

September 11, 1984. That interview was arranged by me

Your letter of September 28, 1934, coataining
a statem=nt that you drafrved after our conversation
is in direct violation of our agreement. Ffurther-
more, there =re several significant inaccuracies in
your characterization of the contents of our dis-

which might satisfy him.

cussion.
apparently I must remind you in writiag that [

do not waat you to include any statements purpnried

to be fr.m me as a part of your investigative repoarc.
Gischel is inaccurate in stating that we had an understandiag
that no record «ould be made of his interview. In ay teleshone
conversation with him, he stated that he did not wish to swear
to or siga any statements. [ told him that we would respect
his desires, but that we wished to interview him in order to
complete cur-understanding of his allegations and coasider
his views in our analysis. At no time 4id [ agree that an
interview sould be "off the record” in any seass. 2 for-
warded our memorandum to Gischel only t2 assur2 that fe nal
an opportunity to contribute to its accuracy s8¢ Aid ok
azk him to sign it or swear to its accuracy,
Our memocandur of Gischel's interview has been raviewel 3
the meabars of my staff +ho conducted the interview and
they are satisfied thae it accuratel; Jdescrides what occurred
Since Gischel will not specify any inaccuracies he believas
it contains, we are unable to make any editortal changes



-
—

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Report, TMI-l Restact

NUREG-0680, Supp. No. 5), July 1984, p. 10-18.

:!l!t' po 10-5.

Gischel affidavit (April 2, 1983), pp. LlS5-16
Gischel atfidavit (May 10, 1983), pp. 6-7

Ibid., p. 153.

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Reporc, TMI-1 Restart
NUREG-0680, Supp. No. 5), July 1984, p. 10-13.

Bedell Interview Report, p. 1.

Arnold Interview Reportc, p. 1.

I id-. ppb 1-2-
%arton Interview Report, p. 1

Hukill Interview Report, p. |
Kanga Interview Rejport, p. |
Larson [aterview Reporc, p. 1
Pastor Interview Report, p. |

Arnold Interview Report, p. 1
Bartor Interview Report, p. 1
Bedell Interview Report, p. 1
Kanga Interview Report, p. 1|

'

Araold Interview Report 2

' ¥ -
Ballard lnterview Ra2port, p. |
8edell Intervisw Repoct, p. 2
Hukill Interview Report, p. |
Larson Interview Reporz, p. 1
Pastor Interview Report, p. 1
Gischel Iaterview Report, p. 1

Larson Interview Repoarz, p. 1



13

14

15

16

17

18

19

29

21

"
o

Barton Interview Report, p. |

Arnold Interview Report, p. 2
Ballard Interview Report, p. 1
Hukill Interview Report, p. 1
Kanga Interview Report, p. 1
Larson Interview Report, p. 1

Larson Interview Report, p. 1
Pastor Interview Report, p. 1

Bedell Interview Report, p. 2
Larson Interview Report, p. 1

Arncld Interview Report, p. 2

Pastor Interview Report, p. 1|

Arnold Interview Report, p. 2
Ballard Interview Ra2port, p. 1
Hukill Interview Reporc, p. 1
Kangza Interview Report, p. 1
Larson Incerview Raporc, p. |

Hukill Incervie+ Report, p. 2
Larsen Interview Reporz, pp. l=2

Kanga Interview Report, p. 2

)

Airnold Intcerview Repcrz, p.
Ballard Interview Report, p. |
Barton Iaterview Report, p.
Bedell [acerview Report, p.
Hukill Interview Report, p.
Kanga Interview Regort, p. |l
Larson [nterview Report, p. 1

Pastor [nterview Report, p. 1

r—-

’—

—



4

25

27

Arnold Interview Report,
Bedell Interview Report,
Hukill Interview Report,

P.

po
pn

l

Kanga Interview Report, p. 1

Larson Interview Report,
Pastor Interview Report,

Ballard Interview Report,

Pastor Interview Report,

Gischel Interview Report,

Arnold Interview Report,

p.
P

2

1

p. 1

p.

.

P.

3

1

2




Exhibits are arranged in the following way:

Exhibit

Exhibict

Exhibit

Exhibit

Excerpts from NRC NUREG-0680, Supp. 5
July, 1984

Excerpts from Gischel affidavit, April 2, 1983

Excerpts from Gischel affidavit, May 10, 1983

Interview Reports arranged alphabetically
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The OOL investigator taook notes of the fact that befare the beginning of the
polar crane controversy and Parks' involvement therein, Parks had reczived a
performance evaluaticn on August 27, 1982, indicating he met or exceeded all
job requirements. Among the “exceeds" catejories were job kncwledge,
flaxibility, cooperation, client relations, initiative, and prodlem anaiysis.
Qverali he was rated “"Exceeds Requirements.” Id. at I.

The OOL investigation found (1) the four claimed discriminatory actions
occurred gver a d4-week pericd between February 23 and March 24, 1583, and
(2) the four actiors were progressive in matura:

(L]osing his voice and input as altarnate startup and test
supervisor for the entire Unit [2]; being subjected to an
examination involving the West Ccast main office internal
audit staff over a seemingly minor infraction of a work
conflict rule h2 had not been made aware of; being drapcad

ds the Site Qperations lead man on the Test Warking Graoup

for tha very praject he was most concernad ascut; and finally
being susgerdad from his job, alheit with pay, the day
follawing nis filing of his wnistliabicwer complaint and his

gress conference 0« tha event, [d, at ll.

N & - - . e . "a. P F 2 . . L .
O0L found that thers existad "such & concaniration Of compiaints £3 authorily
and of claimed discriminatory actions, of such immediacy of occurrence, and
of such cumulativerass of impact that in re2'lity most of tha asgects of the
complaint wers related to mos: of the asgects of discrimination, The nec-
@ssary causal coanections are 6F 3 retwark naturz.” [4,
a2
:..rtr;r 01 -~ - = Fmg Ssmias - p,—' =!' gupiz- "~ - - .- P
Furthar, VUL found that tne Liminy o IresS . susca2nsion, & C3y ariar A
* - . 3 - - - € -
sublic filing of the comaleint adout tha pglar crane ard related safaly
fssuss, wes a clear ingtarce of cay3al cen=aztica. "Mr, Giszhel’'s gegoris-
tiar of the Jarse staff ceeting %3 2d8cide onm @ r220%13n 30 P3°ks' ecmalyine,
prasias Peolm Ficlag € Suizensisr, showg TR R FICT tRat nhe gemalafel
" i - b - a - - - - - - . -m C - - .
was Files is 3% 2237 2 f3203r 1n 02 3433275 Sheqr Suly Ehat SBs FRcclLACwS
E T :3/ . ': o e
&% 43 1 32 i3
11
"--,. E b | \ - - :- - | - - - . - A - —- - - - - -
Alizak Maren 23, 1343, 3720 PIFss RAC 5 i B R it A% EE SuNTE
s22%34 his c3ncarss adcut trh2 solars 2rana, Armgld [Presilans, GPUN) caliad 2
megting attenied oy Yangy (Jirector TMI-2, 33chn2l), 22723a (GPLN), 2ther
aanin ttandsd . 8s0r TMI.2, S3zA%2 2arsan (GPUN), athe
Sechral people, and tre entire sanicr staff of the inlagrated GP'/N/3echte
qen;,;e,‘-gnf -3;q__ah:‘,- 7‘5 - - :C “zm'a :,‘.‘-ﬂﬂ tais madPing 2a3m*Aan A3, 3~3
- - - -l - - - - - - PRy - - - 3 - - PERE v s .- -
E
grgry aed recarxerdes Firing Parks A 2is7us N WAL RBUE ABoUT resiriCtiTy
Ferkst FeNiNieigs; Loy d¥ciizd, Auring Ans redting, 22 suigend Fymry Wil
o2 g 1, S, -2 at g,
“..: bag magde AF < - o7 £l dlndy ot Eool W : ey Sy : Al B S3e,- by e T
5 e
~3 P Bl e Ll 3_-..‘? - e 3asian Saa by e sy B - -
2afpyinias dpmm @qican 3,y 3, eTAss e Y R
P e b4 3 al'b RN 3 ) = o'y 3 - L >
Mr, Parks fram sngaging in 32tiviciss pgratacias
57 tha law,



(3) The removal by Kanga (Oirector, TMI-2) of Parks on Murch 17, 1583, as
the primary SO Cepartment reprzsentative on the TWG for the reactor
building polar crane project was improper.

(4) The action by Wheeler on March 24, 1983, placing Parks on la2ve of
absence with pay and pronibiting his entry to the job site withcut
permission from S8echtel was improper.

00L was primartly concerned with correcting the harm that had defallan Parks,
so their investigation went only as far as they felt was necessary o
determine that Park's employer, Bechtal, had improperly discriminated against
him for having raised concerns about the safety of the polar crane project.
Once they reached that detarmination, they directad remedial actiocn satisfac-
tory to Parks. There was no OCL judgment issued and 3echtel did not apoeal
the Compliance Qfficer's findings or directad remedial action. Parks and
Sachtel reachsd a mutually amicable agreement to return Parks to full-time
#Ork with the company on August 4, 1983, As a result, Parks sulsajuasntly
withdrew his complaint befors the Oepartment of Labor.® MNAC's reviaw gf this
mattar nas lad to acddition2! findings which extand Seyand Ches2 ¢f OCL 2nz
bear on the intagrity of GPUM management:

(1) Tha ccmments by 8arton (GPUM), during a GPUN and 3echtel managarant
meeting, threataning ta fire or susgend Parks for having sualicly aired
nis allegaticns were impraper.

(2) The ccmments £ Parks by Kanga, tnr2ataning him not :%3 pudlicly state
mis cancarns agcut the polar crane ard talliag him that angthar emoidy22
wha had triad to sublicly stats his safely conlarns hagd Je2t "um 113524,
claarly resresentad hariasstent.

{3} Rarza %214 Parks that ke had put Jecheel in 3 Da? light with 2 glien}
(grasucas’ly Sy raising safaly corcarns a0cult the Crity; 472 57302 3 30
crance of Daing fired, This, in the sTaff's view, was 3 clzir I8re2l 2
rataliasian,

*2ursuant to 10 CFR 53.354(F), the licansae was farmally reguasgted o~ June 13,

1333, to provide infirmation cancerning, among otaar eaings, 155 Swn

invaszizasion of Parsks' allegalions of harisimant. The licenzas's resgon;s2

in 3 letvar catad Juse 25, 1388, acvisad thal 3a27%2! was perfirmicg 153 a7
jrayiry and that Stisr (the licans2e’s favastigatsr of othe” as222ts OV
2irks’ 2llagatiang), therefgre, 412 NOT faveSizats $ats TALIr in; & (#s%as

Ag=a4 Ju'y 5, 1388, from K, P, Richardscn ssunsel far 2azazal o0 th2 dir

rastar) to R, C. Cifiung (NFC), sevaral yn§uctortald £13775 w22 TR22 S

Jiamasmsan s3acaeniag nis detarmination fhat Fat<s 3. RTICTI0F ST TRCI5ITRCC

823 withsut =erit, Mg cogurentaticn Or ewisence, S3xtTI ot 7920

svailasla 23 trna szaff, was aravidaa Jy Ricra~isan C¥.8., Ba.nzet Por 73r;

1@zsar ¢ Aygust 4, 1333, to the Hanorable Join E2rman, Adhinistratiie J2w

Judge, CCL, with similar leztars €3 Congressman Udall and MRC Chairman

2allaling). [f such desurentaiion or evidence exists, ft Ras nos geen

aravidad: trersfars, the scaff is unabla to evaliate tnese saguassregd 214

af 3achtai's counsal
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Interview of

ROBERT C. ARNOLD




Interview of Robert Arnold
on 8/22/84

Rober: Arnold indicated that he had little specific recollection of
the March 23rd 1983, meeting. In order to refresh his recollection he
was provided with copies of the portions of the affidavits of Edwin H.
Gischel that pertain to the meeting in question. After reviewing the
affidavits, Arnold stated that, although his re2collection was still
somewhat vague, he believes that sometime during the evening of March
22nd, .983, he was advised that Douglas Bedell had obtained a copy of a |
press release which was to be issued by Richard Parks at a press
conference on March 23rd. Arncld was not sure whether he was providad |
with a ccpy of Parks' affidavit at that time. He believes he was not.
He is certain :hé: “e 4id not read the affidavit, if in fact, he was
provided with it prior to the meeting.

la any event, Arnold decided that it would be wise to schedule a
extent the cc.pany «<new atout them, before they learned of them in the
media. Because of the nature of the allegations, he felt that such a

meeting was necessary to maintain morale during the cleanup and recovery

P

meecing to advise senior staff a: Unit 2 of Parks' allegations to the
project and %o control the development of rumors. dHe stated emphatically
that he 4id not schedule the reeting to dacide Parks

- s - . - [~ y . % . . &, = = -
meeting. He instructed Bahman Xarja to notify the senior stal

to be present at a meeting on the moraing of March 23rd.

Arenold recalls tha: Sanzan Kanga callad the mee:inji to order and

explained its purpcse. Arncld then summarized the contents of the press




Arnold - page 2

release. After learning of the Parks' allegations, some ol those present
began to express their views and to ask questions of Arnold and Kanga.
Although Arnold could not recall precisely what was said and by whom, it
was his impression that the initial reaction to the allegations was a
sense of outrage by some of those in attendance. He believes that some
Unit 2 staff members expressed the opinion that Parks should be dismissed
and not allowed back on the Island. He could not recall any particular
individual who made such comments. When asked directly whether John
Ba:rton stated that Parks should be fired, Arnold said that whils such a
statement by Barton was entirely possible, he did not specifically recall

him having made it.

there were laws that had to be taken into consideration before a decision
could be made regarding the company's resgonse to Parks' conduct.

He pointed out that Barton was not conducting the meeting although
he was seated with Kanga and himsel€f.

.
Arnola nad no resollection of any comment of the nature of the
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Pacs when he returned to the Island. He does recall, however, advising
thcse present that it was company policy not to allow employees to remove

from the Island, and tha* it is possible he could have

7]

company document

advised those present not to provide Parks with any documents. Arnold
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does recall advising the group about the Udall Committee's request to

interview company employees. It was his belief at the time that the

Udall request pertained to the mystery man allegation and that after the |

Committee staff looked into it, they would conclude that there was no

merit to the allegation. As a result, he did not believe that anyone 1

would have to go to Washington and testify at hear: ‘gs. Arnold believes }

he was noc aware at that time that the Udall Committee would conduct an

inquiry into the Parks' allegations set forth in his affidavit. |
Arnold is absolutely certain that no decision was made at that

meeting as to Parks' employment status or his return to the Island.

Arnold was supplied with a copy of a letter dated March 24th, 1923,

Lh |

which was written by Mr. Richard A. Wheeler to Parks. The lette
infcrmed Parks that he was being placed on an indefinite leave of absance
with pay, effective immeciately. Arnold stated that the decision to not

in after

oy

have ParXs return to work at Three Mile Island was made by
consulting with 3echtel management people in Washington, D.C. later in
the day on March 22rd, 1983. He stated that on the flight down 2

Washington he nad an cpportunity to read the affidavit. Based on what

or

occurred at the meeting and the contents of that affidavit, he did no

think it possible for Parks tn come back to the Islani and wark

praoductively with the same people whom Parks had criticized in his

afficdavit. It was his opinion that the return of Parks tO the site would

be detrimental to the project and in light of the potential animosity

betwean himself and coworkers.




Interview of

BLAINE BALLARD, Sr.



Statement of Blaine Ballard, Sr.
dated 8/30/84

Ballard recalls attending the meeting on March 23, 1983. He
remembers that the meeting was conducted by Kanga. He dces not remember
Arnold being present and he did not get the impression that Barton was
conducting the meeting. It was his understanding that the purpose of the
meeting was to provide information about the press conference Parks was
going to hold later in the day. According to him, after the group was
advised of Parks' allegations, several individuals expra2ssed the view
that he should be fired or suspended. Although he dces not specifically
recall any comments, he believes Kanga resronded to this by stating chat
Parks had certain rights and that Bechtel was meeting with Parks to work
out his concerns, and that they should not overact to Parks'
allegations. He also believes there was some discussion as to whether
Parks should be allowed on the Island and afforded access to company
decuments. He believes that thes response to these comments was that most
likely Parks would still be Oon site and people would have to deal with
him. Ballard stated he did not leave the meeting with a sense of knowing
how Parks was going to be dealt with. When asked specifically about
comnents attributed to Arnold, Barton and Kanga in the Gischel affidavic,
he stated that he does not recall any comments by Arnclid since he dces
act cecall him being present. In raspect to the comment all.2ged to Ravse
been made by Barton as to fizing Parks, Ballard said he does nct renender
8arton making such a comaent, although h2 could have sail i1t, He dces

not rscall any comment by Xanga indicating that Parks be gotten rid of

=

quistly. He does recall Kanga advising the group that Parks had Deen O

the YRC with his allegations and therefors had certain legal rights.
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Statement ¢of John Barton
Dated 8/30/84

Barton was interviewed in his office. His attorrney, Michael Maupin,
tcok part in the interview via a conference call.

Barton recalled attending the meeting on March 23rd, 1983. He
believes that Arnold conducted the meeting and advised those present
about the contents of Parks' affidavit, which was to be made public by
Parks at a press conference later that day. Barton believes that just
prior to the meeting he saw a copy of the Parks affadivit although he did
not have an opportunity to read it in its entirety. He recalls Arnold
further advising those present that the complete contents of the
affidavit would have to be studied and, therefore, would not be
specifically discussed at the meeting.

Barton was provided a copy of Gischel's affidavits and asked whether
he recalled making the statements attributed to him. He did not recall
stating that Parks should be fired, but he thinks he did say that he
should not be allowed back on the Island. He indicated that he felt this
way because he thought that it would be difficult for Parks to work with
people after going public with his allegations. He was concerned tha:z

the project might suffer and he was also concerned about Parks' safety.

e ™

when asked wnether it was possible that he ~z.ic have said Parks should
be fired, Barton replied “I have bee~ known to say things

I don’'t renember such a statenen:t being made az the wzeting."” Barton was

agkad wnather or not he recalled tha s

i

ataments attributed to Arnoli and

Kanga in the Gischel affidavit. He does not recall any specific
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statements by either individual. He was asked whether he recalled Arnold
or Kanga stating Parks had certain rights. Again he indicated he d4id not
recall any specific statements made by either individual. Wwhen asked
whether or not he remembered any comments by Arnold about the Udall
Cymmittee, Barton said he seemed to recall some discussion about the
Udall Committee and Henry Myers; however, he did not recall any
specifics. Barton was asked whether there was a decision made at the
meeting as to what Parks' status would be with the company. He did not
recall any specific discussion about Parks' status. It is his belief
that any discussion about Parks concerned making sure he was not
harrassed when he returned to the Island bacause of what he said in his

affidavit.






Statement of Douglas H. Bedell
8/29/84

About 3:30 P.M. on March 22, 1983, Bedell received a call from Robert
St. George of UPI advising him that he had a copy of a press release by
GAP which referred to allegations contained in an affidavit of Richard
Parks and that a press conference was scheduled for Marcn 23rd with
respect to the contents of the affidavit. St. George orally advised
Bedell of the nature of the allegations. Bedell stated he then went to
Bahman Kanga and informed him of what he had learned. At that poingt,
Kanga called Parks to his office, whereupon Bedell asked Parks w~hether or

not in fact he had a press conference scheduled for the next day. Parks

stated that he did. No further guestions were asked oOf Parks and he left,

Kanga asked Bedell if he could get a copy of Parks' affidavit belore
the scheduled press conference by Parks. At ll p.m. that night, Badell
ebtained a copy of the affidavit from a confidential source. He was
advised the next day to attend a staff meeting in the moraiag. Just
prior to this staff meeting he provided a2 copy of the affidivit to Karja
and perhaps to Gifford and Arnold. That is the first tine he provided
anyone Wwith a copy of the affidavit he had obtained. His recollection is
that Kanga, Arnold, and Barton were in the front of the room at the
heginaing of the meeting. He does not recall the statements of any

particular individual, but the purpose of the mestin
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Bedell - page 2

With respect to the allegation that Kanga said Parks would be taken
care of quietly, Bedell does not recall any discussion as to strategy to
be followed by the company in regards to Parks.

He Delieves there was some grousing and spontaneous rema:ks made by

members of the group in reference to Parks' conduct, but Bedell does

o]
G
ot

recall that any specific proposals or decisions regarding Parks were made
at the meeting. Bedell stated he did not leave the meeting with the
impression that a decision had been made regarding the empl!syment status
of Parks. Specifically, he did not have the impression that Parks was
going to be fired.

When Bedell was asked whather he recalled 3Bcb Arnold commantin

= 3

tha

ot
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this problem was just a flash in the pan, he indicated he did not remenmbe

"

such a comment. He believes there were general statements that the mat-ter
was going to be investigated and that everyone should cocuperace. Bedell
was shown a copy of Gischel's affidavit of April 4, 1983. He did no:

recall the statements attributed to Barton in tha- affidavit. He belisvaes
that an upcoming hearing of the Udall Committee was mentioned as cone of
the forums in which the investigation was likely to occur. But he does
not :ecall the reference to the Udall Committee being in the contex: of

the Gischel affidavi

(9
W

ir

-= that Robert Arnold suggested that Parks wculd nec*

iy
W
-
b}
.
e
o
w
i
N
O
r

n
or
-
™
o
O
"
w
')
P
(1
r
v
F
o
(2l
W
-
or
w
.
"
7
v
‘.
2z
O
f
r
B
W
3
¥
\)
(12
h
i
S
w
w
)
Ww
&




S e G
W 1

e e
:.—_;." II-'-ST ) 'I"._I

ek e e
S

S

-

S

e Lk

=




Statement by John C. DeVine, Jr.
dated 8/30/84

Devine has no specific recollecticn of attending the meeting on March
23, 1983. Wwhen shown a copy of the Gischel affidavit, whereby Gischel
indicates he was present at the meeting, DeVine stated that he may have
attended the meeting, but again has no specific recollection of what
occurred. He indicated that on that day he was scheduled to take a
flight to San Francisco at 1l o'clock in the morning, and that perhaps he
was distracted. However, he does recall reading a copy of Parks'
atfidavit on the flight to the West Coast. It is his belief that either
he was provided a copy of that affidavit before leaving, or obtained it
at the March 23rd meeting. In any case, he does not recall anythin

further.
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Statement of Edwin H. Gischel
dated 9/11/84

Mr. Gischel recalls attending the meeting on March 23rd, 1983. Prior
to attending the meeting. he advised that he was aware that Parks had
been preparing an affidavit outlining his safety concerns relating to the'
cleanup and recovery project. In addition, he also had some brief
discussions with Parks concerning the Udzll Committee's desire to talk to
Parks. Just prior to the start of the meeting he believes it is possible
that he was either advised by his secretary or by others in attendance
that the meeting would pertain to Parks' allegations and what would be
done with Parks as a result of him going public with these allegations.

Gischel stated that ne thinks that Arncld, £anga and Barton came into
the meeting together. He believes that Kanga opened the meeting and tha:
most of the statements were made by these three individuals. Although
Gischel does not recall specific remarks concerniug the purpose of the
meeting, it was his impression that they were there to discuss what
should be done about Parks as a result of his actions. How pecople shou
react to Parks when and if he returned to the Island was alsoc discussad.
There was some discussion of morale and continuing work on th2 cleanup

project but Gischel cannot recall any specifics. He i3 not certain %that

he returned to the Island. Gischel was shown a ccoy of his affidavits
and asked whather or not it was still his recollasction that the ¢

tha% he attribute? to Arnold, Kanga and Barton were made at thit

viawing his affidavits, Cischel stated that he Zelieves

r
b
(Y %)
>
"
o
Ww
"
"
W




Gischel - page 2

that the comments were made by those individuals as he previously
reported. When asked to discuss the specific statements that he could

recall, he stated that his present recollection was somewhat vague, Dbut

he remembered the discussion that related primarily w0 Barton's stitement

that Parks should be fired. It is at this point he believes Kanga made
the comment about transferring Parks and getting rid of him quietly.
Gischel believes that after Barton made the statement, Kanga advised tha
they had to be careful how they talked and that Parks could not just Dbe
fired like that. Gischel stated that Barton replied that Parks should
not be allowed back on site. He recalls Arnold making 3 statement that
Parks should be provided with documents if he requested theam. He
believes that at that point Barton otjected and said tha: nothing should
be provided to him. It is Gischel's belief that Arn~id then changed his

position and advised the group not to provide any documenis IO Parks.
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Cischel also seems to remember Xanga stating tha

looked into and that further discussion regarding Parks was thersafter

"rabled.”

& *

Gischel states that, although no decisicn was mada as t©o Parks

status at the meeting, he left with the impression that Arncld, Xanja an

sarton intended to fire Parks.
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Interview of

HENRY HUKILL



Statement of Henry Hukill
taken 9/30/84

Hukill stated that at some time the morning of March 23, 1983, he was
asked to attend a meeting of primarily Unit 2 perscnnel. The meeting, as:
he recalls it, was conducted by Eob Arnold and Bahman Kanga. Both
individuals made statements advising those present that Parks was about
to go public with charges relating to safety issues at Unit 2, - among
his complaints would be safety allegations against GPU and Bechtel
personnel with respect to the conduct ¢f the polar crane project.

It was Hukill's impression, based on the comments by Arnold an
Kanga, that they were attempting to keep the meeting as pcositive as
possible in an effort to keep morale up and continue the project. It was
Hukill's belief that some people were upset with Parks' allegations and a
few of them may have expressed their anger during the courss cf the
meeting. He believes Arnold advised the group that the issues raised by
Parks would be investigated but that the project must kesp going. Thers
was soma2 discussion as to how Parks should be trzateld when he came back
on the Island. Hukill believes Bahman Kanga advised the group that Parks
had legal rights that had to be protected.

Hukill cannot recall specifically any remarks made about Parks. He

has no recollection of statements mad2 by John Bar:on.

reca.l any riscussion about allowing Parks a
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specifics. Hukill explained his lack of reconllec:iion




Hukill - page 2

comments Dy stating that the meeting primarily involved Unit 2, and chat
he was not responsible for any of the individuals mentioned in Parks'
affidavit.

He did recall, possibly, of hearing at scme time from Kanga *hat
Parks would be transferred without loss of pay. He may have heard this
at the March 23rd meeting or a2t scome later point. He is certain,
hcwever, that he did not get the impression that the purpose of this

meeting was to discuss what would be done with Parks.
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Interview of Bahman Kanga
on 8, 22/84 and 9/12/84

Mr. Kanga was interviewed on the dates atove over the telephone. He
expressed little specific recollection of what occurred at th> Marcan 23, °
1983 meeting. Kanga does generally recall, however, that Arnold asked
him to schedule a neeting with all the Unit 2 department managers and
their immediate subordinates for the morning of March 23rd so that he
could br.2f them on a press conference which was to be held by Parks
later that day.

Kanga does not ra2call who opened the meeting, but he believes that
he and Arnold spoke about what Parks was going to say at the press
conference. He also believes that Arnold may have resad a summary of tle
press release to the group. Kanga is not sure whether the affidavit was

even available at that tine. In any event, it is his belief that nsither

"

he nor Arnold had an opportunity to review in detail the affidavit o
Parks prior to the meeting.

Kanga is certain that it was not the purpose of the meeting to maxe
a decision regarding disciplinary action against Parks. In responding %9
gquestions and statements from the people attending the meet:ing, it is
Kanga's recollection that both he and Arnold advised them that Parks had

to be treated properly and that he had certain rights. He vaguely

-

recalls that there was some discussion about restricting Parks to certain
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snacifizc areas on site when he ra2turnad.

atout allowing Parks access *- company docunments. It i3 his recoiLlection




Kanga - page 2

that the discussion regarding Parks focussed on how he was to be treated
when he returned to the Island and not how he was to be disciplined.

Kanga believes it is highly unlikely that he or Arnold would have

discussed that type of matter in a meeting with over twenty pecple.

Kanga was read the —~ontents of the Gischel affidavit pertaining to
the March 23, 1983 meeting. When asked specificeally whether or not he
recalls any of the conversations mentioned in the Gischel affidavic,
Kanga indicated he had no specific recollection of any of the specific
remarks attributed to him or any of the other individuals mentioned in
the affidavit. When asked specifically whether he could have said Parks
would be gotten rid of quietly after being put on a leave of abserce, he
did not recall saying that, and strongly doubts he would have mads such a
statemant. 1In addition, Kanga pointed out that apart from matters of job
gsite deployment, as Direc.or of Three Mile Island Unit 2, F2 did not have
the suthority to decide what action to take i1n respect to Parks' conduct
and that the decisiocn would have to be made by Bechtel officials in
Gaithersburg. As a result, he believes it highly unlikasly that he would
have made such a comment. Kanga was also aska2d whether he recalls Robart
Arnold originally taking a position that Parks should be extended
cooperation and then later changing that position when obilecticns warse
taised by John Barton. Kanga stated that ha2 does not recall that arad

ioubts if Robert Arnuld would have changed his position becauss of

darton’'s objections.




Kanga - page 3

It was Kanga's recollection that the discussion regarding Parks
focussed on affording him proper treatment if and when Parks returned to
the Island. It was not until later that a decision was made by Bechtel
to put Parks on a leave of absence. It is his recollection that the

pasis of this decision was that Parks had made a number of inflammatory

and disparaging allegations which would prevent him from effectively

working with other employees at the TMI-2 site and that his presence on
site would disrupt the work of other employees. Kanga did not recall any
discussion of the Udall Committee at the March 23, 1983 meeting referred

to by Mr. Jischel.







Interview of James Larson
dated 8/30/84

Larson recalls attending the meeting on March 23rd, 1983. He
believes that _he purpose of the meeting was to inform Unit 2 supervisory:
staff that Parks was going to attend a press conference during which he
would make public certain safety concerns that he had regarding the
conduct of the Unit 2 cleanup and recovery project. He recalls that
Arnold informed the group of the Parks' allegations and instructed them
to cocperate with any investigations that resulted from tha allegations.
Larson believes Arnold also instructed the group to be careful as to what
they said so that nothing could be misinterpreted. Larson was provided
with a copy cf Gischel's affidavit. After reading it, he was askad
whether or not he recalled the statement attributed to John Barton in
that affidavit. Larson indicated that the statement attributed to Barton
was a fair characterization of what he had said. He believes others may
have nade similar statements, but cannot recall anyone sgecifically.
Larson stated that it is his recollection that Arncld and Kanga responded
£0 Barton's comment by stating he (Parks) had legal rights wnich had %o
be respected and that in all likelihood he would be returning %o tne
Island. He believes that they further stated that there was %o Pe no
physical or mental abuse to Parks when in fact he did return.

Larson was asked whether or not he recali.ed tha: Kanga nhad staned
that Par«s would be taken care of quietly, as reported in the Gischel

affidavit. He does not racall Xanga saying that., He i3 not certain, but

he believes Xanga may hava mentioned that Parks possibly could te



Larson - page 2

transferred. Larson added that he could not swear to this since he was
uncertain as to whether Kanga, in fact, said that at the meeting or at
some other time. Larson does not recall any discussion about allowing
Parks access to company documents. It is his impression the overall
content of the meeting concerned advising the group as to Parks'
allegations and that everyone should remain cooperative. In addition, he

feels that there was a general instruction to be careful that their

remarks were not taken out of context. Larson also believes that there

was a clear indication to those attending the meeting that there was to

be no retaliation against Parks.
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Statement of Kenneth Pastor
dated 8/29/84

Fastor recalls attending the meeting of March 23rd, 1983. He
believes that after the meeting was called together by Bahman Kanga,
Robert Arnold advised thecse in attendance that Parks was going to hold a
press conference regarding concerns he had about safety problems at the
T™MI-2 site. He believes Arnold also stated that Parks would be coming
back on site and that he was to be treated properly and not harassed. He
understood this to be a direction from Arnold to the group.

It is his recollection that a number of those attending the meeting
expressed displeasure with what Parks had done and that some may have
said that Parks should not be allowed back on the Island. Pastor recalls
that Arnold said something to the effect that Parks was not to be
provided with company documents but was %o be supplied with anything he
needed to perform his duties. When scecifically asked whether he
recalled Kaanga stating that Parks would be taken care of quietly after he
tetuzAnd, Pastor said he does not recall such a statement. He also did
not recall Barton stating that Parks should be fired. He did not rezall
any statement by Arnold whereas Arnold classified the problem as a "flash
in the pan." He does believe some reference to the Udall Committee was

made but can provide no specifics.

It is Pastor's belief tha: there was no decision at that meeting as
to how the company would deal with Parks as a result of his going pudblic
with the allegations. The problem of how Parks should De deal: with was

viawed as a persconnel mattar that should be resolved by Bechtel an
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by GPU.




