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Note to: Herzel H.E. Plaine, OGC
James J. Cumings, DIA

.- Ben B. Hayes, 01
Harold R. Denton, NRR
Richard C. DeYoung. IE
-.ho.m.as E. Murley, R-1T_

,

n ldberg, El_DFrom: Jack D. e

SUBJECT: CHAIRMAN'S RESPONSE TO AUGUST 1, 1983 LETTER FROM CONGRESSMEN'

i UDALL AND MARKEY .

The questions from Congressmen Udall and Markey concerning the Hartman
Allegations have been finalized and Vic Stello has requested your
concurrence on the attached copy of the Udall letter '(identical letter sent-

to Markey, not enclosed) before cob Monday. August 29. 1983. Please return
signed concurrence copy to Donna Smith (mail stop IWB8 6113). If you have
any questions, please call me (x27619).

.
.

*

Thank you.

:

ack R. Goldberg'

cc: V. 51;dTTo- . ..
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The Honorable Morris K. Udall.

Chairman 1. .

Committee on Interior and I

: Insular Affairs :
U.S.. House of Reprosentatives .

Washington, DC 20S15
, , , ,

.

. Dear Mr. Chairman:

Your letter of 5ugust 1,1983, to me requests the Coursission's
response to a number of questions regarding the allegations that leak '

rate calculations were falsified at Three Mile Island Unit 2 prior to
the 1979 accident. Responses to your specific ouestions are provided

In addition, rec' nt. memoranda from William J. Dircks, Vin Enclosure 1. e
Executive Director for Operations, to Conssissioner 4111nsky, address

. some of the same questions you have asked. They are enclosed for your -

information and are referenced, when appropriate, in responding to your
specific questions.

Finally, in a letter to Chairman Udall dated June 1,1983, then Acting
Chairman Ahearne of the Consnission answered questions 2 through 5 of
Chairman Udall's February 25, 1983 letter, and stated that the answer to
question 1 would be provided later. Enclosed herewith is the Coeusission's
answer to that question.

Sincerely.-

:.
,

.

..

Nunzio J. Palladino . " ' . '
Chairsen *

,
. Enclosures:. m

-:w
,

.

1 Answer.s do:.Augu'st*,t1?B3.Westi::n' k1rtmMen(msroen tdaT1;cid Mtrk~eytry+E '1 s
2. 2 Answ'er 4cr Quesdoni:frMC. sir.t.n:1.'dalMs~fsbrs ry.dC *-1'1903 'ilcttarJ.w7 ..

3. 3 Memorandum from~Comissioner CilinWyBto L'illEi'J.JDi chr,%y~'31W983W
4. Memorandum from William J. Dircks to Comisticaer Gilinst:y, June 10, 1983,

with attachments -

5. Memorandum from Comissioner Gilinsky to L'illien J. Dirchs, June 29, 1983
6.-s Memorandum .from1!1111am LDirchs..to Co:.r:micaor Cilin:Sy;TJuly .10, 2003 w
7. NRC Staff's Memorandum on the Status of its I'l-1'ncsters L:.vio:, July 21, '','* '

_ 1983 !
*

8. Memorandum from William D. Dircks to th2 Cr: .cr.f w rs, Jttn: 2:;, M S3
' . . .

* ~

,

i u'

; l
'

' ' . . - See Distribution on next pa9e ''
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ANSWERS TO AUGUST 1.1983 QUESTIONS PRIM
'

-

4 CONGRESSMEN UDALt. AND MARKEY ;.-
' -- ,

s,i "
.

l .-Question 1.
- 5 .

>
..

. .

;,
When did NRC staff first reach a conclusion as to the substance of

-

-

the Hartman allegations concerning leak rate falsification at .

TMI-27 What was the basis for any such conclusions? When and Iqy
.

what means were the Executive Director for Operations and the-.,
'

' Commission informed of the conclusions? Please provide a complete,, .

list of persons who, prior to Mgy 1983, had reached or knamn of
conclusions concerning falsification of leak rate records.;

&

Answer:

1 The NRC staff has never reached a conclusion as to the substance of the
j Hartman allegations concerning leak rate falsification at TMI-2. ~.In the'

: attached June 10, 1983 Memorandus to Commissioner Gilinsky, William J.
j 'Dircks stated as follows: ,

;

Because the Hartman investigation was suspended, a final staff*
.

position on this matter was never formulated. This remains true -~
- -

j today. As you are aware the Commission has directed that the
Hartman investigation be reinitiated. Until the results of this -

investigation are complete, we will not take a final staff position.,

.4

on this matter. ,

With respect to when and the means by which the Executive Director.for*i
! --- Operations and the Commission were informed about'the Hartman

-

allegations and the staff's investigation into them. Victor Stallo.idr.-

stated in his June 10, 1983 Memorandum to William J. Dircks (attached
'

]
- to the June 10, 1983, Memorandum from William J. Dircks to Comunissioner

j Gilinsky) as follows.-
,

t-
, . . . .

{ 4 _ n.: .- Due;to:the sensitivity'iof th1simattert-my discussions withtwarious-- .,

Connissioners and + senior istaff..<ionsisted =.of oral : conversations andade.| .g
. . = .- briefings.-< Senere1 rstatus tof. ongoing linvestigations were:repor.tedied- .

7"-
g--<

at weekly:ED0f. staff-meetin.gs ;some of Which Lincluded.'attendanceeby- - --

the Chairman and representatives from ither'ConuHssion'officest-

. desseminateddsic):orallyithe Consission?s:under.ons was generally
, While :information concerning the Hartman allegati
! .: standing of_this matter _a .C '

is reflected;in a writing,1specifica11y'its Memorandum"and Order of M, .'
'*

i ,

j May 28,1980'which referrwd to falsified ~ test results and the:'**'

|..y*'. .
ongoing Grand Jury.investigatiost.:A copy of that Memoranden and

.

.:
|

A- '

Order-is enclosed. See specifically page 6. Further, this matter
i

is specifically discussed in Supplement 1 of NUREG 0680, issued-
_ . . . . . '

v* *

j' ? November 1980, and Sugiplement 2 of NUREG-0680, issued March .1981.
i " . ' - r- All-of these documents received wide distribution throughout the
|

'

( agency. ,

;

5- With respect to persons who, prior to May 1983, had reached or known of
-

!.tQ.. '.. conclusions concerning falcification of leak rate records. Mr. Stello's ,
~

s *

/ -
, .,

,

'''

; ,,.. ,

; 's-
,

:<e -
* *

,,
*A -

- - - -

= _ . . - . .. . . _ _

.



7 _ _

. . ,

.

. . .

'L., .g ,- --.._..
-

...

* .-
.

" June loth memorandum states that in the time frame.of the spring of,i -

- - 1980, at least one investigator, namely Mr. . Thomas .T. Martin, had reached
.J

*

, conclusions concerning the Hartman allegations, and that "such
: conclusions may have been passed on to. others and may have forund part'

: of the bases for the conclusion that some of the allegations had merit -

| ind that referral to DOJ was appropriate." Mr. Stelle~'s memorandum" - .
. . ,

,

q. continues: ., .
,

However, to the extent that firm and specific conclusions were--
.

passed on, these conclusions were not adopted by senior staff!
'

members. Such conclusions were preliminary as they were based upon !

an incomplete and ongoing investigation, which had been called to a;

halt. Such conclusions also had minimal safety significance at'

j that ties sim.. THI-1 . wt likely to ream oparation in tha |
i near future. The essential decision at that point in time was the '

appropriateness of a referral to DOJ and, for .that purpose, it was'

not necessary to go beyond the conclusions reached by senior staff;

i that, based upon the investigation ' conducted thus far, the Hartman
| allegations appeared to have sufficient basis to warrant referral.

'

Mr. Stello also states in his June 10th memorandum as follows:
'

,.

..
. ;

| I was unaware of' Tim Martin's conclusion stated at the May 24, 1983
'

were falsified, that much we know." you for a fact that the recor11s
Commission meeting that ".! can tell -

;
' I as also unaware that this!

particular conclusion was conveyed to any other senior staff masher , '
.

"of the Commission. However, the facts underlying this conclusion,'

derived from the partial investigation of the Hartman allegations, ,

were discussed with various senter staff moders and the Camaission i,

!! as described below. - '
-

.

.. .
,

NRR, 01A,y, I believe that senior ausbers of ELD, IE, Region 1
In summar:

-

the EDO and the Commission were aware in March / April 1900i

i;ik.. that, al.though no final staff conclusions had been reached, leek1 .. ,,
d7N .: rate test results hadr.likely been-falsified prior'to March-28.-1979;M

i M P:
~

accident 'at TMI-2.and'that:.this particular Hartman allegation inr.
.

;
..

S'' ~ . represented .a . potential.1y.iserious matterm .
~

M.
,

-
-

. .-

~ Question 2
'

.-
. , .c . . .

,
..

. .

Af ter concluding'in 1980 that THI-21eak rates had been falsified 7" ''-

,

j .
the NRC staff apparently did not inform the ASLBi the Apwal Board,'

the Commission or the Department of Justicar How does twj 6 ~- -
...

..? Consission explain or answer the following: *

1 .
,

I -

<:

| e a) the staff's failure to inform the Casunission, prior to 1980, of
i " C. Hartman's leak. rate allegations made to the Office of Insmction-

'

and Enforcement in May, 1979i and then repeated to the HR:'s-e-

1 1. . . Special Inquiry Group in October,19737.

t

r : ~ ~.
-

. . . '

: * s ". ;;
'-

,

j :.k j
*

-
- -.

+

j , - .
,

'

$:$ ' I }v s* *
.

, ,,,

< n ,.
.

.
. .

.
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. *F ~ ~ ~ ' . _ISee generally the answer to question 1 above. . 1
' ~ ..a.

' Staff did not conclude in 1980 that TMI-2 leak rates had beer.As stated there, the
.

*

t

falsified. The staff probably did not inform the Commission prior to
1980 of the Hartman leak rate allegations because at that time they were

.

unsubstantiated allegations which were a part of the overall~-

', investigation into the accident at Unit 2 and, along with all the other.

. voluminous information that was being generated by that effort, would be] reported to the Comission as a part of the resulting report.
t

Ouestion 2.b).
,

A
-

what prompted the Commission to initiate, in early 1980, an inquiryinto the Hartman allegations?

Answer:
-

The investigation into the Hartman allegations be!)an on March
interview of Mr. Hartman on Marchresponse to the NRC's contact by Ira Rosen preceding his televised 22, 1980, in24, 1980.

i *
-

!
_ Question 2.c). .

1 ,. .
.L

. .

1
-

The failure of the Office of Inspection and/or the Office ofh

Inspector and Auditor to conduct an investigation after allegationsI

concerning leak rate falsification we m made in May 1979 andOctober 19797
i

-

Answer: ., ,

, . . . _ ,
-1 . -- _ , ._ . r. A ~-g6. m., e ,'* " T '.

,

Thera was.no. failure by:I&m w ,e. Lor 201A to investigate.the allegations'of "..~

. ... - -

a. m. u -

c . i w. .
leak rate falsif.1 cation, although the investigation should have begun

.

6

As described in the Comission's May 28, 1980 Memorandum
- sooner.

i

and Order at 6 (attached to the June 10, 1983 Memorandum from William J.i

Dircks to Comissioner Gilinsky), following Mr. Hartman's allegations in ,
-

P.
May and October,1979 NRC inspectors interviewed Mr. Hartman at his home

,

in March, 1980, ando.
! and took his sworn s,tatement.also in March 1980, taped an interview with Mr. Martman

-

various documents and records to verifFollowing those interviews, the NRC examinmi!,

during the latter part of March 1980, y Mr. Hartman's allegations. CIA informed the Department of
,- Then,,

. :. ' ' . . .
' Justice of the possibility of a referral of the matter for criminal

,

prosecution and, when the Department of Justice accepted the referral in
,

'd'..
April 1980, the NRC. at the request.of the Department of Justice, suspended

.

its investigation of the Hartman alle; ,

s ' 6 ..
investigate the Hartman allegations, gations. Thus, I&E and 01A did"n '

'
t

j

' d 7|
.

As indicated, however, the investigation was not begun as soon as it
,

. ,

u should have been. An investigation was not begun 1:nnedF'
allegations were made in May 1979 for several reasons. iately after theFirst. the iy .

i Jg.. ..,,...- i-

-

A-
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. substance of the Hartman allegations, which concern events prior to' the.

.. .-. accident in March, .1979, was considered beyond the scope of the then*

~ -ongoing investigation by IAE into events during and isusediately after the
accident, and did not add any relevant information to the body of g.

,

, --.--- .--. Anowledge being developed for that purpose. Second, the IE investigators .
'

~ ~~ '--*?at that time knew that the President had appointed the Xemeny Comusfssion -'

' to investigate thoroughly the accident at Unit 2 and also knew that the
Comission had determined to estahl.!sh the Special ~ Inquiry Group.to ..
investigate the accident. Finally, aware that the Special Inquiry f,roup
would broadly investigate the accident the IE investigators intended to -

provide, and in fact did provide,' the $pecial Inquiry Group with all the
-infonnation they had developed during their investigation, including the<

Hartman allegations. ,

On October 29, 1979, the NRC's Mr. Harold L. Ornstein, detailed to the
Special Inquiry Group and assigned to investigate TMI operator training,
deposed Mr. Hartman. On December 3,1979. Mr. Ornstein prepared a draft >.

written description of Mr. Hartman?s allegations for inclusion in the
SIG's report, but that draft was not included in the final SIG report.

| (See the answer to question 2.e), below.)
!

|
~ ''

Question 2. d).
I

i the ' lapses betweens (1) the time when the NRC learned of the'Hartman.
.

! allegations and the time when the NRC inquiry into these allegations uns
,initiated; and (2) the time when NRC staff had concluded that leak rate ' -

calculations had been falsified and the time when the Consatssion learned'

,i,
I of this conclusion. Has CIA investigated, or does it plan to - ..

| investigate, whether NRC personne1Maproperly withheld information? Who ,;

does the Conunission believe is responsible for these incidents of .',i -

' apparent withholding of infonnation? .
.

Answer:
'

-, ---

?p: .
. ., , .

0,, See the answers to questions =.1. 2.a), 2.b)' and 2.c)' above.%1he 'Consnission k.i ... . ,~
.

d. . . does not believe that any NRC personnelJimproperly,91thheldsinfonmation iGC -
.

from the Conunission about the Hartman allegations, and does':not believerm '

f. that there is any basis to direct DIA to investigate whether there was >

M .any improper withholding of infonnation. '

, :. .r.~,.m . .c .

;.f 'y
~,

Q .~ r
'

.. . . . ,

T ~

h(*
Question 2.e). ; ;

*
-

,

. .
.

j '' Why was the substance of the "Ornstein Draft" concerning Hartasais -

| *,j - allegations not included in the report of the Special Inquiry Group? , ' , ,
, ,

. . . . .

*' '1, Answer:
'

-
- -

,

!
'

The Comission does not know why the "Ornstein Draft" was not included$
.

.' / . in the report of the Special Inquiry Group. The Commiission will inqui m
f$.-&.dR,) * ' '.

. ,

-
,ni

key.y[Y' ~
. -.

I
. .

' .5: '. .:-- -

n+; :
'

.
. . .s.

ib . . . .. ! .:.... . .
-
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to attempt to obtain an answer to the question and, if one is obtained,.
.

-L will provide it separately. . . .. . $ . .- --

|''
. .

,

i i .

~ ~ ~ ~ ' ' Question 2.fh ,)
i . -

.

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

Answer:
'

Yes. representatives of Metropolitan Edison Company. in siost cases an
attorney, were permitted to observe and sit'in on interviews conducted
by the NRC in 1980 concerning the Hartman allegations. There was no
written policy in 1980 on this aspect of investigations. The practices
of the NRC investigators at that time may have varied depending on their

. background and the circumstances of the particular investigation. Since
there was no NRC policy then on the presence of third parties during
interviews, the presence of third parties was not considered unacceptable.~ ~ ~ ~ " - - '

The Comission presently is considering the preparation of written
guidance for investigators on the presence of third parties during , f '.

interviews and has established the Advisory Committee on the Rights o,

Licensee Employees which is considering the matter and will report its-

findings.and recomendations to the Cennission in the near future.
.'.

.

'

Question 3.

The NRC and tha Deartment of Justice apparently have a difference
of opinion as to wiether, 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~~

.
. ~ .

y. . . difference of opinion. . . . . . . . .
., .

... . . . . -

c''i W M M f,Sb
o,-,..v ,... w . _ ......;........ .

. .. . .

; Answer: t C :'3 V~d"~~''

T. . .: - u .. ... - u a : w ~ ~: .:-~ ~. . + . , . , . .

$.' Based upon consultations with the Department of Justic'e',Thve
%,- concluded that there is in fact a disagreement between the Nuclear
i N.\,, Regulatory Comission and the Department of Justice, concerning whether

!the Comission was. advised in October 1981 that it could proceed with ! .~'

' , . .

its investigation of the Hartman ellegations. Communications betweeni
.

the two agencies concerning the Hartman matter were almost always oral.''
-

f .. It appears that a misunderstanding'may have emanated from these oral i
comunications. As a result, the Department of Justice believed that the# .

.. .. ... . Nuclear Regulatory Comission understood in October 1981 that them was
ab no objection to its proceeding with its civil investigation. In . - .

contrast, the Comission believed that the Department of Justice wished
the Nuclear Regulatory Comission to continue to delay proceeding with

,,p; ,,

is civil investigation, and the Commission was aware through inquiries4.
.

..

..g- t
,

.
.. .

p. | .

-

%s .

d. .. _ ... - - _- . . = . . _ _._ . . .

*
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from late 1981 through early 1983 that the Department of Justice was .-
?|. .- - continuing its investigation.y / , . . .. ..

the Department ofTo avoid repetition of any like misunderstandings
Justice and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission w'1I embark upon a review. .

,

.. .. . . of rvferral procedures. 5. ,.
,

i
-

Question 4. :
.,,

, .

In a 1981 filing before the Atomic Safety and Licensinfl Board, the
staff: (1) stated that the Department of Justice proh' bited the .i
staff from disclosing details of the Hartman allegations with the ;

board; (2) stateu Wi, u.a v w die nt, 6.let.ic..t. hip betw::a thc f

.:Hartman allegations and the TMI-2 accident. andt (3) failed to
state that the leak rate calculations had been falsified. The t

'' ~ ' - -
' staff wrote: -

,,

NRC's investigative effort was suspended pending the .

..
.

conclusion of the D0J investigation. at their request to
avoid parallel administrative and criminal proceedings. The
D0J investigation is still ongoing, and the NRC does not
possess any information as to when it may be completed. NRC |-

personnel involved in the suspended investigation have been
.~ .. , requested by 00J not to discuss the details of the matter ....

'The NRC will resume its investigation of the concern when 00J
has completed its investigation of the matter. However, the i

staff has reviewed the inforestion that it had oDtaine6 to-

date on the estter. ene nas concloses on the tests or . . ,

information tnos for ottaines tnat tners asseers to se no -'

'

direct connect' on with the Unit I acc1eemt.'
, .

; .

See Metro m11 tan Edison Co. (Three Mile Island Nuclear
' '

- T--~ ~ -~ * * -

W...- 5tatTon, Jnit 1))(Lar-sa-a, .14 NRC 381, 557, pare. 504( Augu st .27, "1981 ,' . emphasi s . addedi=.1. j-
.

htv.;> . .

"j
',,

'

%,: .
. . .

d..- Does the ..Comunission 'believe:that.the 'above quoted paragraph writtee ' t.- !

by the'NRC staff provided:the A5LB5with accurate endrcompleteat9H
/ inf6rmation? If not, how does the Comunission plan'to reevaluate + ,

.l. the board's decision on management competence in light of new . . '
'

:'- .
;' "'

y,w ; information.7 - -.. .,
, ., , *'

. i . .'. r.''' 7 .,i.. .
. -

3;, .
.

-

, , . , ,

received a request free the 4y The Consnission has just recengd documente related to an
*

~
'

Department of Justice to with'

J

.: , enforcement matter pending. resolution of the ongoing grand jury
.

s, - proceeding. . . .,

' , , .
.

..

' *' ' .

,
. ,

I, Q .

* '--
.

.

.. ..
8 ,,

a e '

.i3
** "

$' ,..

1y, .,,

> . - . - - . . . .
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.. Answer:
~

,
- ,- . _ . . .. . _ . . . . _...

. The paragraph which you quote in question 4 is a part of the management
record in the restart proceeding. The entire management record is.. .

-
- " currently pending before both tw Cannission, in its immediata ' r _

-
.

effectiveness review, and the Appeal Board. including specifically the .'* .,

question as to whether the record should be reopened in order to hear Hadditional evidence on a number of manapenant issues. ' including the -
' Hartman allegations. Therefore, it wou .d be inappropriate for the

Consission to comment at this time on the accuracy or completeness of .
*

/.' the quoted paragraph. It should be noted, however, that in a May Ig.1983 ,

memorandum from the Executive Director for Operations to the Commission,
the staff reported the results of an inspection and review program
concerning the Hartman allegation.of ' falsification of leak rate data.i

The Staff stated: ,

Based on the ins action team review and resulting Report, the staff - .

concludes that tie issues raised by the Hartman allegations should
| not by themselves be a bar to restart. However, because of all the

.

open issues identified above which were not considered in the -'

revalit'ation program and Report, the Staff can draw no conclusion :
regardtr.g management integrity at this time. ;,;.

y'.. .. .. ,

*

With respect to the Licensing Board's decision on management'

competence in light of new infonnation, the NRC staff is in the midst of_

a program to review the new infomation to detemine whether it affects
'~

;

the resolution of any of the issues in the restart proceedinti. The
'

-

.- - - - - '
.

staff recently provided a status report of its efforts in thns rd in
"NRC Staff's Memorandum on the Status of its TM1-1 Restart Review which

-

was filed with the Appeal Board on July 21. 1983.. Furthermore, as 1
.
-

mentioned above, the Appeal Board is considering whether the management' .

|
record should be reopened for additional evidence. (The Appeal Boar 11 -

heard oral argument on July 28. 1983, on three motions to reopen the .. .

managementrecord..):.., ---
' - -.. t

,

. -. . :a

f u. , 3,. . . -q , .1

,

,f,'b I - C .e. . -
'

>

'" Question 5,~ ~. .

* "
~~*! How does the Comission explain the apparent discrepancy between**

.

.F.- the statement in Inspection Report 50-320/79-10 dated October 25,- .-
#,hL:. . 1979. concerning the relationship between the~ effect.cf elevated vi . .

''

,

discharge line temperatures upon the ' course of the .TMI-Z accident.'''.. i, /* '
JT -

'.W- and the staff's statement, quoted in question 4'above, which '. '
' "

4. implies that the elevated discharge pipe temperatures were not a' f, .
' -

e ?.' significant factor in the accident. .

I
Y..''/.,i ! Answert

.

*
. .*;.

| _ _ ~ The two statements which are the subject of question 5 are a part of the '.
record currently pending with both the Connission and the Appeal Board.

_.

| . , ' . - As indicate 1 above in answer to question 4. the Appeal Board is now
* *~

'
'

?, f.I t considering whether the record should be reopened to hear additienti- .

|

| g '.. evidence on a number of management issues, including the Hartman ', ,
, .

w.
..

'' h ,...
,sa .

*,

.

i.h _ . . . - ' _ a- - __ _ _ _

. .
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_a. .

. _ . _ . . .
.

.

allegations. It therefort would be inapproprista for the Consission to-

coment on the two statements cited in question.5, 1t should be noted--

as a matter of technical background information, however, that elevated.

discharge line temperatures m gevsed by leakage from ei.ther the safety
or relief' valves mounted on the pressurizar. As the leakage from ,these

*

,

| valves increases, so does the ta11 pipe temperature increase. The -( .

*
.

allowable leakage in the plant is controlled by two ~1icense conditions:'
.

a 1 gpm limit for unidentified leakage and a 10 gym limit for identified
;' leakage. This letter and larger 11m' t is the controlling license .

condition for leakage from the safety and relief valves, as well as other~

'. ~ .! ".~. identified sources. The data from TMI-2 shows that the elevated ta11 pipe
temperatures occurred while the identified leakage was within the license
condition limit of 10 gpe. The issue.of discharge line temperature was a

' subject of the enforcement action taken by the NRC against Metropolitan* -

Edison Company in October, 1979. As stated in the October 25,197g
letter to Metropolitt a Edison Compary concerning Inspection Report

| 50 320/79 10, Metropolitan Edison Company was cited for its failure to
. follow procedural requirements for operation with the electromatfc relief
| ,_,,,_ ,_, valve and safety valve discharge line toeperature.
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ANSWER TO QUESTION 1 FROM CHAIRMAN-- - - ;

~

UDALL'S FEBRUARY 26. 1983 A.- ,

.f '. .* r

- -

Ouestion IJ w~

-

''~~E' Has the Conunission ever received a report on the alleged
manipulation 'of the leak rate calculations pdv._ddn theweks= -
preceding the March 29, 1979 accident? What was the disposition of
any such* report? - -

,

t

Answer;

Until the end of March,1983, the Comunission never received any report >

.on the alleged manipulation of leak. rate calculations precedinfi the.

: March 29, 1979 accident at TMI-2. As explained by Mr. Dircks < n e
.Memorandumito the Comunissioners dated June 29 1983 (attached): --

' At a March 21, 1983 meeting between Mr. R. Arnoldiof GPU anil-5
members of the NRC team rviewing .the B&W-GPU. trial court'recor11. *-

( Mr. Arnold referred to a GPU investigation lato the Hartman
~

-
4. *allegations and noted that GPU was considering giv,ing that!

investigation report to D0J.1/ The Report was. subsequently - .

---.

forwarded by GPUtto DOJ and Through 00J to the JIRC with the twquest
_

from D0J that NRC unintain the Report in confidence. In early .

i April. of 1983, the NRC received a copy of .ttie Report directly from
GPU with no limits placed upon its use.- ,

w;n/
'

1/ The report is entitled "Results' of Faegre & Senson
Investigtion of Allegations by Harold W. Martman. Jr.,-

Concerning Three Mile Island Unit 2," dated September 17, '

1980. .hereinaf ter "the Report." _. ;
_ ._ .,c ,

. . . : ,, .; . . . . .,n :. 3 : .

-

} -
' <-

,

T Final.ly ' ~on May 4,- 1983, ;GPil ' distributed .the lleport .to the" Appeal. Board erd
J' : and parties to the management', phase of the 3M14' restart . proceeding #rs.. .

. ..

The Report was. discussed at a!.Comunission. meeting on March .30.1983.
--

2 ..

--W -4 ?The Commission: requested.the. staff.to determine whether any reporting- - .
.

" requiremarrts were violated by GPU'i' delay of nearly three years in. -.- . *

~ ..I submitting the Report to the Casumission. In the June 29, 1983
memorandum from Mr. Dircks to the Commissioners, the Staff concluded ' -1 .-
that GPU (formerly Metropolitan Edison C ny) should have ande a more
prompt board notification of that Reporty.j +

>

7,. ,.

.+

rm .
'

./ The Staff has acknowledged 'that "it might also..be subject to*

~f, , . . . t criticism for not providing additional information on the Hartman
' . . matter. The Staff did not do so in order to avoid any possible

MEf' interference with the D0J investigation." June 29th memoranden at,

r:a i 7 8.
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