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" GPU Nuclear Corporation
r W, 100 Interpace Parkway

NEL Parsippany, New Jersey 07054-1149
(201) 263-6500
TELEX 136-482
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", March 8, 1985

Mr. Harold R. Denton, Director

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop P-426

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Denton:

SUBJECT: THREE MILE ISLAND UNIT 1
DOCKET NO. 50-289

Last November I asked Edwin H. Stier to review for
me the documents released by NRC at that time in connection
with Congressional inguiries regarding TMI-2 polar crane
procedural violations. Enclosed is a copy of the report he
has provided to me.

Very truly yours,

P. R. Claek
President

Enclosure

cc: James M. Taylor, Director, Office of Inspection & Enforcement
L Ernest L. Blake, Esgquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
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PREPARED FOR

PHILIP R. CLARK, PRESIDENT
GPU NUCLEAR CORPORATION

BY

EDWIN H. STIEF

FEBRUARY 27, 1985



INTRODUCTION

In early November of 1984, the NRC released a group of
documents prepared in response to a series of questions posed
to the NRC by Dr. Henry Myers, a congressional subcommittee
staff member.l Philip R. Clark, President of GPU Nuclear
Corp., requested that I review the NPC material and provide him

with my comments.

Myers' questions all relate to the preparation and
contents of SECY-84-36, the background of which requires some
expl-nation. SECY-84-36 is a ten-page document submitted to
the NRC Commissioners by William Dircks, Executive Director for
Operations. 1Its purpose is to present the staff's views on an
OI report issued on September 1, 1983, dealinghwith 0I's
investigation of the King, Parks and Gischel a2llecations that

cleanup operations at T™I-2 were being performed unsafely.

In SECY-84-36, the staff found that a number of
procedural violations had occurred during the TMI-2 cleanup
effort. They described the cause of those violations as
"certain management control deficiencies which have been and
will continue to be addressed by the staff and the licensee."
The staff also found "nc evidence of deliberate circumvention

of administrative procedures."2



Among the questions posed by Myers ware whether the NRC

Office of Investigations (OI) agreed with the staff's statement
in SECY-84-36, "that there was no evidence cof deliberate
circumvention of administrative procedures to avoid technical
requirements"” and whether OI believed this statement "should be
repraz2? t: pove scourately repieseni the vl findings with
respect to the extent of evidence indicating whether

circumvention of procedures was deliberate."3

During the NRC's efforts to prepare a response to Myers'
questions, the scaff modified its findings. That change is
described in a memorandum from Dircks to the Commissioners
dated October 29, 1984. In his memorandum, Dircks states that
on October 18, 1984, the staff was advised by OI that in OI's
view, "TMI-2 senior personnel were aware of the need to comply
with GPUN administrative procedures; they did not do so in all
cases even though they were evidently aware that such
compliance was an NRC requiremen%; the circumvention of
requirements was at least toc some degree deliberate; and their
motivation appeared to be expediency not confusion." On the
basis of this OI conclusion, the staff decided to "supersede

the relevant staff views previously provided in SECY-84-36."4

The only explanation for the staff's change of position

appears to be a new OI analysis of the same evidence that had



been previously discussed in OI's September 1, 1983, report.
The new OI analysis comprises three documents. The first is a
memorandum by Ben B. Hayes, Director, Office of Investigations,
dated October 18, 1984, addressed to Dircks (Hayes
memorandum). The second is a three-page memorandum entitled
"Summary of OI Analysis" (O0I Summary). That document
incorporates by general refercnce the third document entitled,
“Annotated Index of Related Documents/Statements"(OI Index).
It consists of seven pages containing 36 numbered paragraphs,
each describing evidence gathered by OI in the form of
documents and statements of witnesses. The three OI documents
are not cross-referenced. That is, although the OI Summary
states that the OI Index includes all of the documents
reviewed, little attempt has been made to explain how any
specific document or testimony has been utilized by OI in its

analysis.

Both the Hayes memorandum and the OI Summary make only
limited references to specific documents and make no reference
to specific testimony. No names are used except for King,
Parks and Gischel. Imprecise phrases, such as "“TMI-2
personnel,"” are the only identification of individuals whose
conduct is being discussed. As a result, it is difficult to
match document descriptions and testimonial references in the
Hayes memorandum and OI Summary with the evidence cited in the

OI Index.



ISSUES

OI's conclusions in response to the questions raised by
Myers are not clear. Hayes identifies twc issues to be
resolved. The first is whether any evidence exists of
deliberate circumvention of zdministrative procedures. The

second is whether procedural violations were "more the result

of confusion than deliberateness" (emphasis added).s

The first issue imposes the lowest possible analytical
burden on OI. That is, if any evidence exists implying that
any individual involved in the TMI-2 cleanup knew of procedural
requirements which he then violated, the staff's statement that
there was "no evidence" of deliberate circumvention would be
incorrect. At the point where such evidence is identified, the
analysis can end. No effort need be made to consider it in tha

context of other evidence.

The second issve requires a balancing of the evidence by
OI and a finding of whether procedural violations were more
probably caused by confusion or by deliberate intent. Rather
than focusing on the intent of the individual, this latter
issue requires finding the predominant attitude among

management at TMI-2. 1In order to resolve this issue, it is



necessary to examine the knowledge and conduct of many

individuals at various levels of management.

The Hayes memorandum spends considerable time explaining
that it is responding to the first issue, and its conclusions
appear to be responsive to that issue. That is, Hayes states,
"circumvention of the required administrative procedures by

TMI-2 personnel was at least to some degree deliberate"

(emphasis added).6 He does not specify which TMI-2 personnel
he is talking about, nor does he indicate to what degree their
conduct was deliberate. Toward the end of his memorandum,
Hayes summarizes his findings by saying, "TMI-2 senior
personnel were aware of the need to comply with the GPUN
administrative procedures" and "did not do so in all

:aaes.”7 Again, he does not identify the personnel to whom

he is referring or how many cases he has found. These
conclusions suggest that once Hayes found any evidence that
implied that any TMI-2 employee may have intentionally violated

procedures, he had to disagree with the staff's finding.

Hayes also makes general statements that suggest he has
reached conclusions on the second issue, i.e., he has weighed
the evidence to determine the predominant motivation for
procedural vinlations within the TMI-2 organization. However,

his discussion of the evidence he considered, and the



conclusion he reached, is vague. His reasoning starts with an
“assumption" that GPUN and Bechtel pe:sonnel knew of the
requirement to follow GPUN procedures. He then states that his
"assumption is strengthened" by documentary evidence that
"senior GPUN/Bechtel managers were aware not only of the
requirements, but the fact that Bechtel was not complying with

n8 He notes that the "evidence also indicated" that

them.
Bechtel felt that administrative procedures were too
cumbersome. Finally, he reaches the conclusion that "this
[Bechtel's attitude toward procedures] coupled with testimonial
evidence supports, in our view, our conclusion that this
circumvention was motivated primarily by expediency.”9 Hayes

does not describe his reasoning process in any more detail.

The OI Summary also contains findings that appear to
relate to both issues. At one point it states that they have
found a "considerable amount of evidence indicating that

circumvention of procedures was willfull."lo

Although this
suggests that the amount of evidence found is more than a bare
minimum, there is no attempt at this peint in the OI Summary to
balance evidence of willfullness with any other evidence.
Therefore, this conclusion appears responsive to the first

issue. However, in the next sentence OI states, "the weight of

the evidence indicates that the circumvention was a deliberate

decision apparently based on a sense of expediency and was



largely unaffected by confusion." (emphasis added).ll This
statement suggests that they have engaged in a balancing
process and have concluded that the overall corporate intent at
TMI-2 was that procedures should be violated for the sake of

expediency.

It is unclear how the analysis of the two issues by OI
has influenced the NRC Staff's revised findings in SECY-R4-36.
Both OI and the staff now agree that some evidence of
deliberate circumvention of procedures exists. However, it is
not clear what either of them has concluded regarding the
extent and magnitude of the violations or the identities of
those involved. If the staff has now determined that the
weight of the evidence establishes that the predominant
att:tude among TMI-2 management was toleratior. of procedural
violaticns, it is a significant change in the staff's
findings. The NRC documents do not make it clear whether such
a major change in the staff's conclusions was intended or
whether the staff has simply recognized that ‘ts categorical

phrase, "no evidence.," was scmewhat overstated.

In order to analyze whether the staff has found an
evidentiary basis to make a fundamental change in its
conclusions, I will attempt to identify each piece of evidence

relied upon by Hayes and the OI Summary, and I wil' discuss its



significance as an indication of the overall intent of TMI-2
management. My conclusion is that OI has not presented
evidence to support a conclusion that the prevailing attitude
among TMI-2 management was to tolerate procedural violations.
Therefore, I do not believe that the staff could have found a
sufficient basis in the OI analysis to have significantly

altered its findings in SECY-84-36.

In preparing these comments, I have reviewed the
documentary and testimonial evidence which is cited in the 0OI
Index. I have also reviewed evidence gathered under my
supervision during the preparation of a report issued November
16, 1983, entitled "TMI-2 Report/Management and Safety
Allegations” (Stier Report). That report dealt with many of
the same issues addressed in the OI material, and I will refer
tc it to the extent that it is of assistance in evaluating the

() evidence.12



EVIDENCE CITED BY OI

Hayes Memorandum

While the NRC documents imply that GPUN Management as a
whole tolerated the procedural violations described above, the
evidence they cite does not support such a conclusion. In his
memorandum, Hayes states the proposition, "senior GPUN/Bechtel
managers" were aware of procedural requirements and "that

13 He then cites a

Bechtel was not complying with them."
memorandum written by a "senior GPUN manager" addressed to
Bechtel "noting that 1) Bechtel was not complying with these
procedures and 2) that they must do so." The Hayes memorandum
goes on to state that a written response was received from
Bechtel promising to follow GPUN procedures, but they did not,

in fact, do 30.14

The implication is that these documents
are evidence that the "senior GPUN manager"” was aware that his

directive war not being followed.

In attempting to identify the specific document to which
Hayes refers, I have found two possibilities. Hayes may be
referring to a letter, rather than a memorandum, written by M.
Kenneth Pastor, Recovery Programs Operations and Construction
Director, TMI-2, on February 23, 1982, to David M. Lake, Field
15

Construction ! anager for Bechtel. In the letter, Pastor

identifies the GPUN procedures which have to be followed by



Bechtel during cleanup work at TMI-2, He states that if they
"are not already doing so," they should "begin complying with
them.” ™"he tone of the letter suggests that it is intended to
assist Bechtel in understanding which GPUN procedures apply
rather than to criticize them for violating procedures.
Although a response was sent by Lake to Pastor on June 29,
1982, indicating that GPUN procedures would be followed, 16
this exchange of correspondence does not appear to fit Hayes'

description that Bechtel's failure to comply with GPUN

procedures was noted in the GPUN "memorandum."

The other document to which Hayes may be referring is a
memorandum written by John Barton, then Deputy Director of

17 In this memorandum,

TMI-2, to Lake on August 26, 1982.
Barton notes that there had been a number of procedural
violations by Bechtel and that such conduct was unacceptable to
GPUN. Barton specifically refers to procedures that had been
revised tc permit Bechtel to perform maintenance work. This
memorandum not only identifies specific violations, but it
expresses the clear intent of TMI-2 management in August 1982
that GPUN procedures should be followed. While this document
appears to fit the description in the Hayes memorandum, it is
omitted from the OI Index listing all of the evidence OI
considered and therefore may not be the memorandum to which

Hayes was roferring.la
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Although both documents place Bechtel personnel on
notice that GPUN procedures apply to cleanup activities,
neither relates to the polar crane refurbishment project.
Nothing in the documents shows any awareness on the part of
Barton or Pastor that the procedural violations that occurred
later in that project were likely to take place. Indeed, both
documents served to reinforce GPUN's policy and to clarify
procedural requirements. The Barton memorandum even refers to
the specific procedure which was used to authorize Bechtel to
undertake the polar crane refurbishment project during the
preceding month. Neither of the documents, absent additional
evidence, can support the inference that either its author or
TMI-2 management as a whole was less than sincere in attempting

to assure compliance with GPUN procedures.

The remaining evidentiary references supporting the
Hayes memorandum cannot be specifically identified. Hayes
cites "assumption', "memoranda and Quality Assurance Reports,"
"evidence," and "testimonial evidence" without further
description. Presumably, these phrases refer to evidence more
specifically identified in the OI Summary and OI Index.
Therefore, the evidentiary basis of the Hayes memorandum cannot

be analyzed further without turning to the evidence cited in

the OI Summary and Index.




OI Summary and Index

The first references to evidence in the OI Summary
establish the requirement that GPUN administrative procedures
be followed for cleanup activities at TMI-2. OI cites the

19

GPUN/Bechtel contract and the letters from Pastor to Lake

20 and from Lake to Pastor dated June

of February 23, 1982,
29, 1982, in response. These latter two documents were briefly
discussed earlier in connection with the Hayes memorandum and
are unquestionably evidence that GPUN advised representatives
of Bechtel that procedures approved by GPUN would be required
for all work during the cleanup at TMI-2. I have no

disagreement with the way this evidence is used in the 0OI

Summary.

The first reference in the OI Summary to evidence that
TMI-2 management was made aware that procedural violations were
occurring is the statement, "notwithetanding this agreement fto
follow GPUN approved procedures] senior TMI-2 management was
repeatedly advised that administrative procedures (AP) 1043 and
1047 were being circumvented.“21 In support of this
proposition, OI cites "three gquality assurance reports." It

does not further identify these documents.

I have reviewed all of the documents identified in the

OI Index and have found ten emanating from QA. 1In order to



determine whether any of these documents fit the description in

the OI Summary, they will be discussed individually.

O INDEX #3 - Letter sent to Bechtel's QA manager

advising that Bechtel's QA manual had been approved by
GPUN. The letter once again confirms that GPUN
Technical Specifications apply to the work Bechtel would
perform at TMI-2. Nothing in the letter suggests that

GPUN QA was aware of violations of AP 1043 or 1047.

OI INDEX #6 - Monthly report dated May 1982, prepared by

GPUN QA for TMI-2 management, describing QA activities

22 The OI Index makes two

during the prior month.
important comments about this report: first, that a Stop
Work Notice was initiated by QA on May 21, 1982, because
of violations of administrative controls; second,
"management at TMI-II appear to have the attitude toward
administrative contrcol programs, that it takes too long
to get work authorizations approved and into the

field." The implication of the second comment is that,

according to OI, QA is pointing out an improper attitude

on the part of TMI-2 management.

In fact, this monthly assessment says something

significantly different from OI's description of it.

- 13 -



The report notes that a Stop Work Notice had been
initiated but goes on to say, "the Stop Work llotice was
not issued as Unit Management took immediate action in
stopping activities being conducted in the field that
had been identified by QA as well as several others
discovered during the meeting on the problem."” The
report then describes the action taken to correct the

situation. Finally, the QA Report states the following:

As the real source of the problem appears
to be an attitude that Administrative
Control Programs take too long to get
work authorizations approved and into the
field, Unit Management has committed to
investigate and evaluate the present
programs so that recommendations can be
made and implemented which will allow QA
Program compliance but still meet the
schedule needs for timely and efficient
work completion. QA will track this
committment and support it but present
programs must be complied with until the
changes are made.

The clear import of this QA Report is that TMI-2
management has been cooperative in trying to bring about
procedural compliance. Nothing in this report
criticizes TMI-2 management or suggests any inadequacy
in its attitude toward procedural compliance.
Furthermore, this QA Report does not suggest that

violations of AP 1043 or 1047 had been uncovered.

- 14 -
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Ol INDEX #10 - QA monthly assessment for August,
26

1982. The report discusses the QDR described above
and recommends that the administrative and procedural
changes mentioned by Pastor in his July 13, 1982,
memorandum should be undertaken as soon as possible. No
mention is made in this report of violations of AP 1043
or 1047. The implication in this report is that

procedural uncertainty concerning the appropriate use of

work packages is being resolved.

OI INDEX #12 - Monthly QA assessment for October,
27

1982. Two significant problems raised in this

report were mentioned in the OI Index. First, OI notes
that confusion existed concerning proper safety
classifications of plant systems and components. The QA
monthly assessment correctly suggests that the solution
to that problem is the development of an updated Quality
Classification List (QCL). Bahman Kanga, who had
recently been appointed TMI-2 Director, ordered the
completion of that list which ultimately contributed

significantly to the solution of the misclassification

problem.

The second problem pointed out by OI is that a

"Stop Work condition" existed because of a failure to

- 18 v



obtain engineering documentation and work authorizations
prior to the performance of certain work. QA notes that
work had been undertaken on the basis of verbal
instructions from engineering. QA describes a meeting
held at TMI-2 with management and states that
"acceptable corrective action was taken." QA explains
that the corrective action was a temporary solution and
that efforts were underway to find a permanent solution
to the problem. The clear implication in this report is
that management had been responsive to concerns raised

by QA that procedures were not properly being followed.

OI INDEX #17 - Memorandum prepared by Ballard for Kanga

at Kanga's instructions to review the activities
relating to the refurbishment of the polar crane.28
It is dated February 23, 1983, and mentions for the
first time, among the documents cited by OI, that

modifications had been made without proper procedural

authorization.

Ol INDEX #£#18 - QA comment on the Polar Crane Load Test
29

procedure. It points up a number of deficiencies in
the draft procedure which was being circulated for

review and comment in late February 1983,

17



OI INDEX #20 - QA monthly assessment for February 1983,

containing a description of the review of polar crane
refurbiskment that had been ordered by Kanga.3° The

report states:

Quality Assurance has reviewed the Polar
Crane Load Test Safety Evaluation and has
provided comments to the Director Unit 2.
QA will also be reviewing the completed
document packages for Polar Crane
refurbishment, prior to Load Test, to
verify acceptability of modifications,
replaced material, inspections and tests
that have been performed. Quality Control
has witnessed t*e operational (no load%
test which was performed satisfactory. 1

This report discusses generally the problem of procedural
compliance and notes that the Unit Work Instruction (UWI)
system for documenting work should help alleviate the

problem of procedural compliance.

OI INDEX #23 - Quality Deficiency Report (QDR) issued by

QA on March 8, 1983, for violations of procedures during

several modifications of the polar crane.3?

OI INDEX #24 - Memorandum from Ballard to Thiesing dated

March 10, 1983, describing in further detail the results
of QA's review of polar crane refurbishment

activities.33

- 18 -



It is apparent from the review of all of the QA
documents cited by OI in its Incex that among the first five
documents there is no reference to violations of AP 1043 or
1047 which were brought to the attention of management.
Refz2rences in those documents to vioclations uncovered by QA
suggest that management had been working cocperatively with QA
to resolve not only the specific problems brought to its

attention, but also the underlying causes of those problems.

The last five documents identified by OI all were issued
following Kanga's instructions to QA in February 1983 to review
the polar crane refurbishment and to determine whether there
had been procedural compliance. All of those documents were
prepared in late February and March, 1983, during which time
the violations were identified, and corrective action was taken
by TMI-2 management. Certainly these documents do not suggest
that the prevailing attitude within TMI-2 management was
toleration of procedural violations. Therefore, the QA
references in the OI Index do not support the proposition for

which they were cited in the OI Summary.
Iumediately after the discussion of QA reports to TMI-2

management that procedures AF 1043 and 1047 were being

circumvented, the OI summary states, "Note also that Messrs.

- 19 -



Parks, King, and Gischel had repeatedly pointed out the need to

comply with these procedures, but their attempts to correct the

34

condition were rebuffed."” The OI Index contains numerous

references to statements made by King, Parks, and Gischel in
paragraphs 27 through 30. I have reviewed each of those
references. They include not only factual allegations by King,
Parks, and Gischel, but also a great deal of their speculation
and opinion. OI makes no attempt to distinguish between factual
alleqations and opinion, nor do they indicate which factual
allegations have been verified by independent investigation and
which have not. After investigating the allegations of King,
Parks and Gischel, it has hecome clear that their statements

cannot be accepted at face valua2. As we observed in our report:

It has been essential in this investigation
to review carefully each socurce of information
relied upon by King, Parks, Gischel, and Wenger.
Many have been found to be misrepresented in the
allegations. The sworn testimony of many
witnesses refutes the statements attributed to
them in the allegations. In some instances, the
contents of documents have been distorted.
Therefore, to understand the underlying facts
accurately, it is necessary to turn to the
original sources of information and not rely upon
the contents of the allegations for factual
information.

It is equally important to recognize that
inferences drawn by King, Parks, Gischel, and
Wenger are based upon a presumption that GPUN and
Bechtel operated in bad faith. The willingness
of King, Parks, Gischel, and Wenger to infer
wrongdoing at times from the most meager of facts
has made it difficult to rely on their
perceptions in evaluating the evidence we have
gathered.33
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I have attempted to sort out from among OI's references
to Parks, King, and Gischel, those which might be construed as
factual allegations concerning violations of AP 1043 and 1047
and will describe briefly the evidence uncovered by our

investigation of those allegation-.36

It is alleged by Parks that key members of TMI-2
management expressed the view that the ECM procedure was too
cumbersome and, therefore, they advocated circumventing the
procedure in order to expedite the cleanup work. During our
investigation, we interviewed all of the individuals cited by
Parks as either expressing that view or being present when it
was discussed. The testimony makes it clear that although
there were discussions about the slowness of the ECM approval
process, no one advocated circumventing required GPUN
procedures. Rather, they discussed the development of a new

procedure that would expedite approval of moditications.37

While employed at TMI-2, Parks did criticize the polar
crane refurbishment project for violating AP 1043 and 1047,
When Parks raised those concerns with management, Kanga
immediately initiated a QA review of polar crane
refurbishment. That study resulted in a finding that
violations had occurred. Although members of the Recovery

Programs Department did not agree with Parks' criticisms of the

-3 =



procedures followed during polar crane refurbishment,
ultimately QA and Kanga required Recovery Proyrams to remedy

the procedural deficiencies tnat had occurrcd.38

None of the references to King deal with expressions of
concern by him that AP 1043 or 1047 were being violated during
polar crane refurbishment. Rather, they deal with the adequacy
of the polar crane load test safety evaluation report.
Specificially, it was King's contention based on Gischel's
analysis of that safety evaluation report that ANSI Standards
were not complied with in the design of the polar crane load
test. None of King's general claims that management was
unconcerned about procedural compliance are hased on specific,

factual allegations that can be readily investigated.

Like King, Gischel did not make specific claims that
procedures AP 1043 or 1047 were violated, nor did he contend
that he ever raised such claims with TMI-2 management.
Gisch2l's concerns were in two categories. First, he argued
that the polar crane load test safety evaluation report failed
to conform to ANSI Standards. Second, Gischel alleged that
modifications were being misclassified as "Not Important To
Safety" when they should have been classified as "Important To

Safety."

- 22 -



When the sweeping, unspecific allegations made by King,
Parks and Gischel are carefully analyzed, it is clear that only
Parks pointed out the violations of AP 1043 and 1047. This
occurred in February 1983, and Parks' criticisms were quickly
confirmed and resolved. Therefore, I do not find support in
the material cited by OI in its Index for the assertion that
King, Parks and Gischel repeatedly raised concerns about

violation of AP 1043 or 1047 that were rebuffed by management.

After stating that the complaints were made by King,
Parks and Gischel that procedures were being violated, OI
states, "Indeed, there is considerable evidence that employees
who attempted to raise these concerns were subjected to
harassment, transferred, or otherwise pressured by management."

)39

(emphasis added Our investigation dealt extensively with

the allegations that King and Gischel were subjected to
harassment, and we concluded that they were not.‘o Although

we did not investigate the allegations that Parks was subjected
to harassment, several of his specific claims concerning
reprisals for expressing safety concerns were investigated. 1In
those instances, the evidence indicated that the action taken
against Parks was not motivated by an intent to discourage him

from raising concerns about procedural violations.41

The NRC Staff in NUREG 0680, Supp. 5, discusses at great

length the claims that King, Parks and Gischel were subjected
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to harassment.42 Although they found that acts of harassment

were directed against Parks, the NRC Staff concludes that
neither Gischel nor King was harassed. The author of NUREG
0680, Supp. 5, has stated before the NRC Advisory Panel on
TMI-2 Cleanup that OI is in agreement with the staff's
conclusions on harassment. In view of the NRC Staff findings
on harassment, and the fact that no additional evidence has
been cited, the sweeping statement in the OI Summary regarding

the attitude of TMI-2 management is weakened significantly.

The OI Summary next states, "There is also evidence that

there was a conscious decision by TMI-2 officials to circumvent

43 OI cites two examples to support this

these procedures."
statement: first. that a decision was made following the TMI-2
accident that design reviews would be eliminated; and second,
that the minutes of a March 4, 1983, Test Working Group (TWG)
meeting refer to a modification which was to be made in advance

44

of an ECM for the sake of expediency. Neither of the

examples cited by OI supports the general proposition that, "a
conscious decision" was made by "TMI-2 officials" that

procedures were to be circumvented.45

The decision to eliminate design review was made

immediately after the accident in order to permit work to be

46

performed without delay in a time of crisis. The decision
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GPUN
procedur
Nothing
any other source

was an attempt to

The OI Summary

3

there may have been co

AT
GPUN

preparation

Recently, much c ion has existed over
the applicability of AP ) and AP 1043 to the
Polar Crane lest Program. On
February 23, 1983 a meeting held in B
Kanga's office at which ti: the attendees were
informed of Site Operations belief that the
Polar Crane Refurbishment Program has to co
with AP 1043 and AP 1047. This belief was
reinforced to the attendees by B. E. Ballard,
Sr. - Manager of QA at TMI. Subsequent to this

mply

meeting, the Test Working Group was convened on




of March

attributed

The second piece of evidence
Project Instruction
provides,

per formed

CDPI-20 was an internal
reviewed or approved by GPUN.
belief that the procedures under
refurbishment would be performed,
turned over to Bechte under a GPUN
administ
under whi
(MP 1407.1) had been

was issued. Very few

with its provision 1€ ct that CDPI-20 was prepared

to confi t Bechtel w: aerat on the mistaken bel




that the revision to MP 1407.1 could result in a waiver by GPUN

of its procedural controls over work in containment.

The last finding in the OI Summary is that even if
Bechtel was confused, GPUN was not.53 This statement
standing alone is true. Testimony taken from GPUN employees
indicates that they generally understood that GPUN procedures
applied to polar crane refurbishment work. As our report
states, "Although a misunderstanding existed between Bechtel
and GPUN, the documents we have examined and the behavior of
key management peflonncl during the relevant time periocd,
demonstrates that GPUN expected compliance with its

% However, the OI Summary goes on to say

procedures."
"memoranda and QA reports" indicate that GPUN personnel were
aware that "administrative procedures were not being followed,

and so advised senior TMI-2 managomont.”ss

I have reviewed all of the QA documents cited by OI and
discussed them above. They indicate that when issues were
raised concerning procedural violations, TMI-2 management
worked toward assuring compliance. Beyond the QA documents, I
have found only two instances in which information was brought
to the attention of GPUN personnel that Bechtel was not
following GPUN procedures during the polar crane refurbishment

project that were not acted upon immediately.
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The first instance has not seen referred to in the OI
material. However, it was discussed at length in our
roport.56 It began when Design Engineering (a Bechtel group
that was part of the Recovery Programs Department) questioned
whether modifications to the polar crane could be performed
without using ECM's. They were advised by others in the Bechtel
organization that the polar crane had been turned over to Bechtel
and that GPUN procedures would not be followed. Design
Engineering personnel had reservations about that advice. They
later noted in a memorandum to the TMI-2 Licensing Department
that an ECM would not be used for a particular modification.
Licensing asked the Plant Operations Review Committee (PORC) for
an opinion on whether an ECM was required. PORC issued a written

response to Licensing that AP 1071 and 1043 applied and that an

ECM was required.

The Licensing employee who raised the issue with PORC then
contacted Design Engineering, and was advised of Bechtel's
understanding that GPUN procedures were inapplicable to polar
crane refurbishment work. The individual handling the matter in
the Lirensing Department never pursued it further. Although his
supervisor had received a copy of the correspondence from PORC,
he also did not pursue the matter. Our investigation uncovered
no evidence that their failure to act was motivated by a desire
to expedite the work on the polar crane, or that it was based on

a management decision to permit procedural violations.
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The second situation in which a procedural vioclation was
brought to the attention of GPUN is mentioned in the OI Index.
It involved the review of the polar crane no-load test
procedure. As the procedure was being circulated for review,
PORC advised the Polar Crane Task Group that the format of the
no-locad test procedure did not conform to the requirements of

¥ The Chairman of the Polar Crane Task Group

AP 1047.
testified that he believed the information he received from

PORC was advisory and not binding on him.

This situation graphically depicts the uncertainty about
the correct procedures to be followed which existed during the
polar crane refurbishment process. The test procedure was
reviewed extensively because it was classified as Important To
Safety. The reviewers of the procedure included the chairman
of TWG, PORC, QA, Site Operations, and the NRC. 1In fact, King
personally signed the procedure, even though it violated the
requirements of AP 1047. As noted above, only PORC identified
the deficiency and notified the Polar Crane Task Group.
Finally, when QA reviewed the polar crane refurbishment, they
recognized the procedural deficiency in the no-load test and

issued the QDR in part on that basis.

The OI Summary ends this discussion with the statement,
"Yet this circumvention continued even after the initiation of

the investigation of the Parks-King-Gischel allogations.“sa
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The "circumvention," and the "investigation" are not described
further. Therefore, it is impossible to discuss the evidence
upon which their statement may be based. The record is clear,
however, that the efforts to identify procedural deficiencies
and assure compliance with procedures began before any NRC
investigation of which I am aware. As soon as Parks presented
}! ‘s concerns at the meeting of February 22, 1983, the review

process that ultimately led to the issuance of the QDR began.
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CONCLUSION

The OI material I reviewed is not written with
precision. It is extremely difficult to identify the specific
evidence relied upon by Ol in support of many of its
conclusions. Much of the language in the report is
ambiguous. The time periods when events occurred, the
individuals involved, and the acts of alleged misconduct are

often not specified.

I do not disagree with the NRC Staff position that some
evidence exists indicating that someone in the TMI-2
organization may have known of vioclations of GPUN procedures
gnd permitted those violations to occur in order to expedite
the work. Reasonable minds could find such evidence in the
mass of testimony and documents that have been collected in
the investigation. However, if th2 staff has also found that
management at TMI-2 as a whole permitted procedural violations
to occur in order to expedite cleanup activities, not only do
I disagree with that judgment, but I believe that the evidence

cited by OI supports the opposite conclusion.
The evidence shows that the failure to identify and

correct procedural violations occurred during the TMI-2

management reorganization, and that the situation was remedied
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when the new Director of TMI-2 recognized that a problenm

existed and took action. Therefore, while SECY-84-36 has been
modified to indicate that some evidence exists of intentional
violations, I do not believe there is a basis in the evidence

for a change in the conclusions stated in SECY-84-36

concerning the overall intent of TMI-2 management.




10

11

NOTES

Myers is Science Advisor to the Subcommittee on Energy
and the Environment of the U.S. House of
Pepresentatives Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

SBCY-B4-369 po 3 -

Myers memorandum to Haller, June 4, 1984, p. 1.

Dircks memorandum to MRC Commissioners, October 29,
1984, p. 1.

Hayes memorandum to Dircks, October 18, 1984, p. 1.

Ibid. p. 2.

Ibid. p. 3.

Ibid. pp. 2-3.

Ibid. p. 3.

OI Summary, p. 1.

Ibid.

- 34 =



12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

The three OI documents make no effort to place the
evidence they discuss in an historical context. That
is, the reader is never told the background to which
the evidence relates. The organizational and
procedural changes ..nat were taking placc at TMI-2
during the period when the most significant procedural
violations occurred must be understood in order to
correctly assess the evidence cited by OI. Therefore,
I have prepared Table 1 which describes the chronology
of management changes, procedural revisions and
cleanup activities that occurred at TMI-2. See also:
Stier Report, Volume I, Summary and Conclusions:
Volume IV, Background: Organization and Management of
TMI-2; Volume T%. Polar Crane Allasgations; Volume 1V,
egations of Safety REview Deficiencies; (footnotes
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inter-Office Memorandum

2 July 13, 1982

yisct Work Packages for Quick Look Progra=

8. E. Ballard Location T™MI-2
4350-82-0417

A questioz has arisen with respect to the purposa and use of Work Packages
and their relation to implesenting the Quick Look task. This letter sum-
marizes how Work Packages are used in conjunmctioc with GPU-authorized docu~
ments such as procedures and E1's.

All a=zivities iz the contaic=ant are dascrived in Work Pachages as speci-
£:is4 im sroceduve AD¥ 3240.1, Access To and Work in the Containzeat.

The work Pazkage is intended €2 be used as a =ethod of defining suppiemaniay
imgzruccions ceeced necassary o perfora sracadural operatiss, cospl a
¢ slant change usdar an EQM, oF maks a tesporary i

tie-in or per=anscl P =
rion in accordance with GPU procedure A?-1013. work Packages are al
to accomplish recovery tasks which are determined to be wholly or pa cia
iad2pendsat of the GPU procedural system.

work Packazes are notC intended to substitute for gerT23e procedural requise-
ments. Likewise work packagas will not substitute for izportant Lo safaty
casis waich are perforzmed under appropriate proceduras, zaiztenance jobd
tiske=s or ECM's. ' The work pacikage does net daviaze, a3l £o or chazge ths
regy:irazants and scope of a G2?U-authorising document. TIhis Is illuscrated

by the following exazp.es

A =ofified nisrogen systex sacessary td provile covar gas 2 the tap of
she 05 high peints at the Mot legs, prassurizar an? tha reactor vessal. The
rie-in to the permanecl systel OCCuls where a nitroges vegulator is instal-
led for use during the Quick Look. The tie-in modification is iacludad and
ka3 beea approvad on an EIOM. Downscreaz lices to tezporarily supply the
nizzogen froz the in-contaiazent header to the high points will be docu-
asare:s for the Quick Look using the temporary =adificatiss proceduze A2-1013.
The procedural operations associlated with coanecting the veol aad aizzogea
hoses and valve operations will be performed ucnider a detailed procadure.

work Packages are used to provide supplzmaniaty worTker imstructioas €O
i=slezent theses docuzents €or such ite=s as zmaterial and tooling idenazifi-
catisn and staging, pre-work checklist and notificatioa requiTtezeats, se=
guence of work activities, disposition of data anc =ac2rials, work cleanup
tasks, esc. These supplementary {nstructions may also include activities
thar are deterzined to have 20 effect on nuclear, radwaste or fire safety
in the plant such as plug-iz electrical powar sources, =asarial haadling,
or noisting provisions, etc.

ACOOQ S48
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) a. July 13, 1382

Bo Eo B‘ll“d -~ -

In many cases, recovery work =ay be determined to mot require as ECX,
tie-in authorizatiom, oT procedure. Ia such cases, WweTK can procead

as outlized in che Work Pachage. Quick-Look casks associatad with
radiation surveys, moviag the celevision cameras, decontazlination of
the "B'" steam generator arsa and {astallation of the hoist are examples
of work authorized by GPU Managemeat under che Quiczk-Look Progran which
did not require ECM's or procedures. Likewise, specific Work Packages
were judged to Dot require GPU approval as they did oot fall within azy
of the cooditions listed in Procedure ADM-3240.1 (Section &.1.2.2).

Iz is recognized that a procedure does oot exist which defines the in-

tan: and use of the Wwork Package. The forthcoaing orgacizatiozal chazges

and acccspasnying ad=iniscrative procedural changes will correct this
situacion.

rasil stas size, and specifically for che Quick-Look Progra=, this letter
‘s pravidad to state the position of G2?U Mamagemaacl.
S . 2
2. N\, .
M, K. Pastor
Recovery Prograzs Operatiozs &
Constructioa Director, ™I-2
MO RU:cal
cc J. W, Thiesing
D. ¥. Laks
R. L. Ricar
J. 7. Macsdan
J. J. Baztoa
3. K. Facge
L Rixx
c

s

4
I3~
w



Mr. M, K. Pastor

Recovery Programs Operations and
Construction Director

GCPU Nuclear Corporaticn

P. 0. Bex 4830

Bechtel Northem Corporation

Engineers — Consiruciers

15740 Shady Grave Reoad
Geitmersourg, Mary'and 20877
301-2583000

Scpce:ber 10, 1982

In Respoanse to Quick Look - QDR-ETM-85-E2

Mid4lazown, PA 17057
Qualizy Deficieacy Repers
Taree ¥ile Islaad Unit 2
Conzain=ans Recovary ZIagimeaTing
Bechtel Job YNo. 13587
File 0255.3/0494/10209
BLM? - 0498

Deaz ¥=. Paszor:

The operatios survaillazce perforsed during the conduct of the
Quisk Lock entries on August & & 5, 1932 resulzed in a Cualisy Delfi-
cismay Fepors TTM-83-82. The £ollowing rasponds £3 those it23s casar
s%s suse—vision of che Quick Look Group.

', wWock Packaze 3-025, Auzust &, 1982

Tnz QOR scates a CRDM top closuTe was camavad using work pack-
age inscructions instaad of Proceduse 2104-iC.5 or 210-=10.7. 7Tails
clasure had o2en praviously re=oved oo July 1§, 1232 as parct of zhe
firss iospectiom. It was 'eupo'a ily reinsctallel as 2 dust cover
following the first inspection. The sazsa2 rezoval was judgad ©2
not regquire a detailed procedure, siice the prassute cezainiag funge
tioa of the closure head had oot b2ec nec2ssary.
2esolucica - Subseguent work sizilar to cthe closure rezoval noted in
the QDR has beea perforzed by proce edures.

Ssgcaduss 2104-10.3, August 5, 1382

The QDR states that che {ia-coataicsent teaz was o
step-by-sz2p by the Task Supervisor aad cthe st2ps were
off as they wvere accomplishad., The work was performead 2y €
conrainment crew who had been th yroughly crain procedure.
Direc: observacioas of the work were coacinou by cthe Tas:
Supervisor. = was not necessary %o direc f any devi-
acions hai occurrad they would have & Supe:c~-
visor and proper diraction zad2

orwa o

-
-

24
Tas:



Mr.

Bechtel Northem Corporation

M. K. Pastor Page 2 Septezber 10, 1382

Resalution - No change iz the method if supervisica for such tasks are
deezed necessary. The Task Superviscr was {cstrucced o sign off pro-
cedural steps as they are performed.

3. Procedure 2101-10.4, August 5, 1982

sddr

nave

The QDR staces that c£he blanks iz a procedure ste) (locating the
bandsaw support stand og the CRDM =motor tubes) were not £illed in prior
to placement of the support stand and the installacioc steps waTe pel=
formed out of sequence.

Resolution - Task Supervisor will £i11 in blank spaces Or uanecassaty
information requirezents will be delezed fro= procedures where radiation
exposure would be {ncurrad oan future tasks.

The recaining jcess ia the QDR with vespact 9o Procedure 3240.1 will bde
2ssed se2parately by Conscruction. PlLease contact T Morcris if you
any quastions.
Tery Sruly roucts,
. E:_LLV

RLR:raw R. i. Rider

Atcachaents 1 Qualitcy Defiziency Rapart (QC?)
ce 3. W. Theising, Bechzel Neorthamm, v/a

¢. £. Corley, Bechtel, w/a

3. 3allazd, CPLNC, w/a

=, £. Marris, Bechtel YNorzhaIz, w/a

D. M. Lake, Bechtal Northars, v/a

2. W. Jackson, Bechtel Northem, «/a



Mr. M. K. Pastor
Recovery Programs Operat
Construction Director
GPU Nuclear Corporaticn

P. 0. Box 480
Middletown, PA 17057

Dezr ¥, Pastar:

Procedure 4300-aD¥-3240.1 requir
be zaintainad co record the sovenent of
- the execution of Encry tasks.
scedure by Cor=and Center personnal.
I 5 ware baing followed.

ions and

es that an In and OQut

Bechtel Northem Corporation

Engineers — Constructors

15740 Shady Grove Rcad
Gaithersburg, Maryianc 20877
301-258-3C00

September 22, 1982 5

Qualicy Deficiency R
Three Mile Islzand -
Bechzel 423 ¢

-m A A
e =UI 00 \‘?\

susder
£lat

-

N

(9 1 T

o

"

of Containmen: lo0%
tools and combustibles neacdad

QDR-853-82 recoris a vislacicn of the

Az the the provisioms of

Cile,

I No. A change 20 4300-40M=-3250.1 has been
sun=izzad in azcordance with TOI No. 5. Acceptiance af this will satisiv
¢he dissrazaniy,

f rp
- . s -
Yary €oulv W2uTSs,
: ¥
[ S
' 4 S
\ /// / ,/",
’ v ""/k ' k / N—
D. M. Lase
Manager, Recoavary Ogazasions
H?W /3851
¢c
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lnter-Ofﬂce Memorandum

[T Ruclear

Lecation TMI-2 .

October 22, 1982

T™MI-2, RESPONSE TO QDR 85/82

E. MITCHELL

QUALITY ASSURANCE

This will confirm our telephone conversations r2garding the raspense
to the subject deficiency reportd2alingwith =modilication 0% the
coatainment entry procedure to revisa che egulpment log maintenance
procedure,
The original response stated that the raguast Ior chaaga hac deaer
submicced. AC the time, tha: was & tru2 statamen:. Howaver, the
rdcuass was casur~eéd by the 2ragadure Coatrol ITolp with & T27iues:s
=2 She Change :a;:esf b agaravas 95 tle ;’;;if i frogf $og Srairims.
The recuest for revision fas e 3LITLlIel KO Shg LATITAT, Iascvar
Braseymg.  To 4§ guticiszced 2-as $ha racuast wil. TE® L2 S22 Tanis

< s-z Procadura Centrol grouy ' ranhes 8, 1385, ang ghaz T
comzainment entry procadure will e revisad > Nevamber 30, 1982




Inter-Office‘Memorandum

January 17, 1583

Al Rucisar

QOR ETM-85-82

Location Three Mile Island Unit 2

§300-83-0082

J. C. Fornicola

1t is my undarstanding that all items ncted in QOR-85-82 have been closed
out with the exception of a viclation of Procedure 4300-A0M-3240.1 related
to maintenance of the in and out-of containment tool and equipmant log in
the Command Center. It should be noted that the procedural deficiency

wis carrected some time ago Sy placing the required log in in the Cammand
camter, and I have, on this dats, confir=ad with tha Entry Superviser the

the log in fact, in the Commanc Centsr,

global revision to the Containment
3240.1) will delete the requirements stated there’n for the'equipment and
tool logz. The reguirements for, and prozedures for maintenance of, this

log are currently reflected in 2 Recovery Operations internal procedure
which is soon to be issued as a GPU Procadure. This deletion frem 2300-ADM-
3240.1 is being made to aveid adding duplicative regquirements in different
procadures.

Entry Procedure (23C35-AQM-

AN upsaming

Plesse call us if this is not sufficient to resalve the cutstanding issue
in *he 002
' the QCR.
Y
” 7’
/',1/’ P A‘A
TV A -~ "é’———__—_§
JW. Thies $BC)
(Manager, F ery Frografs
\.\ ’I'
Y /
a7 _‘;l‘b
cc R. L. Freemerman Please extend until ‘areh 1, 1993
0. M. Lake :
e g _d a—— F
R. L. Rides 15 368 .3 i __:’ e Pt S et P S SR
= - PR R T e 2 o R
;[_;ﬁ",’,’;.“ - ’/“‘,‘ ;/"/‘v & - - - e =g -
~” - ? s 7 ’
1/« Ao ! /
Y - - - - A A
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BNy A Vel ™ agonzae
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Inter-Office Merhorandum

Sl pMuclear

C. Fornicola Location Three Mile Island -
rations QA Manager Trailer 105
File: (0303.5/0165 R

Subject QD.R. 485-82

L
b
[ 8
r
(]

To

REFERENCE:

0"

- -0

O
P B8 =)

oo

111 gf =%a referenced memo's address the need to revise the
nicces: =0 and Work in the Containzent Suilding' nrocecdure
1300.42-3240,1 to resolve the Tool and Fauipment Log defi-
cigne Ta keeping with Mr, Thiesing's medo £31300-85-00%2,
: 2 at e L 3 Py iy - - sy ™ -,,
3 se=v 2% the log is kept in ths LO and Cencter, Tus the
ne1a531 revision™ of the procedure has not vet been agproved
The vassansibility for this "gleobal revislon” has since oeen
- gt " .--.,. -- 2 o
plraced with myself and Mr. J. Chwastyx, This revision will
dslete the reguirement for the log, but uatil the revision 1is
issued we will comply to the reguirerent as statad in the QDR,
' - . s /) : .
Plaase consider this memo final clpsecut 22T é,i ,:-83.
' |
YAy e
AN :
"‘-’L" v /
¥e lava
“'amazer, R[ecovery Cperatioens

\ttacsh=ents: Referances



| o T | :
[} 2 “t e
" ' 3..
f\ "w ORI ) ‘ '
3 \ LI <
//. u -.““ “op " .”. “" — .—.
D | L " o s 0 s
N W wooowo oM
\ ‘! "o, ot 45 4 - «~] Ui e
i ) N 3 “? o0 “oow ; :_ & b
A i 1" ... ._“ " o " \ '
- % 4 v ¥ '
N\ 5. 8N
\ LT | 1 bl
ﬂ 0 0 T - e g P w §d
; (ATIA I R 1 1t 5 £y X ....._.M &
\ | "Ny E 1O » ¢ 0 e N T :
— [ A $a kR e g R A I
“l L5 o L . ™~ L a
P A LS et 0 $.o0m oo SU | by B8 5
a \ f -t 0 0" i Ve Moo BRI TR HRN (Y
" L ) / LRSI B 1 0 Y« o . ... "- “c- -
n \ L) 10 s i LU & " " :ﬂ.. : ,—, _ _ p
A : . b 2, €3 W oo & SRR B 1 2
: \ R THR $o € wtom $i 0k ¥ o Ri -
/ 0 omoq 19 “ w o e B " = o i
e Wm0 N e o« % t o m “: 5 W+ .
' \ R T A T T w o : gl TR G po
b ) \ O M ol W SRR §s 0 ; ‘3w . A -
X 2. P ¥ " 0 $oom o x4 ol fha & '
k " on " 1ty e ) «© [ E T 1 s &
. N TR B T 0o RS SRR R TR : o
A g 7 ) O Moo o - 58 k] w ; ¢
» *% s -t i o % "-. '.. . y \. 0 5%
O W@ oWy TR L "
. e ) W gy, O .“. Y . _.. m \. > \ o 58
5 i Wl )0 ’ - " .
) ar | MmN : ", “. - = e 5t
i € 6t O S -
. w0 e By b £ T i
g L LA S T B L L L " ¥ ' ol
L o o 0 N Vo " .“ .
AV o Cr VY w0 L he ; i
' LED) O O T L $» - & K am " " 158
Nt 4 @ ] [ B B -
. M " i SR D trom " . &
= / B TR ART _—. ' “t .“ ..m o
. 3 1 " . >
N\ (8 .m" o “o ) Wy o ") 1
XY WY et o5 3 W 'SRl " :wf "
. B 8 e L oy 0 - s £ 52 o
M oWt ow oW e e OO e
a $@ o (I'E " AL m.. oh A
P I L & B LA ) © 985 " .._ ... o fJ &
E RS S T crom oW “ o - 2
Donoaty b 0 e : o V] b ik
\ LU “ oo [P 1 LR T " 5 -
"o 0 o Ln g LA iy 5.
Y e xY AR RREE m > 3/. > e
® o 0w oM ol { P ’
LU R I LR TR toonon u 2
// M " .V w " t a oM ¢ . o 44
o 0 oty QO o~ . o0 1 ty O @ “h ¢ -
by nw oo, . L a u... .L e
Ny 2 0 % ", B & 4tH ¥ e o
N\ « m ¢ 0 it " 00 mom o .3 - Py
) L US| I ¢ " om e AN 5
N o . o " “ ot 3 b -8
o $8 Ny ( oo . $o tm e - , it s
N o otk w W e s 3
1 K LN ‘' " ' “ ¥ h
: U om q-, -n. & ..“ X 1 ) "t J 0 b ﬂ./,\ ... r.
m oty o ' e v b o B 3 . . 4
n.h A > > “.. ] ' S I R LR W) \ ¢.. “.“_
wn LR L L I 8 ) yom o < E £ %
L) . L T B ] L " 0 om0 o = 5
{5 - " moom ' ot R 4 -~ b
O [ T I TR A ) o 'EERR T an "8 £ R i 4 5
s ™ omo e [LUNE TR | L1 N SO [ L " g
. L S T T | Wt L Tk 3“
Mﬂd ’dn LU .a.’ o “J 1. " uc. r” ! =t “- g = ‘.- ol
- ‘ £ o ' . » A . E Y .
© g L BER LN S B :.. bou § 8 "% 1 T e AUaA .8” " “..
! ' ' . " o
"e . - pr (R T
i
' , A\ -
ve “ =4 ) “ o TEE
. S o o
i . % -
e - “ i
o . e . ..“ “
CARI TS
ML e




ATTACHMENT 3



P
O
T
<
-
)
oc
<{
L
-
O
icd
o
-
=
<
o
-
L
-
=
’
18
oc
-
T

S
¢ 5
o
Sd G
o R

e g
RN....
<< &
S o=
O




an

-
-

o

ae Co

on €

ns or

£10

da

they see

opies as

urance

Ass

gality

a

EPORTS

{CT R

- T

-
Pl L




<
)

S S

- -

NESS
2O

LV EC.

I
f

IMPLEMENTATION

TVDT
LUANL

‘

CTANTETTANT

<@ L0







AEc

.
_
ik
4
o
A
"
H
=1
A
S
d

— p— p— — — — —

AERCAEE

0 —
—J.&..::—

MONK/N0D
aLA

aiA Wavey
pamiojiag

—Jud’ﬂl—

o HONKH/® ,H0b
powi0j 19y

painpayos

wo ) 1radeng 1)

AUN HnojIn| (L AL

N

voy ms—_i_a.._ \_:.Z

UL BELI R REE AN

N FAJIVAIAD

/5PN

151

91

71

14 091

Ruypian

uoj .-.— —.-B:n \—:i 2213

JUEY AAFIIFANO

e FAJIVAIAIIY

) 2213

<H_d

woj u.-—'-t.._\q:i yoay

L L Bl R R
Mmyey g JUIADY
LILEELERE

Ry

woyl »W@diol

ﬁ”—:qfd-— qm

oy 1oadeu]

—.—.«:B‘—
U R L S TAM Tl

pawiojaag

pajnpayrg

Wijioituem vh

)

yoay

4 WM

s/ LIATD

)—U 1M

d P14

LAOAVINR ALIATIOY NOTLD3

n g
11 1180Un) 9 I™™

—H— TIwAl Vop IewI0 U] jurig -
— 0 _

pansaj
afujpuiyg

Ay anong
reay

pPRIIPOY

(paneap)

B — - - payagdwo)
e (]

aLA WIoH

parmag

a11pny <~.

WONK/ Hah

0OLA

JENT/ONINOLINOH

r 4.—!5—
W/
aix

e P

ANYINNS SATLIANLOY FMYNNSLY ALD

Iy

/i

1

|
_
|
*
_
_
_
_
.
_
_
_
_
_

GBD_GﬂﬂﬁDIDDDDI}

[
K
L
_
K
|
m
_
_
_
I
_
_
_

_
|
_
|
|
_
ﬂ
|
)
_
_
_
_
_

pagnpayog

alA Yoy
powiIojiag

Figron1vny

]

£y,
;Z;
A (7]

) ]

aia avoy

n U Sunen)

YITH LA

ERIpATY TUIWND

LU B BLOVYLGT

g 1933300 D1/0713

MY

_-.d)h-\- «—\43—.
N AATIDA1200) WO
WP AAJINAAALY WO
Suyp1on/30N
nJ.:_n\n:_.:::.a...)
wogIIAIoag A3 4
LUS R AR |
Ayrandagyuympy
Axrepmang)

rey

UORJANG /RN I IV

iy 1=aj /40 1vic

Ay paaugfng

noadg npieaadp

LERIPL

1290

puoy A2 a0 Iny HIOM
sanpayds Wiop/reanbay RIOK
aneIs 4

garaparg/ehay

jgolIrIINGg p JOPUSA

\t:..al:, 1) fugan wig R

l.....-ﬂ:-.-\n_.'-x\..u mpadnig

prag Jyrvoy




miy (rpimavy

Arvwo L/0S

fni0} 11 2dAy unadn jrio} FUOFIOUNG (RO )uyaay

Avwo , — pasol) (ring = .-3:;.\_:_..2

AN ATH

— — » “ TSR SR LA
J AP
| auAyg _ .,.:_m»_ {ri10} _: sBug/rdn/ SNEvH IVeY4

(=) (=] (=]
L] [i] e
3 _ . ']

nwlg pansn| uadg pasold ARy
ZR61 Jugugrmay ins1 7R61 v =Aeg on1 (706 ( g Asnoy )

aii st L PAURIRLL uado NON /MO

] cag y

ILA sasyA 1AM IYNOLLIONO R TTORE T

"ninoy pargnbay woploy woy oy /dsn twopiez purfap

SovL A 1OM IVINILYH
SIHOLIN FONYIMCINOINON “IVIN AR

4—.«481“ 1pun 1N 21y I"yL —«U-.'n_ ..Z;\..-_:: 1N ..-._ﬂ IRUgF ﬁ( pannan| o, ¢ MrIpNy unoye virq »

] (] O 5 § S ..

'GLLL AR LES BT

1 SO mpy

)

]
(]
o
]
]
2]

1RNOY /Ny
sHO0] 1ouUny Yyaray

_
|
| vessaarpe
_
|

rRUopTIAIg IONID

o _ ‘ _ TIVI0)
woyRIAlg TH)

RN VAU R A

‘Soarg Aranoay

Sujiasugfng

suojiviodo

[ ) (][]
E 7 () [
E o O
L )
§ 1 01 )

_
|
_ ._
) _
| _

GG
AO0CE

shep ORI *A"P 06( NpIIND aNPpaang payomay 108
ang wojl1oy wogRialQ voj 19| duo) asuondeay aing A woyp 10y sfuypury ® _wnh
puw l»’.._ ﬁt_ﬁx_vq,a woy oy —l—-—:— -...«.‘.4—._.:_ volsian npny jeicy

urdg av/uab  PAj1I2110) Av/wab pan 0 v /wab w0}
Av/wab qv/uab

uwadq uadn aiA Wuoy aiA Wiy aLa yiuo WOIRIATG TWI

2
z

cSurpury efugpury u wab
1pny /e wab Py

mlwu.—q.: 4 aavodray "GYLE LS

N1d40 GAS0L) SMNINNTS aInsst MIONTd
SONIONIA Liany /= wab Lianv/e wab Lrany /= wab

LR AL -’h—\;-..




ATTACHMENT 4




‘‘‘‘‘‘

-KTFH‘A‘\“— “~ A ,ﬂ\‘l\
“‘;Jvh "fw—\” E 7Y 1 11y l/

THREE MILE ISLAND NUCLEAR STATION
Q. A RECCRN
ORIGINAL £OF5




re

ey a

oy

-~
IR

18}
)

AT RMA
T UG




(L

(2)

(3)

Caic II

Pags 2
SISNIFICANT IMPLEMENTATION/EFTECTIVENESS ITRMS
Activity/Deficiency Summary Figures/Trends
Activicies
Montn YTD Month YID*®
0QA Monitorings: 66 (87) 692 QA Audits: L (1) 13

QC Inspections: 133 (57) 825 QA/QC Document Reviews: $9 (204) 2808

Deficiencies

Issued Closed Total “¢aaining Open*
Month YID Month YTD YTD 90 davs 180 davs
QDR's/Audit Findings: 3 (14) 58 5 (5) 106 71 (77) 4 (1) 28 (40)
MNCR's/RDN's: 14 (9) 154 2:£7) - 11} 52 (53) 1L (7) 26 (14)
YTD - Year to Date ( ) - Last Monzh's Figures

*# Indicates those with Division Action Due

Operacions Quality Assurance has complated the review of Unit 2 Job Tickats

as part of the response to NRC Iaspection Raport 50-320/82-10. The review

was performed to check the adequacy in addressing technical requirements in

the preparation of work raquests and for the adequacy of detail in the Job
Tickat resolution. Of the 1,137 Job Tickets reviewed, 117 were identified

as having potential design concern. Quality Control is performing field
verificacion on 31 Job Tickaets to check as-built conditions. 86 Job Tickets
were forwarded to Plant Engineering’ for evaluation. Some addicional adminiscrat
problems discovered were also sent to Plant Maintenance for raview. Engineering
and Maintenance are plananing to disposicion the items and issce a final report
and stazus. Corrective actions, wnhera raguirad, will be ida2gtified in ctheir repc

Theras continues to be confusicn and concern about the use of ES-QlL to decermine
safary classificacion for componentzs. ES-0ll currently provides svscaa laval
informacion. Ia January, 1982, an action plan was develcped and agraed upon by
Qualicy Assurance, Plant Eagineering and Maintenance departz:ents of both unicts,
to provide component level information for safety classificacion. This invelved
Plant Engineering reviewing the pravious qualicy classificacicn list (GP-1008),
updating it to reflect the E£S-0ll categoria2s, and cthen incorporating iz into
£S-0l1 as an interpretation. This has not been dona in either Unit. Unit 2
has drafced a componen:z level list for racovery systams but has not issued it
yet. Lack of action in this aresa continues to cause problems and delays in
job planaing, procurement of macerial, aad wichdrawal of warahouse material.
Priorities appear to be a significant problem in solving this issce. Initial
indications are that TMI Unit I perscanel may still be usiag GP-1003 vecsus
the naw ES-0ll process for interpratacions.

rd

A Scicp Work condition occurred ia Unit 2 iavolving repeactad violations of QA ™

Program requirements for work being performed prior to the engineering document/
work authorization being issued. Engineering persoanel were vardally dictating
changes to conmstruction personnel aand work was being performed priocr to

issuance of tha nscessary desizn chang2s and work authorizations. A meating |



Unic II
Page 3

was held with Unit 2 management and acceptable corrective action was takea.
Short-cterm corrective action was completed immediately and the Stop Work Notice
was not issued. A similar problem sccurred earlier in the year which was
resolved to some extant by a nrocedure change that provided becttar flexibilicy
to perform work. This is being reviewed by Unit 2 persomnel for possible
application in Unit 2 as one of the permanant fixes to pravant regccurtance

to the problem.

-~ <
-~

RECOMMENDAT IONS/ACTIONS REQUIRED -

It is recommended that Management assess the priority of establishing component
level information for safety classification.

@o..;i @cuj,a.oi\
B. E. Ballard, Sr.

Manager - TMI QA
Modifications/Operations



Month/Year:  October, V982 GUALLTY ASSURANCE ACTIVITIES SUMMARY vete: mi-t | ) o )
QA/YC Bocument Reviews QA Audits QA Monlrosing QC Inspection
Yip ™ il
YTD With  QUR/MNCH

Honth YID Comment s lusued Hoath  YTD Honth  YTD Honth YT

(4]
Procedures/Plane/Prugrams IEI l:";’_l ['-_;J m Starced l—"I m Scheduled [T_;'] @ Scheduled [E] h.l_—‘]
Englucering Docusents/ ((.‘u-plalcd I_QJ l] Performed Performed

lusued)

Vendot and Contractor l{"J I_“jl l_ gd Findings
e e it losued QDR e/MNCR'w D E;_‘ QDR o /HNCR" »
Purchase Reqa/Orders [QJ l_!ggg] Lﬂ;l Tusued Tuuued
Audited Securley D :
Work Request/Work Schedules (¢

(]

CJ
Work Authorizations lig_‘ l;;‘J [:u] m “!:A.:luzunu_l_amuww-[:l
Lo Cd Cd [ | revseomenar consrare [-]

Natoriale Vonagement [D

* In Progress

Other

MONTTOKING/ INSPECTION ACTIVITY BREAKOUT

Honltoring Inspection
Yib
Perforacd QUR/HHCR

Scheduled Honth Yip lasued

Yo
Performed QDI /MNCR
Scheduled Month  YTD lusucd

Operattons/ Tech Speca [l L] (] Fiee Provectton o) ol (3 Lel

Eagloeering l_i'l ‘Tgl ‘ ! ' Recelving B_l;_] ljﬁgJ li_-]
Start Up/testing ' l-:‘;] l‘_—‘il E] l" l Civil/Structural [zj l__g__] L%J
Kad Contvols/Environ I—I_ZJ ‘—_L] @ ls-] Mech Preventive Malat [:g L} D] l__«_»-]
Civmlutry l;I [—,_}1 l:l] Mech Corvective Maint @ Li"‘il _‘__‘
ANy x @DE) B i L e (]
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/ T l_‘l li—l |' ] 16¢ Hod/ Installatton E_ l;‘;] l_‘__‘
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J. C. Foraicola Page 2

4370-83-3002 v March 8,

1983

COMMENT NO. RESOLLTION
 ————————————— —————————————————————
3 There was ac confusion prior to this comenc.
Any indication greater than 360,000 sounds will
enhance load tast resul:

10 Coordination with SULT Manager will be made to
insure test and scope ar2 placed in MIX.

11 All T.I.'s have beea raviewed.” Aclustmanis <o
¢his procadure have 2esn nace whese daemec aprre-
priate.

vau should exdest to receive revision 3 ¢f zhe Polar Crane load Test BProcedure fov
sign TuTe this weax. LS chare are any gu2asiions, please codtact “ixe Racd:lill at
’
extension 38335. A
e
W
) 4
R é.',{l _»/(./\
}
ID. M. Lake
Marager, Raccvery Ooerations g
4
\f??. Sy
\crachm2az: Docuzman: Raviaw No. 20033/33
sa: R. L. Traemerman, w/a ! ~ Z B
M, K. Pasczor, w/a b S M i et
0. k. Buchazan, ws )
- . B p & ~ <
2. 5. Sarkanic, v/a - :1 AR LT M
R. L. Rider, w/a '._'_.'..';_j,.‘.n Wws @
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0: Director, Unit 2
FROM: Manager - TMI QA Modifications/Cperations

SUBJ: Monthly VP/Director's Raport for February, 1983

Geaneral Discussion

This report is submitted for information and use in managament's continual assess-
ment of the implementation, status, and effactiveness of the Q.A. Program on the .
Unit. Input into this report is provided by the Quality Assurance Design/Procurexent,
Modifications/Operations and Program/Audit Section of the Q.A. Department. Recctmen-
dations or constructive criticism on the contant or scope of this report are cncou:aqcé
and requested. The initial distribution of this report is limited, but Divisions are
encouraged to distribute copies as they see fit within their organizations. As this
report is a Quality Assurance Record, copies are maintained in the site's Q.A. Record
Vault. When significant events or probleas require formal management action to be
taken in accordance with Q.A. Plan requirements, these actions may periodically be
identified and requested in this ~eport. These type actions will normally be limited
to those problems or events whi-. are of such significance or nature that they either
L2icant

require more than one organization or division to resolve or are signific progTan-~

- . —

matic proklems that require high lavel management notification.

There are four different categories of QA Department deficiency reports discussed in
this report., They are described below:

A. QUALITY DEFICIENCY REPORTS (QOR's)

Deficiencies other than material noncompliances ./ hardware items, usually issued
~

to document software of activity items such as prucesdural noncompliance, procedure
inadeguacy, failure to meet comnitments, etc.

8. MATERAIAL NONCONTORMANCE REPCRTS (MNCR'S)

Matarial deficiencies pertaining to hardware structures, systams or components
1

which reader the quality of the itam unacceptabla or indetarminate.

O

PECEIPT QJEPICIENCY REPORTS (RON's)

Used to document and track purchased items which arrive on site laszking Purchass
Order reguirad doc'mentation such as Certificates of Compliance or tast raports.
PON's are always issued against the GPUN Materials Maragement Group for resolution
with vendor. A copy is provided to the material user.

INDING

s i -
- Neva

Used to document and track QA programnatic deficiencies of either GPUM c¢r vendors/
contractors.

Each month a detailed report on the status of MNCP's, QOR's, Teceipt Ceficiency Notice
and Audit Findings is issued (separa‘te from this ona) to all appropriate levels of uni
mar ecjemant/supervision for their review and action. These reports indicate responsibl
party for action, type deficiency, subject ar:a, vendor, ets. so that middle and first
lavel management/supervision are aware of quality related deficiencies, their status
and their disposition.
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SIGNIFICANT IMPLEMENTATION/EFFECTIVENZSS ITEMS

(1) Astivity Ceficiency Sumary Figures/Trends:

Accivitx
Mon%th ¥To

Month YTD ¥TO
OQA Monitorings: 37 (33) 70 QA Audits s 0 (2) 2
QC Inspections : 76 (181) 257 QA/QC Document Reviews: 137 (140) 277

Deficiencies .
Issued Closed Total Remaining Cren®

Month YTD Month YTD Total 9C days 180 dav
QORs/Audit Finds: 4 (2) 6 i3 (14) 27 33 (36) T Q) 12 (18
MNCRS/RONs 13 (10) 23 14 (15) 29 $1 (52) 8 (2) 16 (1

YTD - Year to Date
( ) - Last Month's Figures
* =« Indicates with Division Action Due

3echtal has indicated disagresement with the alternate position includad in 3Zew, 2
¢f the Racovery QA Flan (Appendix C, Part 2) regarding GPJN's comnliasze witi Reg.
Suide 1.29. Bechtel has proposed alternate wording which is Leing reviewed oy

G?UN for incorporation into the Recovery 2A Plan.
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ve Temwuary 24, 1981, AP-1042, Revision 2 (T¥I-l) was officially appre
Ais approval, the TMI-L We.ding Program will no longer e IL:
2ing, but has been extended to includs all welding relazel acti

or

stigation into the prosler with Ray

s continuing. Tan (1J) Puszchase 3

ied to date. BaW has also informe t

u3 Tank, Lithium Hydrorzide Tanh a:ﬂ -

wrnished from Ray Miller. The Engineering groups on sit2 are evaluatin
sions £9r all tha ma‘a:;aL f3encilied. Unit 1 Zagineering g
he end use a;c;; tiong and tave detarmined tha: tiere i3 ne

l Engineering evaluation is still in progress.

er matazials identified on IT Notice
e Szat Ray iller, Ing. “ave deen

Us of thrae tan::s fusnisied

11
13
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135
Sig
< ne llake U2 Tank == gtihat rave

»
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(3) Inspecticn discovered rust/sorrosion probless where firewall 30 material contas=s
galvanized nenetrating items, Plant Ingineering las decided %o Pestpone evaluaticn
L g is to be forsicozing. A Tusssion of firs
a; s, sonduits,
3ii R mods.

Via a restart itam. Letter to Licensin
Barzies matarials affecting strusstys cemponan (5:.0., SR T2
@%c.) has been askad to THzI-l Enq-nccran in rcqs:ds o Plant Aggen

Qualicy Assurance has revie'ed the Pclar Crare Leoad Tast 3afaty Evaliation and has
p::v“a‘ comments to the Director Unit 2. QA will alss e reviewing the coapleted
document packages for Polur Crane refuriisizents, srisr %0 Load Tes:, 2o versify
azcegtadility of modifications, replaced mater ial, irspeczions and tescss that

.ave Dean performed. Quality Control i:as witnesse? Sie oserational (no load) test
which was perfsormed satisfactory.

s
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There continues to be problems associated with .om:l‘a ce to the acministrative
controls for work in Unit 2. During a review of Polar Crane Refurbishment
activities, numerous adninistrative grogram violations were 2ieéd. The
original concept for 2Polar Crane Refurbishment was to turm e crane back .o
constriction, with the work to be accomzlished per the 1e~cve'v Operatisns

P s
3~ -
SC8NTY

-l

i

Progras. Tha Recovery Operations procedures are interral procadures and
have rot been reviewed or approved by any other TMI-2 Desa wment, aad the

exist.ng Unit 2 procedures were not revised to define any reguirements Zor .
"turn back" to construction. As a result, there were numercus concerns raised
as to how the work was accomplished and when the work was complated, The reguir
ments and responsibilities for testing and returning the crane to service were
not defined, which resulted in delays to the crane testing until they were
resolved.

The specific administrative program viclations will be addressed segaracely,
however, it is Quality Assurance's verception that this is not a unique case
associated with the Polar Crane bu. \ continual problem in Unit 2 with implemen-
tation of administrative controls, It is recognized that the current azstivities

- -

-

in Crnit 2 may not always fit the established Operational Acminl --a--.- Contzols;
however, it appears tha% when a new activity is initiated in Unit 2 t doesn't
exactly f£it into the established coatrols, the tendency is to work a:ou:d ch
program, rather than making the necessary procedure chanjas to ascommodate the
new activity or situation,
We feel that implementation of the Unit Work Instruction for all astivities in
Cnit 2 will help to resolve some of the problems “ut full commztﬂeﬁt to the total
adninistrative program by all departments is needed %o put is iszue %o bed
o) a‘xty _Assurance will continue to work with Cnit 2 management: in rasolving thi
153U o

RECOMMENDATIONS /ACTIONS RIUISED
a3t 12 matagement must assure that work activities arce conlucted in acssrianze
-gresently approved prag'ar procadiuzes Or revise those prozeduras ag;cosria ely
flact new practices on nagament pragrans It 18 recammended =thas ziis be given
prisrity. Action will be dire ::Ly 'e~"33:o£ £ che Managa: - Rasovery 2rograns
will assure no further work activities are conducted that violaze gslant adninis-
on program controls or QA Stop Work Action will be initia“ed. The Direczor TMI
Il will be kept informed of the status of this az=isn.

QLo L B ar s &
8. &. Ballars, 8r.
danazar - ML QA
Modifications/Cperazions



Ronth/Veas: _Pebswacy, 43 QUALETY ATSURANCE ACTIVITIES SUMMARY vede: -1 | ] we-n ()

T
YT With  QOR/HNCR
Mounth YID Commentn

Proceduren/Plans/Programe ':'.‘,_.I [.;.,-_l [_-;']

Foglucer tug Dociument s/ e o Py
Vendor and Contractor l__’_‘[] [_’_"_I _J_'l
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA .
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY ..+ Docket No. 50-289 SP
- Restart
(Three Mile Island Nuclear

Station, Unit No. 1)

-
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