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In the Matter of
Docket No. 50-320
(Civil Penalty)
License No. DPR-73
EA 84-137

GPU NUCLEAR CORPORATION

(Three Mile Island Nuclear Station,
Unit No. 2)

NRC STAFF SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO
GPU NUCLEAR CORPORATION'S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES
AND NRC STAFF SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO
GPUN'S FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

I. INTRODUCTION

On September 23, 1986, the NRC staff served "NRC Staff Response
to GPU Nuclear Corporation's First Set of Interrogatories" and "NRC Staff
Partial Response to GPUN's First Request for Production of Documents".
In that response, the Staff noted that it intended to provide certain sup-
plementary information promptly upon its becoming available, and to iden-
tify or provide additional responsive documents as appropriate.

The Staff has received further information from other Commission
offices, reviewed additional documents received therefrom, and hereby
provides this supplemental response. Should further responsive
information or documents come to the Staff's attention, additional supple-

mentation will be made,
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II. SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES

A. GENERAL

On page 7 of its initial response, the Staff noted that various
exhibits to the May 18, 1984 Office of Investigations (OI) Report had
been previously withheld from public disclosure. The bases therefor are
contained in an August 21, 1968 memorandum from Christine W. Cater,
FOIA Specialist, OI, to Connie Pappas, Freedom of Information and Priva-
¢y Acts Branch, Division of Rules and Records, Office of Administration,
concerning FOIA-85-837. This memorandum enumerates those exhibits
which are available to the public and those which have been withheld.

However, you may note that the memorandum, appended hereto,
states that the two exhibits relied upon by the Staff, exhibits 83 and 97,
were released to the requester., These documents have not been released
to the public. The Office of Investigations has determined that Exhibit
97, a July 25, 1983 sworn statement of Richard Parks, may be released.
A copy of this exhibit is attached. Exhibit 83, the June 27 and June 28,
1983 testimony of L. King given to Ol investigators J. Vorse and
R. Meeks, may be released. [Exhibit 83 has already been provided to
counsel for Licensee in connection with the Department of Labor
proceeding concerning Mr. King.

At the time of the Staff's initial response, the affidavit and state-
ment of professional qualifications of Thomas C. Poindexter were unavail-

able. These also are attached to this supplemental response,



B. SPECIFIC RESPONSES

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 11

) - (e An internal Bechtel North American Corporation
memorandum dated March 2, 1983, from J. W. Thiesing to H. D. Bruner,
indicates that Rich Gallagher was aware of the incident in which
Mr. Parks asked a Bechtel engineering secretarv to type several Quiltech

resumes in the summer of 1982. Document is att. :hed. (Holler)

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 37

(d) (Resner) The following documents, pertaining to Mr. Parks'
allegations were received by OIA:

(1) Memorandum dated June 28, 1984, for George Messenger,
Acting Director, OIA, from Samuel J. Chilk, Secretary of the Commission,
Subject: OIA Investigation into Parks' Allegations Regarding TMI-2
(attached).

(2) Undated memorandum (received 3/13/84) for G. H.
Messenger, OIA, from Frederick M. Bernthal, Subject: SECY 84-65.
This document refers to the recommendations of the Office of the General
Counsel (OGC) concerning investigation of the Parks allegations by OIA.
Release would disclose the nature of the OGC recommendations and is
therefore not required to be disclosed pursuant to 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.790(a)(5).

(3) Note, dated July 22, 1983, to Pat McKenna, OIA, from
Bernard J. Snyder, TMIPO, forwarding July 18, 1983 Memorandum, and

enclosure thereto, io* B, B, Hayes from H. R. Denton, Subject: Regula-
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tory Criteria for Oversight of the TMI-2 Cleanup. Question 3 of the
enclosure relates to TMIPO review of draft GPUN procve ures (attached).

(e) (Resner) The following responsive documents have been
identified:

(1) Interview of Lawrence Peter King (Closed Meeting), dated
June 7, 1985, 6 pages. (Fesner) This document is being withheld from
release pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.790(a)(6) and (a)(7)(iii), as a
document relating to a confidential personnel-related investigation of
Mr. King, disclosure of which would constitute an unwarranted invasion
of personal privacy.

(2) SECY-84-65, dated February 9, 1984 for the
Commissioners, from James A. Fitzgerald, Assistant General Counsel,
Subject: GAP Request for Investigation into Richard Parks' Allegations
("Limited Distribution"). This document is a deliberative, recom-
mendatory document prepared in the course of the Commission's
deliberations on a request by GAP that aa independent organization
conduct an inquiry into OIA's investigation of Parks' sallegations of
misconduct by NRC employees in connection with the TMI-2 cleanup. It
is withheld pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.790(a)(5).

(3) SECY-84-65A, dated June 5, 1984, for the Commission from
J. A. Fitzgerald, Subject: SECY-84-65 -- GAP Request for Investigation
into Richard Parks' Allegations. This document is recommendatory in
nature, and contains a draft memorandum to G. Messenger from S. J.
Chilk, regarding the same subject, and a draft letter tc T. Devine of
GAP, from N. J. Palladino. These documents are being withheld

pursuant to 10 C.F.R., § 2.790(a)(5).



(4) Memorandum dated February 15, 1984, for the Com-
missioners, from G. H. Messenger, Subject: SECY-84-65, "GAP Request
for Investigation into Richard Parks' Allegations." This document is a
deliberative/recommendatory document for wuse in the Commission's
deliberations on the subject GAP request, disclosure of which is protected
under 10 C.F.R. § 2.790(a)(5).

(5) Memorandum dated March 19, 1984, for Commissioner
Bernthal, from G. H. Messenger, Subject: SECY-84-65. This document
is in response to the undated memorandum from Commissioner Bernthal
identified in (d), above. It constitutes responsive views and
recommendation designed to assist the Commission in its deliberations on
SECY-84-65, and, as such, are within the intra-agency privilege for
agency documents of a recommendatory nature codified at 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.790(a)(5).

(6) Memorandum dated March 22, 1984, for File 83-45, from
Frederick W. Herr, Acting Assistant Director for Audits, OIA, Subject:
84-65. This document discusses the OGC evaluation contained in
SECY-84-65 relating to the adequacy of the OIA investigation of the
Parks' allegations concerning the NRC. Although not formally
communicated, a copy was sent to H. Bowers, of OIA, and the contents
contain the deliberations and observations of the named OIA manager
concerning the subject matter. As such it is a deliberative document
falling within the protection of 10 C.F.R. § 2.790(a)(5).

(7) Memorandum dated December 21, 1983, for G. H.
Messenger, thru H. Bowers, from C. McKenna, Jr., Subject: "Parks

Allegations Regarding Three Mile Island, Unit 2 (TMI-2)." This document



is an internal memorandum of an evaluative, recommendatory nature,
designed to assist the recipient decisionmaker in responding to
allegations made concerning OIA's investigation of the Parks allegations.
As such, it is protected from disclosure by 10 C.F.R. § 2.790(a)(5)
relating to internal agency documents of a deliberative, recommendatory
nature,

% (8) Memorandum dated March 25, 1983 for J. J. Cummings,
B. B. Hayes, from Nunzio J. Palladino, Subject: TMI-2 Allegations.
(Attached)

(9) Memorandum dated May 27, 1983, for H. Bowers, from
W. J. Ward, OI, Subject: Statement by TMIPO Deputy Director, together
with enclosures -- (a) $5-24-83 Memorandum for W. J. Ward from J. Y.
Vorse, OI, Subject: Statement by TMIPO Deputy Program Director, and
(b) sworn statement of L. Barrett, dated May 18, 1983, (Attached)

(10) Memorandum dated May 24, 1983 for B. B. Hayes, from
J. J. Cummings, Director, OIA, Subject: Ol Work Plan Regarding

Richard Parks Affidavit. (Attached)

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 47

(Resner) Pat McKenna, OIA, contacted Thomas Devine, GAP, on
several occasions to request an interview with Parks. See, "Telephone or
Verbal Conversation Record," of telephone calls from Pat McKenna, NRC

to T. Devine, GAP, on June 17, 22 snd 23, 1983. (Attached)

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 48

See supplemental answer to Interrogatory No. 47.
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SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 49

(Resner) Letter dated 11/27/85, from Sharon R. Connelly, OIA, to

Thomas Devine, GAP. (Attached)

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 52

A search of NRC files revealed the following responsive documents:
(1) & letter dated August 4, 1983, from Thomas Devine, Legal Director,
Government Accountability Project, to Chairman Nunzio J. Palladino
concerning settlement of Parks' DOL complaint; (2) a letter dated July 24,
1984 from Mr. Parks to the members of the Commission, together with a
cover letter from Lynne Bernabei, Government Accountability Project, to
the Service List on Docket No. 50-289 SP; (3) a letter dated
September 19, 1983 from Mr., Devine to Mr. Ben B. Hayes, addressing the
Ol report on the TMI-2 cleanup; (4) a letter dated November 10, 1983,
from T. Devine to the members of the Commission commenting on 9/7/83
OIA report; (5) a letter dated March 23, 1983, to N. J. Palladino, from
T. Devine, concerning Parks affidavit; and (6) a letter, undated
(received 3/25/83), to N. J. Palladino, from J. Clewett, Public Citizen,
concerning Parks affidavit. These documents are attached. (Holler,

Meeks, Resner)

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 59

The following additional response document has been found: =
February 22, 1984 letter from Ben B. Hayes, Director, OI, to John
Craven, DOL, relating to the confidentiality of information received by O!

from DOL (attached). (Meeks)



SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 61

Paragraph 1 of the Staff's initial answer refers to a statement by
L. King to Ol. Mr, King gave testimony on June 27 and 28, 1383 in re-
sponse to questions from R. Meeks and B. Beach. As indicated in the
prior response, this is Exhibit 83 to the 5/14/84 Ol Report. This exhibit
also contains testimony of Mrs. Gloria King. Portions of the testimony of
both Mr. and Mrs. King pertain the the allegations of discrimination made
by Richard Parks. Exhibit 83 has previously been made available to

counsel for Licensee. (Meeks)

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 63

(a)-(c) In a 3/25/83 memorandum for Lake H. Barrett, P. J. Grant
reported that some of the Polar Crane activities were not performed in
accordance with Procedures AP 1043 and 1047. Although the memorandum
does not specifically address Mr. Parks' stated concerns, it does address
satisfaction of those procedures, which were a subject of concern raised

by Mr. Parks. The memorandum is attached. (Holler)

IIT. SUPPLEMENTAL NRC STAFF RESPONSE TO GPU NUCLEAR
CORPORATION'S FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

As indicated in the Staff's partial response to GPU Nuclear
Corporations's First Request for Production of Documents, the Staff has
continued its search for responsive documents. In accordance with
GPUN's request for identification of documents, the Staff has identified
certain additional documents in its supplemental answers to GPUN's first

interrogatories. Those documents are being provided herewith, are
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otherwise available to GPUN, or are being withheld from disclosure on
grounds identified in the Staf{'s supplemental answers.

Respectfully submitted,

orge 1-4‘;

Counsel NRC Staff

Dated &t Bethesda, Maryland
this 9th day of October, 1986



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE

In the Matter of
Docket No. 50-320
(Civil Penalty)
License No. DPR-73
EA 84-137

CPU NUCLEAR CORPORATION

(Three Mile Island Nuclear Station,
Unit No. 2)

N Nt Nt N N N

AFFIDAVIT OF EUGENE J. HOLLER

I, Eugene J. Holler, being duly sworn, state as follows:

I am employed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission as
a Senior Enforcement Specialist, Enforcement Staff, Office of Inspection
and Enforcement. A copy of my professional qualifications has previously
been supplied.

2. I am duly authorized to respond to those interrogatories served
September 4, 1986 by GPU Nuclear Corporation to which my name has been
appended to the supplemental answers.

I hereby certify that the statements and opinions given are true and

correct to the best of my personal knowledge and belief,

Subscribed and sworn to before me
this 8th day of October, 1986

JQ@Q% 4 Bl
tary c n

My commission expires: 7///90
y




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE

In the Matter of
Docket No. 50-320
(Civil Penalty)
License No. DPR-73
EA 84-137

GPU NUCLEAR CORPORATION

(Three Mile Island Nuclear Station,
Unit No. 2)

AFFIDAVIT OF MARK ERIC RESNER

I, Mark Eric Resner, being duly sworn, state as follows:

1. I am employed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission as a
Assistant to the Director in the Office of Inspector and Auditor. A copy
of my professional qualifications is attached.

- & I am duly authorized to respond to those interrogatories served
September 4, 1986 by GPU Nuclear Corporation to which my name has
been appended to the answer.

I hereby certify that the statements and opinions given are true and

correct to the best of my persgnal knowledge and belief.

ar ric esner

Subscribed and sworn to before r:-e
this /ﬂf; day of September, 1986
At Zider

%

ote; ubdliic

. : z v
My commissiol expires:%%“ 4474



MARK ERIC RESNER
PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR AND AUDITOR

I am an Assistant to the Director in the Office of Inspector and Auditor
(0IA), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. In that capacity, I assist the
Director in establishing policies, procedures, and quality control standards
governing the overall mission accomplishment, as well as the day-to-day
activities of OIA. I am also responsible for conducting, coordinating and
leading special projects and assignments involving investigators, auditors,
énd/or NRC technical personnel detailed to OIA. In addition, my responsibil-
ities are to perform, analyze and make recommendations to the Director on
programs, projects, plans and policies that impact the integrity, effective-
ress and efficiency of NRC. I have served in this capacity since August 17,
1986.

Prior to my assignment as Assistant to the Director, I served in OIA as a
Senior Criminal Investigator during the period December 9, 1984, to August 17,
1986, and as a Criminal Investigator during the period July 16, 1978, to
Dzcemher 9, 1984,

Before joining the OIA staff I worked for approximately one year in NRC's
Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards reviewing foreign physical
security plans for countries which received exports of nuclear materials from

the United States.

From mid 1973 until April 1977, I served in a law enforcement capacity with
both the Metropolitan Police Department for the District of Columbia and
Montgomery County, Maryland, Department of Police.

During the course of my employment since 1973 I have testified before various
criminal and civil proceedings as well as before NRC hearings involving issues
related to Three Mile Island Nuclear Power Plant.

I received & Bachelor of Science degree in Psychology from Frostburg State
College in 1973 and Master of Arts degree in Criminal Justice from The George
Washington University in 1977.

I am an active member of the Federal Criminal Investigators Association.



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATOFRY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE

In the Matter of
Docket No. 50-320
(Civil Penalty)
License No. DPR-73
EA 84-137

GPU NUCLCAR CORPORATION

(Three MNile Island Nuclear Station,
Unit No. 2)

N Nt N N N N

AFFIDAVIT OF RONALD A. MEEKS

I, Ronald A. Meeks, being duly sworn, state as follows:

1. I am employed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission as
a Senior Investigator, Office of Investigations, Region V. Prior to
April 1984, 1 was employed as an Investigator at Ol Headquarters. A
copy of my professional qualifications is attached.

2, I am duly authorized to respond to those interrogatories served
September 4, 1986 by GPU Nuclear Corporation to which my name has been
appended to the answer.

I hereby certify that the statements and opinicns given are true and

correct to the best of my personal knowledge and belief.

%@Mw

. Meeks

Subscribed and sworn to before me
this 7th day of October, 1986

27
tqing & O/waw
otary /Pablie

My commission expires: 7///90
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RONALD A, MFEKS
PROFESSTONAL QUAL IFICATIONS
OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS

| ar & Serior Investigator in the Office of Investigations Field Office,
®ecion V, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. I am responsible for
coaducting complex and sensitive investigations favoulving possible violations
of the Atomic fFnergy Act and NRC regulations as defined in 10CFR Part 50,
when assigned I also serve as a team lcader on natfonal priority
investigations. In the capacity of Senfor Investigator, ] develop fact
patterns of past events and circumstances through interviews and document
reviews. The informaticn developed in my investigaticns 2re presented in my
Reports of Investigation to the NRC Commission and staff.

! received a Bachelor of Arts degree in Political Science with majors in
Public Aiministration and Internzticnal Relations from Brigham Young
University in 1968. I have continued my education and career development by
doing graduate work in the field of Administration of Criminal Justice at
San Jose State University and through participation in various professional
training courseas.

Crom 1963 to 1082, 1 was employed as a Special Agent for the U.S. Drug
faforcemant Pdninistration where 1 was involved in the investigation of
nationa] and i1ternational drug traffickers. I joined NRC's Office of
Investigatfons Headquarter's staff in December 1982. In April 1584, I was
transferred to my current 2ssignment in the Office of Investigations Field
o122, Region V



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE

-

In the Matter of
Docket No. 50-320
(Civil Penalty)
License No. DPR-73
EA 84-137

GPU NUCLEAR CORPORATION

(Three Mile Island Nuclear Station,
Unit No. 2)

N Nt N N NN

AFFIDAVIT OF THOMAS C. POINDEXTER

I, Thomas C. Poindexter, being duly sworn, state as follows:

1. I am employed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission as a
Project Manager, Project Directorate-4, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regula-
tion. A copy of my professional qualifications is attached.

2. I am duly authorized to respond to those interrogatories served
September 4, 1986 by GPU Nuclear Corporation to which my name has
been appended to the answer.

I hereby certify that the statements and opinions given are true and

correct to the best of my personal knowledge and belief.

omas C, l?lndexter

Subscribed and sworn to before me




RESUME OF:

ThHOMAE C. FOUINDEXTER (H) 301-530-9011
10612 MONTROSE AVE. #1 (W) 301-4%2-7677
BETHESDA, MD 20614

WORK. EXPERIENCE

e e e S S ————
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DUTIES INCLUDE MANAGING AND COORDINATING THE SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
OF LICENSEE REQUESTED AMENDMENTS, DESIGN MOLDIFICATIONS AND ORGANIZATION
CHANGES FOR TENNEESEE VALLEY AUTHORITY (TVA) NUCLEAR FLANTS. I AM ONE OF THE
LEAD NRC FERSONNEL INVOLVED WITH RESOLVING EMPLOYEE CONCERNS ISSUES, WHICH
MUET BE ADREESED BEFORE THE RE-START OF CERTAIN TVA FLANTS 1S FERMITTED. IN
*THIS CAFACITY 1 INTERFACE WITH MULTIFLE LEVELS OF THE NRC INCLUDING UPFER
MANAGEMENT. 1 ALSC INTERFACE WITH ALL LEVELS OF TVA EMPFLOYEES, INCLUDING THAT
ORGANIZATION S UFFER MANAGEMENT.

YS_NUCLEAS REGULATORY COMMISSION (ENTORCEMENT SFECIALIST)

AE AN ENFORCEMENT SFECIALIST ON THE STAFF OF THE DIRECTOR OF ENFORCEMENT,
DIVISION OF INSFECTION AND ENFORCEMENT, MY DUTIES INCLUDED TECHNICALLY AND
FDMINISTRATIVELY ANALYZING LICENSEE EVENTS FOR AFFROFRIATE ENFORCEMENT
ACTIONS. THIS INCLUDED THE REVIEW OF NRC REGIONAL OFFICE RECOMMENDED CIVIL
FENALTIES AND SEVEFITY LEVEL CLASSIFICATIONS. 1IN THIS CAFACITY, 1 INTERFACED
WITH ALL ORGANIZATIONS WITHIN THE NRC, USUALLY AT THE UFFER MANAGEMENT LEVEL.
LICENSEE CONTALT WAS ALSO AT UFFER MANAGEMENT LEVELS. THIE FOSITION AND LEVEL
OF RESSONSIBILITY REQUIRED AN INDEFTH KNOWLEDGE OF REACTOR OFERATIONS,
ADMINISTRATIVE RECUIREMENTS OF LICENSEES, AND HOW TO FROPERLY INTERFRET AND
AFFLY TITLE 10 OF THE CODE COF FEDERAL REGULATIONS TO REAL SITUATIONS.
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FROM DECEMBER 1579 THROUGH AUGUET 1980, 1 WAS ASSIGNED TOU THE THREE MILE
ISLAND TASH FORCE, THREE MILE ISLAND FROGRAM OFFICE, LOCATED AT THE TMI-2
SITE. DUTIES INCLUDECD THE REVIEW OF METROFULITAN EDISON COMFANY FROCEDURES
FOR SYSTEM OFERATION, STARTUF AND MODIFICATION. INDEFENDENT CALCULATIONS AND
ENCINEERING ANALYESES WERE OFTEN FPERFORMED BY ME TO VERIFY LICENSEE FREDICTIONS
FOR REACTOR BEHAVIOR, STSTEM RESFONSES AND COMFPONENT INTERACTIONS DURING THE
RECOVERY FERICD. AS A STAFF MEMBER, I FROVIDED INFUT ON EMERGENCIES AS THEY
HAFFENED AND WAS A rEY FPERSON FOR INTERFRETING REGULATORY FOSITIONS FOR THE
LICENSEE. 1 HAVE BEEN INSTRUMENTAL IN ALL OF THE MAJOR EVENTS OCCURRING

AT THMI WHILE I WAS INVOLVED ON THE FROJECT. I RETURNED TO THE BETHESDA
HEADOUARTERS OFFICES IN AUGUST OF 1580 AND CONTINUED AS A MEMEBER OF THE TMI
FROGSAM OFFICE IN HEADQUARTERS. MY DUTIES DID NOT CHANGE EXCEFT THAT I WAS
NOT CONTINUOUSLY STATIONED AT THE FLANT SITE. IN JUNE OF 1981, MY DUTI1ES WERE
EXFANDED AND 1 BECAME THE FROJECT MANAGER FOR TMI-2. NEW DUTIES INCLUDED
BEEING THE FRIMARY NRC FERSON UNDER THE TMI FROGRAM OFFICE DIRECTOF, FOR THE
AFFROVAL OF ALL LICENSING ACTIONS. I CONTINUED TO BE INVOLVED IN TECHNICAL

ISSUES AE THE FROJECT MANAGER IN ALDITION TO ADMINISTRATIVE DUTIES.

8425-1£22%

FRUM AUGUET 1575 UNTIL DECEMBER 197%, I WORKED AT THE NRC AS A REACTOR SYSTEME
ENGINEER (NUCLEAF) IN THE AUXILIARY SYSTEMS BRANCH, DIVISION OF SYSTEMS
SAFETY. DUTIES INCLUDED THE EVALUATION OF AUXILIARY SYSTEM DESIGNS AND
ASSOCIKTED COMFONENTS AS THEY WERE FROFPOSED BY THE LICENSEE IN THEIR SAFETY
ANALYEIS REFOFTS. FARAMETERS SUCH AS FUNCTIONAL CAFAEBILITY, INTEGRITY OF
SYSTEMS AND STSTEM OFERATION WERE REVIEWED AS A PART OF MY JOE FUNCTION.



1 WAS EMFLOYED By THE OHIO EDISON COMFANY IMMEDIATELY AFTER RECEIVING MY
COLLEGE DEGREE. DUTIES INCLUDED THE REVIEW AND EVALUATION, FOR TECHNICAL
ADECUACY, OF THE BALANCE OF FLANT AND NUCLEAR STEAM SUFFLY SYSTEM INTERFACING
COMFONENTS FOR THE ERIE NUCLEAR FOWER STATION, UNIT 1. INITIAL DESIGN WORE
WAS FERFORMZD By THE GILEERT COMMONWEALTH ASSOCIATES. MY TASK WAS TO AFFROVE
THE DESIGK, AND RELEASE IT FOR FURCHASE, FABRICATION AND CONSTRUCTION. THIS
INCLUDED THE EVALUATION OF EID FROFOSALS AND VENDOR SELECTION. 1 WAS ALSO
RESFONSIBLE FOR SCHEDULING ON THE "FROJECT 2" SOFTWARE SYSTEM AND SUFPERVISED
GILEERT COMMOUNWEALTH 'S STAFF ON COMFANY COEBJECTIVES. 1 EVALUATED AND AFPFROVED
ALL FLANT FUMFS AND VALVES OUTSIDE OF THE BABCOCK AND WILCOX SCOFE OF SUFFLY.
1 ENDED My EMFLOYMENT WITH OHIO EDISON BECAUSE OF THE CANCELLATION OF THQ\
FROJECT.

18251576

"I WAS EMFLOYED FOR TWO SUMMERS AT THE ILLINOIS FOWER COMFANY 'S DECATUR,
ILLINOIS HEADOUARTERS OFFICE. DUTIES INCLUDED SCHEDULE DEVELOFMENT,
COORDINATION OF SYETEM STARTUFS AND TECHNICAL REVIEWS OF NEES SYSTEMS. THIS
WORF WAS FERFOAMED FOR THE CLINTON FOWER STATION, UNITS 1 AND Z.



o, UNITED STATES
k ; j ‘E NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
‘__“‘ “ - AN WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555
Sy £ |
PR August 21, 1986

La

MEMORANDUM FOR: Connie Pappas
Freedom of Information and Privacy Acts Branch
Division of Rules and Records

’€25fjce of Administration
Adle
FROM: Christine W. Cater, FOIA Specialist

Office of Investigations

SUBJECT: FOIA-85-837

The Office of Investigations (0I) has re-reviewed the Report of Investigation
(ROI) dated May 18, 1984, H-83-002, which was referred to us my memorandum
from L. Robinson to R. Fortuna dated March 20, 1986, for disclosure determi-
nation.

The sanitized version of this report is in the PDR, AN8406210412, 89 pages.
Deletions were made pursuant to Exemptions (6) and (7)(C).

With respect to the exhibits attached to the report:

1. The following exhibits are already on file in the PDR (under TMI-2
Report, Management and Safety Allegation by Edwin H, Stier dated November
16, 1983), as such, they were not attached to this ROI: 5, 9, 13, 15,
18, 52 through 75, 81, 82, 87, 89, 90, 91, and 107.

2. The following exhibits may be released in their entirety: 1, 25, 38, 39,
41, 42, 43, 46, 47, 48, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 83, 84, 86, 88, 92, 93, 94,
97, 98, and 101 (copies attached).

3. The following exhibits should be referred to the Department of Labor for
disclosure determination: 85, 102, 103, 104, and 105 (copies attached).

4, Portions of the following exhibits have been bracketed in red and should
be withheld pursuant to Exemptions (6) and (7)(C): 2, 14, 16, 30, 31 and
40 (copies attached).

5. The following exhibits should be withheld in their entirety pursuant to
Exemptions (6) and (7)(C): 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 17, 19, 20, 21,
22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 44, 45, 49, 50, 51,
95, 96, 99, 100, and 106 (copies attached).

Information withheld pursuant to Exemptions (6) and (7)(C) consists of personal
information the disclosure of which would cause a clearly unwarranted invasion
of personal privacy.



Connie Pappas 2

The original copy of the report sent to you from OPM and a reproduced copy,
which contains bracketed material, are being returned to you.

The partial report from the Division of Security has been addressed since it
is a part of the full report, and is being returned to you.

Enclosures:
As stated
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Pace 1 of 10
Place: T A

Date: Iu'¥ S 1983

1, RICHARD D. PARKS, hereby make the following voluntary statenent to
Irvestigators J. Vorse and R. Meeks, who have identified themselves

as Investicators with the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. At the
reguest of Investicators Vorse anéd Meeks, I am submitting separate
statements for distinct aspects of their investication. This statement
concerns harassment and retaliation in the TMI-2 cleanup. I make

this statement freely with no threats or promises having been made to

me.
Meech 21,143 wP i o

On page & of my’affidavit, I state that Tom MORRIS told Richard SEIGLITZ
that I should be counseled for my negative attitude and that SEIGLITZ
related this to myself. Others in Site Operations (S0) who might have
been present when SEIGLITZ related this were Larry KING, Joe CHWASTYX,
Bubba MARSHALL, John PERRY, Linda NAGLE, Joyce WENGER, and Madan KARR.

Concerning the above matter, I am not aware of the personnel procedure
that shoulé be used for counseling employees on negative attitudes at
TMI-2, whether they be Bechtel or GPU-N employees. I did not receive

any written mexos on the matter from Bechtel or GPU. I do recall that

on my last performance evaluation EQ KITLER had given me very good
ratings. This performance evaluation was done axzound the January/February
time period of 1983. I cannot be more specific, because Mr. KITLER

@iéd not give me a2 copy of the evaluation.

On pace 18, I mention that Larry KING, on 2/11/83, informed the Site
Operations staff individually ané generally about the contents of a
meeting between KING, XANGA, and EQ GISCHEL on the Polar Crane SER.
Those SO members, to the best of my recollection, were Messrs. CHWASTYK,
MARSHALL, PERRY, SMITH, KARR, lLinda NAGLE, and Joyce WENGER. In response
to a question by Mr. Meeks concerning BARTON's management style, I
would describe BARTON's personality or character as it relates to his
daily mode of doing business as that of an intimidator. BARTON shouts,
uses foul language, and is a brusgue inidividual who often intimidates
an cmployoé through threats if that employee does not follow through
with BkRTON's wishes or desires. Usually he succeeds in getting his
way with the emplovee. However, BARTON follows ug his threats against
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2 paper trail. Often when he disagrees with a memo, he will write
his comments on the original memc and return the memo to its author.

On pacge 20,1 mention my conVersation with E¢ KITLER on February 18
resaréding KITLER's statement that he had been asked by Rich GALLAGHER
to look into transferrinc me off site. He asked me if I knew what I
was doing and how big these pecople were. I said that I didn't care
and would be protected by the NRC. I was upset anéd had KITLER repeat
the camment in the Site Operations office in front of Larry KING and
Joe CEWASTYK. Messrs. MARSHALL, PEZRRY, SMITH, and Secretary Joyce
WENGER may have overheard parts of the conversation as they arrived
for work. When KITLER saw that I was taking his comments very seriously,
he tried to downplay the issue in an attempt to cool down the matter.
It was also KITLER's responsibility to originally bring up the issues
that I had made in my February 17 comments concerning the Polar Crane
Load Test and the application of procedures AP 1043 and AP 1047. My
February 17 comments had reflected negatively on his failure to raise

the same issues.

On page 23 I discuss the BLIZZARD phone calls to Larry KING, Gloria KING,
and Benjamin SLONE. Upon further reflection, I believe the calls
occurrec sometime between February 14 and the time Larry KING was
escorted off-site. SLONE since has toid me that BLIZZARD called for
hin a number of times. BLIZZARD also made phone calls to Ronnie

MOCHA in Ohio about the same matter. MUCHA, at that time, was SLONE's
fiance. After a conversation on or around February 23. with SLONE about
the BLIZZARD phone calls, SLONE had menticned to me that he talked to
RIDER about BLIZZARD's offer. According to SLONE, RIDER stated that
Bechtel was interested in having Quiltec consider a consulting contract
because of an upcoming reorganization at TMI-2. I advised SLONE not

to touch that contract with a ten foot pole.

On paces 27 and 28, I discuss KING's sucpension from TMI-2 for his
alleged conflict of interest due to his association with Quiltec.
Concerning Quiltec, in the July/August 1982 time frame E4d KITLER asked
me if I would talk to Larry KING about lining up a job for KITLER with
Quiltec at the PALATKA Coal Fire Plant in Florida. I called up SLONE
and referred him to KITLER at the latter's request and SLONE handled
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the matter with KITLER from that point on. Also, éuring the July/
August 1982 time frame, Larry KING asked me to line up a typist for
scne resumes for Quiltec. I obtained the services of Rose LITTLE

and she typed up various resumes that were generic in nature. I
recall that some of the resumes were those of Larry KING, Bill AUSTIN,
RKingsly DRAPER, and possibly Ken LYON-ARENDS. Also during the July/
hugust 1962 time frame, I recall that Rich GALLAGHER :gred:gg either
when KING was going to leave for Quiltec, or if KING sese Quiltec.

I told GALLAGHER to ask KING. ; . '

At the April 26 congressional hearing, it was stated that Mr. THEISING
£irst learned of Quiltec in November 1982. Around the Novemnber/December
1982 time period, I remember Ben SLONE talking to me about Joe CHWASTYK's
involvement with Larry KING and CHWASTYK's attempt to obtain a position
with Quiltec. I know that CHEWASTYK attended a Quiltec meeting with

KING, SLONE, and Gloria KING at the KINGS' house during this time

period. It was also during this time frame that CHWASTYK went to

Beaver Valley with John HOAG, a relative of King's and also a member

of Quiltec. At Beaver Valley, CHWASTYK contacted Don SKIDMORE of
Duguense Light Company, the licensee at Beaver Valley, about a Quiltec
proposal and possible contract at Beaver Valley. + CHWASTYK later told

De that when Beaver Valley came through none of us would have to worry
about the way Bechtel is trying to move the schedule ahead and take

over things. The SO staff was generally aware of CHWASTYK's and KING's
involvement with Quiltec. It was also during this time frame that KITLER
made a comment to me that Larry KING should be careful because it was
starting to get around about KING and Quiltec. I told KITLER that

KING was not the most discreet individual about maintaining a low profile
on the Quiltec matter, because he did not believe he had done anything

wrong.

I believe it is significant that Mr. THEISING, the head of Recovery
Prograns, chose not to confront KING for an explanation or to suggest

counseling on proper business practices. Instead, he sat on the
information until KING backed the SO staff in challenging Bechtel's
shortcuts on the polar crane program, anéd when KING was solidifying
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ais legal responsibility within the cQain of command. Then all of
a sudden the issue became a major scandal, and simdltaneously Bechtel
attexmpted to recruit KING into engaging in serious conflicts of
interest with Quiltec. Although KING did not respond to the improper
temptation, he was fired anyway.

Around February 1983 I recall that Jim THEEISING and Bill AUSTIN went
on a skiing trip. During the congressional hearing on Aﬁril %, it
was statec that in February THEISING, while on a2 business trip, was
told a second time about KING's involvement with Quiltec. Possibly this
was the business trip that was referenced inr the congressional testimony.

Sonetime during the latter part of 1982 or the first part of 1983,
Dick JUBBA cf Nine Mile Point, an employee of Bechtel, phoned Larry
KING and asked him some questions about Quiltec and KING's involvement
with Quiltec. I recall, from conversations with Larry and Gloria KING,
that there were two phone calls from JUBBA on this matter, the second
around the time KING was suspended. I was in KING's house when the
second phone call was received.

I feel that the Quiltec matter displayed a doubie standard and was
definitely blown out of proportion. In the nuclear energy industry
one is always mincéful of the various opportunitie; available for
advancement and promotion at other nuclear sites. Only two GPU employees
leZt for Quiltec, Mike HERLIEY and Ted RECKERT. Both of them were
leaving anyway, however. Further, they approached Quiltec for a job.
KING did not recruit them. In fact, I am not aware of any instance
where FING sclicited or tried to "seduce" GPU employees to work for
Quiltec, as claimed by GPU at the April 26 congressional hearing.
Although a nurber of GPU employees had resumes with Quiltec, it was
alwayvs at their own initiative. From my conversations with them, I
know that they were looking for jobs at other firms as well. 1In ny
5% years experience with the commercial nuclear industry, nothing
occurred with respect to Quiltec that was inconsistent with normal
practices in the industry. .

In fact, I was first hired by GPU in a manner similar to how Quiltec
Operates. While I was working for Energy Consultants, Inc., By subse-
quent employer NUS sent a proposal that included my resume to GPU
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without first checking with Energy Consultants. NUS is a job shopper
similar to Quiltec. GPU dié not condemn my hiring but has condemned
KING ancé Quiltec. PFurther, ... TMI employees such as CHWASTYK and

KITLEZR were not fired cr even officially disciplined, to my knowledge,
for their active efforts to cbtain business for Quiltec.

It was during the first part of January that Ed KITLER told me his
transfer to Florida haé been arranged. K;TLER asked if I would .take
over his position as Startup and Test Manager. I immediately talked

te Dave Buchannon, who was head of Design Engineering for GPU, and told
him that I would take KITLER's Job only if it were transferred to Site
Operations. BUCHANNON stated that he Gidn't know anything about the
KITLER transfer and that he would look into it. KITLER did stay on site.
However, he was absent from TMI-2 the week after KING's suspension.
KITLER returnec on or about March 8 or 9. After he returned I asked
Dave BUCHANNON how he got KITLER to stay. BUCHANNON stated that he worked
out a deal with BARTON to get KITLER's per diem taken care of although
it was supposeé to have run out. Dwight WALKER headed up the Test

Work Group =-- one of KITLER's normal duties -- while KITLER was gone.

KZINGA, in his testimony before Congress on April 26, stated that he first
hearé of KING's involvement with Quiltec on February 24 and that he,
KANGA, was on sick leave that day. KANGA stated that he received a
Phone call on the matter while he was at home. He said the phone call
was from BARTON, and was made at approximately 6:00 P.M. to the best

of my tecolleséion I also recall, however, that Larry KING told me

of a meeting‘had with KANGA on-site the same day KANGA supposedly was
sick, February 24, at 1:00 P.M. The meeting concerned the containment_

: g ® T PEB PRERST ¢f Ag
entry aioc?gfrawgnd was cut off for a fire safety meeting. It was
4

during ¢his-meeting that KING told KANGA that he was legally supposed %
to be in charge of the TMI-2 cleanup, but that it was apparent THEISING £2
wanted to run the show. LARSON, who was head of licensing, the same day§ :
had earlier informed KING that he was in charge of the recovery f:f
operaﬁaons. At the February 24 containment entry procedure meeting, ?%L
KANGA also told KING that he was the boss and this fact was to be put ;g
in writing. This was in reference to KING being made the alternate to ;.;
RANGA and thus officially designating scmeone in upper management who |4 ;
!
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met the ANSI standarés as plant manager or alternate plant manager.
This meeting illustrates how TMI-2 management waiteé to use Quiltec
ageinst KING until immediately after his responsibilities and authority
were Iinally clarified. It may also demonstrate that Mr. KANGA was
less tF°n candid with Congress about the Quiltec matter.

On page 31 of my affidavit I refer to a February 28 meeting. At the
meeting TEEISING made a statement that he could understand why certain
pecple were 2fraid of a transfer. The comment came about as a result
of our discussion on the NRC examining the polar crane issue at that
time and Ed KITLER being called in by NRC and interviewed by Joel WEIBE.
We also were talking about Larry KING's suspension in the same context.
We were told that the NRC was not finding any problems with the polar
Crane. THEISING's remark about a transfer, which I felt was obviously
directed at me, was a result of corments on these topics.

Cn page 32 I began a series of comments on memos that Joe CHWASTYK and

I woote , basically concerning the application of AP 1043 and AP 1047

:0 che Po ar Crane lLoad Test. CHWASTYK was in full philosophical
agreement with those memos. I feel that CHWASTYK believed he was only
going to le Acting Site Operations Director for a.short time. In a
meeting wilh the 50 staff right after he assumed the acting position,
CEWASTYK ;redicted that the KING incident would be over and KING would
be back o. the job the next week. 1In fact, on one occasion during that
time I shcwsed CHWASTYK some meeting minutes and said it was obvious that
the polar -“i1ie was not ready. CHWASTYK said I should get the information
to Larry Ki/G. However, after a few weeks I got the impression that
CHWASTYK s op:nion of what would happen in the KING matter had changed.

I also believe that CHWASTYK, as he attended the various recovery meetings,

Trealized that KING was not going to return and that management considered
me as an obstacle the same as KING had been. I believe that CHWASTYK
knew that my wife was dead as did most of the SO staff, because I had
never made a secret of that tragedy. When CHWASTYK made his phone

call to Gloria KING and stated that my wife was trying to dig up something
on the child custody case, I feel it was CHWASTYK's indirect way of trying

to tell me that I was targeted as KING had been.
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1 believe that CHWASTYK was replaced with BARTON as Acting Site
Operations Director because GPU investigators on the KING matter

had spoken with CHWASTYK and discussed his i volvement with QUILTEC.
After one such meeting, CHWASTYK told me that he had just attended one
of his last meetings at TMI-2. There was kﬁbe;::éé:iziﬂ:s-disciplinary
action taken acainst CHWASTYK for his activitiee on behalf of Quiltec,
however. 1Instead, there was a more subtle response such as making

his Acting SO Director status temporary. .1 also understand that during
this time period CHWASTYK was taken off a TV commercial that GPU was

to air.

On page 33 I mention that BARTON accused Joyce WENGER of xeroxing and
taking to Larry KING a memorandum that hasi been missing on February

28 but had reappeared the morning of March 1. The memo in guestion was
the so-called "Smoking Gun Memo" that KING had written to KANGA and
BARTON about his concerns on the lack of an Integrated Head Lift Schedule
and failure to meet previous commitments. I think the memo number was
around 069, but I am not sure of this. I recall that on Monday morning
February 28, Joyce WENGER had made the corment to the SO staff in-general
that the memo was missing from the file and that she was looking for it.
She also said that KING wanted his copy of the memo . On Tuesday
morning, the memo appeared back in the file.

On page 45 I explained that on March 10 I had a discussion with Carl
HRBAC, E¢ GISCHEL and another member of Plant Engineering concerning
the fact that ARNOLD had asked Larry KING about my involvement with
Quiltec. I believe that the other member of Plant Engineering was
Jim HENDERSON.

On page 46 I mention a 1:30 meeting that I had with Joe CHWASTYK on
March 10, 1983. That meeting was held in CHWASTYK's office and the
only other person that heard part of the conversation was CHWASTYK's
secretary, Bonnie SHERWOOD. CHWASTYK started this conversation as

we were walking into his office. Bonnie was sitting right there and
may have overheard the first part of the conversation before CHWASTYK
closed the door to his office.
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I alsc recall that on the same day CHWASTYK had previously held a
meeting with the Site Operations supervisors. 1In that meeting CHWASTYK
stated that scmebody had been communicating to NRC on a daily basis.
CEWASIYK reminded us that we should be mindful of the story of the boy

who crieé wolf.

On page 47 I made mention of Joé CHWASTYK's March 10, 1963 phone call
to Gloria KING, when he stated that my wife was trying to dig up some
negative information for the child custody case. After I was put on
leave of absence, I remember talking to CHWASTYK by phone. I told!
hin that I had interpreted this statement to Gloria KING as a friendly
warning to me. At the time, CHWASTYK did not disagree. CHWASTYK had
originally called Gloriz and asked her about leaks to the press. The
press leaks were in reference to an article in the Washincton Post,
X Dby Susan STRANAHAN, on the GPU-Babcock and Wilcox trial. The article
: appeared on February 13, less than two weeks before Larry KING was

uspended.

On page 49 I discussed my March 15 meeting with Messrs. SANFORD,
WHEELER, ané HOFFMAN. I did not observe any notes being taken
during that meeting. However, Mr. HOFFMAN was sitting behind me ancd
‘%% it was possible that he took notes during this méééing. When I arrived
A for the meeting that morning Mr. SANFORD asked me when I had arrived in
<:§{< Gaithersburg, whether I had left Gaithersburg the night before or that
morning, and what time I had left.

On pace 50 I made mention of the break-in of my apartment which

I discovered around 7:30 A.M. on Wednesday, March 16, the first time I
returned to my apartment after the meeting with Mr. SANFORD. I had last
left the apartment on Monday evening, March 4, around 9:00 P.M. When

I returned I noticed that the deadbolt lock on the front door was open,
although I always keep it locked. That must be how the intruders left.
They came in through the patio door, which was still 1.5 inches open.

The lock had been tampered with; the marks were still visible. I checked
and saw that my tax papers had been gone through and restackeé neatly in

e e R S T R
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the wrong order. Some background information about the Government
hccountability Project had been lying on the coffee table and also had
beer reshuffled. I reporteé this burglary investigation to the
Midcéletown police. To this date, there has been no disposition.

I alsc would like to point out that on Monday afternoon, March 14,

I was cleaning out ny desk at work. Bubba MARSHALL, Jim FLOYD, and

Joe CHWASTYK, as well as Bonnie, the temporary secretary, were present
at the time. Earlier in the day I had asked CHWASTYK if I could use
the Site Operations staff to go through wérk documents on the head lift
and show the hours expended by SO. I wanted to research how the
conflicting head lift and polar crane schedules affected the efficiency
and ‘effectiveness of SO work, which I believe had suffered because of
the conflicting schedules. CHWASTYK told me that a task force was
going to come up with a total integrated schedule and that the work

\\\~would not be needed.

On page 52 I made mention of a 1:00 p.m. meeting on March 17 with KANGA
and CHWASTYK concerning my removal as the primary Site Operations
member on the Test Work Group (TWG) for the polar crane project. I will
adé that earlier that day I had met with CHWASTYK on the same subject.
CEWASTYK since has told my attorney that at the time I agreed with

and welcomed the decision, because I had become too personally involved
with and emotional about the polar crane. I can state without
question that I did not express any such agreement. Indeed, I was
already preparing a complaint for the Department of Labor challenging
the last time my duties had been removed like that -- on February 23
with the alternate startup and test supervisor position. Further, I
complained to Bubba MARSHALL that same day about what had happened
with the TWG.

With respect to KANGA asking me twice at the March 17 meeting to agree
that my removal was not an act of intimidation, I will add that after
I refused the second time to say what he wanted, KANGA had CEWASTYK
sign on the spot the memo authorizing my removal,
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I have read the forecocing statement consisting of 13 typed pages. I
have made and initialed any necessary corrections and have signed

my name in ink on the margin of each page. I swear that the foregoing
statement is true and correct, to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Sicned on =L‘v 2% (9% at Seslesba M . .
SIGNATURE: =vile. .0 o -t-‘w\ <

RICHARD D. PARKS[
Subscribed and sworn to before me this an- day of JT.JV ’

at _RBetgesna, Mo

INVESTIGATOR: /\C-— W

Name: © Laco AR. METKS

WITNESS: /pf ¢ np) wA)

Name<4 niLL Rsacy
Title: Stuice REALTOR ENGINEER,CIE
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CONFIDENTIAL

Interoffice Mem:. &rnium

H. D. Bruner Date March 2, 1983
Quiltech, Inc. ' From J. W. Thiesing
ot Recovery Programs
B. K. Kanga At TMI-2 Administration Bldg.

My inquiries related to Quiltech, Inc. resulted from concerns brought to
me as a merber of the management cbain in the integrated GPUN recovery
crganization by Bill Austin in early February. The chronology of events
related to this issuve is presented below.

’

At the tipe Ben Slocan left GPU, in May or June 1882, ccrinents were made
to me by GPU persons, whose identity I cannot recall, to the effect that
Sloan was being very secretive about his future plans and that it was
rumcred that he was in some business relationship with Larry King. 1
passed this off as idle conversatien.

In Sep:eqber or Octcber of 1982, Mike Herlidby, SRG Manager, left GPUN. 1
was again <old, prcbadbly by Dave Buchanan, that Herliby would not divulge
his future intenticns, but it was rumcred that he was to be associated with
Ben Slean. Soon thereafter, Ted Reckert, Plant Engineering, left GPUN., 1
was told by somecne in GP'Y), probably Buchanan, that he was going out on his
own te werk in Texas.

Late in 1882, Ken Licnarens, Plant Engineering, resigneéd. At that time, in-
formation again surfaced from Buchanan and/or Bill Austin tbat he was going
to work for some company in which Larry King had an interest.

On Felruary 2, 1983, while cn a business trip with Bill Austin, he raised
the issue of the recently-departed GPUN personnel and stated that he (Austin)
felt reascnadbly sure that Herlihy, Reckert, Sloan and Licnarens had departed
GPU directly to an engineering jcb-shep of which Larry King was either
president or, in some cther way, had a substantial business interest. Bill
expressed a concern regarding management inaction on this issue since we had
lost four gocd performers to the same alleged source and he believed that
pore were to follow. I teld Bill that I would check into the matter and get
back to him. Bill told me at that time that he believed the name of the
corpany in question was Quill Engineering. I believed it likely that any
inforvation I would cbtain later regarding Quill Engineering would be devoid

of a King involvement.

On about February 14, when I returned from vacation, I called Bechtel Project
Procurement and asked that they mumn a vender information survey on Quill
Engineering (what Quill Engineering was, where it was located, who its
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officers were, personnel resumes, etc.). I called Project Procurement on
about February 16 and was informed that they had had no luck. Quill wasn't
in Dunn € Bradstreet or in any of their usual references.

That same day, Il asked Dave Buchanan if he had a more accurate corporate
name. He said he believed the name was Quill Tech, Inc., and that he had
heard somecne suggest in the past that the company was located in Virginia.
I called Project Procurement on February 17 and suggested they check recent
corperate registrations in Virginia.

I called Project Procurement on ancother matter on February 22 and inquired
about the vendor survey. I was informed that they had located Quiltech, Inc.
in the Virginia corporate registry, which provided the following information:

Quiltech, Inc.
John Hoade - Treasurer/Business Agent, Lynclburg, VA

Larry P. King, Jr. - President
Ben Sloan - Vice President
A Ms. King (?) - also an officer.

I was tcld that their telephone inquiries had provicded the following:
Quiltech's telephone number is (516) 928-8300, ext. 357 or 2u8

Quiltech has an office at 704 Lynden Rd., Hershey (533-7342)
and also an address at f4 Rosecdale, Hershey.

1 then asked the Prcject Procurement representative if he knew who any of
these people were and he said he didn't. I informed him whe larry P. King
and Ben Sloan were. From this point on, I believe there were T further
Bechtel-initiated contacts with Quiltech. I subsequently learned, on
February 23, that Procurement had no other contacts except a call on

February 22 from a weran who was believed to be Ms. King. She accused
Project Procurement of misrepresenting Bechtel's interests, etc.

Because of his previous statements cf concern, I called Dave Buchanan to my
office on February 22 and asked him to reiterate his previous comments regard-
ing substantive comnecticns between former GPUN employees and Quiltech.

Dave quoted Ted Reckert as having told him that Ted was working for Quiltech
at Snorebam. He quoted Ken Lionarens as having said he was working for the
same company as Reckert. Dave quoted Ted Reckert as having told him that
Mike Herlihy was also working for Quiltech. Rich Galligher was called in at
Dave's suggestion and be said that Ben Sloan bad told him last summer that
Larry King was president of Quiltech. Rich also said that be had discovered
_ Rose Rittle (Bechtel engineering secretary) typing Quiltech resumes after
hours last summer. She had said that Rick Parks (Bechtel cperaticns engineer
in Plant Operations) bad asked her to do the typing for him. (I have nct yet

pursued this issue.)
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February 22, I presented the informatiom to John Barton.

Due to Bahrman Kanga's illness on February 23 and 24, John and I did not con-
tact him until the afternoon of the 24th, at hooe. With John Barton's
knowledge, I called you on February 23 in the evening and summarized the

situation.
.

Late in the day on

JWT:pft
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MEMORANDUM FOR: George Messenger, @ating Director, OIA
FROM: Samuel J. Chilk

Secretary of th sion
SUBJECT: OIA INVESTIGATION IN70 PARKS' ALLEGATIONS

REGARDING TMI-2

By letter dated November 10, 1383 the Government
Accountability Project (GAP), on behalf of Richard Parks,
requested the Commission to have an independent organization
reopen the investigation of Mr. Parks' allegations regarding
NRC conduct at Three Mile Island, Unit 2 (TMI-2). The
Commission has determined that Mr. Parks' allegations warrant
further inquiry in certain areas, and that OIA should conduct
that inquiry.

OIA should contact GAP to reinterview Mr. Parks to determine
in what specific ways, as alleged by GAP, the summary of the
Parks' interview in the OIA report "does not accurately
reflect either the facts of the case or the presentation made
to OIA by Mr. Parks and his counsel."™ Given Mr. Parks' desire
to sign his statement, OIA should attempt to obtain a sworn
statement on this issue from Mr. Parks.

OIA should also further pursue those aspects of the allega-
tions, as set forth below, regarding (1) providing draft
versions of NRC reports to the utility for comment,

(2) breaching Mr. Parks' confidentiality, and (3) making
representations to the public inconsistent with allegedly
"private" memos to the licensee. On the first matter, OIA in
reinterviewing Mr. Parks should pursue the statement in his
March 21, 1983 affidavit that " [s]everal sources previously
had shared with me their understanding that prior to issuing
formal NRC letters, Barrett's practice has been to first
submit his drafts to Bob Arnold or B. Kanga for editing and
comments."™ OIA should attempt to determine who these sources
were, if it has not already done so, and interview them. OIA
should also interview Mr. King regarding this matter, if
possible. On the second matter, the breach of confidentiality,
OIA should interview pertinent GPU/Bechtel personnel. OIA
should pursue the third matter by interviewing pertinent

s3-ds”
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members of the Concerned Mothers of Middletown and by deter-
mining why notes to the licensee, such as the disa;troval of
the polar crane procedures, were apparently not plated in the
PDR. OIA should also attempt to obtain from GAP the hand-
written notes between Barrett and GPU which GAP referred to
during Parks' interview and which GAP considered improper.
OIA, if it obtains the notes, should pursue the allegations in
an appropriate manner.

Chairman Palladino
Commissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Roberts
Commissioner Asselstine
Commissioner Bernthal
0GC

OPE



UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

July 22, 1983

NOTE TO: Pat McKenna
0IA

FROM: Bernard J. Snyder
TMIPO

Enclosed for your information is a copy of a recent memo sent by

H. Denton to Ben Hayes which you may find useful. In particular

I want to bring to your attention the response to question number 3
which discusses the review of draft procedures from GPU.

e &W(J { i ":
Bernard J. Sndder o
TMIPO

Enclosure: As stated

cc: H. Denton
L. Barrett
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

July 22, 1983

NOTE TO: Pat McKenna
0IA

FROM: Bernard J. Snyder
TMIPO

Enclosed for your information is a copy of a recent memo sent by

H. Denton to Ben Hayes which you may find useful. In particular

I want to bring to your attention the response to question number 3
which discusses the review of draft procedures from GPU.

. 73&4“4 il i

Bernard J. der
TMIPO

Enclosure: As stated

cc: H. Denton
L. Barrett
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July 18, 19E3RAWeller
MMasnik
LBarrett
MGarver (#NRR-835208)
EGCase
HRDenton ‘
FPAS
DEisenhut

NEMORANDY FOR: Ben E. Haves, Director ;rsif:::on

Office of Investications

FRO': Harolc R. Denton, Director
Cffice of Kuclear Reactor Regulation

SUSJECT: REGULATORY CRITERIA FOR OVERSIGHT Of-THE Ti1-2 CLEANUP

This memorandun is in response to vour memorandum, dated June 23, 1583, which
contéined six ouestions recarcing the regulatory framework for LRC oversight
of the Til-2 clesnup. inclosed are the responses to those questions.

If you have any acditiona) cuestions related to the requlatory basis for
T!'-2 oversight, plcase contzct me or 8. Snyder, Progran Director, T:IPD.

Originsl Signed by
H. R Denton

Harold R, Denton, Director
O0ffice of fuclezr foacter Scauiation

Enclosure: As stetes
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM
OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS

Question 1. Are the license and the Technical Specifications tpe governing
documents for the regulatory requirements for "™I-2 including
the recovery program?

Response:

The TMI-2 Operating License (No. DPR-73) and proposed Technical Specifications
are the principal governing documents for TMI-2 regulatory requirements; however,
there are additional requirements in the form of Commission Orders (e.g., NRR
Director's Order to process high level waste water in the Submerged Demineralizer
System, dated June 18, 1981, Enclosure 1). Further guidance is provided in Com-
mission Policy Statements (e.g., Commission's Policy Statement on the Staff's
PEIS, dated April 27, 1981, Enclosure 2).

The principal action which established the regulatory requirements for TMI-2
was the NRR Director's Order of February 11, 1980 which was provided to you
as an enclosure to my memorandum of June 8, 1983. This Order imposed a
single new mode of operation, the Recovery Mode*, and proposed Appendix A
Technical Specifications to reflect the damaged condition of the facility.
Minor changes were also made to the Appendix B Technical Specifications.

The requirements of the proposed Technical Specifications were made
immediat2ly effective but have not yet been formally incorporated into
the license, awaiting completion of the hearing process. Just one
intervenor remain: with contentions related to the proposed Technical
Specifications and efforts are currently underway to negotiate resolution
of the outstanding contentions to eliminate the need for a hearing.
Changes to the proposed Technical Specifications have been approved by
subsequent amendment of the February 11, 1980 Order by the Director, NRR.

The license requirements for TMI-2 are unique in several respects. First,

the operation of the facility is specifically 1imited to the Recovery Mode

and all other modes are precluded. Second, the detailed surveillance require-
ments for 1mp1ementin? the proposed Technical Specifications were put into the
Recovery Operations Plan which is not considered to be a part of the Technical
Specifications. The reason for not including the Recovery Operations Plan in
the Technical Specifications is the recognition of the need to make expedient
changes to the Recovery Operations Plan ?1.e.. the surveillance requirements)
to reflect the changing conditions in the plant without having to formally
amend the license. Additionally, the Organization Plan for TMI-2 is not a
part of the proposed Technical Specifications, recognizing the need for
periodic changes in the Plan to reflect the chan?ing g1ant conditions as the
cleanup progresses. Neither the Recovery Operations Plan nor the Organization
Plan contains provisions or limitations of the type specified in 10 CFR

Part 50.36 which must be included as Technical Specifications.

*Although the term, "Recovery Mode", was used for a short while after the
accident, there is no decision to recover the plant for future operation.
“Recovery" is used in the sense of cleanup and recovery from the accident.
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A1l Recovery (perations Plan and Organization Plan changes are approved by the.
NRC TMIPO. Trhird, the proposed Technical Specificatios require NRC (i.e.,.
TMIPO) approval of all plant procedures which involve any he‘lth or safety-
related considerations for maintenance of the plant in the safe shutdown
condition and the conduct of cleanup activities (see attached Appendix A
Technical Specification Section 6.8, Enclosure 3). This NRC approval includes
all the procedures related to Recovery Operations Plan implementation and
procedures which involve core cooling, radiological releases, systems important
to nuclear safety, and radwaste processing and storage. The overall impact of
the TMI-2 license requirements is an unusuall high degree of regulatory over-
sight of all licensee activities by a fairly {arge group of NRC staff, about
25 individuals, with about 15 at the site. This requirement for NRC approval
of essentially all detailed procedures is unique in the domestic nuclear power
industry. .

Question 2. Does the NRC TMIPO have the authority to approve modifications
to the TI-2 Facility for which the licensee has concluded that
the margin of safety as defined in the bases for any technical
specification is reduced per 50.59 (a)(2)(1i1) without the
licensee submitting a license amendment per 50.59 (c)(2)?

Resgonse:

The THIPO does not have the authority to approve modifications to the TMI-2
facility for which the licensee has concluded that the margin of safety as
defined in the bases for any technical specification is reduced per 50.59
(a)(2)(i11) without the licensee subnitting a license amendment per

50,59 (c)(2). GPUNC was advised by letter (Enclosure 4), dated

July 20, 1981, that changes to the facility and the conduct of tests

énd experiments were subject to the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50.59.

Both GPUNC and the T™MIPO have applied the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50.59
(Changes, tests and experiments) in the same manner as it would be applied
to any licensed commercial nuclear power plant. It should be noted that
although the 50.59 criteria is generic, its implementation requires engi-
neering judgment which must consider the specific safety aspects of the
licensee's chan?e or test. This is true for all nuclear power plant

50.59 or Significant Hazards decisions, including ™I-2,

Typically, GPUNC submits to the NRC a Technical Evaluation Report (TER) to
describe a proposed change, test or experiment in the facility (e.g., insertion
of the Axial Power Shaping Rods, TER dated June 15, 1982). The TER contains
the safety evaluation of the proposed change and an evaluation to determine
whether the proposed change, test or experiment involves a change in the
technical specifications or an unreviewed safety question. GPUNC applies the
criteria of 10 CFR Part 50.59 (a)(2) to make the determination regarding the
unreviewed safety question and there has been no relaxation of the criteria on
enyone's part. We then perform an independent technical review, calling for
assistance as required from staff in NRR and NMSS or from outside expert
consultants as was done in our review of the polar crane requalification.
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Question 3. Are you aware that TMIPO is reviewing draft procedures prior to
all parties in the licensee's review process reviewing and
concurring in the procedure?

Response:

I am aware that the TMIPO is reviewing draft procedures prior to final review
and concurrence in the GPUNC review chain and I approve of this practice as a
means of safely expediting the cleanup in the public interest.

Following publication in March 1981 of the staff's Final PEIS related to

TMI-2 cleanup, the Commission issued a Policy Statement, dated April 27, 1981,
on the PEIS. In that Policy Statement, the Commission, recognizing the risks
to public and worker health and safety inherent in cleanup delays, cited the
desirability of expediting the cleanup. Accordingly, in the interest

of expediting a safe cleanup, the TMIPO implemented the practice of reviewing
draft procedures fram the licensee for the conduct of significant activities.
This practice makes sense for several reasons. First, in accordance with the
Technical Specifications, the onsite staff of the TMIPO reviews a significant
number of procedures, approximately 1000 per year. The most effective and
efficient use of staff time and l1icensee time in these reviews suggests that
NRC concerns with individual procedures be provided in the early stages of
procedure development. These concerns are usually voiced at the engineer
(TMIPQ) to engineer (GPUNC) level of procedure development and review, and prior
to fina! review and concurrence in the GPUNC organization. It is clear that
this level of interchange does not bind NRC to a position for the purposes of
final approval. This practice has the overall effect of expediting the writing
of satisfactory procedures and, correspondingly, the conduct of safe cleanup
activities in the public interest. The TMIPO, however, also reviews the final
version of the procedure approved by the licensee. Subsequent to GPUNC final
concurrence, the TMIPO formally reviews and approves the procedure to assure
that the activity will be conducted so as to maintain public health and safety
and is consistent with the established regulatory requirements.

Question 4. Has the NRC agreed to relax, either formally or informally, the
rules which determine an unreviewed safety question for 10 CFR
50.59 with respect to the TMI-2 Recovery Program?

R!SEHS!:

As stated in the response to Question 2, the NRC has not relaxed or altered
the criteria or rules in which a determination of "unreviewed safety question"
(10 CFR Part 50.59) is made. The criteria of 10 CFR Part 50.59 (a)(2) is
applied at TMI-2 in the same fashion as at other licensed nuclear power plants.
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Question 5. Has the NRC agreed to relax 10 CFR Part 50, Appendfx B require-
ments for Design Control, Procedure and Drawing Cohtrol; Document
Control; Test Control, or Inspection Test and Operation status
with respect to the TMI-2 Recovery Program?

RQSEHSQ:

The NRC has not relaxed, or altered in any fashion, any requirements of
Appendix B, Quality Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and Fuel
Reprocessing Plants, in the oversight of the TMI-2 cleanup. GPUNC
developed a Recovery Quality Assurance Plan for the recovery (cleanup)
?eriod to assure compliance with the Quality Assurance Criteria of

0 CFR Part 50, Appendix B. This plan was established to replace the
"Operational Quality Assurance Plan for Three Mile Island Nuclear Station"
since the only allowable mode of operation for TMI-2 is the Recovery Mode.
The plan covers the various aspects of plant construction, modification
and operation for the Recovery Mode and will be implemented throughout the
remainder of the cleanup.

Question 6. Has the NRC agreed to relax any of the standards for personne)
qualifications other than those specifically indicated in the
Facility Technical Specifications?

Response:

The NRC/TMIPO has not agreed either verbally or in writing, to relax any

of the standards for personnel qualifications. The TMI-2 Technical
Specifications and the TMI-2 Organizational Plan are the regulatory

documents that establish personnel requirements. Technical Specification
6.3, Unit Staff Qualifications, defines the requirements for the various
staff positions. Actual verification of the TMI-2 personnel qualifications
with the requirements of Technical Specification 6.3 was scheduled for early
1983 but has not been performed by the NRC/TMIPO and is pending NRC staff
approval of a recent TMI-2 reorganization which established the Safety Review
Group (see Enclosure 5, Organization Plan Revision No. 6).



ENCLOSURE 1

° . UNITED STATES

W e NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
H :dg’ WASHINGTON. ©. C. 20888
e
L ) Juze 18, 1981
..'.. '

Docket No. 50-320

Mr., Gale Hovey
Vice President and

Directer of TMI-2
Metropolitan Edison Company
P.0. Box 480
Middletown, PA 17057

Dear Mr, Hovey:

The Director of the Office of Muclear Reactor Regulation has issued
the enclosed Order for the Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit 2.

This Order {s effective immediately and requires that you shall promptly
commence and complete processing of the intermediate level contaminates
water in the auxiliary building tanks and the highly contaminated water
in the reactor building sump and in the reactor coolant system using

the Submerged Demineralizer System with effluent polishing by the
EPICOR-II system, {f necessary.

A copy of the related Safety Evaluation Report (NUREG-C. 36) 1s also

enclosed.
Sincerely,
?
Bernard J. Snydcr.//rogram Director
T™M! Program Qffic
0ffice of Nuclear Reacter Regulation
Enclosures:
1. Qrder

2. Safety Evaluation Report Related 20 the
Operation of the Submerged Oemineralizer System
at Three Mile lIsland Nuclear Station, Unit 2
NUREG-07%6, June 1981
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SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY '
JERSEY CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
PENNSYLVANIA ELECTRIC COMPANY
DOCKET NO. 50-320
THREE MILE ISLAND NUCLEAR STATION, UNIT NO, 2

Introduction

By letter dated May 6, 1981 (reference 1), the Metropolitan Edison Company
(1icensee) requested an exemption from the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50.71(e)
to periodically update the TMI-2 final safety anmalysis report (FSAR). The
exemption would be for the duration of the TMI-2 cleanup. In lieu of periodically
updating the FSAR, the licensee has committed to submit 2 Systam Description (SD)
and a Technical Evaluation Report (TER) for each major step of the cleanup. '
Evalyation

The purpose of the requirements contained in 10 CFR Part 50.71(e) is to
provide an updated reference document to be used in recurring safety analyses,
As a result of the March 28, 1979, accident at TMI-2, power operation is no
longer possible with TMI-2 in its present status but rather cleanup operations
not anticipated in the design of the TMI facility nor described and analyzed in
the TMI-2 FSAR must now be performed, The facility modifications and accom-
panying safety analyses for the cleanup operations are unique to the cleanup
operations and such facility modifications would probably have to be removed
prior to restoring TMI-2 to cperation if such a decision is made at some future
date, Therefore, the licensee has proposed that rather than modifying and up-
dating the FSAR to describe and analyze the facility modifications associated
with these cleanup operations, SOs and TERs te prepared and submitted to the

NRC for each major step of the cleanup.
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UNITED STATES QF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY, Docket No. 50-320
ETAL.
(Three Mile Island Nuclear Station,
Unit No. 2)
ORDER
I.

Metropolitan Edison Company, Jersey Central Power and Light Company
and Pennsylvania Electric Company (collectively, the licensee) are the
holders of Facility Operating License No. DPR-73, which had authorized
operation of tno.Thrto Mile [sland Nuclear Station, Unit 2 (TMI-2) at
power levels up to 2772 megawatts thcni|1. The fic111ty: which is
located in Londonderry Township, Dauphin County, Pennsylvania, is a
pressurized water reactor previously used for the commercial generation
of electricity.

I1.

Following the accident of March 28, 1979, by Order for Modification
of License, dated July 20, 1979, the licensee's authority to operate the
facility was suspenced and 1ts authority was limited to maintenance of
the facility in the present shutdown cooling mode (44 F.R, 45271, August
1, 1979). B8y further Order of the Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, dated February 11, 1980, a new set of formal license
requirements was imposed to reflect the post-accident conditicn of the

facility and to assure the continued maintenance of the current safe,
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stable, long-term cooling condition of the facility (45 F.R. 11282,
February 20, 1980). '

As a result of the accident, about 700,000 gallons of highly
contaminated water are standing in the Reactor Building sump and an
additional approximately 95,000 gallons of highly contaminated water are
contained in the reactor coolant system. In addition to the highly
contaminated water, approximately 100,000 gallons of intermediate level
water is being held in Auxiliary Building tanks. Although the highly
contaminated waste water is presently safely contained in the Reactor
Building sump and reactor coolant system, its presence there constitutes
a continuing risk of'lolklgo to the enviromment and prevents or hinders
the performance of the major decontamination activities. The Camniss1on
has clearly stated its intent that the licensee proceed expeditiously
with all decontamination activities consistent with protection of the
public health and safety and the enviromment. (Statement of Policy;
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement of the Cleanup of Three Mile
Island Unit 2, 46 F.R. 24764 (May 1, 1981).)

The licensee has constructed the Submerged Demineralizer System
("$0S") for processing (decontamination) of this highly contaminatec
water, After processing by the SDS, the water may, {f necessary, be
further processed (“polished”) by the EPICOR-II system, which has been
previously used to decontaminate water which was located in Auxiliary
Building tanks. The intermediate icvo1 water which has accumulated since

processing of the Auxiltary Building water with the EPICOR-I! system will



{

also be processed with the SOS in order to minimize generation of solid
waste and to check out the cperation of the SDS. The SDS system has been
thoroughly reviewed by the NRC Staff and the conclusions of that review

are set forth in the Staff's Safety Evaluation Report (NURES 0796,

June 1981). The EPICOR-[I system had been previously reviewed and approved
by the Staff for treatment of Auxilfary Building water and has been

further reviewed for i1ts polishing application to the SDS effluent.

After processing, the decontaminated water would be stored in onsite
tanks and the filters and zeolite fon exchanger vessels used in the SOS
decontamination process would be temporarily stored underwater in the
TMI-2 spent fuel storage pool. The EPICOR II resin liners, if any, would
be temporarily stored in the existing onsite storage modules. The
Department ‘of Energy has stated its willingness to utilize and retain for
research and development purposes the high specific activity zeolite
solid wastes resulting from operation of the SDS. Low specific activity
wastes (including filters) resulting from these operat1qps should be
suitable for disposal by shallow land burial. The processed water will
be stored on site in available tankage until 1ts disposition is proposed
by the licensee, reviewed by the Staff and approved by the Commission.

On the basis of its review, the Staff has determined that processing
of the Reactor Building sump and reactor coolant system highly
contaminated water with the SUS and EPICOR II system would (1) enable the
decontamination of the T™™I-2 facility to proceed and (2) place the

radfoacsivity in the waste water into an immobilized state frcm which
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rolease to the environment is much less 1ikely. Processing of the
Auxiliary Building tankage intermediate level water with the SDS would
minimize generation of solid waste and enable the licensee to check out
the operation of the SDS.

The Staff has determined that the public health, safety and interest
require that the licensee promptly commence and comnlete processing of
the highly contaminated Reactor Building sump and reactor coolant system
water and the intermediate level water in the Auxiliary Building tanks
with the S0S and, if necessary, polishing by the EPICOR-II system.

« 188,

Accordingly, pursuant to sections 103, 161b and 1611 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and the Commission's Regulations in 10
C.F.R, Parts 2 and 50, IT IS ORDERED EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATELY THAT:

The licensee shall promptly commence and complete

processing of the highly contaminated Reactor

Building and reactor coolant system water and the intermediate

level water in the Auxiliary Building tanks with the SOS and,

if necessary, the EPICOR II system,

Iv.

The licensee or any person wnose interest may be affected by this
Order may, within thirty (30) days of the date of pubifcation of this
Order in the Federal Register, file a request for a hearing with respect
to this Order, pursuant to 10 C.F.R, §2.714, A recuest for a hearing

shall be submitted to the Office of the Secretary, U. S. MNuclear

Regulatory Commission, wWashington, 0. C, 20555, Attention: Jccketing and




Service Section, by the above date. A copy of the request for a hearing
should also be sent to the Executive Legal Director, U. S. Muclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington, D. C. 20555. Any request for a
hearing shall not stay the immediate effectiveness of this Order.

If a hearing is requested by the licensee or cther person who has an
interest affected by this Order, the Commissfon will issue an order
designating the time and place of any such hearing. If a hearing is
held, the issue to be considered at such hearing shall be:

Whether on the basis of the matters set forth in section I[I

of this Order, this Order should be sustained.

The NRC Staff's Safety Evaluation Report (NUREG 0796) is available
for inspection and copying, for a fee, at the Commissions Public Document
Room, 1717 H Street, N. W., Washington, D. C. 20555 and at the State
Library af Pennsylvania, Government Publications Section, Education
Building, Commonwealth and Walnut Streets, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania
17126, Copies are also available for inspection at the NRC's office at
100 Brown Street, Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057. Copfes may be
purchased for $4.50 directly from NRC by sending check or money order,
payable to Superintendent of Qocuments, to Director, Division of
Technical Information and Document Control, U.S. Muclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555. GPO Deposit Account holders may
charge their orders by calling (301) 492-9530. Copies are also availabdle
for purchase through the National Technical Information Service,

Springfield, Virginia 22161.



Dated at Sethesda, Maryland

this 18thday of June,

981.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

aroid R,
O0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation



o, ENCLOSURE 2 UNITED STATES

‘r ) 21 } NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSICN
‘—.1; & Office of Public Affairs
frant W“h"P‘on, DOCO 20555
No. 8l1-69 FOR IMMEDIATE RELFASE
Tel. 301/492-7715 (Tuesday, April 28, 1981)

NRC ISSUES POLICY STATEMENT
ON CLEANUP OF THREE MILE ISLAND PLANT

A policy statement which will help to accelerate cleanup
activities at the Three Mile Island Unit 2 nuclear power
plant in Pennsylvania has been approved by the Nuclear Regula~-
tory Commission, Chairman Joseph M. Hendrie said today.

Issuance of the statement follows completion by the NRC
staff of the final Programmatic environmental impact statement
on all phases of the cleanup at Three Mile Island. This
statement was issued in March 1981.

"I belie e this policy statement is a major step forward.
Now that the environmental impact statement has been published,
the Commission believes that Metropolitan Edison should
accelerate the pace of the cleanup to complete all decontamina-
tion activities expeditiously, consistent with ensuring pro-
tection of the public health and safety and the environment,"
Chairman Hendrie said.

Under the policy statement, the NRC staff may act on each
major cleanup activity if the activity and associated environ-
mental impacts fall within the scope of those already assessed
in the programmatic environmental impact statement (PEIS).

The staff will keep the Commission informed of staff actions

Oon each major activity prior to staff approval of the major
activity. If any cleanup activity and associated environmental
impacts fall outside the scope of those already assessed in

the PEIS, the NRC staff will complete the necessary reviews in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act and NRC
requirements, and submit recommendations to the Commission.

Any future proposal for disposition of processed accident=-
generated water will be referred to the Commission for approval.

"The first major activity to be addressed is cleanup of
the 700,000 gallons of highly contaminated water in the reactor
containment building. I have directed the staff “o expedite
its review of the system prcposed for use to clean up this
water, and I believe processing should be able to start this
summer,"” Chairman Hendrie said.
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Chairman Hendrie emphasized that the Commissi expects
to receive continuing advice from the TMI-2 Advisory Panel
which the Commission established to provide independent
advice from local officials, scientists and individuals in
the area. This advice will be important to the Commission
throughout the cleanup to accomplish expeditious and safe
cleanup of the TMI-2 facility. A copy of the Commission
policy statement is attached.

Attachment
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~_ S.ATEMENT OF POLICY RELATIVE "0 IHE i
NRC PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ON THE
CLEANUP OF THREE MILE ISLAND UNIT 2

AGENCY: U.S. Nuclea} Regulatory Commission.
ACTION: Statement of Policy.

SUMMARY: On November 21, 1979, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission directed the
staff to prepare a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) on the
decontamination and disposal of radicactive wastes resulting from the March 28,
1979 accident at Three Mile Island, Unit 2. A Statement of Policy and Notice
of Intent regarding that decisicn was published in the Federa) Register on
November 27, 1979 (page 67738). As stated at that time: "In the Commission's
Judgment an overall study of the decontamination and disposal process will
assist the Commission in carrying out 1ts regulatory responsibilities under
the Atomic Energy Act to protect the public health and safety as dccontamina-
tion progresses. It will also be in keeping with the purposes of the National
Environmental Policy Act to engage the public in the Commission's decision-
making process, and to focus on the environmental issues and alternatives
before commitments to specific clean-up choices are made." As directed, the
Commission's staff has now completed a final programmatic environmental impact
statement on all phases of the clccnu; of TMI Unit 2 to meet the foregoing
objectives.

Preparation of this final statement has had the benefit of extensive
comments from government agencies and the public. Comments on the draft PEIS
from the Advisory Panel for the Decontamination of TI1-2 (a panel which the
Commission established to provide independent advice from loca) officials,
scientists and indfviduals in the area) had not been recefved prior to com-

pletion of the PEIS. However, the Commission has now received the Panel's
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comments and finds that the staff's final PEIS is responsive to those com-
ments. The Commission concludes that this statement satisfi‘s our obligations
under the National Envirommental Policy Act (NEPA).

Now that the envirommental impact statement for TMI-2 has been published,
the Commission believes that the Ticensee should accelerate the pace of the
cleanup to complete expeditiously all decontamination activities consistent
with ensuring protection of public health and safety and the environment.

As the licensee proposes specific decontamination alternatives for each
major cioanuﬁ activity, the staff will determine whether these proposals and
the associated impacts that are predicted to occur fall within the scope of
those already assessed in the PEIS. 1If they do not, additional reviews wil)
be undertaken in accordance with NEPA. Each proposed cleanup activity will be
carefully reviewed to assure that all applicable NRC requirements to protect
the health and safety of the public are met. If a specific proposal requires
an amendment to the facility operating license, public notice will be provided
in accordance with Commission regulations, The staff may act on each major
cleanup activity 1f the activity and associated cnv1roﬁmenta1 impacts fall
within the scope of those already ass;sscd in the PEIS. The staff will keep
the Commissfon informed of staff actions on each major activity prior to staff
approval of the major activity.

[f any cleanup activity and associated environmental impacts fall outside
the scope of those already assessed in the PEIS, the staff shall complete
necessary reviews in accordance with NEPA and NRC requirements, and submit

recommendations to the Commission.
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Any future proposal for disposition of processed

acc1dc1t-gcncratod water
sha]i be referred to the Commission for approval,.

On September 26, 1980, this Commission fssued a Statement of Policy on

the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission's order to the licensee to cease

and desist fram using any operating revenues for cleanup and restoration costs

at ™MI-2 which are not covered by insurance. We reiterate here our previous

position that we will not excuse the licensee from compliance with any order,

regulation or other requirement imposed by this Commission to protect public
health and safety and the environment.

Furthermore, the cleanup should be carried out in accordance with the

criteria in Appendix R of the PEIS as well as in conformance with the cxistiﬁg

operating license (DPR-73) and with previously imposed ordors.:/ The Appen-
dix R criteria specify 1imits on the doses which may result to offs3t¢ indi-
viduals from radicactive effluents resulting from cleanup aﬁd dncont;m1nat1oq
activities. Those criteria supplement the existing restrictions on the
Ticensee's cleanup activities. :

| The Commission expects to receive continuing advice from the TMI-2

Advisory Panel on major activities required to accomplish expeditious and safe

The licensee's authorization under license OPR-73 has been modified
through the order fssued February 11, 1980, the modification of order
issued August 11, 1280, and the amendment of order issued ‘lovember 14,
1880,
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cleanup of the ™I-2 facility. This advice will be mportan‘ to the Com-

mission throughout the cleanup process.
Dated at Washington, OC, th137—7'='day ow 1981.

FOR THE NUCLEAR,REGULATORY COMMISSION

. — g  ———



ENCLOSURE 3

ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS

§.7 SAFETY LIMIT VIOLATION

§.7.1 The following actions shall be taken in the event a Sc‘fcty Limit is

violatad:

C..

§.8 PRO

The Safety Limit violation shall be reportad to the Commission, the
Vica Presidant TMI-2 and to the GRC Chairman 2s scon as possible
within the first 8 hours following the Safaty Limit violation.

A Safety Limit Violation Report shall be prepared. The report shall
be reviewed by the Plant Operations Review Committese. This report
shall describe (1) applicable circumstances precading the vielation,
(2) effects of the vielation upen unit components, systams, or
structures, and (3) corrective action takan to prevent recurTenca.

The Safety Limit Violation Report shall be submittad to the Commission,

the GRC Chairsan and the Vics President TMI-2 within 14 days of the
viaelation.

UR

§.8.1 Writtan procadures shall De uf.—uHsn.d, imp lemented and maintained
covering the activities referencad Below: °

THREZ MILE

The applicable procadures reccmmended in Appendix “A" of Regulatary
Guide 1.33, Revision 2, Fedruary 1878.

Recovery Operations Plan {mp lementation.

Surveillancs and tast activities of safety relatad equipment and
rac{cactive wasta management equipment.

Security Plan {mplementation.
Ezergency Plan implementation.

Ragiation Protacsion Plan imp lementation,

TSLAND - UNIT 2 =10



ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS

’

§.8 PROCEDURES SCont'!nuodz '

g. RECOVERY MODE {mplementation. (Specifically RECOVERY MODE procadures
which invelve a reduction in the sargin of safaty, including thosa
which:)

1. Directly relata to Core ecsoling.

2. Could cause the magnitucs of radiclogical releasas to exceed
limits estatlished by the NRC.

1. Could increase the 1ikalihced of failures in systems important
ts nuclear safaty and radicactive wasta procassing or storage.

4. Altar the distribution or procassing of significant quantities
of stored radicactivity or radicactivity being released througn
known flow paths.

Pending approval by the NRC of writtan procadures required Dy §.8.1 a. through g
above, the licansee shall follow the previcusly approved procadures.

§.8.2 Each procadure of 6.8.1 above,”and changes thereto, shall be reviewad
by the Plant Cperations Review Committas and appraovec by the Director Sita
Operations prior to implementation and reviewed pericdically as sat forzh in
acwinistrative procadures. Each procadure of 6.8.1 5. and §g. above, and
changas therets, shall De submittad to the NRC prior o implementation; thesa
procadures, and changes theretd, shall be subject to approval by the NRC prior
to implementation. e Director Sita Operations shall have responsibility for
detarmining which procadures are in the 6.8.1 b. and §. catagory.

§.8.3.1 Temporary changes to procadures of 6.8.1 a., ¢., d., ¢. and f. acove
say be made provided:

a. The intamt of the original procadure is not altared.

b. The change is approved Dy Two pempers of the unit management searf’,
at least one of whom holds a Senior Reacter Operator's Licensa on
the unit affectad.

c. The change {s documentad, reviewed by the Plant Qperations Review
Committae and aooroved by the Jirector Sita Operations within
14 days of implemenmtation.

§.8.3.2 Temporary changes 3 procacures of 6§.8.1 &. anc g. may Je mace SrovUce
tae orovisions of £.8.3.1 are sat‘s?ied anc the change s sucmittac 90 *"e RC
sar maview within 72 nours foilowing asoraval oy the Directar Site Cperaticns.

THREZ MILE ISLAND = UNIT 2 =3

——
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ENCLOSURE %4 A
Distribution:
DOcket FY 1€ 50-320 ACRS (16)
ahss 2% B e NRC PDR OPA
e B LPOR SECY

TERA OLynch

TMI Site R/F “Riweller

‘ DBrinkman

BJSnyder Service list
LBarrett (see attached
HRDenton
EGCase
RHartfield, MPA
GBennington, MPA

Mr, Gale K, Hovey
Vice President and :E::::°(§;TIS?1:§)

Director of TMI-2
Metropolitan Edison Company lff’;"?g}"' ELD

P.0. Box 480
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057 BScharf (10)

Dear Mr., Hovey:

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has {ssued an exempticn to the requirements
of 10 CFR Part 50.71(e) to License No, DPR-73, This exemption deletes the
requirements to periodically update the TMI-2 final safety analysis report
(FSAR) to reflect facility changes made during the cleanup of TMI-Z and is

in response to your request of May 6, 1981 (LL2-81-0114), We have concluded
that your proposal to use Technical Evaluation Reperts (TERs) for documenting
these changes and associated safety evaluations is an acceptable alternative
to updating the FSAR, provided the TERs are kept updated. Additionally, we
will uire that the System Descriptions for the major post-accident recovery
systems (e.g., EPICOR-1I, Mini Decay Heat Removal, Standby Pressure Control,
Long Term B Cooling, Tank Farm, Solid Waste Staging Facility, etc,) are kept
updated since there are no TERs for these systems, Therefore, as a condition
of this exemption, we will require that at least once per six months, you
review the TERs which have been issued and the System Descripticns for the
major post-accident recovery systems and make any necessary updating revisions.
For those System Descriptions which have not been docketed, we will require
their submission on the docket withingix months of this lattar., Furtharmore,

any changes to the facility described in the TERS and System Descriptions,

changes in the procedures described in the TERs and §§s§iﬁ Desgrigtions, and
conducting of tes ments not described in the and Sysiem Descriptions
shalT be subject to the requirements of 10 CFR Section 50.59. i

We have determined that the granting of this exemption involves an action which
is insignificant from the standpoint of environmental impact and that there is
reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public will not be en-
dangered by this action, Hav1ng made this determination, we have further con-
cluded that pursuant to 10 CFR §51.5 (d) (4) an environmental impact appraisal
need not be prepared in connection with the granting of this exemption,




Mr. Gale K. Hovey olls

Copies of the related Safety Evaluation and the Notice of Issuance, which

has been forwarded to the Office of the Federal Register for publication,
are also enclosed,

Sincerely,

/4

Bernard J, Snyder, Program Director
TMI Program O0ffice
0ffice of Nuclear Reacter Reguiation

Enclosures:
1. Safety Evaluation
2. HNotice of Issuance

cc w/enclosures:
See attached

*See previous concurrences which are attached.

"« AN\,
TMIPO:NRR  TMIPO:NRR  OELD mg})}m
*DBrinkman/pf *RWeller *SHLewis 8JSnyder
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Distribution:
Docket No. 50-320 14 (3)
NRC PDR BScharf (10
Docket No. 50-320 Local POR| ACRS (16)
; TERA OPA
TMI Site R/F SECY
TMIPO R/F OLynch
BJSnyder S:e}ler
LBarrett rinkman
Mr, Gale K. Hovey HRDenton Service Lis
Vice President and EGCase (see attac
Director of TMI-2 RHartfield, MPA
P.0. Box 438 AFasano (TMI Site)
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057 RConte (TMI Site)
MDuncan
Dear Mr, Hovey: LChandler, ELD

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has {ssued an exemption to the requirements
of 10 CFR Part 50.71(e) to License No, DPR-73, This exemption deletes the
requirements to periodically update the TMI-2 final safety analysis report
(FSAR) to reflect facility changes made during the cleanup of TMI-2 and

is in response to your request of May 6, 1981 (LL2-81-0114)., We have
concluded that your proposal to use Technical Evaluation Reports (TERs)

for documenting these changes and asscciated safety evaluations is an
acceptable alternative to updating the FSAR provided the TERs are kept
updated, Therefore, as a condition of this exemption, we will require

that at least once per six months, you review and update, if necessary, the
TERs which have been issued,

We have determined that tie granting of this exemption involves an action
which is insignificant from the standpoint of environmental impact and that
there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public will
not be endangered by this action. Having made this determination, we have
further concluded that pursuant to 10 CFR 8§51.5 (d) (4) an environmental
impact appraisal need not be prepared in connection with the granting of tnis
exemption,

Copies of the related Safety Evaluation and the Hotice of Issuance, which nas
been forwarded to the Office of the Federal Register for publication, are also
enclosed,

Sincerely,

Bernard J, Snyder, Program Director
TMI Program Office
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

gnclosures:
1. Safety Evaluation

2. MNotice of Issuance : s s LS b
TMIPO: §R! TMIPO:AR QELD ~ TMIPO:NRR Aklso Su L,j( (= +:V F*"'\(u;“ N
DBrinkhERef RWeller - 8JSnyder n s ERTEMA L Rich
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The SDs and TERs will include system descriptions and safety evaluations
of the planned cleanup actions and will therefore provide the necessary information
to describe and assess the cleanup operations as well as providing a record |
of the facility modifications necessary to perform the cleanup. Since the
SDs and TERs will provide the same type of information that would be added to
an updated FSAR and since the SDs and TERs will provide this information for
the entire cleanup operation, we have concluded that the SDs and TERs will be
an acceptable alternative to the requirements of 10 CFR Section 50.71(e) provided
they are kept updated. To ensure that these documents are kept updated, we
will require as a condition of granting this exemption that the licensee review
them at least once per six months and make any necessary updating revisions.

This will require updates more frequently than the annual updates required by
Section 50.71 (e)(4) for FSARs. This augmented requirehent is necessary because
of the rapid pace at which some of the cleanup activities may be conducted.
Furthermore, if a subsequent decision.is made to restore TMI-2 to operation, the
FSAR will then require updating in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR
Part 50.71(e).

Any changes in the facility described in the SDs and TERs, changes in the
procedures described in the SDs and TERs, and conduct of tests or experiments not
described in the SDs and TERs shall be subject to the requirements of 10 CFR
Section 50.59.

Public Interest Considerations

Under 10 CFR Secticen 50.12(a), the Commission may grant exempticns from the
requirements set forth in Part 50 if it determines that the exemptions are
“authorized by law and will nct endanger 1ife or property cr the common defense

and security and are otherwise in the public interest", As analyzed above,
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the SDs and TERs are a more appropriate vehicle than the FSAR for achieving

the updating requirement of Section 50.71(e) during the cleanup period. It is
consistent, therefore, with the purpose of Section 50.71(e) to allow this
requested exemption, See Statement of Consideration, "Periodic Updating of
Final Safety Analysis Reports”, 45 F.R, 30614, May §, 1980.. The exemption is
authorized by law since it is corsistent with the purpose of Section 50.71(e)
and will not endanger life or property or the common defense and security since
it does not relax any Commission requirement.

Significant Hazards Considerations

The granting of this exemption does not entail any significant hazards
considerations since it merely permits an alternative form far the filing of
required documentation with the Commission. The time interval for update of
this information will be more frequent than required under the Commission's
regulation. The granting of the exemption does not involve any increase in the
probability or consequences of accidents previously evaluated nor the creation
of the possibility of a different type of accident, nor does it reduce the
margin of safety defined in the basis of any license requirements.

Conclusions

Based on the foregoing, we have determined that, pursuant to Section 50.12
of 10 CFR Part 50, a specific exemption for the duration of the cleanup operaticns
as discussed above is authorized by law and can be granted without endangering
life or property or the common defense and security and is otherwise in the

public interest.
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Furthermore, we have determined that the granting of this ‘exempﬁon

does not authorize a change in effluent types or total amounts nor an increase
in power level and will not result in any significant environmental impact. We
have concluded that this exemption would be insignificant from the standpoint of
environmental impact and pursuant to Paragraph (d)(4) of Section 51.5 of 10 CFR
Part 51 that an environmental impact statement, or negative declaration and
environmental impact iopraisal, need not be prepared in cornection with this

action.
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References '

Letter to B. J. Snyder, NRC, from G. K. Hovey, Met Ed/GPU, dated
May 6, 1981, (LL2-81-0114).
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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
DOCKET NO. 50-320
METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY i
JERSEY CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
PENNSYLVANIA ELECTRIC COMPANY
GRANTING OF RELIEF FROM REQUIREMENTS FOR UPDATING -

FINAL SAFETY ANALYSIS REPORT

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has granted an
exemption from certain requirements of 10 CFR Part 50.71(e) to ‘Metropolitan
Edison Company, Jersey Central Power and Light Company, and Pennsylvania
Electric Company. The exemption relates to the requirement for periodically
updating the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) for Three Mile Island Nuclear
Station, Unit 2, located in Dauphin County, Pennsylvania. The exemption is
effective as of its date of issuance.

The exemption deletes the requirement to periodically .rdate the TMf-Z :
FSAR to reflect facility changes made during the cleanup of TMI-2 and prbvides
for the use of System Descriptions (SDs) and Technical Evaluation Reports (TERs)
for documenting these changes and associated safety evaluations, The exemption
also requires that any changes to the facility described in the SDs and TERs,
changes to the procedures described in the SDs and TERs, and conduct of tests
or experiments not described in the SDs and TERs shall be subject to the provisions

of 10 CFR Section 50.59.

The request for relief complies with the standards ana reguirements uf (ne
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the Act), and the Commission's rules and
requlations. The Commission has made appropriate findings as required by the
Act and the Commission's rules and regulations in 10 CFR Chapter I, which are

set forth in the letter granting relief.
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The Commission has determined that the granting of this relief will not
result in any significant environmental impact and that pursuant to 10 CFR
§51.5(d)(4) an environmental impact statement or negative declaration and
environmental impact appraisal need not be prepared in connection with this
action,

For further details with respect to this action, see (1) the request
for relief dated May 6, 1981, (2) the Commission's letter to the licensee
dated July 20, 1981, and (3) the Commission's related Safety Evaluation.

These items are available for public inspection at the Commission's

Public Document Room, 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20555 and at
the Government Publications Section, State Library of Pennsylvania, Education
Building, Commonwealth and Walnut Streets, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17126,

A copy of items (2) and (3) may be obtained upon request addressed to the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555, Attention:

Director, TMI Program Office.
Dated at Bethesda, Maryland this 20tn day of July, 1981

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

;._/'..- ;. 82 ‘/ 7 RN e TR

“Bernard J. Snyger. Program Director
Three Mile [sland Program Office
0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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s ’ s gl’uguclo;r Coggonuoa
ost Othice Box 4
Muciear Post e o
Miadigtown, Pennsyivamia 17057
717 984-7621

TELEX 84-2386
Writer's Direct Dial Number:

November 25, 1582
4410-82-L-0014

T™I Program Office

Attn: Dr. B. J. Snyder, Program Director
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissinon
washington, D.C. 20555 ;

Dear Sir:

Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit 2 (TMI-2)
Operating License No. DPR-73
Docket No. £0-320
Organization Plan Revision No. 6

Organization Plan Revision No. 5 was submitted to the NRC on August S, 1982.
At that time GPU indicated that a change in the TMI-2 safety .eview process
was being planned. This proposed change is to implement that plan. It also
incluces the contents of Organization Plan Revision No. 5 recently approved by
the NRC. :

The proposed Revision No. 6 to the Organization Plan for TMI-2 is attached.
The organization charts have been changed to eliminate the Generation Review
Committee (GRC) under the Vice President - Technical Functions, and the Plant
Operations Review Committee (PORC). The change also implements addition of
the TMI-2 Safety Review Group (SRG) under the Licensing and Nuclear Safety
Director. This change reflects a change in the review, approval, ancd audit
process at ™I-2, similar in concept to the process being instituted at T™MI-l,
but differing where GPU believes the TMI-2 unigque circumstances warrant. The
proposed revision shifts the Review and Audit reguirements from Section 6 of
Appendix A of the Technical Specifications to the Organization Plan. The
Technical Specifications recuire NRC approval of changes to the Organization
Plan prior to implementation.

Figure l-1 has also been modified to show the location of the Emergency
Preparedness Organization reporting to the Nuclear Assurance Division. This
is not an organizational change but simply an addition to the chart for
completeness.

vooa,
A Review and Audit secticn has been insertec into the Organization Plan to
cefine the review, approval, and audit process to be implemented at ™I-2.

2060088 8211
’gk ADOCK osooog'z’o
P PDR
GPU Nuctlear Corporation is a subsidiary of the General Public Utilities Cerporatien
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The process provides for interdisciplinary reviews, and indepencent technical
and safety reviews of specified documents. The requirements for independent
safety review of specified documents by the SRG is identified in this
Organization Plan charge. The SRG is a permanent, full-time w of
qualified individuals designated to perform this function, acing the
previous PORC and GRC which were committees which convened periodically and
sometimes with rotating persomnel. GPU believes this altered organization
will reduce unnecessary review, will pemit expediting the review process, and
will focus GPU rescurces on the areas which do require significant safety
review.

A corporate procedure is being developed which cefines a review and approval
matrix identifyimg positions responsible for preparation, independent review
and approval for various categories of documents. The use of SRG and cther
GRUNC departments/divisions as described in the Organization Plan and
implementing corporate procedurs provides an independent review function and
eliminates the need for the presently existing FORC and GRC. ;

The propesed TMI-2 Safety Review Growp (SRG) will satisfy the requirements for
an independent, full-time, safety engineering staff to be located onsite. The
SRG will be a grow of technical personnel who are assigned onsite at T™MI, and
report to the Licensing and Nuclear Safety Director within the TMI-2

Division. The SRG will conduct an ongoing program tu evaluate the technical
adequacy of procedures and design changes important to safe operation of the
nlant as defined by the Organization Plan and implementing procedure(s). The
SRG will evaluate T™MI-2 operations from a safety perspective. Additionally,
management audits of unit activities now performed under the cognizance of the
GRC will continue to be performed under the cognizance of QA and the results
will be forwarded to SRG, which will make recommendations on followup of audit
fingings as appropriate.

In replacing PORC with SRG, it was realized that SRG must be placed in the
GRUNC organization in a way that assures indepencerce from both plant
operations and ergineering. The appropriate placement was determined to be
within the Licensing and Nuclear Safety Department which reports directly to
the Of fice of the Director, T™MI-2.

This organization operates independently from both plant operations and
ergineering and has the charter to advise the Office of the Director on all
safety matters. The Manager, SRG also has the authority anc responsibility to
go directly to the Office of the Presicent to obtain resolution on Nuclear
Safety items on which the SRG disagrees with the ™I-2 Of fice of the Director.

The T™MI-2 SRG furctions as most licensee of f-site review groups except that
because almost all of the technical resources are located within TMI-2
Division it is appropriate to locate this safety review grow within the TMI-2
Division. This placement of SRG provides acditional independence beyond that

presently possessed by FORC, which now s within the Site Operations
DOepartment, parallel to both Plant Engineering and Upera tions.
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The SRGC will consist of a Manager plus at least five qualified engineers as
incicated in the Organization Plan. In addition, several technical analysts
are included in this groun to conduct operational trend analysis previously
performed by the Technical Specifjcation Compliance Growp. } qualification
requirements for these personnel “are not as extersive as required for safety
review engineers because the tech analysts will not perform sole safety review
functions for SRG.

Indepencent Safety Review will be perfommed by SRG members with qualifications
comparable to previous qualifications for GRC members.

Although not contained in the Organization Plan description, several other
corporate review groups exist. NRC is aware of the General Office Review
Boarc (GORB), Safety Advisory Board (SAB), and Technical Assessment and
Rssistance Group (TAAG). The GORB and the SAB report directly to the Office
of the President, GPUNC and the TAAG reports to the Office of the Director,
TMI-2 and are responsible for various independent assessments. For
flexibility considerations in the unigue T™MI-2 circumstances, GPU does not
wish to include these voluntary groups in the docketed Organization Plan.
However, GPU will advise the NRC of any GPUNC intentions to disband these
groups in advance of any actual changes.

Expegitious NRC approval of this proposed change is requested with.a mutually
agreeable implementation date to be established after receiving your approval
so that GRU can make the appropriate staff assignments and provice adequate
training.

Sircerely,
)/ {
R. C. Amold
President
RCA: EL:sle
At tachment

cc: L. H. Barrett, Deputy Program Director, TMI Program Of fice
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2.0

ORGANIZATION PLAN - TMI-2

ORGANIZATION

The organization described in this Plan provides the nactssary
functional relationships to support the recovery of TMI-2. This Plan
provides the organizational structure for management of unit operation
and recovery in addition to that organization for unit support in the
engineering function.

1.1

1.2

2.1

2.2

GPU Nuclear Corporation
The GPU Nuclear Corporation organization chart is shown in Figure

1.1. This organization provides engineering and management support

for the operation and recovery of TMI-2.

TMI-2 Organization

The ™I-2 organization chart is shown in Figure 1.2. This
organization performs those necessary activities associated with
operations, maintenance, and recovery of T™I-2 in addition to

engineering, licensing, and safety review and evaluation.

DEFINITIONS

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS - The part cf the T™™MI-2 Operating License
which governs operating limits and administrative requirements for
the power plant. The Technical Specifications reference the T™MI-2
Organization Plan which defines organization and administrative
requirements. The Organization Plan and changes thereto require
NRC-TMIPO approval prior to implementation but are not part of the
License or Technical Specification. ’

UNREVIEWED SAFETY QUESTION - As defined in 10CFRS0.59 "A proposed
change, test or experiment shall be deemed to involve an unreviewed
safety question (1) if the probability of occurrence or the
consequences of an accident or malfunction of equipment important
to safety (ITS) previously evaluated in the Safety Analysis Report
may be increased, or (2) if the possibility for an accident or
malfunction of a different type than any evaluated previously in
the Safety Analysis Report may be created, or (3) if the margin of
saé::y az defined in the basis for any technical specification is
reduced.

In addition, because of the unigueness of TMI-2, - A proposed
change, test or experiment shall be deemed to involve an unreviewed
safety question if (1) the probability of occurrence may be
increased or the conseguences of an accident or malfunction of
equipment Important To Safety (ITS) previously evaluated in the
Technical evalation Report (TER) or System Description (3D) or
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2.3

2.5

2.6

2.7

!

Safety Evaluations previously submitted to NRC may be increased for
activities not yet completed, or (2) the possibility of an accident
or malfunction of a different type than any previously eveluated in
the TER or SD or Safety Evaluations previously submitted to NRC may
be created.

SAFETY EVALUATION - An evaluation which includes a de(ermination of:
2.3.1 Whether an unreviewed safety guestion is involved.

y B R Whether a Technical Specification Change or Recovery
Operations Flan Change is needed.

2.3.3 Whether a significant envirormental impact would result.
2.3.4 wWhether a significant nuclear safety impact would result.

2.3.5 Whether the margin of safety as defined in other
Licensing Basis Documents. is reduced.

TECHNICAL REVIEW - Reviewing a document for technical and safety
adequacy. It includes a review and concurrence on:

2.4,1 The necessity for a Cross-Oisciplinary Technical Review.
2.4.2 The safety evaluation.

CROSS-DISCIPLINARY REVIEW - A supplemental technical revisw by
other organizations or disciplines upon which the document could
have some effect. .Such 2 review would be recuired when the scope
of the review exceeds the assigned accountability and/or competence
of the reviewer; or-if it is a multi discipline review; or if it
may have licensing implications. For example, a piping system
change document might have to be reviewed by an electrical
technical reviewer to determine the effect of a leak in the piping
system on electrical components near the piping system.

RESPONSIBLE TECHNICAL REVIEWER - An individual or group other than
the preparer of a document who performs a Technical Review. The
Responsible Technical Review alsoc concurs with the safety
evaluation and Review Significance determination done by the
Preparer. He must be knowledgeable and experienced in the area of
the review, must be different from the preparer, but may be from
the same organization as the preparer.

INDEPENDENT SAFETY REVIEW - This is an independent verification of
the previous safety review of the Preparer. It includes a review
of the document for safety adequacy/environmental impact, a review
of the determination as to Review Significance and a review of any
associated written safety evaluations. It further includes the
review of the documentation of such reviews, and concurrence with a
previous review. The Indepencent Safety Review will be performed
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2.8

2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13

Dy a person who must be knowledgeable and experienced in the area
of the review and must not have direct responsibility for the
performance of the activities under review but may bedJrom the same
functional organization as the Preparer. For items without Review
Significance, the Independent Safety Review may.also be performed
Dy the Responsible Technical Reviewer. For items wfth Review
Significance, the SRG performs the Independent Safety Review.

CONCURRENCE = Written agreement that the provisicns in a document
for which review has been requested are acceptable for
implementation within, or from the standpoint of, the signer's ares
of responsibility.

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT - Any release to the environment
which would exceed criteria in Appendix I of 10CFRS0, approach the
effluent control limits in the Environmental Technical
Specifications, approach the 10CFRI00 limits, or exceeds levels
assumed in accident analysis which show conformance with 10CFR1GO.

IMPORTANT TO SAFETY (ITS) - A special classification or category of
those structures, systems, components and activities that provide
reasonable assurance that the facility can be operated without
undue risk to the health and safety of the public. It encompasses
the broad class of plant features coversd (not necessarily
explicitly) in the General Design Criteria, (10CFRSO Appendix A)
that contributes in important ways to the safe operation and
protection of the public in phases and aspects of facility

.operation (i.e., normal operation and transient control us well as

accident mitigation). - It includes Safety-Relited as a subset.

SAFETY RELATED - The actions, structures, systems, and components
that prevent or mitigate the consequences of postulated accidents
that could cause undue risk to the health and safety of the public.

REVIEW SIGNIFICANCE - Items that are Important To Safety, or
Proposed changes to Technical Specifications, License, Special
Orders or Agreements, Recovery Operations Plan, Organization Plan,
or involve an Unreviewed Safety Question or a Significant
Environmental Impact. Also, those system operating procecures and
associated emergency, abnormal, alarm response nrocedures which
reguire NRC approval. In addition, those activities which exceed
PEIS values. Items which are determined to have Review
Significance recuire line SRG review.

ORGANIZATION PLAN - As used in this Gocument, the organization plan
is the plan refersnced by the T™MI-2 Technical Specifications

e 0255y




3.0

2.14 REVIEW - As used in this plan, review except Technical Review and
Independent Safety Review has two meanings:

adedbed Review for Concurrence - To be used when a documen®.
places requirements on the reviewing org;r‘,zauon with
which they should concur.

2.14.2 | Review for Comment - Persons may be requested to review
and comment (including alternative recommendations) to
the Originator without concurrence.

2.15 PREPARER - The person who is responsible for the development of
items such as Policies, Flans or Procecures. In the GAU Nuclear
Corporate Policies, Plans and Procedure System, this person is
referred to as the Originator.

2.16 PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (FEIS) - NRC document
prepared to describe t'.2 envirormental impact of the TMI-2 recovery
program. Includes mumerical impact values used to detemmine
acceptability of the program.

2.17 RECOVERY MODE - A condition in which the reactor is subcritical
with an average reactor coolant temperature of less than 280°F.

2.18 IMPLEMENTING APFROVAL - The signature of a Manager (or person with
a higher title) which indicates that the procduct .has been properly
prepared and reviewed and is thereby released for implementation.

2.19 LICENSING BASIS DOCUMENT (LBD) - Any document which is recognized
by a regulatory agency as part of the licensing basis of the :
plant. These documents include the FSAR, Technical Evaluation
Reports (TERs), System Descriptions (SDs), Emergency Plan, Offsite
Dose Calculation Manual, Security Plan, Fire Protection Plan,
Quality Assurance Plan, FEIS, NFOES pemnit and any other similar
documents which have been officially submitted to a regulatory

agency .
ADMINISTRAT ION

val and Au

3.1.1 The docketed TMI-2 Organization Plan and changes thereto
shall be approved by the Office of the President, GPU
NJclear Corporation.

3.1.2 Changes to the docketed Organization Plan shall be
submitted to the NRC for approval prior to implementation.

3.1.3 The QA Department shall conduct annual audits to verify
conformance of the organization with the Organization
Plan. SRG shall review the results of such augits and
make recommendations as appropriate.
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3.2 Technical Scecificstion Title Cross-Referemce

This section has been deleted. The TMI-2 Recovery Technical
Specifications have been revised to properly reflect GRUNC
indivicual titles.

REVIEW AND AUDIT ot '

4.1 Technical Review end Control

The Vice President and/or Director of each division within GPU
Nuclear Corporation as indicated in Figure 1.1, shall be
responsible for ensuring the preparation, review, and approval of
documents required by the activities within their functicnal area
of responsibility for ™MI-2. Implementing approvals shall te
perfomed at the cognizant section manager/director level or
above. Independent safety review and audit shall be conducted in
accordance with this Organization Plan.

For items such as those described in paragraphs 4.2.5.a, b and ¢,
the RTR perfomms the initial screening to determine the reguirement
for line SRG review. For other items, such as those described in
paragraphs 4.2.5.d, e and i{., responsible line management in the

af fected departments has this responsibility.

4.1.1 Each procedure required by Technical Specification 6.8
and other procedures including those for test and
experiments and changes thereto shall be prepared by a
designated individual(s)/grouwp knowledgeable in the ares
affected by the procedure. Each such procedure, and
changes thereto, shall be given a technical review by an
individual(s)/group other than the preparer, but who may
be from the same organization as the individual who
prepared the procedure or change.

4.1.2 Proposed changes to the Technical Specifications shall be
reviewed by a lmowled?eable individual(s)/growp other
than the indivicual(s) group who prepared the change, and
the SRG.

4.1.3 Proposed modifications to unit structures, systems anc
components shall be designed by an
individual/organization knowledgeable in the areas
affected by the proposed modification. Each such
modification shall be technically reviewed by an
indivicual/growp other than the indivicdual/grow which
designed the modification but may be from the same group
as the individual who designed the modification.

a.l1.4 Proposed tests and experiments shall be reviewed by a
knowledgeable individual(s)/group other than the preparer
but who may be from the same division as the indivicual
who prepared the tests and experiments.




4.1.6

4.1.7

4.1.8

401.9

4.1.10

The Security Plan and implementing procedures shall be
reviewed by a knowledgeable individual(s)/growp other
than the individual(s)/groun which prepared them.

The Emergency Plan and implementing pro s shall be
ceviewed by a knowledgeable individual(s)Ygrouwp other
than the indivigual(s)/grow which prepared them.

The Recovery Operations Plan and implementing procedures
and changes thereto shall be reviewed by a knowledgeable
individual/group other than the individual/grouwp which
prepared them. .

Indivicuals responsible for reviews performes in
accordance with 4.1.1 through 4.1.7 shall include a
determination of whether or not additional
cross-disciplinary review is necessary. If deemed
necessary, such review shall be performed by the
appropriate personnel.

Written records of activities performed under
specifications 4.1.1 through 4.1.8 shall be maintained.

Responsible Technical Reviewers shall meet or exceed the
qualifications of ANSI/ANS-3.1 - 1978 Section 4.4 for
Reactor Engineering, Instrumentation and Control, .
Chemistry and Radiochemistry, Radiation Protection and
Quality Assurance Reviewers or have seven (7) years of
appropriate experience in the area of their specialty. .
All other RTR's shall meet Section 4.6 i.e. shall either,
(1) have a Bachelor's Degree in Engineering or the
physical sciences and three years of professional-level
ex7erience in the area being reviewed or, (2) have seven
years of appropriate experience in the field of their
specialty. An individual performing reviews may possess
competence in more than one specialty area. Credit
toward experience will be given for advanced degrees on a
one-for-one basis w to a maximum of two years.

4.2 Independent Safety Review Funmction

4.2.1

4.2.2

The Vice President and/or Director of each division
within GPU Nuclear Corporation as indicated in Figure 1.1
shall be responsible for ensuring the Independent Safety
Review of the subjects described in 4.2.5 within his
assigned area of safety review responsibility.

Independent safety review shall be completed by an
indivicual/grow not having direct responsibility for the
perfommance of the activities under review, but who may
be from the same functicnally cognizant corganization as
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4.2.3

4.2.4

4.2.5

the individual/group performing the original work. For
those documents determined to be Review Significant, the
Independent Safety Review shall be performed by or under
the cognizance of SRG.

GPU Nuclear Corporation shall collectivelf have or rave
aco®ss to the experience and competerce required to
independently review subjects in the following areas:

-l' (:. t-‘-ETO’QﬂD.OCT.

Nuclear unit operations
Nuclear engineering
Chemistry and radiochemistry
Metallurgy

Instrumentation and control
Radiological safety
Mechanical engineering
Electrical engineering

‘Administrative controls and q.ulity assurance

practices

Emergency plans and related organizaticn, procedures
and equipment

Other appropriate fields such as radioactive waste
oge;:;ion associated with the unique characteristics
0 -2.

Consultants may be utilized to provide expert advice.

The following subjects shall be independently reviewed:

wWritten safety evaluations of changes in the
facility as described in the Safety Analysis Report,
Technical Evaluation Reports, or docketed System
Descriptions, of changes in procedures as described -
in the Safety Analysis Report, Technical Evaluation
Reports, or docketed System Descriptions, and of
tests or experiments not described in the Safety
Analysis Report, Technical Evaluation Reports, or
docketed System Descriptiocns, which are completec
without prior NRC approval under the provisions of
10CFR 50.55(a)(l). This review by SRG is to verify
that such changes, tests or experiments dic not
involve a change in the Technical Specifications or
an Unreviewed Safety Question.

Proposed changes in procedures, proposed changes in
the facility, or proposed tests or experiments, any
of which involves a change in the Technical
Specifications or an unreviewed safety question
shall be reviewed by SRG prior to implementation.
Changes. to Review Significant procedures which
revision is not deemed to be Review Significant
shall not be required to be reviewed by SRC pricr to
implementation.

o7 e 0355y




4.2.6

c. Proposed changes to Technical Specifications or
license amendments shall be reviewed by SRG prior to
submittal to the NRC for approval.

d. Violations, deviations, and reportabje events which
require 24 hour reporting to the in writing.
Such reviews are performed after the fact. Review
of events covered under this subsection shall
include results of any investigations made and the

. recommendations resulting from such investigations

to prevent or reduce the probability of recurrence
of the event. SRG shall review all 24 hour
reportable events and make recommendations as
appropriate.

e. Investigation of all violations of the Technical
Specifications including the preparation and
forwarding of reports coverirg evaluation and
recommendations to prevent recurrence, shall be
coordinated and reviewed by TMI-2 SRG. :

f. Special reviews, investigations or analyses and
reports thereon as reguested by the Office of the
Director TMI-2 or the Licensing and Nuclear Safety
Directcr shall be performed by TMI-2 SRG.

g. Written summaries of audit reports in the areas
specified in section 4.3.

h. Recognized indications of an unanticipated
deficiency in some aspect of design or operation of
structures, systems, or components, that could
affect nuclear safety or radicactive waste safety.
If of Review Significance, SRG shall review.

i. Any other matters involving safe operation of the
nuclear power plant which the SRGC deems appropriate
for consideration, or which is referred to the SRG.

Reports of reviews encompassed in Section 4.2.5 shall be
maintained.
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4.3 Aydits

. 4.3.1

Audits of unit activities shall be performed in
accordance with the TMI-2 Recovery QA Pla‘. These audits
shall encompass:

The conformance of unit operations to provisions
contained within the Technical Specifications and
applicable license conditions at least once per 12
months.

The performance, training and qualificaticns of the
entire unit staff at least once per 12 months.

The verification of the norconformances and
corrective actions program as related to actions
taken to correct deficiencies occurring in unit
ecuipment, structures, systems or methods of
operation that affect nuclear safety at least once
per 6 months.

The performance of activities required by the
Recovery Quality Assurance Plan to meet the criteria
of Appendix "B", 10 CFR 50, at least once per 24 -
mor’tﬁs. : 4

The Emergency Plan and implementing procecures at
least orce per 12 months.

The Security Plan and implementing procedures at
least once per 12 montns.

The Racdiation Protection Plan and implementing
procedures at least once per 12 months.

The Fire Protection Program and implementing
procedures at least once per 24 months.

An independent fire protection and loss prevention
program inspection and technical audit shall be
performed annually utilizing either qualifieg

of fsite licensee personnel or an outside fire
protection fimm.

An inspection and technical audit of the fire
protection and loss prevention program, by an
outside qualified fire consultant at intervals no
greater than 3 years.

Any other area of unit operation considerec

appropriate by the SRG or the Office cf the
Presigent-GAINC.
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4.3.2

4.4 Safety Review Gro SRG

4.4.1

4.4.2

4.4.3

4.4.4

4.4.5

4.4.6

4.4.7

Audit reports encompassed by sections 4.3.1 shall be
forwarded for action to the management positions
responsible for the areas audited and SRC within 60 days
after completion of the audit. SRG will review specified
audits perfomed by QA and make rccmmv.ims as
appropriate.

ksoirad. Teech

Spae.

The SRG shall be a full-time grow o »
independent of the Site Operations or Engineering s ’

and located onsite within the T™MI-2 division. (See
Figure 1.2).

The ™I-2 SRG shall consist of the Manager, SRC and a
minimum staff of 5 engineers.

The SRG shall report to the Licensing & Nuclear Safety
Department Director within the TMI-2 Division.

The review functions of the SRG shall include:

1) the independent safety review activities stated in
Section 4.2.5.

2) assessment of unit operations and performance and
unit safety programs from a safety perspective. .

3) any other matter involving safe cperations at the
nuclear power plant that the Manager, SRG or
Licensing and Nuclear Safety Director ceem
appropriate for consideration.

For those reviews requiring expertise cutside that
possessed by SRG, SRG is authorized tc require reviews by
other company groups as deemed appropriate by the
Manager, SRG and Licensing and Nuclear Safety Director.
SRG may also utilize consultant expertise as it deems

appropriate.

The SRG shall have access to the unit and unit records as
necessary to perform its evaluations and assessments.
Based on its reviews, the SRG shall provide
recommendations to the management positions responsible
for the areas reviewed. The SRG shall have authority to
require independent reviews by other crganizations as
necessary to complete its functional responsibilities.

The SRG engineers shall have either; (1) a Bachelor's
Degree in Engineering or the Physical Sciences and five
(5) years of professional level experience in the nuclear
power field ircluding technical swpporting functions, or,
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4.4.8

(2) 3 years of appropriate experience. Credit toward
experience will be given for advance degrees on a
one-to-one basis up to a maximum JY two years.

Although day to day results of evaluationg by the SRC are
communicated directly to the responsible @epartment by
the SRG, special reports are prepared only for items
deemed appropriate by SRGC as concurred with by the
(icensing and Nuclear Safety Director. These reports of
evaluations and assessments by SRGC shall be prepared,
approved, and then transmitted toc the office of the
Director, TMI-2 and the management pocsition responsible
for the area reviewed through the Licensing and Nuclear
Safety Director. These reports shall be maintained for
the life of the operating license.
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$ ' UNITED STATES

)
’: NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION /
_ ? WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555
&
N WS March 25, 1983 "

R - .
CHAIRMAN
MEMORANDUM FOR: S‘James J. Cummings, Director
Office of Inspector and Auditor

Ben B. Haves, Director /‘,o/dzz ?
Office of Investigations 2_ /4/

f)
p 4
M & ", ' iy
FRO!M: Nunzio J.Palladino ; /'7 “,//
(
/ 'JJ 4’.
SUBJECT: TMI-2 ALLEGATIONS / 74

The allegations provided by the Government Accountability
Project regarding improper actions at TMI-2 are to be
investigated by OI and OIA, with assistance from the EDO on
their technical aspects.

In addition to addressing the allegations touching upon the
conduct of the licensee and its contractors, I would like OI
to assume the responsibility for coordinating:

(1) with the EDO, the identification and application
of technical staff resources that may be required
to address the allegations;

(2) with OIA, the scope and schedule of OIA's
examination of allegations touching upon the
conduct of NRC employees.

I would like 0I_;g_2;géigg_ﬁ_SQQIQIEQSEQ_Eﬁéﬂ_IQI_QQdressing
the allegations, incIUding the scope and type of inquiries
or investigations envisioned, the resources to be applied, a
schedule of near term steps, and a preliminary estimate of
tiie overall time frame these activities might entail. This

plan should be provided to the Commission by March 31.

cc: Commissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Ahearne
Commissioner Roberts
Commissioner Asselstine
SECY
0OGC
OPE
OCA
OPA
ASLBP
ASLAP
EDO



5 UNITED STATES
oy & NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION //)
S— WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 A
o May 27, 1983
AET R B
MEMORANDUM FOR: Hollis Bowers, Assistant Director for Investigations

Office of Inspector and Auditor

FROM: William J. Ward, Director /WM
Division of Field Operatioﬁs
Office of Investigations

SUBJECT: STATEMENT BY TMIPO DEPUTY DIRECTOR

Enclosed is a copy of a May 24, 1983 memorandum to me from OI Investigator

James Vorse describing the circumstances surrouhging, and forwarding, a written
statement by Mr. Lake Barrett, Deputy Program Director, TMIPO. I am transmitting /-
it to you as it discusses an aspect of the TMI-2 allegations not within the
jurisdirtion of OI.

Lw
Enclosures:
as stated 4

1
cc: B.B.Hayes, OI L’/)L
A

Lake Barrett, TIMPO
J. Vorse, Ol /

A ~

/b/
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May 24, 1983

'

MEMORANDUM FOR: William J. Ward, Director
Division of Field Offices
Office of Investigations

FROM: James Y. Vorse, Invesigator
Office of Investigations
- SUBJECT: STATEMENT BY TMIPO DEPUTY PROGRAM DIRECTOR

On April 13 and 14, 1983, Lake Barrett, Deputy Program Director, T™IPO,
was interviewed by Investigators Vorse and Meeks regarding the Parks et al,
affidavits. During the interviews some questions were asked relating to
NRC review of GPU rough drafts before the procedures had gone all the way
through the GPU/Bechtel review chain. The intent of the question was not
to determine whether or not there was collusion between the NRC and the
licensee but rather the extent the licensee could use the rough drafts to
influence decisions by responsible licensee personnel. At the conclusion
of the interview, Mr. Barrett stated that we (0I) had not addressed any of
the NRC collusion allegations. I explained that it was an OIA issue and
that we (0I) were not going to investigate that area.

On May 19, 1983 while reviewing Mr. Barrett's final statement, it was
noted that he had added additional information which had not been discussed
. during the April 13 and 14 interview and which clearly was an alleged /
collusion issue brought up by Mr. King during the congressional hearings.
Mr. Barrett was advised that it was an OIA issue and that we did not want
it included in the statement.

On May 20, 1983, Barrett provided Vorse with a supplemental statement dated ,
May 19 which is attaciied to this memorandum. I explained, once again, that
this was within OIA's jurisdiction and that they would investigate. Barrett
stated he wanted it on the record since his first statement could be made
public if asked for, and he wanted to make his response to the alleged collu-
sion also known to the public.

I did not have Mr. Barrett sign the statement and told him to retain it
until OIA conducts their interviews.

Attachment:
As stated
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Place: Middletown, Pennsylvania

Date: May 18, 1983

1, Lake BARRETT, hereby make the following voluntary statement to ‘nvestigators
J. Vorse and R. Meeks, who have identified themselves to me as Investigators
with the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 1 make this statement freely with
no threats or promises of reward having been made to me. .

In reference to my original statement, dated April 13 & 14, 1983, 1 would like
to add additional comments concerning the allegation that the TMIPO submits

drafts to Messrs. ARNOLD or KANGA for editing and comments.

For the record 1 would like to comment on a statement that Mr. KING made before

the UDALL Committee, which relates to this subject. Mr. KING stated that:

"My most serious concerns involved NRC-licensee collusion. It was ~
well-known that the NRC worked out the contents of NRC public letters in
advance with site management. For instance, 1 was in Mr. Kanga's office
when Mr. Barrett called to inform him that he was going to send us a
letter about a particular violation concerning waste removal. Mr. Kanga
had told Mr. Barrett that I was there and turned on the box for conference
calls. Mr. Kanga told Mr. Barrett how site management would publicly
respond to the letter, if it were sent as Mr. Barrett described. The NRC
did not send the letter.”

The conversation that Mr. KING refers to did tzke place in late 1982 or

early 1683, but was actually quite different than he implies. There was no

"wyiolation concerning waste removal” at all. What I wes doing was " jawboning"

GPU into expediting the resoluticn of a fiscal contractual problem that could
delay the shipment of the highly redioactive EPICOR 11 prefilg;rs from TMI to a
DOE facility. Once the technical safety issues were resolved on the packaging!
and shipping of the EPICOR 11 prefilters the only, thing preventing their
removal (end subsequent public risk reduction) from TMI was GPU arranging for

special licensed shipping casks. GPU wes engaged in complex finzncial
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negotiations with the only two commercial suppfiers of these casks. The
negotiations were difficult for GPU and it was not clear to my staff that top
GPU management was involved. I wanted to be sure that GPU was mov‘ng forward
with 2 "good faith" effort to promptly resolve any delays. 1 called KANGA and
told him that 1 was pressuring him into promptly resolving the negotiations
problem and expedite shipping. 1 recall I did state that I would send 2 letter
with specific shipping dates if his people could not promptly resolve the
negotiations with the cask suppliers. Mr. KANGA responded (with Mr. KING
listening) that an NRC letter would adversely impact his negotiations with the
only two cask suppliers. He said a public letter 1ike that in the hands of the
two suppliers would put GPU "over the.barrel" and would force GPU to pay what-
ever the suppliers wanted. This wou]d.increase costs and adversely impact the
cleanup because GPU only had a limited amount of money such that cask rental

increases would reduce cleanup efforts in some other area.

1 told Mr. KANGA that I now understood the negotiation situation better and
realize that interference from me could weaken GPU from a commercial stand-
point. 1 told him if he did not firm up the schedule in about one week I would
send a letter. He agreed and he did promptly resolve the negotiations and GPU
did expedite the shipments. In fact, GPU is now ahead of schedule on removing

this material from TMI. ;

1 believe I acted in the public's best interest in this matter and wouldn't
hesitate to do likewise on &ny future similar circumstance. 1 think that
Mr. KING's citing of this event shows his inability to consider the brozder

implication of at least this issue,
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1 have read the foregoing statement consisting of 3 typed pages. I have made
and initialed any necessary corrections and have signed my name in ink in the
margin of each page. 1 swear that the foregoing sEgtement is true and correct

to the best of my knowledge. Signed on _%7e at 70 i

(date t"ne
SIGNATURE: %(\//é %[g ﬂn@
Subscribed and sworn before me this day of + 39 .
at

INVESTIGATOR:

(Name)

WITNESS:

(Neme & Title)
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TELEPHONE OR VERBAL CONVERSATION RECORL W B

[0 INCOMING CALL

3 OUTGOING CALL

Dlwsrr

PERSON CALLING

OFFICE/ADDRESS PHONE NUMBER ] € XTENSION

6/17/83

6/22/83 -

6/22/83

6/23/83

Pat McKenna
PERSON CALLED OFFICE/ADDRESS PHONE NUMBER [ EXTENSION
T. Devine 234-9882
CONVERSATION
SUBJECT
SUMMARY

Request interview with Mr. Parks; Devine will recontact
after conferral w/client (Parks).

Devine calls. Meeting scheduled for 6/22/83 at 10:00 am in OIA.

Devine calls McKenna to advise
Client (Parks) has not arrived
rescheduling for tamorrow.

must cancel 10:00 am meeting.
at GAP office. Request

McKenna called Devine after conferral w/H.Bowers to confirm
meeting for 6/23/83 at 10:00 am in OIA. Confimed by Devine 2:01 m

Devine called McKenna from vicinity of H Street to advise he
will "try to get on 10:00 am shuttle to Bethesda,"

(arrival scheduled 10:40 am). Devine requested I pick him
up at Bethesda shuttle bus arrival; I advised that was not
possible and suqggested he might consider walking to

East Viest Towers fram MVEB or Phillips Building.

REFERRED TO

Conversation lasted approximately 1 minute.
O Apbvise me oF

ACTION REQUESTED

4
s Ak
y - / ACTION TAKEN.

. —

ACTION TAKEN
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November 27, 1985

Thomas Devine, Esq.

Government Accountability Project
19901 Que Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C, 20009

Dear Mr., Devine:

On June 24, 1985, Mr, Richard D, Parks, accompanied by you as counsel, was
interviewed at the Office of Inspector and Auditor (0OIA) concerning
allegations of inaccuracies in the reporting of his comments during an OIA
interview, dated June 23, 1983. Mr. Parks related that within 30 days he
would provide additional information and allegations concerning the Three Mile
Island Nuclear Power Station.

We contacted you as late as October 1985 in an effort to obtain the additional
information from Mr., Parks. It is our understanding that Mr. Parks has
decided to not furnish this information. Therefore, we will continue our
review of the allegations made by the Government Accountability Project to the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission on our 1983 investigation.

If Mr. Parks decides at a later date to provide specific information to our
office, we would be pleased to review it.

Sincerely,

P .
ERIrer B T

Sharon R, Connelly, Director
Office of Inspector and Auditor

Distribution:
Reading
File

Ltr/Devine/Tony

11/27/85|
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August 4, 1983 KV

Chairman Nunzic 2. Palladino
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Chairman Palladino:

This is to notify you that Bechtel North American Power
Corporation and Richard Parks today announced a mutually
amicable agreement to return Mr, Parks to full time work
for the company.

Mr. Parks has accepted an assignment as a senior start-up
engineer at the Cool Water.plant, a pioneering coal gasification
project in Southern California.

Mr. Parks is withdrawing his complaint now pending before
the U.S. Department of Labor alleging harassment by Bechtel,
and will notify the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the
House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee.

— .
»

Very truly yours,

.Thomas .Devine
. Lega]l Director

. Counsel for Mr., Parks



