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March 20, 1984 822-1215
Administrative Judge Administrative Judge
Gary J. Edles, Chairman John H. Buck
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Board Board
U.S. Nuclear Requlatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.,C. 20555 Washington, D.C. 20555

Administrative Judge

Christine N. Kohl

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

wWashington, D.C. 20555

In the Matter of
Metropolitan Edison Company
(Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit No. 1)
Docket No. 50-289

Dear Chairman Edles and Administrative Judges Buck »nd Kohl:

In accordance with our practice of notifying tiae Appeal Board
and the parties of changed circumstances or new informacion on
issues under consideration, Licensee hereby provides two letters
from Licensee to the NRC Staff.

In the enclosed March 7, 1984 letter irom Mr. H. Hukill,
Director, TMI-1l, to Mr, J. F. Stolz, Division of Licensing, Office
of Nuclear Reactcr Requlation, Lir~ensee identified to the Staff
the reviews of the teaching performance, ability and attitude
of Mr. DD conducted in 1983.
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Administrative Judge Gary J. Edles
Administrative Judge John H. Buck
Administrative Judge Christine N. Kohl
March 20, 1984

Page Two

In the enclosed February 28, 1984 letter (with attachments)
from Mr. P. R. Clark, President, GPU Nuclear to Mr. Richard C.
DeYoung, Office of Inspection and Enforcement (I&E), Licensee
responded to the I&E letter of February 3, 1984 forwarding
a Notice of Violation based on the NRC's investigation of
allegations raised by former TMI-2 Site Operations personnel.

Respectfully submitted,

L borvrath. /5.;@&:«414__

Deborah B. Bauser
Counsel for Licensee

DBB: jah
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cc: Service List
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GPU Nuclear Corporat’' ™n

pﬂ ucgear Post Office Box 480

Route 441 South
Middletown, Pennsyivania 17057-0191
717 944.7621
TELEX 84-2386
Vriter's Direct Dial Number:

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Attn: J. F. Stolz, Chief

Operating Reactors Braunch No. 4
Division of Licensing

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Sir:

Island Nuclear Station, Unit I (TMI-1)
Operating License No. DPR-50
Docket No. 50-289
Training Observation

A\s discussed betw ee1 you and Dr. R. L. Long on December 2, 1983, GPUN has continued
to moaitor DD's performance and has determined that DD's teaching ability, attitude
and willingne to coopera:e has been satisfactory. DD no longer holds an operating
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GPU Nuclear Corporation is a subsidiary of the General Public Utilities Corporaticn




201 263-6500
TELEX 135-482
Writer's Direct Dial Number:

GPU Nuclear
Nuclear 100 Interpace Parkway
Parsippany, New Jersey 07054

(201) 263-6797
4410-84-L-0001
February 28, 1984

Office of I.spection and Enforcement
Attn: Mr. Richard C. DeYoung

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dear Mr. DeYoung:

Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit 2 (TMI-2)
Operating License No. DPR-73
Docket No. 50-320
Response to Office of Investigation Report

This letter is provided in response to your letter of February 3, 1984, which
forwarded a Notice of Violation based on the NRC CFfice of Investigations'
investigation of aliegations raised by former TMI-2 Site Operations
personnel. The attachment to this letter provides GPUNC's detailed response
to each citation. For your convenience the documents referenced in the
responses are enclosed even though all have been submitted previously to the
NRC.

As a general conclusion, on the subject of these violations, the following
excerpt from GPUNC letter dated January 16, 1984, Mr. P. R. Clark to

Mr. H. R. Denton, is as applicadble to this Notice of Vioiation as it was the
Uffice of Investigations Interim Report:

.

ol ¥ Some activities at TMI-2 were not conducted in conformance with
applicable administrative requirements. We fully endorse the need
for adequate administrative controls. Mr. Kuhns' letter (of
November 1, 1983) made clear that we accept responsibility for any

GPU Nuclear is a part of the Generai Public Utilities System



February 28, 1984

Mr. Richard C. DeYoung -2 - 4410-84-L-003)

deficiencies in their content or implementation. We have
undertaken and are committed to completing the actions needed to
correct the identified problems.

Physical work at TMI-2 was accomplished safely.
GPU Nuclear management displayed an active regard for safety.

GPU Nuclear management did not discourage the raising of safety
issues or suppress their consiceration.

GPU Nuclear management recognized the structural and communications
problems within the organization, was actively involved in
correcting them ant is proceeding to complete those actions.”

GPUNC believes that the underlying causes for the non-compliances cited in the

attachment
addressed.

sle
Attachment

Enclosures:

have been identified and have been or are being effectively

Very truly yours,

/s/ P. R. Clark

P. R. Clark
President

Stier Report Volume IV

GPUNC Letter 4410-83-L-0244 dateu October 11, 1983
GPUNC Letter 4410-83-L-0257 dated Octcober 25, 1983
GPUNC Letter dated January 16, 1984 from P. R. Clark to
H. R. Denton



II.

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Administrative Procedure AP 1047, "“Startup and Test Manual", paragraph
1.1.2, establishes the authority of the Test Working Group (TWG) as the
central approval and coordinating body for the Unit 2 Recovery Test
Program. Paragraph 2.2.C establishes review and approval of test
procedures prior to test performance as one of the principle
responsibilities of the TWG.

Contrary to the above, the RBPC No-Load Test Procedure was written,
approved, and performed without the TWG's review and concurrence. Unit
Work Instruction (UWI) 4374-3891-83-PG-2, the UWI for BNoC Work Package
M0048 which implemented the RBPC No-Load Test was signed as having been
completed by the Responsible Supervisor on February 16, 1983. However,
TWG meeting notes show that the TWG had not met for any reason for a
period beginning from October 2, 1981, and ending March 4, 1983.

GPUNC_RESPONSE

GPUNC concurs that the RBPC No-Load Test Procedure was written, approved,
and performed without the TWG's prior review and ccncurrence. The
reasons for this administrative non-compliance are extensively discussed
in the TMI-Z Management and Safety Allegations Report (Stier Report)
prepared by Edwin H. Stier for GPUNC (Volume IV, Polar Crane Allegations
Section pages 28-32 and 71-79) and provided to the NRC via Mr. Clark's
letter dated January 16, 1984. As part of the corrective action for this
occurrence the TWG met on September 14, 1983, to review the no-load test
plan and at this meeting verbally approved the results. As followup to
this review TWG formally documented its approval of the no-load test (See
GPUNC Letter 4410-83-L-0244 dated October 11, 1983, and GPUNC Letter
4410-83-L-0257 dated October 25, 1983). Additionally, GPUNC Letter
4410-83-L-0244 stated that AP 1047 wouid be complied with on a mandatory
basis and that all personnel involved with polar crane activities,
including contractors, would be trained on this procedure and other
selected procedures. Tnis activity is on-going. All personnel involved
with testing of the polar crane are trained on AP-1047 before their
active involvement in such activity.

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

GPU Nuclear Quality Assurance Program, paragraph 3.1.2.2, Revision 1,
dated September 1, 1982, requires that the Quality Assurance department
review administrative policies, procedures, and instructions which
gellneate the methods of complying with the Recovery Quality Assurance
rogram.

Contrary to the above, the Quality Assurance Department did not review
COPI-20 which delineated QC requirements and how to estabiish
hold/witness points for OC coverage.



III.

GPUNC RESPONSE

GPUNC agrees that CDPI-20 was not reviewed by the Quality Assurance
Department. However, GPUNC disagrees with the citation in that CDPI-20
did not delineate QC Requirements for activities nor define how to
establish hold/witness points for QC coverage. CDPI-20, Control and
Documentation of work after release by GPUNC, was a procedure written by
BNoC for Document Control. Its intent was to define the methods for
collecting documentation of work for turnover.

Tne QC requirements and Hold/Witness points for the Polar Crane were
established in the Polar Crane Functiona! Description and were concurred
with by Quality Assurance. These requirements were satisfactorily
implemented during the polar crane refurbishment program.

COPI-20 claimed to replace existing GPUNC procedures, which is
unacceptable. This problem was identified during the Polar Crane Review
Process and was corrected. In addition GPUNC Letter 4410-83-L-0244
provided a commitment to convert all COPI's (including COPI-20) into the
TMI-2 procedure program by the end of 1983. This activity was
accomplished in that GPUNC prncedures have been issued which supplant the
functions served by COPI's. Effective December 31, 1983 COPI's no longer
existed.

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Procedure AP 1021, "Engineering Change Memorandum (ECM)," states that an
ECM i1s the traveler by which proposed plant tie-in, betterment, and
modification packages are assembled, reviewed, and coordinated with GPU's
site organizations for their effects on the existing plant systems,
components, and structures.

Procedure AP 1043, "Work Authorization Procedure" establishes a means by
which proposed changes to TMI-2 are initiated, reviewed, and approved in
accordance with plant Technical Specifications. It requires a Work
Permit to be issued as the document to authorize initiation of werk
oroposed by an ECM and track the ECM work thiough completion, turnover,
test, and final records retention.

Contrary to the above, the following was performed using a BNoC Work
Package initead of the required GPU Nuclear-approved ECM or Work Permit.

A. A temporary Jib Crane was installed on the RBPC trolley using
BNoC Work Package M-0024.

B. The Polar Crane Pendant, Cable, and Festoon Cable was
fnstzlled using a "non-1ike" for "like" component replacement
via BNoC Work Package E-0046.
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C. The trolley power/control bypass was installed using a
“non-11ke" for "like" replacement via BNoC Work Package E-0055.

D. 200 amp fuses were installed in place of 300 amp fuses in the
polar crane main disconnect via BNoC Work Package E-0037.

GPUNC RESPONSE

GPUNC concurs that the activities identified in this section were
initially installed via a Work Package instead of :n ECM. This problem
was fdentified and documented by GPUNC Quality Assurance via Quality
Deficiency Report CHK-011-83 dated March 8, 1983. This and other
circumstances surrounding the situation are documented in the Stier
Report (Volume IV, Polar Crane Allegations Section, Pages 16-23). In
order to correct the immediate problem identified by on-going Polar Crane
Investigations, ECM's were generated for these modifications. GPUNC
Letter 4410-83-L-0244 committed to provide ECM's for the Installation of
the Jib Crane, Trolley Power/(7ntrol Bypass Cables, and the Pendant and
the Festoon Cable, and GPUNC Letter 4410-83-L-0257 documented completion
of these ECM's. On November 1, 1983 an ECM was issued to document
elimination of the Polar Crane Main Disconnect Fuses, a further
modification of the work identified in Item D above.

To prevent recurrence of this event, GPUNC conducted training on AP 1021
and AP 1043 for all personnel involved in Polar Crane Refurbishment and
testing activities as committed to in GPUNC Letter 4410-83-L-0244. This
training was completed as of November 11, 1983.

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

AP 1021, "Engineering Change Memorandum," Appendix A, Section 12.1.1.2
states that if an instrument Not Important to Safety (NITS) is installed
and its associated pressure probe penetrates and Important to Safety
(ITS) barrier, then the ECM shall be classified as Important to Safety
and subjected to the applicable QC, installation, and inspection
procedures.

Contrary to the above, the following Safety-Equipment Change
Modifications (S-ECM's) wer? issued with misclassification as follows:

A. S-ECM 1121, D-Ring Gantry Crane Railway was classified NITS
instead of ITS.

B. S-ECM 1066, Temporary Equipment Hatch Enclosure Wall was
classified NITS instead of ITS.

C. S-ECM 1053, Drain Path from OTSC A was classified NITS instead
of ITS.

D. S-ECM 1099, UNICOM Communication System was classified NITS
instead of ITS.
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GPUNC_RESPONSE

The apparent violation identified above fdentifies four specific ECM's
which the NRC states were issued with misclassifications, 1.e., the ECM's
were -lassified NITS vice ITS and thus by implication would not be
subjecy to the applicable QC installation and inspection procedures.

Cont.ary to the citation, S-ECM 1121, Revision 0, was clasiified

Impor tant to Safety when it was originally issued due to installation of
Liebig anchors in an ITS structure. GPUNC does concur that S-ECM's 1053,
1066, and 1099 were classified as NITS, however, each of these documents
identified applicable QC inspection scope which was concurred with by
GPUNC QA. Therefore, these S-ECM's did not bypass Quality Control.
Subsequent revisions to S-ECM's 1053 and 1099 were classified as ITS.
Additionally, if a revision is made to S-ECM 1066, the safety
classification will be changed to ITS, a revision to this ECM simply to
modify its safety classification is not needed in that the appropriate QC
requirements are incorporated into the existing ECM.

The general subject of improper safety classifications was a'so
extensively discussed in the Stier Report (Volume IV. Allegations of
Safety Review Deficiencies, Pages 2-9) and GPUNC Letter dated January 16,
1984, Mr. P. R. Clark to Mr. H. R. Denton. In order to prevent future
problems with classifications a revised Quality Classification List (QLL)
was issued on July 1, 1983, and Site Engineering was designated as the
organiz:*‘on responsible for making interpretations of the QCi.

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

AP 1043, "Work Authorization Procedure," describes the approved method of
authorizing work for plant and equipment modifications. AP 1047,
"Startup and Test Manual," authorizes the preparation, performance, and
documentation of the test program.

Contrary to the above, the licensee released the RBPC to construction
(BNoC) for refurbishment work via Joo Ticket CA-258. The Job Ticket
procedure, which 15 authorized by Maintenance Procedure 1407-1, has no
provisions for turning equipment over to construction and then
subsequently turning the equipment back to operations after testing and
modifications have been nerformed.

SPUNC RESPONSE

GPUNC agrees that the RBPC was releasc? to BNoC for the refurbishment
work via a Job Ticket. This issue is addressed in the Stier Report
(Voiume IV, Polar Crane Allegations Section, Pages 3-6) in which it is
concluded that Maintenance Procedure 1407:1 invoked the provisions of
4300-ADM-3240.01, Access to and Work in Containment Building. Thus there
was a procedural basis which permitted work to be performed on the polar
crane, and the procedures were specifically designed to authorize a
maintenance project such as the polar crane refurbishment. Therefore,
GPUNC disagrees with this specific citation, however, we do agree that




VI.

the refurbishment work and testing subsequent to turnover should have
been conducted in compliance with AP 1043 and 1047. We acknowledge those
procedures were not utilized in the instances referenced in citations I
and III1 above and our corrective action helps ensure such non-compliance
should not recur.

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

AP 1043, Work Authorization Procedure," Section 3.11.1 establishes
criteria to determine whether a PORC review of a Work Permit is regquired.

Contrary to the above, Work Permit 222-1 which implemented Field Change
Request FCR -P0014 involving Decontamination Experiment Penetration was
incorrectly avaluated in that a PORC review was not performed, although
such a review was required.

GPUNC RESPONSE

GPUNC agrees that Work Permit 222-1 was incorrectly evaluated with
respect to the requirements for a PORC review. The noncompliance was the
result of an individual instance of an incorrect evaluation by the
responsible engineer and Is judged not to be a programmatic problem.
However, Field Change Request FCR-P0014 was not implemented until ECM 963
was revised as required by the Field Change Request. Based on the ECM
revision a replacement Work Permit, 222-2, Revision O, was prepared which
was correctly evaluated as requiring PORC approval; ther=fore, no work
was accomplished on FCR-PQO14 without the required PORC review and
approval.

Since the time of this occurrence, two major changes have taken place
which affect the TMI-2 review and approval process for Engineering
activities. As of March 1, 1984 a new procedural system for performing
changes will be initiated which affect those changes commenced after that
date. As part of this new system the work permit will be superseded by
the Unit Work Instruction which requires a much more detailed evaluaticn
of each work activity. Additionally, Technical Specification Change
Request (TSCR) No. 40 was approved by the NRC and became effective on
November 1, 1983. This change request, in part, requires that each Unit
Work Instruction be concurred with by an independent reviewer who does
not have direct responsibility for the performance of the activity under
review. These changes were made independent of this event but will help
to prevent recurrence.



Attachment 1
4410-84-1~0031

Attachment 1 to the original letter was a copy of the Stler:Report,
Volume IV. This document is not being distributed intermally. If
you desire to review the report, please contact Mr. J. J. Byrne at
extension 8461 - T™MI-2.
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Post Office Box 480
Route 441 South

717 944-76210
TELEX 84-2388

7 Nuclear

October 11, 1983
4410-83-1-0244

GPU Nuclesr Corporation
Midaletown, Pennsylvania 17057

wiriter”s Direct Dial Numbei:

T Program Office
Attn: Mr. L. H, Barrett
Deputy Program Director
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
¢/o Three Mile Island Nuclear Statfon
Middletown, PA 17057-0191

Dear Sir:

|

\
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Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit 2 (TMI-2 !

Operating License No, DPR-73 |

Docket No. 50-320 |

Additional Polar Crane Refurbishment Information ‘

{n the process of responding to your request for additional
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1. Quality Assurance has performed a review of the work packages used to

accomplish the refurbistment of the Polar Crane. Fifty-two packages
were reviewed to determine 1f: the appropriate approvals were obtained,
fnspection results were documented, acceptable materfal was used,
fests were performed and tests results were appropriately documented,
modificatfons were approved by engineering, engineering reviewed and
approved the as-found conditfons as a result of the inspections, and
there was overal! complfance to adminfstrative controls.

The comments generated as a result of the review were satisfactorily

resolved by the Polar Crane Task Group and Design Engineering. There
- were no materfal or design problems found, however, 1t was found that
| the administrative controls for modifications and testing were wot
' cong11¢d with 1n 211 cases. These discrepancies were documented on &

Quality Deficiency Report. The corrective actions fdentified were:
1) Congly with the administrative controls for modi
for all future work and retrain all Recovery Program
ble for authorizing work activities n these administrative controls;

required

ficatfons and testing
personnel responsi- -



NIk

- . — ———

. - - —— —— —— — . p—————

- ———— - ——

L. H. Barrett «fn 4410-83-1-0244

2) convert all Recovery Programs Procedures that are required to satisfy
the TMI-2 License, Tech. Specs., Recovery Operations Plan, and wecovery
QA Plan into the Unit-2 Procedure Programs; and 3) the Unit Work Instruc-
tion will be utilized when required by procedure for all Recovery Programs
work activitfes.

The status of corrective action s as follows:

A. Recovery Programs is fn compliance with administrative controls
for modification and testing. Recent changes to the technical
ypecifications modifying the safety review process are being ac-
companied by a revision of the basic procedures governing the ac-
complishment of work at TMI-2, Training on the new procedural pro-
gram will be a continuing process as the new procedures are approved
and implenented. Please see Item 4 for additional corrective action.

B. Conversion of Recovery Programs procedures (COPI's) into the Trl-2
procedure program is in progress and will be completed by the end of 13982,

C. Implementation and authorization of Recovery Programs work activities
are done in accordance with the Unit Work .Instruction (UWI)
procedure. _ .

2. Engineering Change Memoranda (ECM's) for changes not previously covered
by this process are being produced now and will be subjected to the
normal review routing, facluding the Site Operatfons Department. This
process wi11 be completed and copies of these approved ECM's made avail-
able to the NRC by October 19, 1983, The three ECM's being produced
cover modifications regariing the JIb Crane, Trolley Power/Control
Bypass Cables, 2-d the Pendant and the Festoon Cable.

3. The first functional test of the refurbished polar crane was the ro-load
test. This was successfully performed in February, 1983, Though the
Test Working Group (TWG) did not approve the no-load test procedure pricr
to performance, the TNG met on September 14, 1983, and reviewed the test
plan and results. These results, reported by both the Polar Crane Task
Group and GPU QC, were verbally approved on September W, 1983. Formal
documentation of TWG approval of the polar crane no-load test will be
complete by October 19, 1983,

The polar crane load test was written and reviewed in accordance with
AP 1047, The current revision contains 211 the required TWG approval .
signatures. The Test Working Group s fully cognizant of all tests
completed and contemplated for the refurbished polar crane.

4. Administrative Procedures (AP 1021, 1043, and AP 1047) and operational
requirements (Load Test and Operating Procedures) govcrning polar crane
refurtishment and testing activities will be complied with on a mandatory
basis. A1) personnel involved with polar crane activities, including
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contractors, are in the process of training on these procedures and
requirements. Training on approved procedures will he complete by
Novamber 15, 1983, Training on procedures which are to be yet approved
by NRC will be accomplished before {mplementation of the covered activity.

We are continuing to review and monitor carefully all polar crane modifica-
tions, testing, and refurbishment work to ensure compliance with all
applicabie procedures and administrative requirements, i{ncluding training,
prior to load testin?. it s our fntentfon to keep you fully informed of
all significant developments in this regard.

Sincerely,

/s/ B. K. Kanga

B. K. Kanga
Director, TMI.2

BKR/CMH/rb

cc: Dr. B.J. Snyder, Program Director - TMI Program Office
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Attachment 3
4410--04-L~0031

» GPU Nuclear Corporation
! Post Office Box 480
[{]Nuclear Posi Ot S
Middlietown, Pennsyivania 17057-0181
. 717 944-7€21

o~ TELEX 84-2386
S, P Wiriter's Direct Dial Number:

October 25, 1983
4410-83-1L-0257

TMI Program Office
Attn: Mr. L. H. Barrett
Deputy Program Director
US Nuciear Regulatory Commission
¢/c Three Mile Island Nuclear Station
Middletown, FA 17057

Dear 5.7:

14-Parsty.
lerd-Tyir. 173

Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit 2 (TMI-2) THR T
Operating License No. DPR-73 N
Docket No. 50-320
Additional Polar Crane Refurbishment Information TR
e
The purpose of this letter is to ugdate the status of Items 2 lwg;:- :
and 3 in GPUNC Letter 4410-83-L-0244 from B. K. Kanga to T .

L. H. Barrett dated October 11, 1983. ~er-Farais:

thTrlr.

imore-Parsip.

Item 2 stated that three (3) ECM's would be prepared by T

October 19, 1983. These ECM's have been approved and are Citar o
available for your inspection. Ly

Item 3 stated that the Teet Workin Groug (TWG) approval of the eie
y

polar cranes no-load test would be formslly documented. This
has also bcan done and the documentation is available for NRC

inspection. Ly M‘g.,ﬁr’

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. J. J. Byrne of
my staff.

Sincerely,

/s/ J. J. Barton for

B. K. Kanga
Director, TMI-2

BKK/RBS/jep

CC: Dr. B. J. Snyder, Program Director - TMI Program Office

GPU Nuclear Corporation is 8 subsidiary of the General Public Utilities Corporation
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Parsippany. New Jersey 07054
20! 263 S 02

Wiiler's Divect Dial Number:

(201) 263-6797

Jasuary 16, 1984

Mr. Harold R, Denton, Director

0ffice of Wuclaar Reactor Begulation
: United States Nuclear Regulatory Comnission
. Mail Stop P-420
. Washington, DC 203533

Dear Mr, Dentoni

On September 1, 1963, the NRC's Office of Iovestigations (01) 4ssued an
Ioterim feport oo sn investigation into allegations by Messrs. Parks,
Gischel, and King regarding sctivities at =hree Mile Island Unit 2. This
Interim Report was forvarded to the Coumission by & sesorandus dated
September 1, 1983 from the Director of OI.

This letter provides our comments on the OI Isterim Zeport asd its
forvarding semorandum. 12 fulfills both the promise ia

Mr. William G, Kuhos' letter dated Novesber 1, 1983 to NRC Chairman
Nunsio J. Palladine to provide comments to the staff and separate
coumitnants made by other CYU Nuclear pecple in discussions with the
staff. 4

¥e bave vaited te comment on the O1 Interim Report until the completion
of both the CPU Nuclear coucissioned investigetion by Zdviz W, stier,
Esq. into the allegations that initiated the OI investigation and of ou~
{oternal reviev, Volumes I and IV of the Stier Report, which relate t2
fcsues discussed iz the OI Interim Report, &re enclosed for reference and
comparison with tha 01 Iaterim Report. Also enclosed 48 & September 23,
1983 letter from Mr, Scier sddressing some of the major points.

The O1 Interim Report sets forth, ia Part D10 entitled, “Results of the
Techaical Examination of Alisged Procadural and Kanagerisl Deficiencies
at Three Mile Island, Unit 2, tvelve general issues covered by Ol's do~
vestigation. Stier's investigation coversd in considerable detail the
specific allegations in the enployse's affidavits, The differences ina
scope and structure of the two {nvestigations und the Teports make it
impractical to cross reference specific sections that cover the same
{ssuas. Nowevar, we hove sssessed the extent to which the Stier Report
and the OI Interis Report cover the same {ssues and conclude that the
Stier Report approximates the coverage 4a the OI Interis Report im most
Tespects.

. e o k. P anacel B | itilities Corooration
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This lette: 'nl 4is sttachment comm:at on OI's general fscues. Ve
sddrass tha fsnues in the following categories:

L
= Management's Attitudes and Motives
= Adbarenca to Adainistrative Requirements
= Techuica) Judgments on "liyortast teo Sefety” Clzesifications

- Consistency of Organization and Staffing with ' . shnical
Specificaiicns ;

« QA Program and Macsgement Support of it
« Punctioning of the WEC'a TMI Program Office

" Mr, Barold R, Daxtom 3= : January 16, 1984

Zach of tiess categories is addressed in Attachment I to this letter.
While the bulk of the comments Tely on the Stier Report, ve have provided
additionsl comments om the Quality Assurance Progras and the conformance
rof the TMI-2 Organizaticn to the Technical Specifications based on our

{nternal reviev.

¥s recognize that the GI Report is “Interis”. WNonetheless, we are com~
cirned by the conclusions which may bave been drawvn from the luterims

Repots and the forvarding memorandum of September 1, 1983 from the
Direztor of Ol to Chalrman Palladine.

¥e bDelieve that the total i{nformation now availaula does mot support the
preliminary cooclusions on the major {88 ~s vhich can be drav from that
semoracdum. We believe that the Stier Report ir dafinitive and well bal-

anced on those fssues. Specifically, Stier fouad:

“The evidence gathered im the course of this iavestigatiou
¢learly demonstiates that ibe allegatious, in their broadest

sense, are unfcunded., That is, the claims that the mansgemsnt

of TM1-2 is uncoocerned about the safety of the recovery effort

and retalisted against esployees who attempted to call these

deficiencies %o management’'s attention are contradicted by the

weight of the evidanoes™,

This 18 directly contrary to tio OI memcrandum statement, “The allege~
tions wers not only substactisted vt #e found them to be {llustrative
rather than exhaustive”. While we believe that this Ol statesent was
1ikely intended to apply oaly to procedural compliance = even ia that

1inited sensc, it is in our judgment, an ezaggeratiom.

Second, the OI memorandum statas, *pissatisfaction with this condition
led the allegers to the course of action that triggered this fnvestiga=~
tion®, Stier's iasvestigation led him to conclude that the procedural

violations were being addressed by GFU Nuclear managessnt sad that

Parks,
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Mr, Rarold R, Denton -3 Jaouary 16, 1984

Gischel, and King kaev this, His veport makes it clear that their public
allegations were precipitated primarily by othar matters not affecting
safety vhich they felt endangerid their continued eaployment st THI-2.
These matters did, in fact, result in personsel actions by the company.

Finally, the OI memorandum states that, “The failure of seanior 1{censes
macagesent to Tesponsibly monitor Bechtel's vork and hold Pechtel ac~
councable {s the underlying cause of the THI-2 procedursl problems”.
Thus, it is fmplied that & fundamental deficiency exists in the abilicy
and williogoess of GPU Nuclear management to enforce its proceduras.

This {mplication is not supported by the 01 Interis Report, and it is
contradicted by the Stier Report which found that tha procedural defi~
ciencies which existed for a period during the clesnup resulted from
*{neffective communications during & aa jor managesent reorganisation” and
that the deficiencies clearly vers peither "acceptable to orf tolerated
by" GPU Nuclear managemect. Stier also found that GPU Nuclear managenent
bad the appropriate concern for safety and vas taking steps to identify
and corract the procedural problems.

'Ve thick the key poiots that come out of all the fzvestigaticas and die=

cussions resulting from the public allegations are the following:

1. Some activities at TMI~2 were not conducted in conformance with appli~
cable adainistrative requiresents. We fully endorse the nesd int
sdequate administrative controls. Mr, Kuhas' letter made clear that 4
ve accept responsibility for any deficiencias in their contant of
{mplementation, We have gndertaken and are committed to completing
the actions ueeded to correct the idectified problems.

2. Physical work at TMI-2 was sccomplisbed safely.
3. GPU Nuclear management displayed an active regard for safety.

&, GPU Nuclear msnagement did sot discoutage the raising of safety issues
or suppress their consideration, ‘

S, CPU Nuclesr managesent recoguised the structu~al and cremunications
probless withia the organization, vas actively iavolved ia corracting
them, and {s procesding to complete those actions.

A grest deal of effort has already been spent on rasponding to the alle-
gations, We bope that both we sand the WRC can nov zoncentrate our
resources ou sontinmuing to complete safs’y and effectively the decontam~
{oation snd defusling of DI-2, Ve will contioue our efforts Lo ensure
::n u:.:otneun seasures fully adliess the probless which bave been
mu . ’

¥e beliave it {s also importaat to ascire that unvarranted damage to the
public credibility of the clesnup progran be prevented., MNany booest,
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u-rtoit. ond well-intentioned eaployies of the WRC, GrU Wuclear, and
Bacht

el have been publicl challunged and hu;ud by tha sllegations
which, ia the most part, have laes shown to be uafounded, We trust that

ihe Ftier Report will set the record straight ia this regard,

Vo belfave there s an additional {mportanst lesson to be learned from the
favestigations of the allegations, That l1esscn fnvolver the method by

which the regulstory process deals with the applicetion of standard
regulatory requiresentc, practices, snd policies tc & vaique situation

such a8 thet at THI-2, Wa belfeve that sll of those who &re conducting,
revievin~, wonitoring, and fovestigating & waique situation, such as the
elessup, must have & full snderstanding of the circumstances énd sust act

with judgeent to apply or adapt regulatory Tequiraments and guides which
were vritten for vastly different circumstances.

A prime exasple of this is the applicaticn to the curtent ™I-2 situation
of tequirements developed for & piant operating at pover levels of
1,000,000 kilovatis or more, pressurs of 2,500 pounis per square inch,
snd tesperature of 600°F7, TMI~2 {s mov yroducing about 30 kilovatts et

heat, precsurs of about 13 pounds per equarte foch, and tewperature of
about 130°°7,

We vill be jaying close attention ia the coming ponths to identifyisy
eimilar situstions, correcting them ourselves, or saking recommendaticas
to the WRC staff to correct them, Ia this way we will apply this laare
fag and by so dofng facilitate the safe and timely clessup of TMI-2,

Very truly yours,

L. clal

7. . Clark
Preceident

T
Atcachment 1 | puse

Foclosu~ss ' slumes I and IV of the Stier Report

captember 23, 198) letter from Nr. Bdvia l: mu'. Baq.

Slee: K. ¥, Disckamp
w. 8. Kutme . .
£. Blake, Esquire, Shav, Pittman, Potis & Trovhridge
%. R, Pinfrock, Jr., Chairamm, CORBs
3. K. Kanga, Diractor, TI«2
%. E. Kintoer, Executive Vice President -
J, E. Larecn, DO-2 Licensing & Muclear Safety Dizector
C, V. Sayth, DO-l Licensing Manager
£. K, Stisr, Bsquire, Kizstesm, Yrieduan & Cherin
J. R, Thorpe, Directer, Licensing & Regulatory Affairs
J. 7. ¥ilson, Require, Bishop, Liberman & Cook
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ATTACTHENT T
!n.m:t'o Attitudes and Hotives

The attitudes and wotives of TNI-2 mscageneat and senior company BADARe™
ment tovard safety are clearly a very fundasental fssua, Wo charge could
be more serious then that the Yecovery Program was heling sanagsd under &
policy or attitude of disregard for safety.

This fssue 18 the major theme of the cllegetions and, presunably, & pris-
cipal focus of the fuvestigstions, Tha OI Interim Report fcself is not
explicit on managenent sttitudes, It does not state & finding on this
fesue. Unfortunately, bovever, the OI Interis Report is organized so that
it fapifes an improper mansgesent attitude,

For exasple, in part D-10 of the 01 Interim Report, at page I1=4, it 1»
stated:

“The genaral allegation that yrocedure violations end 8
toricsl pattera of misclassifyicy the safety h!oruuo of
various plant wodifications represent evidence 'that the
managenent of Three Mile Tsland Unit II {THI) has sacrificed
1ts own system of safety-related checka and balances for the
g T™I Clessup sctivities in order to mest vorealistic tise
schedules’ (Parks’ Affidavic, Pg. 1) « » N

The OI Report then 1ists tha seven findinge concarning Managerial Organi~
sation issues, such as tha fnadequacy of THI~2 management support fpr QA
and the conflicts betwveen the TMI-2 orgauisational structure and Teclai~
cal Specification requircaents, Tha juxtaposition of the seven findings
with the sveepirg generalisation quoted sbove suggests thut the OI teas
uncovered evidence of & willful decision made by T™MI-2 managenent £O
circumvent its safety reviav systes.

Similerly, the OI mamorandum which forwvards the Interim Raport teo the
Commission, wvhile not definitive, leaves the clear impression that 01
concludes that there was a deliberate decisicn on the part of Nachtel
personnel, to which GPU Nuclear senior managesent scquiesced, to circua~
vent required administrative controls for the sake of eipediency.

The Stier Report is explicit, and to the contrary, ou this critical
fssue. The Stier Raport contains extensive snalysis of the attitude of
T¢1~2 managensent tovard safety. Various sdninistrativa probless were
{ovestigated to detsraine the underiying safety reviev policies upon
which TMI-2 management operated. In Volums 1, Summary ané Conclusiocns,
page 13, the Stier Report statas:

*The svidence gathered in the course of this fnvestigation
elesrly demonstrates that the allegstions, in thair broadest
sense, are uafounded. That is, the claims that the manage=
sent of TI-2 is unconcernad about the safety of the



——
e - y . . ————————— —————
- - K, .- - - ——— .—.--'- ey - - . i b - .
e -.-.—._-:—-'—--- - SA— . - - -
" .

.,
recovery efiort sand retaliated sgaiost esployees whe
attespted to call tuase defictencies to management's

‘ attestion are cootradicted by the weight of tha evidence™,

“Awong the oumerous specific alligations whiczh have been
raised, ve have determined that some.are factually correct.
Hovevey, the manser in vhich they have bean portrayed pud~
1icly presents a distorted plcture of the adainistrative
problews encountered at -2 and of the attempts sade by
management to solve those probless, This report wvill de~
scribs the various aduinistrative deficiencies that existed
st TNI~2 during the period under fovestigation, Our objec~

. tive 18 to maks » reassonable sssessment of their seriousnass,

discuss vhether management recognized the problams, and

descride sny efforts undertaken by managesant to corract the
sit ation®,

*,be allegeticas {mply \hat the management of TMI~2 vas
hesded in the direction of {ncreased tolersnce of unsafe

’ practices., In ccatrast, the svidence shovs that the trend
vas tovard tighter - dministrative contrel to assurs that
safety standards were met, Whether the prodlems were brought
to the attention of management by King, Parks, Gischel or by
others, THI-2 msnagement vas responsive. It undertook steps
to assess the validity of complaints and acted upon those -
that wers well-founded. The allegations that accuse manage
sent of following & policy of ignoring probdiems brought te

1ts attention and of puaishing employess who raised the
fssues are untrus.”

Therefore, on this wost basic of Lssues, W strongly dissgree with any
suggestion th<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>