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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Docket No. 50-289
(Restart-Management
Phase)

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY

(Three Mile Island Nuclear
Station, Unit No. 1)

Nt St S ittt

NOTICE TO COMMISSION, APPEAL BOARD,
LICENSING BOARD AND PARTIES

Enclosed for information of the Commission, Appeal Board,
Licensing Board and parties is a copy of a complaint by
Lawrence King and Gloria King which names as defendants, GPU
Nuclear, Bechtel and certain individuals. The complaint was
filed in the United States District Court for the Middle Dis-
trict of Pennsylvania on July 9, 1984, and seeks redress for
alleged injuries sustained as a result of Mr. King's discharge
from employment at TMI-2. Licensee was not served with the
complaint but obtained a copy this date.

Respectfully submitted,

Gt 7. Sl £,

Ernest L. Blake, Jr., P.C.,

Counsel for Licensee
8407130162 3383539
PDR ADOCK 05000250

3
DATED: July 11, 1984

cc: Attached Service List N
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UNITED STATIS DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE !IDDLE DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVAUIA

LAYMRINCE PETCR KING, "JR., : CIVIL ACTION
and GLOURIA KIlG, :
Plaintiffs, s lO. 7 17Z_ : ?/}
Ve H
GPU IMMUCLEAR CORPORATION, GECITREL CoupLAINT
RORTII AUERICA POVER CORPORATION, @ |
ROBERT C. ARMOLD, BAHMAN K. KANGA, : |
PHILLIP R. CLARX, JOHN J. :
. BALTOU, JANRS ', THIESING, :
WILLIAH E. AUSTIN, DARRELL Ii. :
| BLIZZARD, JAMES %, BUELL, DAVID :
R. BUCHANUN, and RICHARD E. :
GALLAGIER, :
Defendants, : JURY TRIAL DENANDED

| -.dd-l-d-‘.J-l—‘—-‘-l‘-‘—l-d¢dd-dd~d-od—‘-a--l—-l-l-l

claintiffs, by their attorneys, bring this civil action to
Seck r-edress and obtain damages, both coripencatory and puaitive,

fron the defendants nared herein, and couplain and allege the

- Y '



IO IO Ay
I. ji.'.:.v.‘du_u.a.a.a.du

l. This is an action for conpensatory and punitive danages

in order to obtain redress for plaintiffs from defendants for
personal injuries sustained as a result of Plaintiff Lawrence
Ring's wrongful discharge fron enployment by Jdefendan: gpy

Nuclear Corporation,

IT. JUBISDICTION AMD_ VLUUS

2. This complaint is filed and these proceedings are
instituted under diversity of citizenship, 28 U.s.C. Section
1332. The named plaintiffs are citizens of the State of Virginia.
Defendant GPU Nuclear Corporation ("GPUU") is a corporation which
is not incorporated under the laws of the State of Virginia and
d6cs no® have its principal place of business in Virginia,

Defendant Bechtel llorth America Power Corporation ("Dechtel") is

L)

a4 corporation which 1is not incorporated under the laws o
Virginia and does not have its principal place of business in
Virginia. Upon information and oelief, defendants PRover: C.

Arnold, Baheman 3. "unga, Phillip R, Clark, James 'I. Taiesing,

-



William B, Austin, Darrell ii. Blizzard, James 1. Buell, Cavid N
Buchanun, Richard C. Gallagher and John Balton are ci:.;cn:v of
the Gtate of Pennsylvania. This clain alleged hercin arcie with
this judicial diszrice, The matte: in controveirsy cuceeds,
enclusive of interest and Costs, the sum of ten thousand dollars

($10,000).

III. DLBIIES

3. The plaintiffs are residents of the State of Virginia
with a residence address of P.0. Box 228, Rt. 1, Huddlesten,
Virginia 24106, Plaintiff Lawrence King (hereinafter "King"), was
engloyed by GPUN from tlay 27, 1980 until hié wrongful discharge
on Harch 23, 1983, Plaintiff Gloria fRing is the wife of Lavcence
Ling.

4. Defendant GPUY enployed Xing in the position of llanager
of the Operations at Three lile Island Unit Two (TNI=2) from May
27, 1980 until his wrongful discharge on March 23, 1933,

SQJDefendant Bechtel co-managed the recovery efforts at
Three Nile Island with GPUN from appronimately Septenber, 1932
through Xing's wrongful discharge in !tarch, 1933

6. Defendants, Pobert C. Acnold, Rahman ¥, Kanga, Dhilip P,
Clark, John J. Balton, Janes I7. Thiesing, Uilliam r©. Austin,

Darcell i1, Rlizzard, Janmes ‘'I. Buell, David PR, Suchanua  and



intentionally, negligently or in sonme
tEhe events and happenings hereinafts
and  damages proiivately Chereuy

heceinafter alleged, either through defendant's owun conduct or

through the conduct of its agents, servants or enployees, Said

defendants are responsible for directing, supervising or
perpetrating the unlawful acts and other conduct fron which this
conplaint arises.

3. For purposes of this action, all cefencdants are
entity, jointly and severally liable for one another's acts,
all ctimes mnentioned herein, all defendants have operated

agents and/or in conjunction and agreenment with each other,

IV. GEUCDAL_LLLECATICNS
-

9. On the 27th day of 1ray, 1930, King and GPU! entered into
an employment agreenent, vhereby GPUII" agreed to employ Xing in
the capacity of Operations Hanager for the term of indefinite
years from the 27th day of nay, 1930, ad ko pay

secrvices the sunm of 544,000.00 per yecar. Through a se




nsouotions and salary inerecases, fiag, on August 1, 19982, bseeane
arncger of 8ite Operations at an annual salary rcute of 550,500

10, Feon the 27ch of iay, 1722, until his wronyiul discharge

-

under said contract, Zinc faithfvlly dischirged his Jduties and

1 * e [ 2 oy A e o B ~ 2, Tavsmar v & g »in o LI gy - 5 Py Pvin [ L 4
1-. 8 RO )3 VS e oie LGNS ¢ e WaS CREDONISLALE W 3

ceertain tashks involving the clean ud, recovery and rehadilitation
of Three itile Island a :er tihie near nuclear catastrophe in 13872.

12. An carrying out his dJduties and responsidbilities, Iing
taised adninistrative and safetvy concerns about the Three ilile
Island-2 Recovery Procran and the polar crane 'refurbish:en:
program, These concerns were conveyed to nunerous persons

Lroughout G2UI! anl DSechtel includ ing sone, if not all, of the
nased defendants., ttached as Sxhioit A are cogies of
intcr~oifice memoranduns to an<d fron Lawvrence Xing concerning
3aid adninistrative and safety concerns, and excerpts of ling's
Congressional testicony on this sudbject.

13. On the 24th day of February, 1933, GPUY, in direct
cotal if®ion against ling  for taising the adoerenmentioned safaty
énd adninistrative concerns avout tnoe cacovery DEOGLan
disregarvded the ternic of the aforencntioned contract and
Susvended Ning without nav,

14. On the 23rd day of iiaren, 1773, apet, in -iicgect

tetaliatiopn against inyg  Jox raising tue alfeconentions safe



ard adiinistrative concarns auout tae 'roccw_-:;' ngogren
discoegarind ae Rerrms  of  the foreneationed consr.ock an:i
ESCinaton Ling's ancloveont with asur,

15. Zing has Hean Uilling,ceady ans abhle to ontinua said
esleyment and ecarry our said eontract  witl GRC. ¢! hag

telused and still refuses to allov Xing to do go,

e Arpe, TNRITIL AYUIT MY A e s A
v' QQJ..._'--J.'-V-&—-JJ JUCJ-ML—JHA r).ia..a.‘a..--h.Ja..-uA.‘ur.:

153. The allegaticas contained in Paragrapns 1  through 15

inclusive are herely realleda ged as thecugh fully rewrittea
heresin, | |

17. Prom the incention of his contract with GDPUM till his
Sudzensicn and termination, Xing has perforned all conlitions,

2

covenanis, pronises, duties and resvonsidiiities reguired oy hirm
in this contracet,

13, On Fedruary 24, 1983 and tfiarch 23, 1233, GPUN broachad
Said conktcact by firse suspending Xing without w»ay and the
Cecmingging Liis enplovnent. Said suspension and termination was
without just cause and in dirzet retaliation agalast Nine for
raicing salety and adiainistrative coacarni asout the racevorw

-

rogean at Theoe ile Island.,



VI. £oUuiX 3.2U0: L COUSRIBACY L0 _SZCy
SILGL S-JP?L.L.JdDIgQ’\DSS

inclusive are hereby realledged
hecein,
20. By repeatedly gquestioning the aforementio
administrative ccncerns, Ring incurred the ill-will
Bechtel, the corporations who were jointly responsible for the

clean up of Three Ilile Island,

;l. At all_times relevant herein GDUN, Bechtel and all

individually named defendants had due notice and Knowledge of
King's enployment contract with GRUN.

22, lMotwithstanding this notice and knowledge, GPUM, Bech:tel
and all individually narmed defendants, and each of then,
knowingly and willfully conspired and agreed among thenselves to
break King's contract with GPUl, thereby depriving King of the
benefits of said contract and depriving Xing of the ability and
opportunity to earn his lfvelihood.

“~

VII. COULT TUBEE:._COUSRI DLCI.2C_ILIUnE
dedIJ_ﬁls_EbQ&ESS-Q

22, The allegations contained in paragraphs through
inclusive are hereby realle gad as thou¢h Fully roewritten

herein, -




M= =

24, ¥ing, prior to his wrongful dischacrye - and

breach a°

contract, had deservedly carned and enjoved the confidenc:

.

esteen ¢l I:is neighbors and ccguaintances, and  was erpleoyed

Hanager ol Site Operations by cpun,

25, The defendants, well knowing King's good reputatica and

standing, entered into the aforementioned conspiracy with the

e -

Y - . i) 2 $ap I = e .3 ~ - -
4 oAUYg TS Yoou Halt, fane, and credit in

-

acdced inton:t of injs

N1y -
s -

-
- i

hia aforesaid profesuion, and to bring him into pubdlic scandal,
infamy and disgrace arong his neighdbors and co-worckers.

2G. In fucrtherance of this congpiracy, the defendants, in
the presence and hearing of Xing's neighbers, contenmporaries and
subordinates, did malign and impugn ¥ing's reputation, good will,
confidence and esteen by falsely and malicicusly spreading false
accusaticns concerning Xing and nis professional behavior while

in the enmployment of GPUII.

VIII. COUNT_EQUS:..TOB8YIQUS ILTSREEDLNCE
ﬂIIB.BHSIbassdBLLDIIQUu

21&,?h“ allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 25
inclusive are hereby realledged as though fully rewritten

herein,

28. Since his wrongful discharge, G2U!l has not teleased

Ring's enployment recordds to xing's nrospective new enployers in

-

a forthriyht and diligent fashion as ceauested by King, thoreuy



caugsing Hling to lose scveral job opporctunities

et

IX. COUUZ_EINC:. DODTIOUS. ILYUSCLiiuGs

i it DR odad B ABad AR s NSk -
™y

J230.COUTHOCTULL BOLALICLS

29. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 23
inclusive are hereby realleged as thouah full
30. The aforementioned conduct by defendants was tortious in
natu%e and resulted in King being wrongfully discharged fron his

contractual relations by GPUL

. CQ TSI L INTENTICUAL ILSLICTION
QE.EUOTIOUAL_DISTRESS

3l. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 30
inclusive are hereby realleged as though fully rewritten herein.
32, Defendants' conduct was intentional, malicious, wanton

and done for the purpose of causing King to suffer humiliation,

mental anguish and enotional and physical distress and
proximately caused Xing to suffer sane.
e
. COULT_STNLUs.  _UEGLIGENT ILELICTIOL
QS.LUQICIDL. DISTRESS
33. The allegations contained in paragrapis 1 through 32
inclusive are heceby realleged as though fully rcewritten herein.,




34, Defendants' conduct, if not intentional, did negligently
cause King to suffer humiliation, nmental anguish and erwtional
ard physical distress ana pProximately caused King to sulfer
sa-':‘? .

RII. SDJJI_BIQJJJHdLQJS_QZ-QQES 100

S-RLOILTIEE GLORIA_LING

35. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 34
inclusive are heredy realleged as.though fully rewritten herein.

36. Prior to the physical and emctional injuries suffered by
Lawrence King, he was able and did perform his duties as a
husband. Subsequent to the injuries and as a proximate result
thereof, Lawrénce King has been unable to perform the necessary
duties and services usually performed in the care, maintenance,
and managerent of the family home. By reason thereof, Gloria
King has been deprived and will continue to be deprived of the
consortium of her spouse, including the performance of her
hugsband's necessary duties, all to Gloria King's damage and

dettimgnt.

| SIIT. COUUT.UILE:. BUUIZINE_DAUAGES

(]
oy

37. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1 throuyh

LY
pe
T
1
(]
= |

inclusive are nercuy realledged a3 though fully reu

- 10 =-




. 'l}»-l‘\"_

hecein,

38. The actions of defendants as alleged herein conszicuto
greossly negligent and willful, knowing, wanton and inteational
misconduct relative to the wrongful discharge of Lawrence King

and plaintiifs should Le granted an award of punitive damages fo:

said nisconduct.

XIV. JUBY_TRIAL_DENANDED

31, Plaintiffs demand a trial by Jjury of all the issucs

herein so triable by jury.

. ~ ~ ’ ar -
V. RODYLE.EQD_DELIES

32, YHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for compensatory and
exenmplary damages against defendants 4n a reascnable, fair and
just amount to be determined by the jury and such other relief as
may be deemed just and proper by' the Court including
reinstitenent and back pay together with reasonable attocneys'

fces and costs of this action,

Datec: June 23, 1904,
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ALLAYM RAMNUEDR, L350,

PAUL LAMNDAU, £SO,

LAt OFPICES OF rLnan JANNER
1718 Locust Straet
Philadelphia, A 19103
(215) 546-6651
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ALLALM KANNER, ESD,

BARTINM GREITZEDR, ES).
GREITZER AND LOCXS
1500 vlalnut Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103
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MARTIN GnEITZFP, EST].

Attorneys for Plaintiff




L PeRen-baT

Inter-Diflca Memerandum

Da:te May 21, 1982
'y -
Subject Enginceriny & Operations Staffing : L SRS a STl
" . o A Location TMI/U-2 Site Operations
' Admin. Bldg.

The present Engineering and Ooerations staffing levels are inconsistent

with our goals and responses required by the NRC.

In the past six (6) months, we have spent thousands of manhours research-
ing and responding to NRC concerns regarding problems and management controls.
I have become aware of a noticeable increase in NRC questions and concerns
which results in our expending considerable resources to respond to these con-
cerns. This limits Engineering's ability to perform meaningful tasks for the
plant:

l. Trending of plant data

2. Respcnse to Maintenance requests faor Engineering suppore.

J. Review of work requests to determine generic problems

ances

[

4. Revicw of Operations and Tech. Spec. sur~il

5. Response to Q/A audits

.,
Ve arc in a reaction mode responding to NRC concerns. They (Lze Tonus)

are digping into old files to uncover problems.

I am Riving direction to John Lee to set up separate charpge numbers to
respond to these concerns:

ks Auviliary Building Ventilat ion

. 01d L.ER's

J. Tritiuwe in ground water



4. Containment Alr Lock

 Most of these problems aro age old problems thu: are now getting high

visibility due to in deptit K20 probing.

In order to réspond to these concerns ve will have to sraf¢ to a level
where we can respond in a tirely fashion. My, Barrett has accused us of
not being sensitive enough to these issues. The facts are that he has more
personnel looking for problems than we have persﬁﬁnel>in Enginvering that

Can respond in detail to NRC questions. This leaves no time to do plang

trending, procedure Preparation, etc.

The requirement to have individuyal NRC procedures for each task we per-
form is requiring expenditure of considerable manpower, Most of these pro-
cedures are being wricten by Ben Slone and Bubba Marshall. Engineerihg does

not have the manpower to respond.

I believe {f I am €O manage Site (serations and respond to the NRC cencerns
in a timely fashion, that I need to have a say in the requiréd manning. We have
identified (K. Draper and 3. Slone Banpower breakdown) that ue.do not have the
manpower to respond to the required 1982 work. This was before Slone and

Marshall's involvement in the "Quick Look" Progran.

bt
I myself have dafficuley responding to all your questions on individual

-

problems. This cercainly leaves no time for getting our house in order. It is

one hell of a lot easier to ask questions than to respond.

/
I sugpest thac we sit down with Mr. Kanga and come up with a plan for

responding to these concerns.

L. P. King
Acting Director, Site Operaticns

c,--‘fr-r-_.-..b






Cozments on Polar Crane Decon Proposal -- K. J. Hofstetter
19-19-82

"

[t would appear rtat videspread use of cheaicals in the Reacsnr Building
is receiving tacit approval. Is this consistent with GPU policy as
evidenced by the recent GCORB recommendation? (attached)

As the major method of contaminated cher ' .1 disposal appears to b
solidification, do we have a group assiguzd to determine compat {
with cement solid{fication, shipping requirements, burial ground r
cents, waste assay, etc.? Appears to be quite a loose end.

"o
-

bili
equire~-

Is there a better acid neutralization chemical t“an Ca(OH) ;? Very difficule
to remove °°Sr 4n solutions containing high Ca+-. Why not use Na,C0, or
NaHCo,?

Have the chemicals and reagents been closely screened to determine effec:s
on:

a) SDS zeolites

b) EPICOR resins

¢) corrosion of systems

d) compatibility wich components

e) industrial safety hazards

f) chemical toxicicy

8) residuals that may end up in RCS

h) radiolytiec breakdown

i) compatibility with other wastes, etc.

5. Another consequence of rags falling into the R3 sump would be to plug the
pumps. What would be the consequence?

6. What chemical reactions could take place in *he sump if chemicals were
introducced and how might it effect the desludging effort?

7. The presence of decon chemicals (chelating agents, etc.) does

effect w ter processing! The first bleed tank b. ~ches had to be
reprocessed through the SDS.

Ceneral "Ciment

[ realize that effective decon can only take place by using chemicals in
a localized manner. Sacrificial cedia can be put in the water processing
Systems to protect the zeolites or resins, but the generation of new waste
forms and ultimate disposal is a more pressing problem. We nced to demonscrate
Lthat we have carefully thought out the consequences of our decisions.

’

Perhaps these check lists have been identified and the decision macrices
worked out. I have not been involved. I feel that this operation can be
carried out safely with successful decontamination results. I would only hope
that che overall impact of dollars and man-rem expendiz. - been accurately
dccessed and justifies the use of chemicals.



. i tnink the answer {s, whatever 1 take on, but then again, I thought waste
shipoing was in my area. You responded negatively to a lecter that I wrote,
+trying to force the issue on "SDS filters"., I believe 7ou said, "Isn't this
your responsibility? Do you think somebody would try to stop you?"

Again, I agree with you, 1 though it was my reébonsibili:y, but only
wrote the letter because I wanted that clarified. It turned out that it wasn':
my decision to make.

How many times has "Mr. Barrer: been able to go over our. he reverse
our decisions"? What support has been received?

L am confused because even if something {s i{n our area of re§ponsibility.
we do not have the authority to make those decisions. I find myself respend-
ing to a series of memos on what I consider "TRIVIA".

The real issues such as the following, seem to drife without any 1
improvement ™

l. What to do with RCS level
/ 2. Cleanup of Auxiliary and Fuel Handling Buildings
- 3. Inefficiency of present containment cleanup.

v

7“~, \ _:'/::D/// ‘
iy T
L. P. King I
Site Operations Dicector
P

LPK/jmw

cc: File(s)




Date

Sud2ct

To

inler.Cffice Mamorandum
October 20, 1982

Coements on the Polar Craae Decon
Plan

J. C. DeVine, Jr. Location TMI-2 Site Operu«rions
4200-82-448

Ref: Memo 4500-82-0032 dated October S, 1982
(received October 18, 1982)

Site Operations has reviewed the proposed plar for decontaminating
the polar crane. While the planned work sequence appears to be
technically sound, the apparent widespread use of chexzfcals in the
reactor building 1s disturbing. Attached are the comments of Plant
Enginecring (K. J. Hofstetter) on the chezical aspects of the decon-
tamination effort.

While the use of chemicals may be required for large scale decon-
taminations of this type, we must carfully screen the chemicals to be
used. It appears that the Chemical Hazards Analyses section of this
Plan does not address all the concerns.

Site Operations will assist the Techaical Planning and Site
Engineering groups in establishing the cricerfa for approving the use
of chemicals in the TMI-2 decontamination effores.

Until these concerns are resolved or the proposed plan is reduced
in scope, I cannot concur with the work effort.

A Z;/;Efiézsz::'TE::

&7 P. King

Site Operacions Direcpdr
- \gt

IPK: KJH: hh

Attachments

ce: K. J. Hofstetter
E. H. Cischel



January 10, 1983
4200-83-017

Responsibilities for ECM-Related
Docuzent Changes

Three Mile Islang

3. K. Kanga Unit #2 Adoin. Bullding

J. J. Barton__

Lcapped because of
S required by ECM to

The following activities are severely handlca
"
-

unidentified responsibilities for documen
be iniciated or changed:

(1) Approval processing of EQM's.

(2) Turnover te Operations upon ECQM completion.

(3) Maintenance Departzent, Plant Operations, and
Recovery Operations dependent upon the above
tvo i{tems.

The following action is recomsended:

(1) A meoring to discuss and seek agreezent on responsibilicies.
Suggested attendees:

J. J. Barton
B. K. Kanga

W. F. Kelly

L. P. King

J. E. Larson
J. W. Theising

Hanagement decision and directive to implement immediacely.

«“3) Incorporaticn into new modifications control procedures
scheduled for implementaticn March i, 198).

The main problem area is EQ{-related procedure changes. It is
suggested that Operating, Alarm Response, and Surveillance pro-
cedures required to be initiated or changed, be the responsibilicy

of the Responsible Engineer, the writer of the EC!.
/




4200-83-017 -

"o

Enclosed 1s a list of all docuzents which can be effected by ECM.
Proposed responsibilities are included.

——— -
ST
L.C?P. King ///
Site Operations D{rector
P i /
EEM/LPK/tn
Enclosure '
cc: W. F. Kelly
J. E. Larson
J. W. Theising



Date: Bovezber 5, 1082

Sevage Eolding Tank for

gt Persopal Access Facilicy
Kl AN 4200-52-473

?o:(//’ . J:°J. Rarton Location: gu1/y-2 Size Cperation.
~

B8ld3. 7222 - Room 7103

REFERENCE: Memorandum §5211-32-1220,
/ T. A, Grace to 3. K. Kanga

Much discussion has tiken place Tecantly over the use of sawage
' bolding tanks on the 1sland, and specifically, the tank 1nszallzd on
the subject facility by S5-ZCM 1001.

At the present tize, the usz of the above tank would violazs Stace
Sewage Act 537, gection 7 and Sewage Regulation Chapter 71, s2ctions
5.1 and 5.2. In addition, no provision is mada for in-ground taaks in
any Loodondarry Township orginances.

Please be advised that the use of this tank £3 unlawful until the
propar permit or variance is obtained. .
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! L. P. King n¢¢/’//7
Site Operations Difector
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ar MO¥3257 Lk tion: TUI/u-2 $1te Opesations
Blds. #222 -~ Raow 4109
The purpose of this memurancum is to once apsin expruess my coacezens
on the use of a punch list as the means of wavaging the head 1ifs tashs,
This 12 an [eadeowate oo fur monilsriog "L nrosroas of the rrojees
berause {t does not identifv the relstionshii; s or Cies belwevu Fequ=nee:
tasks. This is of particulur importance to Size Cperations as we are the

igplementing or final sequonce on many of these tasks and relv on timely
input irom other groups to maintain our schedule commitments. To
you have not identified any instances where tha grou, proviidinzg input &
delinquant except for linec #17. There have been aumerous igstances whe
, Site Engineering/Design Engincering have no: met thair coeamitaents, as
‘shown on the punch list, but were nevar shown as baing delinquent. The
cenmgon practice used by chiese groups to avoid being idenctificd as delin-
quent is to "raeforecast' tha due date. By using the punch lisc, the
inpact downstream of thase "relorccasts” cannot be adequately idantificd
and the schedule changed accordingly. Site Operations is Impacted be-
cause as the ioplementor wa are held resscasible for accomplishing the
task on tinme, ragardless of lac. irput oc laclh el iapuc frum ccher groups.
This is not a realistic or logical managerent stratesy. It
as the controlling :p for accemplishing che head life %o
unaccertable late input on the front end Af these tasks, aad
reclize the impazt to subsequently scheduled sctivities.

is rour jol
identify as
t0 fully

~
4
%

7o use a specific example, it was idencified to yeu in a provious
Jezter that {nforzation had not bsen recelved fram D2sign/Site Eugineering
on the drain path and level Indicstion for schedule lline <coms § and 10,
The rdspensidble parcies were identified as Lake and Rider, hut you failed
to fdencify the fact that they did not meet their commitrent af Decamber
24, 1982. Ewven though this front end input slipped, modifving procedures,
3??ting UHI's end the physical worlk associated with the caaks were stild
exvacted to be accomplishad on tire.
Site Operacions was chen requested 2o accomlish the abe ve on AR
of a new uecelerated schodule to suprort the "quick

To complizite natters oven furchay,

il \.\i e

b¥
Scaint

As a furthar example, tie punch lige ftem foe [inal receipi of the
hedd removal SER 45 still not shown. As luts as February 1, 1), ity
Dpatations 15 n2ill beins shawn as delinquent on <ndn feem, vhen (0 Jace
GUE cemamnls ware saturnod e Jub Rider on Jawary 19, (0954, What iv act
eefleckad L: the face tha Ehe 300 won it recoived i gtav e ipt.np £2
allov fer an sdegiise revies iu 1isit 0f o e wigh P65 fover,
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The purpose ol this memorandum is to once avain QXPress my cencarns
on the use of a punch list as the means of waua g tae head life

This is an leadeauare 220! for manitorise i peeiress of tha e

because it dres not iduntify the telutionuliips or ties beiwewn

tasks. This is of particuluar imdortance to Site Uperations as
iaplementing or fiual sequcnce on miny of these tasks and rely

input from other groups to maintain cur schedule commitments.,

ycu have not identifiad any instances where the group providinz input s
delinquant except for linc #17. Theve have boan aurerous igstances where
,Site Eagineering/Design Englacering have not met thair commitments, as
"shown on the punch list, bul were never shown as being delinqueat. The
common practice used by tliese groups to avoid being identificd as delin-
quent is to "reforecast" the due date. By using the punch lise, the
impact downstream of these "refovecasts" cannot be adequately idencified
and the schedule changed accordingly. Site Operaticas is impacted be-
cause as the implementor w2 are held respcasible for accomplisling tlic
task on time, ragardless cf late ioput or lagkh eif inocuc from ocher groups.
This is not a realistic or logical fanagement strategy. Lt is vour jou
as the controlling srvoup for sccempliching the head Llile 2o icentify as
unaccertabla late input on the front end »f these tasks, and zo fully
realize the impace to subsequeatly scheduled setivilies.

To use a specific example, it was idencifisd to yeu 4in a provious
Jdetter that Inforzation had not be2en received from Disign/Site Euginecering
on the drain path and level Indication for schedule line ftoms G and 10.
The rdsponsible parcies were jdentified as Lake and Rider, but you failed
to fdencify the fact that thay did not meet rheir coamitirent af Ducember
24, 1982, Even though this front erd faput siicnaed, maddf{ving procedu
wiiting UUI's anl the physical work ssociated witi Lhe tauks were
expacted to be accomplishad on tire. To complicite mitters oven furcnos,
Slte Operacions wos then recucsted =o decemlish the above on the basis
of a now uccelerated schelule to suproce the "gquick scan'.

bl 4
1
x4

As a further exawple, the punch list ftem for
head removal SER is still not shown. As Lite as
Opatations is neill being sh>m as delingquent on
our cemannts ware soturned to 29 Aider on J ey
teflecead 1 eh '

-~
@ €ace thal i 530 won it mesoiyv
allow fer an pdeunate rovicw in 1Lt o
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A T fadicated 2o you and otizes,
Wy VO prepecly status and fond
the Lead LLEC g chrough an int

it ywur etganization. tho ea
tar ali ol *he: Iprerfaces recu
eerated, detiiled head Tifs s
this point &n Lime. wo have wor had a docailed head Life
<2 Sovember 17, l9.I. This is tenally uiitespiable

ain and ‘should
Arestioned by samapemcsc. e, Thigsing srated at least two weels
agn that a revised decuiled lead 1ift schelule was issuad, but I He-
lizve his stateneat vas in error. &8 of this date (February 7, 10&3)
this revised schedule has still not been issued. 'When and if this
schedule is issued, the mest apparent preblem is that it Jdoes noc
fcentily the critizal nvath items and the cenutraints en those {tems.
Uie ot The went eritacel fiens, the pelar cvane, {3 nut evan SaGWs o
the nead life schedule. £ do not see the logic iu this because the
polar crane ic reecued o aceumplish maay of the tasks and failuce of
this iten to coan’ate on time will literally push the entire head 1ilt
schedule out to the rizhe. '

As a4 mechod of docuzeating my ability t¢ mewt cur commitnents, I am
preparing a form“lettur to notify you officially wheu I have aor recejves
necassary proceduras or ensineering indormilion pertairing to our task
Discributicen will be made to you and €. ¥W. Hulerman caly. I am not using
your punca list sdditien ferm based on my exveriunce of January 17, 1583,
at which tiae wy yroup submirted sur chaages and comments and thev wer
nol. Laputed tec tha punch lizs au shown.

-~ .
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[ will be available te Jdiseuss any aspects of ehis r2zorandun,

“L_A:EZEff%ZEffi:;Q-:::
(Lc’?i Kinz

Site Operations rector
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Congerns over ilead Lifet Schedule J1 Dﬂ oy

"o“ Aﬂfﬂ-

4209-83-069
5. %. Eashga/l. J arsan .Locatiosa: TMI/U=-2 Site
Bldg. #222 -

REFERENCE: L. P. King memurancux #4200-33-068 to
R. Mecuger = Subject: Headlift Punch
l.ist as a Managaement Tool (Attachad)

Site Operations has exprassed repeatad concerns over no: having
an integrated schedule. In order to cupe with meeting our end dater
"wa have developed detailed schedules to idencify where inforration
is needed to meer milestones on Lhe master uchadule. The refsrouced
memorandum to R. ﬁgczger identifies my concerns. Verbal requasts
have nct seemed to be effecctive in gutting a resocnse.

We have spent several hours in a meeting in Room 209 discussing
a schedule that was put together at the last =miaut2, with our input.
This was cnly done because of the request by ysur office o hell the
rerting in your presence.

The present head lift schadule does nor show integraties with :ﬁe
pec.ar crane schedule and, if thic had been done, it would have i{lenti
fied that the crane was not available to suppert CRCYM removal. I haue
reviewed the polar crane sciredule and talked to the polav crane schedu-
ler and the polar crane will not be availabla to remove =he missile
shields until March 2, 1983. This fact has not been Ldeatified %o vou
and certainly will iwpact "Quick Scan", CRDM removal und loveriag of
the water lavel.

RDLD continues to work olf mini schedules withest identiiying overall
#ppace,. Untimely dalivery of engineering softuare has czused late inpus
of informacion necassary to write precedures and perform werk.

Noune of thuse concerns have been identified fiu the RCLD bheoaud Y4if
minutes and, consequently, no aetion ctaken %0 corzect rthem,

I belicve the integrated schedula 18 acedes seadiately to idantily
tany fureher fapact on the June 30, 1983 Jdute. Duve [ske aceds mor
timely faput te sctredule resources and work {4 the contuiement.

The bresence ot
bt il we 4are orce acain on tr.ck go el the June

your afflew iu needud 4t the Zaud Life meag bty

el esnmtisiven

d.l Jpetativas Dt;GCéur




-

L o e ~Naa -~ ‘-" I B -~ .- ; - e
u:‘as-j:'Vo-!-u‘ NI IVISYANGRIN

R Pebruss 8, 1983 '
wary FEB 10 155

. Head Lifet M{ d Commitment v]i i. 7)4 :‘} %‘f’ : '7-*%"' = 7
. H2a t Minutes and Commitments ‘ rla | AR P e
e: \ r] Ko u & . ‘d
. of February 2, 1983 Mezeting Ll o r wmasda u 7 -
4200-83-074 ) \q"\\
To: R. P. Metzger Location: TMI/U=2 Site Operations Ojﬂ%,
Bldg. 0222 -~ Poza (103 \N\\J/ i1,

The minutes do not reflect the fact that Site Operations reguesced
and received no commitment for You to provide an integraced schedule.

A majority of the problems that have existed have been caused by
lack of an integrated schedule.

%
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ec: J. J. Barton E. Neidig, Jr.

M. L. Benson R. D. Parks
B. R. Buchanan M. K. Pastor &)
J. J. Byrne J. F. Perry \
J. J. Chwastyk R. L. Rider W \,
J. A. Flanigan L. C. Rogers LS
J. R. Floyd R. E. Sieglicz g
R. L. Freemerman C. R, Skillman

q.}. CGreenborg J. A. Smith
J. E. Hildebrand N. W. Spang
C. W. Hultman R. B. Swvartzwvelder \ \3\,
B. K. Kanga C. W. Tomb \4
C. A. Kunder J. R. Vogpel v
D. M. Lake M. S. Williams (
¥W. J. Marshall M. D. Smith \s
R. Montgomery \E‘
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"PREPARED STATEMENT

of

LAWRENCE P, xING

Thank you for inviting my testimony today. Accompanying me is
my attorney Mr. David Johnston. I am submiteing this Statement to
disclose mismanagement in the Fecovery program at the Three Mile
Island-Unit 2 (TMI=-2) nuclear power plant. The misconduce could
threaten public health and safety, as well as lead to the waste of
tens of millions of dollars in the TMI-2 cleanup. Equally signifi-
cant, these of us whe challenged the abuses have been subjected :=o
Severe retaliation. 1In my case, my dissent led to my March 23,
1933 dismissal as TMI-2 site Operations Director on pretextual
grounds.,

I have been advised that my prof.s{ional career and business
will be compromised if I do not remain silent., In response, I
would :?vc to say that silence is Probably responsible for the
situation we have arrived at in the industry. I have read that
General Publie Ctilities (GCPU) Publicly suggested thus two of my
2ides who spoke out ee Messrs., Parks and Gischel -« werse not
degreed engineers, They both posses. the engineering savvy thas
L8 needed”in the industry, as well as the €ourage and integrity

o usge ¢, I anm Extremely proud thas they worked for rme



* I do not want to make my allegations Strictly about the polar

crane. 7THhis is just the culmination of a deeucr-rooted problen,
which includes a pervasive attitude by GPU manigonent on how pcobs-
lems are handled.

I have kept relatxvely'quxet Uup to this point, because GC2U

managerznt nas been attempting to discredit me ~ith phony echar

i

- <

.‘
-

of conflict-of~interest. I would like to set this issue large
asidr and let the Labor Department handle it Last Thussrd. .y, =
filed a complaint with the Department of ;abor alleging that my
March 23 dismissal was an act of illegal retaliation under the
Atomic Energy Act.

I have participated in the nuclear power'industry for approxi=-
mately 21 out of the last 26 years. 1In 1956 I received my Bachelor
of Science in Marine Engineering from the U. §. Merchant Marine
Academy. From 1056 to August 1965 I served in the U. S§. Merchant
Marine as an engineer. The advanced training I completed during
this period includes Programs at the Maritime Reactors Training
School and the Naval Reactors Training School. During this time
I was licensed as what is now called a Senior Reactor 6pora:o:.

I also was licensed by the U. 5. Coast Guard as a Chief Enginser
with vmhimited status on merchant vessels. Anmong my most signifi-
cant dutir~ *:wie~ eohie periocd, from September 1958 to April 1453,
I was senicr engineer for the Nuclear Ship Savannah. Among other
responnsiuilities on the favannah, I was the engineer in charge for
initial eriticality of the ship.

From_196% to 1970 I worked in the air conditioning and re-
frigeration ficld, Among other activities, I was an instructor at

Brevard Junior College and the Florida Insticute of Technology.
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-From March 1967 to January 1970 I was a Systems Engineer for Boeing
on the Environmental Control System for the Saturn V rocket in the

space program.

During this period I also took graduate courses tu further
develop my skills. From the Universicy; of Florida I received 27
hours toward a master's degree in Technical Education and 12 hours
toward a law degree. In 1970 I received a master's degree in Physi-
cal Oceanography from the Florida Instisusey of Teehnolugy,

In 1970 I returned to the nuclear field as a senior systems
engineer in the Nuclear Power Division of the Newport News Ship-
build{nq and Dry Dock Company, where, among other duties, I was
responsible for the design calculations and installation of the
steam generating system for a new fast attack submarine.

From August 1971 through September 1978, I worked for Babeock
and Wilcox (B&W). I started as a senior systems engineer responsi=-
ble for the startup of Duke Power Company's Oconee I station, DBowW's
first nuclear plant to go on=line. From 1972 to 1976, I was the
unit manager for fluia engineering, responsible for the design of
auxiliary systems anAd sizing of critical components and‘systems.
From 1976 to 1978 I was responsible for total management and pro~-
Curememswr0f the above equipment for auxiliary systems, in additien

to the above aesign duties.

In September 1978 I began work for Gulf States Utilities as
Plant superintendent at the River Bend nuclear station, where I was
in charge of operations for the construction stage of that boiling
water reactor,

In June 1980 [ went to Three Mile Island-unic 2, where I
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served until my March 23, 1983 dismissal. Among the duties I held

x

4t TMI- 2 were Plant Operations Manager, Director of Plant Operations
Acting Director of Site Operations, and finally site Cperations
Director. At TMI-2 I have Supervised from 260-340 eixployees and
from 47-100 contractors at varicus points. Site Operations has the
final authority to approve all Systems covered by the Plant's license.
The Plant Operations Director, Manager of Plant Maintenance, and Plans

Engineering Director all reported to me directly. Our budget initi-

@lly was 526 willion, although by the end of 1982 I succeeded in

trimming it to $19 million. My resume is enclosed as Exhibit 1.

' I have read Richard Parks' March 23, 1983 affidavit af 6
Pages and Edwin Gischel's April 2, 1983 affidavit of 22 pages. I
can confirm that for information about which I have Perscnal know-
ledge, both affidavits are substantially coriect. I fully concur
with all the major concerns raised by Messrs, Parks and Gischel.
They raised thouse same concerns to me repeatedly during 1983 on the
job, and 1 supported them at the time. Beyond expressing my strong
Professional support, I will not repeat the issues that they raised,
other than to make certain minor corrections where ap§ropria:e and
to expand cerctain points by Providing further details ©f which they
may hqx: not been aware.

I was esiecially distressed that on March 24, 1983 management
Placed Mr. Farks on leave of abienco and prohibited him from
entering the Island, This was the day after he filed a Department
of Labor complaint charging retaliation and harassment because of
his challenges to the polar crane Program. By suspending Mr. Parks

Management sacrificed a valuable contributor €O the THMI-«2 cleanup,.

I asked for Mr. Parks to be assigned %o Site Operations becaus# he



is such a good man; one of the best in my opinion. He pushed hard
to get the job done and to meet the schedule.

e also knew the administrative controls, because he haolped
prepare them. Mr. Parks helped draft AP-1043 and 1047 to meet NRC
requirements during turnover of the submerged demineralizer systen
(SDS) during 1980 and 1981. Mr. Parks played a major role in the
SDS turnover and he learned from the mistakes. He wanted to be
Sure that they were not repeated. I believe that was the basis for
his unwillingness to back down when management attempted to circunm-
vent these same controls during the polar crane program.

My own knowledge of and concerns about the TMI-II cleanup
are much broader than those raised by Messrs. Parks and Gischel.

My concerns cover both the causes and effects of a massive organi-
zational breakdown. In trying to catch up, management has sacrificed
measures needed to protect both publiec health and safety, as well as
to accomplish the cleanup in the most cost-efficient manner. My
concerns’ are summarized briefly below. I will provide further de-

tails to cooperate with good faith government investigations,

Misdirected Scheduling Pressure

:: his March 23, 1983 press conference GPUN President Robert
Arnold asked wnat motive the utility would have to take shortcuts
with the polar crane that could threaten public health and safety.
From personal knowledge I can suggest one possible motive ~-- to
maintain the flow of approximately §20 million in Department of
Energy (DOE) funds that are threatened due to scheduling delays.

On several occasions Mr. Bahman Kanga told me that he wanzed
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to gain credibility with the Department of Energy ang the NRC by

meeting the schedule. 1In Several instances this

ied to increased

€osts. I also attended an October 28, 1982 management meeting whore

serious concerns were discussed about a DOE cutoff. A letter fronm

DOE strongly criticizing the delays in the TMI-2 ¢leanup was read to

those in attendsnce. In addition, 1 am also aware that at least

during 1983 DOE has refused to give us a blanket release of federal

funds, Instead, the money has been allocated 9N 3 taskeby-task

basis as each Project is completed.

On tha job 1 Pushed strongly ang routinely worked overtime to

meet schedules. Over a 1.5 year perioca 1 led a steady pregranm to

reduce the Si:g Operations backlog of work requests from 3700 when

I took over the department, to 350 by mid-1982, we Caught up through

a Site Operations tracking system that 1 developed with my scheduling

engineer Kingsley Draper,

p o repeatedly protested the real causes for delays

the lack of

*= sSuch as
an integrated schedule for all the departments working

on particular Projects. I also wrote several memoranda on problems

with cost reporting, and Suggested chanqoi to control costs. At

management meetings and through written Protest I explained how lack

of an imifegrated schedule prevented each department from idcntifyinq

the overall impact of its work. Working from isolated mini-schedules

Creatad unnecessary delays, as departments had to wait for others to

furnish software Or complecte related responsibilities. 1In one

memorandum I analyzed how the lack of an integrated schedule was a

Yoot cause of the polar ~rane delay

$ in the headlif: pProgram, My

concerns were not reflected in meeting minutes, I protested the



|
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omissions in writing. On February 16, 1333, Mr. Joha Barton re-
sponded to one sueh Protest by sending me a dote ashing what ! was
trying to prove and warning, "You ara making a badg Gvample." When
I was suspen.uvd a little over A weak later, the Proslem remained

unresolved.

I could not accept, however, a Philosephy to meet the scheduls

by running roughshod gver the engineering reviews ana Orzamizacieonal

controls designed to Satisfy legal requirements and to Protect the

public. Unfortunately, increasingly I saw and had to challenge this
Philosophy after Septenmber 1982, when the Bechtel Corpora: ion assumed

leadership of an integrated Management team for the TMI=-2 cleanup.

Confusion About Organizational Authority

A major cause for the TMI~2 organizational Breakdown was the
1nobtii:y to decide whe was in charge. In my epinion, a basic pre-
mise for any organization is that those with the decisionmaking
responsibility must also have the authority to carry out their
duties. At TMI-2 + those with the legal responsibility for decisions
were overruled by other managers and departments.,

\R example that I Protested in January 1983 involved delegating
the emergency support director's authority. The procedures prohibit
the person responsibility for site evacuation and implementation of
Protective action guidelines from delegating this authority: To
avoid confusion during an accident, there has to be one designated
Person in charge,

As 3 rersuls, 1 was dismaved to witness a verbal instruction

4t a January 1983 Lraining class thae My, Arnold and three othes
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CPUN (Ceneral Publiec Utilities-Nuclear Cvurporation) esecutives would,
a8 eazrgency support diructors, have veto pover over the emargency
director. 1In late January I wrote a memorundum challenging ahis

loopliole, because the distinction is not mentioned in the grucedure.,

" The company responded that delegating authority up the chain of com=-

mand is permissible; only delegating it down is Prohibited., 1lr. Pﬁilip
Clark, GPUN Executive Vice #rosidQnt, has issued a memorandunm reminding
all personnel that wWe must comply varbatim with the procedures. When
I w;s suspended in mid-February, the issue was unresolved.

Perhaps most important, the lines of responsibility were
unclear for control of significant repairs or equipment changes
in the plant. These modifications require engineering review for
the structural and safety impact. The work must be documented on
Engineering Change Modification (ECM) forms. In a January 1983
memorandum I explained to Messrs. Kanga and Barton how this important
Program was severely handicapped, because the modifications contraol
Program did not identify responsibilities for approved processing
of ECM's, their subsequent turnover to Site Operations, and other
loopholes. wWhen I was forced out on February 24, the modifications
control program was still uncontrolled in key areas.

i:% core coalilct over organizational authority involved whe
was the lcg...,-u-..,n.s-d plang manager. The authority was unclear
on paper and in reality. For example, the Safety Review Group (S5RG),
which reviews all procedures important to safety, did not report to
me as required under she American National Standards Institute (ANSI)
standards-by which we are bound. Instead, they reportod to tir. Kanga.
I ehallenged this in a letter to Licensing Director Jinm Larson the

day before 1 “a3 Qizshavgad.
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In early 1983 1 protested the conflicting lines of authorire

in a memerandum. I wrote that effectively the organizational chart

made Unit-2 Cdirector Bahman Kanga the legal;y-raag,asxble plant
manager. In a subsequent m2etiny Uniec-2 Deputy Dirictsr John Barton
quoted Mr. Arnold that Mr. Kanga was the Plant manacur, I respondad

that Mr. ranga did not have the required ten years n

nuclear power

Plant experience and to my knowledge had no Operating experiaeance.

Cn February 15 Messrs. Kanga and Barton delegated Mr. Kanga's

aunho:ity L0 me as his principal alternate, and further delegated

eo me the responsibility for operation and maintenance of the plant

in acé¢cordance with the GPUN organization plan. o©n February 24 at a

meeting on containment access, the TMI-3 licensing director reaf-

firmed this authority,.

The clarification of responsibility was welcome and long

overdue, Site Srerations has , serious mission as the structural

control on the legality of work coverea by the license. 1 believed

that Site Operations (S0O)

and to compliance with legal requirements. Unfortunately, I was not

given the chance to Operate with a clear chain of command. On Feb-

ruary 24 1 was suspended from my position.

—
Failure to Fatlay Foanaistent Procedyres

Another basic cause of the TMI-2 organizational breakdown

was that tho various departments were not playing by the same rules.

Mr. Parks' affidavite referred to the December 1982 introduction of
4 Unit Work Instruction (UWTI) system, and the failure to comply

with the hew procedures. Circumventing the Uul $ystem was no mere

technicalicy, I am completely familiar with the origin of the
R

- '

could return the ¢leanup program to schedula,
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System. It represented a Major commitment to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) to avoid a fine and respond to serious safety concerns
The birth of the Uwl System is connected with an incident
desccribed in Mr, stchel's wffidavit, an.in:xdﬂn: in early 1232
when contamination was blown through the aux:iliary air venes. In
the process of investigating the causes o0f the incident, we found
that the radiation drains were only taped instead of Plugged shus
and in some cases the tape had come off., we ale9 leagrned thas 23
work request to install Plugs based on t;ilure L0 pass DOP leak
tests has been languishing since mid-1980, or over 1.5 years before
the ;clcaso of contamination,.
On July 29, 1982 TMI-2 Mmanagement met with NRC officials.
We all expected to.xocoivc a fine, because the NRC was upset with
the long delay in addressing an identified Public health concern.
At this meeting there was no question about whiech department was
responsible. Mr. Arnold was clear that it was up to me to defend
the company and aveid a fine., I told the NRC that the s0O tracking
System had reduced the backlog of existing work roquos:s. established
realistic schedules for all major safety concerns, and Suggested final
implementation of a new UWI program to Prevent the problem from re-
CUrringepy guaranteeing prompt, controlled repairs through consistent
pProcedures., The Procedures were already being Prepared by Mr., Bill
Kelly of GPU, over Bechtel prot;sts. The NRC responded favorably
and discussed a timetable for implementation. We made a commitment
€O the NRC to introduce the UWI system By the end of the year,
which we accomplished in December.
?ho‘NRC also requested further engineering training. Mr. Arnold

did not make such 4 commitment, although I felet ie nececosary due go



the inexperience,

The problem was that the procedures were ci:;um:entcd‘throuqh
use of Bechtel work packages and accompanyiné Procedurss approved
only by Bechtel. GPU engineers had ROt reviewed thwe pechtel ground-
trules. This was a generic problem for work in the containment. I
protested repeatedly ang largely unsuccessfully abous *his engd~
around our "reform" commitment. The circumvention was $0 thorourh
that the NRC could not have avoided knowledge of the practice.
Instead, the WRC was satisfied with reviews by Site Engineering,

4 Bechtel-dominated branch of the organization. I am disappointed
thnt‘tho NRC did not enforce the c:ginizatianal reform thet ir
accepted as a substitute for a fine,

The failure to follow Proper procedures also extended to
contractors, who weren't familiar with the proc.ddrcz or worked
to outdated versions. Use ©of the wrong procedures caused problenms

Such as use of the outdated chemicals that gave the uncreliable re-~

sults for sensitive assignments, and an Overpressurization incident.

Inadeguate Controls on Safety Classification

Mr. Parks' affidavit detailed his concern that the polar
€rane program for ‘“he reactor head lift was an unreviewed safety
question that should comply with the administrative controls of
AP-1043 and 1047, as well as receive a full engineering review,.

The dispute over the safety status of the polar crane was unusually
dramatie, but the missing controls were not atypical, Those escen-
tial checks were more generally skipped due to erganizational
sloppiness, A longstanding problem at TMI=2 has beer the lack

©f a current Quality Classification List (QCL) . The QCL contreols
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which work is classified as "important to safety” or “safety-

related” and thereforo Subject to quality assurance (QA) review,

AP=1043 and 1047 engineering review, and approval by the Safesy

Review Group or the Plant Opurations Review Committee (PORC). The

absence of & reliable QCL list means a generic abuence of reliable

controls on lmportant-to-sarecy or safety-related work.

Polar Crane

The conflict over the cefurbishment and modification for the

reactor vessel headlife Program illustrates the effects o6f the or-

ganizational deficiencies described above. while the polar crane

has become the catalyst for public debate on the TMI-2 cleanup, it

is only one case out of many where the rules have been trampled,

The polar crane dispute exhibits the basic traits of mismanage=-

ment at Unit 2. The effore was Poorly coordinated and faced delays

due to the lack of an integrated schedule. Site Operations faced

hostility and was blamed for the delays when the department raised

valid technical concerns. Most significant, rather than corract

the programmacic and engineering deficiencies, management attempted

to q.t.grck on schedule by diluting the safety standards for ths work.

Further, under ﬁrossurn from Mr. Kanga, Procedures were propared

without adequate data and $0 was not given adequato time to fully

review each phase of the program.

Site Oprrations refused to quietly sign off on the polar crana

when, in our professional Judgment, management zhose to gamble with

public he%ilth and safety by Fushing an incomplecte Program inta operas

tion for a crane that was AOE yut ready. To illustrate, M:. Givehel
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refused to silently accept the usc of a crane with new brakes to
lift 40-ton missile shields before i=s was load testad,

I will not repeat Messrs. Parks and Gischel's dencriptions
of the debate on the polar crane. Their concerns were 272 remain
valid. Several acditional details expose the nature of r-e oryani-
Zational disease at TMI- 2, however,

One symptom was duplicity and lach of trustworthiness. To
illustrate, in de-Febxuary Mr. Theising's assistant, Ron Freemerma
approached me privately. He told me that SO had a very good techni~
cal point about the polar crane. He added that if he were in my
PO3iRion, he would not give in on his professional integrity. He
would ge’ fired first. He then gave me a memcrandum which denied
any technical validity for the engineering concerns raised by

Mr, Gischel. Mr. Freemerman then tried to confirm that I did nos

agree with Mr, Gischel. I asked Mr. Freemerman what he was tryin

(X}

to pull. I told him that I would have Mr. Gischel review the letter

and respond accordingly,

Confidence in the safety of a nuclear plant depends to a
great degree on trust that c.aclusions on Paper are supported by
good faith analysis and research. 1In mést cases, there is not time

o
tc go back and rechezk the reliability of assumptions and the accu-

racy of calculations until after something has gone wrong. At TMI-II,

trust in the paperwork would be misplaced. In too many cases, the
records reflect the management "party line,"™ instead of reality.

The dispute over lifting the 40-ton missile shields without a

load test is especially revealing. At a February managerment meeting,

Mr. Barton blamed SO for not raising the issue until thNe last minute.



He stata2d that we had known about it all along. This was particu-

larly disconcerting, because as early as the spring of 1982 Site
Operations had been told to stay out of the po;ar crane issue.

At any rate, Mr. Barton was wrong. SO and Mr. Gischel had
not raised the issue before, L2cause it did nas exist. Mr. Gischel,
his assistant Ron Warren and I reviewed Mr, Gischel's previous com-
ments on the earlier version of the load test. we discovared that
the procedures formerly did nor exempt the crane fronm a lcad test
for the missile shields. That explained Mr. Gischel's previous
failure to challenge the nonexistens omission. The 1983 version of
the program had diluted the ;afe:y controlg by procedural changes.

On February 11 Mr. Gischel and I informed Mr. Kanga of our
findings about the Procecdure change. He looked as if we had punched
him, but did not back down. He said, in effect, that he dié not care
and would send t4e dispute to Mr. Arnold if necessary. 1 told him
that this was not necessary; Mzr. Barton could sign off over Site

Operations' objection.

Radioactive Releases to the Environment

The most significan' effect of the organizational breakdown

q ! )
has been relasca~ ar radiation to the environment . For example,
during the 1982 investigation on the taped reactor drains in the
auxiliary building, SO learneq that test records on the drains were
missing from before the accident. The turncver documents and re-
lated punch lists could not be located to demonstrate that the re-
actor drains were ever Plugged. Mr, Gischel's affidavit disclosed

that the drains were only Partially taped when the accident occurread.
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I have been extremely concerned akous radiatior relzases from
the auxiliary building since last Summer. As Becht.l's arrival ap-
proached, steady progress in the tuxiliary building cleanup ground

to a halt. There has not been sign.ficant progress on this issue
sincea last June. )

I emphasized to management repeatz2dly, and recently to
Dr. James Fletcher of the GPU Safety Advisory Board, that we could
not allow this safety problem to lie dormant. Although the contain-
ment building is a more well-known cbjectlof pPublic concern, Lae
auxiliary building may pose a greater threat to the public. The
radiation is more controlled in the containment building,\uha-e EE
is kept isolated through air loecks. éy contrast, in the auxiliary
building radiation can escape through doors and interconnections in
the fitter system such as the vents. Despite my protests, the
auxiliary building cleanup was still stalled awaiting release of a
technical plan when I was suspended on February 24.

Another unnecessary release involved 3000 gallons of radio-
active tritium that leaked into the groundwater in early 1982 fronm
the Borated Water Storage Tank (BWST). The incident happened when
the Maintenance Department enclosed the entire area around the BWST
to keep.the personnel working there warm. In the process Maintenance
also enclosed the sensing device that turns on the heat tracing ap-
Paratus to Xeep the pipes from Ereezing. Eecause the sensing device
was relatively warm, it did not trigger.the heat tfaci;g mechanisnm.
o
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