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The “ppeal Board invited the comments of the parties *o
the Restart Proceeding ¢oucerning the bearing of new information
on three motions to Teopen the recorc of the heering. ‘ppeal
Boerd Order, June 16, 1982, The new information identified
by the Appeal Board is as follows:

(1) Tim Mertin's assertion on Mey 24 during a Commission
Meeting that the NRC Staff had verified the Hartman allegations,
(2) NRC starr poeition of Separating the issue of the
integrity of the corporete institution, GFU, from the actions of
individuels concerning the falsification of leak rates ot Unit 2

(3) Herman Dieckamp's letter to Chairmzn Palladino, dated
June 10, 1983, which Proposed numerous personnel changes to remove
employees who @ey have been involvecd in the falsification of leek
rates at TMI-2 from Operation of the Unit 1 plant

These comments were to be filed by July 1, 1983, Opportunity
for oral argument concerning the motions to reopen was to have been
provided on July 20, 1363, however that time was Trescheduled for
August 3, 1983, The identity of the person who will Tepresent ezch
party was requested. In the case of the /amodt Family, that

representative will be Norwman 0, Azmodt,



CUther new inforration has been received since the iLppeal
Board Order. This consists of an INPU evaluation of TMI-1
datec¢ vune 10, 1963, a2 memorandum of June 22, 19€3 (Dircks to
the Commissioners) concerning GPU's failure to meet its obligation
to report audits to the Restart Froceeding, and an NRC Staff
investigation of alleged falsification of training records
completed May 27, 1963 and the subject of Beard Netification
83=T1A, Relevant information provided after our motion coacerning
the Hartman matter but prior to the Appeal Board order is the
Faegre and Benson independent verification of the falsification
of leak rates as alleged by Hartman.

k8 noticed in our motions of June 20, 1983, the parties'
information is incomplete on 2 number of matters concerning the
three motions to reopen due to the withholding of information by
the NRC Staff, The Staff hes now supplied some additional
information, notably the recent investigation of alleged falsifi-
cation of training records noted above. However, the Staff's
withholding of this information from May 27 until June 27, when
this investigation was served in response to our motions of June 20,
is uuxcusablo,1 @8 1s the Staff's position concerning
withholding of other information. Sge NRC Staff's /nswer to
samodt Motions, June 27, 1983, The Staff's position that secrecy
is needed in order to complete its ongoing investigations and

1/ Notice of the allegation and impending investigation was not
served on us until nearly two weeks after service of other parties

and over s week after our telephone reguest.



concerning

sougnt by our m ons The
public record, appearing in
civil court triesl transcript. The three engineers, Park, King
and Glschel, sought public = o) - ' 8 concerning
GFU management, The NRC Starf? admits that their investigation of
further cheating on tests reported in Polruzry,
completed; the matter is five months old and th
that the coapleted investigation must be withheld s
investigation may be undertaken is 8imply not credible.

Unless the ippeal Bosrd acts to provide this information the
NRC Staff will sit in the ‘cat-bird' position during the orsl
arguments on reopening the record. Wwhile we believe that we
have already provided the sppeal Board with sufficient evidence
which meets the requirements for reopening the recoru, we dispeair

the prejudice of our interests that may be caused by the Stzff'e

privileged access to information,

Effect of New Informat;on

by _tamodt Motion of September 3. 1982 to Reopen

This motion was based on 2n NRC inspection report of
compromise of the Radiation Worker Permit tests which were
left unattended with their answer keys on shelves in the
TMI training department.

The principal corporate employee responsible for the
conduct within the training department is Dr. Robert long.

Dr. long assured Judge Nilhollin and the parties to the Reopened
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Hearing that the RWP test would be appropriztely secured to
prevent access by the numerous TVI and contracior employees

who must pass the test in order to work in the plant., lLess than
8ix months later, = rediological zssessor fourd the tests
unsecured on three occasions despite repeated attempts to bring
bigh-level menagement zttention to the 8ituation.

Dr. long is included in the restructured TMI-1 corporate
organization as presented by the Dircks' memorandur and the
Dieckamp letter. Other @management and training personnel who
way have involvement in the matter have not been identified,
therefore their presence within the proposed organization

restructuring cannot be determined at present.

Deliberate compromise of the RWP test was alleged by
a witness, Harry W, Williams, Jr., whom we presented during the
Reopened Proceeding. The underlying motivation implied by this
witness's testimony was that GPU needed the services of contractor
personnel who may have had difficulty in passing the test. The
verification of deliberate faleification of ieck rate data as
agserted by Tim Martin lends credence to Williem's position
concerning the RWP test. Long's fsilure to ensure the security
of the test and the disinterest of high-level management in the
reports that the test was unsecured are evidence not inconsistent

with the Hartman matter and William'a 2llegation.
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B, _Azmodt Motion, April 1€, 1987 to Reoper

This motion was based primerily on the Hartmen testimony

in the GPU v, B&W court trial concerning falsification of leck
rate deta reported to the NRC for sowe months prior to the Unit 2
acclident,

The Tim Martin assertion thet Hartman's allegations have
been verified lends support to our position concerning their
veracity. MPurther evidence, which supports Martin's assertions,
waé provided by the Paegre % Benson investigation; our
summary of their conclusions is zttached. Lppendix 4,

The NRC Staff position for restructuring the TMI-1
erganizaticn for restert is based on the assumption that the
Hartmen allegztions zre verified, 2lthough the Staff officlally
disclaims such knowledge. The Staff's position underlines the
gravity of the matter of falsification of leck rate data; it
2lso a2cknowledges that ényoue associzted with the opera‘ion of
Unit 2 may have been involved;it also acknowledges that menagement
cannot be absolved of the responsibility for the matter, if verified,

/?t;::gﬁ investigation, and, therefore, the issue of me2nzgement
integrity is left open. The Staff position clearly supports
reapening the record to examine the Hartmen matter.

Other new information concerning the Staff's knowledge of
Tim Martin's assertions Supports our position that the prolonged
falsification of leak rete data which allowed the plant to operate
with a stuck-open PORV created the 'mind-set' which prevented the
operators from responding appropriately to indication of nigh
temperatures and overflow into the Sump. See Harold L. Ornstein
Memorandum of June 6, 1983 to C. J. Heltemes, Jr., attached to

Dircks Memorandum of June 10, 1983 to Commissioner Gilinsky.
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Pailure to recognize the stuck-open PORV in time caused the
“ncovering of the core; thus the falsification of leak rate dats

for sometime prior to the accident appears to be causzl tv the
accident and is a legitimate issue in the Restart Proceeding.2

The Dieckamp letter proceeds on assumptions similar, if not
identical, to the Staff'a. It, therefore, provides similar
support for our motion to reopen the record concerning the
Hartman matter, /ggzgliié proceeds further in restructuring the
Unit 1 organization than did the Staff. Por instance, most of
the responsiblity that resided with Robert Arnold, president of

- GPU Nuclear, would be ransferred to the vice-president, P, R.

Clark who was not an employee at the time of the Unit 2 accidert,
Dieckamp's position is intended to eliminate the need to resolve
the responsibility and involvement of menagement in the Hartmen
matter, or, in fact, the verification of the matter.

The question becomes whether the removal of all those who
could possibly have been involved with the falsification of
leak rate data and operation of the plant in violstion of technical
specifications eliminates the need to consider the issue of lack of
management integrity in a reopened hearing,

We believe that the restructuring does not eliminate the
need for reopening for the following reasons. Pirst, the
restructuring plans offered by Licensee and Staff did not adhere
to their own gameplan to remove all possible offenders. Por instance,

Dr. Robert long who was manager of Generation Productivity at the

&/ The standard for issues considered in the Restart Proceeding
was nexus to the Unit 2 sccident.
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time ©f the accident, could reasonably have been involved in
the decision to falsify leak rzte data, however he is shown on

the Dieckamp chart as vice-president of Nuclear Assurznce.

R, W, Heward, Jr. end H, P, Wilson were in the GPU corporate
orgenization of the TVMI nuclear plants 2t the time of the accident,

ks
and they will also be retained in tine Dieckamp restructuring.-

Ross, Husted and Zewe were 21l involved in
the elicit day-te-day eperation of the Unit 2 plant, however
these persons will be retained in the propoeed restructuring
of Unit 1 onsite staff as Manager of Operstions, Supervisor of
Unlicensed Operator Training and Meﬁéger of Radiolegicel Controls,
respectively. D. ¥. Shovlin who was superintendent of Mzintenance
at the time of the accident must have been aware of the leaking
PORV however he will be retained in the same position in the
restructuring. Robert irncld, the corporate person most likely te
have knowledge of the leak rate falsification as the interface with
the Licensee, Metropolitan Edieon, will not be far removed from
contact with the Unit 1 operation. . lthough 90% of .rnold's
responsibilities are to be transferred te Clark, Clark reports
to Arnold,

Second, the presumptien that the falsification of lezk rate
date was an isolated episode alien to the normal mode of operation

of the TMI plants is naieve. The evidence speaks otherwise,

2/ T™e Dieckamp chart used in the Staff briefirg of June 20, 1982

shows long, Hewsrd and Wilson 'freckled' NOT WITH MET-ED PRIOR TO

3/79, which is misleading. This mislesding informztion was the

subject of the Blake correction to the Dieckamp letter of June 10, 1983,
Sge Bleke letter to Secretary Chilk of June 10, 1967,
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and the list is growing: PMisinformestion provided to the Comumonwezl:h,
chesting on NRC exawinztions, 'loose' administrztion of requzlificze-
tion teste, mansgement influence on employees' testimony during
NRC investigations, a2llegations of recent further cheating on
tests, allegations of three engineers of deiég:;i;: circumvention
of safety procedures in the TMI-2 cleanup,/denizl of verification
of the Hartman allegations by the president of GPU despite
affirmwative evidence in their ewn consultants' report, and
destruction of radiation records generated in the initial hours
of tke accident, The attitudes of menagement whicnh underlay
behavioral evidence presented above can be presumed to have
flowed throughout the TMI organization in view of the scope of
compromised behavior and the few whistleblowcrs to date.

Third, as inepprepriate as the organizatien restructuring
propeced is, hew likely is Licensee's adherence te it?

Peurtia, way is GPU Nuclear willing te retain persennel whe
mey have teen invelved in falsificatien ef lezk rate data and who
operated the plant in vielatien ef technical specifications to its
ultimate destructisn?

Pifth, can a cerperatien Seperaie itself from the criminal
actiens of its management and exployees?

L. _IMIA Motjop of May 27, 1983

This motion was based on the Staff's memorandum of May 19, 1983
which identified five open items concerning the Staff's pesition
on management issues in the Restart Proceeding, The open jitems

grew out of the Staff's revalidation of its position on manasgement
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integrity following the Staff's recognition on or before
ipril 19, 198'4 that the Hartman matter was 8ignificant and
needed *to be fuctored into the Commission's decision concerning
the concerns it raisgg/izgded to be set aside prior to the
Commiseion's decision on the immediate effectiveness of restart,
In the couise of that Staff prograzm to mitigate zny concerns the
Commission mey have abog;/;::scnt effect of the Hartmen matter,
the Steff conducted an onsite announced inspection to determine
procedurzl cemplisnce. During this inspection, Henry Hukill,
vice-president of TMI-1, provided the ltaff with the EBET! and
RHER audits of the TMI-1 Operation that were prepared in Pebruary
and May of 1983, respectively. The neert of the TMIA motion is
the new information provided by the twe zudits which TMIA, and
now the NRC Staff , believe are in direct conflict with tae
information provided im the Regtart Proceeding snd the Licensing
Beard's conclusions,

We were unable to respond to the TMIA metion within the
ten deys provided dus te the concurrent opportunities on June 1
and 3 to file comments with the Commission concerning the NRC
Staff's inspection at T™I-1 and related briefing of the Commission,
Our positien, albiet late, is that the TvIA motion hes merit
8imply en the basis that the Staff, with the fullest access to

44 Until the Staff's service on this day of notice of their
evalidation pogitien, the Staff had on repeated occasions,

(notably their testimony in the Restart Procoedinf. participation

in the Reepened Hearing, review of the CPU v, B&W transcript

and the Commission briefing) misrepresented, diminished or withheld
the Hartman matter.
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the related information, considered all the matiers of sufficient
significance to require the Staff's reconsideration of ite positions
or 2anagement issues. The NRC rules of practice governing situations
where new significant informatien arises following a Licemsing Board
decision is that reselutien of these matters require a reopening
and should net be resolved through Staff investigation and
inspectien, NUREG-0386 Sectien 13.1(4)

Pollowing a review of the Licensing Eoard's decision and
our specific knewledge of the record concerning the TNMI training
department, we were zable to come to some conclusions concerning
the nature and Scope of conflicts between this information snd that
provided by the twe new audits., A partisl comperison is provided
in Appendix B, Nearly every management i{ssue en which the Licensing
Beard decided would be affected by the informatien provided by the

J
audits, if examined. The cenflicts which exist are, for the
most part, of two types: (s) differing findings and conclusiens
from similar evidence cencerning operator treining and (b)
different universes of evidence concerning other management
functions.

The area of training of licensed operators was the single
management function abeut which there exiats 2 record of evidence
in the Restart Preceeding. Cencerning 211 other areas of
operation, the evidence available te the Licensing Beard was
sinp;;/g;:::iff%::n:{ Structure in the form of charts, recumes of
the individuals included eon the charts, personsl aprearances of
these management individuals, character references provided by
@ management individual in anether utility, opinions of twe

NRC Staff members cercerning the organizatienzl etructure, and
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the testimony of a BITA witness concerning the workability of the
new organizational structure. Te gop in the evidence was
@ concern of the Commissien during an October 14, 1981 briefing
on the Licensing Board's initial decisien on management, Chzirman
Falladine disclaimed the value of evidence which censisted of
charte snd bexes en charts and inquired concerming the functioning
of the TMI-1 organization.s BET: audit ef Pebruary, 1983 provides

at 2 fair time for zudite-
that inferme tien cencerning the ThI-1 organizatien/over three

years after reorganizatien. The BETA audit describes the )
funciioning of tae TMI-1 organization as in total chaos. Such
a e2ituation would thresten public aealth and safety if Unit 1
was allowed te restart. The record needs te be reopened te
examine the facts af the me tter which include the BETA, RHR
and INPO audits as well as any etner information needed for the
fppeal Deard to make an apprepriate determination of man:zgement
competence. Where there is record evidence of the functiening
of the organization, as is the case concerning the training eof
licensad operators, the recerd evidence and the BET: audit agree,
The Licensing Board falled te accerd the preper weight te the

tvidence on the record, 2 pesitien we have argued in our appesl
cencerning training issues. See Asmedt Brief, October 4, 1982
at #14 - 27,

The NRC Stafe provided as an explanztien sf the differences
between the cenclusiens ef the NRC Inspection tesm and BETA
that the fermer's 8tandard was "average" performance while the

latter's was "excellence". Inspection Repert Mo, 50-289/83-10,

2/ Chairman Palladine's remarks are presented ags Appendix C
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This Staff provided description of NRC standards needs te be
examined ir three respects. Pirst, hew dees the Staff's standerd
of "average" management compare with the Cemmission's orders
establishing the Restart Proceeding? JSecond, were the opinions
of Staff witneases and Staff findings in the Restart Preceeding
guided by a standard ef "average"? Third, since the regulation
of the eperatiem of Unit 1 weuld be carried eut by the Staff,
would a standard of "average" be adequate teo pretect the public
health and safety?

Concerning the effect of the NRC Staff and GPU restructuring
of the organizatien te remeve those whe ceuld have bo;n involved
in the falsification ef leak rate data at Unit 2: The effect of
amether reerganization can enly excaberate the problems found by
the auditers. The restructuring invalidates the evidence on which
the Licensing Beard depended te find that this Licensee should
be classed with eperating plants not NTOLs (Near Term Operating
Licensees) coencerning staffing and startup requirenents. See
August 27 PID at #568 - 572,

Included in the TMIA metien, but net discussed for lack of
evidence, is 2 metter cencerning 2llegations of falsificatisn of
training reecerds. This infermation was generated by the NRC
review of the GPU y, 33W transcript., The NRC conducted an investi-
g@ation which was withheld for approximately one month after its
conplotion.6 The matter cencerns alleged falsificatien eof
attendance records by the TMI Trainin; Department in response te
the NRC's requirement fer 2 specific number of hours of training.

The results of the NRC investigation were served on June 27, 1983
response to our motion fer this informatien. Ses iamedt Metiens,
June 20, 1983,



e13e
The investigation apvears te be unsatisfactory., Por instance,
N. D, Brown,who had the respensiblity during the time of
alleged falsificatisn fer the training records, was not
interviewed, Brewn is presently i(n charge of emergency
planning at Unit 1, The matter of Brewn's integrity is ar
issue of impertance teo public health and safety, The NRC
investigatien attempts te characterize the allegations of 2 former
- contrel reem operater, new exployed by B&W, as the product of
this eperater's persenality., Although tais persen, T, L, Beok,
new appears unwilling te pursue the issue, it is unreasonable teo
believe that B&W weuld have introduced unreliable evidence inte
the court trial, NRC dees net pursue whether, in fact, report
of heurs of self-study, even if accurate, fulfilled the training
requirements as described in the FSAR. Such 2 question was
asked eof Licensee's ceunsel by Judge Milhellin in the Reepened
Hearing, when a report ef the eperaters'heurs in training fer
the 1980 - 1981 cycle was Stipulated into the recerd. GFU counsel
assured the ceurt that the hours pPresented represented classrcem
training, however we had conriderable deubt cencerning the
truthfulness eof the exhibit =8 represented, JSee Jamedt Pindings,
March 4, 1982 at #363 - 365, The recerd of hours was prepared by
the Superviser of Operator Training, Sewuel Newton whe holds that
position at present in the T™I erganization, We believed that
Newton falsified testing records entered inte the record of ihe
®ain hearing. Id., at #277 - 281. The matter esnnot be
censidered reselved until the alleged falsifications, Book's
and eurs, have been examined for evidence of compromise
of the training ef operaters and questienable integrity of
persennel impacting en the operatien of Unit 1,
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New I tie der Censideration by Aamedts
The NRC rules ef practice require that all parties te
@ preceeding are required te bring amy new infermatien relevant
te the issues eof the preceeding to the attentien eof the Licensing
Beard. NUREG-0786, Section 4.4,
We are in receipt of new infermatien frem twe seurces
whick centain allegatiens relevant te the issue of management
integrity. We have net had sufficient time te review eor
investigate the infermatiem. The matters are varied, Fellewing
our evaluatien _eof these matters te facilitate cemsideratien by
the Beard and parties, all infermatien will be previded,
Respectfully submitted,

i 1\éul //Zit. éuumi_(\
Marjerfe M. Aamedt

.
NP wkes Ul Absnwts ™

July 1, 198% Nerman 0, Aamedt




APPENDIX 2

AAMODT SUMM4RY OP PAEGRE & BENSON
VERIPICATION OF HARTMAN ALLEGATIONS



This independent investigation instigated by GPU czme to the
following conclusions (pege 26):

1 Besed on Hartman's Statement, their corroborstion in I&E
interviews and upon our review of the effect of the
omissions, errors and oscillations, we have little doubt
thet leak rate tests were run frequently, producing an
unknown number of unidentified lezk raztes in excess of lgpm,

2 To the extent that "bad" leak rate results occurred, they
were all thrcwn awsy because none heve survived in tne
regular file,

The d2liberateness of the failure to report tests in excess
of technical specifications was drawn (page 28):

3 In view of the underlying policy rztionale establishing
2 1 gpm limit on unidentified leekage, namely, plant
safety, it would be difficult to justify =z conclusion
that when the test is run more frequently then required

results outside of the 1 grpm limit can be ignored, unless
they are rejected as invalid indications of leakage,

The extent of the failure to report lesk rate calculations
in excess of technicel specifications was indicated by notes
of I& interviews provided to the investigators., It appears that
from one to five tests were performed per shift(page 10) over

@ period exceeding six months.

The evidence (-1, 2, 3) forces 2 conclusion that
the fzeilure of the operations staff to record "bad" tests,
to velidote these tests and report eny valid "bed" tests to
the NRC was deliberate snd S0 extensive to involve the entire
operations staff,

Concerning the matter of "fudging" the calculstions, the
consultents were denied access to the best source of this

information -- the oOperators. lLegzl berriers were provided



by Fetropoliten Edison menegement to prevent full zccess to

the operztors. (pe.es 9, 13) However, notes from I&E interviews

provided corroborztion of Hertmen's 2llegztions of zddition of

water znd hydrogen to give = low fzlse rezding ipeges 10, 11).
The consultents 2lso verified thzt 211 the methods Hertmsn

alleged were used to "fudge" the calculstion were effective,
(peges 37-49)



APFENDIX B

CITATIONS TO THE LICENSING BOARD'S PINDINGS :ND CONCLUSIONS
WHICH WOULD BE #PFECTED BY THE FINDINGS OF T4E ; UDITS
SELL . RER



Soncerning the adeguecy of training for operstors, the RER

findings conflict with the Licensing Boerd's findings and con-
clusions at # 202, 207, 224, 228, 230, 241, 259, 262, 264, 539,
554, 584 (c) of the sugust 27, 1981 PID and #2242, 2343 of the
July 27, 1982 PID., The RHR findings below 2ppear on the fifth
through seventh pages following Table 11 in the report of the

study.

RHR Pindings

Close to three quarters of the operators ... were aise
satisfied with the training for licensing and aven 2
Ereater proportion Strongly were dissatisfied with
requalification training.

Operators complained of a lack of convergency between
training, testing and ability to operzte the plant,

Three out of four denied that training prepared them for
what they actually do., In their perception trainin
prepared individuals to pass exams a2nd is auccesatuf at
this but it does not prepare them sufficiently to operste.

It is apparently the policy of the training department to
include only material in the training programs cn which
operators will be tested. There is very strong concensus
that training should include material on whey they would
not be tested.

Those who come up from the plant feel left behind and at
a disadvantage (in learning nuclear theory).

(Navy trainees) would..like to see more systems training
to help them understand the role of the individual pieces
of equipment within the total plant.

There is strong agreement that there is not enough training
on plant conditions.

These RHR findings, not on the record, agree with

record evidence which was rejected by the Licensing Board
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in their findings cited sbove and is presented znd/or discussed

in iemodt Pindings, lay 15, 1981 at #16-20, 86, 101-102, 109;
famodt Reply Pindings, June 29, 1961 at #31, 24, 36, 37, 60, 60(a),
81, 85, 94-97, 100, 102, 103, 113-115, 118-124, 127, 130, 132, =nd
ramodt Pindings, March 3, 1982 (Reopened Proceeding) =t #333, 263,

3€8,
BET: did not attempt to meke a first-nend determination

of the quality of the training effort to find out if licensed
Operators were being taught the correct material in quality or
Quanitity. (BETA 57). BETA's attention was *o the functioning

of the GPUN orgsnization including plant menzgement, Their
findings were that GPUN does not have the capability to identify,

problems, fashion suitable remedies and i{mplement them in the
training area. These findings conflict with the Bozrd's

assumption that identified deficiencies would be eddresgsed and
promises kept. See August 27, 1981 PID at #5327, 550-554, 580,
July 27, 1982 PID at 42332, 2336, 2341, 2344-2%47,

——— -

Soncerning the copebility of GPUN to effectuste deficiéncies
in _training of operators, BETA reported 2 number of findings on

pages 55, 57, 59, €3, 70, 77, 113 and 114 some of which zre

presented below.
Beta PFindings

The Heedquarter training group i{s not concentrating enough
on coordinating plant training efforts,

«+«the headquarter’s role in treining...is not being pursued
to the extent that it should...there are people in the
headquarters orgenizsetion that could be doing this function
but they are not.
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Beczuse of the many nroblems teing found in the treining
progrems a2t TWI-1 .., (you) would z2ssume(d) thet there

would be noticeszble evidence of Techniczl Functions involvee
ment with corrective effort, BETA could detect very litile,

2nd it is not clear thet there is =t this time mu~h interest

in having any, either sn the part of Technicel Punctions,

the plant(s), or the Trsining Division, &=ET: considers this

to be a2 mistake, Paiticulerly with respect to opersztor treining.

++%0 much emphasis is being placed on proving to the world
that the trsining Program is good 2nd not enough on doing what
Shoult be done to produce : competent operator.

+eMOTe atiention is being pald ro the "trappings" of trazining
rather than to 2 concverted effort on ob%zining an effective
«nd product.

(we)..olten heard the expressinn, "things will never change,
they heve veen that way too long".

Fansgement must be in a position to cse its judgment. (The
problem that it cannot) manifests 4 .self throughout: the entire
organizgtion at all levels.

we trequcntli.oncountorcd senior people in GPUN who felt

that the (& rertment was not rerponsive to the zhsolute

need for (A wupport,..that & was not urgently concerned

with resolving prodlems snd clearing deficiencies.

RHR findings confirm BET! findings. The pertinent RHR
findings appear on the page following Table 5 and 2t the second

page after Table 12.

AHR Pindings

(The operaters)foult their leadership for crisis mansgement
++.lack of nanagement effort in bring about cocordin.tion
within this structure. They keep saying "there is no one
in charge®,

Operators ..spuntaneously inquir(ec) wanether anything will
come of rthese interviews,...From some previcus inquiries
they have sesn no action and from ciuers, temporary action
which quickly petered out,

The 2amodt findings, although based on other evidence, zre
consistent with the auditers' findings. gJee ‘umodt Pindings,
May 15, 1981 =t #78-95, 106-108; ramodt Reply Findings, June 29,
1981 at #77-79, 92, 9%, 95, 101, 104-105; femodt Pirdings, Mareh 3,
1982 (Reopened Proceeding) at #347.



ce Sessions, 2 problen
ares ldentified in the 1978 audit (see famodt Comments, :pril
22, 1983 at 8-9), the Consultants found thzt the probler rerained
in 1983. The consultants' findings conflict with the Licensing
Board's findings (iugust 27, 1981 PID 2t #101-102, 169).
RHR Pindings
Cperators complain thzt not enougn time is devoted to

requalification training. Even what is scheduled is often
cancelled at the last moment. (sixth pege zfter Tzble 11

There is dissstisfactior with the (requalification) treining.

Insufficient time is devnted to *his. {first page 2fter

Table 2/3)

The Aamodt findings are consistent with the consultants'
findings. See /2modt Pindings, March 3, 1982 (Reopened Proceeding)
at #334,337, 363-365. The new information supports the iamodt
conelusion that the GPUN exhidbit of numbers of hours operztors
attendea requalification training was falsified or misrepresented.
=Sge Id. at #365,

4 t
hift hnic dvisor, the RHR Study indiczted -
that some inexperienced vperators are being used in positions where

they do not feel capable.
RHR Pinding

New operators are expected to perform like ones with ten
years experience. (second pege after Table 1)

The Licensing Board noted that staffing was hottly contested

issue (August 27, 1981 PID #79). which they believed wes satisfact-
orily resolved (Id. at #569-572). We believed that the evidence

did not support the Board's conclusion concerning the staffing

¢f the control room. Sge ‘famodt Pindings, (Reopened Proceeding),
March 3, 1982 =t #340-342, 328, 329, 358, 345-348; :2modt Pindings,
Ney 15, 1981 ot #53; fomodt Reply Pindings, June 29, 1981 at
#7C-74, 82, 108, ' K



N

Cogcerning the training =nd role of the Shift Techniczl

cdvisor, EET; found 2 number of problems which cz2ll into question

the LLicensing Eozrd's findings, ‘ugust 27, 1981 PIL at #50=-82

but are consistent with our findings, June 29, 13981 at #EE=£Q,
BET; Pindings
There are a number of problems zssociated with the ST
program...These problems involve attrition, the §IA
training progrem, snd proper utilization of the STis,
+eedn their status as quelified STt s,

«+«.there is =2 serious lzck of understanding on the part
of the Shift Supervisors...on the role of the ST..

++sthere is an element of distrust of the STis' ability
and of their motives,

The Shift Technical Advisor (8T2) prograsm...needs to be
reviewed and strengthened.

Concerning the Doehavior ¢ instructors in the TMI
iraining Lepertment, BET! identified problems in addition to

that admitted by the Licensing Board (July 27, 1982 EID at
#2333, 2335, 2337, 2341-2344, 2347(2).
BET: Findings

+++there should be concern over classroom performence (page 5&),
+++,0b inattention noted (Id,)

++s8upervisors, who were present, did not react to
situations where instructors were not performing their
assigned taaks...éthis) appears typical of the normal
mode of operation(Id.).

«+.the Training Depertment.,,lacked the degree of toughness,
accountabiliiy, and insistence on performance needec in the
nuclear profession. (page 57)
The capabilities of the 1n3tru§fors had been 2 concern
in the mein hearing which it was apparent the Boazrd had not
resolved. See Aamodt Findings =t #88, 89, 105, 81; additional

famodt Findings, Merch 4, 1982 at #255-258, 277-281, 282-286,
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C GaDE 2 } foster s=2fety, i. e., recognition

of dangers of nuclear technology, plecing s2fety before efficiency,
need for cooperation, discipline znd best effort, both consultznts
clarming problems.
RHR Findings

++2 majority of Trainees,.(disagreed) that top management

is more concerned about public safety thexz it is about

generating electricity. (at first page following Teble 10)

A majority of operators, but only a slight one, would not

put efficlency second to szfety, Only one subgroup, RUs

at TVI have 2 me jority placing safety =bove efficiency.

It is perhzps significant that one quarter a2greed...that

operators like themselves lived so closely to their tech-

nology that they tended to underestimate the potentizl

danger. (second psge following Table 10)

+«sputting safety ahead of efficiency is...a difficult

adjustment to make., It requires undoing of habits and

values one has grown accustomed to take for grented,
(first page following Table 10)

These findings indicate that the Licensing Board's
conclusion that operators' attitudes "did not appezsr to the
Board to be a problem" was ill-founded, See ‘ugust 27, 1981
PID at #267. This issue was not examined by the Licensing Boasrd
despite several efforts at consciouaness raising. See Azmodt,
ff. Tr. 12, 931 at 8-9; Tr. 20,365-369 Aamodt, smith, Tourtellotte;
Tr. 24,256-257 temodt, Milhollin. The issue of attitude was only

considered as it related to the cheating on NRC examinstions.

BETA descrived behavior which is 2 reflection of the
2ttitudes found in the RHR stucdy:



7
BET: Finding

sesthere existed =zn 2ttitude, not only within the TMI

Treining Department, but 2lso at the plent of z2lmost
patronizing the students. There Sseemed 2lways to be

éxcuses why students did poorly, why operators mzde 57)
mistakes, or if there were cheating, why it occurred (pzge "
The above finding was based on observations made in Farch

2nd April of 1982, after the Reopened Proceeding on chezting.

What sparse record exists in the Restart Proceeding concerning
operators' and management's attitudes, 2side from specific matter
of the NRC examination process, 1is noted in our findings, Feoy 15,
1981 at #74-76, 80, The Licensing Board denied our request |
to depose employees by use of a written questiovnnzire to
determine attitudes and opinions on a number of subjects
R technicalities. (Memorandum and Order on famodts' Mareh 20,
1980 Motions to Compel Licensee to Respond to Discovery Requests,
April 10, 1980 at 7-9)

2rning s 0 o) ers, the BET:
and RHR studies provide ;vidence that the Licensing Board made

8 gross error in denying Aamodt Contention 1 which Stated

It is contended that TMI-1 should not open until 2 program
of psychologicel testing and counseling of operztor
personnel and management be instituted and routinely
maintained to observe and/or alleviate or 2meliorate
fatigue, boredom, hostility, confusion, substance abuse,
and/or other characteristics deemed inconsistent or
contrary to the safe operation of said nuclear plant,

2/ Pirst Special Prehearing Conference Order, December 18, 1973
at page 32; Tr, 432-39; 436,
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he El jtudy noted =z ! "eontributing

personzl apjp
demeanor of supervisors znd menag (page
Zven more troubling is

vird s s - - ‘e - . 4 e x - b s r ceauTr
&J;C- T amvas WS MV v o 2 - a Wi mesz sure

up to z2cceptable

The explanation for these :ffindings may be provided by

the RHR study. Concerning disciplinary ssznctions for violating

regulations, RHR found the following:

while this is not a major priority concern of operators,
it is one which generated 2 lot of emotion at TMI when
8tiff sanctions were promulgated for these discovered
ringing mind altering substances into tae parking lots at
TMI. This was not zn issue at Oyster Creek where parking
lots are not within =z security check zone.

There is strong acceptance of regulations on mind zlterin
substances. However, g majority discgree trat discigiinerv
gcedures ore fair, They also agree that when it comes to
disciplinary practices there 2re two standsrds: 2 tough set

$Or operators and sn essier set for top manzgement.
ztn1r§ page arter lszble 171)

The RHR study is not clear on this subject., The finding

The RHR study is not totally clear, however, the
finding does indicate that the possession of mind altering sub-
stances and their use is of more than passing concern to the
operators. Also indicated is the existence and resentment of
a double standard. Implied is that the operators are aware
of drug use among topr menagement or other wrong doings, not
specified.

Improper selection of supervisors was identified by BzIA
(page 77):

Too often people are made supervisor who, if the truth were

known, reslly do not want to be supervisors. Some people

have an inherent distaste for being boss. Others have grown

up in a community of peers, having been close personal friends

with them for years and are unwilling to alienate those
relationships even though they may take the job when offered.
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The BET; study noted 23 one "contribtuting czuse" to
inefficiency wes the personizl a2ppesrance znd demeznor of
Supervisors snd menegers. (psges 106-109; 107(h); 109(k))
The RHR study noted "significent personzl znd family
problems" among 10-15% of the operators znd =2 "reluctance"
to use the stress control services provided by G2U., (third

page of report)



APPENDIX C

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO'S COMMENTS CONCERNING
VERACITY OP EVIDENCE OF THE
FUNCTIONING OF MANAGEMENT




-ommission Meeting, October 14, 1981, Tr. 32:

Chairmen Palladino: Before we leave this slide,
maybe you would went to cover this later. I
recognize that it is necessary tc develop boxes
around which to build orgsnizations, but more
important than the boxes themselves is how well
the orgenizations interasct both under routine
operation conditions and under non-routine
conditions,

I em interested in how you expect this orgasnization

tot’unction, Therg are benefits by compsertmentzli-
zation

But also that is where many of the problems arise,

Arnold had no snswer, (See Tr., 32-33)
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