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LICENSEE'S ANSWERS TO INTERVENOR THREE MILE ISLAND ALERT'S
SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO GENERAL PUBLIC UTILITIES
(TRAINING)
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Licensee General Public Utilities Nuclear Corporaticn (GPU
Nuclear), pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.740b, hereby csubmits the
following answers to "Intervenor Three Mile Island Alert's Sec-
ond Set of Interrogatories to General Public Utilities." The
provision of answers to these interrogatories is not to be
deemed a representation that Licensee considers the information
sought to be relevant to the issues to be heard in this re-
manded proceeding.

Tonsistent with the NRC's rules of practice, see 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.740, Licensee has provided an expansive amount of informa-
tion in an attempt to respori . illy and expeditiously to TMIA's
discovery requests. While responding as fully as possib'e to

TMIA's discovery requests, Licensee has necessarily limited its



answers to include only that information which is germane to
the remanded licensed operator training issue as .~fined by the
Licensing Board in ’its Memorandum and Order Following
Prehearing Conference dated July 9, 1984. See 10 C.F.R.

§ 2.740(b)(1).

I. GENERAL OBJECTIONS

1. TMIA's interrogatories often request Licensee to pro-
vide informaticn dating back to the date of the accident at
TMI-2. This time frame is of no significance to the remanded
licensed operator training issue. IMIA's interrogatories
impermissably attempt to broaden the scope of discovery beyond
a reasonable and relevant time frame, thereby creating an ex-
ceedingly unnecessary and burdensome task for Licensee. 1In
Licensea's view, all information requested which precedes the
close of tue training record in the criginal management pro-
ceeding (approximately March, 198l1) is too remote to nece;sa.i=-
ly be relevant to (or to lead to relevant information about)
the current licensed operator training program. The production
of that information would be unduly burdensome in light of the
extensive effort Licensee has already put forth .n response to
TMIA's interrogatories, and in light of the minimal probative
value of information which predates the current remanded pro=-
ceeding by over three years. Licensee, therefore. objects to
the production of information which predates March, 1981 and,
generally, may not have provided such information in these

answers.




2. Licensee objects to Instruction D to the extent that

it requires Licensee to provide any information that cannot be

ascertained from the identified document itself. The remaining
requirements of Irstruction D are clearly unnscessary and undu-
ly burdensome.

3. Licensee objects to TMIA's definition of the term
"document" as presented in the last sentence of Instruction
G(iv). TMIA seeks t> require Licensee to obtain every copy of
any requested document that has any dissimilar markings on it.
Given the number of copies of documents circulated throughout
GPU Nuclear, and the size of that organization, TMIA's defini-
tion of "document" would clearly involve Licensee in an enor-
mo''e search for a vast number of copies of infinitesimal proba-
tiv. salue. Such a requirement is clearly unreasonably
burdensome. For that reason, Licensee objects to the defini=-
tion, and application of the term "document" proferred by TMIA

in Instruction G(iv).

II. INTERROGATORIES

» s Regarding any document responsive to Intervenor
TMIA's Second Reguest for Production of LCocuments of whose ex-
istence GPU is aware, or which GPU knew existed in the past,
and which is not now within GPU's custody or control, state the
following:

(a) the current location ¢f the document;
(b) the custodian of the document;
(c) the title and substance of the document;

(d) the document request to which the document is
responsive; and
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(e) if the document no longer exists, the last known
location of the document and the circumstances under which the
document ceased to exist.

OBJECTION. The documents responsive to Intervenor TMIA's
Second Request for Production of Documents will be made avail-
able to TMIA in the ciocument discovery room.

Licensee objects to Interrogatory 1 with respect to any
documents that are not within Licensee's custody or control.
~2is request is unduly burdensome and goes beyond the scope of
reasonable discovery. It is also unnecessarily repetitious of
Instruction C of TMIA's request for production of documents
with respect to any requested documents that are no longer in
existence.

2. Describe the current organization of the GPU
"training department organization" established by Dr. Richard
P. Coe, referenced on page 10 of the Special Report or the
Reconstituted OARP Review Committee ("Special Report"). In-
clude in your description the following:

(a) identification of all persons who are in the
training department, specifically all persons in any supervi=-
sory or instructor position;

ANSWER. The current organization of the GPU Nuclear
Training and Ecducation Department has four training managers
reporting to the Director. Three of the managers have the re-
sponsibility for training at Parsippany, Oyster Creek and TMI;
the fourth imanager of Educational Development has corporate-
wide responsibilities and assists the other managers in carry-
ing out their charter. Reporting directly to the Manager of

Plant Training at TMI are the Cperator Training Manager and Si-

mulator Training Manager who share the responsibility for the



overall license and non-license operator training program. Re-

porting to the Operator Training Manager is a Supervisor of
Licensed Ope«rator Training, Supervisor Non-licensed Operator
Training, an STA Training Coordinator, a Technical Program Spe-
cialist, and an Administrative Assistant. Reporting to the Si=-
mulator Training Manager is a Supervisor of Simulator Training.
The following incumbents presently serve in the TMI training
organization pertinent to TMI-1 licensed operator training, as
described above. With respect to the instructors, see answer

te Interrcgatory 9.

Manager, Plant Training S. L. Newton
Operator Training Manager BE. P. Leonard
Technical Programs Specialist F. J. Perry
Supv., Lic. Oper. Trng (Acting) R. H. Maag
Simulator Development Manager C. A. Irizarry
Supv., Simula*tor Trng D. J. Bolte
Instructors of Oper. Trng See answer to

Interrogatory 9.

(b) state whether it is GPU's position that any such
person identified above was involved or participated to any de-
gree in the cheating incidents cited cr discussed in
Mstropolitan Edison Co. (Three Mile Island Nuclear Station,
Unit No. 1), Partial Initial Decision, Reopened Proceeding,
July 27, 1982 ("ASLE PID") or in Metropolitan Edison Co. (Three
Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit No. 1), Report of the Special
Master, Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (April 28, 1982)
("Milhollin Report");

ANSWER. No.

(c) state whether GPU management considered any dis-
ciplinary or other action against any person identified in
subpart (b) above;



ANSWER. No.

(d) 1if GPU managemer+ ~onsidered any disciplinary or
other action identify all conversations, discussions or commu=-
nications concerning such disciplinary or other action;

ANSWER. Not applicable.

(e) identify all documents which refer to, mention,
memorialize or relate in any way to disciplinary or other ac-
tion considered against any GPU employee involved or
participating in the "cheating incidents" cited and/or dis-
cussed in the ASLB PID or Milhollin Report, and the current lo-
cation of all such documents.

ANSWER. Not applicable.

< I With reference specifically to Henry Hukill, GPU Nu-
clear Vice President for TMI-1l, identify all communications,
conversations, discussions or contacts among GPU management
concerning Mr. Hukill's admitted managerial responsibility for
the cheating incidents.

Identify all discussions, conversations, communications or
centacts among GPU management as to whether or not Mr. Hukill
should be disciplined, removed from his current position, re-
placed or relieved of any responsibilities over training in re-
sponse to his admitted responsibility for the cheating inci-
dents.

For all such conversations, discussions, communications or
contacts identified above, identify all documents which men-
tion, refer to, memorialize, concern or relate in any way to
them.

CBJECTION. Licensee objects to Interrogatory 3 on the
grounds that the infcrmation requested is not relevant to this

proceeding in any way nor is it likely to lead to the discovery

of any relevant evidence. As the Board stated, the "remanded

cheating issue is not about the cheating itself, out rather
what do Licensee's consultants make of the need to cheat per-
ceived by the orerator license candidates." Memorandum and

Order Following Prehearing Conference, July 9, 1984 at 6. Mr.
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Hukill's response to the cheating incidents, as well as the

Vice President of TMI-1l's responsibilities, generally, are res
judicata and are ocutside the scope of the remanded training
issue. The TMI-1l training organization reports to Dr. Coe and
Dr. Long, not to Mr. Hukill.

4. Identify all discussions, communications, conversa-
tions or contacts among GPU management concerning removing John
Herbein from his position as Vice President for Nuclear Assur-
ance. State all reasons GPU removed Mr. Herbein from that po-
sition and identify all persons in GPU management who supported
that decision.

ANSWER. GPU's response to this interrogatory, sponsored
by Mr. Clark. involves input or review by Messrs. Arnold,
Dieckamp, Herbein and Kuhns. None ~f these individuals has any
recnllection of the specific discussions, communications, con-
versations or contacts among GPU management concerning John
Herbein's transfer from GPUN to Pennsylvania Electric Company
(Penelec). The minutes of the March 1982 meeting of the GPUN
Board shows that Mr. Herbein's resignation was accepted by GPUN
at that meeting and that the reason stated was because of his
election as a vice president at Penelec.

The recollection of those listed above, as well as Mr.
Clark, it that Mr. Herbein was offered the position at Penelec
for two reasons:

1. GPU managemen® belicved that it was unlikely that Mr.
Herbein would be considered for further advancement within GPUN
because of the desire to develop new senior managers who did

not have association with the preaccident operating

organization; and




49 there was a need to strengthen the management of the
generation function in Penelec and Mr. Herbein's experience,
capabilities, and interest in that effort would enable him to
contribute to meeting that objective.

The decision to ask Mr. Herbein to take the Penelec posi-
vion was supported by the Directors of GPUN and Penelec.

S Identify all discussions, conversations, communica-
tions or ccntacts among GPU management regarding promotion of
Dr. Robert Long to GPU Nuclear Vice-President for Nuclear As-
siirance. State whether GPU considered in promoting Dr. Long
Finding 12047 of the ASLB PID that Dr. Long may not "fully
understand that his Training Department failed in its responsi-
bility and that the failu.e was the principal and proximate
cause of the breakdown in the integrity of the training and
testing program." ASLB PID at 175.

ANSWER. GPUN's response to this interrogatory, sponsored
by Mr. Clark, involves input or review by Messrs. Arrold,
Dieckamp, Long and Kuhns. MNone of these individuals has a rec-
ollection of specific discussions, conversations, communica-
tions or contacts among GPU management regarding Dr. Long's
promotion to Director of the Nuclear Assurance Division except
for the following:

1. Mr. Clark met with Dr. Long on March 5, 1982, and
discussed Dr. Long's understanding of the job requirements
what Dr. Long's approach '"ould be, and the expectation of con-
tinued need for emphasis on assuring effective implementation
of policies and procedures.

2 Mr. Arnold met with Dr. Long on March 18, 1982, and

discussed the requirements of the position, especially with re-

gard to the need for Dr. Long to maintain appropriate awareness



of the details of activities and work assignments within the
Nuclear Assurance Division.

. At the March 24, 1982 meeting of the GPUN Board of
Directors, Dr. Long was elected a vice president and named to
the position of director = Nuclear Assurance Division. In con-
junction with that action, the Board discussed the hearing
problems, the shortcomings within the TMI Training Department
that contributed to the occurrence of cheating, and Dr. Long's
understanding of the responsibility of the IMI Training Depart-
ment to conduct their program in such 2 way as to prevent such
cheating incidents. During the discussions, consideration was
given to whether the failures in the training program adminis-
tration should be grounds for disqualifying Dr. Long for the
Nuclear Assurance position, with Mr. Kuhns expressing the most
concern about the appropriateness of the promotion. Following
the discussion, the Board voted unanimously to elect Dr. Long
to the position of vice president and director of Nuclear As-
surance.

Since Dr. Long was elected a vice president of GPUN prior
to the issuance of the Board's PID on cheating in July 1982,
the specific sentence of the PID referenced in the interroga-
tory was not considered at the time of Long's promotion. How-
ever, as discussed above, the issue identified in the PID cita-
tion was considered. The responses to TMIA Interrogatories 11

and 27 discuss GPUN's response to the PID, including the cited

sentence.



To GPU

Identify all documents which mention, refer to, memorial-
ize, relate or otherwise concern the discussions, conversa-
tions, communications’or contacts identified above.

ANSWER

GPUN Memorandum (Arnold) of April 1, 1982, announcing
Long's new position.

- GPU Nuclear Today issue Vol. 3; Ne. 3, dated March 1982.

Dr. Long's personal notes from meetings with Arnold and
Clark.

¢ GPUN Board of Directors Meeting for March 24, 1982.

To Dr. Long:

Do you agree today with the finding cited above? If so,
describe the failures of the Training Pepartment which led to
the cheating incidents and the root cause for these training
department failures and/or cheating incidents.

ANSWER. Finding 2407 of the ASLB PID states, "The Board
could not determine from Dr. Long's testimony that he fully
understands that his Training Department failed in its respon-
sibility and that the failure was the principal and proximate
cause of the breakdown in the integrity of the training and
vesting program." I do understand and I regret that I did not
effectively communicate to the ASLB through my prepared testi-
mony before the Special Master, and that there was very little
oppertunity to discuss this issue further during the oral
testimony.

The investigations and reviews of training which followed

the TMI-2 accident generated a large number of recommendations.

These were summarized in Table 10.2 of the Report of the OARP
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Paview Committee. None of these recommendations addressed the

need for control of the examination process. As I began taking
on the training responsibilities, my attention was focused on
responding to the recommendations and I overlooked the need,
clearly identified by the NRC exam cheating incident and subse-
quent investigations, to critically review the examination and
testing processes being used by the T&E Department.

In July and August 1981 the initial response to the
cheating incident was focused upon the "mechanics" of Training
& Education Department examination and testing processes. Sub-
sequent discussions identified other root cause concerns which
had to be addressed. These included the need to restore and
maintain credibility in the training programs and personnel
management practices of the corporation. The integrity of the
entire training process had to be reviewed and more formal pro=-
cedures developed for test preparation, instructor evaluation,
program planning, and training interfaces with all the training
"user groups." I recognized from the beginning of my assign-
ment as Director of T&E that instructors can and do influence
employee attitudes. Additional steps were taken to stress this
impact and to clearly identify the value of the training pro-
cess to all employees.

6. Identify all discussions, conversations, communica-
tions or contacts among GPU management regarding promotion of
Samuel Newton to Manager of Plant Training. State whether GPU
considered in promoting Mr. Newton that Mr. Newton may have
been involved or responsible for some of the failings of the

training program which led to the cheating inciderts. ASLB PID
at '173.
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To GPU:

Identify all documents which mention, refer to, memorial-
ize, relate or othe;wise concern the discussions, conversa-
tions, communications or contacts identified above.

ANSWER. In late April 1983, Dr. Coe initiated discussions
with Dr. Long, Mr. Hukill and others regarding organizational
changes in the TMI Training & Education section. The proposal
included moving Dr. Knief into a new position of Manager-
Educational Development and promsting Mr. Newton to Manager-
Plant Training=-TMI. Dr. Long reviewed these proposed changes
with Mr. Clark and Mr. Hukill. Mr. Clark also discussed éhem
very briefly with Mr. Arnold. Mr. Newton's responsibilities
for failings of the training program which led to the cheating
incidents had been reviewed with him in discussions over the
previous two yeavrs. His promotion was based on the effective-
ness of his response and job performance throughout his entire
employment period with GPU Nuclear. Mr. Newton had also served
effectively as Acting Manager of Plant Trairing on several oc-
casions. With the concurrence of Mr. Clark and Mr. Bukill, Dr.
Long approved Dr. Coe's recommzcndation to promote Mr. Newton.

The documents requested in this interrogatory will be
available in the document discovery room

To Mr. Newton

Do you agree today that the failure of the Training De=-
partment led to the cheating incident? 1If so, describe all
failures of the Training Department which led to the cheating
incidents and the root cause for these failures and/or cheating
incidents.

ANSWER: What became apparent in the aftermath of the

«]l3e



cheating incidents and the reopened hearings before the Special
Master was that the Training Department had been negligent in
its failure to sati'sfactorily safeguard the examination pro-
cess, to ensure that students knew exactly what was expectea of
them regarding their conduct on written examinations, and to
provide a means of checking both the process and the students'
conduct.

The primary element in tho failure to safeguard the exami-
nation process was the failure to provi~: full-time proctoring
for written examinations. Speaking only€for myself, I firmly
believe that the reason for this failure as well as for the
failure to ensure that students knew exactly what was expected
of them regarding conduct on written exams, stemmed not from
any disrespect on my part for the examination process, but, in-
deed, just the opposite. My failure was in not realizina that
not everyone was the product of a similar environment and
therefore did not have the same level of respect. The fact
that one is expected to do one's own work on an examination,
that cheating is not only unacceptable, but will result in pen-
alties if apprehended, w~as imbued in me early in my educational
process. Four years at the Naval Academy under the honor con-
cept and almost twelve years as a Naval Officer where one's
life depended upon the honesty and integrity of each crew mem=-
ber during submarine operations, were the greatest factors in
shaping my beliefs and values. An extension of these views or

opinions was that the primary reason to have a proctor for an

-



examination was to be able to provide clarification for stu-
dents for questions they might have during the examination, not
to be a deterrent from cheating. Finally, at that time, I was
unaware of any pre-accident or immediate post-accident training
problemrs which might have shaped operators’' attitudes or af-
fected their respect for the training process.

On the other hand, I was not oblivious to the
possibilities of cheating. For example, when I proctored an
examination, if I was not present the whole time, I made it a
practice to observe fro@ outside the room prior to entering,
when possible, and to stagger the frequency of my appearances.
Furthermore, one objective in restructuring the replacement re-
actor cperator training program in 1980 was to avoid placing
too much temptation to cheat in front of the students. I also,
with one exception, did away with the practice of providing
make-up tests for requalification training to the operators to
be taken on shift. That one exception, which events later
proved to be a mistake, was the lessons learned (r category T
test.

z 4 Identify all discussions, conversations, communica-
tions or contacts among GPU management regarding promotion of
Edward J. Frederick to Supervisor of Licensed Operator
Training. State whether GPU considered in promoting Mr.
Frederick whether or not he was involved in or responsible for
any of the failures of the training program which led to the
cheating incidents. AS.B PID at 175.

To GPU:

!

Identify all documents which mention, refer to, memorial-
ize, relate or otherwise concern the discussions, conversa-
tions, communications or contacts identified above.

14~



ANSWER. Mr. Frederick's promotion to Supervisor, Licensed

Operator Training, TMI-1, in March 1983 was based on Mr.
Newton's recommendation, which was approved by Drs. Knief and
Long. From the time Mr. Brown made known lis decision to leave
the Training Department in late 1962 or early 1983, discussions
took place among these three individuals, both together and in
pairs as to who his successor ought to be. Once the internal
decision to appoint Mr. Frederick to the position was made, it
was discussed by Mr. Newton and Dr. Knief with the operations
manaqe@ent (Hukill, Toole and Ross). The pertinent documents
will be available in the document discovery room.

Mr. Newton's recommendation was based upon having worked
very closely with Mr. Frederick for almost three years. In Mr.
Newton's initial contact with him, Mr. Frederick was serving as
Acting Supervisor, Licensed Operator Training, for several
months, bridging the gap between Mr. Newton and his predeces-
sor. Once Mr. Newton assumed his duties in May 1980, Mr.
Frederick reverted to his position of training instructor,
which he held until March 1982, when he was promoted t> Super-
visor, Non-Licensed Operator Training. In each of these as-
signments his performance was consistently outstanding as re-
flected by his performarce appraisals and other memos for the
time periods in question, copies of which will be provided in
the document discovery room.

Mr. Frederick was not asso;iated with training of licensed

operators at TMI-1 at the time ¢f the cheating incidents.
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However, inasmuch as he was an instructor in the training de-
partment at the time, he was involved to the same degree as any
other instructor imr carrying out the practices of the training
department, which as stated in the response to Interrogatory 6,
contained some faults. It was however, considered to be a
group, rather than individual, fault so that it really had no
bearing in considerations of a promotion for Mr. Frederick.

To Mr. Frederick:

Do you agree today that the failures of the Training De-
partment led to the cheating incidentis? If so, describe all
failures which led to the cheating incidents and the root cause
of these failures and/or cheating incidents.

ANSWER. With 20/20 hindsight, it could be argued that the
Training Department should have been more suspicious of indi-
viduals' fallibilities, but I believe that the primary respon-
sibility for the "cheating incidents" rests with the indiv.id-
uals involved.

8. Identify all discussions, conversations, communica=-
tions or contacts among GPU management regard:ing placement of
Dr. Richard P. Coe in the position of Director of Training and
Education

To GPU:

Identify all documents which mention, refer to, memorial-
ize, relate or otherwise concern the discussions, conversa=-
tions, communications or contacts identified above.

ANSWER. In early January 1983, Dr. Richard P. Coe was
identified as a candidate for the position of GPUN Director of
Training and Education. After completion of the GPUN hiring

/
interview process the following discussions, conversations,

communications or contacts among GPU management regarding

placement of Dr. Coe took place:
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On February 14, 1983, Dr. Long met with Mr. Clark to re-

view Dr. Coe's candidacy for the position of Directur of
Training and Education;

On February 18, 1983, Mr. Arnold indicated concurrence
with making an employment offer to Dr. Coe;

On February 22, 1983, Human Resources formally extended
the offer of employment to Dr. Coe.

Dr. Coe accepted and began his employment as GPUN Director
of Training and Education on March 14, 1983.

The cocuments which mention, refer to, memorialize, relate
or otherw.se concern the discussions, conversations, communica-
tions or contacts identified above include:

a. R. L. Long handwritten notes used in disc 'ssion
with P. R. Clark on February 14, 1983.

b. Handwricten note from R. C. Arnold to R. [. Long
received on February 18, 1984.

c. Management evaluation sheets.

To Dr. Coe:

Do you agree that the failures of the Training Department
led to the cheating incidents? 1If so, describe all such fail-
ures which led to the cheating incidents, and your opinion as
to the root cause for these failures and/or cheating incidents.

ANSWER. No, I do not agree that the failures of the
Training Department led to the cheating incidents. The
cheating incidents that occurred after TMI-2 were the results

of many complex issues and not the result of any one individual

or department. Cheating, by som2 researchers, is felt to be a
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situational incident and the root cause for such can be so com-

plex that even the individual who is cheating may not fully
understand the reasons for his/her actions. Needless to say,
cheating did occur and there is no reason for me or any one
else to try to excuse it. I am aware of the ASLB PID and
Milhollin Report and the steps taken by GPUN to correct the
situation. I am personally dedicated, as are my managers and
supervisors, to assure that cheating never happens again.

Identify all supervisors and/or instructors currently
employed in the training program and all supervisors and in-
structors so employed for the per.od from 1979 to the present.
State for each the length ¢f time lLe/she served in that posi=-
tion in the training program.

For any person identified above who held any position
within GPU at the time of the TMI-2 Acciden*, identify that po-
sition.

State with regard to any person promoted to the Training
Department or within the Training Department after the acci-
dent, the following:

(a) the reason(s) for such promotions;

(b) the substance or nature of any conversations,
discussions, communications or contacts regarding the person's
prior role in the Training Department or prior participation or
involvement in the cheating incidents discussed or cited in
ASLB PID or Milhollin Report;

(c) whether GPU management considered in determining
to promote any such individual whether or not he had been in=-
volved in or participated in the cheating incidents discussed
and/or cited in the ASLB PID or the Milhollin Report.

ANSWER. The following individuals are current Supervisors
and Instructors associated with licensed operator training at

TMI=-1:



Name
Bruce Leonard
3. Scott Barber

Frank Perry
Ronald Maag

Frank Kacinko

Daryl Wilt
Michael Fuller
William Stanley

Carlos Irizarry
Dennis Boltz

William Thompson
Mark Trump
Earl Showalter

Robert Parnell

Cerry Wallace

Position

Operator Training Manager

STA Training Coordinator

Technical Program Special

Instructor IV/(Acting Sup
visor Licensed Operator
Training)

Instructor IV/Acting Supe
vis'r Non-Licensed
Operator Training)

Instructor II, Licensed
Operator Training

Instructor III, Licensed
Operator Training

Instructor III, Licensed
Operator Training

Simulator Development Man

Supervisor, Simulator
Instruction

Instructor 1II, 3imulator
Training

Instructor III, Simulator
Training

Instructor III, Simulator
Training

Instructor, Licensed Oper
Training (contractor ==
year)

Instructor, Licensed Oper

Training (contractor ==-
year)

Time in Position

15 Mos.
32 Mos.
ist 8 Mos.
er~ 2 mos/3 wks.

r- 2 mos/2 wks.

29 Mos.

9 Mcs.

ager 29 .
29 Mos.

S Mos,

3 Mos.

ator 1 Mo.
1

ator 2 Mos.

1

See organizational chart provided in the document discovery

room.

The following former Supervisors/Instructors employec by

Licensee in the TMI licensed operator training section since

March 1979 are no longer involved in licensed operator

training.

Name
Nelson Brown
Edward Frederick

Charles Husted

Former Position

Supervisor, Licensed
Operator Training

Supervisor Licensed
Operator Training

Supervisor Non-licensed

=10=

Time in Position

31 Mos.
17 Mos.

15 Mos.



Operator Train.ng

The individuals identified above who alsc held positions
within GPU at the time of the TMI-2 accident are as follows:

Frank Kacinko = Auxiliary Operator, TMI

Daryl Wilt - Auxiliary Operator, TMI

William Stanley - Licensing Engineer, Metropolitan Edison

Dennis Boltz - Administrator, Nuclear Technical Tra.ning

Earl Showalter - Engineer II, Maintenance Engineering, TMI

Nelson Brown - Administrator, Nuclear Technical Training

Charles Husted -~ Administrator, Nuclear Technical Training

Edward Frederick - Control Room Operator, TMI-2

The following promotions to or within l.ic;'nsed operator
training related positions have occurred since March 1981:

Bruce Leonard - promoted from Technical Program Specialist

to Operater Training Manager upon promotion of Newton to Manag-
er, Plant Training. Joined GPU in November, 1982, i.e., after
the cheating incide ts. Basis for promotion was work as Tech-
nical Program Specialist, and background in Nuclear Navy where
he was the staff training officer at a prototype and had com=-
pleted qualification as Chief Engineer, over and above that of
Engineering Officer of the Watch.

Ronald Maag - promoted to Training Department from posi-

tion of Shift Foreman in July, 1984. Joined GPU as control
room operator trainee January, 1982, 4.e., after the cheating

incidents. Basis for promotion to training position was rapid
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progress from January 1982 to Shift Foreman and licensed as SRO
in March of 1984. 1In addition, had training experience as a
prototype staff training instructor in the Navy.

Frank Kacinko - promoted to Training Department from posi=-

tion of Control Room Operator Trainee in September 1981. Had
been Auxiliary Operator from September 1978 to February 1981;
therefore no potential for involvement in cheating incidents.
Basis for promotion to training was auxiliary operator knowl=-
edge and experience 2s well as teaching experience as a high
school math teacher for seven years. Was promoted to Training
Department originally to teach auxiliary operators. Further
promoted from Instructor III to Instructor IV in July 1984 upon
completion of SRO Instructor Certification.

Daryl Wilt - promoted to Training Department from position

of Auxiliary Operator in April 1982. As an Auxiliary Operator,
no potential for involvement in cheating incidents. Was origi-
nally promoted to Training Department to teach Auxiliary Opera-
tors. Basis for promotions was the high regard in which he was
held by Operations for his knowleige and skills as an Auxiliary
Operator.

William Stanley - While not actually promoted to the

Training Department from within GPU, Mr. Stanley was employed
by GPU at TMI-1l as an STA at the time of the cheating inci-
dents. He left GPU in September 1983 for a position at another
utility. He was rehired by GPU into the Training Department in

July 1984. Mr. Stanley was not implicated in the cheating



incidents. The April 1981 NRC exam was his initial SRO licens-
ing exam, but he was awarded an SRO license as a result of the
October 1981 examination. The basis for hiring Mr. Stanley was
the opportunity to obtain an instructor with a masters degree
in nuclear engineering, who had also recently peen an STA and a
licensed SRO at TMI-1l. Additionally, he was recommended by the
Director, Systems Engineering, Technical Functions Division,
Mr. T. G. Broughton, who had been in his reporting chain when
he was an STA.

Dennis Boltz - Promoted to Supervisor Simulator Instruc-

tion from position of Administrator Nuclear Technical Training
in April 1982. Basis for promotion was his SRO license, opera-
tional experience as both a control operator and shift foreman,
and five years of instructional experience. Regarding the
cheating incidents, he was involved to the same degree as any
other instructor in carrying out the practices of the Training
Department; his invovement was viewed as a Department, rather
than an individual fault. Additionally, his involvement along
with Mr. Brown and Mr. Ross in the review of the April NRC ex-
amination had been a subject of the reopened hearings. In that
his involvement was deemed by the ASLB to be appropriate, it
was not really a consideration in his promotion.

Carlos Irizarry - promoted to position of Simulator Devel=-

opment Manager from position of Supervisor Training and Educa=-
tionzl Development in January 1983 (had been acting in that po-

sition since April 1982). Mr. Irizarry had no involvement with
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operator training at the time of the cheating incidents. The
basis for his promotion was his background in computers,
training and instructional developm:nt, and his extensive nu-
clear navy experience as a reactor operator and electronics
technician.

Edward R. Frederick - answer already provided in response

to TMIA Interrogatory 7.

Charles Husted - promoted to Supervisor, Non-licensed Op-

erator Training from position of Administrator Senior in March
1983 when the position was vacated due to Mr. Frederick's pro-
motion to Supervisor Licensed Operator Training. Certainly Mr.
Husted's involvement in the hearing process and his conduct
during the hearings as well as earlier investigations was the
subject of extensive discussions with individuals including Mr.
Newton, Dr. Knief, Dr. Long, Mr. Arnold and Mr. Clark. How=-
ever, it must be noted that he had been counseled by Mr.
Newton, Dr. Knief, Dr. Long and Mr. Hukill, and had been the
subject of additional evaluations by Mr. Newton, Dr. Knief, and
Mr. Ross during the time between the issuance of the PID on
cheatiry and his promotion. The DDL audit team (see TMIA
Interrogatory 27) also looked carefully at Mr. Husted's perfor-
mance. In ro instance was there any evidence of a repetition
of his behavior during the hearings or of an attitude that was
anything but positive. His training experience, and lLis expe-
rience as an auxiliary operator as well as a navy nuclear ma-
chinist mate were the principle technical qualifications

evaluated in considering him for promotion.
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Earl Showalter - transferred to Training Department from

position as Safety Review Engineer in TMI-2 in April 1984. Mr.
Showalter had been working in Process Support Group, in Unit 2
at the time of the cheating incidents; therefore, no potential
for involvement in cheating. Basis for transfer wa- that it
was felt that his experience in various operational support or-
ganizations at TMI since 1974 would enable him to license and
be a productive member of the simulator training group.

10. State whether GPU agrees with the finding of the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeals Board in its May 24, 1984,
Decision, slip op. at 64, ("ALAB-772") that several individuals
who were invelved or implicated in the ch ating incidents are
still in supervisory positions.

State for each such person who was involved or implicated
in the cheating incidents who GPU acknowledges is still in a
supervisory position whether CPU management had discussed or
considered taking any disciplinary or other action against such
person; whether GPU in fact has taken any disciplinary or other
action; and the reason(s) that GPU either took or failed to
take any disciplinary or other action against such person.

ANSWER & OBJECTION. No individual currently serving as a

supervisor in the TMI-1 licensed operator training program was’
involved or implicated in the cheating incidents. Licensee ob-
jects to this Interrogatory as irrelevant iusofar as it was
intended to be broader than Licensee has interpreted it.

11. Identify all persons GPU management <onsidered for
the position of Vice-President for Nuclear Assurance and the
reason for promoting Dr. Long instead of all other candidates
to that position.

Identify all conversations, discussions, communications or
other contacts among GPU management .concerning taking disci=-
plinary or other action against Dr. Long for his managerial re-
sponsibility for the cheating incidents cited and/or discussed
in ASLB PID or the Milhollin Report. Describe any disciplinary
or other action against Dr. Long and all persons in management
who supported the decision to take such action.
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ANSWER & OBJECTION. While Mr. Arnold and Mr. Clark dis-

cussed other employees of GPU Nuclear to assess whether they
were potential candidates for the position of director - Nucle=-
ar Assurance, their conclusion was that Dr. Long was the only
internal candidate. Hence, their evaluation was directed to
the question of whether Dr. Long was an acceptable candidate
for the position. Their decision was that he was an acceptable
candidate and thus Messrs. Arnold and Clark recommended him for
the position to the Board of Directors.

At the May 27, 1982 meeting of the GPUN Board of Direc=-
tors, tha report of the Special Master was considered. At the
suggestion of Mr. Dieckamp, the focus of the Board's considera-
tion was, "on ascertaining whether the Special Master's report
provided an insight for changes or corrective measures by the
Corporation." Messrs. Arnold, Clark, Hukill, Long and Wilson
discussed the findings of the report with the directors and re-
sponded to guestions of the directors. As a result of the dis-
cussions, "the Board concluded that no organizational or per-
sonnel changes should be made at this time."

The Board reviewed, in detail, the understanding of
Training Department managers of training deficiencies, as set
forth in the ASLB's PID, at its October 27, 1982 meeting
utilizing Clark's memorandum of October 27, 1982. That meeting
included a discussion by the Board directly with Dr. Long of
his understanding of why the cheating occurred and his manage=

rial responsibility for the incidents. The Board was satisfied
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that Dr. Long understood "that his Training Department failed
in its responsibility and that the failure was the principal
and proximate cause of the breakdown in the integrity of the
training and testing program." The Board decided that it was
not appropriate to take disciplinary or other action against
Dr. Long. Mr. Kuhns expressed the strongest concerns during
those discussions as to whether Dr. Long's answers and insights
were adequate, but at the completion of the dissussions agreed
with the Board decision that the actions taken by