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The Honorahle John Ahearne
Chairman, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am enclosing herein a revised statement of conclusions
to be substituted for the conclusions contained in the
éraft staff report transmitted under cover of my letter
of Januvary 5, 1881l.

Sincgrely,

s

MPRRIS K. UDALL
airman
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Conclusion o

® -

The record indicates that in reporting to State and
Feceral officials on March 28, 1979, TMI managers did nof
communicate information in their gp§session that they
understood to be related to the sevé}ity of the situatien.
The lack of such information prevented State and Federal
officials from accurately assessing the ccnéition ¢f the
plant. 1In additicn, the record indicates that TQI managers
presented State and Federal officials misleading statements
(i.e. st#tements that were inaccurate and incomplete) that
conveyed the impression the accident was substantially less
severe and the situatiocn more under centrol than what the

ranazgers themselves believed znéd what was in fact the cass. 4
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INTRODUCTION

.

At 9:00 a.m. on March 28, 1979, Information available
in the TMI-2 control room indicated that the reactor had
been severely damaged and that the plant was in a condition
not coyered by its emergency procgdu;es. Contrel room -
personnel were aware that a porti&ﬁ Sf the reactor's céoling
waéer had been lost via a pressure relief valve that had
been stuck open for more than two hours. As a result of
the lost water, the main coclant zumps could no lbnger
function as the system became stezm bound. Temperature
sensing devices indicated that 2 portion of the reactor
core was being cocled by steam rather than water and some
of the temperatures were of such a2 magnitude as to suggest
the production of substantial quantities of caseous hydrogen
as a produc; of a chemical.reacticn between steam and the
zirconium tubes which held the'uraﬁiumtfuel pellets. Very
high radiation levels in the containment building indicated
escape of radioaétive'g;ses from a significant portion of

the fuel rods.

The NRC's Special Inquiry Group (SIG) report sgfted that
uncertainties at 9:60 a.m. on March 28 as to how and whether
the reactor could be brought to a stable cooling configuration
raised the possibility of further degradation leading to
melting of the core and a large racdiological release.* The
SIG stated that the situation was sufficiently serious ]
to warrant a recommendation to State officials that there

be a precautionary evacuation cf the first few miles around

 *SIG, Vol. II, Part 3, p. 983
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III. Availability and Comprehensicn cf Informaticn

A. Awareness of Open PORV as Czuse of Low Pressure in
Cooling System.

.

At approximately 6:22 a.m., TMI Shié% é%pervisor Brian
Mehler (who had arrived at the plént about 5:45 a.m.) shut
the block valve located upstream from the leaking Power Operated
Relief Valve (PORV). Following closure of the PORV, the primary
cooling system pressure increased and th; reactor building
pressure decreased, indicating that heretofore the system had
experienced for more than two hours a loss of coolant accident
via the PORV which had not clecsed as it should have following

the drop in pressure after the initizl pressure increase at

about 4:00 a.m. Some control room supervisors were aware that
the malfunction of the PORV (sometimes referred to as the

electromatic valve) explained the low system pressure and high

reactor building pressure, believing therefore that the source of -
the problgm had been found. TMI-1l Supervisor Ken Eryan recalled'
(GPU, Bryan, 4/26/79, p. 7) that Suzervisor Mike Ross had
called him ffom tHeé Unif 2 Control Rocm saying, "Hey dumnmy,
you know that electromatié's leaking by? ... We just isolated it."
Ross told NRC investigators on April 28, 1979 that prior to
closure of the block va;ve, the operators were not aware the PORY
was closed: "I'm under the assumption that they felt (the PORV5
was closed, because sometime in that time gap we went ahead and
ismlated it, and the reactor coolant pressure started to drop.
So we felt that the electromatic (i.e. the PORV) had in f&ct be;n
passiné." (I&E, Ross, 4/25/79, p. 12).

In a subseqﬁent discussion with NRC investigatcrs, Ross
engaced in the follewing dialogue cencerning the leaking PORV,

the clqsgre of the block valve, and the inference as to what
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TMI managers failed to clearly inform the NRC and State of Pennsylve.:

of the evknt and its significance as soon as they themselves

understood what had happened. .

The following discussion supports the conclusion that on March 28,
the TI Station Manacer and some of his subordinates were more likely
than mot aware of the detonation and its potential significance, The
discussion that follows is based on eiégépts and inferences frém
the rec»rd of the TMI investigations conducted by the President's
Commission, the NRC, and the Senate Special Investigation.

~

BEyérogen Combustion (Recognition thet a pressure pulse had occurred.

T supervisors, who have szid they &id not believe the pressure pulse to
have bsen real, have given any of three explanmaticas in'support of their statenen-
-as to why they had not recocpized that the pressure pulse and associated actuatic-
| safeguards systems had in fact been an indication of a real increass

in containment building pressure.
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o} Well, the reascn I asked the guestion ©f course was the

vscn, ~estified haz

"
h

‘o2 weren't there on that day, weren't in that cffice on that
e
- - b

cay. Those two testimcnies were taken to discount that the order

was given on the 28th. I just want to clarify .hat it is now . _

tofay your recallecticn yOouU were in the shift superviscr s cffice

. . -

en that dey, and I have done that, fl—j

‘A Yes.

(Chwastyk, IsZ, 9/4/80 p. 45-46)f
On September 4, 1980 Chwastyk engage< in the following

dizlogue with NRC investigators whe{ein he seeks to explain
how Mehler might have gctten from him the impression that the
instruction concerning eguipment in the containment had not
been given on March 28. Chw&styk tells the investigators that
it was in fact his recollection that the instructicn to not
start equipment was given on March 28.

4
BY MR. HOEFLING:

Q Joe, let me go back to scn thing we have already talked

adout. This is the instruction not to szart electrical equipmens

talked abcut earlier. UYhat yeu Sesically said was thas

A
- g
™
!
b
(1]

the instruction wes given on March 28th v Milles net To star:

any electrical equipment in the containmmen=.

lew, we have talked tc Brizn Mzhlsr on =his sane
subject, about the instruction and when it was given. This =s

hew that spun out. OUn Octob2r 11th, '7§¢ Erian restified_on this

subiect and he said tasically what you have saisd that he recalles

¢ V7 3thc instruction having been given by Miller cn the 2¢th. After

- ——
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said he found it hard 'to -believe that anyone could
have missed it or the ensuing discussions of it.
(Supra, p. 130.) TMI-2 operator, dergtderick said
that éary Miller was particularly interested in
the pressure spike on the chart recorder. (Id., p. 123.)
Ross said that he was aware of theﬁyressuro pulse
and tﬁat he was standing near Miiief when the
pressure pulse occurred. (Supras, p. 130.) Chwastyk
said that soon after the pressure pulse occurred,
he realized that it had been real, that it was
indicative of core damage, that he explained’
his conclusions to Gary Miller, and that on the
basis of these he recommended that they no longer
cycle the PORV because the explosion had appeared
coincident with opening of this valve. (Id., p. 137-147.) .
Chwastyk recalls ‘that he was concermed that the contairment
integrity might have been breeched by the pressure
pulée: he recalls directing that a radiation survey
be made outside the éﬁntainment to determine
whether cracks had developed in the concrete
containment building. (Supra, p. 148~150.) Chwastyk

llso told I&E investigators that to the best of
his reconection that sameone (he assumed mlle.r) had givan a di:-ctive

on March 28 that equipment in the containment building not be

turned on ard the record indicates that the basis for this cirec
was concern that turning on equipment would cause a spark that
ignite hydrogen feared to be in the building. (Supra, p. 166-17:

Mehler recalls having believed that the chart
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recorder had indicated that there had been a real

pressure pulse in the containmernt bailding rather

than an electrical noisc signnl. Prfor'to October 30, 1879 Mehlc

recalled the instruction not to start equipment

in the containment building. (Id., p. 158.) While

Mehler said on October 30, 1979 and subsequently thnt hc was

Ce—— -

unsure as to whether this ins uction

. —
. — —_— - - —

had been 1:sued on March 28, the testinony on

balance indicates that Miller ¢ave the instruction

(or it was given in his presence) to Fahler and Chwastyk in th. Shiﬁt 5uptrv--

cffice late in the éay on March 28. (I4., p. 158, 164,
172.) Theodore Illjgs. a TMI cperator stated
that on March 28 the pressure Fulse 2nd a

possible hydrogen explosion were discussed.

(1d., p. 182.) Miller admits having heard a

noise at the time the pressure pulse occurred,
but he has denied having been azware on March 28
of a pressure pulse having been recorcded, of the
containment sprays having initizted, or cf. an
Engineered Safeguards systems actuation.

In sun, of those senior perscnnel present in
the control roem on March 28, most recollect
the pressure pulse and actuation of containment
sprays; Illjes Ssaid that on March 28 there was
speculation about hydrogen; Mehler and Chwastyk
believed on March 28 that the reactor building pressure cha:t had

shown a real increase in pressure; Chwastyl
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believes he told Miller that the pres:zure pu%fc was

caused by a hydrogen expleosion; Mehler and Chwastyk recall that
someone (the evidence indicates Miller) instructed that
_ amn;nent}hxthccnntahmnntlnﬁldingrrw:bc:nz:t-d,thc:nx:md

indicating this being out of concern that aléhiksﬁnﬂd.cuuu;an<nqﬂcuion
of hydrogen; and Miller states that he heard a

noise but was unaware of the pressure ﬁulse and the
possibility of hyérogen ignition being the source
of the pressure pulse until two .days latter, cn March 30
(I1d., p. 97.)

Oh balance, consideration of staterernts made to
TMI investicators of the situaticn a2t the time the ignition
cccurred and in the following hours leaés to the conclusion
that it is likely th;t Miller's reccllection of not having been

aware of the pressure pulse and its significance is erroneous.




