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362 Binkley Dr.
Nashville, Tn. 37211
Octohar 24, 199%

Mr. Peter B. Tam, Senior Projeot Manager
Project Direotorate II~3

Divieion of Reaotor Projectes I/II

Office of Nuolear Reactor Regulations
U.5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D, C., 20555-0001

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR DENIAL OF "TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORXTY

DOCKET NO 50-390 WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT, UNIT 1
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE" License No. NPF-20

Dear Mr. Tam:

According to the Draft dated March 1995 of TENNESSEE VALLRY
AUTHORITY DOCKET NO. 50-390 WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT, UNIT I
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE,License No NPF 20, section 1
statea: "The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commisaion
or the NRC) has found that:

G. The issuance of this license will not be
inimical to the common defense and seoaurity or
to the health and safety of the publioc."

TVA has failed to consider the use of the Watts Bar Nuclear
Plant containment building for a more pressing national
seourity need., Fuel loading and low power testing will
foreclose this option, and so must be denied until full
gonsideration is given this better use of the facility.

If a better national security use for a facility ocan be
instituted instead of the originally planned use, then to
not use the more pressing national seocurity use can make the
originally planned use of the facility inimical to national
segurity.

The U. 8. and the Soviet Union have a treaty that etipulates

that eaoh country will diesmantle 2,000 nuclear weapone for
the next five years, for a combined total of 20,000 weapons.

-
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Oak Ridge is the atorage site for this highly enriahed
uranium. The buildings serving as repositories arg not
dtruoturally sound. On September 22, 1994, an inepeoction by
the Defense Nuclgar Facilities Safety Board found 1,348
ariticality violations that resulted in a cold etand-down
for one year, except for the receipt of HEU from the former
Soviet Union in what is called "Projeot Baffire."

The Watts Bar Containment Building has been built to much
higher standards than the buildinge at the Y-12 plant in Qak
Ridge currently housing the HEU.

Therefore, I respectfully request that the opaerating
license for Watts Bar beg denied, that TVA decommission the
plant before it is ever made radioactive, and that the
facility be sold to DOE for a Repository for Highly Enriched
Uranium. This will meet a more pPregsing national security
need and falle within the guidelines of eeotion 1.G of the
lioense.

T also request that the license for Watte Bar be denied
because the operation of the Watts Bar Nuclear Plant will be
inimical to the health and safety of the public.

The TVA and the NRC have not adequately considered the
effeote of a ©0las®s 9 accident (rapid reactor disassenbly).

Prior to the Chernobyl acoident, the ocoourrence of a
catastrophic acoident was considered so remote that the
consequences of such an oocourrence was not coneiderad,
Chernobyl happened. No longaer can the coneequences of suoch
a reogourrence be ignored.

There is no adequate evacuation route from the plant site or
for the residents that 1ive pnear the plant. Only a narrvow
two-lane road leads out from the area. A citizens group
called "Barth Firsters" demonstrated effectively that
traffic could bae tied up in both direotion on that road for
more than eeven houra, even in a non-emergency situation.
Should there be a need for evacuation, traffic pileups would
dwarf the few cars that blocked the road during that
demonstration,
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The two-lane road that leads from the site rune north and
south. It very likely would be the corridor for the
radiocactive plume. There is no safe evacuation routsg.

For those people who might be ablae to escape, the next
question is, where are they to evaouate to?. 1Is the
temporary evaocuation destination itself in the path of the
radiocactive plume?

Once temporary evacuation ja complete, what are the plans
for permanent reloocation?. TVA has satisfiqQd NRC's
requirements for plans for handling 1iability olaims, but
the adequacy of the estimate of financial damage that could
be filed againat the utility has not been dooumented.

Congideration was not given to the possibility of a serious
accldent cgourring during a University of Tennessee football
game in Knoxville. 1It's not unusual for 100,000 or more
fans to swell Knoxville's population. This worvrsgsens any
|mergency evaauation, especially since I-40 might be made
impassable. The prevailing wind usually follows the ridge,
heading from Watts Bar toward Oak Ridge, and would mosat
probably carry the radioaotive contamintation aoross I-40
between Knoxville and Nashville, nmaking it impassable. Many
of those fans are Nashvillians. They would be cut off from
their homes, as would Nashville students attending UT and
other Nashvilliane visiting or passing through Rnoxville.

Gatlinburg, Tn. and Ashvilla, N. C. are both east of
Knoxville. They are both major tourist attraoctions, wvhere
tens of thousands of people swell the number of peramanent
residents during both the summer and winter seasons, Their
added numbers should have been gonsidered in emergenoy
evaocuation plane. Since these problems have not been dealt
with, the licensing of the Watts Bar plant must be danied.
The operation of the Watts Bar Plant would be inimical to
the health and safety of the publio.

Even barring an aocident, the operation of the plant will
have a deleterious effect on traffio along I=-40, both east
and west. The operation of the plant and the cooling towers
will caused inoreased fog. The area suffers from inversions
and stagnatione holding the radiocactive emisesions inetead
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of allowing them to be dissipated. The number of additional
foggy days and nights that will be ocaused by the operation
of the plant and the resultant aceidents will be inimiocal
to the health and safety of the publio. Not only will the
inoreased fog ocause lack of vieibility, it will increase the
radiation dose to the publio since it will now be
radioactive fog.

The operation of the Watte Bar Plant will cause routine and
acoidental releases of radioactive contaminants to the
environment. Pathways to man include the food chain,
particularly milk. Ingested radioactive particulate matter
is more of a health risk than external doses since the
elements lodge in the body and continue to bombard the bone
marrow and other organs of the body, rather than being a
one-time pass through dose, such as ie received from an
x=-ray. Thie increases the risks of cancer, leukemia, and
birth defects.

The only effeotive monitoring program would be one that
actually prevented the ingestion of radioaatively
contaminated food. It would have to be a continuous
monitoring program, and not randomn spot cheaks. Therefore,
all milk, fish, poultry, meat, fruits, vegetables, tobacco,
and drinking water that might be contaminated would have to
be monitored before it was sold or eaten by people who
raised it. '

Milk is of particular significance. It was classifled as
the "oritical pathway to man" in the Environmental Report
for the now cancelled Hartasville Nuclear Plant.

There is no monitoring plan in place or planned that would
monitor milk at each dairy on a daily basis before it isg
released for public consumption.

Any other radiation monitoring is only an academic exerciase.
S5ince such a monitoring plan is not a part of TVA's or NRC's
standards, the operation of the Watte Bar Plant is inimical
to the health and safety of the publio and a liocenee to
operate it must be denied.
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Many safety questione cvoncerning the design and oconetruction
of the plant remain. On August 16, 1995 the NRC issued
Inspeotion report #50-390/95-47 and 50-391/95-47.

This document arose out of the more than 5,000 employee
complainte, of whioh approximately 1,800 were eafety
related, Thege were reported prior to 1986.

The oonolusion ae specified in paragraph 3 of the cover
letteor is "We have completad our inspaction of your Design
Baseline Verifiocation Program Corrective Action Program
(CAP) and concluded that the CAP has been adequatel
implemented. Three items, involving completion of the CAP
Source issues, evaluations of sggessments, and FSAR table
errors, will be reviewed further. Within the scope of the
inspeotion, violations or deviations were not identified."

Thie oonolueion ocarries the implication that TVA has fixed
all the problems identified by the whistleblowers (employee
concerng)., The body of the report does not support thie
conclusion.

The following is a seven page transmittal that I sent to Dr.
Shirley Jackson, dated Ootober 11, 1995, in referensce to
this inapeotion report. I an incorporating it as pages 6 ~
12 of this document. Note that the fuel loading date has
been pushed back but was the expected date when my report
wae drafted on October 1.

The balance of this page is intentionally blank.
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To: Dr. Ehirley Jackson. Chairperson
U, 8. Nuclear Regulatory Comnission
Washington, D. C. 20555~0001

From: Jeannine Honicker
362 Binkley Dr.
Nashville, Tn, 37211
fax # 615~333-2879

Subjeot NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 850-390/985-47
AND 50-391/95-47

Baokground: Prior to 1986, more than 5,000 emplovee
concerns were communicated to the Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA) bringing to light problems with the construction of
the Watte Bar Nuclear Plant. '

TVA tentatively plans to load fuel on October 28, 1995, but
first must receive a licence from the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC), NRC inspection report No 50-390/95-47 and
50-391/95-47 intendes to put to rest all of those employee
concerns not covered in the previous report and clears the
way for the issuance of an operating lioenoe for the Watts
Bar Nuolear Plant,

Firgt comment: Cover letter dated August 16, 1995

The conolusion as specified in paragraph 3 of NRC's agover
letter is "We have completed our inspection of your (TVA's)
Design Baseline Verifiocation Program Correotive Aotion
Program (CAP) and concluded that the CAP has been adeguately
implemented. Three items, involving completion of CAP
source issues, evaluations of assessments, and FSAR table
errors, will be reviewed further.

Within the scope of the inspection, violations or deviations
ware not identified.”

This report validates my concern that the Watts Bar Plant is
not safe to operate. The TVA knows it, NRC knows it, and an
operating liocen¢e must be denied.

(1) More problems have been identified as a result of this
inspection.
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(2) TVA resolved employee concerns that certain parts of the
construction did not meet the requirements of the National
Electric Code by eliminating the National Electric Code

from the design oriteria.

(3) Out of 230 deficiencies identified by TVA, the NRC
inspected only 18, Logic eave this is completely
unacceptable. How can NRC in good faith state "The
inspectors concluded that the DBVP CAP had been adequately
implemented” when by their own admission there are 212
deficiencien remaining that they have not inspected?

The following is my critique of the inspection report:

(1) Until these problems are solved and a conplete hearing
iz held on the safety of this plant;

(2) Until every employee who voiced a concern has been
involved in looking at the resolution of their complaint and
has agreed that the problem identified in their oonoern has
aotually been satisfactorily fixed and not Jjuet resolved by
removing the rule that it violates;

(3) Until the publio is satisfied that they will guffer no
monetary or health damage as a result of the operation of
the Watts Bar Nuclear Plant;

(4) And until other uses for the building other than the
ptroduction of eleotrinity, specifically, the sale of the
containment building to be used by DOE as a Reposgitory of
HEU from dismantled weapons, to meet a more preseing
national seocurity need, have been addressed;

I hereby request that NRC deny TVA a licence to load fuel at
the Watts Bar Nuclear Plant.

Here are my concerns spacifically:

NRC's Summary: "The inspectors concluded that the DBVP CAP
had been adequately inplenmented. However, the following
unresolved item (URI) and inspector follow~up items (IFIs)
related to the DBVP CAP were identified for review in a
subsegquent inspection”
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Thie is an oxymoron. The DBVP CAP ocan not have been
adequately implaemented if there are any outstanding
deficiencies or unresolved items. This inspection report
clearly points out that the NRC has not adequately performed
its duties to adequately inspect the plant and enforce the
regulations and aoocompanying safety codes.

Unregolved deficiencies were identified, but the employee
ooncerns were declared "resolved."”

Seotion 2.3 page 4 defines the problem and translates the
abbreviations. A CATD is a Correative Acotion Tracking
Document to assure completion of corrective actions for
validated igssues identified from employee conoerns. TVA
identified 27 of the CATDs as addressing deficiency items
that were source or associated issue items for the DBVP CAP
(Dasign Baseline and Verification Program, Correative Action
Plan) It disclopes that a portion of the employee concerns
were dealt with in document IR 390/95-46. 1 have requested
a ocopy of that document, The items listed as part of section
2.3 are the other emplovee oconcerns in the DBVP CAP and
their review and NRC's supposed resolution thereof.

2.3.1 10200 WBN~02 Update and Clarify FSAR (Final Bafety
Analysis Report) . .
80454-NPS-01 FSAR Conmmitments Not Being Met.

The layers of review are detailed and the documents that
have bean generated as a result of this employee concern are
identified. Thae NRC has looked at these doouments and their
conolusion is "Although some disorepancies were found, in
genaeral the PAC/AQ (Program for Assurancae of
Completion/Assurance of Quality) review and FSAR were

considered adequate. The employee concerns were resolved,”

- What diacrepanoieh were found?

Who ware the employees who had originally made the
complaints? Have they been kept informed of the
resolution of their ooncerns?

Have the aforementioned employee or employees reviewed the
documente? :
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Are they satisfied that the problems they identifiad in
their original complaint have been fixed and not merely
"preworded"” away?

What has happened to each individual employee aince he or
ehe firet voioced his or her original concern?

Item 2-3-2 Employee concerns involving circuit breakers.

NRC's resolution”In pgeneral, the eleotriocal caloulation
program was deternmined to be adequate and the regenerated
eleotrical caloulation of good quality.”

This answer implies that there are still some unresolved
problems, that the electrical calculation program ig not
100% paerfeot, only,"generally adequate.” Speocifically, what
'is 8till wrong with it?

Same employee questione as for 2.3.1

The second part of 2.3.2, that dealt with 23702~WBN-05 is
oeven scarier than the "Is generally adequata" response.

"The inspectors questioned whether the current breaker
settings had been field verified during the CATD closure
process to ensure that they matched the caloulations. There
wae no indication from the lookback sheets or from the
olgsure folders that any figld verification _had been
performed during the CATD closure progess. TVA identified
that CATD 23702-WBN-06, a different CATD in the series,
addressed actual hardware completion and that they had not
performed a field verification. TVA immediately began a
field verification sample review. During the review several
problems were found and were documented on gorrective agtion
document WBPER 950392. DCN 37538 was issued to address two
thermal overloads that were found where the installed
hardware matohed the drawings but did not matoh the
oaloulations. A breaker was found with an incorrect setting
and & work request was issued to reset the breaker to the
setting required by the calculation. TVA intends to reopen
CATD 23702«WBN-06 to address thae problems assogiated with
the field installations. the isgues involved with the 02
and 05 CATDs were resolved.

same employee questions as 2.3.1
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Is this inocluded in any of the three opaen items? Please
provide proof that the problems have been fixed not nerely
settled by declaring them "resclved"”.

Ttem: 2.3.3 Regarding 23702-WBN-04 No Fuse Capacity
Caloulations for Short Circuit Settings for Motors. Thie
iten oconcludes with: "In general, the eleptrical
caloulation program was determined to be adequate and the
regenerated eleatrigal caloulations of good guality. The
employee concerns are congidered resolved.

This is the same answer as given in 2,3.2. firet paragraph,
“Tn general" laocks speoificity. What is wrong with the
caloculations if it is only "generally adequate?"

2.3.4 23702-NPS 05 Level of Conformance to National
Elg@otric Code

Of all the complaints and gobbledegook resolutions, this one
really riles me the most.

There were three separate employee conoerns out of the 27
that were included in the DBVP CAP that were resolved with a
atroke of a pen, or should I say an @raser. CATDs 23702-WBN
02, ~04, and ~083. TVA's solutien: "Reference to the NEC was
removed frog Design Standard DS-E2.3.2- - - - Tha level of
conformande in a design Standard to any invoked standard
outeide of the TVA systen (ingluding the NEC) that jg not
committed to through the FSAR or QA Plan is defined in SEP
0.5.4 Depjgn Standards and Guides, REY, 0., Section 3.2.6.
The euployee concerng were resolved.

Qutrageous! I renovated my house a few years ago. The
inspeotors ingsisted that I use only an eleotrician that was
licensed in Davidson County. If codes are strictly
enforoed, even for & small garage conversion in Davidson
County, shouldn't National Blectric Codes be enforced in the
construction of a nueclear plant? TVA has clearly shown
that they consider themselves above the law. If they don't
like a regulation, they just eliminate it from their
vstandard", and the NRC hae shown that they do not stand up
to TVA. 1f the public is to have confidence in NRC, then
the NRC must deny the operating licences for Watts Bar
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Nuclegar Plant until TVA complies with all KRRC regulations,
without exemptions, including the NATIONAL ELECTRIC CODES,

Speocify what the employee concerng were, send & copy of

CATDs 23702-WBN- 02,- 04, and ~05. Speoify what section of

thg NEC these ¢oncerns referenced.

Who were the employees that voiced these concerns? (2.3.1.
questions)

Did TVA commit to inolusion of fhe Natjonal Electric Codes

in its construction permit? Are they eliminated from all of
the Watts Bar Design Criteria, since they are NOT COMMITTED

TO THROUGH FSAR OR QA PLANS?

2.3.6 21B09-WBN-01 Annulus Araa Clearance for Thermal
| Expansion '

“This CAID was issued because the clearances for thermal
expansion of the steal containment vessel were not
sufficient. . .The outliers were potential deficiencies
found by the walkdown (Inspection carried out by walking

though the specified area)... Of the 181 outliers, s8ix were

etill not resolved....When the. remaining six outliers are
regolved, the employee concerns will be resolved."

What is the worst accident that can occur based on the

< by the walkdown, both thosa that have been resolved (how
were they resolved) and those still unresolved?

} 2.3.6 10400 WBN-02 Deficiencies in Calculations for
Embedded Plates )
Design & ocaloulation errors. The NRC is reviewing this
issue under another document CDR 390/86-39. When this CDR
is cloged, the employee ooncern will be resolved.

is this gtill an outstanding problenm. If it haan't been
fixed in nine years, can it ever be fixed? How much has
been spent trying to resolve this problem since 1986. How
muoch time, how many man hours has been spent on it?

deficienciesn as originally reported and by those discovered

| what is the status of CDR 390/86-39. It has been known for
nine years as indicated by "ge" in the problem number., Why

P.12
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Who was the original complainer, emnployee oconcern reporter?
{same questions as ip 2.3.1) '

2.4 Resolution of Other Deficiency Items.

TVA identified 230 deficienoy items. NRC locked at 18 of
them. What about the other 212? How did NRC chapge which
ones to inepeot and which ones to ignore?.

What dooument detajls the entire 230 deficiencies?

How were the 27 CAPDs culled from 5,000 employee concerns?
What document lists all of the original conaerns?

How ocan the NRC reach the conclusion that the DBVP CAP has
been adequately implemented when they have only inspscted 18
deficiencies out of 23 » when 6 deficiencies are outstanding
from a walkdown inspecting the clearance of the steel
containment building, when it is now 1996, and an item has
been outstanding since 1986 and is still not closed?

How can TVA jettison the National Eleotric Codes from its
design criteria?

How can the NRC not follow up on what happened te the
employees who brought these original qomwplainte to light?
To ask people who now have jobs to offer their concerns is

original "whistleblowers. "

The NRC should bring these TVA employees, many of whom are
now ex~TVA employees, those who offared the 5,000 congerns,
to a public hearing. They should firast be provided documents
outlining TVA'e complete handling, or laock thers of, of
their original concerns. Give these employees an opportunity
to say, "The problem is fixed to my ocatisfaction.” If they
do not make that statement, TVA should be denied an
operating licence.

The public should algo have an oportunity to voice their
concerns as part of a foreal operating licence hearing,

Respectfully submitted QOctober 11, 19956
~ .4’ A Y

-

V”JQLﬂbwbotbate

o
Jeannine Honiocker
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The quaestions that were asked in this October 11 report to
Dr. Jackeon remain unanswered.

The problams that were pointed out remain unsolved.

The original TVA Employees who filed the original 5,000 plus
complaints have not been queried as to the gatisfactory
rasolution of thair original concerns nor to the retaliation
taken against them as a result of their action.

The NRC and the Department of Labor both have documentation
as to the identity of these people and ocould summone the
original employees if it were the desires of the NRC to do
80.

Inspection report Nos. 50-390/95-63 and 50~391/95-63
apecifically says on page 5, section 2.3,. Concern
Resolution Timeliness "All pre~1995 issues had been
reaolved™ '

Mansour Guity, member of TVA's Defunct Nuclgar Safaty Revigw
5taff, does not oconour with this conclusion. I am herewith
attaching a copy of his report: "BYNOPBIS OF WATTE BAR
NUCLEAR PLANT UNIT 1, NUCLEAR SAFETY PROBLEMS AND
NON-COMPLIANCE WITH. TITLE 10 CFR 50 APPENDIX B" and making
it a part of this requeat for denial of operating license
for Watts Bar.

To issue a low level power licence will be inimieal to the
health and safety of the public. I hereby request that a
license for the operation of the Watts Bar Nuclear Plant be
denied.

Respeotfully submitted.

L
é Jeannine Honicker

CC NRC's Tnspector General's Office
Dr. Shirley Jackeon

P.14



