
To: Dr. Shirley Jackson, Chairperson
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555-0001

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

Subject NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 50-390/95-47
AND 50-391/95-47

Background: Prior to 1986, more than 5,000 employee
concerns were communicated to the Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA) bringing to light problems with the construction of
the Watts 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 intends 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 licence for the Watts
Bar Nuclear Plant.

First comment: Cover letter dated August 16, 1995

The conclusion as specified in paragraph 3 of NRC's cover
letter is "We have completed our inspection of your (TVA's)
Design Baseline Verification Program Corrective Action
Program (CAP) and concluded that the CAP has been adequately
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
were 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 licence 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 criteria.

(3) Out of 230 deficiencies identified by TVA, the NRC

inspected only 18. Logic says 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

deficiencies remaining that they have not inspected?

The following is my critique of the inspection report:

(1) Until these problems are solved and a complete hearing
is 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 concern has

actually been satisfactorily fixed and not just resolved by

removing the rule that it violates;

(3) Until the public is satisfied that they will suffer 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
production of electricity, specifically, the sale of the

containment building to be used by DOE as a Repository of

HEU from dismantled weapons, to meet a more pressing

national security 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 specifically:

NRC's Summary: "The inspectors concluded that the DBVP CAP

had been adequately implemented. However, the following

unresolved item (URI) and inspector follow-up items (IFIs)

related to the DBVP CAP were identified for review in a

subsequent inspection"
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This is an oxymoron. The DBVP CAP can not have been
adequately implemented 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 accompanying safety codes.

Unresolved deficiencies were identified, but the employee
concerns were declared "resolved."

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

2.3.1 10200 WBN-02 Update and Clarify FSAR (Final Safety
Analysis Report)

80454-NPS-01 FSAR Commitments Not Being Met.

The layers of review are detailed and the documents that
have been generated as a result of this employee concern are
identified. The NRC has looked at these documents and their
conclusion is "Although some discrepancies were found, in
general the PAC/AQ (Program for Assurance of
Completion/Assurance of Quality) review and FSAR were
considered adequate. The employee concerns were resolved."

What discrepancies were found?

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

Have the aforementioned employee or employees reviewed the
documents?
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Are they satisfied that the problems they identified in
their original complaint have been fixed and not merely
"reworded" away?

What has happened to each individual employee since he or
she first voiced his or her original concern?

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

NRC's resolution"In general, the electrical calculation
program was determined to be adequate and the regenerated
electrical calculation of good quality."
This answer implies that there are still some unresolved
problems, that the electrical calculation program is not
100% perfect, only,"generally adequate." Specifically, what
is still wrong with it?

Same employee questions as for 2.3.1

The second part of 2.3.2, that dealt with 23702-WBN-05 is
even scarier than the "Is generally adequate" response.
"The inspectors questioned whether the current breaker
settings had been field verified during the CATD closure
process to ensure that they matched the calculations. There
was no indication from the lookback sheets or from the
closure folders that any field verification had been
performed during the CATD closure process. 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 corrective action
document WBPER 950392. DCN 37538 was issued to address two
thermal overloads that were found where the installed
hardware matched the drawings but did not match the
calculations. A breaker was found with an incorrect setting
and a 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 the problems associated with
the field installations. the issues involved with the 02
and 05 CATDs were resolved.

Same employee questions as 2.3.1
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Is this included in any of the three open items? Please
provide proof that the problems have been fixed not merely
settled by declaring them "resolved".

Item: 2.3.3 Regarding 23702-WBN-04 No Fuse Capacity
Calculations for Short Circuit Settings for Motors. This
item concludes with: "In general, the electrical
calculation program was determined to be adequate and the
regenerated electrical calculations of good quality. The
employee concerns are considered resolved.

This is the same answer as given in 2.3.2. first paragraph.
"In general" lacks specificity. What is wrong with the
calculations if it is only "generally adequate?"

2.3.4 23702-NPS 05 Level of Conformance to National
Electric Code

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

There were three separate employee concerns out of the 27
that were included in the DBVP CAP that were resolved with a
stroke of a pen, or should I say an eraser. CATDs 23702-WBN
02, -04, and -05. TVA's solution: "Reference to the NEC was
removed from Design Standard DS-E2.3.2- - - - The level of
conformance in a design Standard to any invoked standard
outside of the TVA system (including the NEC) that is not
committed to through the FSAR or QA Plan is defined in SEP
0.5.4 Design Standards and Guides, REV. O., Section 3.2.6.
The employee concerns were resolved.

Outrageous! I renovated my house a few years ago. The
inspectors insisted that I use only an electrician that was
licensed in Davidson County. If codes are strictly
enforced, even for a small garage conversion in Davidson
County, shouldn't National Electric Codes be enforced in the
construction of a nuclear 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
"standard", and the NRC has shown that they do not stand up
to TVA. If the public is to have confidence in NRC, then
the NRC must deny the operating licences for Watts Bar



0

Page 6

Nuclear Plant until TVA complies with all NRC regulations,
without exemptions, including the NATIONAL ELECTRIC CODES,

Specify what the employee concerns were, send a copy of
CATDs 23702-WBN- 02,- 04, and -05. Specify what section of
the NEC these concerns referenced.

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

Did TVA commit to inclusion of the National 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?

2.3.5 21809-WBN-01 Annulus Area Clearance for Thermal
Expansion

"This CATD was issued because the clearances for thermal
expansion of the steel 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, six were
still not resolved ....When the remaining six outliers are
resolved, the employee concerns will be resolved."

What is the worst accident that can occur based on the
deficiencies as originally reported and by those discovered
by the walkdown, both those 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 & calculation errors. The NRC is reviewing this
issue under another document CDR 390/86-39. When this CDR
is closed, the employee concern will be resolved.

What is the status of CDR 390/86-39. It has been known for
nine years as indicated by "86" in the problem number. Why
is this still an outstanding problem. If it hasn't been
fixed in nine years, can it ever be fixed? How much has
been spent trying to resolve this problem since 1986. How
much time, how many man hours has been spent on it?
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Who was the original complainer, employee concern reporter?
(same questions as in 2.3.1)

2.4 Resolution of Other Deficiency Items.

TVA identified 230 deficiency items. NRC looked at 18 of
them. What about the other 212? How did NRC choose which
ones to inspect and which ones to ignore?.

What document details the entire 230 deficiencies?

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

How can the NRC reach the conclusion that the DBVP CAP has
been adequately implemented when they have only inspected 18
deficiencies out of 230, when 6 deficiencies are outstanding
from a walkdown inspecting the clearance of the steel
containment building, when it is now 1995, and an item has
been outstanding since 1986 and is still not closed?

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

How can the NRC not follow up on what happened to the
employees who brought these original complaints to light?
To ask people who now have jobs to offer their concerns is
ludicrous when they all know full well the history of the
original "whistleblowers."

The NRC should bring these TVA employees, many of whom are
now ex-TVA employees, those who offered the 5,000 concerns,
to a public hearing. They should first be provided documents
outlining TVA's complete handling, or lack there of, of
their original concerns. Give these employees an opportunity
to say, "The problem is fixed to my satisfaction." If they
do not make that statement, TVA should be denied an
operating licence.

The public should also have an oportunity to voice their
concerns as part of a formal operating licence hearing.

Respectuflly submitted October 11, 1995.

Jeannine Honicker
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-O00l

.,

RE(;(,

Ms. Jeannine Honicker
362 Binkley Drive
Nashville, TN 37211

Dear Ms. Honicker:

I am responding to your letter dated October 20, 1995, to Chairman Jackson.
In that letter, you expressed several concerns related to the ability of the
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) to safely operate and decommission its
nuclear plants, including its Watts Bar facility, because of purported
financial weaknesses. This letter addresses your concerns in the order in
which you raised them in your letter.

Your first concern: You indicate that, in 1993, TVA sold off the securities
in its decommissioning fund and used the proceeds for its power program.
Based on this action, you asked, "Did TVA ask NRC's permission to sell its
decommissioning funds and divert the proceeds to TVA's power program? Did NRC
give its permission?"

You further stated, "I am particularly concerned because of the impending fuel
loading of Watts Bar. I believe that this clearly shows that TVA does not nor
will it have sufficient money to decommission three reactors at Browns Ferry,
two reactors at Sequoyah, and should it ever become radioactive, Watts Bar."

TVA neither asked nor is required under NRC regulations to seek permission to
sell the securities in its decommissioning fund. Under 10 CFR
50.75(e)(3)(iv), TVA, as a Federal Government licensee, may provide financial
assurance of decommission-ing by submitting a statement of intent containing a
cost estimate for decommissioning and indicating that funds for
decommissioning will be obtained when necessary. The NRC chose to allow TVA
to use the "statement of intent" method of providing decommissioning funding
assurance during its deliberations in the mid-1980s on the decommissioning
funding rule. The NRC based this decision both on TVA's ability to set its
own electricity rates, which allows recovery of decommissioning costs over
time from its ratepayers, and on the indirect backing of TVA's bonds by the
U.S. Treasury.

The NRC currently has a rulemaking plan to reevaluate its decommissioning
funding assurance regulations in light of the deregulation projected to occur
in the electric utility industry. (This plan is contained in SECY-95-223,
enclosed.) If the conditions upon which the NRC allowed statements of intent
appear to be changing, the NRC will consider revising the assurance mechanisms
allowed for licensees such as TVA. You will, of course, have the opportunity
to comment on any rule changes that the NRC proposes as a result of this
reevaluation.

Jt, "
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December 12, 1995i**+1
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Your second concern: You assert that TVA is in "desperate financial straits"
and state, uThe only requirement that NRC has concerning TVA's financial
condition is to be assured that TVA has sufficient funds to build and operate
all its nuclear plants safely and to be able to decommission them." You also
refer to an August 1995 report by the General Accounting Office (GAO),
uTennessee Valley Authority, Financial Problems Raise Questions About Long-
term Viability' (GAO/AIMID/RCED-95-134).

The NRC has reviewed the GAO report to which you refer. Although the GAO
report raises issues that bring into question TVA's ability over the long term
to compete with electric utilities contiguous to its service territory, the
NRC does not believe that the report raises significant concerns about TVA's
ability to operate and decommission its nuclear plants safely.

NRC's approach for licensees that encounter financial stress is to devote
adequate inspection resources to ensure that operations continue to meet NRC
safety standards. The NRC has completed several analyses over the past
several years that have not shown any consistent relationship between a
licensee's overall financial health and safe operation at its nuclear plants.
Thus, the NRC believes that its inspection program is more effective than
general financial reviews in identifying potential operational safety
problems. The NRC intends to use this approach with TVA, as necessary.
Further, 10 CFR 50.33(f) of the NRC's regulations provide that a power reactor
licensee that is an "electric utility" as defined in 10 CFR 50.2 is exempt
from financial qualifications review at the Operating License stage. Because
TVA meets the definition of "electric utility," it is exempt from formal NRC
financial qualifications review.

Even in the few cases in which power reactor licensees have obtained
bankruptcy protection (e.g., Public Service Company of New Hampshire and El
Paso Electric Company for minority shares of the Seabrook and Palo Verde
facilities, respectively), the Bankruptcy Courts have directed that these
companies continue to pay operating and decommissioning costs. (Cajun Electric
Power Cooperative, a 30 percent owner of the River Bend facility, has also
sought bankruptcy protection. Cajun has withheld payment for its share of
River Bend operating expenses, and has indicated its intention to continue to
do so until directed otherwise by the Bankruptcy Court. However, Gulf States
Utilities Company, the majority owner of River Bend, has covered River Bend's
full operating costs. Also, Cajun has continued to pay into River Bend's
decommissioning fund.) Although stock and bond holders have suffered losses
during these bankruptcy proceedings, utilities have continued to generate
sufficient revenues from continued operation of their nuclear and non-nuclear
plants to pay for operational and decommissioning costs.

As indicated in my response to your first concern, if the NRC determines that
additional financial measures are needed to ensure safe operations and
decommissioning as a result of electric utility deregulation, you will have an
opportunity to comment on rulemaking that the NRC proposes.

Your third concern: You refer to a report prepared for Greenpeace by
David A. Blecker, MSB Energy Associates, Inc., entitled "TVA Watts Bar Unit

A
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Decommissioning Cost Estimates," August 10, 1995. That report estimates that
decommissioning for Watts Bar, Unit 1, will cost nearly $6 billion in 2025.

The NRC disagrees that decommissioning Watts Bar, Unit 1, will cost nearly $6
billion. The NRC has recently updated its studies of light-water-reactor
decommissioning costs performed by its contractor, Pacific Northwest
Laboratory. (See "Revised Analyses of Decommissioning for the Reference
Pressurized Water Reactor Power Station" (NUREG/CR-5884) and "Revised Analyses
of Decommissioning for the Reference Boiling Water Reactor Power Station"
(NUREG/CR-6174).) These studies found that decommissioning costs for a
pressurized-water reactor will range from $133 million to $227 million in 1993
dollars. Costs for decommissioning a boiling-water reactor would range from
$158 million to $305 million. These estimates include a 25-percent
contingency, which the NRC believes represents reasonable engineering
judgment. Even if these estimates are inflated for 30 years at the 2-percent
real rate assumed in the Blecker study, decommissioning costs would not exceed
$687 million. Further, actual experience at reactor sites that have
decommissioned, such as Shippingport and Shoreham, or that are well into the
decommissioning process, such as Fort St. Vrain, indicate that actual
decommissioning costs are much closer to the NRC estimates than to the Blecker
estimates. (Shippingport cost approximately $91.3 million to decommission;
Shoreham approximately $190 million; and Fort St. Vrain approximately $190
million.)

Sincerely,

William T. Russell, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachment:
As stated

- 3 -
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The NRC disagrees that decommissioning Watts Bar, Unit 1, will cost nearly $6
billion. The NRC has recently updated its studies of light-water-reactor
decommissioning costs performed by its contractor, Pacific Northwest
Laboratory. (See "Revised Analyses of Decommissioning for the Reference
Pressurized Water Reactor Power Station" (NUREG/CR-5884) and "Revised Analyses
of Decommissioning for the Reference Boiling Water Reactor Power Station"
(NUREG/CR-6174).) These studies found that decommissioning costs for a
pressurized-water reactor will range from $133 million to $227 million in 1993
dollars. Costs for decommissioning a boiling-water reactor would range from
$158 million to $305 million. These estimates include a 25-percent
contingency, which the NRC believes represents reasonable engineering
judgment. Even if these estimates are inflated for 30 years at the 2-percent
real rate assumed in the Blecker study, decommissioning costs would not exceed
$687 million. Further, actual experience at reactor sites that have
decommissioned, such as Shippingport and Shoreham, or that are well into the
decommissioning process, such as Fort St. Vrain, indicate that actual
decommissioning costs are much closer to the NRC estimates than to the Blecker
estimates. (Shippingport cost approximately $91.3 million to decommission;
Shoreham approximately $190 million; and Fort St. Vrain approximately $190
million.)

Sincerely,

Original Signed By
IXILLIAM T. RUSSELL

William T. Russell, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure: As stated
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The NRC disagrees that decommissioning Watts Bar, Unit 1, will cost nearly $6
billion. The NRC has recently updated its studies of light-water-rea/ctor
decommissioning costs performed by its contractor, Pacific Northwelst
Laboratory. (See "Revised Analyses of Decommissioning for the Reference
Pressurized Water Reactor Power Station" (NUREG/CR-5884) and "Revised Analyses
of Decommissioning for the Reference Boiling Water Reactor Pow'er Station"
(NUREG/CR-6174).) These studies found that decommissioning,,costs for a
pressurized-water reactor will range from $133 million to $227 million in 1993
dollars. Costs for decommissioning a boiling-water reactor would range from
$158 million to $305 million. These estimates includea/25-percent
contingency, which the NRC believes represents reasonable engineering
judgment. Even if these estimates are inflated for,30 years at the 2-percent
real rate assumed in the Blecker study, decommissioning costs would not exceed
$687 million. Further, actual experience at react/or sites that have
decommissioned, such as Shippingport and Shoreham, or that are well into the
decommissioning process, such as Fort St. Vrainy indicate that actual
decommissioning costs are much closer to the NRC estimates than to the Blecker
estimates. (Shippingport cost approximately/$91.3 million to decommission;
Shoreham approximately $190 million; and Fort St. Vrain approximately $190
million.) /

Sinicerely,

., ,/

/ William T. Russell, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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The NRC disagrees that decommissioning Watts Bar, Unit 1, will cost nearly $6
billion. The NRC has recently updated its studies of light-water7reactor
decommissioning costs performed by its contractor, Pacific Northwest
Laboratory. (See "Revised Analyses of Decommissioning for theReference
Pressurized Water Reactor Power Station" (NUREG/CR-5884) and /Revised Analyses
of Decommissioning for the Reference Boiling Water Reactor Power Station"
(NUREG/CR-6174).) These studies found that decommissioning/costs for a
pressurized-water reactor will range from $133 million to $227 million in 1993
dollars. Costs for decommissioning a boiling-water reactor would range from
$158 million to $305 million. These estimates include a/25-percent
contingency, which the NRC believes represents reasonable engineering
judgment. Even if these estimates are inflated for 30 years at the 2-percent
real rate assumed in the Blecker study, decommissioning costs would not exceed
$687 million. Further, actual experience at reactor sites that have
decommissioned, such as Shippingport and Shoreham, or that are well into the
decommissioning process, such as Fort St. Vrain,/ indicate that actual
decommissioning costs are much closer to the NRC estimates than to the Blecker
estimates. (Shippingport cost approximately $91.3 million to decommission;
Shoreham approximately $190 million; and Fort St. Vrain approximately $190
million.)

If you have any questions on these responses, please call Robert S. Wood of my
staff at (301) 415-1255.

Sincerely,

William T. Russell, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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