Pursuant to the comi tnent made in Chairman Dean's
January 9, 1996 letter, | am responding to your January
3, 1986 letter by providing the Tennessee Valley Aut hority's
(TVA) corporate position with respect to whether or not,
in light of the conclusions stated in the *NSRS Perceptions
of Watts Bar Status* MNRS Perceptions), the 10 C. F.R Part
50, Appendix B requirenents are being met at the Watts Bar
facility. As requested in your January 3, 1986 letter,
information is provided on an itemby-itembasis in the
Attachment to this letter that supports the TVA posi tion
and addresses: 1) each issue raised in the NSRS Perceptions;
2) the prograns/procedures in place to address each such
issue; and 3) the corrective action(s) planned or taken
in response to each such issue.

On the basis of our review of the NSRS Perceptions,
as reflected inthe Attachment, we find that there has been
no pervasive breakdown of the Quality Assurance (QA) program
that the program has identified and TVA has renedied or
will renedy all identified construction deficiencies and
nonconpl i ances, and that accordingly, the overall QA program
is inconpliance with 10 CF.R Part 50, Appendi x B. At
the same time, we should enphasize that ny own nission as
the Manager of the Office of Nuclear Power is to enhance
the management a.. nmnagenment controls of all TVA nucl ear
power program activities, including those for QA Although
the attachment shows that a broad range of corrective actions
are already in place at Wtts Bar, | and ny newy appoi nted

QA Manager, M. Richard Kelley, will be undertaking further
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examination of QA program effectiveness in the nucl ear power
program in general and at Watts Bar in particular. f that
further examination reveals construction deficiencies, nonconpl i ances,
and/or progranmatic weaknesses, rest assured that timely
corrective action will be taken, includi ng work stoppage
if that is appropriate. While we have made positive findings
concerning the NSRS Perceptions of the adequacy of the overall
QA program we recognize that the maj or thrust of those
perceptions is directed toward the ineffectiveness of corrective
actions and management nplenentation of those actions to
prevent the recurrence of cons*.-uction deficiencies and
noncompliances.  our fuarther examination of activities within
the nuclear power nrogram incl udi ng those at Watts Bar,
will focus particularly in that programmatic area, and we
will take aggressive action to remedy any weaknesses found.
Please feel free to contact nme or M. _________of

my staff if you have any questions or need for further i nformation

concerning this response.

Very truly yours,

George L. Edgar"
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| NORVATI ON FOR:

Dick Gidley
Bill Wegner
BACKGROUND
A The principles governing NRC QA programs are reflected

i nthe attached Call oway case:

1. I'nany nuclear power plant project there will inevitably
be construction defects tied to QA lapses; error-free
construction is neither possible nor required by
applicable Iaw.

2. It is necessary to show csa trr i~ nti.Z ssaai
breakdown in the overall QA program that identified
construction defects have been renedied, and therefore
there is reasonable assurance that the plant can
be operated safely.

App. B defines the relevant standard for acceptability
of QA prograns as follows:

"As used in this appendix, *quality assurance"
cotpprises all those planned and systematic
actions necessary to provide adequate confidence
that a structure, system or conmponent will
performsatisfactorily in service."

| SSUES

A

Avoid overstating Steve's certification of conpliance.
Certify only that which Steve isina position to certify.
At Post he can only certify that: 1) the overall program
conplies with App. B 2) there have been no overall program
breakdowns; and 3) defects identified by the program have
been or will be renedied. He cannot certify that there
have rot been or %Il not be nonconpliances within the
program or that construction isor wll be error-free.

Be very careful that Steve's certifUcation is based only
upon the facts disclosed by and the scope of the re Low
conducted to answer M. Denton's letter. The basis for
the certification nust be clearly defined and stated,
and tsie certification nust be confined to that factual
basis alone. Th-a is:

1 Have they conducted Aireview of the overall progranf

2. Have they conducted a review of the issues raised
by NSRS in their presentation to Commi ssioner Asseistine?

3. Have they conducted a review of both?



| nother words, if only 2 has been done, the certification
should be confined to: Based upon our review of the issues
raised by the MSRS presentation,, we believe that the overall
prcc)?ram_ satisfies App. 3, that the KSRS issues are not
Indicative of a program breakdown, and that any defects
identified by the Brogram or as a result of the Wsl S issues
have been or will be remedied. if there has also been

a broader programmatic review conducted, then an additional
statement could be made. If not, it is true that Steve
and his now QA nanager will look into the broader issue

of management and management controls in the Q% area,

and wi || doubtless be considering program enhancements.

| f Steve can say there is no indication that the program

has broken down, he nust also address the very reason

why he is at TVA. There is a perception of a need for
en~hanced managenent and nanagenent controls of all TVA

nucl ear power programactivities, including Q. Steve

and his QA manager will be looking into that (and have

to a considerable extent already). Thay will doubtless

cone up with program upgrades and inprovenents. In |ight

of the realities of the situation at TVA it is necessary

to address this point. It is recamended that Steve not
reach out too far to say that he has already reviewed

the program on a programmatic basis and finds it adequate.

It is better to confine the present view to the NSRS findings,
and acknow edge the need for and l|il4ihood of future inprovenent
(or even the possibility that nore serious problens may

be found in tis broader management effort).

The details on the responses in the attachments were not
read. It is suggested that the format for each response

be: 1? i ssue; 2) prograns/procedures; 3) corrective actions
(both tor specific problem and root cause). Reorganization
of the responses will assist in mking review for adequacy
sinpl er and nore meani ngful .



