Novenmber 17, 1987

AFFI DAVIT OF RICHARD H VOLLMER

City of San Francisco )
) ss:
State of California

RI CHARD H. VCLLMER, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

1. M/ name is Richard H Vollner. Currently, | am Vi ce
Presi dent of TENERA, L.P., Bethesda, Maryland. | have been with
TENERA since March, 1987. Before | began ny enploynent at
TENERA, | worked for 19 years with the United States Nuclear Reg
ulatory Conmission (NRC). Wile at the NRC, | held a variety of
positions, including Chief of the QA Branch. from its formation in
1972 to 1976; Director of the TM Recovery Goup at Three Mle
Island from 1979 to 1980; and Director of t'e Division of Engi

neering of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) from

1980 to 1985. In early 1985, | becane the Deputy Director of the
Office of Inspection and Enforcement (ILE). In July, 1986, ! was
appoi nted as the Deputy Director of NRR | left the NRC in 1987.

| have a B.S. degree in physics (1952) from Notre Dane.

2. Wiile | was the Deputy Director of ILE 7 *was invecved
on an ongoing basis r,regulatory and enforcement ;ssues related
to Tennessee Valley Authority's (TVA's) Watts Bar facility. "he
purpose of this affidavit is to relate some of the circunstances
su: ounding these matters, and to present ny views of, and ny In
vol vement with respect to TVA's March 20, !986 letter to the NRC

regarding the Watts Bar facility.



3. During the time that | served as the Deputy Director of
| &, the NRC regulatory responsibility for QA matters rested
fully with |I&E As a consequence, | becane involved, fromearly
1985 on, with conpliance and QA matters at Watts Bar.

4, In 1985, the NRC 6 zided to establish a TVA rnaragenent
oversi ght group, which was called the Senior Minagenent Team
(SM), to oversee regulatory matters related to TVA. TVA had
shut down all five of its operatinC reactors, and was
experi encing problens at the Watts Bar construction site. The
SMI nmet routinely to supervise the nunerous regulatory activities
that were underway in connection with the TVA facilities. M.
Taylor, the Director of I1&, was a menber of the SMI. Wen | was
Deputy Director of ILE, | provided assistance to M. Taylor in
acconplishing that responsibility; occasio-ally | sat in on SMI
meetings for or with M. Taylor. Also on :he SMI were M. Harold
Denton, Director of NRR (and Chairnman of the SMr), Ben Hayes, Di
rector of 01, and a representative from NRC Region Il (originally
Nel son Grace, the Regional Administrator, who was then replaced
on the SMI by John O shinski, the Deputy Regional Adm nist:3tor
of Region 11). Hugh Thonpson, from NRR, was the secretary of the
SMI, and was responsible for maintaining records of our activi
ties and deci si onmaking. Wien M. Denton was 1-nace to attend
the SMI neetings, Darre]l Eisenhut, hi- Deputy, attended on lis
behal f. Simlarly, when 1 became the Dep--i Director of NRR in

.uly, 1986, : attended the SMI neetings in M. Denton's absence.



5. In January, 1986, as a result of a briefing by several
NSRS staff members to then Conmi ssioner Asselstine about
QA-related problens at Watts Bar, NRC sent TVA a letter asking
TVA to respond to the allegations that were brought to Comms
sioner Asselstine's attention. That January 3, 1986 letter
sought TVA's corporate position, under oath, concerning NSRS’

perceptions of the status of :cnpliance witn Appendix B at the

Watts Bar facility. [ did no: participate in the preparation of

this letter.

6. 1 am famliar wi:h TVA's March 20, 1986 response to the
January 3, 1986 letter. | participated in a nunber of neetings
held for the purpose of review ng the TVA response. The TVA
cover Letter stirred up considerable controversy wthin the SMr
and the NRC Staff generally. As set out inthe NRC reply of My
16, 1986, the TVA letter of March 20, 1986:

addressed the eleven NSRS Perceptions of
Watts Bar Status, identified the prograns
and procedures in place to address each of
those issues, and ilentified the corrective
actions planned or taken in response to
such issues. Your response acknow edged
that nonconpliances existed. You aLso con
cluded that no pervasive breakdown of the
qual ity assurance (QA) program existed;
that the problems had been identified; that
TVA has remedied or will renedy all identi
fied designconstruction deficiences and
nonconpl i ances, and therefore, the overall
QA program is in :onpliance with 1) CFR 5
Appendi x 3. Furtner, you enphasized the
new nmanagement initiatives that you and the
new y appointed QA manager, Richard B.
Kelly, will be undertaking to furtner exam
ine the QA program effectiveness in the
nucl ear power program in general and at
Watts Bar in particular.
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This letter was concurred in by Jim Taylor, Ben Hayes, Darrell
Ei senhut (for hinself and Harold Denton), John O shinski, and
Jim Li eberman, who worked in the Ofice of the Executive Legal
Director.

7. There were fundanentall' two schools of thought about
the nmeaning of TVA's March Z0 letter; and there was debate
within the NRC Staff about which of the interpretations was the
better one.

8. 1 was one of a nunber of people who considered the
letter to be a reasonable response to a difficult question that

had been posed to TVA. The TVA response was in fact of the

type that | had expected, in response to our January 3, 1986

request. It was sonewhat general. It acknow edged that many
probl ens existed at Watts Bar. But it con:'.uded that overall,
things were generally under control; that :s, that there was a

system in existence at Watts Bar for controlling the quality of
construction activities. It did not say that the system was
operating perfectly, or even well; but it relied on the exis
tence of an approved QA program which was being inplenented,
al beit sometimes too slowy, to conclude that TVA was in over
all conpliance with Appendix B at Watts Bar.
9. As | recall, the Executive Director of Operations,

Victor Stello, Hugh Thonpson and | had the same general view
concerning the TVA reply; that is, that TVA was .noverall :om

pliance with Appendix B notw thstanding certain identified

defi ci enci es.



10. However, several others on the NRC Staff considered
it incons~istent to contend that Appendix B could be said to be
met at a facility if there were nultiple problens surfacing, as
there were at Watts Bar. inm view, this was a rigid and in
correct interpretation of Appendix B. Conpliance wth Appendix
8 neither requires nor expects the absence of mstakes or pr
cedural deficiencies in construction activities at a nuclear
power plant. Furthernore, conpliance wth Appendix B neither
requires nor expects that all mstakes will be detected and
corrected by the QA program  Appendix B sinply provides a
broad framework of management principles and nmeasures for
ensuring that there is "adequate confidence" that the plant
will operate safely. Notwithstanding this Appendix B frame
work, there were sone individuals within t-.e NRC Staff who had
a lower threshold for finding nonconpliance with Appendix B.
included inthis group was the Director of r&, JimTaylor, as
evidenced by his Cctober 1, 1986 Congressional testinony.

11. It is inconceivable to ne that the Director of 01,
M. Hayes, was unaware of these differing NRC views of Appendix
B, and of the views about the reasonabl eness of the TVA re
sponse notwithstanding the many problenms at Watts Bar, which,
of course, were acknow edged in the TVA response.

12. 1 did not and do not consider the March 20, 1986,
letter to constitute a material false statement :oncerning Ap

pendix B conpliance at Watts Bar. This conci-ision is based on



my long experience with, and understanding of, the general
requirenents of 10 C F. R Appendix B, the fact that TVA's Mrch
20 letter had readily acknow edged that nany problens existed,
sonme of wdhich had not yet even been identified, and that TVA
obviously had a lot nore to do before Watts Bar would be ready
to operate. Gven our know edge of the problens at, Wacts Bar,
and TVA's acknow edgenent of those problens, none of us could
have been misled by TVA's response, even if we at]. did not
agree with TVA's judgnent of "overall" conpliance with Appendix
B.

13. In preparing its response to the TVA March 20 letter,
much nore attention was given by the NRC Staff to its content
than to any other letter inwhich | had been involved. This
partially stemmed from the substantial pressure that had been,
and was being placed on the NRC Staff by Hen.ry Myers, a Con
gressional staff menmber on Congressman Udall.'s staff.

M. Mers was frequently calling M. Taylor and M. Hayes,
anong others, with allegations relating to TVA's nuclear pro
gram M. Mers was personally very involved in the status of
TVA and Watts Bar. He seened to believe that activities were
underway to deny or mnimze problems at TVA Nt surpris
ingly, then, the NRC Staff felt continuing pressure from

M. Mers and was concerned about being subject to Con~gressio

na criticism.



14. M. Thonpson and his staff had the responsibility to
prepare the NRC reply to the TVA March 20 letter. Menbers of
the SMI and other menbers of the NRC Staff, including
M. StelLo. Dr. B. D. Liaw, and E also had input into the
reply. There was a wide variety of views about the March 20
letter because there was a wi de variety of views about what
constitutes a pervasive QA breakdown and conpliance with Appen
dix B. These questions are matters of professional judgnment.
Most of us felt that the best answer to TVA's Letter would be
the one that we ultimtely gave, nanely, that the NRC Staff did
not necessarily agree (or disagree) with TVA' s judgnent, as
stated in its March 20 letter. Qur response was sent on My
16, 1986.

15. The May 16, 1986 reply considera:zy broadened the in
quiry that the NRC Staff had originally nade of TVA. in its
January 3, 1986 letter, the NRC Staff had drawn TVA's attention
specifically to the NSRS eleven perceptions, and had asked TVA
for its corporate position with respect to the NSRS concl usion
regardi ng Appendi x B conpliance at Watts Bar. :n our My 16
Letter, we made it clear that we were concerned not only wth
the issues set out in NSRS s perceptions, but also with other
al |l egations that had surfaced and were continuing to surface,
such as TVA enpl oyee concerns. i was :herefcre not at all sur
pri:sed by TVA's June 5, 1986 response to cur May 16 letter.

whi ch expressed sone uncertainty about whether T JA and the NRC



Staff were both addressing the same question, or whether there
was a m sunderstandi ng between us.

16. 1 considered TVA's June 5 response to be consistent
with the position that TVA had previously taken. In both of
its letters on the issue, TVA focused on problens that had been
identified and those yet to be identified, as well as work un
der-ay and yet to begin. rn its March 20 letter, TVA specifi
cally addressed the issues underlying the NSRS perceptions, in
response to our inquiry about them it also referred to broader
QA issues, which were going to be addressed by the then un
derway restructuring of the TVA QA organization and program
This latter point was enp:iasized innmore detail in the June 5
letter. Neither letter was inconsistent with TVA's wi thdrawal
inApril, 1986, of its 1985 Watts Bar cert:fication letter
There was not nuch discussion by the SMI, :hat | can recall, of
the June 5 letter.

17. 1 took over Darrell Eisenhut's job as the Deputy Di
rector of NRR inJuly of 1986. In that capacity, | again
became a participant inthe SMI, sitting in for Harold Denton.
My best recollection of SMI activities from July, 1986 through
March, 1987, when | left the NRC, was our focus on The techni
cal details of nunmerous NRC inspections at TVA and other reg
ulatory activities. 1 do not recall the Watts Sar Appendix B
matter being an ongoing issue of discussion by the SM,

although it could have cone up fromtime to tinmne.



18. 1 do not recall why the Appendix 8 matter was re
ferred to 01 as a nmatter involving potential w ongdoing. | do
recall that a meeting took place involving Ben [:ayes, Jim
Tayl or and Hugh Thonpson out of which a judgnent was nade that
the March 20 letter should be referred to 01 for investigation.
O course, all three of these Lndividuals had been involved in
the earlier extensive discussions in which the NRC Staff had
debated the neaning of the March 20 letter itself, as well as
what it meant to conply with Appendi x B.

19. 01 has never asked to interview me, notw thstanding
my participation in the SMI, ny reviews of TVA's March 20 and
June 5 letters, ny involvement in the preparation of the NRC
May 16 reply to TVA's March 20 letter, and ny overall in

volvenment in QA and enforcenent matters at TVA.

4ihrd H Vol ner

Subscri bed and sworn to before ne
this . Lfdayof Novenber, 1987.

M| msoOFFICIAL ]

war HERERE: Tk oy

Notary Public

my Conmi ssion expires: I
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AfIDATVIT or JO A COLSEINs!

State of Ceorgia 3
ss:

County of Cobb

JOHN A. OLSHI NSKI, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

1. M nane isJohn A Oshinski. | as currently enployed as General
Manager for Nuclear Energy Consultants, Inc. ("NEC"). NEC provi des
engi neering and operations support services to a nunber of utilities
throughout the country, including TVA. Prior to joining NEC in July, 1986,
I worked for approximtely nine years at the Nuclear Regulatory Conmmission
("NRC'), after having spent approximately ten years in the United States
Navy's nuclear program | began working at the NRC as a reactor systens
reviewer in the Reactor Systems Branch of the Division of Nuclear Reactor
Regul ation ("NfI"). | held a nunber of positions at the NRC including
serving as the first head of the Operating Reactors Assessment Branch in
1980. In 1981, | noved from NRC headquarters in Vashington D.C. to NICs
regional offi:e, Region 11. in Atlanta, where | served as the Director of

the Division of Reactor Safety, and then as the Deputy Regional

Adnministrator. | have a B.S. degree in Mithematics and a M S. degree in
Managenent .
2. Prior to leaving the NIC in July, 1986, 1 was assigned to serve

on the Senior Management Teas (the "SMI™) that the NRC had organized to
supervise the numerous NIC activities associated with NRC s oversight of

the Tennessee Valley Authority ("TVA'). | was the only nenber of the SV

ADOCK 05009_;88 q O



assigned full-time to TVA activities. CoSquefntly, in order to serve in
that capacity, an Acting Deputy Regiona Adinistrator was assigned to
fulfill my prior duties.

3. The SET was established in 1985 by WIIiam Direks, then the NC
Staff's Executive Director of Qperations, in order to oversee regulatory
matters related to TVA. In 198S, TVA had shut down all of its operating
nucl ear power plants, and considerable attention was being paid by the NRC
Staff to the conduct of activities at TVA Region |l-based inspectors
assigned to TVA activities who normally reported to Region I, reported to
me as a nenber of the SIT. This reporting scheme was sinilar for the
regul atory activities assigned to the other menbers of the SNT. The SIT
members included Harold Denton, the Director of NRR Jim Taylor, the
Director of nC's Office of Inspection and Enforcement ("|&E), Ben Hayes,
the Director of the Office of Investigations (*01"), and originally, Region
Il Administrator Nel son Grace, whom | replaced on the SIT in January, 1986.

4. In ny capacity as Deputy Regional Administrator of Region I, as
wel | as while serving on the SIT, | participated in some of the NRC
activities associated with our consideration of whether TVA's Watts Bar
facility was in compliance with 10 C.F.R. Part 50 Appendix B. Appendix B
contains NRC's regulatory criteria on quality assurance activities at
nucl ear power plants. It provides general guidance to licensees on how to
maintain the quality of safety-related construction and operation
activities at a licensed facility. As a senior manager in Region Il for
almost five years, Region |T-based inspectors reporting to me inspected all
Region Il licensees for conpliance with the NRC regul ations i ngeneral, and
for conpliance with Appendix B in particular. On essentially a daily

basis, | was involved in the process of approving or disapproving the



issuing of violatioms in regards to compliaace with various aspects of

Appemdiz a.

S. I n December, 1985 nRC Commissioner James Asselstine went to TWA

and met with staff nenbers of YI's Nuclear Safety Review Staff ("vSIS').
with whom Xr. Asselstine had asked to neet. At that nmeeting, H.
Asel stine was presented with a list of "perceptions" that these menbers of
the NSIS held concerning problens in construction activities at the Watts
Bar facility. The conclusion of these staff nmenbers -- which FEr.
ssel stine was told, was not necessarily the TVA corporate position -- was
that Watts Bar was not inconpliance with Appendix S. Upon his return from
TVA, Er. Lsselstine expressed a great deal of concern to the NIC Staff
about what he had been told at this briefing.

6. At the tine of Conmissioner Asselstine's briefing, the XRC Staff
was well aware of the following facts: (1) we knew that there were
numerous problems at TVA's facilities, as evidenced by the status of its
power plants; (2) nC and certain nenbers of the Congress were being given
information on an ongoi ng basi s about TVA enployee concerns and allegations
such of which information was not accessible to WI; (3)we knew that Watts
Bar would not be operating in the near future, given the nunber of WA
enpl oyee concerns about Watts Bar that had already surfaced, and the
priority of getting TYV's operating plants back on line; (4) we knew that
NSIS had at times served the very useful function within TV& of surfacing
safety problens; however, NSRS concerns were not always of nerit; also, we
knew that there was a poor relationship between menbers of the staff of
N$IS and TYV's |ine managenent; and (5)we did not have information, at the

time, that had caused us to conclude that Watts Bar was not in overall



cosplian wth Appendix 2; for had we had such a view, the RC staff would

have i ssued a suspeasio of work order for activities at Watts bar.

7. Inorder to provide the YA corporate response on this matter for
the record and in view of the very substantial pressure that the Vic Staff
felt from Comm ssioner Asselstine about addressing BisR  perceptions and,
as | recall, the added pressure of Congressmen Dingellrs and Udall's staff$
on this issue, the nC Staff sent TWA a letter on January 3, 1986, asking
TVA to address USES perceptions.

M/ reaction at the time, which remains ny view today, is that the
January 3 letter was a letter to which TVA could provide no well-received
response. The subject that TVA had been asked to address was highly
politicized; no matter how Y had answered the letter, its answer would
have caused a significant debate within the NC. and anobng TYVA's critics at
the time. In short, | did not think that the January 3 letter was a very
fair letter, and | believe that others in the NIC shared ny view about the
virtual inpossibility of TVA resolving the issue raised in the letter in an
uncontroversial manner. The purpose of sending the letter to TVA was, |
believe, inorder to establish for the record the TVA position related to
the statement of perceptions by NSES. Once NRC sent the letter, there was
a significant anmount of concern as to when W& would provide a response.
As | recall, there were questions of this nature generated by both
Congressional staff and Commissioner .sselstine's staff. | believe that
TVA was subsequently contacted regarding the tining of the response.

9. TVA answered our January 3 letter in a March 20, 1986 response.
Attention within the SHT focused on what the VIC Staff should do in

respona, to TVA's letter. Once again, political pressure was intense and



we felt we had to formally respond in some manner in a fairly short time
frame. At as = neeting is April 1986, the SN? discussed the sensitivity
of sot currently agreeing with M. White's position on meeting Appendix S.
A decision was made to take the position that the Staff could not yet
deci de whether we agreed with MeY,particularly in view of the unresolved
status of the nunerous enployee and 1S concerns of which we were aware.
The icCs letter of Nay 16, 1986 sakes this statenent.

10. At the nRC, the Staff debated whether it made sense for MeYto
have made the statements it made in its larch 20 letter. There were a
number of reasonable approaches MFYcould have taken in addressing the
matter, of which their approach was one. For exanple, in ny view, MA had
no choice but to in some manner limt its answer, and it clearly did so by
addressing only the issues NiS identified to support their perceptions;
otherwise, the question could not have been answered in any reasonable
time frame. In addition, | was one of a number of people who felt that it
certainly was possible for there to have been numerous QA deficiencies or
nonconpl i ances at Watts Bar, as TVA's letter acknow edged, and,
neverthel ess, considering the number of changes that were being made and
had been made to their program for the facility to be in overall
conpliance with Appendix a. NRC enforcement history denonstrates that
numerous Violations against Appendix 5 have been issued for many plants.
The mere fact that there have been numerous violations did not cause NRC to
conclude that those plants were not inoverall conpliance with Appendix B.
Neverthel ess, there were a few people on the NRC Staff, including Jim
Tayl or, who held the narrower view that a plant that had numerous problens,

as Watts bar evidently did, could not be in conpliance with Appendix B.



This was sinply a matter on which experts could and did disagree.

11. fet in amy event, indepeadest of this variance in interpretations
of appendix B, based on the facts known to the nC at the tine, TVA's March
20 letter could not possibly have misled the agency. W were well aware of
the fact that lots of problens had surfaced and were surfacing at \Wtts gar
— in fact, | believe our know edge of newy surfacing problens was such
nore substantial than TYA's. And any and all such problems ultimtely
woul d have to be resol ved. Moreover, TVA's larch 20 letter acknow edged
the existence of problens; there was no obfuscation of this fact.
Moreover, the letter was not material. The larch 20 letter certainly was
not being relied upon by the NRC tr resolve safety matters concerning \atts
Bar. W on the Staff well knew that TWL was beginning a nassive
organi zational transition, that many activities, including Ch, were going
to be significantly restructured, and that Vatts Bar was far from
operational readiness. furthernore, the Staff anticipated conducting MAny
thorough inspections and reviews of the plant when the tine came;, we were
not relying on this letter as a neans of avoiding that intensive regulatory
revi ew. In ny opinion, no matter how TVA had answered the letter, INC
woul d have copluctd the sane intensive review and inspection program in

order to reach a conclusion regarding the licensing of Vatts gar.



12. Ismsus , | did not nd do not believe the larch 20 letter to
be a Material fale statment.

13. Flsally, | have never been interviewed by 01 on this matter.

Subscribed a@nd sworn to before €
this |t day of November. 1987.

Notary Pulic

Ny Coission expires: ~i:1*



Novenber 17, 1987

AFFDAVI T 'F DARRELL ElI SENHUT

State of Maryl and
SS:
County of Montgonery

DARRELL EI SENHUT, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

1. My nane is Darrell Eisenhut. Currently, | am Vice
President of NUS Corporation, Gaithersburg, Maryl and. I have
been with NUS since June, 1986. Prior to joining NUS, | worked
for 18 years with the United States Nuclear Regul atory Conm ssion
(NRQC) . | held nunerous positions while at the NRC, beginning
there as an AEC project nmanager, and culmnating ny NRC career as
Deputy Director of the Division of Nuclear Reactor Regul ation
(NRR) . | have a B.S. and an MS. degree in physics.

2. 'n 1985, while serving as Deputy Director of NRR | was
one of a group of individuals who participated with a Senior Mn
agenment Team (SMI) overseeing regulatory matters related to the
Tennessee Valley Author.ty (TVA). By August 1985, TVA had shut
down all five of its operating nuclear power plants (BL'ows Ferry

2 and 3 and Sequoyah | and 2); it also was experienc'.n prob
lems at :ne Watts Bar constr:ut on site. 'n order to provide
;entra: managenent oversigh: of TVA issues, the SMI initially net
frequently. Menoers of tre SMI incl..ded Harold Denton, Director
of NRR, Jim Taylor, Director of :ne Dvision of :nspectlon and
Enforcement, Ben Haves, Director of the Cffize of >nvestigat~ons,

and a reoresentative fromR on 14
--WI-t-230M 8 18121
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3. In Decenber, 1985, NRC Conm ssioner Janes Asselstine
visited TVA During his visit, he attended a briefing by nenbers
of a TVA safety review group, called the Nuclear Safety Review
Staff (NSRS), who were concerned about construction activities at
the Watts Bar site. One of the products of that visit was that
M. Assel stine brought back a slide which stated that "10 CFR 50
Appendi x B requirenents are not being net" at Watts Bar. Appen
dix Bof 10 CF.R Part 50 is a statement of NRC s broad regula
tory principles of quality assurance (QA) applicable to the con
struction and operation of nuclear power plants. Upon his return
from TVA, Commi ssioner Asselstine forwarded the material to the
NRC St aff.

4. The NRC Staff had been informed that TVA did not neces
sarily concur in the stated NSRS staff perceptions. W therefore
determ ned that the best course of action that we could take in
response to these perceptions, forwarded to us by Conm ssioner
Assel stine, would be to turn the question around and ask TVA what
t. position was on the NSRS perceptions and Appendi x B conpli
ance at Watts Bar. W did this in a January 3, 1986 letter,
whi zh r signed.

5. My recollection of :ne purpose of the January 3 Letter
was :nat it was intended to seek TVA's corpcrate position acout
-he NSRS cerceptions and aoout Watts 3ar's :zonpliance w.th Appen
~X 3. | evert he' ess, hauki been perfe:t>1 reasonacle for

-'IA to have understcod, as it apparently did, that the letter was



asking for TVA's views about NSRS perceptions, and whether the
facts behind those perceptions caused TVA to conclude that watts
Bar was not in conpliance with Appendix B. The letter in fact
began with a reference to the NSRS perceptions, which were
attached, and then went on to ask about conpliance with Appendix
B. in short, the tw interpretations of the letter that r have
descri bed here are each reasonable interpretations of the NRC s
January 3 letter.

6. Cont enporaneous with the sending of the January 3, 1986
letter, TVA announced the arrival of Steven A Wite to becone
the Manager of Nuclear Power for TVA. On March 11, 1986, M.
White spoke at a Comm ssion neeting, at which tinme he was asked
several pointed questions by Conm ssioner Asselstine about the
filing of an answer to our January 3, 1986 letter. M. Wiite in
dicated at that time that an answer would be forthcom ng. He
also made it clear that his answer would not go back and address
QA matters at Watts Bar that had occurred in the past. Thi s
statenment was subsequently discussed within the NRC Staff, but to
the best of ny know edge, our uncertainties about this approach
were not communi cated to 7VA M. Wite's statenent of March |1l
adds credence to his oosit'on as stated on March 20, 1986.

7T'A addressed our 'anary 3, 1386 letter in a March 2',
. 986 response. S=bsequent*y, .n a May 16, 1986 letter to 71A,
.. NRC Staff -estated :Lr ':.derstandini of -VA's March 2, let

ter, along with the statenment :nat at :-at tine, tne NRC was r:¢t



prepared to agree with TVA's conclusion until we had reviewed ad
ditional information, including enployee concerns. Qbvi ously, we
also were aware of the TVA statenent in the March 20 letter that
TVA's technical review of the NSRS issues was continuing, along
with further exam nation of the TVA nuclear QA program in gener
al . rn our May 16 letter, we sought further clarification from
TVA of its position.

8. The May 16 letter acknow edges that TVA's concl usion
was "regarding Appendix B requirenents relative to the eleven
NSRS issues.” This supports TVA's understanding that in its
January 3 letter, NRC had asked about Appendix B requirenents in
a limted context. Because the May 16 letter asked broader ques
tions about Appendix B, it is understandable that TVA might have
understood NRC s concern to have becone significantly broader
than our focus in the January 3 letter.

9. Recogni zing the scrutiny being given to TVA by the NRC
M. Wiite's testinmony on March i 1about not going back, and in
view of the qualifications in TVA's March 20, 1986 response con
cerning existing problens, the ongoing nature of TVA's review,
and the limted scope of TVA's response, the March 20, 1986 |et

-er was not capable of msleading a reasonable agency expert.



10. Although | actually signed the two NRC letters central
to this issue, | have never been interviewed by 01 on this mat

ter.

Subscri bed and sworn to before ne
,nis 11" day of Novenber, 1987.

N6t ar y=Publ i #e

nmy Comm ssion expires: -L-a /,



