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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, O. C. 20555

December 17, 1979

Charles Bechhoefer, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. Glenn 0. Bright
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Panel
. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Oscar H. Paris
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

In the Matter of
Pennsylvania Power and Light Co.

Allegheny Electric Cooperative, Inc.
(Susquehanna Steam Electric Station, Units 1 and 2)

Docket Nos. 50-387 and 50-388

Gentlemen:

At the Special Prehearing Conference held on January 29-31, 1979 Ms. Mary K.
Creasy alleged that during her employment by Bechtel Corporation at the con-
struction site for the Susquehanna facility she had observed several de iciencies
in quality assurance. Efforts to obtain further elaboration by Ms. Creasy on
the allegations made by her have been underway since shortly after the Special
Prehearing Conference.

Ms. Creasy initially took the position that she could not volunteer more infor-
mation than she had given in her limited appearance statement because she had
signed certain Secrecy Agreements during the course of her employment with the
Bechtel Corooration.

For that reason and because it and the Board believed that Ms. Creasy might
have details which could assist an investigation of her allegations, the Staff
sought and obtained a subpoena from this Board for her deposition. That depo-

'itionhad been scheduled for July ll, 1979. On July 9 Staff Counsel received
a letter from Ms. Creasy's attorney dated July 3 by copy of which to the Board
he moved to quash the subpoena on the basis of the Secrecy Agreements aIid
because

. my client informs me that in any event, the information
she possesses in connection with the processes and procedures
of Bechtel Corporation, its employees, and/or subcontractors,
is no greater than that information given during the January
Hearing .
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On receiving that letter Staff Counsel called Ms. Creasy's attorney and agreed
to defer a decision on the usefulness of taking Ms. Creasy's deposition pending
receipt of her affidavit stating that she is unable to provide addi ional facts
in support of her allegations and that the information provided by her at the.
Prehearing Conference is all that she possesses or of which she has personal
knowledge. That affidavit was to state unequivocally that her inability to
provide more information results from her lack of knowledge of additional facts
rather than from any Secrecy Agreements that she executed while employed'y
Bechtel Corporation. That understanding was documented in a letter dated
July 9, 1979, from Staff Counsel to Ms. Creasy's attorney.

Shortly after" that letter was mailed, a newspaper article attributing statements
to Ms. Creasy that did not appear to comport with her position as presented in
her attorney's letter to Staff Counsel of July 3, 1979 was brought to Staff
Counsel's attention. On receiving that articlh Staff Counsel called Ms. Creasy'.s
attorney to advise him that in view of this apparent inconsistency in Ms. Creasy s
posi'tion her deposition was desired. A copy of that article was sent to the
Board and the parties on July 16, 1979. In a letter also dated July 16, 1979
Ms. Creasy's attorney advised that he had reviewed the matter with his client:

. and she has advised me, after reading the aforementioned
article, that the statements attributed to her in the article
were never made by my client, and the article is entirely.
false as it relates to my client. She would be willing to
sign an Affidavit to this effect; however, I am not sure what
you would require at this time.

On August 7, 1979 via letter to Ms. Creasy's attorney, Staff Counsel advised
that he was again willing, based on the representations made by Ms. Creasy's
attorney in his letter dated July 16, to attempt to dispose of the matter via
!Is. Creasy's affidavit and that:

[IjfMs. Creasy is able to execute an affidavit setting
forth her unequivocal statement (1) that her inability to
provide more information to support allegations made by her
at the January Prehearing Conference results from her lack
of knowledge of additional facts rather than from any Secrecy
Agreements that she executed while employed 'by Bechtel
Corporation and (2) that the article which appeared in the
Berwick'Enter rise-Bloomsbur 'Press of June 2-3 is completely
false as it relates to her, the Staff believes that it can
complete the repor't requested of it by the Licensing Board
and dispose of this matter. The form of the oath taken by
Ms. Creasy should make clear that she makes the statement
freely and without mental reservation or purpose of evasion
and that she swears that the statement is true.

Also, on August 7, 1979 Counsel for the permittee transmitted to Ms. Creasy's
attorney a document releasing Ms. Creasy from the Secrecy Agreement she had
executed with Bechtel Corporation.
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By letter dated September 17, 1979 Hs. Creasy's attorney advised Staff
Counsel:

. that I forwarded a proposed Affidavit to my client,
Ms. Mary Creasy, for her review and comnents. After I have
had an opportunity to discuss this wi th her, I wi 11 be
contacting you and forwarding the proposed Affidavit for
your comments.

Recently, however, Ms. Creasy's attorney advised Staff Counsel by telephone
that Ms. Creasy has now changed her mind and refuses to execute the proposed
affidavit. Thereafter, Staff Counsel asked the Office of Inspection and
Enforcement to complete its investigation of Ms. Creasy's allegations, and
to issue its report.

Unassisted by Ms. Creasy the Office of Inspection and Enforcement completed
an investigation of her allegations and found no information or evidence to
substantiate them. A copy of the report of the investigation is enclosed.
Therefore, the Staff believes that since the subject matter of Ns . Creasy 's
allegations has not been put into controversy by the parties and the Office of
Inspection and Enforcement in its investigation has found no information or
evidence to substantiate those allegations, the matter need not be examined
in the Susquehanna operating license proceeding.

Copies of this letter and its enclosure are being sent to Ns. Creasy's attorney,
Robert E. Marsh, Jr.

Sincerely,

~L~o
James M. Cutchin, IV
Counsel for NRC Staff

Enclosure: As Stated

cc:, See Page 4



cc: (w/enclosure)
Jay Silberg, Esq.
Dr. Judith H. Johnsrud
Mr. Thomas M. Gerusky
Ms. Colleen Marsh
Mrs. Irene Lemanowicz
Susquehanna Environmental

Advocates
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Appeal Board Panel
Bryan A. Snapp, Esq.
Mr. Robert M. Gallo
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Panel-
Docketing and Service Section
Robert E. Marsh, Jr., Esq.


