
JUL 02 1987

Mr. William D. Steele
4951 Santiago Way
Colorado Springs, CO 80937

Dear Mr. Steele:

Your letter of April 20, 1987 to the Office of Inspection, King of Prussia,
Pennsylvania was referred to me for response.

Regarding the information you presented, the .S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) has not investigated the basis for any of the reported
claims by the independent consultant. Therefore, I am not in a position to
dispute the factuality of the claims.

However, you should be aware that the NRC has a responsibility to protect the
health and safety of the public. That responsibility carries with it, during
each phase of a nuclear plant's licensing review, the requirement to make
certain that design, construction and operation will provide the required
public protection. Plant design changes during construction may be required
by the NRC as a result of additional information that could affect safety.
Such changes require considerable prior review within the NRC to ensure that
the changes do in fact improve safety and that the costs of such changes are
commensurate with the safety improvement.

Sincerely.

Original signed by
Thomas E. Murley

Thomas E. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SEE PREVIOUS CONCURRENCE
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Mr. William D. Steele
4951 Santiago Way
Colorado Springs, CO 80917

Dear Mr. Steele:

Your letter of April 20, 1987 to the Office of Inspection, King of Prussia,
Pennsylvania was referred to me for response.

Regarding the information you presented, I want to note that the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (RC) has not investigated the basis for any of the
reported claims by the independent consultant.. Therefore, I a not. in a
position to dispute the factuality of the claims.

Also, I want to note that some of the claims of delay you attributed to the NRC,
appear, from the information you provided, as a result of actions tken by other
agencies. Again, the NRC has not investigated whether the agencies you cited
are correct.

Finally, I want to note that the RC has a responsibility to protect the
health and safety of the public. That responsibility carries with it, during
each phase of a nuclear plant's licensing review, the requirement to make
certain that design. construction and operation will provide the required
public protection. Plant design changes could be required by the NRC as a
result of additional information that has been made known that could affect
safety. However, such changes require considerable prior review and approval
within the NRC, and are imposed to fulfill the Agency's mission to protect the
health and safety of the public.

Sincerely,

Thomas . Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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Mr. William D. Steele
4951 Santiago Way
Colorado Springs, CO 80917

Dear Mr. Steele:

Your letter of April 20, 1987 to the Office of Inspection, King of Prussia,
Pennsylvania was referred to me for response.

Regarding the information you presented, I want to not that the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) has not investigated the basis for any of the
reported claims by the independent consultant. Therefore, I am not in a
position to dispute the factuality of the claims.

Also, I want to note that some of the claims of delay you attributed to the NRC,
appear, from the information you provide , as a result of actions taken by other
agencies. Again, the NRC has not investigated whether the agencies you cited
are correct.

Finnaly, I want to note that the NRC has a responsibility to protect the
health and safety of the public. That responsibility carries with it, during
each phase of a nuclear plant's licensing review, the requirement to make
certain that design, construction and operation will provide the required
public protection. Plant design changes could be required by the NRC as a

result of additional information that has been made known that could affect
safety. However, such changes require considerable prior review and approval
within the NRC, and are imposed to fulfill the Agency's mission to protect the
health and safety of the public.

Sincerely,

Thomas E. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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Mr. William D. Steele
4951 Santiago Way
Colorado Springs, CO 80917

Dear Mr. Steele:

Your letter of April 20, 1987 to the Office of Inspection, King of Prussia,
Pennsylvania was referred to me for response.

Regarding the information you presented, I w nt to note that the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) has not investigated the basis for any of the
reported claims by the independent consultant. Therefore, I am not in a
position to dispute the factuality of the claims.

Also, I want to note that some of the claims of delay you attributed to the NRC,
appear, from the information you provided, as a result of actions taken by other
agencies. Again, the NRC has not investigated whether the agencies you cited
are correct.

Finally, I want to note that the NRC has a responsibility to protect the
health and safety of the public. That responsibility carries with it, during
each phase of a nuclear plant's licensing review, the requirement to make
certain that design, construction and operation will provide the required
public protection. Sometimes it may mean a change in the RC requirements
because of additional information that has been made known that could affect
safety. Accordingly, plant esign changes could be required by the NRC;
however, such changes require considerable prior review and approval within
the NRC.

Sincerely,

Thomas E. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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Mr. William D. Steele
4951 Santiago Way
Colorado Springs, CO 80917

Dear Mr. Steele:

Your letter of April 20, 1987 to the Office of Inspection, King of Prussia,
Pennsylvania was referred to me for response.

Regarding the information you presented, I want to note that the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) has not investigated the basis for any of the
reported claims by the independent consultant. Therefore, I am not, in a
position to dispute the factuality of the laims.

Also, I want to note that some of the claims of delay you attributed to the NRC,
appear, from the information you provided, as a result of actions taken by other
agencies. Again, the NRC has not investigated whether the agencies you cited
are correct.

Finally, I want to not that the NRC has a responsibility to protect the
health and safety of the public. That responsibilty carrier with it, during
each phase of a nuclear plant's licensing review, the requirement to make
certain that design, construction and operation will provide the required
public protection. Sometimes, it may man a change in the NRC requirements
because of additional information that has been made known that could affect
safety. Accordingly, plant design changes could be rquired by the NRC;
however, such changes require considerable prior review and approval within
the NRC.

Sincerely,

Thomas E. Murley, irector
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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