
APR 2 5 1980

The Honorable Warren G. Magnuson
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

'Dear Senator Hagnuson:

This is in response to your Request for Response to Hr. John Duncan, Secretary,
DOE, dated February 8, 1980 with regard ta a letter dated January 29, 1980 you
received from Mr. Robert A.'rown.'r. Brown indicated in his letter that he
had not received a reply to his September 19, 1979 letter to Mr. Duncan of
DOE ~

The Department of Energy referred your request to the NRC on March 14, 1980.
The NRC was already investigating the allegations contained in Mr. Brown's
letter of September 19, 1979 relating to certain aspects of work at the ~WP ~

~M1 ' I h idb «« i h «h
September 19, 1979 letter concerned work at the Hanford Reservation which is
uNder the jurisdiction of DOE and, therefore have not been addressed during
our investigations.

As you may recall, Hr. Brown had a series of allegations that were contained
in a letter. dated August 21, 1979 which had been sent to Mr. Monroe,
Administrator of the Bonneville Power Corporation, with a copy to you. That
letter was also referred to the NRC and we sent you a response on October 15,

. 1979 that addressed those allegations.

The results of our most recent investigation of Mr. Brown's allegations, which
we determined to possibly relate to safety as opposed to schedules and cost,
indicate that one allegation was substantiated but had no safety significance.
Another was partially substantiated and had safety significance. The other .

possible safety items alleged lacked sufficient specifics to pursue or were
not technically correct. The enclosure provides the details of our response
to each item we identified as safety-related and alleged by Hr. Brown. We
also learned that many of the cost questions he raised relate to the Manford
Reservation which is under DOE s jurisdiction. We are notifying DOE of those
items as a result of our investigation.





The Honorable Warren G.'agnuson

I trust the information and discussion will provide the necessary details for
you to reassure your constituent that the control of safety is being maintained
by the NRC.

'Sincerely,

,(Signed) E. Kevin Cornell

Enclosure:
Response to Safety

Allegations by Mr. R. Brown

~ William J. Dircks
Acting Executive Director

for Operations
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Enclosure

Response to Safety Allegations
Hade by Mr. Robert Brown

l. Allegation that not one of the inspectors from the site quality control
group', the NRC, insurance company or the engineering office knows anything
about inspection. They don't know what is right and wrong and have no
experience and cannot provide an answer.

The NRC does not rely on insurance inspectors to provide safety inspection
results. The State of Washington recognizes certain insurance companies
that function as Authorized Nuclear Inspectors in the review for
compliance with state laws which recognize the American Society of
Mechanical Engineers Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code. The training,
qualification and certification of these inspectors is under the
jurisdiction of the National Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel
Inspectors.

The experience and performance of the inspectors in the quality control
group at the site are reviewed by the NRC during the course of normal NRC
inspection efforts. The NRC has found several instances of inadequate
inspection and the licensee has been cited for noncompliance with NRC
regulations. The instances that we have found related to the inspection
of pipe supports. These specific cases have been corrected although just
recently another instance of inadequate inspection was found. This recent
matter is under review at the present time to determine what action is
necessary.

The personnel from, the engineering office are not considered, by the NRC
to be inspectors, but are generally sent to a site to followup a specific

- problem. Usually'it is a matter where they have participated from the
engineering/design aspects.

The NRC inspectors are put through initial training courses as well as
refresher courses. Some inspectors are capable of general inspections
in many technical areas while others are specialists in a specific
technical area. We are confident that the NRC inspectors involved at
the WPPSS Nuclear Unit 2 are capable of defining safety-related problems
and seeing that proper corrective action is taken.

This allegation was partially substantiated.

2. Concrete anchor bolts are not load tested after installation, but are
checked on the basis of measurements.

The program instituted by the licensee as well as the result of NRC
inspections 'to verify the adequacy of anchor bolts were addressed in the
letter of October 15, 1979 to Senator Hagnuson.



3. Pipe supports are designed for heavy loads then the pipes are attached
by a weaker link.

Mhile licensee representatives were unable to identify the current use of
1/4" U-bolts in pipe supports, it was found that some 1/4" U-bolts had
been installed in the past and that this condition was subjected to
engineering review and properly dispositioned. The Burns 8 Roe program
for reviewing the designs of completed pipe support assemblies provides
for an analysis to verify the as-built condition of, the support thus
providing reasonable assurance that the support will perform its intended
function.

The fact is that the anchor to the concrete is given a larger margin of
safety in order to reflect somewhat less capability to perform an "exact
analysis" on the load capability, whereas the determination of load
capability for a U-bolt clamp is more direct. The alleger addressed this
item apparently due to cost considerations.

Conclusion

The results of the investigation of Items 1 and 3 were reviewed with the
alleger on February 27, 1980. The alleger stated that he had never had a
real concern for safety, but he was concerned with wastefully excessive pipe
support structure designs and redundant inspections of anchor bolts. The
alleger had no further questions regarding the ability of the anchor bolts or
supports to perform their safety function. Item 2 was discussed with the
alleger and the concern over the fact that the Code inspector may find a defect
after the NRC inspector had finished was addressed. The alleger now understands
that each inspector may be looking at different aspects as this Code review is
completed. Therefore the findings may be different.




