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Docket tb. STN 50-482 JUN 141979

Ms. Mary Ellen Salava
Route 1, Box 56
Bur'. ingten, Kansas 66839

Dear Ms. Salava:

In a letter, dated May 18,1979, _vou state that you attended the public meeting
held at the Coffey County Courthc 2 on May 15, 1979, concerning the quality
of the concrete in the Wolf Creek base mat. Included in your letter, are
various comments relating to several matters. I would like to address some
of the coments contained in your letter.

You state that the Wolf Creek plant is possibly situated on a seismic fault.
During our review of the Wolf Creek site, we considered the earthquake potential
for that site. The applicable regulations are contained in Appendix A to
10 CFR Part 100. For Wolf Creek, the applicants performed an investigation
in accordance with Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100 and provided the results
of the investigation in the Wolf Creek Preliminary Safety Analysis Report
(PSAR) for our review. Based on our review of the data we concluded thats

there are no geological structures that would tend to localize earthquakee in
the site vicinity or cause surface faLiting at the site. We, therefore,
concluded that the site was acceptable with regard to seismological consic c-
ations.

During the course of construction, we require that an applicant report to us
any new features which are discovered when construction excavations are made.
In the case of Wolf Creek, the applicants did report twc separate features.
The first feature was reported in April 1977 and consisted of deformation
zones observed in the excavation areas for certain plant structures. The
second feature was reported in May 1978 and also consisted of a deformation
zone observed in the excavation area for the cooling lake dam, located about
three miles from the plant structures. These features were evaluated by the
NRC staff. In each case, it was determined that the feature is not a tectonic
fault (i .e., not a seismic fault), was formed about 300 million years ago and,
therefore, is not considered to be a capable fault within the meaning of
Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100.

With regard to the statement you attribute to Mr. Fujita regarding the effects
of a tornado on structures, I believe that W. Fujit a was referring to conven-
tional structures not specifically designed to withstand tornado forces. In
the case of nuclear powar plants, we require that safety-related structures be
designed to withstand tne i.ffects of a tornado. The specific design criteria
for tornado effects er.tablished by the NRC were developed with inputs from
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W. Fujita and were also reviewed by him. In the case of Wolf Creek,
the safety related structures will be designed to safely withstand a
tornado wind speed of 360 miles per hour, which is consistent with the
criteria we developed for the region of the country in which the site
is located.

You state that the base mat at Wolf Creek is substandard. The matter of the
concrete strength of the base mat concerns the results of the 90-day tests
that were performed on representative concrete for the base mat. The results
of these tests indicated that for some of the samples, the 90-day strength
was below the 5000 pound; per square inch value specified by the architect-
engineer (Bechtal) for the plant. The applicants have subsequently performed
additional tests and analyses to determine the strength and quality of
the concrete. At our request, the applicants have also recently completed
a reanalysis of the base mat to determine if the resultant strength obtained
with the original 90 day test results can still meet the design criteria
specified in the Wolf Creek PSAR. We are currently evaluating the results
of these additional tests and analyses and may be able to make a det mination
shortly regarding the quality of the concrete.

You make reference to the quality of other work performed at Wolf Creek,
e.g., walls are patched, honeycombing hcs been reported, defective valves %ve
been found and support rods are inferior. With regard to the first three
items mentioned, they have occurred at Wolf Creek and have been reported bythe applicants. In these instances, approved procedures have been or are
being used to repair or replace the work or component so that the finished
product does meet the intended requirements. We de not know what you mean
by " support" rods nor are we aware of any rods at Wol f Creek that are considered
inferior.

With regard to the workmanship at the Wolf Creek facility, we require, and the
applicants have implemented, a quality assurance program on construction
activities. A primary purpose of this program is to permit the applicants to
detect, by inspection, construction work that does not meet requirements so
that such deficiencies can be corrected. In addition to the applicants'
inspection program, the NRC's Office of Inspection and Enforcenent also
performs periodic inspections, most of which are unannounced, to assure
that the applicants, among other things, are acceptably implementing their
quality assurance program requirements. Additionally, the fF, will require
the applicants to conduct an extensive preoperational test program for
each system and component prior to plant operation.

You state that workmen have raportedly quit rather than wcld rotten iron. We
are not aware that this has occurred. For your information, the NRC's Region IV
Office of Inspection and Enforcement in Arlington, Texas has included its
telephone number ( Area Code 817 334-2841) in the Burlington, Ka .as phone
directory. This ntnber can be used by wrkers, or any member at .he public,
to make a collect call if they want to report any potential or suspected
deficiencies in the construction of the Wolf Creek plant with full assurance

GA7 106: ;v



,

Ms. Mary Ellen Salava -3-
3 14 199

that their identity will be protected O om disclosure. Any information
that would be received by Region IV frcc such calls would certainly be
investigated.

You state that the utility has announced tnat it will proceed and even
accelerate construction. At the present time, construction is proceeding
in those areas that are not affected by the matter of the concrete strength
of the containment building mat. Since December of 1978, the applicants
have imposed a voluntary hold on construction of the containment building
until the matter of the base mat can be reso? ed. As of this date, that
hcid is still in effect.

You ask what has the PRC been regulating. The role of the tRC in its review
of nuclear power plants is to consider thosc messures necessary for the
protection of the public's health and safety and the environment. To carry
out its responsibilities, the NRC staff conducts detailed reviews for each
nuclear powr plant prior to construction authorization and again prior to
the start of operation. When the situation warrants 3 such #s is the case
regarding the Wolf Creek base mat issue, a detailed review is conducted of
a specific issue if it develops during construction but prior to an application
for an operating license. In our review of tQ Wo: f Creek ba*,e mat matter,
the public's health and safety has been an; will continne to be the prime
consideration. Also, I would like to note that in eccordance with tRC,

regulations, a nuclear power plant design is not egproved until an operating
license is issued.

You indicate that if a utility is fined, it simply raises its rates and the
constner pays. The setting of utility rates is governed.by th'e State Public
Utility Comissions and, therefore, is not in the jurisdication of the PRC.

You state that utilities always have the federally subsidized Price-
Anderson kt to rely on. Under the Price-Anderson kt, there is a system
of private funds and governmentil indemnity totalling up to $560 million to
pay public liability claims for personel injury and property damage resulting
from a nuclear incident. The maximum amount of private insurance currently
available from private nuclear liability insurance pools is $140 million.
These licensees are also required to execute an indemnity agreement with
the tRC. This inCemnity agreement provides a maximtm of $500 million in
government indemnity to satisfy public liability claims.

On December 31, 1975, Public Law 94-197 was enacted. This law extended
the Price-Anderson provisions for ten years to August 1,1987, and provides
for the phasing out of kvernment indemnity through a mechanism whereby the
utility industry would collectively share in the risk of damages from a
nuclear incident exceeding the primary layer of financial protection (private
liability insurance available) through the payment of a retrospective preniun.
Public Law W197 also provides that the present $560 million limit on
liability for a single nuclear incident be retained until the combined
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primary and retrospective insurance layers reach the $560 million level.
Then the limit on liability would rise corresponding to increases in the
primary and retrospective insurance layers.

With regard to the Three Mile Island incident, the fRC staff is currently
conducting a thorough investigation of the incident. This investigation
includes the study of potential design deficiencies in the plant, plant
operator response to the accident including operator errors and/or mis-
interpretation of plant instrumentation, and all other aspects of the accident
which might lead to information that would improve the safety of nuclear power
plants. Although the major emphasis of the current staff effort is focused on
nuclear power plants that are presently licensed to operate, the results of
the staff's investigations will also be applied to plants that are currently
under construction and to plants for which construction permits have been
applied for but not yet issued. The Wolf Creek plant will utilize a Westinghouse
reactor while the Three Mile Island plant utilizes a Babcock and Wilcox reactor.
Therefore, some of the results of the staff's investigation may not be directly
applicable to the Wolf Creek plant. It is the intent of the fiRC staff to assure
that the Wolf Creek plant design and method of operation afford a minimtm of
risk to the public he 'th and safety.

In your letter, you make reference to alternative sources of energy in place
of nuclear power. This is a matter that was evaluated during the construction
perTnit stage of review for Wolf Creek. At that time, the staff determined that
when the total costs, including the operating as well as the construction costs,
of a plant at Wolf Creek are considered, the total costs of a nuclear plant
would be lower than for other alternatives. This evaluation was included in
the staff's Final Environmental Statement and was presented to' the Atomic Safety
and Licensing Board during the hearing process. Following the hearing, the
Board issued a decision in which it concluded that the total costs of a nuclear
plant would be lower than for other alternatives. This decision was later
affirmed by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board.

In conclusion, I would like to emphasis that the role of the f4RC is to assure
a minimtm of risk to the public health and safety from the operation of a
nuclear power plant.

Sincerely,

. B. Vassallo, Assistant Di rector
for Light hater Reactors

Division of Project Management
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