UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WABHINGTON, D €. 20866

00T 23 988

Ms, Arlys L. Schwabsuer
Route 2, Box 189
Newton, Kensas 67114

Dear Ms, Schwabauer:

Your letter of August 24, 1989, to Senator Nancy L. Kassebaum citing your
concerns regerding the U.S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC's) denia) of
the Kansas Chapter of the Sierra Club's petition pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206 has
been forwarded to me for response, Enclosed with your letter was & copy of @
recent Sierra Club publication that discusses its petition roeordﬁng the Wolf
Creeh Generating Station along with @ brief summery of the NRC's decision to
dery the request. Included in your letter was @ statement relating your belief
that concerns raised in the petition were “'swept under the rug' and ignored."

The NRC staff hes expended considerable effort over the yesrs in rcsgonding

to a1legations of safety veficiencies relating to the Quality First Program
(Q1) at the Wolf Creek Generating Station. Petitions pursuant to 10 CFR 2,206
relating to Q1 have been received from both the Government Accountability
Project (GAP) in May 1985 ano the Kenses Chapter of the Sierra Club in January
19809, We responded to these petitions in Director's Decisions DD-BB-14, doted
hugust 22, 15BE, and DD-BB-4, deted June 26, 1989, In addition, the NRC has
reviewed Q1 on & number of occesions through the normal inspection process and
zn ; special investigation perforned separately by our 0ffice of Investigations
01).

As previously noted, your letter included a brief discussion of the Sierra
Club's petition along with the WRC's decision to deny the request. 1 believe
thet it would be beneficia) for you to have access to the entire Director's
Decision DD-BS-4 thet was forwarded to the Kansas Chapter of the Sierra Club,
Therefore, 1 am enclosing @ copy of this decision, which provides a conplete
explenstion of (1) the role and function of Q1 at the Wolf Creek Generating
Station, (2) the regulations relied upon by the NRC staff in making licensin
decisions regarding Lhe Woll Creek Quality Assurance Program, (3) the role o
NRC's review of Q1, and (4) the basis used by NRC in denying the petition, The
following items highlight the major topics in the enclosed decision,

. NkC's licensing decisions to approve the Wolf Creek Quality Assurance
Program were based upon the regulations found in 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix B, “Quality Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and
Fuel Roproccssin? Plants." This program was completely independent
of and separate from the licensee's Q1 program,

- 01 was & voluntary program established by the licensee to provide an
independent route for Wolf Creek employees to bring quality concerns
to the attention of Wolf Creek management., Employees continued to
have the opportunity to voice their concerns directly to the NRC
Resident Inspectors on site,
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« Q1 was not intended to meet the NRC's quality assurance requirements
of 10 CFR Fart 50, Appendix B, as ifmplied by the Sierra Club,

- In re se to the GAP petition, » specia) NRC team exemined all Q1
files (271 case files containing & total of 752 concerns) and concluded
that although a number of programmatic aspects of Q1 were deficient,
there were no indications that Q1 feiled to properly assess and
resolve any significant safety fssue. The NRC review team did not
identify on‘ violations of or deviations from NRC regquirements,
Moreover, the NRC team found that the Q1 program adequately resolved
811 the technical safety issues that were reported by employees
through the program,

« The 01 investigation of Q1 (01 Cese No. 4-86-004) identified a number
of shortcomin?s that were itemized in the Sierra Club publication
(e.g., an incident of document shredding and the b\ackballin* of &
former inspector by Q) management; remova! of aggressive Q1 investiga-
tors from the Q1 program). However, the 01 investigation concluded
that despite the shortcomings identified in the Q1 program, the
evidence did not establish wrongdoing on the part of Kensas Ges and
Electric management, Furthermore, the 01 investigation found that
some of the most significcnt technical issues received extensive Ql
attention and multileve) management review and tha* the NRC was
independently involved in closure on many of these important technical
issues, The 0! report concluded that in those instances, the Ql
program was highly successful in communicating important problems to
the affected orgenizations for corrective action,

*,

- The Sierra Club petition did not provide any new information that
had not been available to the staff, Therefore, the staff did not
find any basis to take additional action regarding this subject,

In conclusion, 1 hope that the enclosed material will help alleviate your
concerns that safety deficiencies have been ignored at the Wolf Creek Generating

Station, :
HHARAR
. James H. Sniezek
Tromas E. Murley, Director
- 0ffice of Nuclear Reacior Regulation
Enclosure:

Director's Decision DD-89-4 DISTRIBUTION w/0 enclosure:
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c¢ w/enclosure: J, Partlow G, Holahan 0GC-Rockville

See next page J. Taylor F. Hebdon D. Mossburg, PMAS(EDO#4801) w/incom,
P. Noonan G. Holler, RIV D. Pickett w/incoming
EDO Reading #4801 PD4 Green Ticket File

D. Crutchfield F, Gillespie 9CA
*SEE PREVIOUS CONCURRENCES: oy I

""" TPDE/PM TTIRDA/DY Ay T wm‘“’: #/U”:Tﬁ (ﬁ;tbr
: :DPickett:bj :FHebdon :RWedsman : ahan : ahan /& Lalud
DATE :10/%1/89 110/11/89% +10/11/89 :10/17/89% :10/'Q/89 :IOGQ /89 110/ /9789

e W | | | ;
110/BY89 : : : :

1104%' /89

I B AR AT e N e S Sy e v TS AN e
b 1R Document Name: GT 0004801
w0




AWl FAEURT oA S v
' ':?l“fh"\~'.:‘;"‘+h : e

ot By
o b DS

g
e al



© Me.cArlys L. Schwabauer “ 3

01 was not intended to meet the NRC's quality rssurance reguirements
of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B as implicd by the Sierra Club.

In respense to the GAP Petition, & tpecial NRC team examined all Q1

files (271 case files containing a total of 752 concerns) and conc)uded ‘

that while a number of programmatic aspects of Q1 were deficient,
there were no indications that Q1 failed to properiy assess and :
resolve any significant safety issue. The NRC review team did not =~
identify any violations of, or deviations from, NRC requiremeits. .
Moreover, the NRC team found that the QL program sdequately reselved
all the technical safety issuves that were raported to it by efiployees.

The N1 invectigation of Q1 (01 Case No. 4-86-004) identified a number
of shortcomings that were ftemized in the Sierra Club lication
(e.g., an incident of document shredding and b\acfs’ ling of a former
inspector by Q1 management; removal of aggressive 41 investigators
from the Q1 program). However, the Ol investigption concluded that
despite the shertcomings identified in the Q1 program, ihe evidence
did not establish wrongdoing on the part of Kansss Gas & Electric
management., Furthermore, the 0l investigation found that some of the
most significant technica) issues recoi;z"cxtonsivo Q1 sttention and
multi-level management review and that the NRC was inaependently
involved in closure on many of these important technical issues.

The 01 report concluded that in thogé instances, the Q1 program was
highly successful in communicating important problems to the affected
organizations for corre:tive actjon.

The Sierra Club Petition did
has not been avaiiabie to t
find any basis to take ado

t provide any new information that
staff. Therefore, the staff did not
fonal action regarding this subject.

In conclusion, it is my hope that the enclosed material will help alleviare

your concerns that safety defici
Generating Station,

Enclosure:
Director's Decision DD-89-4 DISTRIBUTION w/0 enclosure:

cies have been ignored at the Wolf Creek

Sincerely,

Thomas €. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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cc w/enclosure: J. Partlow G. Holahan 0GC~Rockville

See next page J. /Taylor F. Hebdon D. Mossburg, PHAS(EDO#4801) w/incom.
P/ Noonan G. Holler, RIV D. Pickett w/incoming

*SEE PREVIOUS

DATE :10/11/89

NAME : PNoonan ,ﬁﬁ

o

DO Reading #4801 PD4 Green Ticket File
D. Crutchfield F. Gillespie
NCURRENCES:

* \ \(,\\ \‘t/-»
: TOGLx " (AYADRY " (AYDRSP/D :Tech Editor
fckett:b) : FHebdon :RWeisman : GHolahan :GHolahan

10/11/89 :10/11/89 :10/17/89 110/ /89 110/ /89 :10/ /89

i
BFCTADF 7" TDDONRR —DONRR

NAME :JPartlow
DATE :10/ /8

tJdSniezek i TMurley
110/ /89 110/ /89

Nocument Name: GT 0004801




Mg, Arlys L. Schwabauer «2

« 01 was not intended to meet the NRC's quality assurance requirements
of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B as fmplied by the Sterra Club.

. In response to the GAP Petition, & specia)l NRC tear examived al' Qi
files (271 case files containing a tota! of 75¢ concerns) and concluded
that while a number of programmatic aspects of Q1 were deficient,

' there were no indications that Q1 failed to properly assess and
. resolve any significant safety fssve,

«  The 01 4nvestigation of Q1 (01 Case No. 4-86-008) identified a number
of shortoonings that were ‘temized in the Sterra Club publicetion
le.g., document shredding, blackballing, trensfer and termination of
aggressive Q1 investigators). However, the 0) irvestigation concluded

5 that apart from the problems within Q1, evidence did not establish
" wrongdoing on the part of Kensas Gas b Electric menagement,

- The Sierra Club Petition did not provide eny new informetion that
has not been available to the staff, Therefore, the staff did not
find any basis to take additional action regarding this subject,

In conclusion, it is my hopc that the enclosed materiai will help alleviate
zour concerns that safety deficiencies have been ignored at the Wolf Creek
enerating Station,

Sincerely,

Thomes E. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
Director's Decision DD-89-4
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Date: September 25, 1989

Vinited Diates Denale

Re: Ms, Arlys L. Schwabauer
Route 2, Box 189
Newton, Kensas 67114

Respectfully referred to:

Mr. John C. Bradburne

Director, Congressional Affairs

Office of Government and Public Affairs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Because of the desire of this office to be responsive
to al)l tnquiries and communications, your consideration

ot the attached is requested. Pl respond direct)
the constituent with a copy to m 7;1 e. Your
§%nalngs and views will be apprecla%o% by

Nancy '.andon Kassebaum
United States Senator

Attention: Mike Horak
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August 24, 1989
Rt. 2’ ‘QC'X 109
Newtaon, kansas 67114

Senator Nancy L. Fassebaum
Room 300 .

Russel Senate Df ice Bldg.
washangton, D.C., 20810

Dear Senator Kaseebaum,

I am greatly concerned by the NRC's oenial «f the petitian
submitted by the kansas Chapter of the Sierra Club regarding
the Wolf Creer nuclear generating station at Burlinaton,
Fansas. (Case # 4-86-004), 1 do aat understand how those
concerns can be 'swept wnder the ru@’ and ignored. The
consequences are much to grave o aanore. Thowsande of
dollare are spent on much lese urgent causes than this, 1
urge you to loak anto thie matter,

Enclosed i a copy of an article that raised my concerns. |

know your reading time is limited, Lut please take taime to
scan thie article and the concerns 1t ralses.

Sincerely,
.

Arly# L. Schwabauer




On ganuary 30th the Kansas
Chapter filed a petition with the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) in their Office of Inspec-
tions end Enforcement demand-
ing suspension of the operating li-
cense for Wolf Creek Generating
Station in Burlington until the
Commission explaine why it be.
lieves the plant is operating safely
in spite of NRC's overwhelming
evidence to the contrary. Our peti-
tion wasn't based on any new in-
formation or new problems at the
plant, but wae bassd on a series pf
published reports, mostly from the
NRC itself relating to uncorrected
problems at the plant.

Through a Freedom of Informa-
tion Act request, the Chapter re-
ceived documents from NRC's Of-
fice of Investigations that
confirmed a large number of alle-
gations made by former employees
of Wolf Creek concerning operat-
ing safety. There have been so
many complaints that in June of
1986 NRC opened its third investi-
gation of operating safety since the
plant went on line. Many of the al-
iegations regarding safety prob-
lems have come from former em-
plovees of Kansas Gas and
Electric Company whp participated
in the Quality First Program (Q1)
The Q1 program encouraged em-
ployees to report potantial quality
assurance problems to KG&E so

that they could be addressed. Em-
ployees were encouraged to report
their concerne to KG&E rather
than to the NRC or to other inter-
ested groups. When they conclud-
1 that KO&E wpo not’ dqubb

probhml, mploycu who nt
worked within the Q1 program
svbeequently reported their con-
cerns directly «o the NRC. The Of-
fice of Investigations of NRC in-
terviewed those who had filed
complaints. It is a report of those
interviews that the Chapter has re-
viewed. That report is now avail-
able to the public; it is on file in the
Wol? Creek Public Document
Room at Emporia State Universi-

ty.

Specifically, NRC's investiga-
tor H. Brooke Griffin interviewed
witnesses who substantiated all>
gations of document shredding;
blackballing; transfer and termi-
natiou of aggressive Q1 investi-
gators; file "streamlining”; con-
fiscation of tape recorders
formerly used to record ‘'employee
allegations about possible safety
problems; management changing
the conciusions ol investigators;
management restricting the scope
of Q1 assurance investigations;
management* failing to investi-
grte allegations of drug use, ha-
rassment, intimidation, faleifi-

*NRC Petition - psge 2, col 8
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w offocts on safety,
conflicts of interest

"In the report Griffin himeelf
concluded that, “verification of
correclive action by Q1 was not
meaningful® and that ‘signifi.
cant numbers” of employee

AT
LA ~‘u;o.nlld
' m-
"' tleo found that em.
hny,..mm-.-':d‘
o ngless Inml:-un-
end prawmature closures issues
tion." Purther, he found that s
sues of wrongdoing were not in-.

for impuets on
mm ‘were not
disciplined. Finally, Griffin de-
termined that the closure rate for
some investigators jumped from
&n avarage of four per month to the
point where some investigators
were clo..ng cases at a rate of one
per day ae the fuel load date ap-
proached ané he concluded that
nearly 68% of the used

These and numerous other find-
ings are included in Griffin's re-
port, which incidentally, had fully
one-third of each of ten pages ex-
purgated (out of the 16-page report)
prior to being relensed for public

despite *substantial

toncluded that the evidence gath-
gt o aaiate o

oing on ‘pert &E man-
agement in their conduet of this
voluntary program.” The Chap-

fﬂ-&lhhﬂlmnu

quality assurance mandatory and
not voluntary. \

We are not alone in our eriti-
cism of safety at Wolf Creek. On
June 26, 1088 the Konsas City Star
reported that Woll Creek had re.

enived the mark possibie for
i programs in the

report. The Star ar.
elso maid, *The report also
eriticizes the plant's Quality As.
surance program for failing to
identifly safety-related problems
on a timely basts. Por Instance,
mansgers lafled t eryure the re,
pair of defective aquipment de-
*igned to make sure high levels of
chlorine doo't ssep into the control
room.". Ahd on July 21, 1988, Joe
Callan, Director of the division of
reactor projects for NRC Region
IV, was quoted in the Kansas City
Star/ Times as saying thet it ap.
peared that Wolf Creek manage-
ment had improperly sought
“short-term® solutions to safety
problems without determining the
underlying .causes of problems
He told the r» apaper that correc.
Live actions “were ofen superfi-
cial and didn't get Lo the root cause
I o the prviblem *

B‘“‘ M Pesenns oo Y

(1) the cperating license for
Wolf Creck Generating Station be
suspended

(2) that prior to reinstating the
operating license

& the NRC ahould reopen ite
cane (#4-86-004) and provide
sound technical reasons for jts
conclusion that the plant is anre
enough W operate in spite of all of
its investigative conclusions re.
garding quality assurance prob-
lems;

' lﬂanClbouuumtallof
its information on quality assy-
rance at Wolf Creeck developed
subsequent to case #4-86-004 being
issued and coverir: operstions
through 1989 to provide sound tech-
nical reasone for its conclusion
that the plant is safe to operate;

‘e all corrective actions deter-
mnodbyNRCubomryw
achieve a level of operating safety
that complies with federa! regula.
tione sho 'd be inzorporated as
conditions o, ‘he operating license
and if they are i ot met, the operat-
ing license should be revoked

The petition also asked that four
individuals cited in Mr Griffin'e
report be barred from any and all
involvement or participation in
ANy mctivities at the generating
station.

Recently the Chapter received o
reaponse from Thomas E Murley,
Direetor of the Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation of the NRC
In‘his letter Murley states that he

view.  And yet, Griffin stated that + has ideelined to lesue an vrder o
. suspend operaiion of the generat.

ing atation for @ number of rea.
sons. \Among. those reasons: NRC
does not require licensees to im-
plewment programe like Ql and

'dmuuubnmulub_m

programe in its licensing deci-
Sions. With regard 1o our request
to reopen the Office of Investiga.
tion's case (4-86.004) and to re.
view all information on quality
Assurance, Murley's letter lists
the conclusions of the OI report
and states that o stafr review sup.
ports the conelusions reached He

s weni on o say, vhet the Sierra Club

patition, "does not offer any new
information or additional in.
sights into (he evariable data
itherefore] the stafl sees no basis
for reopening” the case And fi
nally regarding our request that
certain individuals cited in Grif-
fine report be barred from in-
volvement or activity at Wolf
Creek, Murley supports the con-
clusion of the Ol case that “the evi.
dence gathered doss not substan-
tiate wrongdeing on the part of
KG&E management iy, their eon
duet® and considering that Sier.
'ra's petition does not provide any
new in‘ormation, “the stafr does
not find a basis to prohibit the
named individuals from licensed
Activities” at Wolf Oreek

One of the reasons for our pet
tion was to bringour perception of
problems of continuing safety de-
ficienci~s at Wolf Creck to the at
tontion of the publie.: To the extent
thet you ean raise this i18sue by
writing letters to the aditor of your
hometrwy SwIpuper or by other
means wav aee
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20865

OCT 29 1989

Ms. Arlys L. Schwabauer
Route 2, Box 189
Newton, Kansas 67114

Dear Ms., Schwabauer:

Your letter of August 24, 1989, to Senator Nancy L. Kassebaum citing your
concerns regarding the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC's) denial of
the Kansas Chapter of the Sierra Club's petition pursuant to 10 CFR 2,206 has
been forwarded to me for response. Enclosed with your letter was a copy of a
recent Sierra Club publicat on that discusses its petition regarding the Wolf
Creek Generating Station along with a brief sirwmary of the NRC's decision to
deny the request. Included in your letter was a statement relating your belief
that concerns raised in the petition were "'swept under the rug' and ignored."

The NRC staff has expended considerable effort over the years in responding

to allegations of safety deficiencies relating to the Quality First Program
(Q1) at the Wolf Creek Generating Station., Petitions pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206
relating to Q1 have been received from both the Government Accountability
Project (GAP) in May 1985 and the Kansas Chapter of the Sierra Club in January
1989, We responded to these petitions in Director's Decisions DD-88-14, deted
August 22, 1988, and DD-89-4, dated June 26, 1989, In addition, the NRC has
reviewed Q1 on & number of occasions through the normal inspection process and
2n 3 special investigation performed separately by our Office of Investigations
01).

As previously noted, your letter included a brief discussion of the Sierva
Club's petition along with the NRC's decision to deny the request. 1 believe
that it would be beneficial for you to have access to the entire Dircctor's
Decision DD-BG-4 thet was forwarded to the Kansas Chapter of the Sierra Club,
Therefore, | am enclosing a copy of this decision, which provides a conplete
explanation of (1) the role and function of Q1 at the Wolf Creek Generating
Station, (2) the regulations relied upon by the NRC staff in making licensin
decisions regarding the Woif Creek Quality Assurance Program, (3) the role o
NRC's review of Q1, and (4) the basis used by NRC in derying the petition. The
following items highlight the major topics in the enclosed decision,

- NRC's licensing decisions to approve the Wolf Creek Quality Assurance
Program were based upon the regulations found in 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix B, "Ouality Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and
Fuel Reprocessing Plants." This program was completely independent
of and separate from the licensee's Q1 program,

- Q1 was a voluntary program established by the licensee to provide an
independent route for Wolf Creek employees to bring quality concerns
to the attention of Wolf Creek management, Employees continued to
have the opportunity to voice their concerns directly to the NRC
Resident Inspectors on site,
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- Q1 was not intended to meet the NRC's quality assurance requirenents
of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, as implied by the Sierra Club,

- In response to the GAP petition, a special NRC team examined all Ql
files (271 case files containing @ votal of 762 concerns) and concluded
that although a number of programmatic aspects of Q1 were deficient,
there were no indications that Q1 failed to properly assess and
resolve any significant safety issue, The NRC review team did not
identify any violations of or deviations from NRC requirements.
Moreover, the NRC team found that the Q1 program adequately resolved
all the technical safety issues that were repcrted by employees
through the program,

- The 01 investigation of Q1 (01 Case No. 4-86-004) identified a number
of shortcomings that were itemized in the Sierra Club publication
(e.g., an incident of document shredding and the b]ackba11in? of a
former inspector by Q1 management; remova)l of aggressive Q1 investiga-
tors from the Q1 program), However, the Ol investigation concluded
that despite the shortcomings identified in the Q1 program, the
evidence did not establish wrongdoing on the part of Kensas Gas and
Electric management, Furthermore, the 01 investigation found that
some of the most si?n1f1CAnt technical issues received extensive Ql
attention and multilevel management review and that the NRC was
independently involved in closure on many of these important technical
issues. The 01 report concluded that in those instances, the Q]
program was highly successful in communicating important problems to
the affected organizations for corrective action,

- The Sierra Club petition did not provide any new information that
had not been available to the staff. Therefore, the staff did not
find eny basis to teke additiona) actior regarding this subject,

In conclusion, 1 hope that the enclosed material will help alleviate your
concerns that safety deficiencies have been ignored at the Wolf Creek Generating

Station,
James H. Sniezen
/5“' Thomas E. Murley, Director
~ 0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Enclosure: .

Director's Decision DD-89-4 DISTRIBUTION w/0 enclisure:
Docket File NRC PDR w/incoming Local PDR w/incoming

cc w/enclosure: J. Partlow G. Holahan 0GC-Rockville
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- Q1 was not intended to meet the NRC's ouality assurance requirements
of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, as implied by the Sierra Club.

- In response to the GAP petition, a special NRC team examined all Ql
files (271 case files containing a total of 752 concerns) and concluded
that although a number of programmatic aspects of Q1 were deficient,
there were no indications that Q1 failed to properly assess and
resolve any significant safety issue. The NRC review team did not
identify any violations of or deviations from NRC requirements.
Moreover, the NRC team found that the Q1 program adequately resolved
211 the technical safety issues that were reported by employees
through the program,

- The 01 investigation of Q1 (0] Case No. 4-86-004) identified a number
of shortcomings that were itemized in the Sierra Club publication
(e.g., 2 incident of document shredding and the blackbe1ling of a
forner inspector by Q1 management; removal of aggressive Q1 investiga-
tors from the Q1 program)., However, the 01 investigation concluded
that despite the shortcomings identified in the Q1 program, the
evidence did not establish wrongdoing on the part of Kansas Gas and
Electric management, Furthermore, the 01 investigation found that
some of the most significant technical issues received extensive Ql
attention and multileve) management review and that the NRC was
irdependently involved in closure on many of these important technical
issues. The 0l report concluded that in those instances, the Ql
program wes highly successful in comuunicating important problems to
the affected organizations for corrective action,

- The Sierra Club petition did not provide any new information that
had not been available tc the staff, Therefore, the staff did not
find any basis to take additional action regerding this subject.

In conclusion, 1 hope that the enclosed material will help alleviate your
concerns that safety deficiencies have been ignored at the Wolf Creek Generating
Station, i

Sincerely,

\' Anui ‘)'L/Jm:j. Z//«\.

homas E. Murley, Director
ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
Director's Decision DD-89-4

¢c w/enclosure:
See next page
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Date: September 25, 1989

NAVinifed Diates Henale

Re: Ms, Arlys L. Schwabauer
Route 2, Box 189
Newton, Kansas 67114

Respectfully referred to:

Mr. John C. Bradburne

Director, Congressional Affairs

Office of Government and Public Affairs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Because, of the desire of this office to be responsive
to all tnquiries and communications, your consideration

of the attached 1s requested. Please respond direct!
5% the constituent with a copy to m¥ oTTice. Your
ndings and views w appreciated by

Nancy Landon Kassebaum
United States Senator

Attention: Mike Horak
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Wolf Creek nuclear generating station at Burlington, Kansas

On January 30th the Kansas
Chapter filed a petition with the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) in their Office of Inspec-
tions and Enforcement demand-
ing suspension of the operating li-
cense for Wolf Creek Generating
Station in Burlington until the
Cemmission explaine why it be.
lieves the plant is operating safely
in spite of NRC's overwhe!ming
evidence to the contrary. Our peti-
tion wasn't based on any new in.
formation or new problems at the
plant, but was based on a series pf
published reports, mostly from the
NRC itselfl relating to uncorrected
problems at the plant

Through a Freedom of Informa-
tion Act request, the Chapter re-
ceived documents from NRC's Of-
fice of Investigations that
confirmed a large number of alle-
gations made by fermer employees
of Wolf Creek concerning operat-
ing safety. There have been so
many complainte that in June of
1986 NRC npened its third investi-

gation of operating safety since the ~

plant went on line. Many of the al-
legations regarding safety prob-
lems have come from former em-
plovees of Kansas Gas and
Electric Company whp participated
in the Quality First Program (Q1)
The Q1 program encouraged em-
ployees to report potential quality
assurance problems to KG&E so

that they could be addressed. Em-
ployees were encouraged to report
taeir concerns to KG&E rather
than to the NRC or to other inter-
ested groups. When they conclud-
thet KG&E was not adequate!y
ifvestigating and correcting the
problems, employees who had first
worked within the Q1 orogram
subsequently reported their con-
cerns directly to the NRC. The Of-
fice of investigations of NRC in-
terviewed those who had filed
complaints. It is a report of those
interviews that the Chapter has re-
viewed That report is now avail-
able to the public; it is on file in the
Wolf Creek Public Document
Room at Emporia State Universi-
ty ‘
fipecifically, NRC's investige-
tor H. Brooks Griffin interviewed
witnesses who substantiated slle-
getions of document shredding;
blackballing; transfer and termi-
nation of aggressive Q1 investi-
gators; file “streamlining’; con-
fiscation of tape recorders
formerly used to record ‘employee
allegations about possible safety
problems; management changing
the conclusions of investigators;
management restricting the scope
of Q1 assurance investigations,
management- failing to investi-
gate allegations of drug use, ha-
rassment, intimidation, faleifi-

*NRC Petition . psge 2, col 8
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report Griffin himeelf
concluded - that, “verification of
corrective action by Q1 was not
meaningful® and that "signifi.
cant aumbers" of employee alle-
o . . n.

f

) . Q1 supuri.

l » found that em-
Ployee comeerng summarned
w r two o which lead
bm‘ investigations
and prémature closures artmm
which werited further investiga
tion." Purther, he found that is
sues dvmcdm were not in

termined that the closure rate for
some investigators Jjumped from
&n average of four per month to the
point where some investigators
were closing cases at o rate of one
per day as the fuel load date ap-
proached and he concluded that
nearly 686% of the conclusions uged
to close QI complaints about a).
leged wrongdoing could not by
Supparted by facts or donm.gu-

These and numerous other fing-
ings are included in Griffin's re-
port, which incidentally, had fully
one-third of each of ten pages ex-
purgated (out of the i6-page report)
Prior to being released for public
view,. Md
despite "substantial chortcominge
tdentified in the Q1 program, it is

that the wvidenc, guth.
ered does uunhn:nxﬂnu wrong-
doing oo the part ¢f KGLE man.
agement in thélF eonduet of this
voluntary program."
ter however, believes that the evi-
dence drawe the mmeenis :

Yot Griffin stated that -

cited above, the Chapler had asked
thet:

(1) the operating license for
Wolf Creek Generating Station be
suspended.

(2) that prior to reinstating the
operating license:

8. the NRC should reopen its
cese (#4-86-004) and provide
sound technicp! reasons for ite
conclusion that the plant is safe
enough to operate in spite of al! of
its investigative conclusions re.
garding quality Qssurance prob-
lems;

b. the NRC should review all of
its information on quality assy.
rance at Wolf Creek developed
subsequent to cape #4-86-004 being
issved and covering cperations
through 1989 to Provide sound tech.
nical reasons for its conrlusion
that the plunt is safe o0 operate;

€. all corrective actions deter-
mined by NRC o be necessary to
achieve a Jevel of Opevating safety
that complies with federal reguls.
tions should be incorporated as
conditions of the operating license
and if they are not met, the operat-
ing license should be revoked.

The petition also asked that four
individuals cited in Mr. Griffin's
report be barred from any and all
involvement o, participation in
&ny activities at the generating
station

Recent!: the Chapter received o
response from Thomas E Murley,
Director of the Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation of the NRC.
In: his letter Murley states that he
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C. 20686

LE T L A DGT

o

2 1989

Ms. Arlys L. Schwabauer
Route 2, Box 189
Newton, Kansas 67114

Dear Ms, Schwabauer:

Your letter of August 24, 1989, to Serator Nancy L. Kassebaum citing your
concerns regarding the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC's) denfal of
the Kansas Chapter of the Sierra Club's petition pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206 has
been forwarded to me for response., Enclosed with your letter was a copy of a
recent Sierra Club publication that discusses its petition regarding the Wolf
Creek Generating Station along with & brief summary of the NRg's decision to
deny the request. Included in your letter was a statement relating your belief
that concerns raised in the petition were "'swept under the rug' and ignored."

The NRC staff has expended considerable effort over the years in resgonding

to allegations of safety deficiencies relating to the Quality First Program
(Q1) at the Wolf Creek Generating Station. Petitions pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206
relating to Q1 have been received from both the Government Accountability
Project (GAP) in May 1985 and the Kansas Chapter of the Sierra Club in January
1989, We responded to these petitions in Director's Decisions DD-88-14, dated
August 22, 1988, and DD-89-4, dated June 26, 1989, In addition, the NRC has
reviewed Q1 on & number of occasions through the normal inspection process and
2n 3 special .nvestigation performed separately by our 0ffice of Investigations
01).

As previously noted, your letter included a brief discussion of the Sierra
Club's petition along with the NRC's decision to deny the request. 1 believe
that it would be beneficial for you to have access to the entire Director's
Decision DD-BS-4 thet was forwarded to the Kansas Chapter of the Sierra Club,
Therefore, 1 am enclosing & copy of this decision, which provides & conplete
explanation of (1) the role and function of Q1 at the Wc1f Creek Gererating
Station, (2) the regulations relied upon by the NRC staff in making licensin
decisions regarding the Wolf Creek Quality Assurance Program, (3) the role o
NRC's review of Q1, and (4) the basis used by NRC in denving the petition. The
following items highlight the major topics in the enclos-d decision.

- NRC's licensing decisions to approve the Wolf Creek Quality Assurance
Program were based upon the regulations found in 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix B, "Quality Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and
Fuel Reprocessing Plants." This program waes completely independent
of and separate from the licensee's Q1 program,

- 01 was & voluntary program established by the licensee to provide an
independent route for Wolf Creek employees to bring quality concerns
to the attention of Wolf Creek management. Employees continued to
have the opportunity to voice their concerns directly to the NRC
Resident Inspectors on site.
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*  Ms, Arlys L. Schwabauer -2 -

- Q1 was not intended to meet the NRC's quality assurance requirements
of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, as implied by the Sierra Club,

- In response to the GAP petition, a specia) NRC team examined a1l Q1
files (27) case files containing a total of 752 concerns) and concluded
| that although & number of programmatic aspects of Q1 were deficient,
| there were no indications that Q1 failed to properly assess and
resolve any significant safety issue. The NRC review team did not
identify any violations of or deviations from NRC requirements,
Moreover, the NRC team found that the Q1 program adequately resolved
al)l the technica)l safety issues that were reported by employces
through the program,

- The 01 investigation of Q1 (01 Case No. 4-86-004) identified a number
of shortcomings that were itemized in the Sierra Club publication
(e.g., an incident of document shredding and the blackballing of a
former inspector by Q1 management; removal of aggressive Q1 investiga-
tors from the Q1 program). However, the Ol investigation concluded
that despite the shortcomings identified in the Q1 program, the
evidence did not establish wrongdoing on the part of Kansas Gas and
Flectric management, Furthermore, the Ol investigation found that
someé of the most significant technical issues received extensive Q1
attention and multileve! management review and that the NRC was
independently involved in closure on many of these important technical
issues, The 0! report concluded that in those instances, the Q1
program was highly successful in communicating important problems to
the affected orgenizations for corrective action,

- The Sierra Club petitior did not provide any new information that
had not been available to the staff. Therefore, the staff did not
find ery basis to teke additionel actio: vegarding this subject.

In conclusion, 1 hope that the enclosed material will help alleviate your
concerns thet safety deficiencies have been ignored at the Wolf Creek Generating
Station,

incerel
U"ngn’nal s.;,iy.:

. James H. Sniezek
¥ Thomas E. Murley, Director
O0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Enclosure: '
Director's Decision DD-89-4 DISTKIBUTION w/0 enclosure:
Docket File NRC PDR w/incoming Local PDR w/incoming

cc w/enclosure: J. Partlow G. Holahan 0GC-Rockville

See next page J. Taylor  F. Hebdon D. Mossburg, PMAS(EDO#4801) w/incom,
P. Noonan G. Holler, RIV D. Pickett w/incoming
ED( Reading #4801 PD4 Green Tjicket File

D. ‘rutchfield F. Gillespie
*SEE PREVIOUS CONCURRENCES:

OFCFPDA7IAY " TPDA/PHY  TPDA7DR :ost%“'”'"zwtr" /b TTeRR tditor
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Ms. Arlys L. Schwabaver -2 -

. Q1 was not intended to meet the NRC's quality assurance requirements
of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, as implied by the Sierra Club.

- In response to the GAP petition, a special NRC team examined all QI
files 5271 case files containing a tota) of 752 concerns) and concluded
that although a number of programmatic aspects of Q1 were deficient,

there were no indications that Q1 failed to properly assess and

resolve any significant safety issue. The NRC review team did not
identify any violations of or deviations from NRC requirements.

Moreover, the NRC team found that the Q1 program adequately resolved

21) the technica) safety issues that were reported by employees

through the program,

- The 01 investigation of Q1 (01 Case No. 4-86-004) identified & number
of shortcomings that were itemized in the Sierra Club publication
(e.g., an incident of document shredding and the blackballing of a
former inspector by Q1 management; removal of aggressive Q1 investiga-
tors from the Q1 program). However, the 01 investigation concluded
that despite the shortcomings identified in the Q1 program, the
evidence did not establish wrongdoing on the part of Kanses Gas and
Electric management., Furthermore, the 01 investigation found that
some of the most significant technical issues received extensive Q1
attention and multileve) management review and that the NRC was
independently invelved in closure on many of these important technical
issves. The 0! report concluded that in those instances, the Ql
program wes highly successful in communicating important problems to
the affected organizations for corrective action,

- The Sierra Club petition did not provide any new information that
had not been available to the staff. Therefore, the staff did not
find any basis tu teke additional action regarding this subject,

In conclusion, 1 hope that the enclosed material will help alleviate your
concerns that safety deficiencies have been ignored at the Wolf Creek Generating
Station. :

Sincerely, | |
3)_3.;“14 'f\"/kf}uag i [//«.

homas E. Murley, Director
ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
Director's Decision DD-89-4

cc w/enclosure:
See next page
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Date: September 25, 1989

Vinied Dlates Denale

Re: Ms, Arlys L. Schwabauer
Route 2, Box 189
Newton, Kansas 67114

Respectfully referred to:

Mr. John C. Bradburne

Director, Congressiona) Affairs

Office of Government and Public Affairs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Because: of the desire of this office to be responsive

tg all tnquiries and communicat;?ns. your considerlt:on

of the attached is requested. ease respond directly
0

tc the constituent with a co office. Your
findings and views will be apprcc1n¥oa by

Nancy Landon Kassebaum
United States Senator

Attention: Mike Horak
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Wolf Creek audnrm*da‘dl\mm

On January 30th the Kansas
Chapter filed a petition with the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) in their Office of Inspec-
tions and Enforcement demand-
ing suspension of the operating li-
cense for Wolf Cieek Generating
Station in Burlington until the
Ceommission explaine why it be-
lieves the plant is operating safely
in spite of NRC's overwhelming
evidence to the contrary. Our peti-
tion wasn't based on any new in-
formation or new problems at the
plant, but was based on a series pf
published reports, mostly frem the
NRC itself relating to uncorrected
problems at the plant.

Through a Freedom of Informa-
tion Act request, the Chapter re-
ceived documents from NRC's Of-
fice of Investigations that
confirmed a large number of alle-
gutions made by former employees
of Wolf Creek concerning operat-
ing safety. There have been so
many complainte that in June of
1986 NRC opened its third investi-
gation of operating safety since the
plant went on line. Many of the al-
legations regarding safety prob-
lems have come from former em-
plovees of Kansan Geas and
Electric Company whp participated
in the Quality First Program (Q1)
The Q1 program encouraged em-
ployees to report potential qualiity
assurance problems to KG&E so

]
i

that they could be addressed. Em-
ployees were encouraged to rejort
their concerns to KC&E rather
than to the NRC or to other inter-
ested groups. When they conclud-
that KG&E was not adequately
ifvestigating and the
problems, employees who first
worked within the Q1 program
subsequently reported their con-
cerns directly to the NRC. The Of-
fice of Investigations of NRC in-
terviewed those who had filed
complaints. It is a report of those
interviews that the Chapter has re-
viewed. That report i, now avail-
able to the public; it '~ un file in the
Wolf Creek Publ : Document
Room at Emporia & ate Universi-
ty. ,
Specifically, NRC's investige-
tor H. Brooks Griffin interviewed
witnesses who substantiated alle-
gations of document shredding;
blackballing; transfer and termi-
nation of aggressive Q1 investi-
gators; file "streamlining’; con-
fiscation of tape recorders
formerly used to record employee
allegations about possible safety
probleme; management changing
the conclusions of investigators;
management restricting the scope
of Q1 assurance lnv,otiutiom;
management- failing "to investi-
gate allegations of drug use, ha-
rasement, intimidation, falsifi-

*NRC Petition - psge 2, col 3
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“In the report Griffin  himself
concluded - that, “verification of
corrective action by Q1 was not
meaningful® and -that “signif.

cant numbers" of ¢m yee alle-

safaty  problems

ey

& I.no?‘ntlom
and prémnature closures issues
which merited forther investiga
tion.* Purther, he found that s
sues of were not in

for tial impacts on

\ ‘were not

' : Finally, Griffin de-
termined thet the closure rate for
some investigators Jumped from
&n average of four per month to the
point where some investigators
were closing cases at a rate of one
per day as the fue) load date ap-
proached and he concluded that
nearly 66% of the conclusions uged
to close Q1 complaints about a).
leged wrongdoing could not be
Supported by facts or dcumo,u-

These and humerous other fing.
ings are included in Griffin's re.
port, which incidentally, had fully
one-third of each of ten pages ex.
Purgated (out of the 15-page report)
prior to being released for public

view. And yoi,-Griffin stated that -

despite "substantia) choneomno

identified in'the Q1 program, it is
coneluded that the evidence gath-

program,
ter however, believes that the evi-
donu draws the neeadis. .

~ Sons.:Among.

cited above, the Chapter had asked
that:

(1) the operating license for
Wolf Creek Generating Station be
Suspended.

(2) that prior to re.netating the
operating license:

8. the NRC shoull reop. its
case (#4-86-004) and provide
sound technicpl reasons for ite
conclusion that the plant is safe
enough to operate in spite of all of
its investigative conclusions re-
gerding quality assurance prob-
leme;

b. the NRC should review all of
its informatinn on quality assy-
reance at Wolf Creek developed
subsequent to case #4-86-004 being
issued and covering operations
through 1989 to provide sound tech.
nical reasons for its conclusion
that the plunt is safe to operate;

€. all corrective actione deter-
mined by NRC to be necessary to
achieve a level of operating safety
that complies with federa) regula-
tions shouid incorporated as
conditions of the operating license
and if they are not met, the operat-
ing license should be revoked.

The petition also asked that four
individuals cited in Mr. Griffin's
report be barred from any and all
involvement or Participation in
&ny activities at the generating
station. '

Recently the Chapter received e
response from Thomas E. Murley,
Director of the Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulagion of the NRC
In:his lettor Murley
has declinad o lssue an orger to

, Suspend operation of the generat-

ing Station for a number of rea-



