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The Honorable Numzio J. Palladino
Chairman

U.S5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 B Street, N.W,

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am very concerned the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's

ent failure to identify numerous errors in the license
application of the Grand Nuclear Station prior to issuing
a low power license. It is my understanding that Grand Gulf,
the nition's largest nuclear reactor, received a license despite
the fact that: (a) numerous license conditions and surveillance
procedures were in error; (b) the qualifications of cperators
were apparently falsified and none of the operating staff have
previously operated a commercial reactor: and, (c) the drywell
cocling system was inadequately designed and constructed.

These matters are of t importance and concern because
of their implications for the agency and the licensee.
mm—.nm&tmly?‘umtmmf-ﬂ
a license without a and detailed review. For the licensee,
Mississippi Power and Light (MPLL), corrcboration of these
concerns might create doubt about its ability to operate and
manage Grand Gulf in a manner consistent with NRC regulationms,
and therefore, in & way which provides reascnable assurance
that the public health and safety can and will be ted,
Additicrally, similar doubts have been raised by overwhelmingly
critical Janvary 1984 findings of NRC's Systematic Assessment
of Licensse Performance (SALP) Board.

I am most troubled by the fact that the NRC has granted a
iicense to a plant for which approximately 200 technical specifi-
cations and 600 surveillance procedures were in error.
some of the erroneocus technical specifications were formulated
for s different size and type contairment building than the one
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at ) Jid, some Of the erronecous survelllance

procedures were apparently submitted for equipment that
ioes not actus “xist in the plant.

I am a- shed .t these errors were not discovered by
*he NRC pr Lty %)« suance Oof a low power license. Evidently,
the NRC 1 not f.1f.°12,3 its obligation to perform thorough
and indepe «lern’ [iv +m of the technical information submitted
by the nuclear i.'ur r . This situation is unacceptable and
inexcusable.

The NRC's failure to scrutinise this application carefully
is especially troubling considering MPsl's lack of previous
nuclear experience and that this was the first plant of its
particular type to be licensed. It is worth noting in this
context that this was an uncontested license. I cannot help but
think that such laxness would not have been possible if there
had been intervenors and licensing boards reviewing the work of
the NRC staff and MPLL and that these errors would have likely
been detected prior to licensing.

I am similarly concerned that despite the belated identifi-
cation of these and other deficiencies, the NRC is continuing
its consideration of a full power license and has apparently
given no thought to reconsidering the existing low power license.

To assist the Subcommittee in investigating these matters
further, I would appreciate your response to the followinj:

1. With respect to the errors identified in the technical
specifications and surveillance procedures submitted
to the NRC by MPLL, please indicate:

4. the nature or types of errors;
the cause(s) of the errors;

¢. what, if any, analysis NRC has done to
discover the possible root cause(s) of
the errors and the results of any such analysis;

d. why the NRC did not discover these errors
prior to issuing a license;

e¢. the safety significance of the errors (at both
low power and normal operation);

f. what actions the NRC staff took upon learning
of these errors; and

9. when and by what process the Commission was
informed of the errors.
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whether this took place with the knowledge
and/or approval or concurrance of any membe

£ the NRC staff and if 80, whom
€. what, if any, NRC requlations were violated snd
d. the safety significance.

I have been informed that MPLL was exempted by the NRC
from performing approximately 30 pre-operational tests.
If true, please indicate what was the technical basis
for providing these exemptions.

a. 1If these tasts had been performed rather
than exempted, would any of the technical
specifications or surveillance procedure
@rrors have been discovered prior to
criticality?

Who at NRC is responsible for granting
these axemptions and was & "no significant
hazards consideration® determination made

by the staff for some or all of these

Provide a list of all those that

concurred in these decisions along with the
Official Record Copy of the document (s)
uthorizing these exemptions.

List those members of the NRC staff that approved or
concurred in the approval of the erronsous techaical
specifications and surveillance procedures submitted

Oy MPLL for Grand Gulf. Specifically requested is the
Official Record Copy of the document (s) indicating such
Approval o1 ncurrence

How many NRC personnel actdally review technical

specifications and surveillance Procedures submitted by
appiicants and licensees Fleagse indicate the budget
4nd stafl power assigned to this task for sach of the

tive years. Indicate also whethe: the NRC staff

MRission ballieve the present funding staffing
A8 TAaEK 18 adecguate
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spended instead

when, why, and by whose authority MPa
was allowed to continue operations ple
provide the 0fficial Record Copy of the
document authorizing the return tc
Operations): and

what errors have been discovered since

MPLL has continued operations and why these
errors were not discovered after the issuance
of the Confirmation of Action Letter and
Prior to continued operation.

Considering the serious problems identified with Trans-
Aerica Delaval diesel genarators at Shoreham in the
Summer of 1983, what was the technical basis for
allowing Grand Gulf o Operate at low power in September
Additionally, was the cause of the September 4,

1983 diesel generator fire at Grand Gulf in any way
related to the generic problems identified with Transe
America Delaval diesel Jenerators at Shoreham?

in a March 9 1984 telephone conversation with the staff
of the Subcommittee, Harold Denton, Director of NRC's

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, made remarks that my
Staff has related as follows:

== Grand Gulf is the "least built® plant ever to
Feceive a low power license. NRC issued the
license because the applicant was in a hurry-«
pparently because it wanted tO get the plant
in the rate base--and assured NRC that it
could complete those things necessary for full
POwer operation without any risk to the public
after the plant was eritical;

NRC has not determined the safety significance
of the inaccurate technical specifications and
survelillance procedures for full power operation;

the NRC staff did not consider. and is not now
considering, revoking or suspending the low

Power license because of the problems identified
at Grand Gulf; and

the NRC staff believes that the Eraining records
)f some of the oparators at Grand Gulf were

falsified
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what the average amount of ti :
issuance of a low power license and
power license;

what the findings are of NRC's Office
investigations inquiry into the possible
falsification of operators’' qualificati
(please provide a copy of the 01 report

Given the large number of errors identified in the
technical specifications and survaillance procedures, and
considering the fact that reviews and subsequent re-reviews
by the licensee, contractors and the NRC have all been
inadequate, is the Commission going to require a 100
percent review of the FSAR, the SER and the technical
specifications? 1If not, Please explain why. Additionally,
please indicate what, if &ny, errors have been identified
in the FSAR or the SER and their significance.

The Commission's regulations at 10 CPR 50.100 state that
& license may be revoked or suspended “"for any material
false statement in the application for a license
the supplemental or other Statement of fact required of
the applicant”, or, because of “conditions revealed...that

or 4in

would warrent the Commission tOo refuse to grant a license
On an original application...."
. Does the Commission consider that the
erronecus technical specifications and
Surveillance procedures submitted by MP&l
for Grand Gulf constitute either a material
false statement or a false statement of fact

Doces the Commission consider that the

information submitted by MPsl concerning the

jualifications of operators at Grand Gulf
Stitutes a material false statement

I1f the NRC staf? and/o: ommission had beer

iware of the errors in the technical spe
G@tions and surveillance procedures at
Orf tO the approval of the low

o 1d t have granted he
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would also like to request that the Subcommittee be provided
with all internal staff msmoranda on the scope, cause or significance
Of the errors in the technical .pecifications and surveillance
procedures. Your response shou.d also include the wuments that
. understand the staff has generated in resjonse to Commissioner
Gilinsky's interest in this case. Purther., I would like t regquest
that your response to the concerns and questions stated in this
letter be provided to the Subcommittee within two weaks

Thank you for your pPrompt attention to this matte:

Sincerely,

EDWARD J. EY
Chairman, Sube
Owersight and Inve




