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UNITED STATES
34 % NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
k j WASHINGTON, D. C,10555
* e

*,,g. June 16,1988

'he Honorable Edward J. Markey ,

'ted States House of Representatives (
c
Wa- -+nn, D. C. 20515.

Dear Congressman Markey:

In your letter of May 17, 1938, you expressed concern about the licensing
of the,5qu_th To m NucJear Plant (C 1P). You noted that a large number
of allegations concerning the safe operation of STNP have been made by
more than 50 workers involved in the construction of the plant. You

further stated that, although a number of these allegations were recently ,

'

reviewed, the vast majority remain unaddressed by the NRC.

Although you did not mention it specifically, it appears that the
allegations to which you refer were those provided to the NRC by the
Government Accountability Project (GAP). The staff's review and )
disposition of the allegations was reported in the "NRC Safety Significance ;

Assessment Team Report on allegations related to the South Texas Project, i

Units 1 and 2," NUREG-1306, a copy of which is enclosed.

In sunrnary, a Safety Significance Assessment Team (SSAT) was assembled to'

specifically investigate the allegations. A review of GAP's files
identified approximately 700 allegations. Each allegation was reviewed and ,

evaluated for appropriate disoosition. The SSAT determined that 120 of the l

700 allegations were repetitious, 240 were considered as either ,

!harassment / intimidation or as wrongdoing, and 140 more were not
safety-related.

The SSAT reviewed all of the remaining 213 allegations in detail and
subsequently placed allegations in catenories on the basis of the
discipline, equipment, and shared characteristics, (e.g., mechanical /
valves / installation; electrical-splices /Reychem). From these !

'

categories of allegations, the SSAT identified for onsite inspection thost
allegations that were representative of the technical concerns conveyed by
the allegers and enveloped the 213 allegations either specifically or on a
generic basis. Ten such allegations were identified and designated as ,

primary allegations. In addition, 61 secondary allegations were selected I

that conveyed concerns similar to those of the prNary allegation.

You also expressed concerr that the staff is not even considering the |

remaining allegations. Of the allegatiors remaining after identification
of the 71,119 were closed out because they were found to be duplicates of
the allegations selected for inspection, or related to allegations that
were already being covered by the SSAT inspection. Of the 23 remaining
allegations, 4 were found to be duplicated. The remaining 19 lacked
specificity to determine whether they could b2 enveloped by the
inspection performed by SSAT. However, the SSAT determined that the
subject matter conveyed by the remaining 19 allegations involved the
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implementation of QA criteria which were evaluated by SSAT as part of its
overall review of the effectiveness of the STNP Quality Assurance Program
and found to be acceptable. The SSAT, therefore, concluded that the
remaining 19 allegations could not be of imediate safety significance, and
are considered closed.

With respect to the sampling size, the allegations provided to the SSAT by
GAP generally had a common shortcoming; i.e., the allegers were unable to
provide specifics with respect to location of the alleged unacceptable

! conditions. Absent any specifics, the SSAT conducted a generic review of
the allegations. This included selecting systems and components at random
and inspecting them for any indications of the alleged deficiencies. In
each of the cases, the SSAT was unable to find any of the alleged deficiencies.
The absence of any findings, when viewed in light of the number of items

I

inspected, provided an acceptable basis for concluding that there were no
pervasive deficiencies within the systems / components inspected.

Prior to the STNP site visit, the SSAT undertook an extensive effort to
categorize the allegations and identify those that could be safety related.
The SSAT was at the STNP site from January 18 through January 22, M88, or
4.5 calendar days. In actuality, the SSAT worked extremely long hours, and
put in the equivalent of eight work days on site. After performing the
onsite inspection, the 'SSAT spent significantly more time reviewing and
evaluating inspection'results and supporting data. The overall effort of
the SSAT is estimated to have consumed 2,910 person-hours. On this basis,
I believe that the totality of effort expended to review the allegations

,

was sufficient to thoroughly address the concerns represented by the
I allegations.

As you noted, there were 240 allegations of intimidation, harassment and
|

wrongdoing. These were referred to the NRC Office of Investigation (01) for |
review. The resolution of these allegations will be accomplished by 01 '

'

after GAP enables interviews with the allegers to take place. Interviews
are a necessary part of the investigation and are intended to provide
specificity to the allegations.

On March 21, 1988, the Commission met to discuss the licensing of STNP. An
important part of that discussion dealt with the allegations and the SSAT
review of them. We concluded that the allegations identified no
substantive safety issue that would warrant delay in the licensing of STNP.
The Commission voted unanimously to authorize a full power license for
STNP. ;

1

| I hope that this summary information is beneficial to you. As mentioned
earlier, I have enclosed a copy of NUREG-1306 which gives the details about
the NRC review of the allegations.

Sincere .gg
y L k
Victor Stello, Jr.

Execu*ive Director'

| for Operations

Enclosure
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( *,, UNITED STATES

[ g NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
O j WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

+,.....,d EDO Principal Correspondence Control

FROM: DUE: 06/03/88 EDO CONTROL- 0003713
DOC DT 05/17/88

FINAL REPLY:
rop. Edward J. Markey

TO:

*
Chairman Zech

FOR SIGNATURE OF: ** PRI ** CRC NO: 88-0463
.

Chairman-

DESC: ROUTING:

REQUEST FULL POWER LICENSE FOR STNP BE DELAYED Stello
UNTIL ALL ALLEGATIONS RE SAFETY ARE FULLY Taylor
INVESTIGATED Rehm

Murray

DATE: 05/23/88 RMartin
Hayes

ASSIGNED TO: CONTACT:
NRR Murley

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS OR REMARKS:

6 f ) f f i 0 L i ;Qv A b

& (% M

|

-
4

I

|
,

..


