September 12, 1997

Mr. David A Lochbaum
Nuclear Safety Engineer
Union of Concerned Scientists
1626 P Street NW., Suite 310
Washington, DC 20036-1495

Dear Mr. Lochbaum

| am responding to the letter you sent me on Auyust 6, 1997, in which you commented on a
slide used by Little Harbor Consultants, inc. (LHC), during its presentation at a Commission
meeting on August 6, 1997, concerning the status of activities at Millstone Nuclear Power
Station. In its presentation, LHC indicated that 100 percent of the work force interviewed is
willing fo raise safety concerns. You commented that the slide and the LHC presentation
implied that employees felt free to raise safety concerns to Northeast Nuclear Energy
Company (licensee) rather than to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC).

In its presentation to the Commission, LHC stated that the 100-percent willingness of the
work force to raise safety concermns was related to all of the options available - emnloyees
to raise concemns. Although LHC did not explicitly state this point in its presentawun, the
available options referred to by LHC include the willingness of the work force to raise safety
concerns through the line organization, the Employee Concerns Program, or the NRC
Therefore, the 100-percent figure cited by LHC includes employees who might raise safety
concerns to the NRC rather than to the licensee. At a meeting with the public on August 12,
1887, in Waterford, Connecticut, LHC representatives explained in greater detail tha! the
options applied to those employees who would be willing to bring concerns to the NRC as
well as those who would be willing to bring concerns to the licensee. LHC is assessing how
future interview questions, on willingness to raise safety concerns, may be revised to

distinguish how a licensee employee may use the available options for raising safety
concerns

We generally agree with your point that allegation data constitute a measure that should be
considered in the overall assessment of Millstone's safety-conscious work environment, and
we have forwarded your comments to LHC for iis review and consideration

We appreciate your input on this important topic

Sincerely
Criginal signed by:

William Travers
Special Projects Office

DISTRIBUTION Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
See next page
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 208850001
September 12, 1997

Mr. David A. Lochbaum
Nuciea: Safety Engineer
Union of Concemed Scientists
1616 P Street NW., Suite 310
Washington, OC 20036-1495

Dear Mr. Lochbaum

| am responding to the letter you sent me on August 6, 1897, in which you commented on a
slide used by Little Harbor Consultants inc (LHC), during its presentation at a Commission
meeting on August 6, 1997, concerning the status of activities at Milistone Nuclear Power
Station. In its presentation, LHC indicated that 100 percent of the work force interviewed is
willing to raise safety concerns. You commented thiat the slide and the LHC presentation
‘mplied that employees felt free to raise safety concems to Northeast Nuclear Energy
vompany (licensee) rather than to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

In its presentation to the Commission. LHC stated that the 100-percent willingness of the
work force to raise safety concerns was related to all of the op.ons available for employees
to raise concerns. Although LHC did not explicitly state this point in its presentation, the
available options referred to by LHC include the willingness of the work force tc raise safety

concerns through the line organization, the Employee Concens Program, or the NRC
Therefore the 100-percent figure cited by LHC includes employees who might raise safety
concems © the NRC rather than to the licensee. At a meeting with the public on August 12,
1997, in Waterford, Connecticut, LHC representatives expiained in greater detail that the
options applied to those employees who would be willing to bring concems to the NRC as
well as those who would be willing to bring concems to the licensee. LHC is assessing how
tuture interview questions, on willingness to raise safety concems, may be revised to

distinguish how a licensee employee may use the available options for raising safety
concems

We generally agree with your point that allegation data constitute a measure that should be
considered in the overall assessment of Millstone's safety-conscious work ernvironment. and
we have forwarded your comments to LHC for its review and consideration

We appreciate your input on this important topic

Sincerely,
\/

William D. Travers, Director
Special Projects Office
Ofiice of Nuclear Rea..or Reguiation
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