e . >

- ° &
NORTH ANNA ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION

P.0O. BOX 3951
CHARLOTTESVILLE, VIRGINIA 2290]

Mr. Peter Bradford (717)533-7694 or (804)293-6039
Commissioner 8
U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION December 15, 1977
Washington, D. C. 20555
COLET AR ;‘0-335. 33901

Dear Mr. Bradford: mmD' & U.“L, I AL ;o.-m a%'

The latest development in the North Anna case ~- the
NRC Staff request for re-opened Operating License hearings
to further explore VEPCO "commitmeént and technical qualifi-
cation" -- prompts this letter to you.

The Coalition believes it has a responaibility to in-~
form you of its past efforts to direct government attention
to VEPCO's consistent pattern of concealment and careless
handling of significant safety matters at both Surry and
North Anna nuclear sites,

On January 16, 1976, the Coalition wrote to then

NRC Chairman William Anders about the "three-year lag be-

{ween the discovery of four major safety problems and their

reporting to the NRC." This six-page letter of chronologi-

cal description and request for redress received a reply

dated February 19, 1976 (by Mr. Lee Gossick). This reply,

which appeared to respond only to page one of the Coalition's
'~ letter, was extremely superficial and unsatisfactory.

VEPCO's improper reporting described in the NAEC letter
of January 16, 1976 still needs thorough investigation, and
is even more significant in December of 1977 as the NRC Staff
arrests the licensing proceas to once again examine VEPCO's
pattern of defect-discovery and reporting.

The January 16, 1976 letter is enclosed for your study.

Three of the problems it describes are still undergoing
"independent review'" by the Justice Department, along with
the "brittle fracture problem'" raised by Sun Shipbuilding
and Dry Dock Company. ''he Coalition has asked for a prompt
completion of the Justice Department investigations with
the thought that their findings should be considered by any
NRC Atomic Safety and Licensing Board assessing the pattern
and problem of VEPCO "commitment'" and integrity.

#We believe the Commission can no longer turn away from
repeated flagrant abuses on the part of a utility handling
an ultimate technology. Action against cumulative "material
false statements' should have been, and should be, brought
by the Commission, not by an unstaffed citizen group.

Thank you for your interest.
Sincerely, ;;:22 : Z :
e l].en rs. P. Mc)

Enc., esident, NAEC



lNUKH’i wamwvmun\uvutl\l @A L LUHMMUHW
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I.r. Iillimn A. Anders, Chairman CHARLOTTESVILLE, VIRGINIA 2200]
.U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COM:15SIUN 1/16/76 (804)293-603¢
Washington, D. C, 20555

- In the Matter of Virginla Electric and Powsr Comzangy
(Surry and North Anna Nuclear Power Stations)
i 50-280, =281, 434, -435 and 50-338, =339, -404,-105

' Dea!‘ 1‘0 Ande o ' ) ; . . . . Office ( How
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Criteria for Determining Enrorcement Action and Categories of Xoncom
pliance with AEG/NRC Regulatory Requirements — Modifications, Dec. 51, 19M

clearly state (p. 6)s-

An order is ordinarlly issued to revoke a license when:

2, Civil penalty proves to be ineffectlve as an enforce- -
ment astion; or -

. 6. Any material false statement is made in the apnlicauion
or in any statement of fact required under Section 182
of the Act, .

Commigsion hearing and inspection records provide firm evidence that Vire
ginia Electric and Power Company (VEPCO) is deserving of complete nuclear
license revocation at Surry and Xorth Anna sites under both of the above prow-
visions on the basis of repeated improper safety actions and rerortins.

XPC documents show a three-,/ear lag between the discovery of four major
safety problems and their reporting to the NRC:

Problem o : Known to VEPCO  Reported to AZC/NRC

Feult In YA excavation ' o February, 1970 ‘ May 17, 1973

lbnormal settling at Surry - February, 1972 May 6, 1975 (by a "con-
beneath reactors ' o fidential informant")

Abnoragl pumphouse settling at XA December, 1972 Aprii 16, 1975

Reactor design neglect of ) _
pressure vessel supports 1971 - 1972 May 7, 1975

In ¥ay of 1973, VEPCO was the first nuclear utility in the nation to be fined
for improper performance and a2ttention to safety. This 1973 fine followed a
sever werning in 1972 in which the then A0 called VEPCO's Surry record "an
“cbject lesaon to the industry." The 1973 £40,000 fine and Notice of Violation

ineluded:

Appendix 4, Item E--
Fallure to report unusual safety-related events to the ARC.

Sﬁcceeding even.tsh-— ineluding four additional fallures to rervort -— demonstrate
ciril penalties to be "ineffective as an enforcement action'" with VEPCO.

\
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Yaterial False Statements

It is & matter of record that VEPCO was convicted in April of 1975 of
nz7ring submltted twelva material false statements to the Atomic Energy Com-—
mission regarding the faalt zone teneath the North Anna reactors. Theae

statements included instances of failure to adduce kay safety information
(kmown to VEPCO at the time) &t construction license hearings as well as
failure to submit a significant. report by_Dfo Paul Roper, Pledmont geologiste

Now MRC inspsection reports document additional false statements regard-
ing settling beneath North Auna's pumphouse, & Class I Structure:

Inspection Report Nos. 50—538/75-5 and,50339/75-5 page 23

"essThe inspection revealed that SAR predictea séttlement for the
service water reaervoir pumphouse (a Class I Structure) for
Units 1 and 2 was exceeded with the commencerent of monitoring
in December 1972..." . (Emphasis added)

The predicted settlement was l.44 inchea. NEVertheless,

(page I-2) ",..This value was 1ncorporated in the FSAR dated
Jonuary 3, 1973, On February 12.13, 1973, measurement showed that
the SWPH (pumphouse) had settled 0.36 inches in the SR corner to
2,928 inches inches in the NW corner...” (May 20, 1975)

Thus by simple comparison of December 1972 end January 1973 figures, an ad-
~ ditional material false statement 1s eatablished: VZEPCO repeated low figures
known to be false at the time of submissione.

Further, such a key foundation and construction problem should have been
brought before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board when it convened in May
“of 1973 to consider construction licenses for North Anna Units #3 and 4,
Failure to adduce North Anna pumphouse information clearly constitutes another
material false statement, According to the NRG inspection report (page 1-4)

"...The SWPH for Units 3 and 4 1s several hundred feet west of the
STPH for Units 1 and 2 and ties into the segme dike...WVhen asked
about the adeguacy of the duysign and comstruction for Units 3 ard 4,
no concern was expressed by the licensee (VEPCO)." (Emphasis added)

The inspectors from XRC at Surry find the same attitude as reﬁorted on October 16
of 1975 (page 7):

".,..There was no evidence of concern by the licensee to resolve
thas movements of the reference datum at this tims (1972)...%
regarding the sevaral Iindlcations that abnormal settling waa
oceurring beneatn Surry®s reactors which went critical in 1972
and 1973. '

Despitoe civil penéltins, trree altoge‘her. 1ntervenino between 1972 and 1975,

Jdatraztzdble miclear negligencg_wi h "no evidence of ccncern.
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- Exhibit # 6 (cont.)

ment between etructures, end in uddition, has becn prepreesive in
sore instences. This settlerent has been even more surpriesing bee
cause the welight of some cof the structures has been less <nen the
welight of the material rexcved. (59.7-1:8-12-67) Uenticr is also
maée In that reference tc the pessibility of elastle retournd of thocse
lighter structures. (Eophes ie added)

“"The facility 1is founded on scme 1300 feet of overbturden which puts
it in a distinctive class..."

Exhibit # 7 —~ Letter frcm Henderecn and Phillips to VEPCO'E Insurance
Depertment, dated (?) 4pril 21, 1974: .
“RE: HELIA Policy NF-1686 Confirming our telerhone conversaticn of
today, XXXXXIZZIX Individuel £ (KFELIA's Engineering Consultant) is
extremely upset over the time 1t 1s tekipg you to get the informe-
tion as outlined in his letter to you of February 4, 1974,

"If he does not receive a rerly from you within the next ten days,
his only alternative is t¢ irnfcrm the NELIA underwriters that he is
unsble to ecmplete his rercrt due to his ingbility to get certain
information from VEPCO..." (Exmrhasis in Fxhibit)

We are sure that you must egree that the Exhibits in the NRC Investigation
clearly prove VEPCO's knowledge of the Surry settling problem from 1972 on,
that there is no evidence of the troblen's denial (now the stznce of both
VEPCO and the NRC). Rather, there is firm evidence of the discussion of
"progressive! end "differentlal" settlement problems between VEPCO and
FELIA in Exhibit # 6. The settlement problem is recognized and real,

Thus 1t 4is the position of EARC that VEPCO's failure to adduce kmown
settlement problems beneath Reectcrs 7l ard 2 at Construction License or
Site Suitsbility heerings for Resctors #3 and 4 constitutes a materiel
false statement, since in the Korth Anna case

n,.(The Atomic Safety end Licensing) Board properly held
that failure to make timely disclosure of information which is
aignificant for purposes 0f safety review gives rise to a
material false statexent...” NRC Brief of 11/28/75

One must a2lgo inguire why tke Surry Atomic Safety and Licensirg Zoard did
not question foundation cenditiorse NAEC @ade a limited arpeararce at the
July 1974 hearing for the precise rurpcee of raleing questions on a site
lzrteled "suspect" by the Xil,vwho aleo comrentes (page 2-25 of Sup&TY EVLALU-
ATICK): "The Integrity of certzin zones...ic questionsble, with liquefac~
tion a possibflity under dyramic conditions..."
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Reactor Désign Neglect

Zscording to an NRC meeting summary of Kay 9, 1975 by Korthz arra Project
¥enzger Robert Ferguson, .and a letter cf July 28, 1975, by X5Cfs 4. Schviencer:

Setween 1971 @6,1972, VEPCO reccgnized that asymmetric loads
had been neglected in the originzl design of the rea,_ctcr Eresgure
vessel (RPV) supports for Forth anna Units 1 exd 2.

Yot till M¥ay 1975 did VEPCO revort this prcblem to the XRC, with
Mre. Ferguson noting on kiay 9: "...results to dste indicate that
. the existing reactor vessel suprorts will not withstand lcss of
coolant accident (LOCA) lozds..e" (Emphasis added) —

Since Surry Units #1 and 2 are twins of Forth Anna Units #1 and. 2, the above
is further documentation of intractable mclear negligence:

VEPCO allowed Surry Units #1 end 2 to go critical with a sigrificant
reactor design neglect problem unresolved, Further, the inadeguate
veasel supports provide dubious seismic protection for a plent that
'also has unreported ebnormel settling procblems, foundation rroblems
that also were unrecolved when the reactors went critical,

Both of these situations ahould have flgured heavily in VEPCO's precedent-\qet-
ting $10,000 fine of May, 1973

They did not. Nevertheless, Appendix A, Appendix B, and Arperdix C of
that May 1973 document describe an unfortunate pattern of incompetert and
untrustworthy behavior that has been congistent frcm that time, "AXC  Ine
erection Findings™ listed in Appendix C 21l shcw eerious misrepresentation
of gsafety actions, described as accomrlished by VEPCO's Vice-President,
.proven false by subsequent AEC inspectiorns.

Ins'pection and study of current OPERATING UNIT STATUS REPORTS reveal
mount ing numbers of infractions at Surry, proving repeatedly that with
this utility a "Civil penalty" is. "ineffective as an enforcement action,y"
fulfilling an NRC requirement for license revocation, :

Llcerse Revocetion

‘ If XRC Regulatory Requirements have meening, then the Commission must,

by the force of its own revocation criteria, sct to remove VEPCO's ruclear
licerses on the basis of its insbility to improve integrity of performance
after repezted civil penalties, and on the basis of previous cornviction for
material false stztements, plus the following edditional false statezemts,
following the ASLB finding that "failure to meke timely dieclosvre cf in-
fcrzetion wnich Is significant for murpcees of safety review gives riee to
a maeterlal false statement': :
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(DDITI0MAL MATERIAL FALSE STATEVEITS

.

1, Fallure to report sbnormal settling beneath Surry rezcicrse

2, Failure to zdduce Surry settling prcblems at Site Suitel ility
and Construction Licente Lezringsy July and Octoter, 1974,

3¢ PFallure to report excessive licrth &nna Pumphcuse settlirg
in Decerker, 1972, (Repcrt =zde in April, 1975.)

4, Submission in January, 1973 of pumphouse figures kncvm to
‘be false at the time of sutxzission, actual meesurements heving
already exceeded the repeeted low prediciions.

5¢ Failure to adduce North Arre pimphcuee ebrormal settling
problems at May 1973 Construction Licenee hearings for
North Anna Reactors #3 and 4, whose pumphouse ties into
the same dikes

6o Failure to report reector design neglect problem in
19711972, (Report made ir Mzy, 1975.)

7o Failure to adduce reector design neglect problem at Con-~
struction License hearings <cr North Anna Reactors #3 and 4
in Uay of 1973, Also at Sarry hearings in 1974,

8, Submission of false pipe stress measurements: 2300 psi when
the gctuzl measurement was 28,000 psie

Since the Coalition has no steff and also has no convenient access to Surry
documents, the ebove list mey be corsidered inccmplete until a thorocugh
study is made of submissions to the IC/NRC on the subject of Surry founda.-
ticuse Given new G338 findings regerding Cosstzl Plain geclogy, further
exploration of the Hanpton Roads Pauit might be in order by the XRC.

7e bring this letter to a close by asking that the Nuclear Reguletcry
Comzission gbide by its own regulati:rs and protect the public by revcking
the nuclear licenses of a utility trzt is unimproved by frequent civil
peralties ard warnings, and uneble to adhere to integrity and avoid safety.-
related material false statements,

We respectfully reQuest your prcmpt resronse advising the Ccalition
of ycur Intended actlone. Thenk yiu for your professional consideraticne

Sincerely,

YORTH AXNA ENV IROMENTAL COALITIOR




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
HUCLFAR REGULATORY COMMISSTON
In the Matter of

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER
COMPARY

Docket No. 50-280
281

(Surry Power Station, Units 1
and 2
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CERTLFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this dayvserved the foregoing document(s) -
upon each person- designated on the offical service list compiled by

the Office of the Secretary of the Commission in this proceeding in
accordance with the requireménts c¢f Section 2.712 of the 10 CFR Part 2 -

Lules of Practice, of the Nuclear Regulatory Commlss1on s Rules and
Regulations.

Dated at Washington, D. C. this

/ N \_/ /‘ : R
)R ( LA {}
Office’ of ‘the Secletary of tne Commlsoloq

l

i
i



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER
COMPANY

(Surry, Units 1 and 2)

Docket No.(s) 50-280
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SERVICE LIST

Marshall E. Miller, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C, 20555

Dr. Oscar H. Paris

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr, Frederick J. Shon

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Counsel for NRC Staff
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Michael W. Maupin, Esq.
Hunton and Williams
P.0. Box 1535 ,
Richmond, Virginia 23213
Anthony J. Gambardella, Esq.
Office of the Attorney General
11 South 12th Street =~ Suite 308
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Swem Library
College of William and Mary
Williamsburg, Vlrglnla o





