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MIDIAND FUCLEAR PIANT
DOCKETS #50-329 & 50-330

Your letter dated Ausust 13, 1976 to Mr. John Selby of Consumers Power
Company enciosed a "Notice of Violation" which listed five items of non-
complience. Your letter states that in view of corrective actions already
ken or committed to by Consumers Power Corpany, no response to those
it s of ncncozpliance is necessary., FHcwever, we do not feel that th
descripticns cf the iteas or noncompliance in the enclosure to your letiter
"fully describe 2ll the circumstances at the time which tend to explain posi-
tive and nmitigating circumstances., Most, if not all, of these items had
been discussed with the liuclear Regulatory Ccmmission personnel bus have
not appesred in any published report or letier, and we would like to take
this opportunity to present them.

CONSIMERS PCWER COMPANY'S CCOMMENTS
ON NRC "NOTICE OF VIOLATION" OF AUGUST 13, 1976

Infraction #1

"10 CFR Part 50, Appendix 3, Criterion V, states in part, 'Activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions, proce-
fures, or 4rawingS....'

"Contrary <o this requirement, dccumented instructicns were not available
for the drilling and placement of reinfcrcement steel dcwels which were
teing imbedded in the concrete structure to replace cmitted rebar.”

{ ~mants
While docuzented instructinns were not availabhle for verferaing the
*Ari’linz ard placexent” of dowels, Bechtel Quality Control did have

Pl R

. sprifopd 4 & & R | ~ :
20 culed instructicns ter toe i=srection of this activity.
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‘ the'problem bere, in part, is not so much that Bechtel personnel did not
implement their procedures but that the procecures did not describe a very

effective mechanism to develop a program of corrective action to preclude
repetition.

b, While the cited section of Field Inspection Procedure G-3 did not define
& very effective mechanisw. to develop a progrem of corrective action to
preclude repetition, there have been other mechanisms which have been
used to develop programs of corrective zction to preclude repetition.
These programs have been developed based primarily on Consumers Power
and Bechtel Quality Assurance Department reviews of Bechtel lionconformance
Reports. VWhen either or these orzanizations observed that corrective ac-
tion to preclude repetiticn shoula be taken in response to either single
or multiple instances of nonconformances, those steps have teen taken to

modify the Quality Assurance program to preclude repetition of the noncon-
formances.

¢. The need for corrective action to preclude repetition of concrete reinforce-
ment steel deficiencies was identified by both Consumers Power and Bechtel
Quality Assurance Organizations and forceful correctiwve action taken,
(Ref: CPCo NCR QF-36 which resulted in Stop Work Order #7SW-6 dated Dece=ber 5,
1974 end Stop VWork Order #FSW-7 dated March 22, 1976 based on Bechtel NCR's
#396, 363 and 3993 and Bechtel MCAR #10 dated March 3, 1575 based on Bechtel
: RCR's #295 and 326) We brought each of these deficiencies to the attention
‘ of the IRC I&E Region III office at the tizme. Where subsequent problems with
X reinforcement steel placexment arose, previous corrective sctions to preclude
repetition were re-evaluated and, when apprcpriate, were improved.,

Infraction #3

"10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criteriom X, states in part, 'A program for inspec-
tion of activities affecting cuality shall be establisked and executed by or for
the organizaticn performing the activity, to verify confcrmance with the documented
instructions, procedures, and drawings for accomplishing the activity.... Zx2mina-
tions, measurements, or tests of material or procducts processed shall be performed
for each work operation where necessary to assure quality....'

"Contrary to the above, in some instances installation of reinforcement steel on
safety-related structures requirirg inspection were not adequately inspected to
verify conformance with applicable drawings."

Comments

a, It should be noted that while some rebar placements were not adequately
inspected, a review of nonconforzances related to missing rebar showed that
less than 0.1 perceat of the required rebar was missing in the installed
siructures. In each instance where rebar was round to be missing, either

- tie bar in question was installed or an engineering aralysis demonstrated

‘ tist the rebar was not necessary., In soze cases more bar than that required
T.' cagineering drawings wes included in concrete placements.
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b. In some cases where missing rebar was replaced, analyses have been made 23
to whether there would have been an adverse e:fect on the function of the
structure if the bar bad not been placed., In each case these analyses re-
sulted in the ccrclusicn that the structure would have met design require-
ments even if 2 bar in question had not been placed.

¢. While many of the rebar deficiencies represent instances where the Bechtel
Quality Control prograz did not perform an adegquate inspection, it must be
remexbered that each instance of deficient rebar placemens which formed the
basis of the infracticn was detected by Becntel Field Engineers or Consumers
Power Quality Assurance and therefore the problems did not g0 undetected and
unreportied.

Infraction #4

"10 CFR Part 50, Aprvendix B, Criterion XVI requires that, 'Measures shall be
establisbhed to assure that conditions adverse %o quality, such as failures,
malfunctions, deficiencies, deviations, defective material and ecuipment, and
ponconforzances are promptly identified and corrected. In the case »f siznifi-
cant conditions adverse to cuality, the measures shall assure that the cause
of the cozditicn is determined and corrective action taken to preclude repeti-
tion. The identificaticn of the si mificant conditicn adverse to quality, th

e of the conditicn, and the ceor ective action taken shall be documented and

‘:ﬁrted to eppropriate levels of m: jagement,'

‘" Contrary to this recuirement, Nonconformance Report No 260 issued on Decermber 23,
1974, and resolved cn lovember 3, 1375, covering the omission of reinforcement
- 8teel in several wall areas within the auxiliary building, did nct contzin a
meaningful evaluaticn relative to the significance of tihe problem and its re-
portability pursuant ¢, the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, Paragraph 50.55e."

" Comments

8. Review of tke requirements of 10 CFR 50.55e shows that it requires thas
"gignificant” problems be evaluzted for reporting to the MRC. The use of
the word "signiZicant” is subject to considerable interpretation. Thas

. vhich is "significent” in cne perscn's cpinion z2y be less significant in
another's opinicn, 3Soth the Bechtel Project Field Quality Comtrol Zazineer

. and the Bechtel lead Field QualitCy Assurance Zngipeer have said that they

did review this QR #260 and determined that it did not represent 2 "signi-
ficant" problem in their opinion. Further, when an engineering analysis
was concluded, it was determined that the missing retur identified oy IR
#260 would not have affected the safety of the plant and therefore the
deficiencies reported in lCR #260 were not reportable per 10 CFR 50.5.-.

-

t.  Waille perhzps INCR #260 should have been considered for reportability per
10 CFR 50.55e and therelore the program m2y have erred in not rroperly
‘ idch'essing the questiocn, the record is cles~ that the Midland GA progranm
bes egrressively reviewed potentially reporiable instances aad.}.a; in .
geucsal kept tha NRC inlcormed of sore problens foan T jce rejuired o ce

=¢ported peo= 10 CIR 50.55e¢. In fact, to cur xnowiedge all &EC cincerus



