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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSTION

J "
In the matter of Docket No. 50325 O ——
Consumars Power Co, 50=220 C¥

Midland Flant Units 1 and 2
AMENDED PETITION TO INTERVENE
Bartara Stamirias petitions to intervene in support of the Order of
¥odification of Construction Permits in order that contirued work on and
unsatisfactory resolution of soil settlement problems do not threaten her
health and safety intrests,
AMENDED SUPFLEMENT TO PETITION TO INTZRVENE
Barbara Stamirls is representing herself with the following list of
contentiongs
ls That the soil conditionas of the Midland reactor site. their potential
for subsidence identified in the 1970 S.E.R. and their inability to support
plant structures without the extensive use of fill soils ani compaction
procsedures represent inadegquate attention to health and safety requirements
in that design specifications have not allowed "aprropriate sri adequate

compersatory safeguards”(10 CFR-100.10):

2. That C.P. Co. statements and responses to the NRC have been at times:

a) false = in FSAR statements regarding fill soils (table 2.5-14)

b) evasive - regarding geologic classification and seismic characteristics
of the region as separate from the Central Stable Region (responses to NEC
questions 261-362)

1) and reveal sn overall pattern of reluctance in compliance with NRC

qisstions and testing proceedurss regarding soil settlement problems

(responses to NRC 50-54f requests and the dugust 4, 1980 Army Corp of

Engineers Report)
which show that C.P.Co. isn't fully diwulging and attending to these

important safety issues.
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2, That C.P.Cc. is placing their own financisl and time schedule intrests

above their concern for safety issues involved with the soil settlement ¢

as dexonstrated by :

&) The new completion schedule pressure as a result of the Dcw steam contract
deadline

t) The pressure on NRC to reschedule the priority of their Cperator's License
review because of "emormous rescurces already invested by the HEC and C.P.
Co. " as outlimed at the July 29,1980 Micland meeting.

¢) The continustion of werk on Deisel Gemerator Buildipgz while urreselved
saefety issues existed

d) The acparant concern for expediemcy im the choice of remedial actlcns
s% nmoted iz R.B. Peck's comsultant statemernt £-10-7¢, and the rejecticn

of Opticn C Removal and Replacerment Flan

e) The admission that "the Midlard FSAR was submitted to the NRC at en earlier
foint in the project than would nave porzally cccured in order to provide
additiopal time for the operating license hearirgs due to tre forcasted

intervention," response to 3-21=7% £0=-34f request Q. 1)

4, That C.P.Co. has not implemented its Quality Assurazc: Frogra= in corpliance
with 10 CFR-S0C arpendix 3 rsgulations as was "rearc.ably assured® to occur in
the comclusions of the 1873 Show Cause Eearings on past J.A. deficiencies

as noted in:

a) DJesign and ccmstructicn devietlons axd inadezuacies in the use of razdom

£i11 under szafety related structures

8]

b) In “he compaction of these soils
¢) Iz the in imspectioz of a and © abeve

4) In the corrective sctions ta¥en (as these deficlent proceecures econtinued

-

rd official notificetion)

o

about 13 years bey
ard these repeated bresidowns in suality assurance threatexn zealth gnd safety

of tke pubdblie.
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S5, That the performed end proposed remedial actioms of CuP.Co, regarding
soil settlerent under safety related structures ¢o not meet health azd
safety standarde ip that:
Preloading in and around Deisel Genmerator Building
&) does ot change the compositiom of the izproper soils to meet the origical

i

PSAR specifications

o
L

does not preclude all future settlement of this or other safety related
structures or stability of cooling pond slopes where the same inadequate
zaterials and preceedures were used
¢) rmay Bave adversely affected surrounding soils

The termanent dewatering system

a] would change the water tatle soil,:nd seiszic characteristics of the whole
plant site from their origirelly approv-. speeifications as set forth in the
PSAR ard Cozstruction Permit -« specificatiorns on which the safety and
integrity of the operatinz p’ant were based

b) could sherten the safe shutdown time

¢) may cause additional settlement

5. That the additional information snd testing requested of C.P.Co. by the
SEC apd its consultant the Army Corp of Engireers August 4, 1580 is essential
for the staf? to perform its evaluation of health and safety intrests and

zust thersfore be responded to fully and complied with totally.

7. That the practice of employing Quality Assurance Staff and comstruction
engineers and workers from t..: sSame cozpany (Bechtel) represents a conflict of
intrest that has interfered with satisfactory performance regarding soil
gsettlement issues (10 CPR=20 Aprendix E) as demonstrated by the rattera of
quality comtrol deficiencies regarding fill scils from 1874 through 1278
(aorconforwarce reports ard Q.A. recuests referenced in Appendix A of the

Dec.5 187¢ Ordar of Modification)



Wherefore petitioner requeste that ske be permitted to centinue to
intervene in the proeeeding for thbe Order of Modifieation of Comstruetion

Permits. Deecs 6 1979,

Respectfully Submitted

Barbara Stamiris
5795 N. River
Freeland Kich. 48823

August 25, 1280
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