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MEMORANDUM FOR: R. F, Warnick, Director, Enforcement and fnvcstigations

Staff
FROM: R. J. Cook, Senior Resident Inspector, Midland Site
SUBJECT: INDICATORS OF QUESTIONASLE LICENSEEZ PIAFIAMANSE - MIDLAND
SITE

As per our conversation of July 21, 1982, the following is a lis: cf those
items that various inspectors consider to be indicative of guesticratle
licensee performance:

l. One of the leading items is the over-inspection performed on elactrical
@C inspectors which was done in respecnse to NRC concerns identified in
the May 1981 team inspection. The licersee found wes:nesses in the
irspections performed by scme elecirizal Q° irspectors pertaining to not
ilentifying the mis-routing of cables., This iter culminated in an item
of noncompliance. The licensee did not exzand the overview activity to
a degree necessary for an accerzable resclution ts the identified weak-
ness - even after a meeting in RIII. This izem Zhas nct Seen rescives o
the sat sfaction of the NRC although our position has been clearly defined.
As a partial response to the team inspection concerm, the licensee sresented
the NRC with an audit report which woulé “emens:trate a respense to our cone
cern of guesticnable electrical QC inspections. However, the audit report
stated thdt it (the audit report) did not address the NRC concerns.

2. During the dialogue for the underpinning and remedial soils work, a large
amount of emphasis has been placed on the settling data for the strustures
invelved. During a meeting in H{ on March 10, 1982, the need for Q° reguire~-
ments on reme2ial scils instrumentation were explicitly delineated. EHowever,
one week later, the NRC inspectors found soils work instrutentation inmszal-
lation was started the day after the Marzh 10, 1982 meeting without a QC/QA
urorella; that the licensee's QA Auditor ani QA Engineering personnel were
not azprcached pertaining to the need for QA coverage for this soils settle-
ment Iinstrmeitation; that there were s:irong indications that the licensee
had mislead tne NRC in relating that the work was essentially comslete when
inceed it was no%; and presently, the licernsee managerent informs our inspec-
tor that items are ready for his review when in actuality they are neot. Our
conversaticns with licensee perscnnel - other thas management = confirm thats
the items are not rzady for review.
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Historic.lly, one of the NRC questions has been, "Who is running the

job = Bechtel or Consumers?” The following example would allow one to
Delieve it is Bechtel: As a part of the resclution to our findings in
the soils settlement instrumentation installation, the NRC insisted that
the licensee cenerate a Coordination/Installation Form to cover interface
between different evolutions of instrumentation installation. The licen-
see would call our inspector for his concurrance on the adeguacy of the
form - the inspector would approve Consume:s Power Cumgany's form, but
then would find out that Zechtel did not want to work to Consumer's form -
the form that was generated to resolve cegulatcry concerns. This event
has occurred twice and was considered as a dsviation éuring a more recent
irspection. The opinion of the staff is that .f Consurers generates a
form that will aid theu in not incurring regulatory difficulty, and which
has had NRC input, the licensee should demand that the cornsraszsor cormply
with these policies instead of the contracztor dictating =he rezulasory
environment under which they will work.

Deficiencies in material storage conditions has continually been a conczern
to the NRC and has resulted in items of noncompliance. To the insgectors,
the ability to maintain quality stcrage is indicative of how rigorous or
slizshod the constructor's attitude is towards construction. The licensee
has at:temted to entice the construstor to do better in maintaining the
material storage conditions, but still the licensee's auditors and the
NRC Lave negative findings in material storage conéditions and necasive
discussions with the contractor about the validity of the finding.

At periodic intervals, the support of cables, particularly in the control
room area, which are awaiting further routing or termination, has mes wizh
the disapproval of the NRC inspectors. These discrezancies alsc include
cables without covered ends being on the floor in wal% are2s that are ir

a partially installed status. This is also another indicater of slipshod

B ok . NN

werkzanship which has been brought to the constructor's at:ention at varcicus

times, but was last noted during a recent inspectien.

In the area of instrumentation impulse line installation and marking, the
licensee has nad serarability viclations which has reguired ramoval of all
inszalled impulse lines. Alsc, the NRZ, because of this an. significans
aiverse cperational conditions, insisczed that the installed impulse lines
be icentified. Although the licensee plans tz mark the impulse lines,
there was an incordinate amount cf resistance to marking the lines - even
thouch there had been instances ©f mis-mztsched cramnels because of iden~
tification confusion.
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*n example of reluctance in placing the responsibility for quality work=-
manship at the foreman and/or worker level has recently been identified.
nunximpuusmndmulmc&wdnmmwswnimnmﬂyhuu-
led and cbviously did not adhere to the installation procedures. The
licensee's attitude indicated this was not a valid finding because QC had

not inspected the item. The NRC inspectors treat this as indicative that
slipshod workzmanship .s tolerated in the hopes that QC will find the mistakes.

te in 1981, the licensee decided to move the QA Site Superintendent into
ancther pesition and cover this site function by sharing the site time be-
tween the QA Director and the QA Marnagcer. Afzer a January 1982 reeting with
the NRC at RIII, the licersee opted to fill the QA Superintendent spot with
another person. In the spring of the year, the NRC inspectors were following
up on weliding allesations and approached the QA Superinzendant. The QA
Superintendent was familiar with the alleged poor welding and had established
what the NRC inspectors determined to be a responsive plan tc reszlve the
Questionable QC welding inspections. At the Exit Interview, the QA Direstor
did not appear to back the QA Site Superintendent's proposed plan which had
tacit NRC approval. The NRC inspector classified in writing and with just
Cause that the Exit Interview was the most hostile exit interview he had
ever encountered.

During z recent inspection, it was noted by the NRC inspector that £ill dirt
was piled andé being covered with a mud mat at a nominal 1:1% horizentzal to
vertical slope when the specification called for a 1%:1 horizontal to verti-
cal slope. A constructor Field Engineer witnessed the wrong slocpe being
installed and justified and defended the slope after being informed of the
specification reguirement. This is another exa~ple of the construsser
Raving an attitude which precludes guality workmanship.

A different times, NRC inspectors have experienced difficulty in getting
information which is con*rnlled by the contractor, such as supporting cal-
culations and gualifying information to justify a given installation. A
recent example is: the NRC inspector informed the licensse and the contrac-
tor he wanted to see resumes of persons involved in the remedial scils weork.
There is an cblization to the NRC to supply a precise number of "gualified”
persons on the scils work. The inspector was informed he couléd net ge: these
recoris as they were persoral. The inspector ultimataly did get the inforsa-
tiorn after bringing it to the attention cf licensee upper managewent. How-
ever, this indicates an implied unwillingness of the constructer to share
information with the NRC and scmeiimes with the licensee.



ot

R. F. Wamick - July 23, 1982

1l1.

The licensee oftentimes does not demonstrate a “"heads uvp" approach to
their activities. The following are examples of the licensee operating
in an environment using tunnel vision - "blinders”.

a) During a recent KRC inspection, the inspector challenged the ability
to maintain the proper mix ratic on high pressure grout. This was
dene after the inspector noted that the cperator could neve: maintain
the proper mix ratio without continual manual contrel - which was not
available when the grout is applied. The licensee's azathetic atti-
tude éid not allow them to stop the grout application until the next
day when this beczame an issue at the exit interview.

B) At one point in time, the ccmpany doing drilling on site for the
renedial soils work cut into a safety related duct bank between the
diesel generator building and the service water building. The Consu~
mers Power Site Manager's Cffice (the production people) stopped work
because - frocm a quality standpoint conditions were so deplorable.

£¥14 HEowever, the Site Marager's Office did not have respensidility in this

l

axes - '-“\"4"_6—\_,7_21“" Project QA Department had this resporsibility and
did not inve eir authority to prevent the drilling work from get~-

L
.J)J'!;;Etl—’tinq out of control - or to bring it back inte control.

€) The NRC inspector recently witnessed the licensee setting up to drill
a well hole in safety related dir: using a technigue which was not
authorized. 1If the inspector had not brought this to the licersee's
attention, the licensee would have viclated an Order adiressing reme- !
dial soils work and alsc the Construction Permis. Wher the licensee
was queried as to the availability of the QC/ZA personnel whe would
prevent such activity from happening, the NRC inspec:ior was infcrmed
that this was (ancther;, misunderstanding.

The NRT inspectors have been infcrmed by our contasts on site that there
are memces written to the effect that "peripheral vision” should be cur-
tailed and communication with the NRZ stiffled. The NRC has not read
these memoes yet - but plans to in the near future, provided they really
exist ané infer what we have beer informeld.

The licensee seens to pcssess the urigue ability to search all factions
¥ the NRC until they have found one that is symzathetic to their point
©f view - dfrezardless of the irmgact on plant integrity. Some exarmples
of this are:

a) The NRC soils inspector informs the licensee that soils stabilizasion
grout comes under the { program. The licensee is not particularly
happy with this position., Unknocwn to the inspector, the licensee
argues his point with NRR to have the grout non-Q - using oniy those
arguments which support his (the llicensee's) position. The licensee
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b)

c)

d)

has the advantage of the NRC inspector's technical and regulatory
basis for supporting his (the inspector's) position, and therefore
aveids mention of this during :he discussions with NRR. However,
the licensee's QA program, which has already been approved by NRR,
states that all the remedial soils work is Q unless RIII approves a
relaxation o1 o case by case basis. It appears the licensee does
not wish to acknowledge the prior agreements with the NRC.

Since the failure of auxiliary feed<ater headers in BeW steam genera-
tors, discussions have transpired between the NRC inspectors and the
site perscnnel. These discussions have indicated that the licensee
was maintaining a conservative approach and were entertaining the
concer=s expressed by the NRC which were stimulated primarzily by gross
mistakes in attempting the modification at operating Bsw plants, The
licensee's corporate persconnel were anncyed that the NRC inspectors
would not give approval to start the modification until all the pre-
paratory work had been accomplished as this would tend to imgact the
schedule and the modification to the steam generators could beconme a
scheduling nuisance. The licensee corporate personnel contacted the
NRC inspectors involved tn ."reason with thez", Hcowever, the cocrpor-
ate perscnnel, (inclulding a representative from BgW) were unadble to
answver the concerns of the NRC inspectors but did mention that the NRR
Operational Project Manager indicated that it was al-ight to proceed
with the modification. The licensee corporate personnel could not
state what the position of the KRR Cons--uction Procject Manager was on
this issue - only that they had found some form of agproval from some-
one in the NRL, '

At times, when Immediate Action lecters or other forms of escalated
enforcement become imminent, the licensee attenmzts to "azpeal” their
case with individuals in the regional maragement whe are removed from
the particulars of the tentative enforcement action. The licensee at-
tempts to get these persons to agree to srecific porticns of the issue
which would indicate that the licensee is "reazlly not all that bad".
However, the “"real™ issuer as identified by the XNRC inspectors are
being masked,

During inspections of the remedial soils wsrk, the NRC inspector has
been inforued by the licensee that certain findings ané areas of inspec-
tion were not within the purview of his (the inspector's) inspection
program because they were in essence consicdered ncn-Q and that by virtue
of pricr agreement with the Regional Administrator were excluded from
enforcement action. However, the NRT inspectcrs would subseguently find
that there was no such agreemen: between the Regicnal Administrator and
the licensee - only a philoscphica’ discussicn as te what, in general
tesms, constituted an item of noncormpliance.
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The above indicators support the reputaticn the licensee has for being
argumentative. Their apparent inability to accept an NRC position with-
out diligently searching to find a "softened” pcsition results in nu-er-
ous hours of frustrated conversations between all pa:ties invelved to
resubstantiate (usually the original pesition) a pesiticn based on tech-
nical and regulatory pruiency.

The licensee has been classified Publicly by the NRC as being ar;y snta-
tive. The licensee continues to exhibit th's trend, as evidernced by the
following examples:

a) Essentially every item of noncomnj_asce receives ar argomentative
a:xvcr which addresses only the specificizy of ke i nn of nincon-
pPiliance and selectively aveiAds any conceps whish would suppors the
essence for the item of noncumpliance. For exz=ple = in the instance
of the improperly installed drop-in ancheor rentiosned above, it was
the fact that QC had not inspected the instsllaticn of the balt which
was important to the licensee. However, the real enforcement issus
was that compcnents were belng iugroperly installed.

B) The Cycle II SALP mrde critical evaluations of the licersee's perfoz-
ce in several .. eac. The licensee's response to this SALP repor:

was argumentative cver specific details and did not seex to acknow'-
edje that the consensus 5f opinicn of the NRC inspectiocn staff was
:ha: there were areas where the licensee's perfor-arce was weak. The
lizensee's aryumentative position is in the form of "we really are no:
all that bad"” when the recsris, findings ard observations of the NR™
inspectors support just the cpposite position.

€) The "Q-ness" of tire remedial s0ils work has continually been an arga-
xantative topic of discussion which ultimately resulted in a HQ meeeing
on March 10, 1982. At *his meezting, the "{-ness” of the remedial soils
work was specified and later documented with the meeting minutes. How
ever, the licensee did not wish to adbide by this pesition and a subse-
guent neeting was held in R:II to further clarify the NRC position.
Still, the topic of "C-nest"™ i, being argued by the licensee, esven thoush
the ASLE has issued a: Order further defining the "{-ness” of the soils
work. Iz might be noted that 2 hearing is in process over this ¢
issue and the NRC's position on “[-ress” 3as been expressed during
testinonies.

During a recent erisode, the licensee wan=ed to c:n:i:ut excavation of scils
in proximity to the Feedwatur Isclation Valve Pit (FIVP). Kowever, -he licen-
see wanted to per c:n this evelution without determ »“xng that the temporary
supports of the FIVF were adeguate. Making this determination weuld have an
inpact on scheduling, as stated by the licensee. Tha FIVP supports were
installed without 2z Q urbrella anéd subseg ent inspe~eises A.4 reveal several
discrecancies in the installation of the SUPPOTt stasture,
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15. During the limited remedial soils work which has transpired, the licensee
has managed to penetrate Q-electrical duct banks, a condenser header drain
line, an abandconed sewer line, a non-Q electrical duct bank and a 72-inch
circulating water line. All of these occurances have happened because of
a lack of control and attention to details. Whenever approached by the
KRC as to the adeguacy of review prior to attempting to drill, the NRC
receives responses which strongly suggest that the time was not taken to
perform these reviews - perhaps taking this time would impact on the
schedule.

l16. By virtue of an earlier ALAB Order, the licensee is reguires to perform
trend analyses for nonconforming conditions. These trend analyses have,
in the past, masked the cdata such that obvicus trands are not cbvicus and
has resulted in nezative findings by the NRC. This was adir-essed in cre
of the earlier SALP meetings. Recently, while perfcrring a review of
hanger welding data, the NRC inspector found that the statistizal data had
been diluted to the point that the nutber of unsatisfactory hangerss could
not be deterrined from the trend analyses or the tyse and dagree of non-
conforming conditicns which were being identified pertinent to the hanger
Sabrication.

17. The licensee continually would use the NRC staff as consultants and clas-
sifies a regjulatory and enforcement position as counter productive. This
is reflected by the licensee not wishing to perform Q-wcrk without cbtain-
ing NRC prior approval and then adéressing only those areas where the NRC
has voiced a resulatory toncern - provided it is convenient to the li:enscc.'
This attitule has particularly prevailed in the reredial scils issce and to
a lesser degree in the electrical installation areas. T:ae preferzed XNRC
inspector mode would be for the licensee to gererate his prograz to esta-
blish guality and then the NRC would approve or disasz-ove. Hswever, the
licensee reguires consultation with the NRC to establiszh his level of
guality rezuirements.

The above is not intended to be a complete list of all discrepancies which indi-
Cate guestionable licensee performance as this would reguire a mcre extensive
review of the records and inspection personnel involved than time permits. Also,
there has Seen no attespt to systermatically document the enforzement and unre-
soived items list as these are contained in other information sources. However,
the listing is rather comprehensive of the types of situations and attitudes which
prevail at the Midland Site as cbserved by the NRC inspector staff,

When considering the above listing of guestionatle licensee performance atiridutes,
the most cdamiing concept is the fact that the NRC inspection effort at Midland has
been purely reactive in nature for approximately the last vear, and that these

indicateors are vhat have been colserved in agrroximatzely the last six months., 1If
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these are the types of items that have become an NRC nuisance under a reactive
inspection program, one can only wonder at what would be disclosed under a
rigorous routine inspection and audit program.

R.
R.
'.

D.
c.
N.

L.

Srafer
Boyd
Gardner
Landsman
Burgess

Sincerely,

£/ ik

R. J. Cock
Senior Resident Insru.tor
Midland Site Resiient Office
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