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cumstances surrounding this event?

The situation involved the setting up of a reotary
drill rig to drill a temporary construction dewatering
well between the turbine and diesel generator buildings
(ME55). On Jun~ 11, 1982, Dr. Ross Landsman informed
the Company that the rotary method of drilling which we
planned to use for MES5 had not been approved by the
NRC. The Company halted rotary drilling until this
issue could be satisfactorily resolved.

Prior to the concern raised on the auxiliary
building construction wells, the Company had discussed
and submitted plans to the NRC outlining the locations
and a schematic for the proposed wells. Based on
discussions with NRR and the NRC review of the wells
for the service water structure which utilized the
rotary method, the Company believed that the NRC con-
curred with the rotary method for the auxiliary build-
ing wells. The discussion and agreement with the NRC
to install the additional auxiliary building dewatering
wells occurred on May 26, 1982.

Du;ing the May 26, 1982 call, the NRC expressed
concerns regarding fines monitoring for the auxiliary
building construction dewatering wells, and the Company
agreed to implement the monitoring criteria. Because

of the May 26, 1982 discussion, the Company believed
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that the requirement for NRC staif notification for the
installation of the wells had been fulfilled.

when the question concerning drilling technigues
was again raised in June, it was decided that NRR
should be contacted to determine if the rotary drilling
was authorized. Mr. Joe Xane of NRR was called to
discuss this matter. Mr. Kane stated that he ~xpected
these wells to be installed using the cable tool me*nod
used for permanent wells. I concluded from the call
however, that some confusion existed even on the NRC's
part as to what the real concerns were with regard to
well installation.

Based on the call with NRR and the need to resolve
the confusion surrounding this matter, a stop work
letter was issued on June 11, 1982 and work was stopped.
Wo drilling for ME55 had taken place by this time.

During a June 25, 1982 meeting with the NRC, the
Ccmpany verified and confirmed that the rotary drilling
method is acceptable for auxiliary building construc-

tion wells.

Why did the Company seek to continue excavation of
soils in proximity of the Feedwater Isolation Valve Pit
without determining whether the supports were adequate

as described in Mr. Kepp.er's October 29, 1982 testimony,
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Attachment B, paragraph 147?

Originally, the structural steel supports for the
Feedwater Isolation Valve Pit ("FIVP") were installed
and load tested non-Q. The original load test was
conducted to demonstrate that the steel support system
was capable of supporting the calculated weight of the
FIVP. The original load test was successfully com-
pleted by June 1981.

In June 1982 Consumers Power Company presented a
plan to the NRC which called for modifications to the
FIVP support system. The Company's reason for pro-
posing the modification was to provide increased mar-
gins of safety. In a letter from the Company to Harold
Dentcon dated June 18, 1982, an attachment entitled
"Supplemental Information on Feedwater Isolation Valve
Pits" described the construction restriction related to
excavation near the FIVP, i.e., the suppnrt system
adequacy would be verified priorsr to excavating under
the FIVP. It was the Company's position that the FIVP
support modification and the new proof locad only af-
fected excavation work under the FIVP. Therefore, the
Company believed that excavations which did not go
directly under the FIVP could begin prior to completion
of the FIVP support modifications.

The NRC inspection report (August 9, 1982) dis-
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