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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION Il

785 ROOSEVELY ROAD
CLEN ELLYN, ILLINDIS 60137 -

AT
July 23, 1982
MEIMOFAAOOM FOR: K. F. Warnick, Directer, Enforcement and Investigations
Staff
FROM: R. J. Cook, Senior Resident Inspector, Midland Site
SUBJECT: INDYCATORS OF QUESTIONZBLE LICENSEE PERFOPNANCE - MIDIAND .

SITE

As per cur conversation of July 21, 1982, the following is a list of those
items that various inspectors consider to be indicative of guestiocrable

1.

licensee perforrmance:

One of the leading items is the over-inspection performed on electrical
QC inspectors which was done in response to NRC concerns identified in
¢ May 1981 teax inspection. The licersee found weaknesses in the
irzpections performed by scme electrical QT irnspectors pertaining to not
iferntifying the rmis-rovting of cables, This iter culminasted in an item
of noncompliance. The licensee dié not exzanéd the overview activity to

cree necessary for an accer:zble resolution tc the identifjed weak-
- ever zfter a rmeeting in RIII. This item has not been resclved to
faction of the NRC although our position has been clearly Gefined.

-
e

}s a partial response to the team inspection concern, the licensee presented
the NRC with an avdit report which would demonstrate a response to our con=-
cern of questicnatle electrical QC inspections. FKFowever, the auvdit report
st:ted that it (the avdit report) did not address the NRC concerns. -

During the @ialogue for the underpinning and remedial soils work, a large
amount of emzhasis has been placed on the settling &ata for the structures
invclved. During & meeting in HQ on March 10, 1982, the need for QT reguire- _
ments on 1emeZial soils instrumentation were explicitly delineatel. EHowever,
one week later, the NRC inspectors found scils work instrunmentation instal-
lation was started the day after the March 10, 1982 meeting without a QC/QA
u~-rella; that the licensee's QA Auvditor and QA Encineerinc personnel were
nc: azproached pertaining to the need for QA coveraze for this soils settle-
ment instrumentation; that there were strong indications that the licensee
hei rmisleaé tne KRC in relating that the work was essentially complete when
inZeed it was not; ané presently, the licensee ranasement informs our inspec-
Our

ter that items are ready for his review when in actuality they are not.
ccrnversaticns with licensee perscnnel - other than management - confirm that
the items are rot ready for review,
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Historically, one of the NRC guestions has been, "who is running the

job = Bechtel or Consumers?”™ The following exarple would allow one to
believe it is Bechtel: As a part of the resolution to our findings in
the soils settlement instrumentation installation, the KRC insisted that
the licensee generate a Coordiration/Installation Form to cover interface
between different evolutions of instrumentastion installation. The licen-
see would call our inspector for his concurrance on the adeguacy of the
form = the inspector would approve Consumers Fcwer Cormzany's form, but
then would find out that Bech:iel did not want to work to Consumer's forz -
the form that vas generated tc resolve regulaicry concerns, This event
Las cccurred twice and was considered as a deviation during & more recent
irspection. The opinion of the staff is that if Consurers cenerates a
forn that will aid them in not incurring regulatory éifficulty, ané which
L2s haé NRC input, the licensee should demané that the coniractor comply
with these policies instead of the contractor dictating the rezulatory
envirorooent under which they will work.

Deficiencies in na2terial storace conditions has continually been a conzern
to the NRC and has resulted in items of noncompliance. To the inspectors,
the ability to raintain guality stcrage is indicative of how rigorous or
slirshod the constructor's attitude is towards construction. The licersee
has attemteé to entice the constructor to do better in maintzining the
raterial storage conditions, but still the licensee's auvditors and the

KRC have negative findings in material storace ccnéitions anéd negative
@iscussions with the coniractor about the validity of the finding.

At periodic intervals, the support of cadles, rarticularly in the control
room area, which are awaiting furthers routing or termination, has met with
the disapproval of the NRC inspectors. These discrezancies also include
cables without covered ends being on the flocr in walk arezs that are in

s partially installed status. This is 2lsc another indicator of slipshod
workzanship which has been brought to the ccrnstructor's attention at various
times, but was last noted during a recent inspection.

In the area of instrumentation ir;.lse line installation and marking, the
licensee has had separability wviciations whick hes reguired removal of all
ins*:1leé impulse lines. 21so, the NRZ, because of this anZ significant
adverse operaticnal conditions, insisted that the installel irpulse lirnes
be identified. Although the licensee rlans tc mark the impulse lines,
there was an inordinate amount of resistance to marking the lines - even
thouch there had been instances ©f mis-natchel channels hecause of icen-
tification confusion.
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An example of reluctance in placing the responsibility for guality work-
manship at the foreman and/or worker level has recently been identified,

The NRC inspectors ncted that some drop-in anchors were improperly instale-
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 worknanship is tolerated in the hopes that QC will find the mistakes,

Late in 1981, the licensee decided to move the QA Site Superintendent into
another pesition and cuver this site function by sharing the site time be-
tween the QA Director and the QA Maracer, After a January 1982 reeting with
the NRC at RII1I, the licensee opted to fill the QA Superintencent spot with
another person. In the spring of the vear, the NRC inspectors were following
up on welding allezations and approached the QA Superintendsnt. The QA
Superintendent was familiar with the alleczed poor welding ané hadé establiched
what the NRC inspectors determined to be a responsive plan tc resolve the
guestionable QC welding inspections. At the Exit Intervie., the QA Director
éid not appear to back the QA Site Superintendent's proposed plan which had
tacit N«C apprcval. The NRC inspector classified in writing ané with just
cavse that the Exit Interview wzs the most hostile exit interview he had

ever encountered.

-

During a recent inspection, it was noted by the NRC inspector that fill dirt
was piled andé being covered with & mud nat at a nominal 1:1% horizontal to
vertical slope when the specification celled for a 1%:1 horizontal to verti-
cal slope. A constructor Field Engineer witnessed the wrong slcpe being
installed and justified and defencded the slope after being inforrmed of the
specification reguirement. This is another exanple of the constructor
Laving an attitude which precludes guality workmanship,

R éifferent times, NRC inspectors have experienced difficulty in cetzing
information which is controlled by the contractor, such 2s surporting cal-
culations and gualifying information to justify a given installation. A
recent example is: the NRC inspector informed the licensee and the contrac-
tor he vanted to see resumes of persons involved iiu the remedial soils work.
There is an odblication to the NRC to supply a precise nurder of "guezlified®
persons on the soils work. The inspector was informe? he could not get these
records as they were personal. The inspector ultimately did get the informa-
tion after brincing it to the attention of licensee upper manacenment. HOw=-
ever, this indicates an irmplied unwillin: ness of the constructor to share
information with the NRC and sometimes v “h the licensee.
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The licensee coftentines does not demonstrate a "heads up" approach to
their activities. The following are examples of the licensee operating
in an environ-ent using tunnel vision - "blinders®”.

a) During a recent NRC inszection, the inspector challenged the abjlity
tc mazintain the proper mix ratio on high pressure grout. This wvas
done after the inspector ncted that the operator could never maintain
the proper rix ratio without continual manual control - vhich was not
availadle when the ¢crout is applied. The licensee's arathetic atti-
tude céid not allow them to stop the grout 2pplication until the next
éay when this became an issue at the exit interview.

b) At cne pcint in time, the cocrsany deing drilling on site for the
remedial so0ils work cut into 2 szfety related duct tank between the
diesel cercerator building and the service water building. The Consu~-
mers Power Site Manacer's Otfice (the production peorle) stopped work
becauvse - from a guality stanédpoint conditions were so depiorable.
Eowever, the Site Maracer's Office did not have responsibility in this

rea - the Midlanéd Froject Department had this responsibilitv and
2 » \ - » >
did not irnvo eir aucthority to prevent the drilling work from get-

%‘l
}»‘4. B
Ei;:tt”flni out c¢f control - or to bring it back into contrel.

€) The NRC inspector recently witnecsed the licensee setting up to drill
a well hole in safety related dirt using 2 technicgue which was not
auvthorized. 1If the inspector haZ not brouzht this to the licersee's
attention, the 1! —ensee woulé have vioclated an Orcder adiressing reme-
dial scils work and alsc the Construction Permit., When the licensee
was cueries as to the availadility of the QC/QA personnel who would
prevent such activity from heppening, the NRC inspector was informed
that this wa2s (another) misunderstanding.

The NRZ inspectiors have teen infcried by our contacts on site that there
are memces writien to the effect that “"perigheral vision" should be cur-
tailed and comruanicetion with the NRC stiffled. The NRC has not read
these memses ve: - but plaas to in the near future, provided they really
exist anéd infer what we Lave been informed.

The licensee seems to pcesess the unigue ability to search all factions
of the NRC until they have founé one that is syrpathetic to their point
of view = irrezzrdless of the irmscact on plant intecrity. Some examples
of this are:

a) The NRC scils inszector informs the licensee that solls stabilization
grout ccres under the ( program. The licsnsee is not particularly
happy with this position. Unknown to the inspector, the licensee
argues hir pcint with KRR to have the crout non-Q - using only those
arcuments which support his (the licensee's) peosition. The licensee
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has the advantage of the NRC inspector's technical anéd regulatory
basis for supporting his (the inspector's) position, a:d therefore
aveids mention of this during the discussions with NPR. HKowever,
the licensee's QA program, which has already been approved by NRR,
states that all the remedial soils work is Q unless RIII apzroves a
relaxation on a case by case Lasis., It azppears the licensee does
not wish to acknowledge the prior agreements with the NRC.

b) FSince the failure of auxiliary fesZ.ater headers in BgW sieam genera-
tors, discussions have transpireé between the NRC inspectors and the
site perscnnel., These discussions have indicated that the licensee
was raintaining a conservative approach anéd were entertzining the
concerns expressed by the NRC which were stirulated prirmerily by cross
ristakes in attempting the modification at operatinc EéwW rlants, The
licensee's corporate personnel were anncyed that the NRC inspectors
would not give approval tec star: the modification until 2l] the pre-
paratory work had been accomplished as this would tend to irzact the
schedule and the modification to L.e steam generators could become a
scheduling nuisance. The licensee corporate personnel contacted the
NRC inspectors invelved to "rezson with thex"™. However, the zcrpor-
ate personnel, (including a representative from BEW) were unadble to
answer the concerns of the NRC inspectors but did mention that the NRR
Operational Project Manager indicated that it was alricht to proceed
with the modification. The licensee corporate perscnnel .could npt
state what the position of the KRR Coas:iruction Froject Marnager was on
this issue - only that they had founé some form of arrroval froc some=-
one in the NRC. i

s

c) At times, when Immediate Action letters or other forms of escalated
enforcement become imminent, the licensee atterzts to "2z-peal” their
case with individuals in the regicnal management who are removed from
the particulars of the tentative enfocrcement acticn., The licensee at-
terpts to get these persons to agree to specific porticns of the issue
which would indicate that the licensee is "really not all that tad",
However, the "real® issues, as identified by the NRC inspectors are
being masked,

d) During inspections of the remedial scils work, the KR inspector lLias
been informed by the licensee tl.-t certain findings &nd areas of inspec-
tion were not within the purview of his (the inspectcor's) inspection
program because they were imnm essence consicdereé non-{ ané that by virtue
of prior agreement with the Recional Administrator were excluded Ifrom
enforcement action. HKowever, the NRC inspectors woulé sutsezuently find
that there was no such acreement between the Recicnal Ad-inistrztor and
the licensee - only a philosophical éiscussion as to what, in general
terms, constituted an item of noncormpliance, 5
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The above indicators support the reputation the licensee has for being
argumentative. Their apparent inability to accept an NRC position with-
out diligently searching to find a "softened” position results in numer-
ous hours of frustrated conversations between all parties involved to
resubstantiate (usually the original position) a pcsition based on tech-
nical and regulatory pruiency.

13. The licensee has been clacssified pudblicly by the NRC as being argurenta-
tive. The licersee continues to exhibit this trend, as evicenced by the
following exarrles:

2) Ecssentially every item of noncompliance receives an argunentative
answer which addresses only the specificity of the item of noncoxe-
pliance and selectively avoids any concept which woulé susport the
ecsence for the iter of noncormpliance. For exz=ple - in the instance
of the imprcperly installed drop-in anchor rentioned above, it was
the fact that QOC had not inspected the installation of the bolt which
was important to the licensee. However, the real enforcement issue
was caat compconents were being improperly installed.

b) The Cycle II SALP pade critical evaluations of the licensee's perfor-
rance in several areas. The licensee's response to this SALP report
was argumentative over specific details and did not seem to acknowl-
edze that the consensus of opinion of the NRC inspection steff was
that there were areas where the licensee's performance was weak. The
licensee's argument2tive position is in the form of "we reazlly are not
all that bad” when the records, findings and observations of the NRC
irspectors support just the copposite pcsition. :

£) The "C-ness” of the remedial soils work has continually been an argu-
mentative topic of Aiscussion which ultimately resulted in a H] meeting
on March 10, 1962. At this meeting, the "({-ness"™ of the remedial scils
work was specified and later documented with the meeting minutes. Eow-
ever, the licensee did not wish to abide by this position and a subse-
guent meeting was held in RIII to further clarify the NRC position.
Still, the topic of "Q-ness” is being argued by the licensee, even though
the ASLE has issued an OrSer fu-ther defining the "Q-ness”™ of the soils
work. It might be noted that 2 hearing is in process over this soils
issue and the NRC's position on "Q-ress®™ has been exrressed during these

testimonies.

14. During a recent erisode, the licensee wanted to continue excavation of scils
in proximity to the Feel<azter Isolation Valve Pit (FIVP). However, the licen-
see wanted to perfcrm this evolution without determining that the termporary
supperts of the FIVP were adezuate. Making this cetermination would have an
incact on scheduling, 2s stated by the licensee. The FIVP supports were
installed without a Q urbrella and subsecuent inspections did reveal several
éiscrepancies in the installation of the support structure.
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15. During the limited remedial soils work which has transpired, the licensee
has rmanaged to penetrate Q-electrical duct banks, a condenser header drain
line, an adandoned sewer line, a non-Q electrical Juct bank and a 72-inch
circulating water line. All of these occurances have happened because of
a lack of control anéd attention to details. Whenever apprcached by the
NRC as to the acdeguacy of review prior to attempting to drill, the NRC
receives responses which strongly succest that the time was not taken to
perform these reviews - perhaps taking this time would irpact on the
schedule.

l1é. By virtue of an earlier P1AE Orcder, the licernsee is rezuired to perform
trend analyses for nonconferming conditions. %Trhese trend analyses have,
in the past, rasked the czta such that covious trends zre not cbvious and
has resulted in nezative findings by the NRZ. This was aciressed in one
of the earlier SALP meetings. Recently, while psrfcrming a review of
hancer weléing data, the NRT inspector found that the statistical cata had
been diluted to the point that the nuzber of unsatisfactory hangers could
not be deterrined from the trend analyses or the type and cesree of non-
conforring conditicne which were being identified pertinent to the hancer
fatrication.

17. The licensee continually would use the NRC staff as consultants and clas-
sifies a regulatory and enforcement position as counter productive. This
is reflected by the licensee not wishing to perform Q-work without cbtain-
ing NRC prior approval ané then adcressing only those areas where the NRC
has voiced a regulatory toncern = provifed it is converient to the licensee.
Tuis attitude has particularly prevailed in the reredial soils issuve and to
a lesser decree in the electrical installation areas, The preferred NKRC
inspector mode woulé be fcr the licensee to generate his progran to esta-
blish guality and then the NRC wouléd aprrove or disaprrove. FEowever, the
licensee reguires consultation with the NRC to estadblish his level of
guality rezuirements.

The above is not intended tc b~ a compiete list of all discrepancies which indi-
cate guestionable licensee perfcrmance as this would reguire a more extensive
review of the records ané inspection persornel involved than time perrmits. Also,
there Las been no atterpt to systematically document the enforcement ané unre-
solved items list as these are contained in other information sources. HKowever,

prevail at the Midland Site as observed by the NRT inspector staff,

vhen considering the above listing of gquesticrizble licensee perflormance attributes,
the most damning concept is the fact that the NRC inspection elfort at Micdliand has
been purely reactive in rature for apprexinetely the last year, and that these

indicators are what Lave been cbserved irn arrreximately the last six months, If



R. F. wWarnick

8 July 23, 1982

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 di.closed under a
rigorous routine inspection and avdit program.

D.
R.
R.
B.

D.

N.
B.
L.

Shafer
Boyd
Gardner
Landsman
Burgess

Sincerely,

£ ek

R. J. Cook
Eanior Resilent Inspector
Migdland Site Resident Office



