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CFFICE C™ SEoReTai
COCHETING & SERY
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 2 3375"
In the Matter of Docket Nos.
CPC Midland Plant 329-0L
Units 1 & 2 330-0L
BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD
STAMIRIS RESPONSE TO CPC 8/32@92 INTERROGATORIES
AND DOCc UMENT vegTs
9/18/82
CONTENTION 1: COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS
1b: Decommissioning costs
Qla. Midland's decommissioning estimate of $235 million in 1982 dollars repre-

sents $95 thousand/MW while Big Rock and Palisades $111 decommissioning esti-
mate in 1980 dollars is $159 thousand/MW (CPC dacommissioning pamphlet MP 6/81-
50M).

In Applicant/Staff exhibit 1 of MPSC Case U-6061?Fec;timates that $526
million will be needed to decommission Big Rock and Palisades at the end of
the'r full life expectancy. This represents about 200% of their original
construction costs. Yet Midland's decommissioning is represented as 7% of
its original construction costs.

If inflation allowances are taken into account in computing cost-savings
in the cost/benefit analysis to the public, they should be similarly considered
in computing actual decommissioning costs.

Based upon the 1973 Elk River decommi ssioning experience, even in comple=
tion year dollars, approximately 28% of original construction costs chould

be allowed for decommissioning (table 1 attached).
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The documents upon which I have based these statements are: 1980 news=
paper articles; CPC 1981 decommi ssioning pamphlet; MPSC case U-6150 9/15/80
testimony of Peter Skinner (table 1) ; and 6/11/79 petition for generic pro-

ceeding, p. 5 (attached per document request 3).

Qlb, ¢, d; 2 and 9
1 have no witnesses at this time for any of my contentions, I will

supplement these responses accordingly if I am able to secure any witnessas,

Q4 See response to la, to NRC interrogatory la; and Stamiris 8/24/82 plead-

ing.

CONTENTION 2: QA/QC INTERNAL REFORTING SYSTEMS
Q5 and le

The attached 8/26/82 and 9/7/82 newspaper accounts exemplify two instances
of job loss resulting from QA/QC reporting with Bechtel at Midland, I do
not know the addresses, dates of disciplinary action, or have information
beyond that given in the articles regarding suits by Ronald Certo and lLeo
Krashfeski regarding drilling of core holes into reinforcing bar contrary to
QC procedures.

1 am personally aware of two other individuals, former plant employees,
who assert they lost their iobs due to QA/QC reporting. According to their
wishes, 1 will not reveal their identity., I do not presently intend to call
them as witnesses, but should this situation change. 1 will promptly provide

the information sought in ' .'s interrogatory

Qé No other person participated in the preparation of the answers to these
i .terrogatories.
CONTENTION lc: DEFECTIVE BELTLINE WELD UNIT I
Qla The EFPY estimates for the Unit I reactor are inconsistant within the

SER (P5"1) C-j6 ). The life expectancy duration of Unit I depends on the



feasibility of post-operation thermal annealing which is an untried experimental
procedure (8/14/82 board memo, pR8 ). In-service surveillance of reactor

weld conditions as described in the SER ( p 5-19 ) can not provide adequate
safety assurances or life expectancy estimates accounting for the possibility

of sudden brittle fracture and Basedekas concerns (4.25.82 memo to Palladino),

Document Request 1
I have no documents beyond the aforementioned SER and hearing records
on the subject of the Unit I estimated lifespan. I have not personally esti-
mated the lifespan of Unit I, The only calculations I have performed in this
regard were an attempt (as explained at the August 13, 1982 prehearing con-
ference) to determine what the NRC Staff's underiying lifespan estimates

were for Units 1 and II.

CONTENTION 6: DEWATERING EFFECTS
Qla and Document Request 3
At this time I do not have any documentary support or background informa-
tion rvgarding my contention that permanent dewatering effects on ground water

relatio ships over a period of decades, has not been adequately assessed,

CONTENTION 8: INDEPENDENT DESIGN AWDIT
Qal and Document Request 3
Shortly after the August 12-14, 1962 prehearing conference, I obtained
a copy of the Houston Light and Power Co., South Texas Project, Docket Nos,
50=498, 50-499 "Order to Show Cause" regarding the i pendent audit sought
by the NRC order, Upon reviewing this document, it apbears that the requested
S uth Texas independent audit was directed more to the QA/QC program and imple=~

mentation than to an independent design and construction audit as sought by

my contention,




Document Request 2; b and ¢

At this time I do not have any exhibits or documents for the purpose

of cross examination of witnesses prepared.

Respectfully Submitted,

Barbara Stamiris
5795 North River Road
Freeland, MI 48623

cc., ASLB members
W. Paton, NRC
M, Miller, CPC
Secretary, NRC
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maese U-/50
Authority, Oect. 25, 1977), Order at 435. QR la

c. Decommissioning costs are the subject of widely varying estimates

as to the substantial sums of money involved.

(1) For totally dismantling 700 to 900 MW facilities, and in present

(

value terms, utility company estimates vary from $50 to $100 million;
for federal agencies the estimates are much lower, $35 to $50 million;
and still lower are the Atomic Industrial Forum's estimates of

$27 to $31 millionm. "Costs and Financing of Reactor Decommissioning:
Some Considerations,” Vincent L. Schwent, Staff, California Enargy

Commission in NUREG/CP-0003, Conference Proceedings for State

Workshops for Review of the NRC Decommissioning Policy, Sept. 18-30,

1978 at 294, Office of Standards Developumeat, Office of State Programs,

U.S. NRC (on file with the MPSC) .

Michigan utiliti:s have presented conflicting estimates of the

relative costs of decomeissioning.

(A) The Consumers Power Company projects deccunissioning/dismantling
costs for the Palisades and Big Rock facilities at more than

200% of the cost of the facilities, or $526 million in funds

collected. Stipulatiom between Staff and Consumers Power Company,
U-6041 (filed as Exhibit A/S=1). This represents a revenue
requirement of approximately S1 billion to be collected from
ratepayers over the remaining 20-30 year 1ife of the facilities,
approximately $460 million of which would be paid to the U.S.
Government in income taxes oOm the inc}eased revenues. The
Consumers Power Company has reported to the NRC that decommission=
v wuata for the Midland facility will equal only 5% of the plant

cupital cost.
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Worker files n-plant suit

By LORIE SHANE
Daily News siaff writer

A journeyman pipafitter emg loyed at
the Midland nuciear plant s suing
Bechicl Power Corp and his union
claiming he was denied work for 4 ime
in 1680 and 198) because he reported
wality control violatinns o Consumers
?’om-r (o and the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

In a complaint filed in Midignd County
Circutt Court on Aug 1 Ronald Corto of
Sanford alleges he was id by his
union's business egent that “'Bechtel
was'refuning to allow plaintiff (Corto) to
work at the site because he was a trouble
maker and had made complaints to
Consumers Power and/or the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission ™

he union is Local 85 of the United

Association of Journeymen and Ap-
prentices of the Plumbing and Pipe:
futing Industry of the United States and
Canao. . AFLCIO, based in Saginaw
The local and Bechiel are named as
defendants in the suit. Bechtel is the
primary contractor for Consumers at
the nuclear plant

Contacled at s home Tuesday, Corto
suid he has hoen advised by his sttorney
not o discuss the case, He is being
represented by Rod O'Farrell, of
O Furrell, Basoer & Smith, Suginaw,

OFARRELL SAID Wednesday his
chient 1s usking for damages in excess of
$10.000. but dechined to name a specific
figurs

A court date for the case has not been
st

Plant  spukesman  Norman  Saer
dochined comment on the suit Wed-
nosday, other than to supply information
about various buildings on the plant site
which are named in the suit.

He said he has not seen @ copy of the
complaint and that Consumers and
Bechiel would roply through the legal
system

Corto's compluint states that he was
working for Beehiel ut the nuclear plant
site in July 1979 when he was ordered by
supervisory personnel o drill “cor-
eholes " in the evaporator building

Corto und other pipelitiers  were
ordered w  drill the holes through
reinforcing bars located in the concre
walls of the building. the complaind
statos

Sauri said corcholes goenerally are
drilied in order to pul something into the
wall or for sampling or nspection
PUrposcs

Quality conirol procedures at that
time stated that if workers encountered

remnforcing bars during drilling, they |

were to eontact quality control personnel
o sew (f drilling should continue or if the
hole should be relocuted, according to
the complamt

CORT WAS awary of that procedure,
but “we s ordered to ignore the quality
control pohcy then in effect and was
further ordervd to dispose of the scrap
from the reinforcing bars immediately
w0 that the violations of quality control
policy would not be discovered.” the
complaint states

Corto completed the work as ordered
and. approximately one week later, was
ordered to drill holes through re
forcing hars in buildings located in the
tank farm area - again without
contacting quality control personnel,
according to the complaint

Corto apparently did not imm: fately
report the slleged violations

In mid-August of that yea., he

requested g transler from second shift wo
first shift. He was told he should resign
from the second shift position and report
for work on the first shift, which he did.
according Lo the complaint.

Corto later became involved in &
series of shift change . i which
he attempled 10 move a second
shift position o & first position He
reported 10 a first shift position twice,
but was not allowed 1 work either Ume,
according Lo the complaint.

Taking the case to union business
agent Robert Ducharme, he was given a
referral 1o begin work with Babcock &
Wilcox, another contracto: at the site

After ctarting work for Babcock &
Wilcox, he was told by Bechtel personnel
that he was still employed by that
corporation and that he would be fired
for not reporting 0 his former second
shift position.

RETURNING TO Ducharme, Corto's
complaint states he was twid he would
have to resign from Bechtel or else he
would not be eligible for re-hire with
Babcock & Wilcox Corto then resigned
from Bechielon Aug 28 1979

Following the shift disputes, Corto
reported the quality control violations to
the NRC representative on the site and
to Consumers, the staes

O Farrell cecmn] comment on why
Corto did not report the alieged qualit
control yiolations until after the shift
disputes

Both (he NRC and Consumers
investigated his claims. according to the
complaint, but the results of any
investigation are not discussed in the
document.

Saari dechined commas.  on  any
nvestigation done by Consumers

James Foster, with the NRC's Region
11 Office of Investigations. conlirmed
Wednesday that Corto discussed the
alleged vioiations with Ronald Cook, the
NRC's on-site inspector

Foster said his files show that
Consumers investigated Corto’s claims
and found that procedures were not
followed The foreman and super-
intendent “were admonished concerning
work requirements on this project.’”
according to Foster's records

Foster said the only butlding named in
his records is the evaporator building
Since that building s not safety related.
the NRC does not regulate it and

Consumers would nul be required 1o lie
@ report with the NRC an the malter
Foster said

Cook informed him of the procedure
violation sometime last year, Foster
sad

CORTO TOOK sick leave beginning
sometime i January 1980 and war
advised later that month that he had
been luid off After recovering. be tried
10 be re-hired at the plant "over a period
of many months and was continuous!y
advised by the local union that no work
was avai *ble,” the complaint states

He then was told by Ducharme that
Bechtel was refusing w aliow Corto to
work at the site because he was a
troublemgker and had made reports o
the NRC und Consumers, the complaint
states

It is not clear from the complant when
Corto's sick leave ended or when
Ducharme allegedly made the com-
ments about Bechtel O'Farrell declined
comment on that Wednesday

Corto returned to work for Bechie! at
the plant site sometime in May 1981 The
complaint does not discuss why he was
re-hired and O Farrell also refused
comment on that item

CORTO HAS “suffered and continu
to suffer loss of pay and other fring
benefits during the period for which e
was barred from re-hirc and has further
suffered and contizues 1o suffer great
personal anxiety. pain and suffering
loss of self esteem and fear for his
continued employment,” the complant
states

He s contending that Bechtel violated
the National Labor Relations Act and
that the union “did violate its duty of fair
representation’ by failing to inform him
why he was not being re-hired and by
failing to invoke grievance procedures
against Bechiel

Also, he is contending that both
Bechtel and the union “conspired
together to deprive plamtfl of his
employment,”” which “is conlrary to the
public policy of the Stute of Michigan
and that their actions violated state
common law

A spokeswoman in the Local 85 oflice
said Tuesday that Ducharme is out of
town and will not be back until Friday.
Ducharme manages the local's office,
she said
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The NRC found viclations, but
twok no action against Bechiel
because the bulld’ «g. which in-
cludes & set of heal exchangers
designed to produce steam for
Industria) use, doesnt house
safely systems that control the
nuciear plant. Saart said

Bechilel considered Krashiesk!
a lroublemaker and manufac
tured reasons to fire him, the

aid Corto, of Sanford flied a
companion sult 10 Midiand Coun-
ty Circutt Court Aug 3 That suit
has now boen (1 ansferred Lo fed-
eral court in Bay City

Corto had accepled reinstale-
ment and still works for Bechie!

The sults flied by Srashfeski
and Corto both ask unspecified

on the advice of his esttormey,

Hod O Farrell, of Saginaw,
Krashfeskl and two other

Bechiel

0 artil boles through reinforcing

bars In copcrele walls sl the

Evaporsior Bullding, sccording
o e sall



