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Government Accountability Proiect
Institute for Policy Studies
ATTN: Ms. Billie P. Garde
Director
Citizens Clinic for
Acccuntable Government
1901 Que Street, NW
Washington, D. C. 20009

Dear Ms. Garde:

Thank you for your letters dated October 22, 1982 and November 11, 1982
addressed to Mr. Denton and me, conveying the Government Accountability
Project's views on quality assurance matters and the third party
assessment at the Midland Nuclear Power Station. We are considering
your comments and concerns.

There have been two public meetings on the independent review program,
one held October 25, 1982, and the second on November 5, 1982.

After the October 25 meeting Mr. Eisenhut and I informed Mr. James Cock

of Consumers Power Company by telephone that our preliminary thoughts

were that the following elements were necessary, but may not be sufficient,
to accomplish au adequate overall review of QA matters:

1. The third party design review, which focused on the
auxiliary feedwater system (proposed by TERA Corporation),
should be broadenea by including one or two additional
safety systems and that the revievs should encompass an
evaluation of the actual system installation (i.e.,
construction). In addition, consideration should be given
to perhaps expanding the program for confirming construction
quality.

5 The INPO and biennial QA audits are not an acceptable substitute
for the third party review. While these activities do have
merit, they do not fulfill the total needs we have identified.

3s Questions were raised concerning whether Management Analysis
Company was sufficiently independent to assume lead responsibility
for the independent review.

Regarding the ability of the Stome and Webster personnel to perform
the third party independent review of the remedial soils work, the final
decisjon will be made in the near future.
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The remainder of the independent review effort is still under

consideration. We intend to nold a public meeting, probably in .
Midland, regarding the independent review programs at the Midland
site, but the date has not yet been scheduled. -

You requested a series of documents in the November 11, 1982 letter.
None of these are in the NRC's possession, although they would be
available for our review at the plant site or corporate offices. You
may wish to request access to the documents from Consumers Power.

1 also understand from my staff that you have indicated to them that

the Goverument Accountability Project has additional affidavits concerning
construction activities at the Midland site. 1f you do have further
{nformation, I would hope that you would forward it to us promptly

so that we may include it in our investigation of the affidavits you
previously submitted. .

1 can assure you that the NRC shares your concern that any third party
at Midland be both independent and competent. We also must be careful
that we, the NRC, do not intrude into the review process ourselves and
thus compromise its independence. We will, however, provide sufficient
dirertion to assure the thoroughness and objectivity of the review.

Sincerely,
2 - } 4‘
Ea‘jF*/ﬁ}*ﬁfﬁfLL""

James G. kcppler
Regional Administrator



GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT

Institute for Policy Studies
1901 Que Street. N W.. Woshington. D C 20009 (202)234-9282

October 22, 1982 -

Mr. Harold K. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Division of Licensing

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Fr. J.G. Xeppler

Administrator, Region III

U.S. Nu.:lear Regulatory Commission
799 Roocsevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

RE: FMidland Nuclear Power Plant, Units I & II
-Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance
Program Implementation for Soils Remedial Work
-Consumers Power Company Midland Plant Independent Review
Program

his letter provides additional comments to the current negotiations
-etween the Nuclear Regulatory Commiszion ("NRC") and Consumers
Power Company ("CPCo") regarding two major areas of concern to loczl
citizens and our own staff:

l) soils remedial construction; and
2) 1Independent Review Program.

On behalf of those former employvees, local citizens and the Lone Tree
Council, the Government Accountability Project ("GAF") reviewed the
varicus proposals sudbmitted by the licensee ol an independent re-
view program as well as their description of the independent soils
assessment program. Our questions and comments about both progrars
are outlined below. We appreciate the opportunity to provide this
information.

Based on our review of the licensee proposals, we are asking the NRC
- to not approve the independent audit proposal in its present form.
Further, we request on behalf of the local residents that live and
work around the p._.ant that the details of the independent contract
be finalized in a series of public meetings--one in Jac':son, Michigan
(the corporate home of CPCo) and one in Midland, Michigan (the plant
site). Further, we ask that the public comment offered at these two
meetings, as well as this letter, be included in the aralysis of
CPCo's proposal.
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This request 1s consistent with Mr. Keppler's stated intention 2o
invite publié comment surroynding Midland's prcblems; and also in
line with Region III . policy surrounding the Zack controversy at
LaSalle, which allowed several public participzants to comhent ani
suggest improvements in the independent audit of the Heating, Ven-
tillating and Air Conditioning ("HVAC")equipment imposed. on Common-
wealth Edison by the NRC.

As you know, it i1s the position of our project that the only avenue
to restore public confidence in a nuclear power plant that has
suffered from extreme loss of credibility is to offer the public

the opportunity to participate in the decision-making process.

This 1s particularly applicable to the situation at the Midland :zlznt.

Clearly the utility and the regulators are aware of the substantizl
problems that have occurred in building the Midland plant. Indeed,
it 1s the history of these problems that have led to this meeting

in the first place. Yet, apparently there has been little desir

to tackle the real issue of corporate negligence in the construcsion
of this plant.

Backeground

The Government Accountability Project is a project of the Institute
for Policy Studies. It is a national public irterest organization
that assists individuals, often called "whistleblowers," who

expose waste, fraud or abuse in the federal workplace; or safety

and health hazards within communities throuzh GAP's Citizen's C.inic
for Accountable Government. As an organization dedicated to prc-
tecting individuals who have the courage to bring information
forward on behalf of their fellow citizens GAP has had a close work-
ing relation with various Congressional and Senatorial committees,
government agenclies and other public interest crganizations.

In recent years GAP has been approached by a growing number of

nuclear witnesses frci virious nuclear power plante under constriction.
In keeping with its oblectives the GAP Whistleblcwer Review Pznel

and the Citizens Clinic Review Panel have directed the s:aff to

pursue aggressively the complaints and problems that nuclear worsers
bring forward. Our first case involving a nuclear witness begzr

when we were approached by a Mr. Thomas Applegezte about serious
problems at the William H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station near Cirncinnati
Ohio. As you are aware Mr. Applegate's allegations and the subszzuent
investigations, reinvestigations, Congressional inguiries, and intense
public scrutiny have revealed the Mr. Applegate exrosed only ths

tip of the iceberg of problems. Zimmer was recently de.cribed in the
Cleveland Flain Dealer as "the worst nuclear construction projec: in
the midwest, possibly the country...." (October 3, 1982.)#%

“®This article also referred to the Midland Plant. Mr. John
Sinclair, an NRC inspector, responded to the guestion of whether there
are other "Zimmers" around the country by stating that Zimmer's :roblems
‘Were similar to those fcund at [Midland]."
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Following the GAP staff work at Zimmer we recelved a reguest from
the Lone Treé Councll of the Tri-City Michigan area to pursue worker
allegations of major problems at the Midland Nuclear Power Plant
-Midland, Michigan. Our preliminary investigation resulted in
g 1

-»: da s b g d with the Nuclear Regulatory Con ion
on June 29, 1982, Since then we have filed an additional Your
affidavits resvlting I'rom the HVAC quality assurance UIrE€akdown

revelations. We are also preparing an expanded affidavit of one

of our original witnesses, Mr. E. Earl Kent, of serious welding
construction problems at the Midland site. Other worker allegations-
ranging from security system breakdowns to worker safety problems
rLave come to our attention at an alarming rate.

The Citizens Clinic Review Panel a panel of seven respected
individuals, met recently to review the status of Clinic cases. It
was their unanimous recommendation to vegin a thorough and aggressive
probe of Midland's problems. W~ look forward to beginning that

probe shortly. Unfortunately our previous experience at Zimmer

and LaSalle has given us a godd .dea of what to look for and what

we will find.

I. OILS REMEDIAL WORK

—

The 1980/81 SALP Report, issued April 20, 1962 gave CPCo a Category 3
rating in scils and foundations.

A Category 3 rating, according to the SALP criteria states:

Beth NEC and licensee attention should be increased...
weaknesses are evident; licensee resources appear to be
strained or not effectively used such that minimally
satisfzczcry performance with respect to operational
safet)y cr construction 1s being achieved.

Ciearly this r
by the license
resulted in th
the SALP repor

ting, the lowest rating that can be given wes deserved
Although the soils settlement problems have

most serious construction problems that CPCo has faced,

t points out in its analysis:

D m

+ o

In spite of this attention, every inspectinn involving
regionzl based inspectors and addressing solls settle-
ment issues has resulted in at least one significant
item of non-compliance. (p. 9)

This trerd continues to the present date. As recently as May 20,
1982, Mr. R.B. Landsman the soils specialist of the Region III
Midland Special Team discovered significant differences between the
as-built condition of the plant in relation to the soils remedial work
and the approved April 30, 1982 ASLB order.
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1. _I'istory

S&W has beexn the chlef contractor and architect/engineer at eight
plants now operating, and for six plants presently under construce-
tion. 1In reviewinz numerous documents concerning two nuclear
plants now under construction at which Si¥ was, or still is, the
Project Manager and chief architeci/engineer, this investigation
has documented NiW's reputation for massive cost overruns at its
nuclear constructicn sites, major problers with Quality Control
ard contructiosn management, and significant design errors at a
number of these plants. The Shoreham plant on Long Island, N.Y.,
and the Nine Mile 2 plant near Syracuse, N.Y., are hoth infamous
nuclear boondoggles constructed by S&W.

a) Nine Mile 2

The Nine Mile 2 plant has been described as a "disaster arez."

Cost overruns have gone from an original 360 million to 3.7 billion
dollars, and the NRC has cited the plant for numerous violations.
According to an article in the Syracuse Post-Standard newspaper
(May 17, 1982), "Nearly everything that can go wrong with a major
construction project Las beset Nine Mile 2."

In 1980 Niagars Mohawk, the utility which is 1ilding the plant,
hired the firm of Black and Veatch Consulting Engineers to conduct
end "independent assessment" of the mznagement systems, cos*s, and
<ork acccmplished at the Nine Mile 2 plant. The final Project
Evaluztion Report (September 1980) wes extremely critical of
S&i's performance, describing their work as "poor," "lacking" and
"confused." The evaluation found 127 protlem areas at the plan:.
Below 1s a list of some of the problems SiW were explicitly cited
for:

* Failure to effectively implement the Quality Consirol PrOprET.
* Significant overruns against budget.

¥ 1Ineffective Project Management Reports.

¥ Inadequate mamagement control of engineering work.

¥ Engineering Management System was "never properly imple-
mented on the Unit 2 project."

® "Key components of good cost control are nct present.

* Inadequate "problem identification, impact analysis, and
descriptions of corrective action plans.”

& Failure to keep abreast of regulatory changes.
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* Drawings used for construction based on unapproved
documents.

* Inadequate construction pro-planning/constructability
review. 3

® 1Inaccuracies in the engineering and procurement htatus
which have aiminished user confidence in existing reports.

Many of the conditions cited in this audit have not been improved.
According to a May 17, 1982 inspection letter from the NRC, S&W
has failed to remedy these identified problems:

There 1s a significant problem in the timeliness of
corrective action resulting from S&W responses to Niagara
Mohawk audit findings. Determination of corrective action
to be taken is repeatedly delayed due to either belated
answers by S&W and/or inadeqguate responses by S&W. NMPC
Quality Assurance Management has been unable to correct
the problem.

On top of these problems, the NRC cited S&W, in the May 17, 1982
letter, for "significant" nonconformances with NRC regulations.
One major problem was found in S&W's philosophy on QC. Instead
of analvzing problems to find their causes, S&W would just put
the identificamistake into "technical acceptability." According
to the NAC, this caused a repetition of problems:

The lack of identification and correction of the root
cause of the nonconformence has led to numerous noncorn-

formances being written in a short period of time involving
the same functional area. . . .

The QC progran we cited for 1its lack of training and its
high personnel tu .

S&W also falled to rroperly oversee subcontractors at lline Mile

2. For example, over 300 bad welds were identified as de by crne
sub=-contractor. These faulty welds were discovered affer SaW
inspectors had certified that they met construction standards.

(Post-Standard, May 19, 1982.)

b) Shoreham

S&W was the Project Manager and chief architect/engineer at Shoreha-.
In September 1977 the Long Island Lighting Company ("LILCo"™), the
utility which is building the Shoreham plant, removed S&W as Projec:
Manager. Although initially denied, LILCo reports obtained by
intervenors in discovery, have documented LILCo's dissatisfaction
with SiW--dissatisfaction which led to their termination.
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reactor in event of a nuclear emergency, "settled" into the ground
&t a much higher rate than planned. In only si: years the pump-
house sunk more than 79% of the amount planned for its forty year
life expectency. This settlement caused "cracks in nearby walls
and forced accordion-like pleats to be added to nearby pipes."”
According to the Star, this soils problem could lead to the plant's
premature closing.

Other mechanical malfunctions have also bean reported at North
Anna. For example, a malfunction in a steam pump and turbine
contributed to a "negligible" overexposure of five plant workers
to radiation, and the release of contaminated gas. (Washington
Post, September 27, 1979.)

It is incredulous to us that the NRC could allow S&W, a construction
firm that has caused untolled amounts in cost overruns, shut-down
damaged plants and lengthy lists of NRC violations to be transformed
into an independent party, capable of enough internal reform to
gudit the work of the Bechtel construction of the iiidland plant.

Further, S&W committed a cerious design error in the vital cooling
system's pipe design. This error potentially rendered the pipes
exposed to failure in the event of even a2 minor earthquake, and
could have created a major nuclear accident. Upon discovery of the
error, the !NRC ordered all five plants temporarily closed for in-
vestigation and repair. (Excerpt from the Public Meeting Briefing
on Seismic Design Capability of Operating Reactors, NRC, June 28
157%.)

“hen the FC entered these rlants to inspect the plipes, the: found
additional rroblems. According to the NRC document Surry I, Bezver
Velley and FitzPatrick 2ll suffered from "signilicant differences
between original design and the 'as built' conditions...." For
example, Surry I had the following prodblems: "mislocated supports,
wrong suppert type, and different pipe geometry."

b) Other plants

k1l of the other operating nuclear plants investigated reported
numerous problems. For example, in 1981 a faulty weld at the
Beaver Valley plant caused a "minor leakage" of radiocactivity into
the local environment. Withir. one year after the iaine Yankee wvas
turned on in 1972, 58 "malfunctions" were reported, including leaks
in the cooling water systems. A review of the IIRC report--Licensed
Operating Reactors St2tus Report--of May 1982 revealed that all
S&W plants were operating at an operating history of below 80% of
the industry goal. Beaver Valley, for example, had a lifetime
operating history of only 30%.
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3. Stone & Webster Corporate Attitude

Our review of S&W's past attempts at constructing nuclear power
plants prevents us from being convinced of anything but a future
that 1s a dismal repeat of the past. ;

This fear was confirmed by an article written by the Chairman and
Chief Executive Office of Stcne and Webster, Mr. William T. Allen,

Jr. in the Public Utilities Fortnightly, May 13, 1982, entitled
"Much of the Anxiety about Nuclear Power Is Needless."

In this article Mr. Allen displays & critical disregard and dis-
respect for the regulatory system that this nation has manda*24
teo protect its citizens from the corporate instincts of profit
and survival. His dialogue begins by labeling the public as
apathetic about energy needs. He wishfully hypothesizes a 12%

boost of electrical demand for a single year when the economy
recovers.

Mr. Allen moves quickly to his conclusion that the energy needs of
the future can be met with only coal and nuclear power, but his
real point is made when he calls for the "necessary institutional
adjustments to revitalize the nuclear industry." Mr. Allen's view
of the revitalization is a chilling indication of his companies
committment to safety. This excerpt is most revezling:

[W]e are working, along with others in the industry, in
support of those zctivities which we hope will restore
nuclear power tc a2 state of robust health. In that con-
nection, cne specific effort w2 nzve undertaken within
Stone.k Webster is the consolidation and analysis of recent
data pertaining to the amoun*t of radiation which possibly
would be released to the envirconment in the event of

an accident in a nuclear power plant. , . . [2]ased on infor-
mation our people have assembled it now is becominz clear
to the sclentific ani engineering communities that cri-
terles established years ago, but still in use today, are
incredibly and needlessly conservative."

This gquoted paragraph captures Mr. Allen's observaticns although

he goes on to attempt to convince his "apathetic public” that the
three basic ccmponents in the source term (the guantity of radio-
activity postulated to be available for leakage from the reactor
containment into the environment) are needlessly conservative.

- The arguments into the size of a "safe dose cf radioiodine"
contradict all other literature we have reviewed on the subjecc.

Mes. Allen's attempts to allay the fears of the public about nuclear
power have only increased the fears that GAP has about its allegedly
independent audit of the soils work.

If Mr. Allen's corporation believe s tne regulations over nuclear
power are needlessly conservative, and he is not concerned with the
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levels of radiociodine, I find it difricult to believe he will
approach the Midland Auxillary Building with the attitude it will
take to produce any replica of a safe nuclear facility.

As 2 result of our investigation, and our #€ll_known suppért for
independent audits of nuclear construction projects, it 1s impossible
for GAP to accept the S&W review of the soils work under the Aux-
1llary"8uild1ng as anything more than another licensee "rubber

stamp.

B. Recommendations

It is the recommendation of the Government Accountability Project
that certain minimum requirements be used by the NRC in determining
the acceptatiiity of independent audit charters. Further we recon-
mend that the Midland public meeting (infra, at 15) include a
presentation of the charters, and the avalilability of the auditcrs
for public questioning into the understanding of thls contract
responsibility. These charters should include the following:

l) The independent contractor should be responsible directly
* to the NEC,Subnitting all interim and final produst sirlil-
taneously with CPCo.and tne hnal.

This is somewhat different from the proposal exrlained in
the CPCo letters, which suggests that all reports would
first be processed through the licensee.

) . Ihe 1nae§°ndent contractor should do a historical
ment of CrCo's prior work, including 2 {re PesC
the caucses Of the sSC..1s se-t.ement pre Tlen.

This sugzestion rrom the ACRS July 9, 1982 lﬁt:er, <s

3) The charter should ensure thazt, once hired, C
dismiss the 1ndeoendent contractor from the pre
prior notice to the NRC and a Kﬁf-sg;ns:red D
to justity the decision.

Further, the NRC should make it clear that the lictensing
conditions will not be met for MNidland I1f the WRC does

not approve of any such dismissal. Although CPCo is hiring
and paying several auditors, their credibility ir the eyes
of the public will be voided without a truly irndependent
accountability structure. Otherwise the entire excercise
is little better than an expensive pudblic relation: gimmicx.

4) The charter should reguire that each auditor, at least 5
alrea ay identified, sub-contract any services Tor which i-S
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interest points

i,

1982

letter, CPCoc references the conflict
presented in a February

- -
teer

from NRC Chairman Nunzio Pallidino to Representative John

ingell. These five points should apply to all employees
of the audit teams. It is insufficient for the company
to be free of conflicts of interest iAf the key fact finders
and decision-makers are not.
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It seems only reasonable that all auditors should
guatantee and demonstratethe absence of any conflicts
of interest on the organizational and individual levels.
Insignificant conflicts should be fully disclosed and
explained, subject to the NRC's approval. :

10) :The auditors must recommend corrective action, and then
control its implementation.

If the independent auditors are not allowed to develop
corrective actions the teams become a highly paid re-
search department for the licensee. The NRC must receive
the independent recommendiations of the auditor teams
prior to the finalizations of any licensee plan on any
system. Without this final and critical step there will
be no resolution of the key question--can Midland ever
operate safely?

II. CONSUNERS POWER COMPANY INTEGRATION OF THE SCILS QA AND Q4/
QC FUNCTIONS UNDER Th

t

DIRECTION OF MPQAD

This reorganization, putting CPCo in charge of the Quality Assur-
ance/Quality Control program raises serious guestions in our
analysis. First, CPCo has consistently disregarded the importance
ol Quality Assurance/Quality Control in the past. Nothing in their
historical performance or their recent past indicates that CPCo's
MPQAD has the type of seriocus commitiment to QA/2C that will
Frcduce meticulous attention tco detall. Further, the experience
that GAP's witnesses have had with MNZQAD have been far fronm
favorable. 1In fact, all of our witnesses (but one +ho resigned
after refusing to approve faulty eguipment) have tried in vain %o
get thelr in-house management tc do something sbout their allegs-
tions. All cf them were dismissed--the result of their efforts
to ensure a safe nuclear plant.

F¥r. Dean Darty, Mr. Terry Howard, Mrs. Sharon lMcrells, MNr. Mark
Cions &nd FKr. Charles Grant have attested to the failure of Zhe
KPQAD. f the Zack experience has demonstrated nothing else, it
has certainly left a clear warning to construction employees thzt
committing the truth is not a virtue at the Midland site.

GAP's previous experience with nuclear construction projects that
take total control of a QA program has firmly been negative. At .
Zimmer the switch from contractor to owner brought with it deliberate
coverups instead of corporate bungling. We believe that based on
CPCo's previous performance and attitude that it is unacceptable

for CPCo to offer their MPQAD to be the new answer to an old problen.

In a September 30, 1982 Midland Daily News article, Mr. Wayne
Shafer stated that the new move to put CPCo at the helm will give
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them "first hand knowledge" of the problems with the Midland plant.
Mr. Shafer has apparently mistaken Midland for Zimmer on a very
serious point. i

At Zimmer the owner, Cincinnrti GCas and Electric Company, -was fined
$200,000.00 in November 1981. They claimed that their main
failure was to supervise their contractor, Kaiser, in the con-
struction. At Midland there has never been a question of who is

in control of the construction decisions. CPCo has consistently
had some degree of involvemeunt--usually substantial--with the
history of probems on the site.

ITI. CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY HAS PROPOSED A SINGLE-POINT
ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEN TO ACCOMPLISH ALL WORK COVERED 5Y
ER '

Although none of the documentation defines what "single-point
accountability" is, there is some hint through other comments
from CPCo. In both the September 17, 1982 letter from Mr. Cook
to Messrs. Keppler and Denton and several local newspapers, there
is a specific reference to "good and dedicated" employees. Even
Robert Warnick, acting director of the Office of Special Cases,
stated in the September 30, 1982 Midland Daily News article,
"Consumers to Take Responsiblity for QC":

It'll only work if you've got good, strong people
doing the job. 1 guess the proof of the pudding
is in the performance.

We agree whole heartedly with !ir. Varnick. GAF has aluzys mein-

is to have strong, trustwortby individuals of high integrity.

As a project GAP has watched many "good, strong people" attempt

to do their jobs correctly, only to be sccrned, fined znd ostrz-
cized by corporations or bureaucracies that ignored their responsi-
bility to the public.

Ironically, perhaps the strongest, most credib®e good person GAT
has worked with recently was firec by Bechtel ané CFCo from the
Midland site--jir. E. Earl lent.

Mr. Kent's allecation's were among those submitted on June 29, 1682
to the NRC. After GAP submitted his allegations to the NRC , Mr.
Kent prepared his evidence and documentation for the anticipated
"visit by NRC investigators. Unfortunately the invest’gators never
arrived. In mid-August, at Mr. Kent's own expense, he went to

the Regional Office of the NRC to talk to the government officials
charged with investigating his allegations. He wanted to insure
thac¢ the investigators understood completely the detail and speci-
fically of his claims about the problems at Midland. Further he
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aggressive

investiga-

tion into the allegations he has been making for the past eighteen
months. His concerns over serious structural flaws at three nuclear
pP. ants remain as real.as when he risked--and lost--his career to
bring them to the attention of his industry supervisors.

Mr. Kent is by far one of the most credible and honest
with whom GAP has had the opportunity to work. Our

individuals
‘nvestigation




of his qual ations, profes
to the field of welding impre
and integrity. I urge either
to Mr. Kent 1f there is any doubt about the
is making, or about the sericusness of

problems that he has identified remain

experi
even
h of

1o

O e
() :

ot ot ot O
e Tl

b= o
1]

8
.
~

W

o

un“esc‘ved

Mr. Warnick's statement about the "proof ueing in the puddin:"
seems hopelessly blinded as to the experience of nuclear witnesses
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UPGRADED TRAINING ACTIVITES

A AND THE QUALITY
PROGRAN

e e TEAT™
IMPROVEMENT

The concepts incorporated into the proposals on

were largely positive steps forward.

upg

raded

GAP's analysis spe




approves cf the extensive training efforts--including the test
pit--to provide as much direct .raining for workers and quality
control personnel invdlved in tne massive work involved. Most
specifically GAP appreciates the efforts to increase communication

between "individual feedback."

We would like to have more specifi: information on the ‘mechanisms
within the Quality Improvewnt Program for feedback. Further, if
these steps are deemed appropriat: to the solls project it would
seem only reasonable to incorporate them throughout the construction
project. Our analysis of the QIP was limited by the lack of
information an®flook forward to recei ving more detall before the
final assessmenrt.

GAP recommends that the training session that covers Federal
Nuclear Regulations, the NRC Quality Programs in general and the
Remedial Soils Quality Plan be expanded significantly and that the
NRC review and comment on the training materials.

Further, that the NRC provide a summary of its intentions and
expectations ¢ workers-in soils remedial work as well as QA in
general

GAP alsc reguests that Mr. Keppler conduct a personal visit to the
site, similar tc¢ his visit to Zimmer, and talk to all the QA/QC
employees as soon as possible.

TMADTASEDT 1*AMAY LrTVI YT v‘vvvo \v—u’r‘
X ‘ ) bt - | 9y 1 BN

Finally we express reservations about the increased senior manage-
ment invclvement. While we recognize the intent of this commit-
ment, we are concerned with the lack of corporate character demon-
strated tc date. It appears qa*te clear to us that there has
been extensive senior maﬁare"ﬁ. level direct rarticirvnation to
date. That involvement has been less than complimentary to CrCo
in recent months the "argum euvauive attitude" of CPCo officials
have emerged in many forums:

- An August article in the Detrolt lNews, in which Fresident

John Seldy said he was tired of "subsidizing the public.”

f GA

g
"
O
'3

- The June and July public "red-baiting" >
on behalf of citizens and former workers.

- The recent d;stribution of a flyer accusing a Detroit
television station of "sensationalist and yellow journal-
ism."

The continuous attempts to influence and intimidate local
reporters, editors and newspapers to print only biased
accounts of the Midland story.
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Further, there was a marked lack of specific methodology and
information about the audit to be performed. AP staff was
particularly disappointed with the lack of specificity into the
work to be performed by the "experts." [This report read more
like a college term paper review than a technical review of a
crucial independent audit..

It confirms GAP's overall reservations about INPO audits as
building an effective wall between the public and the true nature
of the prodtlems on the site. Our reservations seems confirmed
with reference to establishing layers of informal reporting--
including an initial verbal report to the project--before the
actual acknowledgement of identified problems. (October 5, 1982
letter, p. 12.) .

The selecticn of the Tera Corporation to perform the Independent
Design Verification is more positive. (GAP was unadble to deter-
mine whether or not the Tera Corporation has been involved previously
with the Midland plant.) Tera's work experierce, as presented

in the October 5, 1982 letter, at the Vermon: Yznkee Nuclear

Power Plant has been determined to be both extremely thorough

and of high quality. The Yankee Plant is rated amony the best
operating nuclear power plants (those with the least problems)
according to the Nuclear Power Safety Report: 1831 (Public Citizen).
With the acknowledgement of previous reservaticns and recommenda-~
tions about independent audit work at Midland, we concur with the
selection of the Tera Corporation for the Independent Design
Verification.

The Octchber £ letter referred extensively tc the confirmation of
installed systems reflecting system design reguirements. GAP
hopes that, unlike other audits we have seen, the Tera Corporation
does no simply confirm the findings.

Additionally GAP reguests that the entire record of comments,
investigations and adiditional information will be provided to the
NRC, and also placed in the Public Documents Foom, as opposed

to CPCo's offer to "maintain" the "auditatle record.”

There was no reference to the percentage of the work that would

be audited by a field verification. This is critical to any type

of credible independent review of construction, particularly at

plants like Midland and Zimmer where every weld and cable is

suspect. e believe the percentage of field review should be estabished.

The discrepancies documented thoughout the review ("findings")
shculd be reported to the NRC simultaniously with the referral
to senior level review teams. There is little point to delaying
the referral of the findings == only delays the inevitable,
taking time that CPCo doesn't have.
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VII. CONCLUSION

: J

The evidence of noncompliances, improprieties, gquality assurance
breakdowns, misrepresentations, false statements, waste corporate
imprudence and massive construction failures repeatedly meets

the general NRC and Region III criteria for suspension of a
construction permit or the denial of an operating license. The
NRC's own assessment concludes that Midland's Quality Assurance
Program--the backbone of any safe nuclear construction--had generic
problems. Mpy. Keppler concluded ¢hat, next ¢ Zlamer, Midland

was the worst plant in his region. Last year William Dircks
classified it as one of the worst five plants in the country.

In recent months Midland has been the subject of repeated revelations
and accusations of construction flaws, coverups, and negligence.

The evidence already on the record is indicative of a significant
failure on the part of CPCo to demonstrate respect for the nuclear
power 1t hopes to generate, or the agency which regulates its
activities.

CPCo has taken repeated risks with its stockholders' investments,
its corporate credibility and its regulatory image. 1In each of
these risks it has lost. It is5 too much to expect citizens to

accept CPCo's arrogant disregard for the public's health and
salety.

GLP recognlizes the steps forward by ‘the Regiocnal office--establishing
a Speclal Section to monitor Midland's problems and the request
f¢r an independent audit. However, this must only be the beginning.

CCo has numerous problems to worry about, and it i1s clearly not in
their own best interest to put the strictest possible construction

on the regulations under which they have agre2d to build this nuclear
fecility. It is for just this reason that the nuclear industry is
rezulated -- but even regulation, fines, extensive public mistrust,

and corporate embarrasment have not humbled Consumers Fower Company.

If Midland is ever going to be a safe nuclear facllity, scmeone else

is going to have to put their professional credibility on the line.
This independent auditor, paid by CPCo, must be given strict guidelines
for accountability and responsibility in order to justify its hard line
recommendations.

GAP hopes that both the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation and the
Region III office of the NRC will glive serious consideration to GAP's
concerns and recommendations set forth above and implement a system
whereby there is a truly independent system of auditing the extensive

problems with the Midland plant.
Sincerely, f B
%_..QQAJ’ (I Aag G

Billie Pirner Garde
Director, Citizens Clinic for
Accountable Government



