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ME10RANDUM FOR: The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board for
' '::

| the Midland Plant. Units 1 and 2
,

! FROM: Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing

j Divistan af Iicensing

SUSJECT: LATION TAG DURING REMEDIAL UNDERPINNING
,' CON 51aucIION (Board Hotification BN =83-70)

-
>

!

| In accordance with NRC procedures regarding Board Notifications, the enclosed
' =amorandum is being provided for your information as material and relevant

to quality. assurance issues before the Board in the CM-OL hearing. The
information concerns centinued construction activities on underpinning
pier KC-2 located beneath the north-east portion of the Turbine Building
despite the existence of,a nonconfor=ance report and hold tag. The NRC
is reviewing this matter with respect to the effectiveness of existing
procedures to control quality.

,

*D');r. ) .x - J.

i Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
' for Licensing

Division of Licensing

Enclosure:
' '

-
' -
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MIDLAND (ForB'Ns) -

'

.

Mr. J. W. Cock
Vice President

'

Consumers Power Company;

1945 West Parnall Road.

j Jackson, Michigan 49201

cc: Stewart H. Freeman James G. Keppler, Regional Administrator
Assistant Attorney General U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 1

State of Michigan Enviornmental Region III
Protection Division 799 Roosevelt Road

720 Law Building Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137
' Lansing, Michigan 48913

Mr. Ron Callen
: Mr. Roger W. Huston Michigan Public Service Commission ,

Suite 220 6545 Mercantile Way
7910 Woodmont Avenue P.O. Box 30221
Bethesda, Maryland 20814 Lansing, Michigan 48909

,

Mr. R. B. Borsus Mr. Paul Rau
-Nuclear Power Generation Division Midland Daily News
Babcock & Wilcox 124 Mcdonald Street
7910 Woodmont Avenue, Suite 220 Midland, Michigan 48640
Bethesda, Maryland 20014

Billie Pirner Garde
Mr. Don van Farrowe, Chief Director, Citizens Clinic<

Division of Radiological Health for Accountable Government
Department of Public Health Government Accountability Project.
P.O. Box 33035 Institute for Policy Studies.

Lansing, Michigan 48909 1901 Que Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20009

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission *

Resident Inspectors Office Commander, Naval Surface Weapons Center
: Route 7 ATTN: P. C. Huang
'

Midland, Michigan 48640 White Oak
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Mr. Paul A. Perry, Secrdtary
Consumers Power Company Mr. L. J. Auge, Manager
212 W. Michigan Avenue Facility Design Engineering
Jackson, Michigan 49201 Energy Technology Engineering Center

i P.O. Box 1449
i Mr. Walt Apley Canoga Park, California 91304,

I i c/o Mr. Max Clauwn .

| Battelle Pacific North West Labs (PNWL) Mr. Neil Gehring-

Battelle Blvd. U.S. Corps of Engineers e|

SIGMA IV Building NCEED - T
Richland, Washington 99352 7th Floor

477 Michigan Avenue
! Mr. I. Charak, Manager Detroit, Michigan 48226

NRC Assistance Project *

Argonne National Laboratory Geotechnical Engineers Inc.,

9700 South Cass Avenue ATTN: Dr. Steve J. Poulos
Argonne, Illinois 60439 1017 Main Street

Winchester, Massachusetts 01890 -
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DISTRIBUTION LIST FOR BOARD NOTIFICATION
-

r
.

Midland Units 182,
{ Docket Nos. 50-329/330 ACRS Members

C [ Charles Bechhoefer Esq. Dr. Robert C. Axtmann
__ ] Ms. Lynne 3ernabei Mr,Myer Bender
> James E. Brunner, Esq. Dr. Max W. Carbont

Dr. John H. Buck Mr. Jesse C. Ebersole.

Myron M. Cherry, P.C. Mr. Harold Etherington*

Dr. Frederick P. Ccwan Dr. William Kerr*

:
. T. J. Creswell Dr. Harold W. Lewis
i Steve J. Galder, P.E. Dr. J. Carson Marks

- Dr. Jerry Harbour Mr. William M. Mathis'

j Mr. Wayne Hearn Dr. Dade W. Moeller
'

i Mr. James R. Kates Dr. Milton S. Plesset
Frank J. Kelley, Esq. Mr. Jeremiah J. Rayi

7_
I Christine N. Kohl, Esq. Dr. David Okrent=
| Mr. Wendell H. Marshall Dr. Paul C. Shewmon-

? Michael I. Miller, Esq. Dr. Chester P. Siess', Thomas S. Moore Esq. Mr. David A. Ward
-

g
W Mr. Paul Rau'

; Ms. Mary Sinclair
- Ms. Barbara Stamiris
i Frederick C. Williams, Esq.

,

_ Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

> Atomic Safety and Licensing
.

,

5' Appeal Panel
. Docketing and Service Section
[ Document Management Branch
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MAY 1 3 G83'

MEMORANDUM FOR: D. C. Elsachut Director, Division of Licensing, NRR.

|
i FRON: R. F. Warnick, Director, Office of Special Cases

,

;

SUBJECT: RECOMMENDATION FOR NOTIFICATION OF LICENSING BOARD

j In accordance with present NRC procedures regarding Board Notifications,'

the following information is being provided as constituting new information
I relevant and material to the Midland OM/0L proceedings. This information
! deals with the licensee's May 9,1983 decision to stop Remedial Soils work

due to violations of applied Hold Tag requirements., .

i The pertinent facts that relate to the stop work are as follows:
i -

.i

! 1. On May 6, 1983, NPQAD issued a nonconformance report (NCR) to document'

; drift set deficiencies identified on previous Remedial Soils installa-

| tions. As a result of the NCR, Hold Tags were applied.
;

| 2. On May 7,1983, MPQAD issued an NCR to document drif t set deficiencies
identifiad during installation of pier KC-2 (East). As a result of .the
NCR,' Hold Tags were applied.

.

i 3. On May 9,1983, the licenses determined that work had continued on
i pier KC-2 (East) despite the presence of the Hold Tags. An additional

'
. NCR was issued to document the Hold Tag violations. At noon on May 9
i 1983, the Field Soils Organization (FSO) stopped Remedial Soils work
I activities due to the Hold Tag violations. Although a for=al Stop

Work Order vaa not issued, 53 workers were sent home.

4. At 8':00 a.m. on May 10, 1983, the licensee resumed Remedial Soils
work activities. The resumption of work was allowed after a resolution'

,

'of differences between MPQAD and FSO pertaining to the significance
of NCR's and Hold Tags. The NRC was informed of the Remedial Soils stop~

i vork by Stone and Webster (S&W) personnel during their meeting with the
Midland Resident Inspectors to discuss the monthly S&W report of

,

I - 3 Remedial Soils work activities.
| 1
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.

If you have any questions or desire further information regarding this
i matter, please call me.

,

c 1
6aatL'

.

p
R. F. Warnick. Director

' ' ! Office of Special Cases

| cc: A. B. Davis
' *

'
J. J. Harrison
R. N. Cardner
R. B. Landsman

i R. J. Cook
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/ % UNITED STATES
'

! % NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
h* . WASHINGTON. o. o. 200ES

*

; s-

N.,,.. NOV 191982

RECENEONOV 2 6 582Docket Mos: 50-329 OM, 0L .

and 50-330 OM, OL
;

i
.

Dr. Paul Shemon, Chairman |
Advisory Comittee on Reactor Safeguards
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Dr. Shemon:

| Subject: Report on Midland Design and Construction Problems,
; Their Disposition, and Overall Effectiveness of the
|

Effort to Assure Appropriate Quality4

,

i The ACRS Interim Report on Midland Plant. Units 1 and 2 dated June 8,1982, '

requested, in part, "a report which discusses design and construction problems,-
.,

' thei~r disposition, and the overall effectiveness of the effort to assure appro-
priate quality."

,

Supplement No. I to the Midland Safety Evaluation Report (SSER 1) replied that4

Region III would prepare such a report addressing construction problems for the
period from the beginning of construction through June 30, 1982. The enclosed
report responds to that reply. SSER 1 also indicates that a final report on
overall quality of plant construction will be issued for the remaining period
following completion of construction,

j In addition, the staff is currently reviewing the several programs proposed by
the applicant to independently verify design and construction of the Midland
Pl ant. The results of this review will be addressed in a future supplement to
the SER. .

Sincerely.

-

5 N 8.W wi ,

i _j Thomas M. Novak,' Assistant Director
t for Licensing

Division of Licensing

Enclosure:
As stated-i

| cc: See next page .
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MIDLAND *

Mr. J. W. Cook
Vice President Lee L. Bishop
Consuners Power Company Harmon & Weiss
1945 West Parnall Road 1725 I Street, N.W., Suite 506Jackson, Michigan 49201 -

Washington, D. C. 20006

cc: Michael 1. Miller Esq. Mr. Don van Farrowe, Chief
Ronald G. Zamarin, Esq. Division..of Radiological Health
Alan S. Farnell, Esq. Department of Public Health

-

Isham, Lincoln & Beale P.O. Box 33035
Three First National Plaza, Lansing, Michigan 48909 |

>

Sist floor
Chicago, Illinois 60602 Mr. Steve Gadler |

2120 Carter Avenue
James E. Brunner. Esq. St. Paul, Minnesota 55108
Consuners Power Company

j 212 West Michigan Avenue U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
! Jackson, Michigan 49201 Resident Inspectors Office

Route 7Ms. Mary Sinclair Midland, Michigan 48640'
5711 Summerset Drive'

Midland, Michigan 48640 Ms. Barbara Stamiris-

5795 N. River
Stewart H. Freeman Freeland, Michigan 48623Assistant Attorney General

.

State of Michigan Environmental Mr. Paul A. Perry, SecretaryProtection Division
720 Law Building Consuners Power Company

212 W. Michigan AvenueLansing Michigan 48913 Jackson, Michigan 49201

Mr. Wendell Marshall
Route 10

Mr. Walt Apley
c/o Mr. Max ClausenMidland, Michigar. 48640
Battelle Pacific North West Labs (PNWL)i
Batteile Blvd.*

j Mr. Roger W. Huston $1GMA IV Building
i Suite 220

7910 Woodmont Avenue
Richland, Washington 99352

Bethesda, Maryland 20814 Mr. I. Charak, Manager

Mr. R. B. Borsum
NRC Assistance Project
Argonne National Laboratory

Nuclear Power Generation Division 9700 South Cass AvenueBabcock & Wilcox Argonne, Illinois 60439
7910 Woodmont Avenue, Suite 220-

; . Bethesda, Maryland 20814 James G. Keppler, Regional Administrator*

Cherry & Flynn U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Region !!! . ,Suite 3700 799 Roosevelt Road

Three First National Plaza Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137 '

Chicago, Illinois 60602
Mr. Ron Callen

Mr. Paul Rau -

Michigan Public Service CommissionMidland Daily News 6545 Mercantile Way'
124 Mcdonald Street P.O. Box 30221j Midland, Michigan 48640 Lansing, Michigan 48909.
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Mr. J. W. Cook -2-
'

.

'
.

cc: Commander Naval Surface Weapons Center
ATTN: P. C. Huang

- White Oak ,

; Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 i
'

. '

Mr. L. J. Auge. Manager<

. Facility Design Engineering,

'

Energy Technology Engineering Center
P.O. Box 1449
Canoga Park, California 91304

i

; Mr. Neil Gehring
U.S. Corps of Engineers1

i NCEED - T
.; 7th Floor *

i j 477 Michigan Avenue
j Detroit, Michigan 48226
'

Charles Bechhoefer Esq.
'

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

.: Washington, D. C. 20555
.

.

: Dr. Frederick P. Cowan
Apt. 5-125
6125 N. Verde Trail
Boca Raton, Florida 33433

-

Jerry Harbour, Esq.
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

! U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
.

i
9

Washington, D. C. 20555 -

t *

Geotechnical Engineers. Inc.
ATTN: Dr. Steve J. Poulos'
1017 Main Street,

Winchester, Massachusetts 01890
..
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. Midland Nuclear Fover Plant. Units 1 and 2
'i

! Docket No. 50-329 .

j Docket No. 50-330 |.

4 . i
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! . REPCRT ON DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION PRCBLEMS FOR PERIOD FROM
. .

! START OF CCNSTRUCTION THROUGH JLNE 30,1982

,

.

!
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.
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i
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| Repert Requested by Advisory Com::ittee on Reactor Safeguards,
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I. Introduction
'

-

The following report prepared by the NRC, through its Region III
office, discusses Hidland construction problems, their disposition,
and the overall effectiveness of the Consumers Power Company's efforts
to ensure appropriate quality. The report was prepared at the request,

of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards and in response toi

commitments made in Supplement No. 1 of the Safety Evaluation Report.,

-

i The report covers the period starting with the beginning of construc-
[ t tion up to June 30, 1982. A final report will be issued on the above
:

|
subjects for the period from July 1, 1982 through the completion of
construction discussing the overall quality of plant construction.

:
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II. Summary and Conclusions of Overall Effectiveness
'.

. Since the start of construction, Midland has experienced some signifi-,
; cant problems resulting in enforcement action (enforcement statistics

are summarized in Table 1). To11owing the identification of each of
these problems, the licensee has taken action to correct the problems

>

;
and to upgrade the QA program and QA/QC staff. The most prominens j
action has been an overview program which has been steadily expanded I

-

+
to cover safety related activities. In spite of the corrective
actions taken, the licensee continues to experience prooAems in the
~Implimentation oz quality in cairtstructiva. - - -

f

Significant construction problems ide tified to date include: (1)
1973 - cadweld splicing deficiencies (Paragraph C.2); (2) 1976 - robar

!.
omissions (Paragraph F.3); (3) 1977 - bulge in the Un'it 2 Containment
Liner Plate (Paragraph G.3); (4) 1977 - tendon sheath location errors

} (Paragraph G.4); (5) 1978 - Diesel Generator Building settlement (Para-
i graph H.10); (6) 1980 - allegations pertaining to Zack Company heating, )

,

'

| ventilating, and air conditioning (KVAC) deficiencies (Persgraph J.7);
i(7) 1980 - reactor pressure vessel anchor stud failures (Paragraph J.8);:

I (8) 1981 - piping suspension systes installation deficiencies
(, Paragraph K.4); and (9) 1982 - electrical cable misinstallations'

(Paragraph L.2).
|

Consumers Power has on repeated occasions not reviewed problems to
sne cepth required for full and timely resolution. Examples are:
(1) rebar omissions (13/o); (4) tendon sheath location errors (1977);
(3) Diesel Generator Building settlement (1978); and (4) Zack Company
HVAC deficiencies (1980). In each of these cases the NRC, in i a
investigation, has determined that the probles was of greater
significance than first reported or that the problem was more generic

,

|
- than identified by Consumers Power Company.

4 ,

j
The Region III inspection staff believes problems have kept recurring at f

e

t Midland for the following reasons: (1) Overreliance on the architect--

sngineer, (2) failure to recognize and correct root causes (3) failure
|to recognize the significance of isolated events (4) failure to review ''

isolated events for their generic application, and (3) lack of an
aggressive quality assurance attitude. ,

l,'

- A history of the Midland design and construction problems and their
disposition, as identified and described in NRC inspection reports,
is contained in the following section (III). This history is for

; the period from the beginning of construction through June 30, 1982.
! I
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III. Design and Construction problems As Documented in NRC Inspection Reports

A. 19)0
1

Six inspection geports were issued in 1970. In July 1970,
construction activities authorized by the Midland Construction

I Permit Exemption commenced. A total of four items of noncom-
'

pliance were identified in 1970. These items are described.

below: *
,

i Tour items of nonconformance were identified in Inspection Report
i Nos. 50-329/70-06 and 30-330/70-06 concerning the installation of ,

'

'

concrete. The nonconformances regarded: (1) concrete placement
!activities violated ACI Code; (2) laboratory not performing tests
!

<

per PSAR; (3) sampling not per ASTM; and (4) QA/QC personnel did
|: not act on deviations when identified. Licensee corrective

', actions included: (1) Bechtel to provide a report attesting to
| ! the Auxiliary Building base slab where lack of consolidation was

'; apparent; (2) a commitment to perform tests at frequencies
: specified in the PSAR; and (3) a commitment to train workers and
j

the inspection staff. This matter was discussed during the
Construction Permit Hearings and is considered closed.

i -

'

3. 1971-1972

) Three inspections were conducted during this period. No items
of noncompliance were identified. Midland construction activities
were suspended pending the pre-construction permit hearings.,

|
4 On December 13, 1972, the Midland Construction Permit was issued.

C. 1973

Eleven inspection reports were issued in 1973 of which two per- '
.

tained to special management meetings, two to vendor inspections,
,

!; one to an audit of the architect engineer, and six to onsite
inspections. A total of six items of noncompliance were

; identified during 1973. One significant construction problem was
i

identified involving deficiencies in cadweld splicing of rebar!

(see Paragraph 2). These items / problems are described below:
*

1. Noncompliances involving two separate Appendix 3 criteria
i I with five different examples were identified during a
> .

special audit of the architect engineer.'s Quality Assurance
Prorras. The noncompliances were documented in Inspection
Report Nos. 50-329/73-08 and 50-330/73-08. The items of ,

noncompliance regarded: (1) inadequate requirements for
quality record retention; (2) inadequate drawing control;
(3) inadequate procedures; and (4) unapproved specifications

| used for vendor control. Licensee corrective actions,

1 included: (1) revision of Bechtel Nuclear Quality Assurance
t .

| t
-

Manual; (2) revision of Midland Internal Procedures Manual;
| (3) personnel instructed to audit the status of the drawing

stick files weekly; (4) project administrator assigned the
,

.

| 3
! -

!

i

I !

! 3
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: responsibility for maintenance of master stick file; and i

'. (5) project engineer and staff to perform monthly surveillance
| of project record file. Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/74-03

and 50-330/74-03 concluded that appropriate corrective actions,

; had been taken by the licenses relative to the identified
! - < violations.

|
! 2. One significant construction problem was idencified during.

i | 1973. It involved cadweld splicing deficiencies and resulted
,

| in the issuance of a Show Cause Order. Details are as follows: !

|
t

, A routine inspection, conducted on November 6-8, 1973, e

identified eleven examples of four noncompliance items '

|
'

were documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/73-10 and
relative to rebar cadwelding operations. The noncompliances,'

30-330/73-10. These items were' summarized as: (1) untrained
cadweld inspectors; (2) rejectable cadwelds accepted by QC
inspectors; (3) records inadequate to establish cadwelds met4

requirements; and (4) inadequate procedures.
i

As a result, the Ifconsee stopped work on cadweld
operations on November 9, 1973, which in turn stopped

i
. , ,

! i rebar installation and concrete placement work. The
; licensee agreed not to resume work until the NRC reviewed.

4 and accepted their corrective action. A Show Cause Order
was issued on December 3, 1973, formally suspending cad-,

; welding operations. On December 6-7, 1973 Region III and
: Headquarters personnel conducted a special inspection and
i determined that construction activities could be resumed in
! a renner consistent with quality criteria. Licensee correc-1

'

tive actiens included: (1) the revision of the Rechtel
specification to reflect requalification requirements; (2)i i

'

j development of instructions requiring that work specifications
' be reviewed prior to Class 1 work; (3) the establishment of
i I provisions for Consumers Power QA review of work procedures;
I .: and (4) the establishment of procedures for the audit of
'

Class 1 work.

The Show Cause Order was modified on Decemb.or 17, 1973
7 allowing resumption of cadwelding operations based on
! inspection results. The licensee answered the Show Cause-

Order on December 29. 1973 committing to revise and improve,

; the QA manuals and procedures and aske QA/QC personnel changes.
p .

~ .,,. Ler 25, 1974, the Nearing Board found that tts
licensee was implementing its QA program in compliance with'
regulations and that construction should not be stopped.

D. 1974 -

.

Eleven inspection reports were issued in 1974 of which one
! pertained to a vendor inspection, one to an inspection at the
i licensee's corporate offices, and nine to onsite inspections.

Three items of noncompliance were identified during 1974
These itees are described below:

', 4.
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| 1. One noncompliance was identified in Inspection Report -
i

No. 50-329/74-01 and 50-330/74-01 concerning the use of.
, *
i unapproved procedures during the preparation of containment
| building liner plates for erection. Licensee corrective
'

actions included: (1) intensive review of liner plate -

records for accuracy; (2) issuance of nonconformance report;
(3) requirement imposed that unapproved copies of procedures
transmitted to the site be marked " advance copy;" and.

;

! (4) identification of procedure approval status. The
I licensee's actions in regards to this satter were reviewed

and the noncompliance closed by the NRC as documented in
Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/74-01 and 50-330/74-01.

;

2. One noncompliance was identified in Inspection Report
! Nos. 50-329/74-04 and 50-330/74-04, concerning the use of a
I weld method which was not part of the applicable weld pro-

cedure. I.icensee corrective actions included: (1) issuance
i of a nonconformance report; (2) repair of subject welds;
} (3) reinstruction of welders; and (4) increased surveillance

of containment liner plate field fabrications. The, licensee's actions in regards to this satser were reviewed
and the noncompliance closed by the NRC as documented in
Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/74-04 and 50-330/74-04*

3. One noncompliance was identified in Inspection Report.

Nos. 50-329/74-11 and 50-330/74-11 concerning the failure'

of QC inspections to identify nonconforming rebar spacing.
This violation is discussed further in the 1976 section of
this report, Paragraph T.S.

E. 1975

'

Seven inspection reports were issued la 1975 of which one
i pertained to a meeting in Region III, one to an inspection at

the licensee's corporate offices, and five to onsite inspection.'

t

| No noncompliances were identified in 1975, however, the licensee
in .'! arch and August of 1975 identified additional robar deviations
and omissions. This matter is further discussed in the 1976
section of this report, Paragraph F.5.

.

.F. 1976
,

Nine inspection reports were issued in 1976 pertaining to nine
- onsite inspections. A total of seventeen items of noncompliance

were identified during 1976. One significant construction probles
was identified involving robar omissions / placement errors and the
issuance of a Headquarters Fotice of violation (see Paragraph 5). I
These items / problems are described below:

i
~

.

*
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1. Three itees of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
* ' Report Nos. 50-329/76-01 and 50-330/76-01. These itees-

regarded (1) inadequate concrete oven toeperature-

,,; controls; (2) no sessures to control nonconforming aggre-
gate; and (3) failure to dispose of nonconforming aggregate j,

| as required. Licensee corrective actions included: -

j (1) implementing a requirement for the reverification ofe

; oven temperature controls every three months; (2) removal.

| of nonconforming aggregate from the batch plant area;
(3) modification of subcontractor's QA manual; sad
(4) training of subcontractor's personnel to the revised
QA manual. The corrective actions implemented by the
licensee in regards to these noncompliances were subse-
quently reviewed and the items closed by the NRC as

j documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/76-02 and
: 30-330/76-02.
1

2. Two itses of noncompliance were identified in Inspection *
;

j Report Nos. 50-329/76-02 and 50-330/76-02. These items
? regarded: (1) the Vice President of T.ngineering Inspection
i did not audit test reports as required; and (2) corrective

actions required by audit findings had not been performed.<
.

Corrective actions taken by the licensee included revising
the U.S. Testing QA manual. The licensee's corrective
actions taken in regards to these satters wete subseg w atly -

reviewed and the items closed by the NRC as documented in
Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/76-08 and 50-330/76-08.

!

3. Three items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
Report Nos. 50-329/76-04 and 50-330/76-08. These items

i + regarded (1) inadequate classification, review, and
! j approval of field engineering procedures and instructions;

(2) inadequate documentation of concrete form workt
,

! deficiencies; and (3) inadequate control of site storage
| of post tension embedsents. Licensee corrective actions

included (1) revision of the 3echsel Nuclear QA manual;
(2) revision of 3echtel field procedure for " Initiating
and Processing Tield Procedures and Instructions;"
(3) initiation of Bechtel Discrepancy Report; (4) training
sessions for Bechtel QC; and (3) revision of storage
inspection procedures. The licensee's corrective actions-

in regards to these itees were subsequently reviewed and
the itees closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection8

| Report Nos. 50-329/77-01 and 50-330/77-01.

4. Two items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection,

Report Nos. 50-329/76-09 and 50-330/76 09. These items
regarded: (1) noncompliance report not written to identify
broken reinforcing steel; and (2) hold down studs for the
reactor vessel skirt were not protected. Licensee corrective

'

actions included: (1) inspection of all rebar. dowels; (2)
initiation of new field procedure; and (3) initiation of new

'

.,

| 6,
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procedure for inspecting reactor vessel and steam generator2
.

!

anchor bolts. The licensee's corrective actions in regards
. -

to these itses were subsequently reviewed and the items
closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Report

! Nos. 30-329/77-01 and 30-330/77-01. ,
-

5 -

3. Cae significant construction probleg was identified during
1976. It involved rebar emissions / placement errors and the.

4 issuance of a Headquarters Notice of Violation. Details are
: , as follows:
I

i.

: During an NRC inspection conducted in December 1974 the'

licensee informed the inspector that an audit had identified3

j | robar spacing problems in the Unit 2 containeest. The
i failure of QC inspectors to identify the acaconforming robar
{ spacing was identified la the 1974 NRC inspection report as

an item of noncompliance. (See the 1974 section of this. .

i report Paragraph D.3.) This matter was subsequently .
; reported by the licensee as required by 10 CTR 30.33(e)..

i ;
J l

,

Additional reber deviations and emissions were identified '

i in March and August 1975 and in April, May and June 1974.
-

Five items of noncompliance regarding reinforcement steel '
: deficiencies were identified in Inspecties Report

s

j Nos. 30-329/76 04 and 30 330/74-04. These items regarded:
(1) ne documented instructions for the drilling and place-
ment of reinforcement steel dowelag (2) nonconfereasse

f
reports concerning reinforcement steel deficiencies were
not adequately . valuated; (3) inadequate inspections of

j reinforcement steel; (4) inadequate evaluations of a,

q nonconformance report probles relative to 10 CTR 30.33(e)!' .

reportability requiressats; and (3) results of reviews,
; ; interie inspections, and moniscring of reinforcement steel
! installations were met documented.l

.

'

'

The licensee's response, dated June 18, 1974, listed 21
; separate items (commitments) for serressive estians. A
j June 24, 1976 letter free the licensee provided a plas
!

j of action schedule for implementing the 21 items. The,

licensee suspended concrete placement work until the items,

j i
addressed in the licensee's June 24 letter were resolved er'

j implemented. This caseitsent was desumented in a Regies III'
1,

' I : ediate Action I,etter (IA1,) to the licensee, dated June 23,
! 1976.
i ,.

*

Rober installetten and senerete placenest activities were;

'

resneed in early July.,1976 following satistastery semplettee
of the corressive actions and verificaties by Region III as;
documented in Inspection Report Nee. 30-329/74-05 and *'

30 330/74-03.
? |

.
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A subsequent inspection to followup on reinforcing steel
* placement probless identified two noncompliances. These.

noncompliances are documented in Inspection Report
| Nos. 30-329/76-07 and 30-330/76-07. The noncompliances

. regarded: (1) failure to follow procedures; and (2) la-
i : adequate 3echtel inspections of robar installatiosa. The

' inspection report documents licensee corrective actions
which included: (1) removal of cognizant field engineer, .

and lead Civil engineer from the project; (2) removal of4

'
i lead Civil Quality Control engineer from the project; (3)
| reprimand of cognizant inspector; (4) additional training
| given to cognizant foresen, field engir.eers, superintendants

and Quality Control inspectors; and (3) assignment ofi

, additional field engineers and Quality Control engineers.
; The licensee's actions in regard to these items were

reviewed and the items closed by the NRC as documented in
; ! Inspection Report Nos. 30-329/76-07 and 30-330/76-07.

#

f As a result of the rebar omissions and placement errors, a
Headquarters Notice of Violation was issued on August 13,
1976.'

4

: Additional actions taken by the licensee included the'
i establishment of an overview inspection progree to provide

100*. reinspection of embedeents by the licenses following,

acceptance by the contractor Quality Control personnel.
1 Additional actions taken by the contractor included (1) per-

sonnel changes and retraining of personnel; (2) preparation of
a technical evaluation for the acceptability of each identified
construction deficiency; and (3) improvement in the QA/QC.

; program coverage of civil work.
i

i G. 1977

| Twelve inspections pertaining to Unit 1 and fifteen inspections
pertaining to Unit 2 were conducted in 1977. Ten itses of non-
compliance were identified during 1977. Two significant
construction problems were identifed involving a bulge in the
Unit 2 containment liner plate (see paragraph 3) and errors in
the placement of tendon sheathings (see paragraph 4). These.

itees/probless are described below: ,

1. Tive examples of noncompliance with Criterion V of
10 CTR 30 Appendix 3, were identified in Inspection

',Report Nos. 30-329/77-05 and 30-330/77-04. The examples
of noncompliance regarded: (1) inadequate clearance between,

concrete well and pipe, support plates; (2) assembly of pipe
| supports using handwritten drawing changes; (3) inadequate

preparation and issue of audit reports; (4) inadeguate review
of nonconformance reports and audit findings for trends; and -

(3) inadequate tagging of defective measuring equipment.

| I,1censee corrective actions included: (1) clarification of

I
*

I 3.

.

*
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: design d a ceptance criteria contained in pertinent

." ., specifications; (2) modification and review of Quality Cor. trol
Instructions; (3) issuance of two field procedures relative to
field modifications of piping hanger drawings; (4) staffing ofi -

~
additional QA personnel at the site; (5) closer management;

- attentisa; and (6) additional training in the area of tagging.' ,,

The Ifcasses actions in regard to these items were subsequently
'

1 reviewed and the items closed by the.NRC as documented in-.

| ' ['' Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/77-03, 50-330/77-11, 50-329/73-01
'

,
- and 50-330/78-01.,

1
+* 2. Three 4tems of noncompliance were ' identified in Inspection

'

'
Report Jos. 50-329/77-09 and 50-330/77-12. The items re-
garded: (1) failure to follow audit procedures; (2) failure

! to qualify stud welding procedures; and (3) inadequate
}

. welding inspection criteria. Licensee corrective actions4

t 1 included: (1) administrative instruction issued to require,

! the audit manager to obtain a semi-monthly audit findings'
, s

| f' sistlis . report from the project manager; (2) administrative
instruction issued for the close out and followup of, ,

i internal corrective action requests; (3) revision of
;

;
' Quality Control Instruction; (4) special inspections and,

audit; and (5) prescribing specific acceptance criteria.'
. The licensee's actions in regard to these items vers'sub-

sequently reviewed and the items closed by the NRC as
documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/78-01,
50-330/78-01, 50-329/78-05, and 50-330/78,-05.

'

3. A significant construction problem involving a bulge in
the Unit 2 containment liner plate was identified in 1977.
Details of the liner plate bulge follow:

'

l The initial identification by the licensee of a bulge in
the Unit 2 liner plate occurred on yebruary 26, 1977. The
liner plate bulge occurred between column line azimuths

: 250 degrees and 270 degrees and between elevations 593 and
700. Inspection Report No. 50-330/77-02 documents a
special inspection concerning the liner plate bulge. This
report further identifies an ites of noncompliance relative
to the failure of the licensee to report the bulge deficiency
pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e). The-

licensea's corrective actions in regard to this ites were
revieved and the item closed by the NRC,as documented in
Inspection Report No. 50-330/77-14.

The cause of the liner plate bulge was determined to be
i due to a leaking 2 inch water line installed in the con-

, tainment concrete as a construction convenience. It was
theorized that the water line froze, started to leak,,

allowing water to seep behind the liner. The water line4

.

was supplied by a construction water pump that was set to '

j cycle between 100 and 130 PSI. This pressure cas considered !

,

! to be sufficient to cause the liner plate bulge.

-
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| A meeting was held on April 4,1977 at the Ann Arbor,,

| Hichigan Office of Bechtel to review the original design-

and construction concept of the containment liner, the
procedures and actions taken during the removal of bulge

- affected zones, the investigation activities and results,
I and to ascertain the concepts involved in the licensee'st

| proposed repair program.
,

-
,

The containment liner bulge deficiency repair was started
on August 1, 1977. Inspection Report No. 30-330/77-11 docu-
ments the observed fit up and welding of the first four foot
lift of replacement liner plate installed. The completion of
repair and the repair records were subsequently reviewed as -
docum nted in Inspection Report No. 30-330/79-23.

.

i 4 A second significant construction problem involved tendon
i sheath placement errors and resulted in an Immedicte Action
; Letter (IAL). Details are as follows:
! The licensee reported, on April 19, 1977, the discovery of

an error in the Unit 1 containment building which resulted
- in two tendon sheathings (H32-036 and H13-036) being als-

| | placed, and two tendon sheathings (H32-037 and H13-037) being'
omitted. As shown on pertinent vendor drawings, these four
tendons were to be deflected downward to clear the two main
steam penetrations at center line elevation 707' 0".
Concrete had been placed to a construction joint at elevation
703' 7" approximately one week before these tendon deficiencies,

j were discovered. ~

i
'
i Corrective actiens resulted in the rerouting of tendon sheathing
| H32-037, originally planned for below the penetration, to a new

alignment above the penetration. Tendon sheathing H13-037 was
installed below the penetration. Tendon sheathings H32-036 and
H13-036 did not require modification.

The tendon sheath placement errors and the past history of rebar I

placement errors indicated the need for further NRC evaluation of
1 the licensee's QA/QC program. As a result, an IAL was, issued to
'l the licensee on April 29, 1977. Licenses commitments addressed

*

by this IAL included: (1) NRC notification prior to repairs.or
modifications involving the placement of. concrete in the ares of
the misplaced and omitted tendon sheaths; (2) identification of

i j the cause of the tendon sheath deficiencies and i=plementation
t

1 of required corrective action; (3) expansion of the licensse's ;

9QC overview program; (4) NRC notification of all embedmont '
placement errors identified after QC acceptance; (3) review
and revision of QC inspection procedures; and (6) training of
construction and inspection personnel.

.
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A special QA program inspection was conducted in May 1977 as
'- documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/77-05 and

50-330/77-08. The inspection team was made up of personnel |

; from Region I, Region III, and Headquarters. It was the con-
sensus of opinion of the inspectors that the licensee's program
was acceptable.

The licensee issued the final 50.55(e$ report on this matter'

i .
'

on August 12, 1977. yinal onsite review was conducted and
documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/77-08 and
50-329/79-15.

H. 1978
,

Twenty-two inspections and one investigation were conducted during
i 1978. A total of fourteen items of noncompliance were identified in
j 1978. One significant construction problem was, identified involving
i excessive settlement of the Diesel Generator Building foundation (see I

} Paragraph 10). These items / problems are described below:
|

;

! 1. Three items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection'

Report Nos. 50-329/78-03 and 50-330/78-03. These items.

regarded: (1) inadequate inspections of welds on cable tray
supports; (2) inadequate control of welding voltage and
amperage as required by AVS; and (3) inadequate documentation
of repairs on purchased equipment. Licensee corrective actions
included: (1) additional training given Quality Control
Engineers and craft welders; (2) revision of pertinent technical
specifications and weld acceptance requirements; (3) revision of
welding procedures; (4) revisions of vendor QA manual; and
(5) reinspections-and engineering evaluations. The licensee

. actions in regard to these items were subsequently reviewed and'
the items closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Report
Nos. 50-329/78-15, 50-330/78-15, 50-329/79-25, 50-330/79-25,
50-329/81-12, 50-330/81-12, 50-329/79-22, and 50-330/79-22.

2.
'IVo items of noncomp%-05 and 50-330/78-05.liance were identified in InspectionReport Nos. 50-329/7 These items
regarded: (1) inadequate control of welding filler material;;

'

and (2) inadequate protection of spool pieces. I.icensee
corrective actions included: (1) additional instructions-

.

given to welding personnel; (2) seneration of nonconformance
report to require Rechtel to perform a thorough inspection

| of the facility, correct and document discrepancies 'soted,
and instruct craft personnel. The licensee actions in
regard to these items were subsequently reviewed and the

,

'

items closed by the NRC as docume.sted.in Inspection Report
Nos. 50-329/78-05, 50-3:30/78-05, 50-329/79-22, and
50-330/79-22.

.

3. Two examples of noncompliance with one 10 CFR 50 Appendix 3
criterion were identified in Inspection Report'Nos. 50-329/78-07

| and 50-330/78-07. These examples regarded: (3) inadequate,

!
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control of drawings; and (2) inadequate drawing control pro-,

. cedures. Licensee corrective actions included: (1) Zack and
3echtel revised drawing control procedures; and (2) extensive
audits of drawing controls. The licensee actions in regard to i

these items were subsequently reviewed and the items closed by,

, the NRC as documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/79-25
and 50-330/79-25.'

, . - *

4. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection*

i Report No. 50-330/78-09 concerning inadequate backing gas
flow rate during welding operations. Licensee corrective
actions included: (1) revision of Bechtel welding pro-
cedure specifications; (2) revision of Bechtel Quality
control Instruction; and (3) additional training for all
velding Quality Control Engineers. The licensee's actions,

in regard to this item were subsequently reviewed and the,

item closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Reporti

No. 50-330/78-16.,

: ,

. 5. 'Ibo items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
I Report Nos. 50-329/78-13 and 50-330/78-13. The items>

i
, regarded: (1) inadequate inspection of weld joints; and

(2) inadequate storage of Class 1E equipment. Licensee
corrective actions included: (1) revision of welding

-: specifications; (2) additional instructions to QC in-
spectors; (3) additional overinspections; (4) upgrade of
administrative procedures; and (5) actions to bring storage
environment within controlled specifications. The
licensee's actions in regard to these items were reviewed
and the items closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection
Repore Nos. 50-329/78 13 and 50-330/78-13.

6. Two items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection'
Report Nos. 50-329/78-15 and 50-330/78-15. These items

j regarded: (1) nonconforming velds on Main Steam Isolation
.; Valve support structures; and (2) inadequate corrective'

action taken to repair nonconforming Nelson Stud weld
attachments. Licensee corrective actions included:,

| (1) responsible welding Quality Centrol Engineer required
! to attend training course; (2) defective welds reworked;
'

j and (3) engineering evaluation. The licensee's actions-

* in regard to these items were subsequently reviewed and
! the items closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection
|
" Report Nos. 50-329/79-22, 50-330/79-22. 50-329/79-25

and 50-330/79-25.

7. One deviation was identified in Inspection Report
| No. 50-330/78-16 concerning the failure to meet ASME code
! requirements for nuclear piping. Licenses corrective actions

included the determination that the impact test values of the
.

pipe material in question met the code requirements, and the LT
i thickness measurements made by ITT Grinnell were in error and
I

!
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voided by measurements made by Bechtel. The licensee's actions
,in regard to this ites were subsequently reviewed and the ites

closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Report
No. 30-330/79-24.,

l
! 8. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection )
! Report Nos. 50-329/78-17 and 50-330/78-17 regarding the i

i failure to follow weld procedures pertaining to the repair {.

welding of cracked welds on the personnel air locks. The j

licensee's corrective actions included steps to revise ,

affected drawings and to update the stress analysis report |
for the air locks. The corrective actions taken by the
licensee will be reviewed during future NRC inspections.

9. One item of noncompliance was identified in Inspection Report;

j Nos. 50-329/78-22 and 50-330/78-22 concerning the failure to
perform specified maintenance and inspection activities on |

, Auxiliary Teed Pumps. Licensee corrective actions included:
(1) training of pertinent Quality Control engineers;
(2) transition of personnel in QC department relative to
storage and maintenance activities; and (3) inspections and

}
. evaluations of omitted saintenance. The licensee's actions

! in regard to this item were subsequently reviewed and the
,

ites closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Report
,

Nos. 50-329/78-22 and 50-330/78-22.'

10. One significant construction problem was identified during
1978. It involved excessive settlement of the Diesel
Generator Building foundation. Details are as follows:

'

The licensee informed the Region III effice on September 8,
1978, per requirements of 10 CTK 50.55(e), that settlement'

t of the Diesel Generator foundations .tn8 structures was greater

i than expected.'

Till saterial in this area was placed between 1975 and 1977,

| with construction starting on the diesel generator building in
i mid-1977. Review of the results of the Rey, ion III investiga- ,

tion / inspection into the plant fill / Diesel Generator building |
settlement problen indicate many events occurred between la6e |
1973 and early 1978 which should have alerted Bechtel and the-

3

j licensee to the pending probles. These events included non-
; conformance reports, audit findings, field menos to engineering,

- 1 ar.d problems with the sdainistration building fill which caused
=ctific tion and replacement of the already poured footing and
replacement of the fill material with lean concrete. ''

,

'

Causes of the excusive settlement included: (1) inadequate
placement method - unqualified compaction equipment and
excessive lift thickness; (2) inadequate testing of the soil
satorial; (3) inadecyate QC inspection procedures; (4) -

. J unqualified Quality control inspectors and field engineers;
; and (5) overreliance on inadequate test results.
!

|i
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Lead technical responsibility and program review for this issue
' was transferred to NRR from II by memo, dated November 17, 1978.-

During 1978 the licensee conducted soil borings in the aret
of the Diesel Generator building and in other plant fill areas.
In addition, a team of consultants who specialize in soils was
retained by the licensee to provide an independent evalur. tioni

and provide recommendations concerning~ the soil conditicas,

j existing under the Diesel Generator building.

As previously stated, an investigation was inititted in
December 1978 by the NRC to obtain information relaw!.sg to
design and construction activities affecting the Diesel

; Generator Building foundation and the activities involved in
the identificatica and reporting of unusual settlement of the

| building. The results of the investigation and additional
developments in regard to this matter are discussed in the
1979 section of this report, Paragraph I.11.

I. 1979
!

- Thirty inspectica reports were issued in 1979 of which one pertained
to an ensite management meeting, two to investigations, one to a
vendor inspection, one to a meeting in Region III, and twenty-five to
ensite inspections. A total of seventeen items of noncompliance
were identified in 1979. These items are described below:

1. One item of noncompliance was identified in Inspection Report
Nos. 50-329/79-10 and 50-330/79-10 concerning inadequate
measures to assure that the design basis was included in

; drawings and specifications. Licensee corrective actions
included: (1) revision to Hidland TSAR; and (2) revision to,

i pertinent specificatitm. The licensee's actions in regardi to this item were subsequently reviewed and the ites
closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Report
Nos. 50-329/79-19 and 50-330/79-19. -

1 2. Three items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
j Report Nos. 50-329/79-12 and 50-330/79-12. The items were:
1 (1) inadequate corrective action in regard to drawing~

controls; (2) discrepancy in Zack Velding Procedure
Specification; and (3) inadequate control.cf purchased
material. Licensee corrective actions included: (1) audit
of drawing control program; (2) revision to drawing control

i requirements; (3) revision of Zack Velding Procedure Speci .
fication: (4) review of other Zack procedures; (5) missing '

,

data added to documentation packages; and (6) audits of other.

documentation packages , The actions taken by the licensee
were subsequently reviewed and the items closed by the NRC as
documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/81-01, 50-330/81-01, .

50-329/80-15, 50-330/80-16, 50-329/79-22, and 50-330/79-22.

|
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' One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection
Report No. 50-330/79-13 concerning the failure to inspect

-
'

,

all joints and connections on the Incore Instrument Tanki
as prescribed in the hydrostatic test procedure. Licensee'

'

corrective actions included a supplemental test of the
Incore Instrument Tank and the initiation of a supplementali

test report. D e licensee's actions in regards to thisi

satser were subsequently reviewed and the ites closed by
.

j
the NRC as documented in Inspection Report No. 50-330/80-33.

4. One ites of noncompliance .was identified in Inspection
,

Report No. i50-330/79-14 concerning the use of a vad of '

paper in making a purge das during welding activities.
Licensee corrective actions included: (1) revision of

.

i

pertinent procedures; (2)' revision of pertinent Quality'
,

Control inspection checklist; and (3) training sessions '
i

for welders and Quality Control inspectors. The licensee's
,

'

actions in regards to this matter were subsequently reviewed
and the item closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection

50-330/80-16. iReport No.

5. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection
1

. Report Nos.
50-329/79-18 and 50-330/79-18 concerning

inadequate controls to protect materials and equipment
from velding activities. Licensee corrective actions

,

!

included training sessions for cognizant Field Engineers,
Superintendents, General Foremen and Foremen. The licensee's
actions in regards to this matter were subsequently reviewed
and the item closed by the NRC as documented in InspectionReport Nos.

50-329/80-15 and 50-330/80-16.
6.

Two items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
Report Nos. 50-329/79-19 and 50-330/79-19. These itemsi
regarded: (1) failure to ensure that appropriate quality'

,

standards were in the specification for structural backfill;I

| and (2) Quality Control inspection personnel performing con-
tainment prestressing activities were not being qualified asg required.

Licensee corrective actions included: (1) revisionof pertinent specification; (2) examination given to Level I
and Level II inspector; and (3) reinspection of selected
tendons. The licensee's actions in reggrds to these items,

were subsequently reviewed and the items, closed by the NRC
as documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-330/80-09,
50-329/80-04 and 50-330/80-04. -

1

7. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection 'Report Nos. 30-329/79-20 and 50-330/79-20 concerning
inadequate controls for welding activities pertaining to4.16 KV switchgear. Licensee corrective actions included:
(1) correction of relevant records; (2) additional training
for Quality control Engineers; and (3) additional training

-.

for the Quality Control Docr ent Coordinator. 'The licensee's
actions were subsequently reviewed and the ites closed by

,
!

{ the NRC as documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/80-15
and 50-330/80-16.

15.
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8., One item of noncompliance was identified in Inspection
Report No. 50-330/79-22 concerning inadequate weld rod-

controls. Licenses corrective actions included a training
session for cognizant welding personnel. The actions taken
by the licensee in regards to this satter were subsequently;
reviewed and the item closed by the NRC as documented in
Inspection Report No. 50-330/80-01.( ,

! 9. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection
| Report Nos. 50-329/79-26 and 50-330/79-26 concerning failure
i to follow procedures relative to the shipment of auxiliary
' feed water pumps to the site with nonconforming oil coolers.

Licensee corrective actions included: (1) reinstruction
| given to cognizant engineer; and (2) Supplied Deviation.

' Disposition Request (SDDR) generated by the vendor. The
licensee's actions in regards to this matter were reviewedj

,

j and the ites closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection<

| Report Nos. 50-329/79 26 and 50-330/79-26.
,

10. One ites of nor.ompliance was' identified in Inspection,

Report Nos. 50 329/79-27 and 50-330/79-27 concerning the
i

. violation of QC Hold Tags. Licensee corrective actions
included: (1) a training session for Construction Super-
visors and Field Engineers; and (2) a Field Instruction
on Quality Control Hold Tags was issued. The licensee's
actions in regards to this matter were subsequently
reviewed and the item closed by tha NRC as documented in
Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/81-04 and 50-330/81-04

11. As a follovup to the significant construction problem
idsntified in 1978 (see Paragraph H.10), an investigation
was initiated in December, 1973 to obtain information

I relating to design and construction activities affecting
the Diesel Generator Building foundations and the activities
involved in the identification and reporting of unusual,

j settlement of the building. The investigation findings were
*

documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/78-20 and
50-330/78-20, dated March 22, 1979. Information obtained
during this investigation indicated: (1) a lack of control
and supervision of plant fill activities contributed to the-i

,

inadequate compaction of foundation sateriel; (2) corrective
,

i action regarding nonconformances related to plant fill was
insufficient or inadequate as evidenced by the repeated

; deviations from specification requirements; (3) certain,

desagn bases and construction specifications related to,

foundation type, seterial properties, and compaction '

requirements were not followed; (4) there was a lack of
clear direction and support between the contractor's
engineering office and construction site personnel; and
(5) the TSAR contained inconsistent, incorrect and unsup-

I ported statements with respect to foundation type, soil
'

properties, and settlement values. Nine examples of
noncompliance involving four different to CFR 50, Appendix B;

; Criteria were identified in the subject inspection report.

| b
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Meetings were held on yebruary 23, 1979 and March 5, 1979 '

at the NRC Region III office to discuss the circumstances
|

,

associated with the settlement of the Diesel Generator
-

) Building at the Midland facility. The NRC staff stated that'

it's concerns were not limited to the narrow scope of the
settlement on the Diesel Generator Building, but extended to'

various buildings, utilities and other structures located la,

| and on the plant area fill. In addition, the staff expressed> .

concern with the Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance
{ Program. Under the authority of Section 182 of the Atomic

Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and Section 50.54(f) of.
10 CTR Part 50, additional information was requested
regarding the adequacy of the fill and the quality assurance

; program for the Midland site in order for the Commission to
determine whether enforcement action such as license modifi-,

)
, cation, suspension or revocation should be taken. Question 1

of the 50.54(f) letter dated March 21, 1979 requested
j information regarding the quality assurance program. On
: April 24, 1979, Consumers Power Company submitted the initial
! response to the 50.54(f) request, Questions 1 through 22. As
; a result of the NRC staff review of Question 1 the NRC

concluded that the information provided was not sufficient for-

a complete review. Subsequently, on September 11, 1979, the.,

; NRC issued a request for additional quality assurance informa-'

tion (Question 23). On November 13, 1979, consumers Power
Company submitted Revision 4 to the 50.54(f) responses which
included response to Question 23. As a result of the
Region III investigation report and CPCo responses, the NRC3

; issued an Order modifying construction Ferniits No. CPPR-81
'

and No. CPPR-82, dated December 6, 1979. This order
prohibited further soils related activities until the
submission of an adsendment to the application seeking
approval of the Remedial soils work with the provision that'

the order would not become effective in the event that the
licensee requested a hearing. Due to the licensee's dacision
to request a hearing this order forms the basis for the

,

ongoing ASLB Hearings.
4

4'
. During 1979, the licensee continued soil bering operations

: .] in order to identify and develop the quality of material in
,1- i the plant area fill and beneath safety related structures. -|~

The licensee completed a program regarding the application
of a surcharge of sand material in and around the Diesel''

Generator Building. This surcharge was an attempt to |
,

accelerate any future settlement of the Dissel Generator
{i luilding by consolidating the foundation material.

'

Additional developments in this matter are discussed in the.

1980 section of this report, Paragraph J.9.

> .
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.

Thirty-seven, inspection reports were issued in 1980 of which two
pertained to meetings at the licensee's corporate office, one to'

a meeting in Glen Ellyn, two to investigations, and thirty-two to,

'

onsite inspections. A total of twenty-one items of noncompliance
*

were identified during 1980. Two significant construction problems2

were identified involving quality assuranoe problems at the Zack; .
-'

Company (see Paragraph 7) and deficient reactor vessel anchor studs
'

,
(see Paragraph 8). These itses/ problems are described below:

1

1. Tko items of noncompliance and one deviation were identified ;
in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/80-01 and 50-330/80-01.,

'

h ese items regarded: (1) a welder velding on material of,

j thickness which exceeded his qualified range; (2) failure to
date and sign the cleanliness inspection of Unit 2 Service>

3 Water Systes valve; and (3) failure to implement a design
i change or prepare a Tield Change Request. Licensee correc-

tive actions in regards to the items of noncompliance
included: (1) testing and qualification of the subject
welder; (2) reinstruction of QC engineer; (3) review of

; ;
' the inspection records for additional valves; and (4) the

revision of applicable turnover procedures. The licenssa's
j actions in regards to these items were subsequently reviewed'

; and the itees closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection
; ; Report Nos. 50-329/80-20, 30-330/80-21, 50-329/82-04 and

50-330/82-04.
1
'

2. One item of noncompliance was identified in Inspection !
*

Report No. 50-329/80-09 concerning the failure to maintain
levelness reguirements during core support assembly lifts.
The licensee a corrective actions in response to the ites

j of noncompliance included the issuance of a nonconformance
report and the coesitaent to ensure compliance with Quality

J Control procedures. The licensee's corrective actions in
'

regards to this matter will be reviewed during subsequent
i | NRC inspections.
: !

j 3. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection
Report Nos. 50-329/80-20 and 50-330/80-21 concerning the
failure of a Bechtel purchase order for E 018 velding rods-

to specify the applicable codes. Licensee consiteents in,

I regards to corrective actions included an audit of the
ordering and receiving records of weld filler esterial.

- *he licensee's corrective actions in regards to this'

matter will be reviewed during subsequent NRC inspections. '

; -

1 4. One ites of noncompliance was identified in' Inspection
Report Nos. 50-329/80-21 sad 50-330/80-22 concerning the.

failure to perfore an audit of Photen Testing, Inc. for
services to qualify Zack Company welders. I.icensee correc- ,

tive actions included an audit of Photon Testing, Inc. The,

licensee's actions in regards to this matter were subsequently
reviewed and,the ites closed by the NRC as documented in
Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/81-03 and ';0-330/81-03.-! ,

i ,i
*
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5. Onw ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection
.

,

Report Nos. 50-329/80-28 and 50-330/80-29 concerning thei
*

bypassing of a hold point on a Pressu o surge System weld.
The inspection report further identifies that action had
been taken to correct the identified noncompliance and to'

prevent recurrence. The ites is closed.

i 6. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection-.'

*

Report Nos. 50-329/80-31 and 50-330/80-32 concerning
substantial delays by the licensee in making 10 CFR
Part 21 reportability determinations. Licensee corrective
actions included training sessions for key personnel in )
recognizing 10 CFR 21 reporting obligations. The licensee's

!

,

actions in regards to this matter were subsequently reviewed !

and the ites closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection 1
,

Report Nos. 50-329/81-07 and 50-330/81-07. !

,
,

I.

l, 7. A significant construction problem involving quality assurance
|; i problems at the Zack Company, the heating, ventilating, and air

} condition contractor was identified in 1980. Details of the
' '

i; Zack probles follow:
< i

;
-

During March and April, 1980 the NRC received numerous'

allegations pertaining to the Zack Company. The Zack
i Company is the heating, ventilation and air conditioning

(HVAC) subcontractor at the Midland construction site.
The allegations dealt with material traceability, violations,

1

of procedures, falsification of documents, and the training
of quality control inspectors.

; As the result of the allegations, an it.vestigation was
; initiated by the NRC. During the initial phases of the* ;investigation, the NRC determined that Consumers Power
i Company had issued a Management Corrective Action Requesti i

(MCAR),~ dated January 8, 1980, pertaining to the Zack
| Company. The MCAR showed that Zack had failed to initiatej

j corrective action in a timely manner on a large number of,

; nonconformance reports and audit findings and had failed
: to address other requirements ahd commitments of the
; quality program..

| Consumers Power Company had issued seven nonconformance
'

,

; ; reports during the period of May 23 to October 2,1979 all
j '; of which recommended 100*. reinspection of work as a corrective - ,

action. The investigation determined that as of March 19,j 1980, corrective action had not been completed on any of - /
i

;. the nonconformance reports.
. .

' t

Based on preliminary findings during the investigation,
'which revealed some instances of continued nonconformance

j-

1

in the implementation of Zack's Quality Assurance Program, *

an Immediate Action Letter (IAL) was issued to the licensee
! ; on March 21, 1980. The IAL stated the NRC's understanding' t

that a stop Vork Order had teen issued to the Zack Corpora-,

| | tion for all its safety related construction actzvities.
I.I

.
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Seventeen examples of noncompliance involving eight different
'

,

i 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, criteria were identified during the.
* investigation. The investigation findings are documented in

Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/80-10 and 50-330/80-11. The
licensee's actions in regards to the items of noncompliancei

; vere subsequently reviewed and the items closed by the NRC as
; documented in Inspection Report Nos. 30-329/82-15 and

50-330/82-15.' .
,

On June 30, 1980, the NRC received from the licensee a
;

letter documenting a Program Plan for resumption of safety '

related work by the Zack Company. The licensee identified
that corrective actions required prior to lifting the Stop,

Work included: (1) the review and approval of all Field
Quality Control Procedures and specific Weld Procedure
Specifications; (2) the review and approval of the revised4

Zack QA Manual; (3) the training and certification of the
QC personnel; and (4) the training of site production

' personnel.

Subsequent to followup NRC inspections to determine the
effectiveness of licensee corrective actions, it was

' -

determined by the NRC, on August 14, 1980 that NVAC safety
related work could resume.

The Bechtel Power Corporation released the Zack Company
from the Stop Work Order by letter dated August 14, 1980.

J

As a result of the aforementioned investigation findings,,

the NRC imposed a Civil Penalty, on January 7,1981, on
1

Consumers Po6;er Company for the amount of $38,000.

8. The second significant construction problem involved reactor
pressure vessel anchor stud failures. Details are as follows:

: i

On September 14, 1979, Consumers Power Company personnel,
' '

notified the NRC of the discovery of a broken reactor
vessel anchor stud on the Midland Unit I reactor vessel.+

; On October 12, 1979, this condition was reported under the
i j requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e). TVo other studs were sub-

sequently found to be broken. As this condition reflected, ,

i a significant deficiency, an NRC investigation was initiated
i in Tebruary 1980 to review the materials, manufacturer,,

. and installation of the studs. "

i

j The investigation findings, as documented in Inspection Repo'rt;
' i Nos. 50-329/80-13 and 50-330/80-14, indicate several Quality

Assurance deficienciest (1) lack of licensee involvesent;,

-

*

(2) failure to advise the heat treater of different heats of
j asterial; (3)~1aadequate document review; (4) failure to

respond to indications that the studs were deficient;. -

| (5) failure to review materials previously purchased when the'
i purchase snecification was revised; and (6) siscalculation of
I

!
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the stud stress area resulting in a slight over-specification
stressing of the studs (this ites was identified by the.

licensee). -

Three items of noncompliance war.e identified in the inspec--

tion report. These items regarded: (1) failure to identify.

'
! Subsection NT of the ASME Code as the applicable requirement

for the reactor vessel anchor bolts;.(2) failure to establishj .

! measures to assure that purchased material conforms to the
procurement documents; and (3) failure to establish sessuresi

to assure that heat treating and nondestructive tests were,

'

controlled in accordance with applicable codes and specifi-
! cations. Licensee commitments in regards to corrective

actions included: (1) a commitment to conduct a review to
confirm that safety related low alloy steel bolting and/or'

, component support materials, which have been tempered and
quenched and are 7/8" or greater in diameter, have been1 ,

! ] procured in accordance with proper codes and standards;
j (2) a commitment to obtain NRR approval of the acceptability

of the Unit 2 reactor vessel anchor bolts and (3) a commit-
ment that actual p1snt modifications to compensate for the

' defective bolts would not be started on Unit I until approval
of the design concept was received from NRR. -

4

*

The stud failure mechanism was identified as stress corrosion; cracking which propagated to the point that the studs failed'

by cleavage fracture. Tests indicated that some studs
utilized in Unit 2, although of different material and heat
treatment, have above specification surface hardness readings.

The final report per 30.35(e) requirements was submitted by .
the licensee on December 1, 1981.

|
| i NRR has the lead responsibility for evaluation and approval

of the licensee's proposals for resolution of this matter.;

9. A special inspection was conducted in December, 198* at the,

j Bechtel Power Company Ann Arbor, Michigan offices to verify
i implementation of the specific commitments and action items

reflected in Consumers power Company response to
10 CFR 30.34(f) questions (regarding excessive settlement of.

the Diesel Generator Building foundations). The results of
this inspection were documented in Inspection Reportt

'

Ncs. 30-329/80-32 and 30-330/80-33. Tw'o items of noncompli-
:n:: tr: identified regarding: (1) failure to provide ,.adequate corrective actions with regard to identified audit
results; and (2) inadequate design control. Licensee*

corrective actions included: (1) revision of procedures;,

' '

(2) revision of specification; and (3) audit of ySAR sections.
j The licensee actions were subsequently reviewed and the items .

closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Report *

Nos. 30-329/81-12, 30-330/31-12, 30-329/81-19 and 30-330/81-19.
i

'

-
,
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i ' Additional information regarding this matter is discussed in *

the 1981 section of this report Paragraph K.6.

E. 1981

henty-three inspection reports were issued in 1931 of which one
pertained to a sanagement meeting and twenty-two to onsite

)inspections. A total of twenty-one items of noncompliance were
4 e .

} identified during 1981. One significant construction probles was j

f
<

identified involving deficiencies in piping suspension system in-, '

'

stallations (see Paragraph 4). These items / problems are described
below:

'

1. ho items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
Report Nos. 50-329/81-04 and 50-330/81-04 These items'
regarded: (1) failure to account for all tools and

i i

|
materials used in a controlled clean room area; and
(2) inadequate procedure for the installation of the Unit 2

' vent valves in the core support assembly. Licensee correc-
tive actions included: (1) the upgrading of personnel and,

equipment loss; (2) the addition of nov logs; (3) issuance,

! of a formal Stop Work Order for further work on the instal-
'

, . lation of vent valves; (4) the revision of installation
i procedures; (6) training and indoctrination of personnel
i performing vent valve installations; and (3) the revision
! of the overview inspection plan. De licensee's actions in
! regards to these items were reviewed and it was determined
, that action had been taken to correct the identified non-
) compliances and to prevent recurrence. This determination
;

. is documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/81-04 and
50-330/81-04

.

! 2. One item of noncompliance was identified in Inspection,
'

) Report Nos. 50-329/81-08 and 50-330/41-08 regarding theI
failure to provide adequate storage conditions for Class 11

i equipment. Licensee corrective actions included: (1) addi-
I tional training for Bechtel mainton'ance engineers; (2) an

audit of maintenance activities; and (3) reinspections of
affected equipment. The licensee's actions in regards to
this matter were subsequently reviewed and the ites closed by
the NRC as documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/81-23*

and 30-330/81-23. ,

| 3. Tour itess of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
Resort Nos. 50-329/81-11 and 50-330/81-11. These items

.

,

regarded: (1) inadequate procedures for the temporary '

l support of cables and for the routing of cables into equip.'

sent; (2) failure of QC inspectors to identify inadequate
.

cable separation; (3) inadequate control of nonconforming I
raceway installations; and (4) failure to transiste the '

TSAR requirements into instrumentation specifications. .

Licensee corrective actions in regards to (1) and (2) above,..

j included: (1) the revision of cable pulling procedures; 1

,

i *
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(2) the repair of damaged cables; (3) training given to -

the termination personnel and the involved QC inspector; and
' . - (4) the revision of the cable termination procedure. The !

licensee's actions in regards to these items were subsequently;
,

reviewed and the items closed by the NRC as documented in '

Sspection Report Nos. 50-329/81-20, 50-330/81-20,
329/82-03 and 50-330/82-03. Licenses commitments ini

..gards to corrective actions pertaining to items (3) and. .

! (4), above, included: (1) the addition of required barriers
j on pertinent raceway drawings; (2) the revision of Project
'

Quality Control Instruction; (3) and the revision of the *

instrumentation specification. The licensee's actions in
regards to these items will be reviewed during subsequent
NRC inspections.

! 4 Eight items of noncompliance were identified during a
; special indepth team inspection to examine the implementa-'

tion status and effectiveness of the Quality Assurance
Program. The results of the inspection are documented in
Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/81-12 and 50-330/81-12.

{ Three of the itses of noncompliance regarded: (1) failure
; to take adequate corrective action concerning the trend

,' analysis procedure; (2) failure of QC inspections to
identify a nonconforming cable bend radius; and (3) failure
to take adequate corrective action in regards to the lack
of rework procedures. Licensee corrective actions in

| regards to items (1) and (2) above, included: (1) the
t issuance of a new procedure for trending; (2) the revision
! of cable termination procedures; and (3) additional train-
t ing given to the responsible QC inspector. The licensee's

actions in regards to these items were subsequently,

reviewed and the items closed by the NRC as documented in
Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/82-02,50-330/82-02,

'

50-329/42-03 and 50-330/82-03. The licensee's commitments
in regards to corrective actions pertaining to ites (3) above,
included: (1) the development of Administrative Guidelines
and Instructions for rework; and (2) the revision of field
procedures. The licensee's actions in regards to this ites
will be reviewed during subsequent NRC inspections.

The rossining five items of noncompliance identified in
Inspection Report Nos. 30 329/81-12 and 50 330/81-12 are-

considered to be a significant construction probles.
Safety related pipe support and restrains installations
and QC inspection deficiencies in regard to those instal-
lations were identified. The five itees of noncompliance ,.

pertaining to this issue regarded: (1) failure to install
large bore pipe restraints, supports and anchors in accordance
with design drawings and specifications; (2) failure of QC
inspectors to reject large bore pipe restraints, supports
and anchors that were not installed in accordance with
design drawings and specifications; (3) failure to prepare,

.
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review and approver small bore pipe and piping suspension .

, ,

! systes designs performed onsite in accordance with design
.

l,

| control procedures; (4) failure to adequately control-*

, documents used in site small bore piping design activities;
!

and (5) failure of audits to include a detailed review of
systes stress analysis and to follow up on previously iden-
tified hanger esiculation problems. Licensee corrective;

'! actions in regards to items (3) throu,sh (5) included: (1)-

! : the review and upgrading of small bore piping calculations i

| (2) audits of small bore piping activities; (3) revision of '

| Engineering Directive; (4) additional training in QA pro-
'

cedures; and (5) audits of document control. The licensee's
; actions in regards to these itses were subsequently reviewed
i and the items closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection

Report Nos. 50-329/82-07 and 50-330/32-07. :; ;

| i As a result of the adverse findings, an Immediate Action'

4 Letter (IAL) was issued by the NRC on May 22, 1981 acknow-
| lodging the NRC's understanding that the licensee would

not issue fabrication and construction drawings for the i,

installation of the safety related small bore pipe and:
I.

'
i piping suspension systems until requirements identified in r

; the IAL had been completed and audited.-

I The IAL requirements were subsequently reviewed and
; ; determined to have been satisfactorily addressed. Thia
j i is documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/81-14 and
-

j 50-330/81-14.

The licensee's actions in regards to noncomo11ance items
(1) and (2) above, are discussed in Paragraph 1 of the
following report section for 1982(L).

; 3. One ites of noncompItance was identified in $nspection
i Report Nos. 50-329/81-14 and 50-330/81-14 concerning

inadequate design controls involving the Bechtel Resident!

Engineer's review of the field engineers redline drawings.

i for small bore piping. Licensee corrective actions'
i included: (1) a 100*. review of all questionable systees; and
i

I
(2) the revision of a Project Instruction. The licensee's
actions in regards to this matter were subsequently reviewed.

and the item closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection.
4

j . Report Nos. 50-329/82-07 and 30-330/82-07. -

6. In January, 1981 en inspection was conducted by the NRC to
',verify whether adequate corrective actions had been imple-

: ~
mented as described in the Consumers Power Company response,

! , to Questions 1 and 23 et 10 CTR 50.34(f) submittela
(regarding excessive settlement of the Diesel Generator

! Building foundation). The findings during this inspection,
which include three items of noncompliance and one deviaties. -

are documented in Inspection Report Nos. 30-329/81-01 and

i
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, 50-330/81-01. The items of noncompliance and the deviation
; '. regarded: (1) failure to develop test procedures for soils
i work activities; (2) failure to have soils laboratory;

records under complete document control; (3) failure to have,

i explicit instructions for the onsite Geotechnical Engineer's'

! review of test results; and (4) failure to have a qualified
Geotechnical Engineer onsite. Licensee corrective actions3

j | included: (1) revision of Quality Control Procedures and.

f Specification; (2) development of new Quality Control<

! Procedures; and (3) the addition of a qualified Geotechnical
-

*

Engineer. The licensee's actions in regards to these items
!

vere subsequently reviewed and the items closed by the NRC
as documented in Inspection Report Nos. 30-329/81-12 and

: 50-330/81-12.
I

! ! 7. In March 1981, an inspection was inittsted by the NRC to
: verify the licensee's Quality Assurance Program for the

ongoing soil borings. The soil borings were performed,

i by the licensee in response to a request from the Corpsq of Engineers for additional soil information for their)

review of the licensee's 10 CyR 30.34(f) answers. The
findings of this inspection, which includes one ites of,

a

noncompliance, are documented in Inspection Report
Nos. 50-329/31-09 and 50-330/81-09. The noncompliance;

j regards the lack of evaluation of Voodward-Clyde technical
: capabilities prior to the commencement of drilling opera-,

j . tions. Licensee commitments in regards to corrective
: actions included: (1) the review, for compliance, of
{

'

Midland Project majc. procurements and contracts; and
i { (2) the review and revision of pertinent procedures. The
i licensee's corrective actions in regards to these itees will
j be reviewed during subsequent NRC inspections.,

I
,

L. 11Q

Tourteen inspection reports have been issued during 1982 coveringt

the period through June 30, 1982 of which two pertain to manage-,

j ment meetings, one to an investigation, one to the SALP seatiss,
and ten to onsite inspections. During this period of time seven,

! 's

items of noncompliance were identified. One significant1

construction problem was identified involving electrical cable-

: misinstallations (see Paragraph 2). These items / problems are,

1 { discussed below:I . ,

[ t 1. The licensee conducted reinspections to determine the
i

! seriousness of the safety related support and restraint ,

installation and QC inspection deficiencies identified in'
'

Inspection Report Mos.,30 329/81 12 and 30-330/31 12. The
results of the reinspections are doeveented in Inspection

; Report Nos. 30 329/82 07 and 50 330/82 07. From a sample
|- siae of 123 safety related supports and restraints installed .

and inspected by Quality Control, approximately ASL were,

j identified by the licensee as rejectable.

1
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, On August 30, 1982, the licensee was informed of the NRC's'

position that the licensee shall reinspect all the supports
and restraints installed prior to 1981 and perform sample
reinspections of the componsats installed after 1981. The
licensee has agreed to perform the reinspections.i

|
2. One significant construction problem was identified during,

1982. It involved electrical cable misinstallations.
'

,

*

' Details are as follows:

During the special tesa inspection conducted in May 1981,
the NRC identified concerns in regards to the adequacy of

; inspections performed by electrical Quality Control inspec-
tors. Dese concerns were the result of the NRC's review
of numerous Nonconformance Reports (NCR) issued by Midland*

| Project Quality Assurance Department (MPQAD) personnel
, | during reinspections of items previously inspected and
! accepted by Bechtel QC inspectors. The NRC required the
' licensee to perform reinspections of the items previously

inspected by the QC inspectors associated with the MFQAD
NCRs. The licensee, in reports submitted to the NRC in May,

and June 1982, reported that of the 1084 electrical cables'

reinspected, $$ had been determined to be sistruted in one
or more vias. This concern was upgraded to an ites of non--

j .

compliance and is documented in Inspection Report
Nos. 30-329/82-06 and 30-330/82-04.

! On September 2,1982, the licensee was informed by the NRC
i that a 100*. reinspection of class 1E cables installed or
; partia!!y installed before March 13, 1982 was required.

In addition, the licensee was required to develop a sample
reinspection progree for those cablea installed after,

'

March 13, 1982. n e licensee has agreed to perform thei

| reinspections .,

i

3. Three examples of noncompliance to one 10 CTR 30 Appendix 3
i Criterion were identified in Inspection Report

Nos. 30-329/s2 03 and 30-330/82 03. These examples regarded:
'

(1) failure to follow procedures concerning drawing changes;1

(2) inadequate specification resulting in the undermining of.

BVIT No. 2 valve pit; and (3) inadeguate control of changes to'

procedures. The licensee's response to the identified ites! -
,

of noncomoliance is presently under review. Corrective
actions taken by the licensee in regards to this ites will be,

reviewed during future inspections.
,

,

, 4. Tour examples of noncompliance to one 10 CTR 30 Appendix 3
Criterion and a deviation were identified in Inspection

,

Report Nos. 30 329/82 05 and 30 330/82 03. The examples
of noncompliance and the deviation regarded (1) failure
to review and approve a Mergentine (the soils contrastor)
field procedure prior to initiation of works (2) inadequate

} control of specification changes; (3) laadequate acceptance

f
r
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criteria for devatoring specification; (4) inadequate
.

instruction to prepare or implement reinspection plans; and,

(5) inadequately qualified remedial soils staff. The correc-*,
i

tive actions taken by the licensee in regards to this item will*

be reviewed during future inspections.
'

5.
i One ites of noncomplisace was identified in Inspection Report s

1

Nos. 50-329/82-06 and 30-330/82-06 concerning the licensee's I

.

t
failure to establish a QA progree to provide controls over the
installation of remedial soils instrumentation. This ites
resulted in the issuance of a letter by the licensee on March 31, 1

1982 confirming the licensee's suspension of all underpinning
instrumentation installation activities until: (1) approved,
controlled drawings and procedures or instructions were developed
to prescribe underpinning instrumentation installation activities;
(2) plans were established to inspect and audit instrumentation
installation activities; and (3) Region III had concurred that

4

(1) and (2), above, were acceptable.

A followup inspection by Region III in April 1982 identified.
'

that the licensee had developed acceptable drawings, procedures, land instructions for underpinning instrumentation installations-

such that instrumentation installation activities could be
-

resumed. An additional followup inspection on August 23, 1982
determined that the installation of underpinning instrumentation-

for the Auxiliary Building was complete and acceptable. This
,

'

ites will remain open pending the licensee's development of
drawings, procedures, and instructions for the future installation
of underpinning instrumentation for the service n'ater Building.

4. Dr.e item of noncompliance and a deviation were identified in
Inspection Report Nos. 30-329/82-11 and 50-330/82-11. The items
regarded: (1) isadequate anchor bolt installation; and (2) the
use of unapproved installation / coordination forms during remedial
soils instrumentation installations. The licensee's responses to
the identified items of noncompliance are presently under review.
Corrective actions taken by the li'consee in regards to these
items will be reviewed during future inspections.

!The ASLB issued an order modifying Construction Permits No. CFFR-81 '
>

and No. CPPR 82, dated April 30, 1982. This order suspended all*
;

remedial soils activities en "Q" soils for which the licensee did
.

;
not have prior explicit approval. The ASI.B issued another order,
dated May 7, 1982 clarifying the April 30, 1982 order. This order

i only ! 1.4.4 th.sse activities bounded by the limits identified onDreving C 45.
'

As a result of past Region III findings, the Resion III Administrator
created a special Midland Section staffed with individuals assigned
solely to the Midland project. Since the formation of the Midland
Section a work authorisation procedure has been developed by

.
"

Region III and the licensee to control work and ensure compliance 1

to the ASLR Order. |
1
,

\ |
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Remedial Soils activities performed by the licensee thus far in 1982.
igvolve: (1) the drilling of a number of wells which function as part

|

of the temporary ar.d permanent dewatering systems; (2) the installation
of the freeze wall associated with the Auxiliary Building Underpinning

-

activity; (3) the completion of the initial work on the access shaft; -

and (4) the completion of the Auxiliary Building instrumentation for
,

!

t remedial soils activities.
.
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That test took place about a modth * ' Mortione of the IIVAC system area I'
ByJAMElilHELElt *

-

DenyNewsstaffgrker ~ ' ~

are safety-related because they are de.A spokeessart for '-are, which age.he said.- * r
For the second time in five seenthe, / is building the plant, said Friday the - Saari said there aro 19 eeperate esfe., signed to provide a habitable atmos. C

Cenemmere Pewor Co. hee laid eif Mid. second round oflayoffs wee mede neces- ty-related welding procedures for * phere forcontrol room worliereduring'

land nuclear plant werkere mAer the eary by thelack ofwork. . . IIVAC systems.13 of which are to be a radiation releessaccident. ..

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Ceauneeseen .*We don't have the work to be done submitted to MPQAD nenL week.
,

--- ! safety related weldsag pro. until the procedures are quahfied by MPQAD is a department within the. TWO DAYS AFTER the Zack layot .. I.i
MPQAD (the Midland Preiect Quality utility designed to oversee constructior( last year, Coneurnere laid onmore than i.endures.

Sixty Zeek Ca.weldere were laid off Assurance Departmentl and approved )qualityatthesite. 1,000 Dechtel Power Corp. workera and
two weeks ago because precedures for by the NRC." plant spokesman Nor. halted all safety.related work being j,
welding haanan ._^W and air nameSearianid Friday. WE1.DERS A1BO must be certilled performed by that Arm. The utility- ,.

'eenditioning (HVAC) ducts failed to . under the new procedures. Saari said. thenorderedareinspectionofBechtel's '~ *
nieet NRC requirossente, NRC inopse * THE 80 WEE.DERS laid offrecently He could not estimata how long it eefety-related work. i

. terRonaldCesksaid. ,
are among the 151 taken off theirjobs would take for all the procedures and The reinspection stemmed from *

The layone comme en the heels of Nov. 30. They were rehired, then put welderstabecertined. problems found by the NRC in the. '
.

another Zack leyefflete last year when *en the shelf * again when the new pree- When alltheweldersand procedures , plant's' diesel generator building in- y
.151 weldere were taken et theirjobs edures_did not pese the NRC, Saari , are approved Saari said,there will be ciuding evidence that its current state ;
because of concerne about their qual. said. about 160 Zack weldere at the plant. ,docenotmatcheonstructiondrawings.
66 cations. Although C- - - .'MPQAD qual . Currently.11 weldere are working on 'the Bechtel esfety-related work hae -

. . f.ed the new procedures, Cook emid he non-uaiety areas. Both aufety. and non. not resumed Saari said. Ilowever.-I 'I. "The procedures for welding *have not
been requaliGed be the entisfacteen of found them deGeient aAer testing these esfety-related arose deel with IIVAC, work to shore up buildings that have f

'

the NRC to allow them to se back te in only one area. Cenounters then do. Saarisuid.
'

cracked and settled enmusively mRer
estety-related work," Cook said Thurm- cided to rework the precedures, Cook ''That's the only area Zack le subcon- being built en poorly. compacted soil is b.
day during a hearing before a federal sadThursday. tracted taperform,"he said. ongoing. l.
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151 nuclear plant welders laid off.

: 0
?.

Ilyl'Allt RAll revenint h e % medit ley h le a esosuple. Pbsd owsu.r th time weerk is bd." but naid Cois.eenere be
It'lly hetsff writer y,gg,,,g p,,j,,g q,,g,gy g ,,,,,, g g,. gg ,,, ,g ,g,,,,,,,,,,,g,,g gg,ggggggg gy,g,g agw preidesne are potentially re-

One hundred and liRy*sie weldere ens- piirtsnent MpqAlps of 11 etes Te ting several tesmen to snake it nere effective in partelite ma tandriaction er pePerwerk de-
'

pleeed by b Zack Co.have bren laid elf lae. Photen Testing le e selwentractw re- finding esed preeenting constriscties, firienews. W utsidy in te arport twch to
tiie NMC in 30 days witti snare infwnie-

et the Medleed nuclear plent else to emi- openneble let trmeissig Zeck weldren, cer- putde tien.tdyise t tht by are apsefirmed and seeerene obset their sliseldicateene end the s

welding precederen they were usines. wntion weld proceduremfor tlVAC week. IN AlHNTION to the layoffe end abe.

eccorAng es eledereletricial- % eindet ras- W tiet l'huisse welding bit. Shafer said the apselerwn. POHTIONSOFTilEllVACeyeitensere,

W layolle niese all welding on emis1y- Testing lie renwerd es == oplement eme- tien if sww weldere by Pheten hem been esfely-o rleted levoeue, e nneng ot her fenc-
*

* related heatinit, seneilating and eer ewei- tracter et Llie Mediend plant lavouw the diaawntined and all esfety-retted weld none. Ibey are designed to provide ei
lealailol*le almeneplaere I"r control nmies .

detiensag tilVACI ducts et the soucicer firm was smt inoplenienting purteenm et a preiviforne hve luen wetlufrown. 71 mew errestare dwing e eedest son ralrim.e mire.
,

plant hem been bited issd61 tiie US. Nue- 4A prugram mind wee! /_ :esisetlier art taken by t'escioner I%wer and

leer llegaletery Cesnesseusene eletermsans partwnmissern.perly.Nieler>nnt. It chtel Litame efhttive et 3 a m. Tere- drat.
the weldere and slicit preceduren seerd . Shefer massi the omht findenge el e re- dev.swea.d.
federel atendmeds for siecleer plant wur k . Elect puntly en Com.umers 1%wer Co.. Censusurre I%wer spoko. men Nwsnen I'verer functioning of alie Midland

Wayne Shafer, chief of the Meillmed Isreldri Ibwer Cwp. and Lwk latomer hers eemi three stteene will eeuw tw takre llVAt: syntras se nwre entarel then ait
Sectime of the NRC's Ofrece of Sperial tins, firsne les contracto to lineses Tent- _ develeynient of new welding proi,. sonw estwr nucirer plante, erswd ng av

m
Cears, predicted the welelers won't he eng which dmi nat rnevire d ta inwohe ell dwen, recesidwelien el Lai k weldere emd the NHC. Seewee.e it alas maud pretat( .*
elleerd te rcessnic work es eelety related al tlie gever naavat*e QA s.tesialards. evehaatime ettiseit pent mark. spi'ridwe lemn a pew.ilele cheenical se-

dierts esdel meal-Decessiler. QA en a evi.tene of -.1;wt's ele- N NNt* ha4 nut yet a termissed the irse ait llow (1ieneiral l's , b etnl jud

N Uffice of Special Us eele a elatial esgued te vesify liest nestirut plante are ,cron ni is of the llVAC situateesi, or erruns tier Tittebews.eav Never leme h

insgirttaesi tessui seQsp by time NitC tlies bisilt actoriling tonic leval aperifiswisesen.
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b The purpose of this memo is to announce the realignment of functions and
j resources within what is currently the HVAC QA and BOP QA areas. Effective4

June 13, 1983, the HVAC QA and BOP QA areas collectively become the Planti

Assurance Division (PAD) of.the Midland Project Quality Assurance Department
(MPQAD). The PAD consists of three major elecents: the HVAC Assurance (HVACA)
Subdivision, the Plant Assurance Programs (PAP) Subdivision and the Plant
Assurance Engineering (PAE) Section. The basic PAD organization is shown in
Attachment 1 to this meno.

' .

HVAC Assurance Subdivision
.

The HVAC Assurance Subdivision is organized as shown in Attachment 2 to this
John L (Chip) Wood is appointed Assistant Soperintendent HVAC Assurancemeno.

Subdivision, and reports to me.i

Michael J (Mike) Schaeffer is appointed Section Head, HVAC Assurance Engineering
| and Verification Section, and reports to Chip Wood. William F (Bill) Heiberger'

continues as Supervisor, HVAC Assurance Engineering Group and reports to Mike
.

Schaerfer. James 3 (Jim) Callivan continues as Supervisor, HVAC Verification;

Group, and reports to Mike Schaeffer.

The HVAC "IE & TV" Section is renamed the HVAC Inspection Section.. James L
-

(Jim) Zimmerman continues as Section Head and reports to Osip Wood. Ronald V
(Ron) Hiller, Frederick J (Fred) Lounds and David 3 (Dave) Haas continue as
HVAC Inspection Group Supervisors and report to Jim Zimmerman.

.

Sondra K (Sandy) Cox continues as Supervisor HVAC Administration Group andj
'

reports to Chip Wood.

Plant Assurance Programs Subdivision
~

The Plant Assurance Programs Subdivision is organized as shown in Attachment 3'

to this meno. David A (Dave) Taggart is appointed Assistant Superintendent,
Plant Assurancs Programs Subdivision, and reports to me.

i !
,

. *
.
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i T K Subramanian continues as Section Head. Turnover and Test Assurance Section, .
; and reports to Dave Taggart. John Tatchuk continues as Supervisor, Test
'

Assurance Group and reports to T K Subramanian. Alan A (A1) Cort continues
as Supervisor, Turnover Assurance Group, and reports to T K Subramanian. )

,

'
Kersit J Gill continues as Supervisor, Technical Services Group *and reports! *

i'

; to Dave Taggart. *

1
'

<
.

(
) Brien M Palmer continues as Supervisor, Yorification Programs Management Group,

fI and reports to Dave Taggart. The Verification Programa Management Group is
j responsible for management of the Quality Verification Program, the Hanger

Reinspection Program and completion of the Cable Reinspection Program., , .

! Lee R Howell is appointed Supervisor, Inspection Evaluation Group, and reports
'

{ to Dave Taggart. The Inspection Evaluation Group will implement a new program
j ; to continuously asasure the performance of the inspection systes (planning,

*| training, inspection). This program will replace the present "overinspection";

. program. Lee's initial ass'ignment is to reconsend an implementation plan and
| resource requirements. The final structure and staffing of this function will
| be based on Lee's reconseadations. Edward L (Ed) Jones and Donald A (Don) Nott '

; will assume staff assignments temporarily to assist Lee. ,

1 *

'

Plant Assurance Engineering Section

| i The Plant Assurance Engineering Section is formed and assumes the functions now
({ . performed by the "CAE" and "IE & TV" groups within 80P-0A. When the new.

; i Inspection Evaluation Program becomes effective, the PAE Section will no longer
; conduct overinspections. The PAE Section is comprised of five discipline
j oriented Assurance Engineering Groups as shown in Attachment 4 to this aseo.
! '

Geoffrey E (Jeff) Parker is appointed Section Mead, Plant Assurance Engineering
j Section, and reports to me. Robert D (Bob) Davis sentinues as Supervisor,
; Welding and NDE Assurance Engineering Group. James A (Jia) Pastor is appointed
j Supervisor, Instrumentation and Control Assuranee Engineering Grous. Narry J
| Perrine continues as Acting Supervisor, Electrical Assurance Engineering Group. *

| Henry F Nunes is designated as Acting Supervisor, Civil Assurance Engineering i

; Croup. Robert F (Bob) Williams is designated Acting Supervisor, Meehanical
; Assurgnce Engineering Group. Sob Davis, Jim Pastor, Harry Perrine, Henry
j i Nunes and Bob Williams report to Jeff Parker. *

'

By copy of this meno Gary Ewert is requested to revise procedures, rosters and
| organizational charts to refloat the above.

I
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MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION VERIFIC/,

OPEN, CONFIRMED AND RESOLVED (OCR) ITEM REPORT

TYPE OF REPORT: OPEN CONFIRMED X F M
NO. I s.C.031

RESOLVED ITEM-

REY. No, O

DATES REPORTED TO LTR 3/3/83 SRT PROKCT TEAM /PROKCT McR. 3/3/83
PRINC PAL.lN-CHARGE 3/7/83 CPC/ DESIGN ORG.

STRUCTURE (5), SYSTEM (5), OR COMPONENT (5) INv0LVED:

AFW System Pipe Supports
.

*

IDCV PROGRAM AREA OR TASK (IF APPLICABLE): !Topic I.3.lc - Pipe Supports
|

Verification of Physical Configuration
,

DESCRIPTION OF CONCERN
,

Refer to OCR's C-32 thru 35, same program area as above, for description'of. four '

' hangers field measured by TERA to be out of installation tolerance limits.:

l
. ,

t

er

SIGNIFICANCE OF CONCERN
,

|
' The construction deviation control process is not functional.|
,

,

, RECOMMENDATION X OR RESOLUTION :
} 1. Review further the construction deviation control process to determine extent'

of breakdown.
.

2. Process per Project Quality Assurance Plan.

, t

'

COMMENTS BY SRT (!F REOU:*.EDh

REFERENCES (INCL, RELATED OCR ITEM REPORT NOJ
L Dwg 7220-H-639 SH 14 (Q), Rev 11
| Spec 7220-M-326 (Q) Rev 8 " Install., Inspect. & Doc. of Pipe Supports"

| 51cNATURE(5h
I CS CS HAL JWB N/A JWB_

OCR ITEM REPORT LTR PROKCT MANAGER PRINCIPAL- sRT (IF REQUIRED)ORIGINATOR FOR PROKCT TEAM N CHARGE
L 3/3/83 3/3/83 3/4/83 3/14/83
L - oATE oArt oATE oara oATE

_ . . , _ . . . . ..
_ .

- * -
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Heating between NRC and Consumers Power Company
(2/8/83) -

.

4 *

'

1 Openinz Remarks.

: ..

Good morning ladies and gentlemen. We are meeting here today to review;
Consumers Power Company's planned Construction Ccimpletion Program for the
Midland Nuclear facility. This meeting is being held in front of the'

public because of the overall public interest that has been shown in the ,

'

Midland project in general and' identified quality assurance and construc-
tion problems in particular and is consistent with our established practice
of holding meetings of this type permitting public attendance. While we

. welcome attendance by members of the public and the news media, I wish toi

emphasize that this is a meeting between Consumers Power Company and NRC,
and involves public participation only through observation.j

Following this
meeting the NRC'will be glad to hear comments or respond to questions from

i

!
the public concerning the subject matter of the meeting or other areas of!

interest concerning the Midland project and further opportunity for dis-
cussion by the public will occur tonight for those persons who could not

,

attend this meeting. In addition to the two public meetings, a few of the'

NRC ' people and myself will be jnesting this afternoon with senior repre-
{ sentatives of Consumers Power Cocpany and Bechtel corporation at the Midland

construction site. This meeting is being held at their request to discuss,

the perceived importance of some of the specific problems identified by
the NRC inspections last fall and to discuss Region III's handling of certain
inspection findings relative to the approaches used by other NRC regions.
That meeting vill not get into the details of this morning's meeting.'

~ | I'd like to start by having the NRC people who are present here today to
-

introduce themselves and then ask Consumers Power and their representatives
1

'

to introduce themselves.

By way of background, for benefit of the public .Mr. Eisenhut and myself
met with Mr. Selby and Mr. Cook of Consumers Power Company on two occasions
in early September of last year to discuss renewed NRC concerns regarding
the effectiveness of the quality assurance program at Midland. These
meetings were an outgrowth of a detailed review and evaluation by inembers
of my staff, attempting to assess the reasons why the quality assurance

-| program was not effective in the early identification, correction and
prevention of problems. Consumers Power Company was told that we believedtheir QA prograr. w. boically sound, but that the implementation of that
program resulted in a number of problems. While we were unable to pinpoint
the specific reasons for these implementation problems, we did share with
Consumers Power management certain practices we believed warranted change.
Turthermore, we told them that comprehensive programs needed t'o be developedand put into place in order to: (1) Provide assurance ti.at completed con .o

struction work was sound, and (2) Provide assurance that future work would!
.

e effectively controlled.
,

We requested CPCo to develop a program to deal
i

with NRC's concerns and to sumbit that program for review by the staff.
>
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On September 17, 1982, CPCo submitted two letters to the NRC --- one deallag M
with the remainder of the safety related work. A supplemental submittal was- -

made on October 6, 1982. 7tro meetings, both open to the public, were sub-
i sequently held in Vashington between NRC and CPCo zo discuss these submittals. *

Concurrent with this. review effort, my staff conducted an in-depth inspection
of the civil, mechanical, and electrical work associated with the diesel
generator building. This inspection effort identified a number of substantive
quality assurance problems and led consumers Power Company to conduct similar
inspections of other plant areas. Those inspections by CPCo disclosed similar
QA problems. These combined inspection findings, in conjunction with CPCo's*

overall assessment of the status of the project,resulted in CPCo's halting
j a large amount of safety related work at the Midland site and to develop a
! formalized Construction Completion Program for completing the Midland
; Project. Ve subsequently requested CPCo to tie together this program with
I their earlier submittals regarding proposed quality improvements into a
i single package. We also committed to have a public meeting to obtain the

comments of concerned citizens and organizations once that program had been
submitted to the NRC. This program was submitted by CPCo on January'10,

| 1983, and serves as the focal point for the meetings today.
4

.. ,'

Vith that status, I would now like to turn over the meeting to Mr. Selby.
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Hundreds ratsnucle,. .an plant sess,on.
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! * Federal nuclear officials wanted with the utility."he nsid. ' ' crowding and said b NRC did net". get any more credibility out of t!'io
*

somments on the Midland nuclear Eisenhut said the NRC*a proceu-: *espectthelarge turnout. . conimunity" without such proofof the' .

. ing the .quahty audits are not con- Til0M AS DEVINE. legal director.
plant's propercenatruction.he added.plant frosa Midland area residente e tions to make sure workers conduct , .

Mrs,Smclaircounteredclaime tt.at
Tuesday night, and they got an ** nected to Consumersinclude prohibi I . 'of the Government Accountability her intervention in the licensing pro-eerful,

It was a might when the motives of tions on stock ownerwhip and a m. '. Project IGAPI. a Wenhington-beargi cene has delayed the nuclear project.'

! kitizen interveners and the credibil * . quirement to sign cortificatas stating .."*" group investigating the nuclear pen .~ anying delays associated with the soil |
. ityofConsumersPowerCo.bothwere - . ' ject, read and then gave the NRC an heanna and the recent hatt ornarety- '

' questioned.along with the motivee of.. f, they or their families have not and de .
*'

net work for the utility, affidavit in which plant worker . related work are the utility's own,

5
the US. Nuclear Regulatory Com r Sistar Ardeth told him the Richard 14therer claimed that the doing.!

GAP official Billie Garde denied's NRC colludes with Bechtel Powermission for holding the public meet? 8 S120.000 fine levied on ' -- .. *

ingin such a smallroom. t PowerTuesday by the NRC is s" slap Corp. by revealing the time and sub . - that the group is trying to shut the

} A crowd that might haye contained * y on the wrist in coenpar6 mon with what ject of supposedly unannouncui in- Midland plant. Slee blamed the pro -
'I~ plo 400 persons overflowed Confer * { happens if the plant le not con- spections. ject's troubles on work suponisors.

I u .

A number of NRC olTiciale denied and said the bottom line is that* Con. |
*

4. structedsafely." Thomas flerton, chairman of the.. that allegation, but promised to ' aumers has not been able to imple- |
ence Room E at the quality Inn.
where utility and regulatory officials

l' anti-nuclear lene Tree Council, said . * checkinteit. ment their plana. no matter how well . 4
. had gathered to field quentione. The* I he's lost confidence in the NRC and

,
, they work."roomis designed to hold 225 persons.

and perhape 150 or more spent twa ' L that "even the most avidly pro-nuke t ,.PRO-NUCLEAR viewpoints then Keppler closed the sneeting by not- |

and a half hours standing outside ; scalota are embarrassed'' by the con- emerged, with one man asying that ing thelarge attendance and said the
.

threedoorwaysandlistening. t dationof the Midland plant. the nuclear industry's problems are . NRC will " seriously consider" con-
Applause was showered nearly ? In aanwer to IIerron*a question. not insurmountable and that Con- ducting anotherevening meeting.,

, Consumera Power vice president.,'. '. sumers Power is " definitely on thek ? Iequally on those empressing pro- and
anti-nuclear sentimenta, with the y James W. Cook said that in no cas* right track * in correctJng problemm at CONSUMER'S COOK was asked '

|
.

i

crowd perhope favoring persons who a has any fine levied on the utility been the Midland plant. * aRer the meeting to respond to the " ,
, The pro-nuclear position was comrnents that his company now*

I passedonteratepayers.
.

. asid they want the plant toopen.-But even Mary Sinclair, well. perhaps best expressed by Midland lacka credibility arnong Midlanders.Thermelen'tmuchpunishmentbe . -

known in Midland for opposition te ! cause Consumers Power la such s' residentTracy Persons, who said in a * -We'll have to let our actions and.
i

targe utility, said NRC Region Ill reference to GAP that " Midland " . activities in completing the plant
the piang. left the podium to cheers,. ^! Administrater James O. Keppler.seems to be suiTering frorn an infu ."* speak tor themselves * Cook anid.
when she concluded her statement * . g But he claimed the "public ember-sion ofoutside interent groups operat- -

'
Later he said he wornes that the ' |i' '.anying she hopes the growing aware-

nees of the nuclear plant in the Mid- 4 rassm nt" caused by such fines acts ing under the pretense of being pubhc may not be getting a complete : |'
'landcommunitycontinues. 1 asadeterrent. t watch-dog groups." und. retanding of the many conoplex*

Parsons added.* GAP does not rep- ianuta ammociated with the plant.

g SISTERARDETHPLA'!TE repes- E TilEN COMPLAl'NTS began ab. - roment the view of Midland. I believe *lt cleariv evident there la a con < i

'senting time Saginaw City Council. ' out the crowded room. One man said nuclear planta can be built and oper* anderable amount of confusion in the
led off the night by asking who will , an emergency evacuation would cro . sted safely." pubhc mind, based on the number of'

. guaralitee the nuclear plant's safety. ate a disaster becainee the room's Joh i Catenacci, e Dow Chemical entremely comptes technical, pro-
and whether planned third-party su. , three emita all were blocked, and Co. engineer, claimed that no one in- cedural and pohtical currents in the-

I *
dits of the plant's construction quali- another compared the NRC's lack of side Dow * believes in" Consumer * discunnione goingon in pubhc.'

ty willbetrulyindependent. # action on the tamplaint to the agen- Pbwer any longer. Ile said he dornn't -We have been unable to articulate .
Darrell Eisenhut, director of the cy'e regulatory performance. know if that feeling is deserved, but clearly what's going on out hers. I ;

; NRC*a Division of Licenning. said no 'Ihat man also claimed the NRC stressed that assurances of the ' believe wvve contributed to the con-
'

one can guarantae the plant's safety. ' was trying to discouragei pubhc parti- plant's quahty must be provided by fusion * Cook added. lie pledged to |.
.

cipationin thenisetingbychoosings, '' , third-party. independent reviews of
renew the utility's efTorta to com- -

. All we can do la assure there is a*
'

ernell roors. the plant- municate withthe pubhc and media.aufficiently low risk froen the plant.
That respons.bility pr.ncipally lies Keppler -, _*y for time ever.. "I really don't think you're going to By PAULHAU' .

!
( .. Wednesday.Februory 9,1983
| Midend Dolly News,Mdond,"-t---
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., ., . . . . s.. ByJ.DIESISELER Consumers attorney 5!!chael Miller

DailyNewsstaffwritar
safd he was " uncomfortable" that the

,
- '

Six Midland nuc! car plant engineers, men werenamed on the record.
including two top. level managers, "After all, these are men's careere
should be replaced becstre the are un. "'re talking about," Miller said..,

.

|

- qualified or have attitude p lems, a Citizen interveno' Barbara Stamiria.r
federalinspectorsaid Wednesday, then stated that "we're talking thout

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commle. people's lives with this nuclear plant."
! sion inspector Ross Landsman told a Consumers spokesman Norman;

federal licensing panel that "the sita Saari said that since the charges were'

would run a lot easier without them made in a hearing,"sny additional die.-

thre.= - -

, , cussion from us.will come up in the
-

* Among the men Landsman ' named hearing room. not in the public or in the
were Roy A. Wells; executive manager media.* .*-

.
,-

of the Midland Proj'ect Quality Assur. Landsman's testimony came during
' ance Department: James Meisenheim. the first day ofthe latest round ofhear.,

er, superintendent of MPQAD soils Ings to determine if work to fix soil
work; and Dick Oliver, section head for problems at the plant is being done ade.'

icils work qualityassurance. quately.
.

. '.'

Landsman also named James A. . The harin'gs will continue through
Mooney, executive manager of soils next we'ek at the Quality Inn,1815
nrk: John Schaub, assistant project South Saginaw. They are open to the
manager for soils workt and John pubhe,. .

. . . . . , e

Fisher, underpinn!ng contracta mana.
.

.',?... J: , r.
-

-

ger. Except for Fisher, who works for THREE OF the men fandarnan
Bechtel Power Corp., the men are em, named work for MPQAD, which omr.
ployees ofConsumers Power Co. which sees quality assurance at ths plant.

,

; ownstheplant. ' Quality assurance is a series of checka' . . .

"You've gotta have somebody re. ' and inspections to Instire the plant is-

sponsible for what the people under built according to NRC requirements.
them do,"said Landsman.a member or Although the MPQAD workers' re.
the Midland Section of the NRC's Of!ios .sumes induata they may be " technical.
ofSpecialCases.

. . ly" qualified to perform their jobs,
Four other NRC officials said they Landsman said they did not have

did not think anyone should be re. enough experience. actually admi.
placed. although one esid he was'" con. nisteringQA. , g..,..

cerned" with the attitudes of so,me - ' Die NRC's senior resident inspector.
, ..

managers. .
.

Former Midland Sectioni head Ronald Cook, said he thought Wells
Wa.vne D. Shafer said inspectors have was qualified to direct MPQAD *as~

suggested replarfng certain Consum. . fong as he's surrounded by people with
ers employees, but the section has mmxperience." 'y
takennoformalaction. t The three men named frontthe soils, j

i' '

*Noneofushavegonetoourmana
.

area should be replaced because of,
ment and said 'Get rid ofX,Y, and * misunderstandings" between them.=

. Shafersaid. I selves end the,NRC inspectors Lands.
However, Shaf-r sild'there has boks- man sands p. . . -, . .'

~ ..an "argumerifative" attitude fram
Although hecould not nameanyspo.

some Consumers managers in the past cific examples, Land 6nian said he has
that extends up to James Cook, vice been told by Consumers engineers that

!
i

presidentfortheMidlandproject. A job was, performed one way then.
|I' . would find out later they "did a 180 '

,
k

' I THE PANEL wasansweringa ques- degreeturn." mi -;- -

tion from Atomic Safety and Licensing
Concern'over " cost''and sthedule is

Board Chairman Charles Bechoeffer, , the ~ common thread with all these ^mia.
,

i

who said later that he asked th ques.* understandings," Landsman said.?*
tions to help" pinpoint why some ofth "Qus!!!y is taking a'bsch seat all th

,

| ; , ork isn'tas good as it should be." ., . , time." n ;. . . , . ,
w *
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' .

"his* preliminary notification constitutes EARLY notice of events of POSSISLE safety or' '

dalic zaterest significance. The information is as initially received without veri-
f 'ication or evaluation, and is basically all that is known by the staff on this date.

-

| '

Licensee Emergency Classification:
..

.
i

*scility: Consumers Power Company Notification of L*nusual EventMidland Nuclear Power Plant Alert-

Units 1 and 2 Site Area Emergency
Docket Nos. 50-329 General Emergency

50-330 *,

xx Not ApplicableMidland, MI 48640,

.

fubject: INADEGUATE QUALITY ASSURANCE FOR HVAC wet. DER. CERTIFICATION AND PROCEDURE
'

QUALIFICATION .
,.

Att safety-related welding on the heating, ventilating and air conditioning (HVAC)
was stopped November 30, 1972, after it was determined by the Licensee that the quality
assurance program for welder certification and procedure qualification was inadeouate.

J

j A licensee QA audit of Photon Testing, Inc., which performed testir.g of weld samples
used in certifying welders and welding procedures, determined that the contractorI

did not have an adequate quality assurance program. Photon Testing has subsequently
been removed by the Licensee from the List of approved Midland vendors.

.
. .

As a result of the audit findings, the HVAC contractor, Zack Company, has discontinued
aLL welding on safety-related HVAC systems, laying off 151 crafts workers. Zack also'

discontinued the certification of new welders and withdrew aLL safety-related weld
procedures.

The Photon Testing has performed testing services for HVAC welder and procedure
qualifications'.since 1980.; ,

Region III (Chicago) personnel are on site and will monitor the Licensee's program
to address the cualification cf the Zack welders and procedures and to assess the

|
Quality of the ccmpleted HVAC welding work.

t There hai'been local news media interest in the cuality assurance problems and resulting
i

--

| Layoffs. Region III wiLL continue to respond to news inquiries.

The State of Michigan will be notified.

| The licensee reported the cuality assurance inadecuacies and HVAC worker layoffs as
; a potential 50.55e construction deficiency to Region III personnel at the site at
j 2 p.m., (EST), December 1,1982. This information is current as of that time.

I W Db NW'

Contactt R. Gardner W. Shafer R. Warnick''

384-2524- 3p4-2656 384-2599
-

.
. .

DISTRIBUTION:
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;
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MD:ORANDUM FCE: Ja=es C. Kapplar,, Regional Ad=inistrator ,

i

71cN: C. E. Norelius. Director. Division of Engineering
and Technical Programs

1. L. Spessard. Director. Division of Project and*

Residant yrogramsi *

>
.

SU5 JECT:
! SUGGZ3TED CHANCIS FOR THE HIDLuiD PROJECT
; '

[ Eistorically, the Midland Project has had periods of guestionable qualityg

assurance as related to construction activities and has had con =ensurate*

regulatory attention in the form of special inspections, special meetings. ' !
,

and orders. I

These problems have been given higher public visibility thanmost other const n ction sitas in Region III.
the adequacy of construction or the assurance of adequate construction, weAs guestions arise regarding
are faced with determining what regulatory action we should taka.'

We areagain faced with such a situation.

Current Probles .

The current probles was caused by a major breakdown in the adequacy cf
.

;

soils work during the late 1970's.
Because of the increased regulatory

attention given tha site. we expect that exceptional ettention would be
given to this activity and that licenses perfor=ance would be better thani
other sites or areas which have not had such significant problems and| therefore have not attracted this level of regulatory attention.; Bovaver.that does not appear to be the case and Midland seems to continually have'

more than its share of regulatory problems.
.

'

specific itens which are troublesome to the staff.The following are some of the
-

Techniesl Tasues,

!~

1. In the remedial soils area, the licensee has conducted safet 1

activities in an inadeguata manner in several instanicas - re=y related |
| oval of

dirt around safety related structures. pulling of electrical cable,drilling uso safety related utilities.
o'

. .

|

.'. -
- *
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James G. Kppplar -2- 6/21/82.

! 6

* 2. In the electrical area in trying to resolve a probles of the adequacy: of selected QC inspectors' work conducted in 1980. the licensee
completed only part of the reinspection even when proble=s were,

! identified,and appears inclined to accept thae SI of electrical cables *
i <

i may be misrouted (their characterization of "misrouting" may imply
grescer significance than we would attach to s1=ilar findings).

3. In the pipe support' area, in trying to resolve a probles af the
+

adequacy of QC inspections conducted in 1980, the licensee has
Portrayed only a all percentage of defects of " characteristics"

.

i .

identified and has not addressed the findings in terms of a largei
percentage of snubbers which may be defective because of the3 ,

; i characteristics within each snubber that may be defective (e.g., if
only one characteristic was defective out of 50 reviewed on a single

;

i i hanger, the percentage is small; but if the one defective characteristic'

sakes the hanger defective the result would have a auch greater
-

significance level). The licensee bed done a detailed statistical
analysis in an attempt to anow that the smal.1. percentage of characteristics

.

were found rather than broany approaching the problem with signtficant
, ,

;

reinspections to deter =ine whether or not ccastruction was adequate.
.

Cc==unientions
| -

Multiple misunderstandings, meetings, discussions, and ce==anications seem
to result in dealing with the Midland project. Sec.e examples are:
1. NEC staff attending a meeting in Washington on March 10,1982, heard

the Consu=ars power Company staff say that electrical cable pulling
related to soils renadial work was co=pleted. It was deter =ined to,

be ongoing the next day at the site,

j 2. When Region III attempted to issue a Confirmatory Action Letter.
J. Cook infor=ad W. Little of his understanding that both J. Kappler

-

'

and E. Denton had agreed that the subject of the CAL was not a
safety related item subject to NRC regulatory jurisdiction. Such
agreenents had not in fact occurred and following a seating. Consumars

- Power Company issued their commitments in a letter to Region III.
.

..
I 3. In reviewing a licensee May 10. 1982 letter, responding to the Board

Order, tha *** tttff had an unsigned letter and Region III had a signed1

copy both dated the same date but differing in content. ,-

4. Recently a Region III inspector in closing out and exiting from his
inspection described the exit meeting as being the most hostile he

i had ever participated in.

I' / *
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Janas*C. Keppler -3- 6/11/82
*

3. The responses t: any Region III
, Midland are acre lengthy and "e4, enforce =ent letters issued toargumentative.than are any other'

responses from any other licensee in Region III. This point was -

ande in the 5AI.7 response provided by Midland,and the SAI.7 response
in itself from Midland is an example of the type of response which
we con =only receive from the site. The le=gth of the response is
at least as long as the initial SAI.F report.

6. Multiple requests for briefing " nestings and other statements by the
utility to the effect that we should review procedures in develop = ental

,

stages i= ply that Midland wants the NRC to be a part of their construction
} . program rather than having us perform our nor=al regulatory function.
4

1 Staff Cbservations
> .

.

1. With regard to corrective actions of identified noncompliances, tha
-

-. Midland response seems to lean towards doing a partial job and than
writing up a detailed study to explain why what they have done is
sufficient rather than,doing a more co=plete job and assuring 1002
correctivs action has occurred. In the detailed writeups that are ,

prepared, it is the staff's view that the licensee does not always
represent the significance properly,and the analyses had studies
often raise more questions than they solves thus time appears to has,

been vasted in writing an analysis rather than in fixing the probles,
2. Midland site ap; ears to be overly censcious with regard to whether

or not sc=ething is an ites of noncompliance and spends a lot of
; effort on defending whether or not sc=ething should be concomplianca
j as opposed to focussing on the issue bei=g identified and ta'das

! [ corrective action. This appears in part to be due to their sensitivity'

I

I
of what appears in the public record as official ite=s of noncompliance.

I 'f is sansitivity may have resulted from the extended public visibility .
-

which has attended construction of the facility. The staff's view is
that the Midland site would look better from the public standpoint and
be more defendable from NRC's sta=dpoint. if they concentrated on fixtag

~ identified problems rather than arguing as to the validity of citations.j
| This type of view was expressed by the utility during a recent effort'

to clarify in detail that certain construction items on the soils>

| 1 remedial work should not be subject to NRC's regulatory. action.

.i 3. The Midland project is one of the most complex and complidsted ever
'

'

undertaken within Region III. The reason is that they are building
two units of the site simultaneously and additionally have an underpinning'

construction effort which in itself is probably the equivalent of building
.

| a third reactor site. The massive construction effort and the various
i stages of construction activity which are involved make the sita

e
i extremely compl$ted to manage. This activity appears to eause a lot of '

pressure on the licensee management.

I
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4.
Mr. J. Cook. the Vice President responsible for the Midland site

,

is an extremely capable and dynamic individual.
} Novaver. these

sharacteristics in conjunction with the complexity and fa=:eesenas,s'

of operation as set forth in 3. above. nay actually be contributing: ,

to some of the confusion which seems to exist.! The staff views that(1) he is too such involved in detail of plant operations and there are'

times when the verking level staff appears to stres and be raady toi

take action where Mr. Cook may argue details as to the necessity for
such action or may argue as to the specific saaning of detailed work
procedures. (2) this kf.nd of push may lead to such things as letters

,

;

both signed and unsigned appearing in NRR and causing confusion.
(3) this push may lead to some aninosity at the licassee's staff level
if NRC activities are looked on as slowing progress of construction atthe site. i,

-

x.e==.nearions !

It appears essential ~that some action be taken by NRC to improve the
regulatory perfor=ance of the Midland facility. The following' specificsuggestions are anda..

<

t

1.
The company nuse be made aware and have emphasised to than again#

that their focus should be on correcting identified probless in a
,

'

eeeplete and timely n e er.
,

2.
Ye shoult guestics whether or not it is possihte to adequately manage
a constru: tion pregran which is as cc= plex and diverse as that which! currently axists at Midland.

i, following activities be consideredVe would suggest specifically that the.

That the licensee cut back work and dedicate their efforts to
! a.'

getting one of the units on line in conjunction with doing the
*

soils remedial work.

b.
! That they have a separata management group all the way to a
! possible new Vice president level. one of which would manage the

construction of the reactor to get it operational and the second
-

j '

'| to look solely after the ranedial soils and unda'rpinning activities.
3.

I Consumers Power Company should develop a design and construction
'

verification progran by an independent contractor. This would provide i
an important additional sessure of credibility to the design and
construction adequacy of the Midland factitty.

.
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Ye would be happy to discuss this with you.
4

P .

'
.

4'$ bi':.k
C. E. Norelius. Director

* Division of Engineering and.

Technical Programs
,

t /
! **h a. fC2+f. .

1. L. Spessard, Director '

Division of Project and
Resident Programs *
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; R. J. Cook, Senior Resident Inspector, Midland, Site
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1
e

|

| As per our c=nversation of July 21, 1982, the following is a lis of th:se
-

'

! iter'.s that various inspectors c=nsider to be indicative of questier.ahle'
| licensee perfo =ance:,

1.- c=e of the leading ite=s is the over-inspection perfor=ed on ele =trical
QC inspe::::s whl=h was done in respcase to NRC cancerns identified in
the May 1982 team inspection. The licenses found weaknesses in the,

; inspe:.i=ns perfs=ed by s==e electrical QC inspe=ts:s pertaining to not
idan.ifying the ais-:suting of cakles. Pis ites ca.fiminated in an itam, '

of none=mpliance. ':he licensee did not expand the overview actisity to'

i i a degree necessary for an ac:eptable resciution to the identified weak-
ness - even after a meeting in R:::. This ite= h.se not been rescived to
tha satisfaction of the NRC although cue Ptsition has been c*early defined. I

.
.

As a partial response to the i.en 'r.spe:*. ion es==orn, the li:ensee ; sser.ted
tha NR with an audit rey rt which world dezcast:ste a resp ==Je to our can-

| corn of questionable electrical 90 inspec.isna. Iowever, the audit report
,

,

| stated th2t it (tha wdit repor-) did not add:see the NRC conce:rs.'

2. During the dialogue for the unde:Pi..ning and remedial soils work, a large
amount of ar:phasis has been p3 ased oc the settling data f== the stru=tures
involved. During a meeting in NQ on March 10, 1982, the need for QC require ,

1 zants on ranedial seils inst == ente. ion were explieltly delineated. Sowever,"
! one week later, the NRO inspe=t= s found soils work..instru=entation intaal-
! lation was started the day after the March lo,1982 meeting without a QC/QA

u=hrellar that t.%e licensee's QA Auditor and QA En'gineering persannel were
not a;;:: ached pertaining to the need for QA coverage for this soils se.stle-

| ment instr =entations that there were strong indica.icas that the licensee'

had mislead the NRC in relating that the work was essentially co=plete when
| indeed it was not; and presently, the licensee manage =ent info =s our inspes- .

ter that items are ready for his review when in actuality they are not. Diar
conversaticas with licensee pers=anel - ether than sanage=ent - car. firm that
the itans are not ready for review.

,
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July 23, 1982
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'

.
}

3.
job - Rechtel or Consumers PHistorir. lly, one of the NRC questions has been, %'ho is runing the

,

believe it is Rechtel: ne following exuple would allow one to
As a part of the resolution to our findings in

8

the licensee generate a Csordination/ nstallation Form to cover interfacthe soils settlement it.str. mentation installation, the NRC insisted that
j,
i ..

between different evolutions of inst .nentation installation.e!

see would call our inspector for his con.urrance on the adequacy of theThe lican-
fo=m - the inspector would approve Consumers Power Company's form, but
then would find out that Ee-html did not want to work to consu=or's fo n.

the for:s that was generated to resolve regulatory cor.cerns. r: -

has occurred twice and was considered as a deviatier. during a more re=ent21s event
i inspection.

De opinion of the staff is that if C:=su=ers gene:ates ai

has had NRC input,foz= that will aid them in not incurring regulatory difficalty, and whichj

with these policies instead of the centractor dictating the regulassrythe licenses should de=and Cat the c=ntra= tor es=; ply
;

j
enviro..=ent under which they will work.i

4.
Deficiencies in zaterial storage conditions has continually been a con =or
to the NRC and has resulted in items of noncompliance. n

slipshod the c==stru= tar's attitude is towards construc ion.the ability to maintain quality storage is indicative of how rigeroTo the it.spectors,
-

' us or
has attested to entice the c==structor to do better in maint'aining theme licensee.

a

material storage conditions, but sti1*. the licar.see's auditors and thei

mt: have negative findings in natorial st= rage canditions and negatire
dis:sssions with the contrac.or about the validity of the finding.

'5. .-

At periodic intervals, the su;; ort of cables, particularly in the control
.

the disa;;:: val of the NRC ins;,setors. rec = area, which are svaiting fur.her :suting or terminatica, has =et with
*
.-

Dese dis:re;ancias also in=1ude,

cables without cavered ends being on the floor in val.k areas that are ina partially installed status.,
'

his is also another indicat=r of slipshed
wc k=anship whid. has been bra,agh. to the c:nstru= tor's attention at varfei

times, but was last noted during a re:ent inspection. .
us

't
in the area of instr.=entatica ist;ulse line installation and marking
11:ensee has had separability vicissions which has required removal of all, the
installed i. pulse lines.

I Also, the NRC, be=ause of this and significant
adverse cyerational conditions, insisted that the installed i= pulse lines{

,

he identified.
Although the licensee plans ts sa k the impulse lines,j

there was an inerdinata amount of resistance to masking the lines - eveni

though there had been instances .ef mis-mat =hed channels he:suse of iden-ti!1 cation confusion.
#
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A. F. warnick,

3, July 23, 1982
.
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|

7. 's amarsple of reluctance in placing the responsibility for pality work-manship at the form -an and/or worker level has recently been identified.i The NRC inspectors noted that some drop-in anchors were inproperly instal-
1ed and obvicusly 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. De NRC inspectors treat this as indicative that
slipshed workr.anship is tolerated in the hopes that QC will find the r.istakes.

.

,

ei

S. Late in 1981, the licensee decided to move the CA Site Scperintendent into
another pesition and cover this site function by sharing the site ti=e be-
tween the Qi Director and the CA Managet. After a Januazy 1982 r.seting with3

the NRC at R:23, the licenste opted to fill the CA Superintendent spot with4

another person.
In the spring of the year, the NRC inspectors were fo11cv.dng

up on welding allegations and approached the GA Superintender.t.
,

The QASuperintendent was familiar with the alleged poor welding and had established
what the NRC inspectors determined to be a responsive plan to res=1ve tha

;
i.

pestionable QC welding inspections. At the Exit Interview, the CA cizector
-

did not appea: to back the GA Site Superintendent's proposed plan whl=h had; ' tacit NRC approval. Se NRC inspestor classified in writing and with just
ea.:se that the Exit Intezview was the most hostile exit interview he hadever encountered.

4

,

S.
Daring a recent inspection, it was noted by the NRC. inspector that fill dirt '

was piled and being covered with a sud sat at a nor.inal 1:15 herit=n.a1 to
vertie41 s1=pe when the s;ecification eslled fe,r a 1\t1 ho inental to verti-cal slepe.

A c:nstructor Field Ihgineer witnesmed the wrong sleye being|

i. stalled and jus.ified and defended the slope after kein; it.f:rned of the *

specification ret.:irenant. nis is ancther exa. ple of the emnst:s= tor
3

having an attitude which ; eelefes pality wc:). anahip. -
.

10.
At different times, NRC inspec.s:s have experienced diffic: *.ty in gett.ing; i

irfe==atien whi:h is e:ntrolled by the contractor, such as su, parting cal-i I
culations and onlifying infor=ation to justify a given installatics.

'

; *
Arecent exa:ple 14: the NRC it.spee*.or info ==ed the licenses and the centrac-i

ter he wanted to see resumes of persons involved in the rs=edial soils work,
nere is an obligation to the NRC to supply a precise aurher of "palified*; - persons an the s;ils work.

; f, re=ords as they were persor.al.The irspector was informed he could not get theseThe inspector ultimately Aid get the infor=a-'
!

tion afte: bringing it to the attention of licensee ' upper =ar. age =ent. Nov-ever, this indicates an implied unwillingness of the constructor t share
information wita sne NRC and some*.1=es with the licensee.
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R. F. Warni,ck 4
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July 22, 1982
, *

11.'

The licensee oftentimes does not dersonstrate a " heads up' approach totheir activities. The following are e e..ples of the licensee operatingin an environ =ent using tunnel visica " blinders".
,

.
: .

,

a) Duri. g a recent NRC it.spection, the inspector challenged tho' ability
to maintain the proper six ratio on high pressure grout. This was
d=ne after the inspector noted that the operator could never maintain
the proper six ratio without continual manual control - which was not
available when the grout is applied. D e lics see's a;ethetic atti-

] ; tufe did not allew them to stop the grout application until the next
i i day when this be ase as issue at the exit ir.serview.

i.
.

b) At one peint in time, the company doing drilling on site for the
1' remedial s=ils work cut into a safety related duct hank her.een the

dissel generator building and the se:vice water building. n a Consu-
zers Power site Manager's office (the production people) stopped work
he=ause - from a pality standpoint conditier.s vers so deplorable.
M:vever, the Site Mar.ager's office did not have responsibility in this
area - the Midland Pr= ject CA Department had this resse sibilitv__and#I
did not inYo2'E""Geir au nority to p: event the drilling work from get-

~

L ing out of. centrol - or to bring it back into control..,

s c) ne NRC ins;etter recently wit =essed the licensee settis; up to drill
a well hole in safety related dir. using a techr.ipe which was not
authorized. If the 4: specter had not brought thia : the lite..see's
attention, the licensee wculd have vi= lated an order addressing reme-'

1

dial soils work at also the Constructirn Fe:mit. #'

When the 14:ensee
was persed as to the sva11ahility of the QC/QA pers nnel whc would
prevent, such activity fr== happening, the NRC inspector was icic=::.44

,

'

; that t'.is was (another) r.isundarstandieg. i

t

! !
Se NRO inspectors haaa heet inf=r:3J by our *.sn*.ar.s oa site that there'

are ren=es wriatu t.o 1.he effect that ";s:ipheral vision" should be cur-,

tailed and cor.=.c f catio a with the NR stiffled. D e NRC has not read
,

these mes=es yet - but plans to in the near future, providad they really
exist and inter what we have been informed. .

. ,

T$e licensee seems to pcssess the unipe ability to lear =h all fac.iens12.,

'

of the NRC until they have found one that is sy=pathetis to their peint
of view - irregardless of the impact on plant integrity, same examples,of this aros

'

a) The NR: soils inspector infor=s the licensee that soils stabilliation
grovt ce=es under the Q program. De licensee is not particularly

.

,

happy with this position. Onknown to the inspector, the li:ensee
argues his point with NRR to have the grout non-Q - using only those
argunents whl=h suppers his (the li=ensee's) pcsition.

. .

S e licensee.

*. t
I

i

i *

4 *
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R. F. warnick *

5, July 23, 1982
'. , .

I

has the advantage of the NRC inspector's technical and regulatory.

basis for supporting his (the inspector's) position, and therefore
avoids mention of this during the discussions with NRR. Iowever,' '

the licensee's QA program, which has air.eady been approved by NRR,
states that all the remedial soils work is g unless RIII approves a', *

relaxation on a case by case basis. It appears the licensee does
not wish to acknowledge the prior' agreements with the NRC.

I

b) since the failure of auxiliary feed ater hesders in 3G steam genera-
tors, dis =v.ssions have tra.. spired between the NRC inspectors and the
site personnel. These discu.ssions have indicated that the lirensee

;
.

was maintaining a conservative approach and were er.sertaining the
,

concer=.s ex;tessed by the NRC which were stimulated primarily by g :ss| '{ mistakes in atta=pting the modification at operating an plaats, nej licensee's carperate pers:: e1 were anneyed that the NRO ins;estors
would not give a;;roval t= start the modification until all the pre-

4 ;
t

paratory work had been ac===plished as this would tend to i=;act the
schedule and the modification to the steam generators could beense a
scheduling nuisance. The licensee corporate personnel contacted the,

.

*

NR inspectors involved to .* reason with thes". Iowever, the c=rpor-
2

j
ate personnel,' (including a representative from asw) were unable to1

j answer the concerns of the NRC inspecto s but did sentich that the NRRi
Operational Project Manager indicated that it was alright to proceed
with the modifi=ation. The licenses corporate personnel.could not
stats what the position of the NRR Censtruction Fr= ject Xanager was on,

this lesue - only that they had found ss=e fers of app:: val f:or. Sn.:e-; ,

'

one in the NRC. "
#

c) At ti=es, when :reafiate Artion Letters or other fer=s of escalated
enforce =ent become 12:.inent, the licenses atta=;ts to *a;;eal" theiri : case with individuals in the regional manage =ent who are removed fromj the parti:ulars of the tentative enfer:e= cat action, t'he 11:ensee at-
teqpts to get these persens to agree to' specific portict.s af the issue
whf en would irdisata that the licensee is "really not all that had*. i,

'

rwever, the *real" issues, as identified by the NRC inspectors arebeing masked.
.

~

d) During inspections of the remedial soils w=zk, the NR inspector has'

been infor=ed by the licenses that certain findings and areas of irspes-
tion were not within the purview of his (the inspector's) inspection

-

progras because they were irr essence considered non-2 and that by virtue'

of prior agreement with th's Regional Administrator were excluded from
enforsament action. N= wever, the NRC inspectors would subsequently find'

that there was no such agreement between the Regi'enal Ad=inistrator and ,

|the licensee - only a philosophical discussion as to what, in general
tex =s, constituted an item of noncompliance. )

.
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A. F. Warnisk .

4, July 23, 1982
.

a

The above indicators support the reputation the licensee has for being
argumentative. Their a;;arent inability to accept an NRC position with-

. out diligently searching to find a " softened" position results in n.anar-'

ous hours of frustrated ccnversations between all parties involved to
resubstantiate (usually the original pesition) a position based on tech- ,

nical and reguintory prudency.

13. The licensee has been classified publicly by the m as being art =enta-
tive. The lira..see continues - to axhibit this trend, as evidenced by thefoll= vias examples: *

,

a) Issentially eve:y ite= cf nonco=plian=e receives an argumentative
answer which addresses only the specificity of the itmo of nonces-

: 311ance and selectivtly avoids any cencept which would support theii

essence for the item of noncompliance. For exarple - in the instance
of the ie r=;erly inst 11ed drop-in anchor =ansioned above, it was,

*

the fact that QC had not inspected the installation of the bolt which
.

. sas impcrtant to the liceasse. Newever, the real enforca=ent issuo *

was that comp nan.s were keing i= roperly installed.,. , .
|

b) Yne cycle I: SA17 made critical evaluations of the licespee's perfor-
maare in several areas.

i The licensee's respcase to this SALP report
was argumentative over s;erific details and did not seem to a=kaswl-
edge that the emnsa.. sus of opir.ica of the NRC inspection staff was;

j
tha. there were areas where the licassee's perfor=anca was weak.j The
lizensee's art =estative position is in the fez:n of *we really are not

j all that had" when the recaris, findings and oksarvaticas of the NBC ,

laspectors su;;:: just the opposite p=sition., -
*

. .

c) The "q-ness" of the remedial soils work has continually been an argu-t

aantative topic cf discussion whi=h ultimately resulted in a Ng meeting
! t

en Mar =h 10, 1352. At this meeting, the "g-ness" of the re=edial soils! | work was specified and later doc'.=:ented with the meeting minutes. ~' Esv-i

aver, the lizenses did not wish to ahide by this position and a subse-
quant meeting was' held in A 22 to further clarify the NRC position.
still, the topic of "g-ness" is being argued by the licensee, even though,

the A3:3 has issued an Crier further defining the "g-ness" of the soils
work. It might be noted that a hea.-ing is' in. process over this soils,

issue and the NRO's position on "g-ness" has been expressed during these;

|
*

tes .1=o=. ins . '
'
,

-

14. During a re:aat episode, the 11:sasse vaated to santinue em=avation sif seils
,

in prszimity to the reedwater Isolation valve Pit (FIVP). Bowever, the lican-
see wanted to perfs== this evolution without detez=Laing that the' temporas?
su ports of the F2VF were adequate. Making this deterzination wculd have sa .,

, '.I, impact en scheduling, as stated by the licensee. The FIVF su;; orts vere.

installed without a g urkrella and subsequent inspe=tions did reveal several
,

| j discrepancies in the installation of the su;po:s stru=ture. **:,

i
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R. F. Warnisk 7 July 22,1982

*
,

,

15. During the limited remedial soils work which has transpired, the licassee
has managed to penet:ste 9-electrical duct banks, a condenst . header drain

'

line, an abandoned sewer line, a non-Q electzscal 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

, NRC as to the adepacy of review prior to atte pting to drill, the NRC- I

re:sives responses which strongly suggest that the ti=e was not taken to
,perfor:: these reviews - perha;s taking this time would i=;act on the '

s:hedule. . '
, _

16. By virtue of an earlier A1A3 c dar, the licensee is rete.ixed to perform
|trend a .alyses for acncenforming conditions. nose trend analyses have,

in the past, masked the data such that chvious trends a:e act ehvious and
has resulted in negative findings by the NRc. nis was addressed in one.

' of the earlier SA1.7 neetings. Recently, while perfs.%g a review of * ',

hanger welding data, the NR inspector fcund that the statisti=al data had
'

' heen diluted to the point that the neher of unsatisfactory hangers could
act he deterr.insd f:ca the trend analyses or the type and degree of non-
confor=ing conditicas which were being identified pertinent to the hanger
fabri=ation.. , _ ,

17. De licensee contin'us11y would use the NRC staff as consultants and clas-
; sifies a regulat==y and enforce =ent p=sition as counter ;;oductive, yhis

is reflected by the 11:ansee not wishing to perform S-werk without obtain-
1 ing NRO prior approval and then aftressing only these areas where the NRC

has vciced a regula c=y 1:encera - ; ovided it is ::Javenient to *.he lice..ree.,This attitude has pa:ticcolarly prevailed in cha tr edial nia issue and to,
-

a lesse: degree in the electrical insts11a-1:n are*s. S e ; sfe::ed NR:
inspe .3: n:de would be for the lice :see to is .e: ate his pr:gra= to essa-

i blish pality and then the NRC would ap;; owe or disa;;.ove. N:vever, the'
. licensee repires consultation with the NR to establish his level of .1

| tc:,ality : epi:ssents.
' ,

; The above is not intended to be a complete 11 ; er all, d!serepancies which indi-
'

cate pestionable licensee perfez=ance as this would repire a a::e extensive
i review of the rescris and inspection personnel involved than time pe==its. Also, .
| there has been no atte:gt to systa=atically dorment the ,enfor=e=ent and ur.re-
; solved items list as these are contained in other info ==atica sour:es. Iowever,
! the listing is :sths: ===;;ehensive of the types of situations and attitudes which

3: avail at the Midland Site as observed by the NRC inspector staff.
,*

When cons'idering the above listing of pestionable 11:ensee perfor=ance attributes,
the most damning concept is the fact that the NRC inspectien effort at Midland has

3been purely reactive in r.ature for approximately the last year, and that these ,

1

-

indicators are what have been observed in a;;;oximately the last six mor.ths. If,

.
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suly 23, 1982-

i
.

|
*

j
these are the types of Ita s that have become an NRC nuisance under a reactive .. i
inspection program, one can' only wonder at what would be disclosed under a
rigorous routine inspec. ion and audit program.

,
+ ., ,

i

! sincerely, .

-

*

i

.
. .

.

: m. a. coa.

senior sesie t z.s ,e ,=o ,,

j F.idland tite Resident Office
ecs W. D. Shafer

D. C. Boyd
R. N. Cardner
R. 3. Landsr.an

. 3. L. Eurgess
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August 18."1982
.

'

i, -
.

.

I
' *

MDiCRANDO.' FCR: Region III Files <

,

TRQM:

Robert F. Yarnick , Acti 3 Director, Offica of Special Casas
,

st~3JICT:, ,

HIITING 3IIVEIN NF.R AND RECION III RI CONSC215 POVIR C22A2.Y.i

PIRTCR.".uiCI AI MIDLAND (DN 30-329; 30-310)
"

On July

D. C. Eisenhut, R. R. Voll=ar, R. O. Tedesco, T. I. Novak26,1982, R7. Tarnick and Ja es C. Kappler met with I
. C. Casa.

J. Ruthers to discuss the perfor:ance of Co=su=ars 7ever Ccapany at th, W. D. Patra, a=d-! Midland sita.,

e
\

During the =esting taference was made to infor=ation centained in tw, j from the RIZI staff.
The first seno dated June 21

' o sa=os
C. E. Neralius and R. L. Spessard and concerns sugg,ested charges fo1982 is from
Midland Froject.

T.ia second se=o dated July 23, 1982 is.fron 1. J. Cook
,

r the.

and concerns the licensee's perfor=ance at Midland. '

are attachad. Copfas of the na=os,

t .

The cost:.% rts41re A ir. the fEllowing reco:=:endations:
.

'

*

(1) f
Region III should obtain the results of the recent

,

! eudit by Dic.'l (2)
Michitan, ta obtain 11tansee ' co==it=entSchedule a public meeti=g betveen NRC ar.d CPC =anage: ant in Midland

1

. I below. ,

to aces =f-lish (3) and (4)

(3) The 3ht tat
should obtain an i= dependent design review.

'

slice from design thru couslation of construction.) (/. vertical.

(4) * The licenses should obtain en indepe= dent third party to contin o
.,

)
monitor the site CA imple=entation and provide pe.=i' dic reports tou usly
the NRC. o
nous monitertag function. Region III is to provide a suggested outline for .he contin-i

-

*
r

W.,4,fN4, .f =
.

Robert F. Yarnick, Acting Director
" Office of special Cases -

i Attach =ents: As stated ,.
,

.

.

cc w/ attachments: Meeting
,

participants
.

Yos II/L|fU~l *
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Oc.-C4

i .
.

.

MEMc2ANr::M FOR: Jane.s C. Espplar, Regional Ad=inistrator '

i

71cK
Robert 'F. Warnick, deting Directer, Office of Special Casas

5:3JIC
CCNS;ME23 POWIR-Mi3uND (I:N 30-329; 30-330) '

.

Than you ersated the Offica of Specisi cases and a special Midland sectionstaffed
ith individuals assigned solaiy to that project, you indicat dyour concarn with the Edland Project. e

You did this in spita of the favor-'

able findings of the sysedal tas:a inspection conducted in May,1981, and tha
favorabia testinomy you gave before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

,

| en July 13, 1981.
You indicated your conesrs vsa based on the Systanaticj ;

Assess e=t of Licensee Performanta (SALP) report for the period July 1,1980
-

: to Jana 30, 1981,
the inspection findings since those datas, and the meno

'

of June 21, 1982,
by C. I. Noralius and R.1,. Spessard suggesting cartain

changes be made at the Midland Project (copy attmehad as Enciasura 1).
1

At my request 1. J. Cook preparmd a suur:ary of indicators of questicarbia.
,

license perfar:.anca at Edland.,

attached as Inclosure 2. A copy of Cook's asso dated July 23, 1982 is i

'

,

,

r .

3ecause of your exprassed concerns, you sa3 I mit' e'ith reprasentatives fremt
.

I NRR on J ly 26, 1982
to discuss Hidls.nd and Censu=ars lower Cc=pany (CPCo)i perforsanea.

*: hat naeting also resulted in recot= ended actions}
of tha =estics is attached as Zaciosure 3. A sa:snary

,

.
i

#
4

j
Toll: ming the name.t.g with NR2, I diacsssed the reco=nendations of that sect-|
ing with cur 34 ster Rastdest ~nspceter, cthe's members of the new Mddland |j
Section, sud former Section and Branch Chiefs who are inti=stely far:iliar; with Midland..

.

.

I ter that week (July 30) I rpent a day at the Midland .sita. I attanded theexit meeting followfag Landstan's and Gardner's inspection, met with CPCs
and Bachtel manage =ent to get acquainted with them, and toured the plant site.

.

Ca July 31, 1982,
up with in the NIX seating.I arpressed my opposition to the reco:mmendations we bad dome's

My opposition was based on (1) opinions expressed
by the Senior Resident Inspector, a Region III 3 ranch Chief formerly respons1=

,

ble for the NIC inspection of Midland, and a Construction Section Qaial who has ,

.

been intimately associated with inspections of Midland regarding the proposed
actions; (2) my visit to the site; and (3) the inability of Region III to .

articulate the problen(e) at Midland which' the above referenced reco:=nendattans .

vera supposed to solve.
I indicated that we needed to better identify ourc an em == . nnA e t. . n o.s . e-d%e me**ene et.ac. van 1A vsee9v'. . .g . . . u n . . . . . . . . . '. . g..... n g. ...........e

ti.aem

{

em .af'*e _ '"-
,

....
sW84885 d .................... .............g . . %. . J.a.n

...V..a..............
..............

W
.f.

.
'

.......... .s.n . . . . . . . . . . . . l
....*

................k..'...... ........... .......
........ .........|..... .... 3 ,.... .............. *
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Ja=as C. Kappler -2- August 18, 1982,

.
. : \

On August 3,1982, se=bers of the Midland Section * met with you to discuse ny I'

eppcsition to the reco=nendations coming fram the nesting with NF3. The,

pros a=d cons of the reconnendations together with other alternattwa were,

discussed. The meeting concludad with you agreeing to give the Section u til
August 11 to determina a better proposed course of-action to resolve NEC concerns i'
about Midland. i

.
.

To this and the Midland sectica net together on August 4 and again on August 3
following our public meeting with CFCo on the SALP II report. Several altar-
natives were discussed i'ncluding stopping all work on one unit, have an inda-
pendent third party sanitor all past and currant construction work, stopping
work in selected areas, perfor=ing a construction appraisal team inspection,
Placing all sita QC work under CFCo. and establishing an sug=ented NRC inspec-
tion effort.

Although some mer.bers of the Midland Section thought that stronger actic=s should
be taken, all ne=hers of the Sectica agreed they could support an aus=ented KRC;

; inspection effort coupled with other actions to strengthen the licensee's QC/QA *

erganization a=4 nanagement.
; - These recoc=anded actions are attached as Zaclosure 4

It is recon =e=ded the proposed actions to i= prove the licansee's perfor anen
be discussed with N2R and then the licenses.

.

pahert I'. Ve: nich, Acting Director,

Cffice.of Special Cassa
'
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Docket No. 50-329 *

Docket No. 50-330
..

Consumers Power Company
ATIN: Mr. James W. Cook

Vice President
Midland Project' .

.

j 1945 West Farnall Road
Jackson. M1 49201

1a

; Gentlemen:
< -

We have reviewed your proposal to have the Stone and Webster Corporation
-

j - '

(SW) perform the third party independent assessment of the soils remedial
,

>

i work activities.

1' The staff has received sworn statenants from the SW Corporation and
j from the key SW personnel (Attachments A and 3 respectively) attesting
i

to corporate and individual independence. .
.

The staff has also reviewed a letter. J. E. Brunner to V. D. Faton.
1 dated Nc,ve ber 15.1952 (Attachment C) which describes the contracts
I undertaken hy $ W for the Consumers Power Company and indicates that,

i
SW cr its subsidiaries have as holdings of Consumers Power Company'

j
stocks. The attachments to this letter have been subsequently notarised.

i . !
The staff has considered the qualifications .of both the SW organiastion'

i

and the individuals proposed as team members to conduct the independent
i

|
review of Ccusuners power Com;*any's ransgenent of the Midland soil project. .

laputs to this review included tt.e information supplied in the above4

submittals, the staff's existing knavledge of SW performance at other
; nuclear power plants and information as to SW personnel competence.~

'

Our evaluation of these documents revealed that the competence and.<

-

independence criteria have been met as set forth in Chairman Falladine's
letter to Congressmen Ottinger and Dingell of February 1,1982.

Based on our reviews we have determined that the SW Corporation is ,*

an acceptable organisation to perform the third party assessment of,

!

the soils remedial work; however, the scope of the SW assessment should
-

be broadened to include the following .

.
* *

#
7 g
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Consumera Fower Company* .

i* -
.

I

-

(1) Frovide a QA overview and assessment of the design work packages
*

4
+ '

{ to ensure accuracy and adequacy.
f i

(2) Frovide a QA overview and assessment of the.QC inapector requalifi-
'

!

,cation and cartification prostas.
.

(3) Frevide a QA overview and assessaant of the training conducted' fori

all personnel in the soils remedial work effort.i

i

(4) Expand the work contract to include an essessment of all underpinning
work on safety-ralated structures on which underpinning work is,

} done while your contract with Scona and Webster is in effect.
!

In addttion, the Midland section has reviewed Consumers Fever Company's
,

performance regarding the installation of Fiers V12 and E12 and hasconcluded that no major discrepancias were identified during this work
;

-

)
.(Memorandum, 1. Landsman to 1. F. Warnick, dated 2/15/83. Attachment D . \

'

14.1983 (Attachasat I)
,

:

Stone and Webster in their letter dated February
'

I

also indicated that no major performance problema have been identified.|

They have stated that in their opinion additional underpinning work sculd
-

be released for sonstructism. '
~

3ased on the inclusion of the previously described contract changes, your
performance record regardius Piers V12 and E12 and the acceptability of

'

j

the Stone and Webster Corporation as the third party independent reviewer,
'

we conclude that underpincing activities of safety-related structutes may
Flesse submit docusuntation of the expansion of the third party

.
'

I
proceed. The work activitiesI

assessuent to include the four areas identified above.
'

will be authorized in accordance with the approved NRC/CPCs Vork AuthorisationI*

; Frocedure.'

! Should you have any questions regarding,this lettar pisase centset
.

,

| Mr. 1. F. Varsick of my staff.
'

I;
| Sincerely..<

' .i . .

: 1 Original af gned by-
.

,.

I

| A. Sert Davis
-

i

i

James G. Esppler
',

Regional Administrator
-

Enclosures As stated
: -

f |
ss w/encli ,

*

See attached distribution list
-

^ ^ th.. Ce &*r1n L2.,,a' 5
.

.4.86(40
'
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Consumers Fever Company 3-. -
,

= t.
*

>

cc w/encit .

DM3/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)'4

Resident Inspector. RIII
The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer. ASLB,

| The Ecnorable Jerry Harbour. ASL3.

The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan. ASLB+
'

The Honorable Ralph S. Decker. ASL3'

William Paton. 32.D-

F.ichael Miller
Ronald Callen. Michigen

Public Service Con =ission- -

i Myron M. Cherry
Barbara Sta= iris'

! Mary sinclair
Wendell Marshall
Colonel Steve J. Cadler (P. E.),

4
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February 15, 1983|
-

,

.,

!
*

,,

MEuogANDUM 701: 1. 7. Warnick. Director. Office of Special Cases'

.

1

,TEgD W. D. shafar Chief. Eidland Section

! FEDK: 1. 3. Landensa. Maactor Inspector. Midland section

: i gUBJECT: 11CDiSEE PERF0gMDCE ON FIERS 12E and 12W
. I

l !
: i

( |
1111 on Decer.ber 9,1982. authorised CPCo to initista work activities
pertaining to the drif t excavettes and Saata11ation of Fiars 12E and' i

j,
j 12W. Subsequent to that authorization the licenses began work as

~

- December 13. 1982. Due to the Diesel Camerator Building Inspection I
' ' have had only enough time to perform five inspections to detaraina the

acceptability of the liceassa's work in regards to these pieza includingi ,

removal of fill concrete. shaf t escavation and bracing, bell excavatica'
-

and bracing, and reinforcias details and proposed concreting activities.
!

i I have identified three conceras since maderpinaiag work began whink
.

| { have basa subsequently corrected or are in the process of being
'

|
serrected by the liceassa. They are ,

a) That the craftverkaan were act receivtag the required amount of -

! j specialized remedial soils underpinning trainias. De liceasse
| |

has agraad to espand the scope of craf t training. 6 n. does met
have the details worked out to data. ,

|
| I ~

! b) nat the licenses wr.sced to mae a outer plasticiser as an adiitiva'

I to the concrete mis in lieu of good concreting practices, i.e.. -

'

acasolidation by vibt tion, ne licensee af ter what I consider to be
1 ;

I excessive discussions'11aally agreed te vibrate all underpinning
soacrete in accordarce with good assiseertag practise.~'

j .

t e) nat the third party fadependent assesenest team is not reviewias *

the 4 !g. 4:= -ats for technical adequary. ney are only detag-

implementation review to assure that the design documents are being
followed. From discussions with Stone and Webetar personnel.13,.
was determined that this important parameter was not included
La their aestreet. D e licensee is presently esiasidering tac 1sdias
this la the contract doesments.

'

Besidea these three aoscaras no other iseves or deviations from regulatory
*

reguirassats have been identified.
*

.*

. .
.

.

i .
,

-
4

!
_ _

a. s. - -

: '

ar...............3saster.3aspee t

| *** MM p. ..
........... ..... .......

..... ........................p...

t ***=< 3,andesunda..A . ..... ................... .......................................... ............ ......

I.............. .........................g 3 j M , , w, .

, - - - - - - - _ -----__=% . _ _ - , ._____;
_ _

,
.y., ,r- _- *

,,
.



. -
^

- - - . - - e , v .. . .g, . - .; ,, ,.,

.. .

1
'

. .
~ ~

v)QT.tr.-STc. F kfliWAATTACIDENT E-

Q,F_| t-

2bM.8 Watp.' -
.

; STONE & WEBSTER MICHIGAN INC. yf,- '{ff,

h[ '' h[*
,[ P.O. Box 2325. Boston. MassacMuscTTa 02107

! W | C f |

{ ML I l~i
,

OL | |FI LW.M
. - ...

,

Mr. J. G. Reppler February,14, 1983 ,1
4

i Administrator, Region III J.0. No. 14353
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory comission MPS-3

799 Roosevelt Road'

Clan Illyn, IL 60137
;

I RE: DOCKET No. 50-329/330 -

MIDLAND pl. ANT - UNITS 1 AND 2
|

INDEPENDEhT ASSESSMENT OT AUXILIARY BUILDING LTDERPINNING I-

ASSESSMENT OF WORK ON PIERS U12 AND 112'

i

.

As of February 11, 1983 the Stone & Webster - Farsons 3rinciarhoff - '

Assessment Tea: has observed the excavation, placing of reinforcement,'

and concreting of underpinning pier W12, and the excavation, and
.

i ! placing of reinforcement for underpinning pier E12. In addition, the
,

!
Assess =ent Team has reviewed the drawings, procedures and-other documents ,

! pertaining to the underpinning work and has observed the performance of
the Quality Assurance and Quality Control Organizations during the pro-
grass of the work. .

During the period that the Assessment Team has been on site, daily
meetings have been held with Construction, Quality and Engineering
persor.nel to obtain additional information and discuss observations.

The Assessment Team has issued twenty Weekly Reports to the U.g.
Nuclear Regulatory Comission. These reports have described the
activitics of the Assessment Team and sumnarized their observations and

.

findings.
.

The Assessment Team has issued a total of five Nonconformance Identification
Four of these Nonconformance Identification Reports have beenReports.

closed out to the satisfaction of the Assessment Team. The remaining open.

Nonconformance Identification Report was issued on February 10, 1983 and
the Assessment Team feels that it can be closed out in the near future

.

without i=; acting the progress of the underpinning. - --- -

The underpinning work is being performed in accordance with the construction
and quality procedures. As the work has progressed,the procedures have
been modified based upon experience gained during the construction of

The Assessment Team feels that these minor changespiers W12 and 112.
are appropriate and will have a positive etfact on the quality of the under- !

-

pinning work, ,

!
!

$
-
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*
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, February 14, 1983.

2
'' ' .

~
.

JL,
.

Based upon these observations and findings, the Assessment Team is of the
.

Thia
opinion that additional piers could be ralsased for construction.
will benefit the quality of the work by allowing the Contractor to main-

'
-

tain the experienced labor taans fron piers W12 and 112.;
'

If you have any questions, please contact me at (617) 589-2067.I
i

I

i

A.S. Lucks
Project Manager I.
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.Nederal inspector' testihes:"~
'

'

.

i Attention to detail lacking "-

-*

449-R4I.
'

o.d. A3:ss.estt.ra, . i donuruse.m. nu.s , =;,,,,,,c,,,,m,w,,tas ===" tion
srJ alata8'dut 6==k d

se.se . .
Frei me a ik w.sta.4 mra'>

Megulatory Commission in- ,,,,,,,,,,,,d

O''by M N*w''$"d * spector Ross l.'andsman .chw.ammeenu subes medesa*
henk. Landamse eDed thatJn "gren

kud==km
sesua,eut said of Consumers Power "''u"@eelysiAssista.hces

N"'k"d"'''"*[3b '' Co.'There's too many exam. '.wkna entled thremsk at sa more
"'85''*'7 Asawy taspea S''

j Y'io,,ns, te.e a pies of them putting the cost 't'="'''""i'
.

! senad = ear =1 pr*kas .uk *h * and schedule shead of' NE Ala0 sAID it IE 'W pumus
. r-

d'u* *'A"' *" "Y $ 5 quality.' - seeth*westmesmeeryd==manuten
t **

,,,,,ses ,g,, A"aea.ng 2 ,,g the ptanty, a siensties which inhshies s ,

it Ju.t seems tok the aiutado en
. hen utslity edrwials testifir at the. O'We m"ak"t h'#I'hath h

* s
-

" 'P""*"*' * #este.* Land.inan ne d.*Ne ene's harp. *

lasem peoplesehtheJohnghtthe Gret ,twanage nest week.The NBC also will
'

8''"E ** "," .

'"d 'A' '*""re.ent na current pomismo en the ads.

"E,a- .se ene of four wne i.J '''f**.f**.M ,,shieme war. == ** *d*** * "ah'r eaa" h=emeters te.tif)mg before the hderal ****8** |Atomer Safety Latensing Board on d,,ierowred as the early sideas of the Eschtel Poww Carp, He ,.nedial and merk, causd *underpo. em. |*
quahty assursaca (QA
4=ha ud m.pntaa. L a serme of' sing * and $d est reguare e easy week8"M"' hie E=dh h ** Onesumm lasum es

-Hed therhen(pounns esserets. I
me.r. -

. F-

d"' I *t

I
plant ashualt asfely.

a"ss'eent."etw71s 8ernehoiashed.T.i The heenngs.dtcestin,ue taday and.t we at om, , isa. m. m.utd heve ntepped she werk.*1 ands,
ene

rene..
. -wt-*m -,h * ,

. e.,d -

c.- A,staar ei t-c :=*mWAee-m>
-

seues ney.ree,.a .e -
m

us. .
.

dc;|'n'#,:::"= ag=e,,,eu,d
.mb. , mu.t .- -.

d e.,ta. ,

nom,h,t,_tm.em.:ere.,wam ed eraruc ws s s me a.d,.e
c

m , ,e,,,,,s., ,,,,,,,, ,,e,m,,,,s.,ei. f

inter ener s ney.reLtowntirgw
.e, ,n., a,,,
si. tanoma.. i.atthamnsshouWaatsentinue

noe.D C,attor anes ork ,,
.wy,.

nabri said .he r. .u .se w he . d. -n ra,

-et as aarwin ed.t -m iaa .ptsas to show '- assi,any esamplen e.f than putting the a h,o,u,r is,,h. ,,swa,ee,n say nas a men.
tes m .,,e,,,,,,,,,,,,,e,,,,,,,,m,

d.he*wsh ed rq=iny.
.nd e,.,ese e an e m,um s.r h.6 m i,, ,, , , , ,

"*''.sm.re .di . fend he .rees::*.". b.'r .'#!2|3':':?t? =r:==n
^". c.e , . . s s.

. . . . . . . . . ,, ,
, ,.,,,,,,,,,,,,ee,,s,,,,,,,

assernese espertease by QA supes *

Am,re en the eies He d enty one ,
eens

supersiessa has any QA espers.
a ene. ;

cememmere has cheesed 44 espos*
el re serious times moves whosh
f ==a=-= amid seau about beesume af
NaC assesraL However, even though'

ungenhned laspectore were repassed. *

the r " el.nare nes quehand.
} tandinamend./
I *Esery time we rei.ed a sensura ab.
! est e annasa indmdusa they'd move

i .
him around."tandenes es6d."Certata*

taeviduals.! duet het am quelaasd as
i m anrs.h.-

e shafer said a "headhit"etgamlier -
,

esseret eqc) Insomstars were eartsSed*

when the AsLa ave the gamehood $sr '--s
the enderysaming work is Dummher.
Th===ero emeuch ee kssie tte rnset.*
beeshL .

.

otherinspostare wyre eartaSed eAmr*
-

heing' tressed while the work pse.
.

esaded. Shahr sud the esil amlerpse.
j . is usigee and that immeseten

esynneese with the pngen be.<

treeermeistememand. -

k
-

( (= e The NRC netsfled the Esertog
, * eerd of a probless with a rour of' s
' haies bem endweseth es

,\ and turhiae buildings The piere ese .
.

part af the medwpinning work do.
eigned to pree6mt the buileaps tem

k
omkamenscher,

. Inhe problem esserved dertas e tout

3
a.eaf.ches.h A.inhutus of ydis

j er ue, .e
'

I
t

had semi soins wh== they' *
t

| { - it is so."Paaes east *The pree.e
les i3.. . 8"a.s eury resset and me ese's samalg

hassaussen * -
-,
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; QCi. ..rocedure"Was Miidssd$......,.. . . .e.. c . ,. .,,q .g ,g, ,, y, ,,.;,f,, g,g ,, .. . . ; . . . . , .. : ..,s . .
- - '

. . - -

! 'at n-plan..*tgmspector'. ,f..,s s a'y. .. y.
.tof* * *

. . d ! .e . *g- *,
...

. .. . .
. . S .

c,. . n .c . ., . . ...., . . o. ... , r ..

i
-

* Ily' .ulES18El."ER IM. the heari'ngs. The hearings are' sche.'
. . , . ., .. q . y ,_ . ..* .. ..J- . ,

have'.been a.' roblem." Landsma'n! Itally Nemtarf ariterJ.
. p'

duled to continue through Friday and added.
. ..D.i Problems ai'the 5fid!'and nuclear resume in June. They start at 9 A.m'at . Once the NRC issued a. violation for

*

;
plant went undetected because proce. the Quality Inn.'1815 South Saginaw, the IP!N abusesin February.Consum.i dures designed to' catch poor workman. .andereopento.thepublic. . ' - ers discontinued using IPIN. Lande.I ship during the last twolveers were * ' " " ' *"
abused. federal nucicar,inspeltors THE PROBLEM aros. "be.' :man said.The procedure had been used,,;,' .

- e causesom' e'
said Wednesday.

. . . . quality' control QCs inspectors .used sinceJunel.1981; :. *": -.'. t"They promised to reinspect'any.
* However. Consurhers Powe' Co.'has IPINs as final reports of construction thing they'ever wrote an IP1N on *

.

r

discontimied the procedure, known as' problems rather than, for their proper Landsmansaid. : - 5-
-in. process inspection notices'ilPINa t. purpose. as a preliminary inspection.-

.. .>

. INOTHERACTIONatth~ hearings.! and will reinspect all work reported the witnessessaid. e* * ' '
I under the procedure. the inspectors . Under the IPIN procedure, once the. NRC attorney William D. Paton told
! said.

.
.. -

.. number of problems reached a certain the ASLB that the agency approved* -

I'vt . Inspectors stopped documenting , * TERA Corp. to perform an independentThe testimony'eame from four U.S. l
Nuclear Regulatory Commission in, them. Cook seid. rdefew of the plant's auxiliary feedwa.
spectors during a hearing before the -As a result. measures were neIt 'ter system. The firm has offices la'
A.tomie Safety and Licensing Board. . established to prevent the contin Washington.D.C and San Francisco. .
, ., . . . . . , ; . , iiistalla' tion and use 'of these n,ued Darl S. Hood. of the NRC's Nuclear -

,

-
,

. on*! -NRC SENIOR resident inspectoy conforming items." according.to an Reactor Regulation office. called the re.
! Ronald J. Cook said that the procedure NRC. violation statement issued yg,4, a *eradle to grave * proetdure that

itself u as adequate for reporting build, againstConsumers., will study everything from the system's
ing deficiencies. but that some Bechtel. Supposedly, the work'was to be re. designtoitsinstallationandtesting. '

. ..

Power Corp. quality control inspectors done and reinspected. a procedurie TERA also has asked to perforai '
15nown as the " return option ".But some priposed reviews of the diesal gener.misusedtheIPINsystem. . -

Another inspector. Dr. Ross Lands, work was never sent back to the con. stor power system and the portion of
man. said the IPIN abuses indicat, struction stage the violation state. the heating. ventilating 'and air con.

ditioning system which would heep thequality control minagers-did not have ment said.
. 2

*

- a firm grasp on what they were doing.- Consumers "sliould have realized plant's control room habitable during a
Attorney Lynne Bernabel. repr,. they were creating the potential for radioactivityrelease. ' *

* Hood'said'the NRC'has not:yd
sentingritizeninterienorBarbaraSta. - misuse of the IP!N* by" allowing the impproved the firm for thelast two areasmiris. soid Landsman's statement sup. return option. NRC ins
ports her claim that Consume-s lacks . N.Gardnersai$. - .pector Ronald but added he didn't " anticipate any
thecompetencetobuild theplant. -Had they'used the IPIN procedure... . problemsfindingthemacceptable1*.

.. .
'.

The auditsare tobe performed inde'Consumers will defer.d t' iie . properly, thst is. document.all the de . pendently of the NRC's inspection pro.-dures when its witnesses testifylater.in. ,ficienc,m on ihe IPIN. there wouldn't ., .
, . , 3. , ,. . . , . : . . . . ,__, , ,, .
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Next six . months .
may be do-or-die e -

-
h d

|
. .

| for nuctsar' plant g"
-
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Br PAUI.RAIT7
*

'llw yncdeujd a,he et,ea more'esstral
-

' IWly News stelfsftter- of the presort, esclL as requirmg Caa.
'

.11altlag constructies work at the aumers and Bechtel Power Corp se get h'

Alidland misclear plant om he sene. the NRC9s written approval for east
***

( derod if the latest programs tela:prese step eftheconstruction eert.
. . ,h

. . . {: * the plastis y arent etressive. a -111 probably rocommend thtihejob tauclear teetded Tuesday is be etapped if we have to se that far. I q
---

. .
*

Midland nelly went se get out et that reie as ,

*
James C. Keppler. Regiam 1H edmi. anon as I can, as men as I have eena. M \

t -

l
anstrator ihr the US Nuclear Regula. desce that QA udt be implemenced '

tory Comminien said his esency properly.* Keppler neutaned..

already is desag as saprecedented Keppier beheves that the new prog..

amemas of -hand-helding" with Cen. rem -inveMag roere NRC esrutier e, ,*

sumers Pomer Cat.and that he wd!ces. and a series of' . H--and outande
eder shutting do=a the prq3ect if the audita of the pl.at's quahty and desage .

4 assuntaan wortres ,

. * - should turn the project around and

,

! Keppler emd the utdity's perfbria. make a lbture work hast unnecessary.
.

*

ance esee the sent us meatha ed! be Wet work en the plant's safety.related *
.

*
i the ernwal test.Tbt.hould be enough entens la saw voluntardy hahed by .

.
*

, sineisjudge ahether Consumers Pow. Caneamers Power to permit simnapse. ;er's new eaa.trusinea completion plan taan.r .

d. *
and an aciated thard-party re wwe of *it's my verw that that esort should E,^' a-

i|
-

the plant) quahty wdl assure proper be sufflewat to provide the kiad of !.
.* . .) eaa.aructaea.he sed. esauranes this in.ard aseda, the NRC.

{ Keppler told the Aromas Safay and aseda and the puhlw needs that the-
., *

j -lacessang Board IASLBa thah has plaat adt to healt property. If that
.

.

4 teen eunductag Midland plant herne program derent work. I dont knew ,
*

- *j * ing hearings thos week, that the hRC what wdlmaisse av build h autualves * F -mm . *
.has Aadaaad "true regulatory past. Kepploramas #*

*

.ure*and has breame too involved esth . * **
*seenseing sonstrustaan at theu au.a

l IN CT!!ER TESTnl0!W. KeppIw,

P ans. '

sold enusa interweser Mary Seasiair
.

.

*WtltE CETTINC VERY elene to that the pubhc wdl est have a este la *

simest deant it eurnelf.* he said of the choice of eutade Arma ta senduct
t bualding the plant "I really fearl that the independent, shard party sedate of .

3 the NRC, as a regulasar. should met be the plant'eeuahty sad duenga. 3 *e
. In that role.* -1 den 1 beheve ut the shared presses . r
| Keppler es d the NRC adspeed the of desies.makrag, and I ineend te re. .

. W ,..
j sole due ao enounuing breakdowns of es that as long asI have thisjob,*he ' *. e . *'

guahey seaurence tQAs programs et osed
.

*

the Mdland plaar. He oes sahed by la a seisted area.Keppler said that a,

.

ASLBChaarmanCar.asBechbederaf lesserness the Geeernment Acteunta. fj
bdet, Pnvert eCAP) pretentang the bar. **

.
6

ingef 5 sane & Weteter.sa eagineering i 6*

NRCrs Keppler., semp.iny,la storese.asils work at the.

uaua ,nant le -di.enb. that. -
.

.Irmas tough M, sm,lai, had been .rg.ing. . > . #egneres good werk by the Arms

e,

asYOU || find ' baud on CAP's reeeeret into S&W. L J . .
p

et s Arm smadar u,e baan har.d *,

{ work at the Med'end sortear plant and paw QA and eaumd " huge mt one. -
-7*

g A gemernment oflicial who owreses at M.dland becau e it had enh4 mad

ruas*at t e and,Nine We J;m,any others says he's a tough reg. Pwnt muelser plaats,g ,,,

6 Jamse C6 Kappler, adasaratrusar of **" A**I ** **8"**"*8 *, i

the US Nuclear Regulatary Cm staataan a ab ruustry 1,esuldet write .

,

,,, s Pegau 11 of?!ce, mede tk som. e semitar diatribe eheur. Keppler tald

the hcessang * de some jobs weH. and esmoer Organuah am me m Mmens Tuesday darin
, shearirgfartheMadla tjwyplant .

Keppler appsegatly was pert.artwd dont de wee lack at Enh .= the - *

by a laae of questsemns pursued by sa. work at Midland is not as good as at
nervesar Mary Sinclaar. and desenoed otherfasshaus ,

**''*** "8 *'d'*8 ""* "dI'*0
1!1CHAEL' MILLER skattarney

.ree been u nough en reguute.a as """*a'=8 C*"*d**'' P'==. *3a -
'""*d Kany regionaladmiaastratar m the rm

'"".s d work as "the''"uM plant*a pestive .-
ary.* seed Keppier. met:ag he's imeued aspu. J
me,,nm .ag egt,hemenere h Keppler agreed that the quahty audas

.

I

,
i

meet setans than uhr NRC eErmis by the enemde Arms edi be more ther*, . * **

He emed Areas which build nuclear. eus theatheNRCsaapsrdere.
is seurparable peestanseL .,

Keppler s'se nereed that eig%t resses-**
pues.*th.shI'm say eut sa led Seid to events tend to seaure kam QA esimpeo.

'serne of regu!stang the industry. Be. eing. although CAP atterner Lyrae I

beve me,we se regWasang sevah am Rs. Bernahes dduced that testameer esmo.gnaalIL* what by poenung out that eene of the.

Keppler said be and biru6 Sincle6r '_v. _ te were dame at the NRC's
*

diangen only en how na headle prob. Instaatsve and not e- ~ 1.
~ .

, lease at the Madland plant, met that Set Mdier esad hid snade has pesaL,there are problems "If dont re. "There*a a let ses
* -

se at MM ase
speet myJudgment es it. 'a sorry."he " ~that is posmate nas negative as Ser.;
amid her. ".

as the NRCisesaserted."he sans .J
. e .,
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Ei nu6 lear. plant s.h~ut dow.
.

..
- - - - -

. n !1 E
BYDAVdSEDGWktt

*-*

N:.' News Staff Writes;, . progress report on an' intensive flaws. According to' Carde,'some'
-

.- =

ator building. The structure is sup tcugher steps against ConsumersNRCinspection of the diesel gener agency inspectors wanted to take
..'.:

MIDLAND - An activist "whis- posed tosupplyemergencypowerto Powert"i. I tie-blower's" group hopes to prove theplanti
.s

WI . .
,

that construction flaws at the Mid. n case of blackout. . .

Wayne Shafer, chief of the Mid nied that the log entry sha' ed any. . NRC officials today, bluntly de,i*']
!and Nucfear Plant are more severe land Section for the NRC's Office of disagreement withi N

,

:-

than the Nuclear Regulatcry Com Special Cases, kept tha daily log of
r w ''

I .7 n RCranks. 8missionso fathas admitted.3 A spokeswcman for the Govern. the NRCprobe.. "I don't think there is any dissen- I
.

The log showed the following en the NRC's office of special casesston,"said Bob Warnick, director of- Q
ment Accountability Project said try forNov.10, ..."The team is up !'Everybody is not identical in their .

~

the group hopes to prove that top tight - wants to recommend thinkin
- I .
F8

NRC officials played down the wor. shutdown - wfIl probably go for deal" g but I don't think it's a bigH
rise of on site inspectors about Con- (civl! penalties.)"., , ' . .

*

sumers Power Co.'s quality control
Shafer confirmed the authenticity agreed that a shutdown rtight haveWarnick said the NRC Inspectors

. .

t'. program.

of the document. But he noted that been necessary but that Consumers'
t;-

The Atcmic Safety and Licensing the log only indleated the inspec- PowertooktheinitiatiI- k
Board now is reviewing the quality tors' fee!!ngs at that time, and was{.4 ' control issue, the latest stage of cotaforma! recommendation.

*ve.
"We were thinking along the'

Coesumers Power bid for an operat. "It was an ongoing investigation, samel!nes,"Warnicksaid.g?.

Ing!! cense, s..

AfterWednesday's ASLB hesing, found a' lot' of problems," Shafer NRC!sdividedand we were upset because we had stuck to her contentloo that thenDespite NRC denials, Ms/ Garde-
ia

| I ' GAP spokeswoman Bil!!a' Garde said.I e .U:-

said she has requested the docu. . .
. .-

meets under the Freedots of Infor. ters in Illinois.would have had to indicationof that,"shesakt -The agency's regional headquar* sension, and the log entry is one"I think there is signiffeant disl
, i k'

~

mation Act. The NRC has turned .k approve'any shutdown order,. heover some
held others. papers to GAP and wita. noted. z ~~ . !Ii .

. The hearings are certain to hesb
-

. .-

I
.-

The NRC's"M121and team @ Keppler theNRC's regional d i abreakdown inMs. Garde 'c~ntends that the made a formal recommendation toup next Monday, when James G.t ~_1 '

I worse than the huality control is headquarterson a shutdown,Shafer
'

,

admitted. As proof, she released the any r=1bility of an NRC orderedRC has put :c!y said. Consumers Power forestalled on Consumers Power's quality coo-1strator,,comes to Midland to testify.'
amn.

-I
i
[:

coctents of an NRC log waten indl. shutdown when the utility' haltedtrol roblems. ,P

!{!
,

2
.

. p 3na gp
fo recommend a halt to construction ber. cates that NRC Inspectors wanted. most construction worklast Decem- has indicated that thin his wr!tten testimony; Kapplec

.

I
-

*
' ,

e ut!!ity can no- (i{J Iast fall.-
'

.. . *
. .7 a" * Ionger be trusted to build the plant.* .

Th7e' gencylaterf!nedConsumers property - that. an independent', The NRC documect was's daQy' Powerst20,000fortheconstruction
a

. '
9

..
-

L Clarci man fam. .w m &.A~..
.

auditor must revfew construction. :t ,- !
-

-

+ M .. thcs..~.
A,

'.a ',
c" *

'

t
4

,t

I

k e * . . . . . - .
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N-p ant design ~ lacked ,' common ;sens.e'
.

I' 7~3'ah electrical penetration areas would ' sign deficiency sin the regulatory 10 plants was 50.3. items. W number. -Hy LORISSHANE
Daily Newsstaffwriter rest on " controlled." compacted fill sensei.it should be." '

~ at other plants ranged from 19 to 102 '' .
f"sals. . Ile aim said that the NRC itself was. Items.

~
'

'. N original design for part of the Problems surfaced after those build. aware of the auxiliary building design .The largest number was found at them
Midland nuclear plant lacked " common
sense." an NRC inspector smd Friday, ing\were castructed, when Consum. in 1960 and approved it as part of the LaSalle County Nuclear Station in Illi.

and didn't adequately protect pubhc eru power Co. discovered the fill soils utility's overall prelimmary design be. . nois, but Shafer.said that can be attri- )
health andsafety. were not compacted adequately. Conse- fore it grafited Consumers a permit to buted to the fact that the NRC steps up*

s . t its inspection effort when plants nearThough it did sneet NRd require. * quently.the part of the huilding which ,, begin construction.
.

snents: Dr. Ross' Landsman said the ori. rested on fill soils settled more than the
NRCproject manager DarlHood said completion. . ,,'

aller the session, howevec. It is " mis. . . . ;. ...i.* gmal design for the plant's auxiliary ,part resting on hard clay, which put
..

building, including its adached eontrol J etressonthebuilding. leadmg to say we, approved the auxil.8* MILLER ASKED SHAFER'about
.

'

any building design in 1969. He said several memorandums or letters which 1
i

The utility now*is underpinning. theNRCdoesnotdoen m.depthreview.;j indicated Consumers was planning to T: tower and electrical penetration areas. .-
,

wandeficient. parts of the auxiliary building with of each a.pect of the prehmmary de- revise inspection procedures which the'

Landsinan was testifying during a concrete piers to make sureit is ade- sign, but looks at the" design concept." . NRC has said allowed problems to go i i
' '. federal hearing on the nuclear plant. quately supported. . : undetected. . ','

NRC's Wayne D. Shafer, testimony, theShafer has critic"laed Consumers for ~.INOTHERAREASof-The hearing is ta determine whether - Landsman said that even if the ori. .
said there has . being " untimely" in dealing with thework to fin soil J '- - at the plant is ginal design had been followed proper.

adequate and whether Consumers . ly - and the fill soil compacted ade . neverbeena nuclearplantinRegionlll .. IPIN ? system. That stands for "in- .
*

Power ,Qo. should get an operating quately - he still does not believe the. that was completely free of non " process inspection notices," which
license. ' facility could have been operated 'with conformances. quahty inspectors use to record con. -

Friday's session covered various due regard for public health and Shafer has said in past testimony . struction problems. W NRC has said 4 .

topics, including C- - .* attitude safety.- . I *that quality should be * built in." not same inspectors did not report all the I !
He said the original design calling inspected in,at nuct problems they found and not,all the l'

for the structure la rest on two types of . ' Under cross examm, ear plants.and actions regarding quality assur- ,

ation. he agreed work problems found were corrected. 9, l
>

sace,as well as the NRC's own inspec-

- tioni E * m soil- hard clay and { M fill-- if it were possible to build in quality The NRC told Consumers'about ita * _~ !
. did not make engineering eense be.,. with 100 percent success then there * concern with the lPIN system iast fall

!' THE AUXILIARY BUILDING sits cause the part reatmg on fill would not ! *wald be no need for the NRC."But, Shafer added. that doesn't hap '' Shafersaid,but Consumers didn't real. , i
'

between the two nuclear reactors.h get adequatesupport. iso it was "such a big problem * until.
.

control tower and electrical penetra. pen m the"realworld." . January.' *- . .

tion areas are structurally attached te LANDSMAN SAID'under cro*se. Miller provided a chart showing the ' Miller showed correspondence be * -
examination by. Consumers Power Co. number of items of noncompliance ' tween Consumers officials, hgwever,6t, - e ,

|.
. h eriginal desiga called for tlis au- attorney Michael Miller that the de. found at all Region 111 planta since which indicated they were snaking "

i
ziliary building to rest on'very stiff sign did meet NRC requirements.,1980.hre were 61 sucig items at the :Midlandplant,whiletheaverageof all * plans last fall.to revies the IPIN

!.| patural clay, while the senteel tower though he added that "ifit's not a do. system., . - I-

|,
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UNITED gTATEg *g,

8 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION ~
'

i I nacion:::
790 ROOSEVELT ROAD

\ *

oLEN ELLYN. ILLINols 80137

k
: APR 0 51983

#

Go ternment Accountability Project,

! Institute for Policy Studies
ATIN: Ms. Billie P. Garde: .

Director
Citizens Clinic for Accountable Government

01 Que Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20009,

..

Dear Ms. Garde:

: Your letter of March 7, 1983, commenting on issues presented at the
' February 8,1983, public meeting and regarding Consumers Power Company's
j (CPCo) Construction Completion Program (CCP) for Midland Units 1 and 2

! described in a January 10, 1983 letter from CPCo, is being answered in
part by Mr. Eisenhut. He has requested Region III to respond to those

; portions of your letter addressing matters which are the responsibility
4 of Region III.

1

You expressed concern that the responsibility for the on-site inspectors
and the Midland Section has been transferred to the Regional Administration.

'

and Washington-based NRC officials. Iet me assure you that the respons-
ibility for the Midland resident inspectors and the Midland Section in-
spectors has not changed. They still report to me through first and second.

line supervision. Likewise, the Regional NRC inspection responsibility for! 4

i the Midland plant has not changed since it was assigned to the Office of
' Special Cases in July 1982.

j In your comments you expressed concern that there have been a number of,

i incidents within the last several months where Regional personnel have-*

indicated one answer pertaining to construction work, and then other action
was taken after approval from NRR. We disagree with your characterizations
of the facts. Our position on each of your three examples is as follows:

1. While it is- true that Ross I,andsman was not included in the conference
*

call of February 8, 1983 regarding pier load test sequencing, his input'

was subsequently provided to both CPCo and NRR. At that time he ag_eedI

with the conclusions and decisions reached during the previous
|

February 8 phone call.

I 2. Region III (RIII) personnel gave approval for doing the Feedwater
l- Isolation Valve Pit (FIVP) jacking and they were aware of the

; licensee's schedule when they gave their approval. . 'Ibe RIII personnel
4 who were at the ASLB hearing (the same ones who gave the approval)

do not resember making the statement you attributed to them; however,
'

.,
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. they have stated that any references made by them concerning FIVP work
{ activities commencing in March or April pertained to the actual drift-

ing under the FIVP to pier 9 and not to the FIVP jacking work. The'

' ' drifting actually commenced on February 28, 1983.

3. The NRC staff believes that "no major discrepancies" have been found
in the actual underpinning work. In reference to the cracks identified
during FIVP jacking operations, the licenses submitted a report to

. the NRC which concludes that the cracks were not indicative of any
structural damage having occurred to the FIVP. The NRC is currently
reviewing this report and no discrepancies have been identified thus<

far. In reference to the February 15, 1983 memorandum from
; Ross I,andsman to R. F. Warnick, the three issu u identified in the

memo were not considered to be major discrepancies. The three issues;

i have bun satisfactorily addressed by the licensee.,

With respect to another of your concerns, RIII personnel who'were involved
in the initial contacts with the Stone and Webster (S&W) organization do not
believe that anything they said or did prior to February 24, 1983, the date
S&W was approved, could have given the impression that S&W's onsite activities
had been approved by the NRC.

You also expressed concern about the "as-built" condition of the plant and
who will identify the problems at the plant. In this regard, RIII expects
the licensee's drawings and documents to reflect the plant as-built condition.
The special inspection of the diesel generator building performed by the,

'
Midland Section identified differences between drawings and actual construc- .

tion. We expect the licens u to identify existing differences and other
problems at the plant. In the CCP the licensee has committed to do this.!

'

The NRC is requiring CPCo to expand the CCP overview to include the li-
consee's identification of problems. After the licensee has completed their
problem identification process, the Office of Special Cases plans to conduct,

: additional inspections to' determine whether the licensu's inspection effort<

has been acceptable. The NRC has also required that a third party conduct an
independent construction verification program after the CCP has identified
the problems. This should provide a second means of determining the accept -
ability of the licensee's inspection effort.

h
I 1 Regarding matters which you identified as generic problems, such as QA/QC

documentation, training and recertification of HVAC welders, unidentifiable
electrical cables, untrained QC inspectors, and material traceability in-
accuracies, the RIII inspectors have or will address each one. Our practice,

,
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when the NRC idestifies a generic problem, is to require the licenses to
i determine whether or not that generic probles ' exists in other areas of;

their plant and if it does, what actions they have ,taken or will take to'
address the generic concerns. Our inspectors review the licensee's responsa jand assess the acceptability of it. The following specific actions have j

or will be taken to address each of the above listed concerns.4

1. The RIII staff is currently reviewing the HVAC welder qualification4

issue. We will begin our review of other HVAC (Zack) issues in
the near future.

! 2. 'Ihe NRC required the licenses to reinspect electrical cables to'
make sure the correct cables are installed. As of March 24, 1983,i

! seven cables were found by the licensee to be other than that
{ specified by design requirements out of 8,148 cables inspected.4

{ .'
, 3. QC inspector training has been reviewed and the licensee has been,

required to improva QC inspector training.

4. We have required the licensee to address the material traceability
problems identified to date.

We are not aware that what is and what is not "Q" soils remedial work is a
subject of controversy. As of March 10, 1982, all remedial soils work was

; determined by all parties to be "Q". This determination was further clari-
;

. fled by the May 7,1982 ASLB order whi.:h adopted use of drawing C-45. This'
' drawing clearly identifies "Q" remedial soils boundaries.

The following information is presented in response to your questions regarding
the approval and work of Stone and Webster in their soils overview.

1. We judged the adequacy of the initial S&W work by whether or not our,

i inspectors found problems with the licensee's work that we would have'

expected the overviewer to find. We also based our judgement on the
adequacy of their reports..

"

2. Ve have not reviewed S&W sethodologies and do not plan to unless we
find significant problems which they have missed.

3. We have not reviewed the revised contract regarding the assessment of
underpinning work on safety-related structures.

Regarding the procedure to be used to approve the independent third party
to overview the CCP, the Region will follow basically the same procedure
as we used in approving Stone and Webster for the soils overview. A

.
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; meating was held in Midland on February 8, 1983 to discuss the CCP and to i
! hear comments from members of the public. Selection of the overviewer

i
[ will be proposed by the licensee and that selection.will be submitted ;
' to tle NRC for approval. We do not plan to hold a public meeting to

hear comments on the independent third party proposed by the 15conses to
perform the CCP overview; however, we will consider all written comments

'
received before our decision.

1

If you have any questions regarding this response, please contact,

Mr. Robert Warnick (312/932-2575).

| Sincerely,
;

! | ac%mn
# James G. Keppler;

t Regional Administrator.

,
, cc: DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)

i | Resident Inspector, RIII
The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB
The Honorable Jerry Harbour, ASLB
The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLB

; The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASLB
William Paton, ELD'

Michael Miller4

Ronald Callen, Michigan
j Public Service Commission
i Myron M. Cherry

Barbara Stasiris
'

Mary Sinclair -

; Wendell Marshall
| Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)
!

.

4

1
.

* *

i

( |
r

!

..

.j
l
-l. -

|
. . . . .

,

'.
.,

- ~- -e



. _ _ _ - - - - -

.

NU"%n m---- _ |
\

Attac!Tnent #13. {
~

. . .

-

3 .

s
. .

.
. .

, MidiondDollyNews,Midfond,Michigen ..!
.

.
. - o-

...
,

, .

. ,. ---..:..... ~ '
, , - - -

Iss,,ue at nuclear,,.. t' *
-

hean,,n, g :,,,, V/h,_,a;;.--
. . . . . . , u . . m , .m. . .

. -
. - -
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doesJ'.well undeif isy'. Re,;oian?1
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^
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.

' ' '

' By LORIE SHANE believe the instrumentation was near.. tion had begun prior to March lo, Mil.*

Daily News staffwriter ly complete, though they don't remem. lerasked whytheNRCcared howmuch
Whether th U.S. Nuclear Regula. berthe exact statements. ofit wascomplete. ' .. ..

4 -

tory Commission was misled about Others at the meeting, including Land. man pplied that "in the con.
I work at the Midland nuclear plant be. NRC. Consumers and Bechtel omeials, text I used the word begun,' it's also

.
I came a question of semantics Thurs. have said that they either do not re , meant to mean 'be gun and essentially

day, as NRC inspectors explained how member Boos'statementa or that Boos . complete',.* * .8 . ' ..
*

! I they interpreted statementa made by a mentioned the instrumentation, but: "I see,. so * begun, means complete..
-

! BechtelPowerCorp.omelat did not give a status report on its com- too, or .easentially complete,", Miller;
*

The inspectors testified during a pletion, accordmg to Charles H. Weil. said.i

.r.. . ..
feders!hearingen plantlicensing. the NRC omeial who investigated the, . Landsman did not immediately re-}

Theissuecentersarounda March 10, incident. spond, but later said Miller was " twist.' 1982, meeting and a March 12,1982 Some peple said they took Boos to ing my words atou nd out ofcontext."g , ,I telephone call between NRC, Cohsum. mean the work had begun,but was not,' . . . . . . . .

ers PowerCo.and Bechtelomciale. finished, according to Weil's report. WEIL DOES NOT draw any concluqThe meeting and telephone callwere Boos himself told the invatigator sions in his report, but said his personal -
to discuss how much of the ongoing that hewas tryingto say,that the work opinion is that if you ,use the term ''
soils work at the plant should have to was under way, but not, complete, *1ying' to mean any misstatement of.'

meet quality assurance requirements. accordingto the report. .m . ., fact.
Two NRC inspectors - Dr. Rosa II'd,then "most definitely he iBooss-

Lonf4 man and Ronald Cook - have REGARDINGTHEMARCH12 tele ,NIf the term *!ying' means making
> a. '- - *

said : hey were led to believe during the phone call, a written transcript shows mikatatements deliberately, then in
meeticg and phone call that work to . 4hatBoossaidtheinstrumentationwas this' case "the facta don't bear it.out,"
install .ivnitoringinstruments as part *es entiallywellunderway." I'iI'*if'

of the soils work wan nearly complete. "Does the word ' essentially'' mean ' Miller toqk issue w'ith the cover let.
. '

,, ,

I Based on that, the NRC did not re-
'atmost,*or'nearly'?"Consumersattor , ter to Weil's report, which states that; quire Consumers Power Co. to go back ney MichaelMillerasked Landsman.

and make the finished work meet qual- "Yes," Landsman responded. the NRC stafl'was misled by Consum-
ity assurance requirements, though it "Okay,do the words *well under way' eraPowe.-Co.andBechtelemployees. .
agreed the utility should show the work mean the same thing as ' complete *7* He pointed out during questioning
at least was acceptable, the inspectors ~ Millerasked- that the only statements made were by

"Yes," Landsman replied again. Boos-a Bechtel employee - and thatasid..

: , Durin.g a later, on site visit, howev. Cook also said he took the phrase nobody recalled misleading statements
made by Consumers Power Co. om.

er, the inspectors learned the work was " essentially well under way" to mean etels,
onlyin theearly stages. nearly comp,lete, although he agreed

, ;
*

N. )The inspectors did not say they were that in the nautical sense the term in that sense, the eaver letter'itsel'fla
, .

,

! deliberately misled to believe the work "under way" refers to the beginning, misleading. Weil agreed, though he
'

was complete, but that if they had not the completion, of a ship's voyage.. said the NRC tends to view Consumers ),

known on March 10 that the work was Cook isin the U.S. Navy Reserve. dnd Bechtml, as well as all the subcon- )
i

only in the ca'rly stages they would
Miller also asked about the wording tradors at the site, as "one and the )have required the company to meet of Landsman's written statement to sams."qualityessuranceregulations. . Well,in which Landsman said it was

Weil did not write the cover lettert it
agreed at the March 10 meeting that was written by NRC Region !!! admi.

f ANDSMAN AND COOK have tes. work which had begun before that date nistratorJames 0.Keppler,
tified that Bechtel Power Co. omeial would not be required to have a quality Landsman said he thought the refer.'Alan J. Boos made statements at the assurance plan.

.

in.cident.
March 10 meeting which led them to Since the work on the instrumenta- ence to Consumers relata,f to a separatt t

.
1. .. .. -. . i
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Handwritten notes pertaining to the GAP discovery request on Midland for B. Stamiris.
.

Item 5. Documents relating to independent audits at Midland. -

1. 2-24-83 Notes on telecon with B. Garde. Follow-up on Midland meeting.
' ~ '

2. 4-18-83 Notes from meeting with TERA on IDCVP '

,

j 3. Undated notes oti TERA IDVP
'

4. Undated notes on TERA IDVP

5. Undated notes on ACRS requested report on design quality and construction adequacy.
j Item 7. Documents relating to the March 1982 SALP
! 6. Undated notes on Midland Salp meeting with Licnesee and Region III

7. 4-26-82 Notes on Midland SALP Licensee Meeting.

(, Record book with notes on telecons and meetings from 5,12,82 to present. Not complete,
f
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-
- June 13, iW3

Honorable Chairman Nunzio Palladino,

Honorable Victor Gilinsky
; Honorable John Ahearne

Honorable James Asseltine.

I Honorable Thomas Roberts -
,

| 1 United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
' *'a s hington , D. C. 20555| .

4

i Dear Commissioners :

On behalf of the Lone Tree Council, concerned citizens of central
Michigan, and numerous nuclear workers ~on the Midland Nuclear

.
'

Power Plant site the Government Accountabili ty Project (GAP) throughj
its' Citizens Clinic requests that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) take immediate action to protect the future public ht alth and'

safety of central Michigan residents through the following actions:
'

(1) Modify the Construction Permit (Midland Nuclear Power
Plant, Units 1 and 2) to include mandatory " hold points" on the
balance-of-plant (BOP) work and incorporate the current Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board ( ASLB or Board)- ordered " hold points"

; on the soils re, medial work into the Midland construction permit.
(2) Reguire a management audit of Consumers Power Company

'

E (CPCo) by an independent, competent management auditing firm that
will determine the causes of the management failures that have
resulted in the seils settlement disaster and the recently dis-,

'

covered Quality Assurance breakdown.
,

,

! (3) R ej ec t the Construction Completion Plan (CCP) as currently
! I proposed, including a rejection of Stone a,nd Webster to conduct
| the third party audit of the plant. Instead a truly independent,
j competent, and credible thrid party auditor should be selected with
' public participation in the process.

(4) Rmcse the Quality Assurance / Quality Control function from the
Midland Project Quality Assurance Department (MPQAD) and replace

. them with an indepar.dar.t team of QA/QC personnel that reports
| simultaneously to the GMC and CPCo management.

! (5) Increase the assignment of HRC personnel to. include
additional technical and inspection personnel as regbested by the<

Midl and Section of the ' Of fice of Special Cases (OSC); and,

(6) Require a detailed review of the soils settlement resolution
as outlined in the Supplemental Safety Evaluation Report,. . .

r.tr. incorporating a technical analysis of the implementaion of the
underpinning project at the' current stage of completion.

I. : : 's 3 * : -

, , -

h*

? gnqi.za 6.i63
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ENRC Commissioners
> .

I. SACKGROUND_

is a project of the Institute.
The Government Acccuntability Project The purpose of G AP's Citizensfor Policy Studies, Washington, D.C.
and Legal clinics are to broaden the understanding of the vital rolei

of the public employee, corporate employee, and private citizen
in preventing waste, corruption or health and safety concerns.! ,

GAP also offers legal and strategic counsel to whistleblowers,
'

'
for law student interns andprovides a unique legal education

public policy students, brings meaningful and signi ficant refonst

to the government workplace, and exposes government actions that
'

,

are repressive, wasteful or illegal, or that pose a threat to thei

health and safety of the American public.,

assistance forPresently. GAP provides a program of multi-level'

employees, corporate employees, and private citizensGAP also regularly;~

government
illegal, wasteful or improper actions. reforms, of fers expertise to Executive 8 ranch| who report

monitors governmental governmental bodies, and| of fices and agencies, and state and local
responds to requests by Congress and state legis1atures for analysis(:

!

of legislation to make government more accountable to the pubite.i
'

|
In March 1982. G AP's Citizen Clinic became actively involved withi

The Lone Tree Council had;

'the Midland Nuclear Power Plant.
= requested GAP to pursue allegations from workers of major problems|

at the Midland plant. After our preliminary investigation, we29, 1982.compiled six af fidavits which we filed with the NRC on June
Since that time we have filed five additional affidavits.

We are
I also preparing an expanded affidavit of one of our original witnesses.concerning welding construction problems at thei Mr. E. Earl Kent, and4

Midland site and four additional affidavits from currentOther alarming allegations continue to come to our< former workers.i attention from a large number of current workers who believe that
reprisals and harassment will follow any revelations of construction!

| | As a result of
problems to either their own management or the NRC.on the Midland site GAP is re evaluating1 ;
the intense " chilling effect"

| cur normal investigation process in an attempt to determine a
possible solution to the problem. ,

Since the fall of 1982 GAP has also been active in the evaluation
,

of Con,sumer Power Company's proposals for a number of audits
required by the NRC in an attempt to determine and;

requested orestablish the quality of the work, the implementation of the
Quality Assurance / Quality Control plan for the soils remedial work,design and constru'ction verification ( IDCV ' )and an independent
of three plant systems. GAP has submitted several analysis,

letters which revealed substanial weaknesses in the programs, inade-!
I

quate information to judge program adequacy, and basic lack ofreview contractors.independence of the proposed main independent

In late November the NRC Region I!! OSC's Midland Section completed
inspection of the hardware and materials in the nuclearan extensive This inspection subsequentlyplants' diesel generator building.

led to a $120,000.00 fine against CPCo for a quality assurance
|
!

.

'' a
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-

; .

The inspection of the DGB building r'evealed an extensive
hacklog of quality assurance / quality control documentation, inabilitybreakocwn.t

to provide materials traceability, unqualified and/or uncertified|
' (IPIN) systemwelder.s. and an In-Precess Inspection Notification instead ofi i that turned non-conforming items back to contruction

documenting) quality f ailures on the appropriate Non-Conformance
'

,

|'

Report s(NCR .
|

In spite of the major revelations of inadequate construction practicessoils remedial work to begin| |
the NRC Staff permitted the criticalIt is GAP's position, well known to the Staf f, that.

in mid-December.this premature approval violates the June 1982 request of the,

Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards ( ACRS) to Chairman Palladino.,

the NRC approval to commence the irreversible
'

; GAP also believes that
soils underpinning work makes a mockery out of the At6mic Safetyand Licensing Board (ASLS) hearings currently in progress to determine

:

j i

whether or not the soils work should be allowed to continue.
j {

j

Since February 1983 GAP has continued its attempt to determine the
*

;

seriousness of the situation and the adequacy of the proposed solutions|
Our ef forts at working with the administration'

for the Midland plant.
of the Of fice of Inspection and Enforcement have been frustrating.j j

For example, although NRC letters and public presentations wereL :

f ailed to provide the key methocology necessary toI '

in f orma~tive, t hey When. GAPj | assess the adequacy of the proposed third-party program.the publicinvestigators. attempted to pursue the question's ati

meeting, they(were told to " allow the NRC time to ask for those
j

documents." NRC Public Meeting, Bethesda, Maryland, November 5,1982.) i
'

'

in its November 11, 1982 letter.Subsequently, GAP repeated t he request
Over two-and-one-hal f months after the original request, GAP finally i

,

received the NRC's response: "Yoa may wish to request access to the
j documents f rom Consumers Power." (December 14, 1982 letter from

James G. Keppler to Billie P. Garde.) Our request to CPCo was, of<

! -course, turned down.
Our February 8,1983 analysis of the proposed Construction Completion'

Program (CCP) requested a number of considerations by the NRC,
including the modification of the construction permit to maintain
susupens f on of all sa fety-related work until the entire third-party!

review program--including the third-party selection, scope, and:

approved and incorporated into the construction:
L

methodology -- was
Our Ma rch 7. 1983 letter to the NRC raised further questions

permit.about the CCP generally, and particularly about the " closed-door"|

continued between CPCo and NRC RegionIII administration.
'

meetings that meeting with Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR)In both a March 7 , 1983,

staff and IE staff and a March 10, 1983 letter to Mr. James Kappler
*

.

we asked for an immediate response to allegations that we had received
abcut negotiations over the details and acceptability of the CCP.

|

Mr. Keppler's response confirmed the fears of our internal sources.
He stated that the NRC did not plan to hold's public meeting to hear|
comments on the independent third-party proposed by CPCo for the CCP

-

'

f overview, nor did they plan to review the ' methodology or the scope (March 28,1983
of the third-party review unless it was necessary.

|
and April 5, 1983 letters from Mr. James G. Keppler to Billie Garde.)1

I

j .- .

t .
,
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Since that time the NRC Staff and Mr. Keppler himself have testified
before the ASLB in Hidland Michigan. His staff has gone on record
with a deep distrust of CPCo as well as a lack of confidence in their,

|

ability to adequately build a nuclear power plant. Construction, .

5

problems continue to surf ace, even with the safety-related work' i

I remaining halted. As recently as May 24, 1983 Mr. Thoma s Novack,
j assistant Director for Licensing notified the ASLB of a VIOLATION,

i 0F HOLD TAG DURING REMEDI_AL UNDERPINNING CONSTRUCTION. (Exhibit 1)'

i

i The alleged solution to problems stemming from a " poor management
attitude" (testimony of Dr. Ross Landsman on April 28, 1983. ASLB)

; to the unke.own extent of hardware problems is the CCP. Yet as late |

as June 3, 1983 CPCo was still submitting eleventh hour editions,
'

of this plan that continue to ignore basic programn.atic flaws.j | Further, it is clear that the NRC Sta ff plans to evade or ignore ,!
| public requests for the minimum necessary information to complete

a res ponsible review of the proposed audit and completion plans.'

<

Our experiences at the William H. Zimmer nuclear power plant in Ohio^

,

i and at the LaSalle plant in Illinois have led us to be extremely
j i skeptien1 of the NRC Staf f's conclusion about the safety of nuclear .

! power plants under construction. In those cases the Staff either
: ignored or missed major QA/QC violations at plants 975 and 100%

! complete, respectively. To illustrate, a fter the Staff virtually
ignored GAP analysis and granted approval for full power operations'

;

:
at LaSalle, the plant was able to operate for less than 24 hours befor;J

being shut 'down due to a hardware breakdown. At Zimmer, the Staf f-
,

approved Quality Confirmation Plan was so inef fective that on'

i November 12, 1982 the Commission suspended all safety-related construe,

As a result there is no basis for confidence in an NRC-approved .

'

CCP on faith. The basis for this extraordinary remedy must be fully ;
! | disclosed, as well as the methodology for an independent review.

The modification of the construction permit will be the first step in '
;

: t he right direction. ,

i

:

II. LEGAL BASIS-

A. Legal Requirements |

The, law gives the Commission broad discret ton to revoke, suspend, or: '

modify the construction permit of an NRC licensee. 42 U.S.C. [2236
states that:

A license or contsruction permit may be revoked,' suspended
,

or modified in whole or in part, for any material false
i statement in the application for license or in the supple-

mental or other statement of f act required by the applicant;
or because of conditions revealed by the application for
license of statement of fact or any re port, record, inspection,

,

: or other means which would warrant the Commission to refuse,

| to grant a license on an original applications or for
! I

,

h.
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e

! failure to construct or operate a facility in accordance
j with the terms of the construction permit of license .or,

j the technical specifications in the application; or for
j the violation of or failure to observe any of the terms
! and provisions of this chapter or of any regulation of

i the Commission.

Part 50. 100 of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations states
the same criteria for the revocation, sus pension or modification,

of a construction permit. !

L
The NRC has a mandatory duty to excercise this authority when ntCessaf!

| According to the decision in Natural Re sou rce s De fense Counci_1
i ys. U.S. Nuclear Reaula_ tory Ccqmission,.528 F. Zo 166(4no G1 r.1978),
! ! under the Atomic Energy Act o f 195 4, the NRC is required to determine ,' that there will be adequate protection of the health and safety of the

e pu bi l e . The issue of safety must be resolved before the Commission-

; issues a construction permit. (Porter City Ch. of Izaak Walton_teague,

j | vs. Atomic Ene rgy Commission, 515 F. Zd 513, 5Z4 (7th G1r. 1975).)
| |
| !

| B. Criteria to Excercise Discretion
' '

According to 10 C.F.R. j2.202, the NRC "may institute a proceeding to
.

modi fy, suspend or revoke a license or for, such other action as may,

i be proper by serving of the licensee an order to show cause which'
; will: (1) allege the violations with which bhe licensee is charged,

or the potentially haza rdous conditions or other facts deemed to bei '

i sufficient ground for the proposed action." As interpreted by the
Proposed General Statement of Policy and Procedure for Enforcement:

i Action, pubitshed ig the Federal Register, 44FedRee. 66754, Oct. 7,19:
| (10 C.F.R. {2.202.2.204 )lth and sa fety,suspending orders can be used to remove a

threat to the pubite hea the common defense and securitij

, or the enviroment. More spe~ci fically, suspension orders can be
i iss ed to stop facility construction when further work would preclude
i or significantly hinder the identification and correction of an

improperl
' licensee'y const ructed safety-related system or components or if the,

|

s quality assurance program implementation is not adequate,

cand effective to provide confidence that construction activities are;

being prope rly carried out. * Moreover, orders can be issued when the
'

licensee has not responded adequately to other en forcement action or,

! when the licensee interferes with the conduct of an inspection or
i investigation or for any reason not mentioned above for which the

license revocation is legally authorised. In order to help determine,

the significance of violations within this list, the Commission estabw;3

11shed " severity categories" ranging from the most serious
. structural flaws (Severity I), to minor technicalities (Severity V!),
j 44 Fed Rea, at 66758-5g.

i

| C. Speci fic 8ases for Suscension
;

j The Commission clearly has both the duty and the discretion to
; . . . .

,

4 :
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modify the Midland Construction Permit.

[ In November 1982 Mr. Thomas Novack, the Assistant Ofractor for
Licensing issued to Dr. Paul Shewmon, the Chairman of the |Advisory Committee of Reactor Safeguards the " Report on Midland'

|
Design and Construction Problers. Their , Disposition, ano |

Overa TT E f fectiveness o f the Ef fort to As sure Appro priate
[ quality." In t's re po rt coverfd 6fdland's problems from the start.

' of construction through June 30,,1982. It i s attached as -

Exhibi t 2. A review of this report indicates that the " Summary
and Conclusions of Overall Effectiveness" is charitable in

i

;

I its observations. |

The report containt the following statement: ,

i,

i Consumers power has on repeated occasions not reviewed t

resolu- ii

problems to the de pth required for full and timely (2) tendon' '

tion. Examples are: (1) rebar omnissions (1973);
sheath location errors (1977); (3) Of esel Generator Building i;

!

(1978); and (4) Zack Company HVAC deficiencies
*

Settlement
(1980). In each of these cases the NRC, in its investigation>

!

determined that the problem was of greater significance than>

the first reported or that the problem was more generic than !

identified by Consumers Power Company. |

The Region III inspection staff believ'es problems have kept'

(1) Over-
recurring at Midland for the following) reasons: failure to recojintzereliance on the architect-engineer, (2

(3) failure to recognize the s' gni-and correct root causes.
ficance of isolated events (4) fs11ure to review isolated Ievents for their generic application, and (5) lack of an

i

aggressive quality assurance attitude :.i

In fact, each of the examples given above demonstrates conclusively!

that CPCo has long since lost control, of the Midland Project. '

To illustrate, although the Olesel Generator Building settlement
is quietly tucked into a it st of examples of common construction !

'

problems at nuclear sites across the country it is far from that.
The DG8 settlement issue starts with a ' Material False Statement |

at 16-17 ) submitted to the NRC in theACR5 Interim Report,(see It continues as one of the most massive construction emperix, '

FSAR.ments in the history of construction, Whether or not it is ootsibl_e f

'

to tunnel underneath a nuclear power plant and build a founststen
after-the-fact remain a subject of, heated debate.

,

Another example is contained in an in-depth look at the problems .

'

of the Zack Company on the Midland site. Not only did the

$38,000.00 fine levied in 1980 for CPCo's failure to centrol a'

it seems to havesubcentractor not catch the attention of CPCo,il of 1982 theforced them to extraordinary bumbling. In Apr

Quality Assurance Su pervisor of the Zack Company came to consumers,

Power Company management with solid evidence of a serieus QA/QCi

breakdown on-going in the lack headquarters. -Not saly did CPCe,

:

1 *
..

.

'
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i

! ignore the serious warnings of the QA/QC supervisor, Mr. Alb6rt
Howard, tney did not warn two other utilities receiving suspect '

|
material, they did not notify the NRC according to the requirementsi

Io f 10 C.F.R. Part 21, and they revealed the confidentiality of
,' Mr. Howard who was subsequently dismissed --with his staff--from

the Zack Company. Since July 1982 when the Zack em playees came
to GAP for assistance CPCo has had to lay off unqualified Zack,- 1

: welders, (Exhibit 3), reins pect 100% of the HVAC equipment on the
i

-

site, and reorganize the Zack QA/QC function again as recently
'.

i

as June 9, 1983 (Exhibit 4). Unfortunately, tht reorganization !

reveals that CPCo has still not caught on to the seriousness of the ,

problems they have allowed the same supervisor responsible for i
>

,'

!roblems for the past two year to be promoted tothe Zackj the General Su perintendent of Plant Assurance Division of the ;
'

4 -

I
Midland Project Quality Assur ance De partme,nt.

! | Further. since the issuance of the Novegber re port the OG5 in-
| s pection confirms that CPCo continuss its tradition of constructioni

mishaps. After 14 years and an estimate of $4.43 billion dollarst

the Commission has ample bases to take immediate action to ensure1

1 that the public health and safety will be adequately protected.; I

!!!. SPECIFIC CRITICISM _$ OF THE CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAB1/
!

f
IIn the February 8,1983 analysis of the CCP submitted to the public, Ii the multi ple audits / third-the NRC, and CPCo GAP requested that! party reviews be combined into one comprehensive inde pendent review.f

! Specifically, the C AP staf f took exception to the CCP as being
|

inadequate becau:e it:

(1) relied heavily on and incor porated an IMPO-type audit
| by the Management Analysis Corporation (MAC) which had been
: rejected by the NRC staf f as not inde pendents,

1 ,

i

I '2) failed to provide any significant details of the methodolog,

by which either third parties or CPCo would identify problems+

|
in the as-built condition of the plant; ,

\

,

i

I (3) was permeated by an inherent confilct-o f-interestt
! institut ensif ses a lack of organzational freedom for the8

| (4)
|

quality a ssu rance/ouality control function;

!, (5) was not com prehensive, 'and, i

(6) failed to s pecify evaluation criteria and construction
|
' crocedures that would guar antee quality of . construction
: I

I 1/ The CCP documents incorporated in our analysis include (1 Letters
!

from Mr. J.W. Cook to Mr. J.G. Ke ppler, NRC, dated Jan.10,1 83,:

'

A pril 6,1983. Apr il 22,1983, and June 3, 1983t (2) Letters from
Mr. J.G. Ke ppler to Mr. J.W. cook, CPCo, da ted Dec 30, 1982, March 20

| r
!

| 1983 and (3) public meetings with the NRC and CPCo on CCP.
| |

'

|

,
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Following the submittal of the original CCP (January 10, 1983)
'

and the February 8, 1983 public meeting in Midland the NRC requested.

fur ther specific information in their March 28, 1983 letter.
The questions from the Regional Sta f f seek s pecific details about
the sco pe of the proposed CCP and the methodology of its implemen-
tation. CP Co 's res ponses , April 6, 22 and June 3, 1983, provide7 ,

!
core details --in some instances ex plicit details--yet continue.

i
to evade or avoid the key questions about the adequacy of the CCP ,

to restore the NRC and the public's confidence in the sa fe~ty of |
;; the Midland pl a nt . i'

,

~ Our analysis of the submittals indicates that CPCo has provided a
plan that will meet only the minimum s pecified requirements of the;

NRC. The plan remains structurally flawed at the outset. First,

it pro poses a thir'd party for the audit function that fails a
gima facie test for independence, whos e com petence is questionable

,

given the most charitable review of the past ex periences with
.

i

| quality assurance breakdowns, and whose third-party methodology1

I is too superficial to even evaluate. Finally, the pro posed auditor,
the Stone and Webster construction firm, is suggesting a staff ofi

only nine auditors to provide assurance about the work done by a
construction force of over 5,000. (Midland site tour, June 5,1983)

. ihe NRC administrative staff continues to ignore both the pleadings
public and the advice of their own technical and inspectionof the pl ant.staf f abou,t the a ppro priate regula tory action at the Midland

~ The Regional Administrator has blatantly re fused to include the,

public in any serious consideration of the solution to the problems
The continued refusal of the region toat the Midland site.

' asuage the concerns of the public cou pled with the intense scrutiny,

that the Midland pl ant is receiving from C'ongress, the press, and
local and state sovernment of ficials is inexcusable.:

The ASLB hearings, on going at this time in response to a request
i

from CPCo for a hearing, continue through the laborious process of
a judicial hea ring , Althou gh the- hear ing, in theory, will resolve
the issue of sa fety for the central Micigan residentst- in' fact,it

|
will be the Sta ff that controls the critical day-to-day overview-

For this reason GAP is turning directly to theo f the ' plant.

Commission. We have exhausted our ef forts to work with the Regional
i- Administration.to insure that the CCP.is adequate.- At the Site.

j Tour Mr. War nick and Mr . Davis, Region ' III, confirmed that the CCP
'

would be a pproveo witn "10 days to two weeks." With the a pprovala

of the CCP sa fety-related construction activities can commence
i mme d i a t e1.y . It is critical that 'the Commission r eview the
decision of the Staf f and r ecognize the serious step backwards that
this action represehts for the third party auditor concept.

f .

A Modi fy the Construction Permit to include ma ndato ry " hold _ points"'

incor pora te the current Boardi nto the co nstructi_@|f on the klance-o f- pl a n t (BOP) work and
| o rd ered adoTd p,o i n t s " o n t h e soils remedial work'

| cermi t for the Midland Plant. Units il and f2._

.

a
w.
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On' April 8, 1981 Region III management over ruled its investigative'

i
sta f f's recommendations to sus pend construction at the William H.
Z i c.:m er Nu cl ea r Power Station near Ci nc i nna ti , Ohio. Instead, the

| ARC issued an Immediate Action Letter which, inter alia, required
P
j the Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company to develop a Quality Con-

~

firmation Program (QCP). On November 12, 1982 the utter failure of
| the QCP forced the Commissioners to sus pend all safety-related

Zimmer. Unfortuna tely CPCo's construction Completioni
construction at
Plan (CCP) . pro posed for Midland bears a striking resemblance to the
key flaws that doomed the QCP. In some cases, the CCP exacerbates
the mainful mistakes of Zimmer.

~
'

| - I Mo re s peci fically, the Construction Completion Plan is doomed to
failure if the following s pecific problems are 7ot resolved prio r
to the r esumption of construction on the site.3,'

,
.

1. Inherent Conflict of Interest
The foundation of the CCP is to complete " integration of Bechtel
QC functions into the Midland Project Quality Assura nce De par tment
(MPQAD) u nder Consumers Power Compa ny ma na gement. . ." (CCP Executive
Summa ry, 1-10-83, a t 3.) That has been completed according to,

j the 6-3-83 CPCo letter to the NRC, at 17.:
!

If the CCP adequately recognized that it is the MPQAD management that has failed
>

to supervise and control the Engineer / Contra'ctor throughout the life>

t-
of the Midland Project perhaps the CCP would have a chance to resolve
the quality probiers. But the "QA/QC Organization Changes" outlined
in part 3.9 cf 'the 5 3-83 submittal simply legitimizes the very structcI

that has failed to implement the past QA/QC reorganization plans.

I As stated on Page 11 of Part 3.0 of the 6-3-83 CCP it is the MPQAD
Executive Manager who holds the key contact position with Bechtel
QA/QC personnel . This individual, Mr. Roy Wells, confirmed that the
burden of change for the Midland Plan.t was on his shoulders at the
Februa ry,8,1983 public meeting. He maintained that it was his persona'
decision to not replace the top Bechtel QC personnel underneath his
su pervision, even in the face of direct NRC requests and public
s ke pti ci sm. If there was any doubt that MPQAD intended to bring-in
new personnel to change the Midland Project around it is dispelled
under the."Objte+4*e?" of the QA/QC Reorganization: |

-

3. Use quali fied personnel from existing QA and QC '

departments and contractors to staff key (positionsthroughout the integrated organization. 6-3-83. at 11)
.

. .

-o

ll All safety-related work was halted by CPCo on December 3,1982 ~ |
Thatfollowing the results of she NRC OSC ins pection of- the DGB.

"stop work" remains in e*fect for sa fety-rela ted construction exce pt i
the soils work, HV AC, NSSS and electrical ca bles. (CCP letters)

,.
,
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,

2. Failure to Specify Inspectic'n Procedures _ and Evaluation Criteria

The original proposal (1-10-83, at 8-9, 12) promised to develop andbe used to conduct the reinspections.! revise the procedures that willj !Neither the procedures nor the evaluation criteria for' the inspectionsAccording |; were specified beyond vaque : reference to professional codes.i '

|
to the 6-3-83 proposal the QA/QC Reorganization still failes to
include or explain the critical Quality Control inspection plans.

)
(6-3-83, at 12).

.

The technical content and requirements of such plans are promisedfuture time, although QC will be res ponsibleat some undisclosedi

for implementing th.ese unknown, . unexplained methodologies which(6-3-83, at 12)
.

the Midland plant.hold the key to future quality at
>

. MPQAD even plans to continue to use Bechtel's Quality Controli

j Notices Manual (QCNM) and Quality Assurance Manual (8QAM) "as(6-3-83, at 12) The solution
approved for use on the Midland Plant."but it fails to explain how a QA/QC system thatj
may be convenient,' Inspection Notification (IPIN) andproduced the In-Process
De ficiency Report (DR) system could be adequate for a new Midland>

commitment to quality.
i

As recently as May 27, 1983 the first monthly report of the TERA
! Corporation,that is conducting the Independent Design and
|

Construction Verification (IDCV) program discovered yet another
Quality Control process that has failed. Confirmed Item report

Number C-031 (Attached as Exhibit S ) reports the signi fcance
o f their finding that four hangers VTeld measured by TERA were

~
'

out of installation tolerance limits. The report states simply:
The construction deviation control process is not functional.

Other TERA confirmed items include hangers installed three feet
from its design locatign (C-032 and C-033), spring hangers locatedelbow, construction deviaftion informationthe wrong side of a 90

forwarded for approval and processing by engineering as requirednot
by procedures (C-03a), hangers at elevations which do not match

' design elevations (C-035), offset dimensions, and drawings that
have been signed but not checked (C-036), serious FSAR errors

' thet "could lead to the utilization of improper input to the design>

process." (C-03 7 ), improper power supply to the AFW pump which
could result in ~ { f)ailure to provide minimum flow " and could

! cause demage to the AFW turbine driven pump during the stat 199
- blackout-(C-038). In all TERA reported 46 confirmed items. -

|

'1

|
t

'' 1/ TERA's monthly summaries contain Open, Confirmed and Resolved (OCR)
Item reports. Finding Reports and Finding Resolution Reports. Confirmt
items will be further reviewed and either .dispositioned or reported
closed or tracked.

.

" .m a

'
'
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However,
is not a part of the CCP activities.is a strong i

.

The TER A IDCV plan
'

h
~ the examples stated above clearly indicate that t ereion of the plant according to|,

9eed for a comprehensive ins pect
specified and defined procedures.:

the Procedure for Control
In Section 4.0 " Program Planning,"
and Release of New Work exemplifies the lack of informationthe public to judge the adequacy of thei

Although Section 4.S.3 (named above) allegedly providesensuring that the requirements of the CCP are met
I given to the tiRC and

j
CCP. in reality these procedures

-

; the basis for
prior to initiation of new work,are in something called the Construction Work Plans (CWPs)*.is prepared oc the

Thej ,
'

be developed until after a list
,

'

In other words the CCPCWPs will not
Phase I activities are carried out.goes along--because no one, particularly

,

|
' '

will make up the a'nswers as itknow the questions yet.'

CPCo and Sechtel. ll

Similar to the CWPs are the Quality Work Plans (QWPs) which wi
,

The CWP/QWP packages obviously
be written to match the CWPs.guidance to construction and quality

Any varia tion on the CCP simply must contain
! will provide the critical
'j control personnel. review the CWP / QWP packages prior _

NRC inspection " hold _ points" toTwo work on the site.Phaseto the initiation of any;

;

requested above between completion of Phase !I d

and Phase II activities is consistent with the commitments ma e
The " hold point"i

Keppler to the Midland public at the February 8,1983
|r

h d lookP

public meeting during which he commited to taking a " arby Mr.
the Midland Project." (Public Meeting, February 8,1983

+

atMidland, Michigan)

Program Implementation Weaknesses3.
the implementation of any QA/QC program that

.

Similarily ithas beenHistorically it

has been CPCo's Achilles heel at the Midland Plant. implementation of the current edition of the CCP that concerns
is theGAP sta f f working on the Midland project.
In Section S.0 Procram Implementation the key solution apparently,every stage of implementationinvolvement at this |

As we have previously stated we believe thatrender the CCP ine f fective, regardlessl

- is the management >

activities.management in fluence will<

of the commitment of construction personnel,
Section 5.0 calls for a management review prior to the initiationThis review will, of necessity,

;

of team activities for ' Phase I work. They will
review training and recerti fication of QA/QC employees.' l d

also " cover the process for both (1) the verification of comp eteinspection activity and (2) the installation and inspection status<

activity.

GAP believes that these reviews are critical to the credibility of.
.

G
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.

the safety of the construction on the Midland site. We request
that a NRC " hold point" and a third party "hcid point" be incorporatec
at the Management Review stage prior to the beginning of any
Phase 1 work.

,

Installation of a " hold point" at this juncture would require that
*

the Management R_el_ ease discussed on page 27 as Section 5.3 would
.

! be a responsibility transferred to the third-party team, with
_j NRC review and approval.

!

! Under Phase 2 Implementation the following statement raises
serious concern about the CPCo commitment to following its

; own professed work plan:

Correction of identified problems will be given priority
.

over initiation of new work, as appropriate, and the completion
teams will schedule their work based on these priorities,-

j (emphasis added).
~

' There is no discussion of who will decide what is and what is not
appropriate to correct before new work is started, nor how that
determination will be made. Those critical decisions simply must
be made by someone other than CPCo and their Bechtel Engineer /'

,
Contractor.

! Finally, GAP takes exception to the " catch all" provided for
in the CCP. Section 10.0, CHANGES TO THE CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION

.

PROGRAM. provides a procedure which could undermine the entire#

ccP. If CPCo follows its historical path of disguising all' '

unauthorized work as a " misunderstanding" or " lack of clear
communication," than this Section provides a legitimate channel
for " obtaining approval to initiate activities that do not
meet the requi rements of the CCP."

4, Lack of Organizational Freedom for the Quality Assurance Departme
*

The organizational premise' of the CCP is a " team" concept that integr
construction, engineering and quality assurance personnel. The " team
members will be located together to the extent pra cti cabl e. . ." (1-10 ,
at 8) The NRC recognized the lack of organizational freedom in
the March 28, 1983 letter from Region III to CPCo.-(3-28-83, at 1).'

an.d asked CPCo to provide a description the measures the utility inte
to institute to ' assure that QC reinspection will be sufficiently-

inde pendent of team controls ."
,

CPCo's res paase as documented in their April 22. 1983 letter on
Page 7 indicates that QC personnel assigned to the teams will be
under the Administrative controls of MPQAD. It states that actual
QC inspections will be conducted in accordance with the PCQIs and

|

L irs approved by MPQAD. Further explanation is provided in the
6-3-83 CCP, Section 4.0, PROGRAM PLANNING and 4.2 TEAM ORGANIZATION.
These sections detail both team organization and training /recertificg)|

|

l

.

e
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Many of the details concerning retraining and recertification
appear to be not only adequate, but sur pass the commitmentsi

made by other utilities with similar problem. In particular,
'

|
GAP believes that i f im o'l em e,n t e d a s pl a nne d , and reviewed
at a Phase I retraining " hold point" the training process

*

will produce construction and quality control personnel with
j sufficient skills to perform their jobs., ,

However, even the best trained work force must still havei

supervisors who are commited to quality work instead of
To date MDQAD has demonstratedi

cost and schedule pressures.
neither the ability to implement any quality plan, nor the
commitment to do so.
GAP reserves judgement on the operation on the " team concept *

'

as an appropriate construction concept for nuclear power plants
*

j until such time at a utility can demonstrate that there can bei

organizational freedom for QA functions.1
,

5. Lack of Comprehensiveness
9

: 4

CCP reinspections will cover only " accessible" completed construction,
(1-10-83, at 10; 4-22-83, at 1; and 6-3-83, a t 21 ) . The Regional,

)

staff has indicated that this is acceptable to them. (3-28 83
ietter, at 1) Although there is no indication in any of the,

submittals of the percentage of work that is not accessible
Section 4.3 puality Verification (6s3-83, at 21-22)

- majority of the wor k parf ormed prior to December 1982.

Further the CCP continues to define out from CCP coverage the
soils work, the HV AC work, the electrical cable reinspection,
the NSSS work, and other problem . areas that have required individ531
programs to resolve deficiencies.
This piecemeal approach effectively surrenders any pretentions
that the CCP will provide a definitive answer to the Midland QA'

Theproblems, even if the program were otherwise legitimate.
necassity for reins pection results from the inaccuracy of current
quality records in the first pl a c e .- Paperwork reviews are simply
not dependable at the Midland Project.

ai'b?" 5 third party or NRC " hold. point" beIt is critica' !":'
contained in the reinspection Phase 1 activities to determine ,

the adequacy of the "accesible systems" approach. Clearly if |
*-

Rreinspections find items of non-conformance the inspection scope
needs to be increased to include both Non-Dastructive Examination
techniques as well -as other means available to the utility to

L

(- determine the as-built condition of the plant.

The. STATISTI C AL _S AMPLING PL A. , Appendix. C. Rev.1 of the 6-3-83 - |L ~

1 !

CCP is being reviewed by a industrial statistician at this time.-
!The initial review of the- sampling plan indicates that it is '

i consistent with appropriate sampling techniques. We also request

!

.
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that Mr. Rubenstein of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulations
(NRR) review this plan for acceptability priur to NRC a pproval .,

6. The CCP fails _to require the minimum of a credible reinspection j'

o f t he as-built condition of the plant. i

.'
! At the February 8, 1983 public meeting Mr. Keppler said that the
: NRC " told them that comprehensive programs needed to be daveloped
! and put into place in order to: (1) Provide assurance that coma-

leted construction work was sound, and (2) Provide assurance that 1

future work would be ef fectively controlled." (0pening Remarks,,

, Mr. Ke p pl e r, attached as Exhibit 6 )

| Evidently Regioni1I's assuranat will come from CPCo's own audit
' '

! of the plant. Since February GAP staf f members have tried every
reasonable approach to convince Region III that their philosophical*

|view of industry self-examination has failed at Midland.
Although Mr. Keppler boldly maintains that his " reasonable assurance"-

- of the Midland plant can only now be maintained with adequate
| third -party reviews, in fact, the third party review amounts

to nine professionals overviewing the work of over 5,000 construction
employees.: ,

The meat of the reins pection program is the . Quality Verification'

Program. This Program is explained in detail in Appendix I of.

the 6-3-83 CCP submittal. Our analysis is on going, however, there'

are a number of obvious flaws. These include, but are not limited

to:

--Exclusion of 31,890 questionable closed Inspection Records
(irs) for HV AC and soils work, Cable routing and identi-

; fication and ASME hanger probrams,( App I, at 7),
j
.

--Incomplete review by the NRC of the PQCI's to be used for'

reinspection,(App I at8),

--Non-compliance with the 100% reinspection request (3-38-83
letter from RIII to CPCo, at 1), substituting a 100%

, reins pection ef fort. based on a " systems / area orientatiog,"
and supplemented by a " random plant-wide ins pection" to

| provide a valid quality baseline on an expeditious basis.-

(In other wo rds manipulate the requirement to get beyond
the 100% hardware inspection. as quickly as po s s i bl e . ) .

--Exemptions fo r re ba r, components, and other saterials that
are inaccessible but indeterminate because of materials
traceability problems. ( App I, at 13)

--Excessive responsiblity for the Executive Manager of MPQAD
to have overall responsibility for the QVP, (App I, at 16),

,

i
~ --Critical- PQCIs to be verified by Review of documentation only

Ap pendix 8.

|
-
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1

Clearly the CCP is not adequate to assure public health and
safety in central Michigan. Installation o f mandatory

"hcid points" to review the training and recertification of
-

. ;ersonnel, the adequacy of the PQCIs, and the appropriatenessj to proceed from Phase I to Phase II in this massive project

.

J is called for.
,

) GAP urges the Commissioners to review the materials which
comprise the CCP and critically consider the extraordinary!

! recuirements that will bring the Midland project into conformance
| with 10 CFR.

1

(

Reguire a management audit of Consumers Power Company (CPColi S.
!

by an inde pendent, compete _nt manaqecent auditing firm that wtl1failures that have resuJted
[in tne soils settlementeier, ine the cause,s of the management! m

disaster and tne recent Quality Assurance-
|
i bre a kdown .

~

Even if the methodology of the reinspection program and the instal-
1ation of mandatory " hold points" in the balance of plant work and

i soils work were adequate it is impossible to have any faith in th's
|

cur-ent Midland management team. These are the same people responsible
for the problems in the first pla ce !

.
!

b The evidence on 'the public record is clear -- the corporate management
of the Midland project simply cannot build a nuclear power plant'

according to the laws of the Atomic Energy Act as outlined in the
Code of Federal Regulations, Part 10. Our conclusion is based on the
testimony of NRC staff inspectors, investigators, technical experts

- internal sources as well as the attitude and actions of CPCo
d management of ficials. For 14 year CPCo has bumbled from one
2 extraordinary breakdown to another, and they have continued a pattern
I of blaming their woes on the NRC, the intervenors, the State
! Attorney General, and hard times. CPCo ha~s lacked the initiative

to make adequate modifications to their construction boondoggle,
i to recognize the most obvious problems, and to resist regulatory

incentives to improve.

In testimony before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB or
Board) HRC inspectors testified that they still do not know the
ca use of the problems at the Midland site. ( Exhibit 7 ) Recently,

however, one inspector testified that he believed the plant would
"run a lot easier without them {CPCo of'ffcials) there." (Exhibit 8__)

Similarily memos written to Regional Administrator Keppler during the
summer of 1982 give significant insight into the reasons for the
problems at the Midland site. (Contai ned as Exhibit 9 _). These
memos include insight into the technical inadequacies, communication !

'

!. breakdowns, and staff recommendations about solution to the
problems on the site. Several examples of these types of comments
are listed below-

|
--On April 27,1983 Dr. Ross Landsman, OSC-RIII, _ testified before '

I
.

,

'

|

l
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|

the ASLB that he did not trust CPCo because there were
too many examples of t hem putting " cost and scheduling
ahead of quality." (Cxhibit 10 ),,

--On Ma y 6, 1983 Mr. Wayne Sha f fer, OSC-RIII, former head of the
the OSC-Midland Section said that he didn't have any faith

!
in CPto ability. (Exhibit 11 ),

i --On June 1,1983 Dr. Landsman testi fied that MPQAD Executive
1
' Manager, Mr. Roy Wells; Superintendent of MPQAD soils work,
! Jim Meisenheimer; and the Section Head for the Soils QA work,
i

Dick' Oliver should be replaced because they are unqualified
t or have attituoe problems. (Exhibit 8 )

--In a June 2'1, 1982' memo from Mr. Charles Norellius and Mr.'

Spessard stated the following about Mr. James W. Cook, thej

|
CPCo Vice-President in charge of the Midland Project:

(He) may actually be contributing to mme of the confusion:

! which seems to exist. The staff views that he is too
much involved in details of plant operations and theret

I

are times when the working level staf f appear to agree
i

!
and be ready to take action where Mr. Cook may argue
details as to the necessity for such action or may

I argue as to the specific meaning of detailed work pro-i '

cedures,..."
;

--The Norellf us/Spessard memo further suggests that the NRC
"should question whether or not it is possible to adequatelyi

manage a construction program which is as complex and
diverse as that which currently exists at Midland."

--Finally the same memo questio as whether the NRC should consi' der
5

CPCo "have a separate kanagement group all the way tothat
possible new Vice-President level,,one of which would

manage the construction of the reactor to get it operationala

and the second to look solely after the remedial soils and|

!

underpinning activities.

--An NRC July 23,33 m emorandum from R.J. Cook to R.F. Warnick
states that CP Os has a history o f not responding to NRC concerns,having control
gtving misleading statements to the NRC, notcontinuous deficiencies in material

,

| of their contractor,
storage conditions, a practice o f inspecting -ra.ther than building-

'

sli pshod 'so rkmanshi p, an attitude whicht

quality into the plant,I

precludes quality workmanship, and an unwillingness of the(Ex hi bit g__) .
| constructor to share information with the NRC.
|

--The Cook memo further states that CPCo uses " tunnel vision,"
in the identification of problems, has a gag order on their
employees to prevent them from talking to the NRC, and remainstoward the NRC when they must discuss regulatory" argumentative"
concerns. ",

,

.
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|

The Cook memo concludes with the following insight:

When considering the above listing of questionable licensee
is theperformance attributes, the most damning concepti

!
fact that the NRC inspection ef fort at Midland has been
purely reactive in nature for approximately the last year.

! and that the indicators are what have been observed
i in a pproximately the last six months. If these are the;

have become an NRC nuisance under atypes of items that| reactive inspection program, one can only wonder at whatinspectionwould be disclosed under a rigorous routine
4 i

j
and audit program.'

i Clearly the problems en the site warranted aggressive management
! Yet evidence obtained by GAP under the Freedomattention.

of Information Act demonstrates tha the solutions to Midlands'
I

developed andproblems have consistently had to. be initiated,
structured by the NRC in a series o f painful regulatory negotiations.

'

as CpCo cannot " inspect quality into the Midla nd plant""Just CPCo management. Both
the NRC cannot regulate integrity intotrustworthy management dependand competent,

| quality constructionfor voluntary disclosure of quality controlI

on a basic respect
: o r assurance problems.
,

is perhaps easier to u nderstand the lack a f' candor on the partItof the CpCo Midland management team after reviewing the statements
.

of CPCo President John Sel by in recent news articles. In particular

GAP brings to the attention of the Commissioners a recent Detroit
News article (April 83,) in which Mr. Selby admits that they
"have bet the compaKy,on the Midland plant."

coupled with the actions o f his- top-level management,His statement,
is one explanation of the panic' management that permeates the Midland
project. It is Mr. Ke ppl er's view , as expressed during his ASLB

that if CPCo can't build Midland he would have to pull,

testimony,
their operating license for Big Rock and Palisades. We disagree with| t

his conclusion--Palisades and Big Rock are plants that are alreadyj
' '

in the rate base, Midland is not. Its' $4.43 billion dollar price

tag, and questionable completion' date have almost destroyed thesense can explain the lack of confidence that has; company. Common
developed as a result of the conflicting pressures of cost / scheduling
and safety at the Midland site

..

Keppler maintains that neithe'r he nor his staff have yetYet Mr. Since'

discovered-the reason for Midland's management problems.
May 1982 the Regional Director has been looking for an answer.
At this point GAP believes that the answer is clearly evident
in the -testimony of his own inspectors. The root causes for the

breakdown can be best discovered at this point by anmanagement audit that has the authority to recommendi ndependent managementsolutions to poor judgement and colossal cost overruns as well as
construction flaws unlike any other nuclear construction project.

.
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including a rejection of
Reject the CCP, a s currently pr oposed,

Stone a nd Webster to co nduct~ tne Intro party audit of the plant.
_

C.

t ru l y To c. p e t en t , credicie, a nd i no e pe nd ent tnico pa r t y
auditor should be Chosen.with pu bl ic par ti c i pa ti o n in tne pr o c e s s .

-
,

Insteac a ~

,
'

be' no res ponse toi

To date the NRC has announced that there willpublic concerns about CPCo's selection of S&W as the third partythere be an opportunity to review the methodology
I

!
! Instead, according toNor will; auditor.

is to preform its function.Ke ppler to Billie Garde, theby which S&Wi an April 5,1983 letter from Mr. probl em is fou nd:! S&W work will be looked at only a f ter a
| not plan to

We have not reviewed S&W methodologies and doproblems which they have missed.:

i unless we find sigr.ificant
| (Exhibit J2, at 3.)

public meeting to consider;

The letter confirms that there will be no f their

public comments about either S&W .or to review the adequacy oThis continues the long history of regulation by default at
pla n. this theor etical a pproach to
Midland. Unfortunately for the public
governmental regulation is both dangerous'and expensive. At thisj

is as guilty as CPCo in a serious conceptual'

|
prohibits implementaion of any realistic solutionstage Region III'

? breakdown that
to Midla nd's problems. ,

.

j
These problems are at least as serious as Diablo Canyon and Zimmer.For almost
They touch on every area of design and construction.
14 years there has been a total lack of commitment to a QA program85% complete in an indekrminate state.

potential sa fety problems,the plantwhich has leftThe long trail of continuing revelations,
hardware problems, design flaws, major construction defects , astro-pr i c e i n c r e a s e s , a n d broken p-omises hav e to tall y eroded the ptblic '

4

|
| nomical ensur e the quality of the

confidence in CPCo a nd i n the NRC to
' *

pla nt's co nstructio n.
.

Only a truly i nde pendent. comprehensive audit will assuage the public's
well-fou nded fears that Midland is not safely constructed.

Evaluation of the Stone and Webster Pro rosal_1.
The concerns 'about S&W's independence would be somewhat academic ifpro posal - to address the

presented a minimally adequate auditAlthough the plan isS&W had But it didn' t.
too sk etchy to evaluate

- a bri ef 3 ' page outlin e --the number ofscope of the QA breakdown.

plann ed for the audit r emov es - any doubt about credibilityS&W proposes nine auditors'for the-Midland project!
-

-

per so nn el
or dependability.
At a minimum, the NRC should recognize that any CCP must be based on

,

|findings, as well as
the.r esults of com pl ated third- party The third Jarty program .

commitment for the duration of the project. |
provide a comprehensive view of the as built condition of the

,

t j

plant by an independent auditor, as well as an independent assessmenpl a n do no t do ei theymust

future co nstructio n -- the CPCo CCP and S&Wof all

j
-

..

. -[ .N !
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: ,

The only truly substantive part of the Stone and Webster audit
is the Constructicn Implementation Overview (CIO), described:

in the 6-3-83 submittal at 30. Like the soils audit the
S&W program comnits to stay only until CPCo and the NRC have
confidence in the adequacy of the implementation of the QA,

Program for the Midland plant. This is not a third party

I. audit by any stretch of the imagination.
!

.

2. Lack of Independence

Midland needs, and the Region has commited to a verification
| { program by a truly independent company with no stake in the

outcome of its audit. This independent third party is not serving
a client's requirements, but rather the public interest in

.

|
ensuring the quality of construction at the plant.

! Stone and Webster fails under both a literal and realistic reading
; of the Commission's primary financial criteria, that the third

^|
party not have any direct previous involvement with the Company.
S&W directly fails this test. In September 1982 S&W was hired
by CFCo to be the overviewer on the soils QA implementation. If

the Commissions independence criteria ar.e to be taken seriously
they must be applied.

Ironically, it is the independence criteria that NRR uses as a
basis to reject the other CPCo nomination, the TERA Corporation
(see March 28, 1983 letter from NRC to CPCo at 3).

3. Lack of Public_ Participation in the Selection Process
Even if the independence critaria could be met for S&W the lack;

of public participation in the selection process destroys its,

'

legitimacy. -

Although the Fe bruary 8, 1983 meeting attr' acted several hundred
Midland residents there was no discussion or input from thej public about the third party auditor, or the methodology by which

;

the audit would be conducted. Instead Mr. Keppler and Mr. Eisenhut'

firmly informed the public that an independent audit would determine
the adequacy of the Midland plant. Within days the NRC and CPCo
were in " closed doce" sessions over the acceptability of the CCP,'

the auditor, na.o ine various scopes and methodologies..

Unless Mr. Keppler and the Commission have rewritten the policies ,

'

of the agency the Diablo Canyon model set the basis for increased
public participation in resolving the issues of how the Commiss' ion

~

chooses independent auditors.

At Midl and, by contrast, Region III has chosed to ignore the' serious-
-ness of the situation by eliminating many of the most useful means'

of public participation . employed at Diablo Canyon. When GAP protested
,

J the series of " closed door" meetings pertaining to the independent:
L were told that there would be no public meetings about
L audit we

S&W, but that all written comments would be considered (Exhibit '12
|--

.

|:
! -
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at 3). Instead of the NRC acting to allay the fears of the public )
Mr. 1:eppler's position of " resisting shared decision making" '

(Exhibit 13) has only served to reinforce the fears of an already
skeptical public in central Michigan.

Stone and Webster may be capable of addressing the problems'

: at Midland..but neither S&W nor CPCo have bothered to acknowledge
I t h a~t importance of public credibility for the third party auditor.

51W's selection would completely undermine the NRC's reform
action for Midla nd.

$

|

D. Remove the Quality Assurance / Quality Control Function from the'

Midland P ro j e ct'~Du a l i ty- As s u ra n c e _D epa rtme nt (MPQAD) and re pl a c_e
them with an i ndependent team oT-QA/QC personnel that report
simultaneously to the_NRC and~TFCo.'

,

j A licensee's quality assurance program is its internal structure
' of checks and balances to ensure sa fe operations. Every applicant

for a construction permit is required by the provisions of 10 C.F.R.-

S50.34 to include in its preliminary safety analysis report a
description of the quality assurance program to be applied to
the desi gn, fabrication, construction and testing of the structures,,

systems and components of the facility. Quality assuranceI

comprises all those planned and systemati.c actions necessary to
provi de -adequate con fidence that a structure, system or
component will perform satis f actorily in service. Each
structure, system or component must be documented, i ns pected
and periodically audited to veri fy compliance with all aspects
of the quality assurance program. The cause of the safety
defects described above is an inadequate quality assurance

i program, which has been in shambles fo r a decade. In fact,
in 1973 the orieinal Midland if censing appeal board members
felt so strongly about QA violations that the Director of
Regulations pointed out that even though the Appeals Board,

coulo not take action on the IE findings--
:

}j (H)ad the construction permit proceeding still
I been before our Board at the time that the re-;

suits of the November 6-8 inspection were an-
n o ur.c c d , it is a virtual certainty that we

'

would have ordered forthwith a cessation of
all construction activities....

(November 26, 1973 Letter from L. Manning Muntzing, Director
of Regulations, re: Quality Assurance Deficiencies Encountered
at Midland Facility.p.2.)

The 1973 warning should have served as notice to both Bechtel and

.
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~

snd Consumers power Company to resolve their QA problems. Quite
the contrary, however, they ignored the notice. Se did the NRC
staff. The problems at the Midland plant have continued unabated.

|
.

Both the 1979 and 1980 Systemic Assessmont of Licensee Performance
(SALP) reports give notice of futher and expanded problems at Mid-
land. The problems identified then (lack of qualifications of QC
inspectors, continuation of work prior to corrective action) are,

j similar to those cited as causes in the recent stop-work order.
The reports also include acknowledgements of excessive QA backlogs

,

'
t

; and lack of timeliness. (SALP Report 1980.) Consumers' failure to
learn from its mistakes passed the stage of accidental oversight

,

long ago.'

'

The lack of quality assurance at Midland has been a continuousi !

concern to Region III. In the spring of 1982 at the release of the'

1981 SALP rating, Mr. Xeppler publicly repo rted t hat it was neces- '

sary to change previous testimony be fore the ASLB which had provi-'

ded a" reasonable assurance" that the plant would be constructed in
accordance with nuclear construction regulations. The revised test-
imony was not modi fied substantially, it is clear that QA problems

,

.

at Midland were resolved.,

According to testimony by the NRC staff as early as Septemberj 1982 the Midland special section was so concerned about the prob-; .

lems of QA implementation that at least one of them recommended'

>

stopping work at the Midland facility. Subsequently the Diesel Gen-
erator Building inspection confirmed that in fact. there had been a,

quality assurance breakdown on the site. The solution to resolving
i the QA breakdown is the CCP.

1
Unfortunately the Region III management seems satisfied with the
basis upon which the CCP is develpped: put Consumers in charge of

! the program.

} The public already has had an opportunity to preview the results
1 of Consumers' internal policy with the Zack debacle over the past

three years. Its performance has been disappointing, at most.
Although the NRC fined CPCo $38,00d for Zack's non-compliance with

I federal regulations and forced a major QA reorganization, further
j actions by the utility revealed a determination to hide problems.

Currently an Office of Investigations probe is being conducted into
the most recent Zack problems. The findings of the probe are
already documented in the NRC inspections of the - Zack QA breakdown:

at the LaSalle Plant. A December 22, 1982 NRC IE report about the
revelations acknowledges the critical role that CPCo played in
response to the 1979 citation:

On September 2,1981, the services of a Senior Quality |
IAssurance Engineer from Project Assistance Corporation

(consultants) were retained by CPCo for assignment at
Zack for the purposes of establishing a formal document

'

l,
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control system and performing an indepth review
of the conditions described by Zack in their
September letter (Zack notified CPCo of a 10 CFR
50.55(e) on August 28, 1981).

CPCo MPQAD employees and management knew about the new QA ,

|
breakdown on the Midland site, yet they f ailed to noti fy the !

!
NRC or take any other action.

i

LIkewise, the infamous soils settlement problems, began withi

pre-notification to the Midland management team through theThat settle-
,

',

settlement of the Administration butiding in 1977.e

ocurred a year prior to the beginning of construction of.

That building is now crackedment'

the Diesel Generator Building. debate over the building itself and4

and sinking. The technical
and its ultimate s+fety remains little more than a judgement.

call between experts.

the a recently released NRC Investigation (83-13)! Finally,
into the possible " false statement" of CPCo management.

of ficial Mr. Boos conce rning the status of work completed
on the site during a 1982 NRC meeting shatters any doubts that;

! CPCo is a utility that seeks to be candid and open with!

:
the regulators. .

-

Investigation report led toRecent testimony into the 83-13i an "in camera" session after an NRC IE Inspector acknowledged
at least one CPCo official at the March 82 meeting

~

that (Exhibit 13)knew that the NRC had been seriously misled.'

These examples of the utility's resposne to the discovery of any
major problems completely undermine the assumption upon which
the CCP is based -- voluntary disclosure of QA violations.

-

,

Clearly a completion and reinspection program that places faith
in a management team that has lost the c6nfidence and trust of .

NRC inspectors, and a QA Department that has notoriously end'

blatantly disregarded 10 CFR Appendix B, i s inappropriate.,

,

Only a new QA/QC team, with no stake in the outcome of theircan ever restore quality work to~the Midland facility.work, for relief,GAP recognizes this is an extraordinary request
but it is clearly warranted at the Midland Project. After 14 years

54.43 billion dollars o,f. construction costof bumbling and
there must be a time when the Commissioners intervene to protectThe Regionthe public a f fected by this out-of-control project.
and the utility have stopped short of realistic regulation,
and appropriate controls for the remainder of the construction
phase. Hopefully, the Commissioners' will i ntervene.

of NRC personnel to include additional _
j E. Increase the assignment

technical and inspection oersonnel.
|

' Region III is currently ' understaffed and critically overworked.
.

, . _
_ , , ,
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The new Office of special Cases is handling two of the most
troubled nuclear plants under construction in the country.
Tne intense inspection e ffort has provided the only acceptable
solution to both the Zimmer and Midland crisis. The teams
of NRC Inspectors assigned to the Office of Special Cases has

.

been, for the most part, of high quality and extremely
j con scienti o u s . They have requested, through memorandum and
I testimony the assignment of additional personnel to assist

on the Midland project. We strongly support the assignment
of additional technical and inspection personnel to the.

:

Region to augment the OSC teams.
.

F. Require a detailed _ review of the soils settlement resolution,
; as outlined in the_5upplemental Sa fety Evaluat1_on Report, incor-
i parating a technical analysis of the implementation of the underpinning
i at the current stage of completion.

i

I As a further structural check on the independence and performance
| of the third-party program at Diablo Canyon, in 1982 the NRC staff

commissioned Brookhaven National Laboratory ("BNL") to study par-
ticular aspects of the seismic design of the plant. BNL raised que-,

j stions about many of the mathematical models used by PG&E to deter-
mine the seismic design response spectra for the plant. The BML

: study revealed that the Teledyne audit was not cumplete and compre-lin
hensive "enough" and t hat broad access to the audit process by
outside consultants can significantly enhance the value and cred-
ibility of the third-party review process.

In light of the concerns by a number of the technical disagreements
of several NRC staff members, GAP believes it appropriate for the
HRC commissioners to request another study of the design deficiencies ~'

of the Midland nuclear power plant. In particular we request another
review of the Diesel Generator Building by a non-nuclear construction
consultant. -

.

If these basic questions cannot be answered then no matter what the
numerous third party auditors do to restore confidence in the

|
i balance of the plant the residents.of central Michigan will never

know whose technical judgement was correct.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In the fall of 1982 an NRR staff person recorded (in a log recently
obtained by GAP through FOIA requests)the following summary of
the ACRS request-formalized through their June 8, 1982 letter to
Chairman Palladino; and NRR management response ~'

' ~

[
The ACRS asked for 'a report of design quality and construction
adequacy. They are looking for assurance that with all the

i QA problems at Midland in specific areas that we have not over-,

|
looked problems in other areas that have not yet reared their

J

head. Is CPCo addressing this only through the AFW reviewt
! ;

.

i

; _
_ .__

"
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Itat'Chmnis s i on ers - 24 June 13, 1983-
;

.

'

5ut the INPO effort addresses " work in progress" ni_y'
BilT WHEN l';M CR AT ED WIT 11 T ER A C fl 0RT, YOU GET (undecipherable) '

Only for the AFW system!

SERVES As A " SAMPLE" (AUDIT)
1 But it doesn't answer Oakrent's problem with hidden problems,
, INP0 goes' from today and does, only address forward fit. T3.

do not investloato what ha ppen ed pr,cyi ou sl y.
; ,

!.

IERA LOOKS BACKWARD T00.'

! Rut only for the AFW System! (We've come full circle). Exhibit 14,at5,-
|

'

Dr. Oakrant's probics with hidden problems is the same as GAP's
! concern about hidden problems. In the past year both CPCo and
i the NRC have siianaged to avoid the key question about the Midland

Plant -- What is really out there? Until that question is answered
.

i completely, c o:r p e t en t ly, and credibly there can be no assurance
About the safety of the Midland plant,;

,

We urge the Commissioners torequest a management audit of CPCo; to replace'

: HPQAD with an independent fi rm; to install " hold points" in the
construction persit, and to require all the necessary changes to-

'
the proposed Construction Completion Plan which will enable the public
to know the fact.s a hnut the cost and safety of the Midland plant.,

'

Like Zimmer, the traditional approach of licensee control at Midland can be
accomplished only at the es. pense of undue risks to public health and-:

. safaty. We trust that the ASI.B will reach a fair and just decision about the-
*

: Midland Plant when it reviews the long record that has been established by
Citizen Intervenurs, the Staff, and the utility. But, the approval of the CCP
without substantial modifiention will have the effect of allowing CPCo to continue"

; its long out-of-control nuclear plant v1rtually independent of the third-party
audit that the central Michigan public expects to be established.

ke look forward to your prompt response,,

Sincerely,
; ,

-I' % O-

BILLIE PIRNER GARDE
Citizens Clinic Director

cc: Service List
i

( i BPG/dk

|
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UNIT:;D STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

~B3 J.113 P4:34
Beforc the At.omic Safet_y and Licensina Boarti

: :

;

i In the Mattar of } Docket Nos. 50-329-oL
) 50-330-OL

CC::fUliSRS POWER COMPANY ) 5 0-32 9 -OM
) 50-330 0M

(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2) )
)- -

. - .. ._ ,
,

f

CERTIFICATE OF SERVTCE*

I hareby certify that copics of the foregoing gp.g.13,u.183.,,GkPl _ _

Is.t. icr to W cm'l"Im'sro rg _ Ccr.sinActica, Cg7eletd m Plan-

,

were
.. ._ . .. . . . .

mailed, proper postage prepaid, this ,13_ day of June , 1983, to:

* Charles Ecch'cofer, aq. Fr.mk J. Kalley
Airainistrative A dge At.Lomey Ca.wral Stata of Michigan- '

At.o.1ic Safetf and Licensing noani Steward H. Freman
U.S. Nuclear F*;ulatory carrnicsion Assistet Attorncy General
W.:.shington, D. C 20535 Envircn:nsntal Protecticm Division

* 525.w. cttawa street, 720 Im Building
*Dr. Jerrf Harbour Larming, Michigan 48913
Ahtnistrat.ive J\x!ge
Atct-ic Safety ar:3 Liennsing Board Ms. Marf Sinclair
U.S. Nuclear luquistory Ccinnicsion 5711 .v.zmerset street*

W.M ngton, D. C. 20555 Midlard, Michigan 43640
,

Dr. Prederick P. Ocuan Ms. Barbera stantris
I&inistrative Judge 5795 N. River

.48623
,

6352 N. Verde Trail, Agt. B-125 Froeland, Michigan
3.x:a Paton, FJonca .u433 .

Hande11 H. Marshall, Prosiderit.
Janes E, Brunner, Esq. Mapleten Intervances
Corr.tzrors Fewer Cenpany RFD 10
212 West W.chigAn Avnnua Midland, Michigan 48640
Jad.sen, Michigan 49201

* Docketing and Scrvice sectica
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Chanission
Washingt.cm, D. C. 20555
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. j:on M. Chemf, P.C. j"

Fotar Flynn, P.C.
Carry & Fly::n.

'I'hrec First National Plaza i

Suitu 3700 l
Chicago, Illinois 60602,

'Atanic Safety asyl Licensing Boazt1
j U.S. Nucles: Pc70.lstory Cctrission
{

Washington, D. C. 20555

h *IMrnic Safety ,Tri Licensing
>$ peal Pa. lw.

: U.S. Nuclear Raqulatory Certmi.saicn
| Nashington, D. C. 20555
i

i Stt.ve J. Qx11er, P.C.
2120 Carter Avenue
St. Paul, at 55108 s

! Frt.ticrick C. Williams, Esq.
:| Isham, Lincoln & nanla'

,

i

| 1120 connecticut Awnue, N.W.

! Ktshington, D.C. 20036

d**rdllian D. Faton, Encf te,

Cffice of Z:xecutive Legal Director'

i U.S. Nuclear Pcgulatecy Ccr:missicn
Ruhington, D. C. 2055$

\ 00 1.

,

.

.
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, *Delivarad through the NRC internal mails,
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. *, NUCLEAR REGULATORY CCf.iMISSIONy a

7,. .'s
- WASHINGTON. D. C. 20555 .

*

\,='..../ May 24, 1983
,

'Docket Nos. 50-329 OM,0L
50-330 OM,0L-

*

t ..

.-
...

!

I MEMORANDUM FOR: The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board for
the Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2

FROM: Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing>

Divisina nf 'icensing

SUSJECT: LATION TAG CURING REMEDIAL UNDERPI?iNING'

CONSTRUCTION (Board Notification BN 483-70)

i
-

'

In accordance with NRC procedures regarding Board Notifications, the enclosed
=amorandum is being provided for your information as material and relevant
to quality. assurance issues before the Board in the CM-OL hearing. The
information concerns centinued construction activities on underpinning
pier KC-2 located beneath the north-east portion of the Turbine Building
despite the existence of.a nonconformance report and hold tag. The NRC
is reviewing this matter with respect to the effectiveness of existing
procedures to control quality.

,

*Q~~)pD . .c - Q.

Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing

Division of Licensing

i Enclosure: -

~

As stated'

'
.

l
.

f

:
|

.

-

, .

|

Q8h ||\ N $'v~~Y|i - .+ .. -.- _

J
;

-

.



_

i o - %

,. -.

1 .

l

MIDLAND (ForB'Ns) -

Mr. J. W. Cook
Vice President
Consumers Power Company,

: 1945 West Parnall Road
j Jackson, Michigan 49201

cc: Stewart H. Freeman James G. Keppler, Regional Administratot
: Assistant Attorney General U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
' State of Michigan Enviornmental Region III

Protection Division 799 Roosevelt Road
'

720 Law Building Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137
: Lansing, Michigan 48913
: Mr. Ron Callen

Mr. Roger W. Huston Michigan Public Service Commis', ion.

i Suite 220 6545 Mercantile Way
; 7910 Wood =ont Avenue P.O. Box 30221

Bethesda, Maryland 20814 Lansing, Michigan 48909
1

,

-

Mr. R. B. Borsum Mr. Paul Rau
*

Nuclear Power Generation Division Midland Daily News
Babcock & Wilcox 124 Mcdonald Street
7910 Woodmont Avenue, Suite 220 Midland, Michigan 48640
Bethesda, Maryland 20814.

Billie Pirner Garde
Mr. Don van Farrowe, Chief Director, Citizens Clinic
Division of Radiological Health for Accountable Government
Department of Public Health Government Accountability Project.
P.O. Box 33035 Institute for Policy Studies.

Lansing, Michigan 48909 1901 Que Street, N.W.
* '

I U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission '

Resident Inspectors Of fice Commander, Naval Surface Weapons Center
'

Route 7 ATTH: P. C. Huang
Midland, Michigan 48640 White Oak

1 Silver Spring, Maryl and 20910
j Mr. Paul A. Perry, Secretary

Consumers Power Company Mr. L. J. Auge, Manager
- 212 W. Michigan Avenue Facility Design Engineering
Jackson, Michigan 49201 Energy Technology Engineering Center

P.O. Box 1449
Mr. Walt Apley Canoga Park, California 91304
c/o Mr. Max Clawn
Battelle Pacific North West Labs (PNWL) Mr. Neil Gehring
Battelle Blvd. U.S. Corps of Engineers
SIGMA IV Building NCEED - T
Richland, Washington 99352 7th Floor

477 Michigan Avenue
Mr. I. Charak, Manager Detroit, Michigan 48226
NRC Assistance Project -

Argonne National Laboratory Geotechnical Engineers, Inc.
9700 South Cass Avenue ATTH: Dr. Steve J. Poulos'

Argonne, Il19nois 60439 1017 Main Street'

Winchester, Massachusetts 01890

. ._.
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DISTRIBUTION LIST FOR BOARD NOTIFICATION

i

Midland Units I&2,
Docket Nos. 50-329/330 ACRS Members

a
'

Charles Bechhoefer, Esq. Dr. Robert C. Axtmann,

Ms. Lynne Bernabei Mr. Myer Bender
James E. Brunner, Esq. Dr. Max W. Carbon
Dr. John H. Buck Mr. Jesse C. Ebersole

.
Myron M. Cherry, P.C. Mr. Harold Etherington

| Dr. Frederick P. Cowan Dr. William Kerr
' T. J. Creswell Dr. Harold W. Lewis

Steve J. Galder, P.E. Dr. J. Carson Mark-

i Dr. Jerry Harbour Mr. William M. Mathis
i Mr. Wayne Hearn Dr. Dade W. Moeller
'

Mr. James R. Kates Dr. Milton S. Plesset
Frank J. Kelley,- Esq. Mr. Jeremiah J. Ray
Christine N. Kohl, Esq. Dr. David Okrent,

Mr. Wendell H. Marshall Dr. Paul C. Shewmon
Michael I. Miller, Esq. Dr. Chester P. Siess-

Thomas S. Moore Esq. Mr. David A. Ward
Mr. Paul Rau
Ms. Mary Sinclair
Ms. Barbara Stamiris
Frederick C. Williams Esq.

,
,

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

'

.

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Panel

,

; Docketing and Service Section
| Document Management Branch

*

,
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.
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| MEMORANDUM FOR: D. G. Eisenhut Director, Division of Licensing, NRR
}

FROM: R. F. Warnick, Director, Office of Special Casesi

;

; SUBJECT: RECOPDiENDATION'FOR NOTIFICATION OF LICENSING BOARD

In accordance with present NRC procedures regarding Board Notifications,
the following information is being' provided as constituting new information

| relevant and material to the Midland CM/0L proceedings. This information
! deals with the licensee's May 9,1983 decision to stop Remedial Soils work
|

due to violations of applied Hold Tag require =ents.

f The pertinent facts that relate to the stop work are as follows:
i *

j 1. On May 6,1983, MPQAD issued a nonconformance report (NCR) to document
drift set deficiencies identified on previous Remedial Soils.installa-,

tions. As a result of the NCR, Hold Tags were applied.

2. On May 7,1983, MPQAD issued an NCR to document drif t set deficiencies
identifiad during installation of pier KC-2 (East). As a result of.the
NCR, Hold Tags were applied.

3. On May 9, 1983, the licensee determined that work had continued on
pier KC-2 (East) despite the presence of the Hold Tags. An additional

, NCR was issued to document the Hold Tag violations. At noon on May 9,
; 1983, the Field Soils Organization (FSO) stopped Remedial Soils work

activities due to the Hold Tag violations. Although a for=al Stop'

; Work Order was not issued, 53 workers were sent home.
ii

I 4. At 8':00 a.m. on May 10, 1983, the licensee resumed Remedial Soils
work activities. The resumption of work was allowed after a resolution
'of differences between MPQAD and FSO pertaining to the significance

* of NCR's and Hold Tags. The NRC was informed of the Remedial Soils stop
work by Stone and Webster (S&W) personnel during their meeting with the
Midland Resident Inspectors to discuss the monthly S&W report of
Remedial Soils work activities.

I
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D. G. Eisenhue -2- MAY I 3 P3 I*

.

If you have any questions or desire further infor=ation regarding this
matter, please call me..

d 6( . l-a h\.;
pv.! ,

l R. F. k*arnick, Director
Office of Special. Cases |

'

|

| cc: A. B. Davis

| J. J. Harrison
- R. N. Gardner

R. B. Lands-m
-

6 R. J. Cook
:
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/ g UNITED STATES
*

.

! NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
{* , WASHINGTON. O. C. 20055

- .

NOV 191982.....

RECENEONOV 2 61982Docket Nos: 50-329 OM, OL
and 50-330 OM, OL

.

'

i' I Dr. Paul Shawnon, Chairman
Advisory Connittee on Reactor Safeguards3

! U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Connission
Washington, D. C. 20555'

,

Dear Dr. STtwoon:*

,

,

Subject: Report on Midland Design and Construction Problens,
Their Disposition, and Overall Effectiveness of the
!ffort to Assure Appropriate Quality

The ACRS Interi:n Report on Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2 dated June 8,1982,.
,

requested, ir. part, "a report which discusses design and construction problems,'

their'dispea". tion, and the overall effectiveness of the effort to assure appro-

|
priate quality."

Supplement No. I to the Midland Safety Evaluation Report (SSER 1) replied that
.! - Region III would prepare such a report addressing construction problems for the

period from the beginning of construction through June 30, 1982. The enclosed
' report responds to that reply. SSER 1 also indicates that a final report on.

overall quality of plant construction will be issued for the remaining period
following completion of construction.

In addition, the staff is currently reviewing the several programs proposed by
the applicant to independently verify design and construction of the Midland
Pl ant. The results of this review will be addressed in a future supplement to, ,

! I the SER. .

|:

j Sincerely,
a

1 -
*

43!* h W w:s
3 Thomas M. Novak,' Assistant Director

for Licensing
Division of Licensing

.

Enclosure:
As stated-

cc: See next page
| .
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MIDLAND *

Mr. J. W. Cook*

Vice President Lee L. Bishop
Consuners Power Company Hamon & Weiss'

1945 West Parnall Road 1725 I Street, N.W., Suite 506
Jackson, Michigan 49201 Washington, D. C. 20006

-

cc: Michael I. Miller, Esq. Mr. Don van Farrowe, Chief
| Ronald G. Zamarin, Esq. Division .of Radiological Health
i Alan S. Farnell, Esq. Department of Public Health

Isham, Lincoln & Beale P.O. Box 33035; .
i Three First National Plaza, Lansing, Michigan 48909
i I Sist floor

Chicago, Illinois 60602 Mr. Steve Gadler
i 2120 Carter Avenue

James E. Brunner, Esq. St. Paul, Minnesota 55108
;

! Consuners Pcwer Company
j 212 West Michigan Avenue U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
i Jackson, Michigan 49201 Resident Inspectors Office
i Route 7
i Ms. Mary Sinclair Midland, Michigan 48640

,

4 5711 Summerset Drive
} Midland, Michigan 48640 Ms. Barbara Stamiris

5795 N. River
Stewart H. Freeman Freeland, Michigan 486233

; Assistant Attorney General>

State of Michigan Environmental Mr. Paul A. Perry, Secretary'

Protection Division
720 Law Building Consumers Power Company

212 W. Michigan Avenue
Lansing, Michigan 48913 Jackson, Michigan 49201

-

i Mr. Wendell Marshall Mr. Walt Apley'

Route 10 c/o Mr. Max ClausenMidland, Michigan 48640
1 Battelle Pacific North West Labs (PNWL)
,

Battelle Blvd.i Mr. Roger W. Huston SIGMA IV Building
{ Suite 220 Richland, Washington 99352i 7910 Woodmont Avenue
i Bethesda, Maryland 20814 Mr. I. Charak, Manager

NRC Assistance Project
Mr. R. B. Borsun Argonne National Laboratory
Nuclear Power Generation Division 9700 South Cass AvenueBabcock & Wilcox Argonne, Illinois 60439
7910 Woodmont Avenue Suite 220 .

Bethesda, Maryland 20814 James G. Keppler, Regional Administrator,

: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,Cherry & Flynn Region III .
Suite 3700 799 Roosevelt Road
Three First National Plaza Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137Chicago, Illinois 60602

,

Mr. Ron Ca11en
Mr. Paul Rau Michigan Public Service Commission
Midland Daily News 6545 Mercantile Way"
124 Mcdonald Street P.O. Bcx 30221

; Midland, Michigan 48640 Lansing, Michigan 48909, .
'

!
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Mr. J. W. Cook -2-.

; cc: Commander, Naval Surface Weapons Center
i ATTN: P. C. Huang
i )#iite Oak

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910
,

Mr. L. J. Auge, Menager
Facility Design Engineerug
Energy Technology Engineering Center

'

P.O. Box 1449
Canoga Park, California 91304

Mr. Neil Gehring
U.S. Corps of Engineers
NCEED - T
7th Floor *

477 Michigan Avenue
Detroit, Michigan 48226

'

Charles Bechh:efer Esq..

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board-

: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission' .Washington, D. C. 205,55

. Dr. Frederick P; Ccwan
'

'

Apt. B-125
6125 N. Verde Trail
Boca Raton, Florida 33433

i Jerry Harboar, Esq.
j Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
| U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

.

Washington, D. C. ; 20555 -

.

Geotechnical Engineers, Inc.
ATTN: Dr. Steve J. Poulos

'

1017 Main Street
Winchester, Massachusetts 01890
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Midland Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2 |
4 .

.

j Docket No. 50-329
j Docket No. 50-330

-
i

.

i

i

!

.

.

I
,

, | -

i ;
e

REPORT ON DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION PROBLEMS FOR PERIOD FROM
.

START OF CONSTRUCTION THROUGH JUNE 30,1982
.

.

.

I
:
'i

! .
.

i

|
.

i

i
; j Report Requested by Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

!
:
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I. Introduction -

The following report prepared by the NRC, through its Region III
office, discusses Hidland construction problems, their disposition,
and the overall effectiveness o!sthe Consumers Power Company's efforts
to ensure appropriate qualitj.' n e report was prepared at the request

. of the Advisory Committee on Reactor safeguards and in response to
j comm!tments made in Supplement !!o. 1 of the Safety Evaluation Report.-

'
i The report covers the period starting with the beginning of construc-

tion up to June 30, 1982. A final report will be issued on the above*

subjec.ts for the period from July 1, 1982 through the completion of
'

'

construdrien disdussing the overall quality of plant construction.
,
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|
II. Summarv and Conclusions of Overall Effectiveness |

f Since the start of construction, Midland has experienced some signifi-
cent problems resulting in enforcement action (enforcement statistics
are sumarized in Table 1). Following the identification of each of,

.j these problems, the licensee has taken action to correct the problems
! and to upgrade the QA program and QA/QC staff. The most prominens
f action has been an overview program which has been steadily expanded f.

i to cover safety related activities. In spite of the corrective '
j

-

actions taken, the licensee continues to experience proolems in the
~

Tsiplementation or quality in constructh. - - - ~

! Significant construction problems identified to date include: (1)
j 1973 - cadweld splicing deficiencies (Paragraph C.2); (2) 1976 - rebar
; omissions (Paragraph F.5); (3) 1977 - bulge in the Unit 2 Containment
i Liner Plate (Paragraph G.3); (4) 1977 - tendon sheath location errors
j (Paragraph G.6); (5) 1978 - Diesel Generator Building settlement (Para-
t graph H.10); (6) 1980 - allegations pertaining to Zack Company heating,
l ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) deficiencies (Paragraph J.7);
| (7) 1980 - reactor pressure vessel anchor stud failures (Paragraph J.8);
. (8) 1981 piping suspension system installation deficiencies

> i (Paragraph K.4); and (9) 1982 - electrical cable misinstallations

j (Paragraph L.2).

Consumers Power has on repeated occasions not reviewed problems to
'

the capth required for full and timely resolution. Examples are:
(1) rebar omissions (An o); uj tendon sheath location errors (1977);
(3) Diesel Generator Building settlement (1978); and (4) Zack Company
HVAC deficiencies (1980). In each of these cases the NRC, in it P
investigation, has determined that the problem was of greater
significance than first reported or that the problem was more generic
than ide cified by Consumers Power Company.

i The Region III inspection staff believes problems have kept recurring at
i Midland for the following reasons: (1) Overreliance on the architect-

.

' engineer, (2) failure to recognize and correct. root causes, (3) failure
to recognize the significance of isolated events (4) failure to review
isolated events for their generic application, and (3) lack of an jaggressive quality assurance attitude.

- A history of the Midland design and construction problems _ and their
disposition, as identified and described in NRC inspection reports,

; is contained in the following section (III). This history is for
! the period from the beginning of construction through June 30, 1982.
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1III. Design and Construction Problems As Documented in NRC Inspection Report's
,

A. 1970

Six inspection reports were issued in 1970. In July 1970,
construction activities authorized by the Midland Construction
Permit Exemption commenced. A total of four items of noncom-

! pliance were identified in 1970. These items are described.

below:

Tour items of nonconformance were identified in Inspection Report
Nos. 50-329/70-06 and 50-330/70-06 concerning the installation of

!
concreve. The nonconformances regarded: (1) concrete placement
activities violated ACI Code; (2) laboratory not performing tests
per PSAR; (3) sampling not per ASTM; and (4) QA/QC personnel didi

f not act on deviations when identified. Licensee corrective
j actions included: (1) Bechtal to provide a report t.ttesting to

the Auxiliary Building base slab where lack of consolidation wasi

j apparent; (2) a commitment to perform tests at frequencies
specified in the PSAR; and (3) a cormitment to train workers and
the inspection staff. This matter was discussed during the'

Construction Permit Hearings and is considered closed.
'
,

i B. 1971-1972
i
i Three inspections were conducted during this period. No items
i of noncompliance were identified. Midland construction activities

were suspended pending the pre-construction permit hearings..

I
! On December 15, 1972, the Midland Construction Permit was issued.

C. 1973
i

Eleven inspection reports were issued in 1973 of which two per-
tained to special management meetings, two to vendor inspections,
one to an audit of the architect engineer, and six to onsite
inspections. A total of six items of noncompliance were
identified during 1973. One significant construction problem was
identified involving deficiencies in cadweld splicing of rebar
(see Paragraph 2). These items / problems are described below:

~

1. Noncomplisaces involving two separate Appendix B criteria
with five different examples were identified during a'

speef al audit of the architect engineer.'s Quality Assurance
Program. The noncompliances were documented in Inspection

~'

Report Nos. 50-329/73-08 and 50-330/73-08. The items if ,

' noncompliance regarded; (1) . inadequate requirements fora

quality record retention; (2) inadequate drawing control;
(3) inadequate procedures; and-(4) unapproved specifications

1
, used for vendor control. Licensee corrective actions !

.

included: (1) revision of Bechtel Nuclear Quality Assurance |. Manual; (2) revision of Midland Internal Procedures Manual;.
(3) personnel instructed to audit the status of the drawing istick files weekly; (4) project administrator assigned the i

.
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responsibility for maintenance of master stick file; and
(5) project engineer and staff to perform monthly surveillance
of project record file. Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/74-03.

and 50-330/74-03 concluded that appropriate corrective actions,

had been taken by the licensee relative to the identified
'

j violations.
.

2. One significant construction problem was identified during.

| 1973. It involved cadweld splicing deficiencies and resulted
in the issuance of a Show Cause Order. Details are as follows:-

A routine inspection, conducted on November 6-8, 1973,
' identified eleven examples of four noncompliance items
! relative to rebar cadwelding operations. The noncompliances

were documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/73-10 and
*

50-330/73-10. These items were' summarized as: (1) untrained
| cadweld inspectors; (2) rejectable cadwelds accepted by QC

inspectors; (3) records inadequate to establish cadwelds met
| requirements; and (4) inacequate procedures.

,

.!
! As a result, the licensee stopped work on cadweld,

', operations on November 9, 1973, which in turn stopped
rebar installation and concrete placement work. The*

; licensee agreed not to resume work until the NRC reviewed
'

and accepted their corrective action. A Show Cause Order
was issued on December 3, 1973, formally suspending cad-,

,

i welding operations. On December 6-7, 1973, Region III and
| Headquarters personnel conducted a special inspection and
; determined that construction activities could be resumed in

a manner censistent with quality criteria. I.icensee corree-,

', tive actions included: (1) the revision of the Bechtel
'

! specification to reflect requalification requirements; (2)
'

development of instructions requiring that work specifications -

be reviewed prior to Class 1 work; (3) the establishment of
provisions for Consumers Power QA review of work procedures;
and (4) the establishment of procedures for the audit of
Class I work.

' ' . . The Show Cause Order was modified on Decemb.or 17, 1973,

4' allowing resumption of cadwelding operations based on
inspection results. The licensee answered the Show Cause-

i.
'Order on December 29. 1973 committing to revise and improve

the QA manuals and procedures and make QA/QC personnel changes.

| ~ 0 0.A . ter 23, 1974, the Hearing Board found that the
i licensee was implementing its QA program in compliance with '

regulations and that construction should not be stopped.<

,
,

H D. 1974
|

| Eleven' inspection reports were issued in 1974 of which one
| pertained to a vendor inspection, one to an inspection at. the ~

licensee's corporate offices, and nine to onsite inspections.
,

Three items of ncncompliance were identified during 1974 |
These items are described below:

|i 4.

e,

a .

-i

|?C
~ ~ n ..

.. ,

| ;
- ~(

,,

'
. . . . .. - .: . . - . . - . _ - .



. . ._ _ - . .-. . _

'
.

| .

'. '. - )
| .S .s

|, -

* .- .

! i

L .

I.
1. One noncompliance was identified in Inspection Report' '

No. 50-329/74-01 and 50-330/74-01 concerning the use of'

unapproved procedures during the preparation of containment
building liner plates for erection. Licensee corrective
actions included: (1) intensive review of liner plate

! records for accuracy; (2) issuance of nonconformance report;
(3) requirement imposed that unapproved copies of procedures

.

transmitted to the site be marked " advance copy;" and
| ..

(4) identification of procedure approval status. The
licensee's actions in regards to this matter were reviewed,

; '

and the noncompliance closed by the NRC as docu.sented in
Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/74-01 and 50-330/74-01.'

2. One noncompliarce was identified in Inspection Report
Nos. 50-329/74-04 and 50-330/74-04, concerning the use of a
weld method which was not part of the applicable weld pro-'

cedure. Licenses corrective actions included: (1) issuance'

of a nonconformance report; (2) repair of subject velds;
(3) reinstruction of welders; and (4) increased surveillance
of coetainment liner plate field fabrications. The
licensee's actions in regards to this matter were reviewed#

and the noncompliance closed by the NRC as documented in
Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/74-04 and 50-330/74-04

3. One noncompliance was identified in Inspection Report
Nos. 50-329/74-11 and 50-330/74-11 concerning the failure
of QC inspections to identify nonconforming rebar spacing.

,

This violation is discussed further in the 1976 section of'

i this report, Paragraph T.5.

E. 1975
,

'

Seven inspection reports were issued in 1975 of which one
'

pertained to a meeting tr. Region III, one to an inspection at
the licensee's corporate offices, and five to onsite inspection.

;

No noncompliances were identified in 1975,' however, the licensee
in March and August of 1975 identified additional rabar deviations
and omissions. This matter is further discussed in the 1976
section of this report, Parsgraph T.S.

,

.

T. 1976- ,

Nine inspection reports were issued in 1976 pertaining to nine
onsite inspections. A total of seventeen itens of noncompliance.

were identified during 1976. One significant construction problem-
vas identified involving robar omissions / placement errors and the
issuance of a Headquarters Fotice of violation (see Paragraph 5).
These items / problems are described below:

.
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1. Three items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
* * Report Nos. 50-329/76-01 and 50-330/76-01. These items

regarded: (1) inadequate concrete oven temperature
controls; (2) no measures to control nonconforming aggre- |

.

sate; and (3) failure to dispose of nonconforming aggregate
j as required. Licensee corrective actions included:
I a (1) implementing a requirement for the reverification of

| oven temperature controls every three months; (2) removal.

of nonconforming aggregate from the batch plant area;
(3) modification of subcontractor's QA manual; and-

(4) training of subcontractor's personnel to the revised!

QA manual. The corrective actions implemented by the
licensee in regards to these noncompliances were subse-
quently reviewed and the items closed by the NRC .a

,

documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/76-02 and;
50-330/76-02.

I

'

2. TVo items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection -

Report Nos. 50-329/76-02 and 50-330/76-02. These items,

regarded: (1) the Vice President of Engineering Inspection
did not audit test reports as required; and (2) corrective

' actions required by audit findings had not been performed.
' Corrective actions taken by the licensee included revising
i the U.S. Testing QA manual. The licenst='s corrective

actions taken in regards to these matton were subsequently *-

reviewed and the items closed by the NRC as documented in
Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/76-08 and 50-330/76-08.'

3. Three items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
Report Nos. 50-329/76-06 and 50-330/76-08. These items
regarded: (1) inadequate classification, review, and
approval or field engineering procedures and instructions;

; (2) inadequate documentation of concrete form work
{ deficiencies; and (3) inadequate control of site storage

of post tension embedmonts. Licensee' corrective actions
included: (1) revision of the Bechtel Nuclear QA manual;,

(2) revision of Eechtel field procedure for " Initiating
and Processing Tield Procedures and Instructions;"
(3) initiation of Bechtel Discrepancy Report; (4) training'

i sessions for Iechtel QC; and (5) revision of storage
inspection procedures. The licensee's corrective actions-

in regards to these items were subsequently reviewed and
the items closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection
Report Nos. 50-329/77-01 and 50-330/77-01.

4 Two items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
Report Nos. 50-329/76-09 and 50-330/76-09. These items
regarded: (1) noncompliance report not written to identify
broken reinforcing steel; and (2) hold down studs for the

,

l
'

reactor vessel skirt ~n uot protected. Licensee corrective
actions included: (1) inspection of all rebar dowels; (2)
initiation of new field procedure; and (3) initiation of new

,
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. procedure for inspecting reactor vessel and steam generator
i anchor bolts. The licensae's corrective actions in regards
', to these items were subsequently reviewed and the itema

closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Report
i Nos. 50-329/77-01 and 50-330/77-01.

<

J
'

5. One significant construction problem was identified during
1976. It involved rebar omissions / placement errors and the4 -

issuance of a Headquarters Notice of Violation. De uils are
as follows:,

,

; -

During an NRC inspection conducted in December 1974 the
licensee informed the inspector that an audit had identified

i robar spacing problems in the Unit 2 containment. The
failure of QC inspectors to identify the nonconforming rebar,

!
spacing was identified in the 1974 NRC inspection report as4

an ites of noncompliance. (See the 1974 section of this
report, Paragraph D.3.) This watter was subsequently .

reported by the licensee as required by 10 CTR 50.55(e).

Additional reber deviations and omissions were identified,

+

in March and August 1975 and in April, May and June 1976.

Five items of noncompliance regarding reinforcement steel
deficiencies were identified in Inspection Report
Nos. 50-329/76-04 and 50-330/76-04. These items regarded:.

(1) no documented instructions for the drilling and place-
ment of reinforcement steel dowels; (2) nonconformance
reports concerning reinforcement steel deficiencies were
not adequately evaluated; (3) inadequate inspections of
reinforcement steel; (4) inadequate evaluations of a

. nonconformance report problem relative to 10 CTR 50.55(e)
j reportability requirements; and (5) results of reviews,'

interim inspections, and monitoring cf reinforcement steel
installations were rot documented,

f

The licensee's response, dated June 18, 1976, listed 21
separate itams (commitments) for corrective actions. A
June 24, 1976 letter from the licensee provided a plan

,
, of action sche.iule for implementing the 21 items. The

; licensee suspended concrete placement work until the items
; addressed in the licensee's June 24 letter were resolved ori

implemented. This commitment was documented in a Region III
Ie:nediate Action I,etter (IAL) to the licensee, dated June 25,
1976.

,

'
,

I
Rebar installation and concrete placement activities were
resumed in early July,1976 following satisfactory completion
of the corrective actions and verification by Region III asi

documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/76-05 and
50-330/76-05. .

|
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A subsequent inspection to followup on reinforcing steel'

placement problems identified two noncompliances. These
'

noncompliances are documented in Inspection Report
* Nos. 50-329/76-07 and 50-330/76-07. The noncompliances

regarded: (1) failure to follow procedures; and (2) in-
; adequate Bechtel inspections of rebar installations. The

j inspection report documents licensee corrective actions
i which included: (1) removal of cognizant field engineer'

.

t and lead Civil engineer from the project; (2) removal of
j lead Civil Quality Control engineer from the project; (3);

reprimand of cognizant inspector; (4) additional training
given to cognizant foremen, field engineers, superintendants-

,

and Quality Control inspectors; and (5) assignment of'

additional field engineers and Quality Control engineers.
i The licensee's actions in regard to these items were

reviewed and the items closed by the NRC as documented in
Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/76-07 and 50-330/76-07.

| As a result of the rebar omissions and placement errors, a.

I Headquarters Nctice of Violation was issued on August 13,
. | 1976.

; Addition,=1 actions taken by the licensee included the
establishment of an overview inspection program to provide
100*4 reinspection of embedmonts by the licenses following
acceptance by the contractor Quality Control personnel.

Additional actions taken by the contractor included: (1) per-
sonnel changes and retraining of personnel; (2) preparation of

' a technical evaluation for the acceptability of each identified
construction deficiency; and (3) improvement in the QA/QC
program coverage of civil work.

G. 1977

Twelve inspections pertaining to Unit 1 and fifteen inspections
pertaining to Unit 2 were conducted in 1977. Ten items of non-
compliance were identified during 1977. Two significant
construction problems were identifed involving a bulge in the
Unit 2 containment liner plate (see Paragraph 3) and errors in
the placement of tendon sheathings (see Paragraph a). These.

| items / problems are described below: '

i
1. Tive examples of noncompliance with Criterion V of

10 CyR 50, Appendix B, were identified in Inspection
Report Nos. 50-329/77-05 and 50-330/77-06. The examples

,

'
.

Iof noncompliance regarded: (1) inadequate clearance between,

concrete wall and pipe, support plates; (2) assembly of pipe
supports using handwritten drawing changes; (3) inadequate
preparation and issue of audit reports; (4) inadequate review
of nonconformance reports and audit findings for trends; and
(5) inadeouate tagging of defective measuring equipment.
Licenses corrective actions included: (1) clarification of

.

3.
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design and acceptance criteria contained in pertinent
specifications; (2) modification and review of Quality Control
Instructions; (3) issuance of two field procedures relative to
field modifications of piping hanger drawings; (4) staffing of

' additional QA personnel at the site; (5) closer management
attention; and (6) additional training in the area of tagging.
The licenses actions in regard to these items were subsequently,

,

9
reviewed and the items closed by the NRC as documented in.

'
; Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/77-03, 50-330/77-11, 50-329/78-01,

and 50-330/78-01.

2. Three items of noncocpliance were' identified in Inspection
'

Report Nos. 50-329/77-09 and 50-330/77-12. The items re-
garded: (1) failure to follow audit procedures; (2) failure
to qualify stud welding procedures; and (3) inadequatei

j welding inspection criteria. I,icensee corrective actions
'

| included: (1) administrative instruction issued to require
the audit manager to obtain a semi-monthly audit findings;

| status report from the project manager; (2) administrative
>

j instruction issued for the close out and followup of
j # internal corrective action requests; (3) revision of

Quality Control Instruction; (4) special inspections and!

'

audit; and (5) prescribing specific acceptance criteria.
The licensee's actions in regard to these items were sub-
sequently reviewed and the items closed by the NRC as

} documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/78-01,
50-330/78-01, 50-329/78-05, and 50-330/73-05.

3. A significant construction problem involving a bulge in
the Unit 2 containment liner plate was identified in 1977.
Details of ths liner plate bulge follow:

I

The initial identification by the licensee of a bulge in
the Unit 2 liner plate occurred on February 26, 1977. The

| liner plate bulge occurred between column line azimutts7

! = 250 degrees and 270 degrees and between elevations 593 and
700. Inspection Report No. 50-330/77-02 documents a

i special inspection concerning the liner plate bulge. This
report further identifies an ites of noncompliance relative, ,

I to the failure of the licensee to report the bulge deficione;,

pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e). ' Tae< -

i licensee's corrective actions in regard to this ites were.
!' | reviewed and the item closed by the NRC as documented in

?|
Inspection Report No. 50-330/77-14

'
| The cause of the liner plate bulge was determined to be|

- due to a leaking 2 inch water line installed in the con-
|- tainment concrete as a, construction convenience. It was
i theorized that the water line froze, started to leak,
| allowing water to seep behind the liner. The water line

.

was supplied by a construction water pump that was set to
cycle between 100 and 130 PSI. This pressure cas considered

, to be sufficient to cause the liner plate bulge,
l
1
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A meeting was held on April 4,1977 at the Ann Arbor,
Michigan Office of Bechtel to review the original design
and construction concept of the containment liner, thei

i procedures and actions taken during the removal of bulge
i affected zones, the investigation activities and results,4

and to ascertain the concepts involved in the licensee's
proposed repair program.

~
.

f The containment liner bulge deficiency repair was started
| on August 1, 1977. Inspection Report No. 50-330/77-11 docu-
i ments the observed fit up and welding of the first four foot
! lift of replacement liner plate installed. The completion of

repair and the repair records were subsequently reviewed as -,

; documented in Inspection Report No. 50-330/79-25.
:

; 4 A second significant construction problem involved tendon
| sheath placement errors and resulted in an Immediate Action

'

g Letter (IAL). Details are as follows:
.

: The licensee reported, on April 19, 1977. the discovery of
! an error in the Unit I containment building which resulted
! in two tendon sheathings (H32-036 and H13-036) being mis-'

placed, and two tendon sheathings (H32-037 and H13-037) being'

omitted. As shown on pertinent vendor drawings, these four
tendons were to be deflected downward to clear the two main
steam penetrations at center line elevation 707' 0".
Concrete had been placed to a construction joint at elevation -

i 703' 7" approximately one week before these tendon deficiencies*
were discovered.

Corrective actiens resulted in the rerouting of tendon sheathing
| H32-037, originally planned for below the penetration, to a new
g alignment above the penetration. Tendon sheathing H13-037 was
j installed below the penetration. Tendon sheathings H32-036 and,

| N13-036 did not require modification.

The tendon sheath placement errors and the past history of reber
placement errors indicated the need for further NRC evaluation of

; the licensee's QA/QC program. As a result, an IAL was issued to
1 the Ideensee on April 29, 1977. Licenses commitments addressed
f by this IAL included: (1) NRC notification prior to repairs.or

'

t modifications involving the placement of. concrete in the area of
the misplaced and omitted tendon sheaths; (2) identification of j

the cause of the tendon sheath deficiencies and implementation
of required corrective action; (3) expansion of the licensee's
13: overview progras; (4) NRC notification of all embedmont'

. placement errors identified after QC' acceptance; (5) review
,

and revision of QC inspection procedures; and (6) training of
|construction and inspection personnel.
i

.
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A special QA program inspection was conducted in May 1977 as
documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/77-05 and
50-330/77-08. The inspection team was made up of personnel'

from Region I, Region III, and Headquarters. It was the con-'

! sensus of opinion of the inspectors that the licensee's prograa
'! was acceptable.
!

The licensee issued the final 50.55(e) report on this matter| .

on August 12, 1977. Final onsite review was conducted and
,

i documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/77-08 and
| | 50-329/79-15.

'
H. 1978

I
Twenty-two inspections and one investigation were conducted during,

; ; 1978. A total of fourteen items of noncompliance were identified in
i 1978. One significant construction problem was, identified involving,

excessive settlement of the Diesel Generator Building foundation (see
,

'

Paragraph 10). These items / problems are described below:

1. Three items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
Report Nos. 50-329/78-03 and 50-330/78-03. These items
regarded: (1) inadequate inspections of welds on cable tray

; supports; (2) inadequate control of welding voltage and
i amperage as required by AW5; and (3) inadequate documentation

of repairs on purchased equipment. Licensee corrective actions
included: (1) additional training given Quality Control
Engineers and craft welders; (2) revision of pertinent technical,

: specifications and weld acceptance requirements; (3) revision of
! welding procedures; (4) revisions of vendor QA manual; and

(5) reinspections and engineering evaluations. The licensee
actions in regard to these items were subsequently reviewed and,

,

j the itees closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Report '
,

Nos. 50-329/78-15, 50-330/78-15, 50-329/79-25, 50-330/79-25,
. 50-329/81-12, 50-330/81-12, 50-329/79-22, and 50-330/79-22.
! .

2. TVo items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
; Report Nos. 50-320/8-05 and 50-330/78-05. These itemsi

regarded: (1) inadequate control of welding filler material;,
,

! and (2) inadoquate protection of spool pieces. Licensee
corrective actions included: (1) additional instructions-

: 3iven to welding personnel; (2) generation of nonconformance
report to require Bechtel to perform a thorough inspection
of the facility, correct and document discrepancies noted,
and instruct craft personnel. The licensee actions in

| regard to these items were subsequently reviewed and the '

|- items closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Report
Nos. 50-329/78-05, 50-130/78-05, 50-329/79-22, and
50-330/79-22.

L 3. Two examples of noncomplianza with one 10 CFR 50 Appendix B
criterion were identified in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/78-07
and 50-330/78-07. These examples regarded: (1) inadequate

*
. . .
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control of drawings; and (2) inadequate drawing control pro- !,

cedures. Licensee corrective actions included: (1) Zack and |
t Bechtel revised drawing control procedures; and (2) extensive !

audits of drawing controls. The licensee actions in regard to,

these items were subsequently reviewed and the items closed by,

the NRC as documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/79-25
| and 50-330/79-25.,

i
3 4. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection'

i; Report No. 50-330/78-09 concerning inadequate backing gas' flow rate during welding operations. Licensee corrective,

' actions included: (1) revision of Bechtel welding pro-
cedure specifications; (2) revision of Bechtel Quality
Con *rol Instruction; and (3) additional training for all

; welding Quality Control Engineers. The licensee's actions
'

in regard to this ites were subsequently reviewed and the,

j ites closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Report
; j No. 50-330/78-16. ,

I,

| 'l 5. Tuo items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
i Report Nos. 50-329/78-13 and 50-330/78-13. The items
'

regarded: (1) inadequate inspection of weld joints; and
(2) inadequate storage of Class 1E equipsant. Licensee; i

i corrective actions included: (1) revision of welding
specifications; (2) additional instructions to QC in-
spectors; (3) additional overinspections; (4) upgrade of
administrative procedures; and (5) actions to bring storage4

environment within controlled specifications. The I.
4

' licensee's actions in regard to these items were reviewed
and the items closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection

! Report Nos. 50-329/78-13 and 50-330/78-13. *

,

t i 6. Two items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
; | Report Nos. 50-329/78-15 and 50-330/78-15. These items

regarded: (1) nonconforming welds on Main Steam Isolation*

j Valve support structures; and (2) inadequate corrective
action taken to repair nonconforming Nelson Stud weld
attachments. Licenses corrective actions included:,

(1) responsible welding Quality Control Engineer required
to attend training course; (2) defective welds reworked;

;
'

and (3) engineering evaluation. The licensee's actions-

'

in regard to these items were subsequently reviewed and
i the items closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection
i leport Nos. 50-329/79-22, 30-330/79-22, 30-329/79-25

| nd 50-330/79-25.
'

* .-
, .

I7. One deviation was identified in Inspection Report '
,

No. 30-330/78-16 concerning the failure to meet ASME code
requirements for nuclear piping. Licensee corrective actions
included the determination that the ispect test values of thea

pipe material in question met the code requirements, and the UT
; thickness measurements made by ITT Grinnell were in error and

:

12.
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voided by sessurements made by Bechtel. The licensee's actions
in regard to this ites were subsequently reviewed and the iten j

closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Report '

,

; No. 50-330/79-24
I

'

| S. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection
] Report Nos. 50-329/78-17 and 50-330/78-17 regarding thet

I failure to follow weld procedures pertaining to the repair.

I welding of cracked v. elds on the personnel air locks. The
i licensee's corrective actions included steps to revise

'

j | affected drawings and to update the stress analysis report
i for the air locks. The corrective actions taken by the,
' licensee will be reviewed during future NRC inspections.;

I i
9. One item of noncompliance was identified in Inspection Reportj |

.

Nos. 50-329/78-22 and 50-330/78-22 concerning the failure to
perform specified maintenance and inspection activities on
Auxiliary Feed Pumps. Licensee corrective actions included:'

(1) training of pertinent Quality Control engineers;'

(2) transition of personnel in QC department relative to) .

storage and maintenance activities; and (3) inspections and! |
! j evaluations of ositted maintenance. The licensee's actions
| | in regard to this ites were subsequently reviewed and the'

*' ites closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Report
Nos. 50-329/78-22 and 50-330/78-22.;

i
10. One significant construction problem was identified duringj

! 1978. it involved excessive settlement of the Diesel,

! Generator Building foundation. Details.are as follows:
'

j W licensee informed the Region III office on September 8,
i 1978, per requirements of 10 CTK 30.55(e), that settlement

of the Diesel Generator foundations and structures was greater,

than expected.

! Fill esterial in this area was placed between 1975 and 1977,
with construction starting on the diesel generator building in<

aid-1977. Review of the results of the Region III investiga-,

; tion / inspection into the plant fill / Diesel Generator building
settlement problem indicate many events occurred between late

,

1973 and early 1974 which should have alerted Bechtel and the; -

! licenses to the pending problem. These events included non-
conformance reports, audit findings, field menos to engineering,i

and probless with the administration building fill which caused-
=:dift:n ion and replacement of the already poured footing and
replacement of the fill material with lean concrete. <

;

' Causes of the excessive settlement included's (1) inadequate'

placement method - unqualified compaction equipment and
excessive lift thickness; (2) inadequate testing of the soil
satorial; (3) inadequate QC inspection procedures; (4)
unqualified Quality Control inspectors and field engineers;
and (5) overreliance on inadequate test results.

.
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I,ead technical responsibility and program review for this issue
was transferred to NRR from II by memo, dated November 17, 1973.

i During 1978 the licensee conducted soil borings in the area,

! of the Diesel Generator buf1 ding and in other plant fill areas,
i In addition, a team of cona.ultants who specialize in soils was
; retained by the licensee to provide an independent evaluation

and provide recommendations concerning the soil conditions.

i existing under the Diesel Generator building.
'

i- As previously stated, an investigation was initiated in
December 1978 by the NRC to obtain information relating to4

*

design and construction activities affecting the Diesel
; Generator Building foundation and the activities involved in
' ; the identification and reporting of unusual settlement of the

building. The results of the investigation and additionalj
.

developments in regard to this matter are discussed in-the!
! 1979 section of this report, Paragraph I.11.
'

I. 1979'

; Thirty inspection reports were issued in 1979 of which one pertained
to an onsite management meeting, two to investigations, one to a

; vendor inspection, one to a meeting in Region III, and twenty-five to'
onsite inspections. A total of seventeen items of noncompliance

j were identified in 1979. These items are described below:
,

1. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection Report
i Nos. 50-329/79-10 and 50-330/79-10 concerning inadequate
i measures to assure that the design basis was included in
j drawings and specifications. Iicensee corrective actions
1 included: (1) revision to tiidland TSAR; and (2) revision to
j pertinent specification. The licensee's actions in regard.

ij to this ites were subsequently reviewed and the ites
| closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Report
| Nos. 50-329/79-19 and 50-330/79-19.

'

, i

1 2. Three items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
| Report Nos. 50-329/79-12 and 50-330/79-12. The itees were:

(1) inadequate corrective action in regard to drawing*

controls; (2) discrepancy in Zack Welding Procedure,.

! Specification; and (3) inadequate control.of purchased
material. I.icensee corrective actions included: (1) audit,

| of drawing control program; (2) revision to drawing control
{ requirements; (3) revision of Zack Velding Procedure Speci ,

fication; (4) review of other Zack procedures; (5) missing '

data added to documentation packages; and (6) audits of other.

| documentation packages., The actions taken by the licensee
were subsequently reviewed and the items closed by the NRC asi

- documented in Inspection Report Nos. 30-329/81-01, 50-330/81-01,
I 50-329/80-15, 50-330/80-16, 50 329/79-22, and 50-330/79-22.

:
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3. One item of noncompliance was identified in InspectionReport No. 50-330/79-13 concerning the failure to inspect
all joints and connections on the Incore Instrument Tank

4

'
i

as prescribed in the hydrostatic test procedure. Licenses; corrective' actions included a supplemental test of the
:

Incore Instrument Tank and the initiation of a supplementali '

test report. The licensee's actions in regards to this'

matter were subsequently reviewed and the item closed by
.

the NRC as documented in Inspection Report No. 50-330/80-38.
4. One ites of noncompliance .was identified in InspectionReport No. 50-330/79-14 concerning the use of a wad of,

, paper in making a purge das during welding activities.
! Licensee corrective actions included: (1) revision of'

pertinent procedures; (2) revision of pertinent Quality'

Control inspection checklist; and (3) training sessions'

for welders and Quality Control inspectors. The licensee's
i

! actions in regards to this matter were subsequently reviewed
and the item closed by the NRC as documented in Inspectionj Report No. 50-330/80-16.

>

5. One item of noncompliance was identified in InspectionReport Nos. 50-329/79-18 and 50-330/79-18 concerning,

inadequate controls to protect materials and equipment-

from welding activities. Licensee corrective actions'

included training sessions for cognizant yield Engineers,
i Superintendents, General yoremen and yoremen. The licensee's
; actions in regards to this matter were subsequently reviewed

and the item closed by the NRC as documented in InspectionReport Nos. 50-329/80-15 and 50-330/80-16.
6. Two items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection

Report Nos. 50-329/79-19 and 50-330/79-19. These items!
regarded: (1) failure to ensure that appropriate quality
standards were in the specification for structural backfill;

;

;

{ and (2) Quality Control inspection personnel performin- con-
tainment prostressing activities were not being qualified as
required. Licensee corrective actions included: (1) revision
of pertinent specification; (2) examination given to Level I
and Level II inspector; and (3) reinspection of selected
tendons. The licensee's actions in reggrds to these items,

were subsequently reviewed and the items, closed by the NRC
as documented in Inspection Report Nos. 30-330/80-09,
50-329/80-04 and 50-330/80-04 -

7. One item of noncompliance was identified in Inspection ''
Report Nos. 50-329/79-20 and 50-330/79-20 concerning

,

( inadequate controls for welding activities pertaining to
4.16 RV switchgear. Licensee corrective actions included:
(1) correction of relevant records; (2) additional training
for Quality Control Engineers; and (3) additional training .

for the Quality Control Document Coordinator. 'The licensee's
actions were subsequently reviewed and the ites closed by

,

5 the NRC as documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/80-15
| and 50-330/80-16.

!
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8. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection
,

Report No. 50-330/79-22 concerning inadequate veld rod
controls. Licensee correvive actions included a training
session for cognizant welding personnel. The actions taken'

by the licensee in regards to this matter were subsequently
reviewed and the ites closed by the NRC as documented in I

,

Inspection Report No. 50-330/80-01.i

i 9. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection
Report Nos. 50-329/79-26 and 50-330/79-26 concerning failure i-

.

to follow procedures relative to the shipment of auxiliary'

feed water pumps to the site with nonconforming oil coolers.
Licensee corrective actions included: (1) reinstruction
given to cognizant engineer; and (2) Supplied Deviation

,

d Disposition Request (SDDR) generated by the vendor. The'

| licensee's actions in regards to this matter were reviewed
and the ites closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection
Report Nos. 50-329/79;26 and 50-330/79-26.

10. One item of noncompliance was identified in Inspection
i Report Nos. 50-329/79-27 and 50-330/79-27 concerning the
'

violation of QC Hold Tags. Licensee corrective actions
included: (1) a training session for Construction Super-
visors and Field T.ngineers; and (2) a Field Instruction!

'

on Quality Control Hold Tags was issued.. The licensee's
.

actions in regards to this matter were subsequently
reviewed and the ites closed by the NRC as documented inI

1 Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/81-04 and 50-330/81-04.

I 11. As a followup to the significant construction problem
identified in 1978 (see Paragraph H.10), an investigation
was initiated in December, 1973 to obtain information
relating to design and construction activities affecting

I the Diesel Generator Building foundations and the activities
involved in the identification and reporting of unusual

*settlement of the building. The investigation findings were
documented in Inspection Report Nos. 30-329/ts-20 and

,

50-330/78-20, dated March 22, 1979. Information obtained
] during this investigation indicated: (1) a lack of control

and supervision of plant fill activities contributed to the
, ,

inadequate compaction of foundation satorial; (2) corrective'

action regarding nonconformances related to plant fill was
i insufficient or inadequate as evidenced by the repeated

deviations from specification requirements; (3) certain
4

cesign ' cases and construction specifications related to'

' foundation type, satorial properties, and compaction '

;
requirements were not followed; (4) there was a lack of
clear direction and support besween the contractor's
engineering office and construction site personnel; and

4 (5) the TSAR contained inconsistent, incorrect and unsup-
ported statements with respect to foundation type, soil
properties, and settlement values. Nine examples of,
noncompliance involving four different 10 CFR 50 Appendix 3;

riteria were identified in the subject inspection report.
!
!
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Meetings were held on yebruary 23, 1979 and March 5, 1979
at the NRC Region III office to discuss the circumstances
associated with the settlement of the Diesel Generator

. Building at the Midland facility. The NRC staff stated that
: i it's concerns were not limited to the narrow scope of the

settlement on the Diesel Generator Building, but extended to
various buildings, utilities and other structures located in, ,

1 ! and on the plant area fill. In addition, the staff expressed-

j concern with the Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance
| Program. Under the authority of Section 182 of the Atomic

Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and Section 50.54(f) of
I 10 CyR Part 50, additional information was requested

} regarding the adequacy of the fill and the quality assurance,

program for the Midland site in order for the Commission to.

determine whether enforcement action such as license modifi- |
cation, suspension or revocation should be taken. Qaestion 1

j of the 50.54(f) letter dated March 21, 1979 requested
#

information regarding the quality assurance program. Oni

l April 24, 1979, Consumers Power Company submitted the initial'
'

q j response to the 50.54(f) request, Questions 1 through 22. As
j ; a result of the NRC staff review of Question 1, the NRC

concluded that the information provided was not sufficient for
a complete review. Subsequently, on September 11, 1979, the !; ,

j NRC issued a request for additional quality assurance informa- '

i tion (Question 23). On November 13, 1979 Consumers Power
Company submitted Revision 4 to the 30.54(f) responses which!

4 included response to Question 23. As a result of the
'

; Region III ir.vestigation report and CPCo responses, the NRC
'

issued an order modifying construction Permits No. CPPR-41,

,

and Ne. CPPR-82, dated December 4, 1979. This order !,

; prohibited further soils related activities until the
; submission of an admondment to the application seeking
j approval of the Remedial Soils work with the provision that
4 the order would not becote effective in the event that the
! licensee requested a hearing. Due to the licensee's decision
! i to request a hearing this order forms the basis for the
'

! ongoing ASI.3 Hearings. *

: ,

. During 1979, the licensee continued soil boring operations'

in order to identify and develop the quali:y of material in
i the plant area fill and beneath safety related structures.

*

The licensee completed a program regarding the application
;. of a surcharge of sand satorial in and around the Diesel'

Generator Building. This surcharge was an attempt to+
'

accelerate any future settlement of the Diesel Generator,

Building by censolidating the fou.3dation material.
:

! Additional develoyeents in this satser are discussed in the
'

1 1940 section of this report, Paragraph J.9.

!

!
'

! .

'
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J., 1980 I
.

! Thirty-seven, inspection reports were issued in 1980 cf whhh two
! pertained to meetings at the licensee's corporate office, one to'

a meeting in Glen Ellyn, two to investigations, and thirty-two to
onsite inspections. A total of twenty-one itees of noncompliance
were identified during 1980. Two significant construction problems

} were identified involving quality assurance problems at the Zack.

Company (see Paragraph 7) and deficient reactor vessel anchor studs;
i

! (see Paragraph 8). These items / problems are described below:

I 1. TVo itees of noncompliance and one deviation were identified
! | in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/80-01 and 30-330/80-01.
; ! h se itees regarded: (1) a welder welding on material of
; ; thickness which exceeded his qualified range; (2) failure to

date and sign the cleanliness inspection of Unit 2 Service
) Water Systes valve; and (3) failure to implement a design
i change or prepare a Field Change Request. Licensee correc-
| tive actions in regards to the items of noncompliance
j included: (1) testing and qualification of the suoject

| welder; (2) reinstruction of QC engineer; (3) review of ,

: ;

the inspection records for additional valves; and (4) the.

) | revision of applicable turnover procedures. The licensee's
, '

| ; actions in regards to these items were subsequently reviewed
; and the items closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection,

j i Report Nos. 50-329/40 20, 50-330/40-21, 50-329/82-04 and
i 50-330/42-04.

I; 2. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection*

| Report No. 50-329/80-09 concerning the failure to maintain ,

j levelness re9uirements during core support assembly lifts.,

: j
{ -

The licensee s corrective actions in response to the itse
of noncompliance included the issuance of a nonconformance

| | report and the consiteens to ensure compliance with Quality
} control procedures. The licensee's corrective actions ini

i regards to this matter will be reviewed during subsequent
NRC inspections.

{3. One item of noncompliance was identified in Inspection ',

: Report Nos. 50-329/80-20 and 50-330/80-21 concerning the
| failure of a Bechtel purchase order for E7018 welding rods-

i to specify the applicable codes. Licensee consiteents in
regards to corrective actions included an audit of the
ordering and receiving records of weld filler material.i

- The Ifcar.see's orrective actions in regards to this
matter will be reviewed during subsequent NRC inspections. '

. 4. One ites of noncompliance was identified in' Inspection I
| Report Nos. 50-329/80 21 and 50-330/80 22 concerning the
L failure to perfore an audit of Photon Testing, Ins. for4

services to qualify Zack Company velders. Licensee correc-
tive actions included an audit of Photon Testing, Inc. The
licensee's actions in regards to this matter were subsequently
reviewed and,the ites closed by the NRC as documented in
Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/81 03 and *0-330/41-03.

,
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5. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection
Report Nos. 50-329/80-28 and 50 330/80-29 concerning the

!: bypassing of a hold point on a Pressure Surge System weld.
] The inspection report further identifies that action had

been taken to correct the identified noncompliance and to
prevent recurrence. The ites is closed.

,

| | 6. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection.

; R Report Nos. 50-329/80-31 and 50-330/80-32 concerning I
j substantial delays by the licensee in making 10 CFR,

Part 21 reportability determinations. Licensee corrective,

actions included training sessions for key personnel in.

recognizing 10 CyR 21 reporting obligations. The licensee's
; actions in regards to this matter were subsequently reviewed

and the ites closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection, ,

Report Nos. 50-329/81-07 and 50-330/81-07.

7. A significant construction problem involving quality assurance
} } problems at the Zack Company, the heating, ventilating, and air

condition contractor was identified in 1980. Details of thej .

; i Zack problem follow:
| i

During March and April, 1980 the NRC received numerous.

1 allegations pertaining to the Zack Company. The Zack
*

'

; Company is the heating, ventilation and air conditioning
'

, (HVAC) subcontractor at the Midland construction site.
! | The allegations dealt with satorial traceability, violations
!

. of procedures, falsification of documents, and the training
I i of quality control inspectors..

! )
i As the result of the allegations, an investigation was
.

I initiated by the NRC. During the initial phases of the
i j investigation, the NRC determined that Consumers Power

Company had issued a Management Corrective Action Request
(MCAR), dated January 3, 1980, pertaining to the Zack,

| Company. The MCAR showed that Zack.had failed to initiate
i corrective action in a timely manner on a large number of
i

nonconformance reports and audit findings and had failed
to address other requirements ahd commitments of the.

!, quality program.
\ -

Consumers Power Company had issued seven nonconformance.

reports during the period of May 23 to October 2, 1979 all
of which recossended 100*. reinspection of work as a corrective
action. The investigation determined that as of March 19,
1980, corrective action had not been completed on any of /

the nonconformance reporta.
..

'

Based on preliminary findings during the investigation,
which revealed some instances of continued nonconformance

| in the implementation of Zack's Quality Assurance Program,!~ an Immediate Action Letter tIAL) was issued to the licensee
! on March 21, 1980. The IAL stated the NRC's understanding

that a Stop h*ork Order had teen issued to the Zack Corpora-
tion for all its safety related construction activities.

|
'
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Seventeen examples of noncompliance involving eight different
10 CFR 50, Appendix 3, criteria were identified during the
investigation. The investigation findings are documented in.

' Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/80-10 and 50-330/80-11. The
licensee's actions in regards to the items of noncompliance

i were subsequently reviewed and the items closed by the NRC as
; documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/82-15 and
t 50-330/82-15.-

I
'

F On June 30, 1980, the NRC received from the licensee a
letter documenting a Program Plan for resumption of safety,

*

related work by the Zack Company. The licensee identified
that corrective actions required prior to lifting the Stop )
Vork included: (1) the review and approval of all Field
Quality Control Procedures and specific Veld Procedurei

Specifications; (2) the review and approval of the revised
Zack QA Manual; (3) the training and certification of the
QC personnel; and (4) the training of site production

j personnel.

. I Subsequent to followup NRC inspections to determine the
effectiveness of licensee corrective actions, it was

j determined by the NRC, on August 14, 1980 that HVAC safety
related work could resume.'

t
!

The Bechtel Power Corporation released the Zack Company- 1

from the Stop Work Order by letter dated August 14, 1980.

As a result of the aforementiondd investigation findings,
.

|
the NRC imposed a Civil Penalty, on January 7, 1981, on I

,

'

Consumers Power Company for the amount of $38,000.

8. The second significant construction problem involved reactor
pressure vessel anchor stud failures. Details are as follows:

On September 14, 1979, Consumers Power Company personnel
.

notified the NRC of the discovery of a broken reactor
vessel anchor stud on the Midland Cait I reactor vessel.

4 On October 12, 1979, this condition was reported under the
j requirements of 10 CTR 50.55(e). Two other atuds were sub-,

i sequently found to be broken. As this condition reflected,

. I a significant deficiency, an NRC investigation was initiated
in yebruary 1980 to review the materials, manufacturer,
and installation of the studs. *

The investigation findings, as documented in Inspection Repo'rt
Nos. 50-329/80-13 and 50-330/80-14, indicate several Quality
Assurance deficienciest (1) lack of licensee involvement;-

(2) failure to advise the heat treater of different heats of
material; (3) inadequate document review; (4) failure to
respond to indications that the studs were deficient;
(5) failure to review materials previously purchased when the
purchase specification was revised; and (6) miscalculation of

20.
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the stud stress area resulting in a slight over-specification
i stressing of the studs (this item was identified by the

licensee)..

.i Three itema of noncompliance ware identified in the inspec-.

' 'I tion report. These items regarded: (1) failure to identify |'

| Subsection NT of the ASME Code as the applicable requirement
; for the reactor vessel anchor bolts; (2) failure to establish.

measures to assure that purchased material conforms to the
i procurament documents; and (3) failure to establish measures*

! to assure that heat treating and nondestructive tests were*

controlled in accordance with applicable codes and specifi-
cations. Licensee commitments in regards to corrective
actions included: (1) a commitment to conduct a review to
confirm that safety related low alloy steel bolting and/or
component support materials, which have been tempered and |

,

| quenched and are 7/8" or greater in diameter, have been i

procured in accordance with preper codes and standards;;

i (2) a commitment to obtain NRR approval of the acceptability
of the Unit 2 reactor vessel anchor bolts and (3) a commit-

: i ment that actual plant modifications to compensate for the
.

1 defective bolts would not be started on Unit I until approval
of the design concept was received from NRR. -

!

The stud failure mechanism was identified as stress corrosion'

cracking which propagated to the point that the studs failed
by cleavage fracture. Tests indicated that some studs

* ' utilized in Unit 2, although of differant material and heat,

treatment, have above specification surface hardness readings.
,

The final report per 50.35(e) requirements was submitted by
; the licensee on December 1, 1981.

NRR has the lead responsibility for evaluation and approval
of the licensee's proposals for resolution of this matter.

,

'

9. A special inspection was conducted in December,1980 at the,

| Bechtel Power Company Ann Arbor, Michigan offices to verify
implementation of the specific commitments and action itemsi

reflected in Consumers Power Company response to
10 CyR 50.54(f) questions (regarding excessive settlement of.

,

| the Diesel Generator Building foundations). The results of
this inspection were documented in Inspection Report
Nos. 50-329/80-32 and 30-330/80-33. Tw'o itans of noncompli-
tatt _trt identified regarding: (1) failure to provide
adequate corrective actions with regard to identified audit ~,

l results; and (2) inadequate design control. Licensee
! corrective actions included: (1) revision of procedures;
! (2) revision of specification; and (3) audit of FSAR sections.
! . The licensee actions were subsequently reviewed and the items'

.

closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection Report
Nos. 30-329/81-12, 30-330/81-12, 30-329/81-19 and 30-330/81-19.

.
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Additional information regarding this matter is discussed in
the 1981 section of this report Paragraph K.6.

'

.

K. 1981

i Twenty-three inspection reports were issued in 1981 of which one
pertained to a management meeting and twenty-two to onsite4

inspections. A total of twenty-one items of noncompliance were-

identified during 1981. One significant construction probles was.

! identified involving deficiencies in piping suspension system in-
stallations (see Paragraph 4). These items / problems are described
below:

|,
1. Two items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection

, Report Nos. 50-329/81-04 and 50-330/81-04. These items
| | regarded: (1) failure to account for all tools and
: satorials used in a controlled clean room area; and

(2) inadequate procedure for the installation of the Unit 2
vent valves in the core support assembly. Licensee correc-,

tive actions included: (1) the upgrading of personnel and
! equipment logs; (2) the addition of new logs; (3) issuance
i , of a formal Stop Work Order for further work on the instal-
'

i lation of vent valves; (4) the revision of installation
procedures; (6) training and indoctrination of personnel,

i performing vent valve installations; and (5) the revision
i --4 of the overview inspection plan. The licensee's actions in

regards to these items were reviewed and it was determined
that action had been taken to correct the identified non-
compliances and to prevent recurrence. This determination.

is documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/81-04 and'

50-330/81-04
I 2. One item of noncompliance was identified in Inspection

1 Report Nos. 50-329/81-08 and 50-330/81-08 regarding the'

failure to provide adequate storage conditions for Class 1E
equipment. Licensee corrective actions included: (1) addi-
tional training for Bechtel maintenance engineers; (2) an

j audit of maintenance activities; and (3) reinspections of'

affected equipment. The licensee's actions in regards to
this matter were subsequently reviewed and the ites closed by
the NRC as documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-3*9/81-23

~

and 50-330/81-23.
t

.

*

3. Tour items of noncompliance were identified in Inspection
;

Resort Nos. 50-329/81-11 and 50-330/81-11. These items '

regarded: (1) inadequate procedures for the temporary '

support of cables and for the ' routing of cables into equip-;

t ment; (2) . failure of QC inspectors to identify inadequate
: cable separation; (3) inadequate control of nonconforming

raceway installations; and (4) failure to translate the
,

TSAR requirements into instrumentation specifications. 1

Licensee corrective actions in regards to (1) and (2) above,
includsd: (1) the revision of cable pulling procedures;,

i ,

! ;-
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(2) the repair of damaged cables; (3) training given to |
the termination personnel and the involved QC inspector; and

! (4) the revision of the cable termination procedure. The-

i
licensee's actions in regards to these items were subsequently

, reviewed and the itses closed by the NRC as documented in'
;; Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/81-20, 50-330/81-20,

50-329/82-03 and 50-330/82-03. Licensee commitments in,

regards to corrective actions pertaining to items (3) and ||2

.
.

! (4), above, included: (1) the addition of required barriers I,

! on pertinent raceway drawings; (2) the revision of Project
, Quality Control Instruction; (3) and the revision of the **

instrumentation specification. The licensee's actions in
regards to these itass will be reviewed during subsequent,

| NRC inspections.'

i;

j j 4. Eight items of noncompliance were identified during a
i special indepth team inspection to examine the implementa-

i i tion status and effectiveness of the Quality Assurance
! Program. The results of the inspection are documented in

Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/81-12 and 50-330/81-12.
Three of the items of noncompliance regarded: (1) failure

i | to take adequate corrective action concerning the trend
,

i analysis procedure; (2) failure of QC inspections to
| [ identify a nonconforming cable bend radius; and (3) failure
! to take adequate corrective action in regards to the lack,

! of rework procedures. Licensee corrective actions in'

regards to items (1) and (2) above, included: (1) the,

| issuance of a new procedure for trending; (2) the revision
! : of cable termination procedures; and (3) additional train-*

ing given to the responsible QC inspector. The licensee's.

; actions in regards to these items were subsequently
reviewed and the items closed by the NRC as documented in
Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/82-02, 50-330/82-02,'

a

50-329/82-03 and 50-330/82-03. The licensee's commitments
; in regards to corrective actions pertaining to ites (3) above,

'

; included: (1) the developeant of Administrative Guidelines
; and Instructions for rework; and (2) the revision of field

procedures. The licensee's actions in regards to this ites
!

will be reviewed during subsequent NRC inspections.
I

ne remaining five items of noncompliance identified in
; Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/81-12 and 50-330/81-12 are-

considered to be a significant construction probles.i

Safety related pipe support and restraint installations
and QC inspection deficiencies in regard to those instal-
lations were identified. The five items of noncompliance ',.
pertaining to this issue regarded: (1) failure to install
large bore pipe restraints, supports and anchors in accordance
with design drawings and specifications; (2) failure of QC
inspectors to reject large bore pipe restraints, supports
and anchors that were not installed in accordance with
design drawings and specifications; (3) failure to prepare,

.

e
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review and approve small bore pipe and piping suspension,

i system designs performed onsite in accordance with design
i

'
control procedures; (4) failure to adequately control

; documents used in site small bore piping design activities; I

d and (5) failure of audits to include a detailed review of
I

systes stress analysis and to follow up on previously iden--

,

; tified hanger calculation problems. Licensee corrective
actions in regards to items (3) through (5) included: (1)-

I the review and upgrading of small bore piping calculations
|2 ; (2) audits of small bore piping activities; (3) revision of !

i- Engineering Directive; (4) additional training in QA pro-
cedures; and (3) audits of document control. The licensee's;. .

; i actions in regards to these items were subsequently reviewed
and the items closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection,

1

Report Nos. 30-329/82-07 and 50-330/82-07.;
J |
1 As a result of the adverse findings, an Immediate Action

Letter (IAL) was issued by the NRC on May 22, 1981 acknow-
lodging the NRC's understanding that the licensee would

i not issue fabrication and construction drawings for the'

j installation of the safety related small bore pipe and
;

) piping suspension systems until requirements identified in '

, the IAL had been completed and audited.
,

, The IAL requirements were subsequently reviewed and
determined to have been satisfactorily addressed. This
is documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/31-14 and
30-330/81-14.

'

The licensee's actions in regards to noncompliance items
(1) and (2) above, are discussed in paragraph 1 of the
following report section for 1982(L).

'
2

5. One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection
i Report Nos. 50-329/81-14 and 30-330/81-14 concerning
i inadequate design controls involving.the Bechtel Resident

Engineer's review of the field engineers redline drawings
4 for small bore piping. Licensee corrective actions
i i included: (1) a 100*. review of all questionable systems; and
| I (2) the revision of a Project Instruction. The licensee's
i actions in regards to this matter were subsequently reviewed.

and the ites closed by the NRC as documented in Inspection
;. Report Nos. 30 329/82-07 and 50 330/82-07.
< ,

i
6. In January,1981 an anspection was conducted by the .9tc to

t verify whether adequate corrective actions had been imple- '.

mented as described in the Consumers Power Company response;.

' to Questions 1 and 23 of 10 CTR 30.54(f) submittals3

(regarding excessive settlement of the Diesel Generator
Building foundation). The findings during this inspection,
which include three items of noncompliance and one deviation,
are documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50 329/81 01 and

.
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50-330/81-01. The items of noncompliance and the deviation
regarded: (1) failure to develop test procedures for soils

!.
.

work activities; (2) failure to have soils laboratory
-

records under complete document control; (3) failure to have
I

explicit instructions for the onsite Geotechnical Engineer's
review of test results; and (4) failure to have a qualified

j Geotechnical Engineer onsite. Licenses corrective actions
. j included: (1) revision of Quality Control Procedures and-

{ Specification; (2) development of new Quality Control
} Procedures; and (3) the addition of a qualified Geotechnical
1 Engineer. The licensee's actions in regards to these items
! vere subsequently reviewed and the items closed by the NRC

as documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-329/81-12 and,

; 30-330/81-12.
i )

! 7. In March 1981, an inspection was initiated by the NRC to'
|I

verify the licensee's Quality Assurance Program for the
i
' ongoing soil borings. The soil borings were performed

# by the licensee in response to a request from the Corpsj j of Engineers for additicaal soil information for their
j review of the licensee's 10 CTR 50.54(f) answers. The

| ! findings of this inspection, which includes one item of
| j noncompliance, are documented in Inspection Report
| t Nos. 30-329/81-09 and 50-330/81-09. The noncompliance

! regards the lack of evaluation of Woodward-Clyde technical
i

: ;
capabilities prior to the commencement of drilling opera-

) tions. Licensee commitments in regards to corrective
-

,

actions included: (1) the review, for compliance, of
| Hidland Project major procurements and contracts; and

' -

; (2) the review and revision of pertinent procedures. The
; licensee's corrective actions in regards to these items will
! be reviewed during subsequent NRC inspections.

f L. 3
i Tourteen inspection reports have been issued during 1982 covering

the period through June 30, 1902 of which two pertain to manage-s

j ment meetings, one to an investigation, one to the SALP seating,'

and ten to onsite inspections. During this period of time seven'

items of noncompliance were identified. One significant
construction problem was identified involving electrical cablej.

.

misinstallations (see Paragraph 2). These items /probless' are
discussed below:

.

1. The li:ensee conducted reinspections to determine the
, seriousness of the safety related support and restraint ,

installation and QC inspection deficiencies identified in
Inspection Report Nos.r30 329/81-12 and 50-330/81-12. Thei,

results of the reinspections are documented in Inspection,

Report Nos. 30 329/82-07 and 50-330/42-07. Free a sample
size of 123 safety related supports and restraints installed

; and inspected by Quality Control, approximately 43*. were
identified by the licensee as rejectable. I

1

I
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On August 30, 1982, the licensee was informed of the NRC's
position that the licensee shall reinspect all the supports-

and restraints installed prior to 1981 and perform samplet i
i reinspections of the compor.ents installed after 1981. The

| licensee has agreed to perform the reinspections.
1

I i

| 2. One significant construction probles was identified during'

1982. It involved electrical cable misinstallations.i 1 -

I I Details are as follows:
$

' "

.
During the special team inspection conducted in May 1981,' '

the NRC identified concerns in regards to the adequacy of4 i

j inspections performed by electrical Quality Control inspec-
: tors. These concerns were the result of the NRC's reviewi

i j of numerous Nonconformance Reports (NCR) issued by Midland
|

' Project Quality Assurance Department (MpQAD) personnel
j during reinspections of items previously inspected and
! accepted by Bechtel QC inspectors. The NRC required the

licensee to perform reinspections of the items previously!

inspected by the QC inspectors associated with the MPQAD
, NCRs. The licensee, in reports submitted to the NRC in May

,

and June 1982, reported that of the 1084 electrical cables-

.

reinspected, 55 had been determined to be aisrouted in one'

'
! or more vias. This concern was upgraded to an ites of non-

compliance and is documented in Inspection Report
Nos. 50-329/82-06 and 50-330/82-04.'

,

i
* On September 2,1982, the licensee was informed by the NRC

,

; that a 100*. reinspection of class 1E cables installed or
partially installed before March 15, 1982 was required.j ,

- In addition, the licensee was required to develop a sample
| reinspection program for those cables installed after

,

,

March 15, 1982. The licensee has agreed to perform the'

reinspectzons.: e

!
j i 3. Three examples of noncompliance to one 10 CTR 50 Appendix 3
; Criterion were identified in Inspection Report
i Nos. 50-329/82-03 and 50 330/82 03. These examples regarded:

(1) f ailure to follow procedures concerning drawing changes;
(2) inadequate specification resulting in the undermining of; .

'

: SWST No. 2 valve pit; and (3) inadequate control of changes to
procedures. The licensee's response to the identified itee! -

i of noncompliance is presently under review. Corrective
j actions taken by the licensee in regards to this ites will be
; revsewed during future inspections.

,

1

| 4. Tour examples of noncompliance to one 10 CTR 50 Appendix 3
Criterion and a deviation were identified in Inspection

'

Report Nos. 50-329/82-05 and 30 330/82-05. The examples
of noncompliance and the deviation regarded (1) failure
to review and approve a Mergentine (the soils sentractor)
field procedure prior to initiation of work; (2) inadequate;

control of specification changes (3) inadequase acceptance'

-
-
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criteria for desatoring specification; (4) inadequate; ,

instruction to prepare or implement reinspection plans; and.

(3) inadequately qualified remedial soils staff. The correc-; ,

! ~ t tive actions taken by the licensee in regards to this ites will
! 1be reviewed during future inspections. I

,

i1

! 5.
I !

One ites of noncompliance was identified in Inspection Report
Nos. 30-329/82-06 and 30-330/82-04 concerning the licensee's.

j ! failure to establish a QA program to provide controls over the
!'

{ installation of remedial soils instrumentation. This ites ;1 ; resulted in the issuance of a letter by the licensee on March 31, '

| 1982 confirming the licensee's suspension of all underpinning'

instrumentation installation activities until: (1) approved,
,

, '

] controlled drawings and procedures or instructions were developed
to prescribe underpinning instrumentation installation activities;i ; (2) plans were established to inspect and audit instrumentation

; installation activities; and (3) Region III had concurred that
(1) and (2), above, were acceptable.

; A followup inspection by Region III in April 1982 identified.
i i'

|
that the licensee had developed acceptable drawings, procedures.
and instructions for underpinning instrumentation installations,

;

such that instrumentation installation activities could be
i resumed. An additional followup inspection on August 23, 1982
i determined that the installation of underpinning instrumentation '

! for the Auxiliary Building was complete and acceptable. This
i ites will rossin open pending the licensee's development of

drawings, procedures, and instructions for the future installation
-

,

} of underpinning instrumentation for the Service h'ater Building.i

| 4. One ites of noncompliance and a deviation were identified in
j Inspection Report Nos. 30-329/82 11 and 30-33C/82-11. The items'

regarded: (1) inadequate anchor bolt installations and (2) the
i ;

use of unapproved installation / coordination forms during remedial'

soils instrumentation installations. The licensee's responses to.

j i the identified items of noncompliance are presently under review.
: | Corrective actions taken by the lic'ensee in regards to these
|

~

items will be reviewed during future inspections.
;

'. The ASI.3 issued an order modifying Construction Permits No. CPPR 41
;

and No. CPPR-42, dated April 30, 1982. This order suspended all*

remedial soils activities en "Q" soils for which the licensee did-.

; not have prior explicit approval. The A31.5 issued another order,
'.

i dated May 7, 1982 clarifying the April 30, 1982 order. This order
; onl-/ L. 1./..:. these activities bounded by the limits identified on
; Drawine C 43.
!

| As a result of past Region III findings, the Region III Administrator
created a special Midland Section staffed with individuals assigned
solely to the Midland project. Since the formation of the Midland
Section a work authorisation procedure has been developed by

.

Region III and the licensee to control work and ensure compliance
to the A31.3 Order.

27.
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Remedial Soils activities performed by the licensee thus far in 1982,

involve: (1) the drilling of a number of wells which function as part
of the temporary and permanent dewatering systems; (2) the installation
of the freeze wall associated vita the Auxiliary Building Underpinning
activity; (3) the completion of the initial work on the access shaft;
and (4) the completion of the Auxiliary Building instrumentation for
remedial soils activities.
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Zac1 weOders aid. c&again (O
) 1 ~ "licensingpanel. ' nat test took place about a mokth ' ~ Portione of the HVAC system area ' 't

-
.., .

-
I'b ByJAMES ISEl.EK

'

dre safety.related because they are de- JDailyNewsstaffvriter ' A spokesmart for t' - -- s. which ago.he said.- *

For the second time in five months, ! is building the plant, amid Friday the Saari said there aro 19 eeperate safe . signed to provide a habitable atmos-
Consumers Power Co.has laid off Mid. second round orlayoffs was made neces. ty.related welding procedures for phere forcontrol room worliersduring (

saryby thelackofwork. a radiation release accident.
-We don't have the work to be done . HVAC systems,13 of which are to beland nuclear plant workers after the .

. submitted to MPQAD next week.U.S. Nuclaer Regulatory Commission
~ ===i#=ned safety.related welding pro- until the procedures are quahfied by MPQAD is a department within the. 'lWO DAYS Al'I'ER the Zack layoff hq .

cedures. MPQAD tthe Midland Project Quality j utility designed to oversee eormtructiov( last year. Consumers laid off more than i;
Sixty Zack Co. welleru were laid off Ansurance Departmenti, and approved qualityatthesite. 1.000 Bechtel Power Corp. workers and

*

two weeks ago because procedures for by the NRC," plant spokesman Nor - halted all safety.related work being -

welding heating, ventilating and air man Searisaid Friday. WELDERS ALSO must be certified performed by that firm. Tbo utility- !,

~ conditioning (HVACI ducts failed to under the new precedures, Saari said. then ordered a reic ag=ce == of Bechtel's # '

' meet NRC requirements, NRC i== par ' THE 60 WELDERS laid offrecently He could not estimate how long it safety.related work. ,

, ter RonaldCook maid. .
are among the 151 taken off theirjobs would take for all the precedures and The reinspection stammed from !!

The layoffa come on the heels of Nov. 30. Dey were rehired, then put welderstabecertified, problems found by the NRC in the-.

another Zack layofflate last yeer when "on the shelf * again when the new proc- When all thewelders and procedures , plant's' diesel generator building in- 4
.151 welders were taken off theirjobs edures,did not paus the NRC, Saari , are approved. Saari said, there will be ciuding evidence that its current state
because of concerns about their qual. said. about 160 Zack welders at the plant.- does not match eonstructien drawings. /

Althou'gh Consumers'MPQADqual Currently,11 welders are working on * ne Bechtel marety.related work has -
4ifications. ..

*The procedures forweldinghave not ified the new procedures Cook said he non-safety areas. Both surety- and non- not resumed, Saari said. Ilowever.-
*

been requalified to the untisfaction of found them deficient aner testing them safety.rvisted arose deel with HVAC, work to shore up buildings that have ,''

the NRC to allow them to go back to in only one area. Consumers then do. Saarimuid. cracked and settled excomalvely ener |
safety.related work," Cook said nurn- cided to rework the procedures, Cook "nat's the only arcs Zack is hubcon- being built on poorly.rampareanl soil is t
day during a hearing before a federal maidnur= day. tractaite perform "hemeid. ongoing. 3
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151 nuclear pDant welders laid off( ~

flyl'Alll.RAII revealed by a Heptemher audit by b is an esmaiple. I'lant owner Cannuiners the work It bmI.* but amid C-
a has

Dolly Newsesaff armer g,,ginig g.risiset Qu disy Amnerener lle- l%wer el.a lias re ganized its Mit|All dire &4 the peablems are potentially re-

One hundred end rifty-esse welders eia- partine it IMI't| AIM of I'hotan Testing serveral lionen te nniake it enere efIcctive is partable amranstructimier p perwerk ele-
Inc. l' helen Testinst s a meAcontracter re- finding and preveating construction rarirncies The utehty in to report tasch to

played by the Zach Co. have been leid wif i
the HitC in 30 dess with m ore Informe-

et the Medlead nuclear plant eline te non- spaneille far training Zak weldern.cer- pr=blcin.L
tien.

cerne sibent their spuolirications and the tifying that ilwy are atualersed meal are
welding precedures they were veing. writing weld pratdures for llV AC =ork. IN AllDITION to the layoffe and the

accordingle s federalemcial- The audit rte-. ...M that l'hetens weldmp, halt. Nhaler umul the igualerits- l'Ot4TIONSOFTilEllVAC eystem are

| *Ihe layolle nean all welding en malWy- Testing le renmved on en approvnt <im- tien of new =clJere by I'haton has been safely-relatedhereune.sniengetlwr fune-
' related heeting, ventilating end air nai- tracter at the Mnilesid plant !=cauw the do.onstmuni and all marety-retted weld teens. they are designed to provide a

halsitalite almaarliere far tantrail =an
detioning tilVACI ducts at the nocirar riens wan must implrinentmg enertions et a pn=vdurns have ben willutruwn.11meer emerators dermg a radiatam retreue mti-
plant has been linlted until tlic Uli Nuc. qA pengram und we. implement mg ether uriimis taken ley con umer.1%.cr und
leer Heguletery Comunisanesi determines pirt munn ise:pruperly.Sienter mu=L larchtet heemme ettative et 3 a is.Tues- sh-nt.

the welders and flicir precedures enret . Shnfer maul tioe audit linulings alan re- dae.Israaed.
lederst atandaribs ter nuclemr plant wor k. flat puntly on Consun.ern 1%wer Co Ceememete l* ewer yokn. man Narmen 1*reper fanationing of the Mulland

- Wayne Shafer. chief of the Malland tirchtel 5%wer Corp. and Zack lavouw Saari nnal thrie sctieris will emw le t, ken llVAC syntene se name critimul than at
( Sections of h NHC"a Omcw of Slavial aluma rirma let contracts to l'intens Temi- - developnu nt of new si.iding prime- canw aller sunlear plant ecserdmg to

Canes. per licted h weldern won 1 l= sne ulnch dni nut engenre st teninvehe mil duren. rstertirm atmn ol /.m k weklerm and the NHt'. latais.e it al,e suust protest
' ellowed te rchaisie work en eefety-related d tise ptuvro nseerers 4 A mtaeul.ords. evaluatiiniedtheir pm.t mark. egnruturn trum a pe ihle alwmical re-.

*

ducts unt Imul-Dreenda r. QA in a svaarm of evrrm<sustaan ele-
%e Nite lia4 imit vet thtremined the Irisw at ihm 11winical t'a. knatrd pad

h Ulfsce of Special Caws le a mential s.gmd te verify th.el nuclear plante are ser u nnis of b IIVAC nitwatiesi, er onrs== the Tettsine== sv f(ever freni the

inspectanse team megip by the NHC then built occardma ta foleral e.pitifinitimiin,
whether the correttive- mitsena were snafrar pidnt.

*

summer toleek at constsq probirma QA pral.ician have plaguist & Mal- appenpriate. -Ifit in deterinumi almt the
H. sari maid welJme in centmums enwrhlmg was un.mauw.lut. et obviouJyet enly two nuclear plante- Midland oml land propes-t Tur years, myntiivisig time u nit have to in required er trenoved mail - manne llVAC synlems =hitti ere swa mafr-

Zimener.in Ohio. NHC and lesiling it to furu4 intrie: are. tv relatal.. mle == th*.e 6n the pt inskU '

* Shefer amid the llVAC problems were smy on tlw pl.mt. h 4= rial Mullemi raptarni. sliafer
.I
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. Attachment #4 -,

To ALL PLANT ASSURANCE DIVISION PERSONNEL
'

i

,

raon HPLeona
_ g

'

Duc June 9, 1983 POW 8T
' '

MIDLAND ENERGY CE'TER - ORGANIZATIONAL REALIGNMENTsuescci N

FILE: 1.1 SERIAL: 12702,

.| con = caro =ocucc

.)
.

I CC (see distribution list)

.

i

j The purpose of this memo is to announce the realignment of functions and
; resources within what is currently the HVAC QA and BOP QA areas. Effective
'

June 13, 1983, the HVAC QA and BOP QA areas collectively become the Plant
! Assurance Division (PAD) of,the Midland Project Quality Assurance Department

(MPQAD). The PAD consists of three major ele' ments: the HVAC Assurance (HVACA)
: Subdivision, the Plant Assurance Programs (PAP) Subdivision and the -Plant
* Assurance Engineering (PAE) Section. The basic PAD organization is shown in

Attachment 1 to this meno.
.

HVAC Assuranca Subdivision
,

The HVAC Assurance Subdivision is organized as shown in Attachment 2 to this
John L (Chip) Wood is appointed Assistant Soperintendent, HVAC Assurancemeno.

Subdivision, and reports to me.

Michael J (Mike) Schaeffer is appointed Section Head, HVAC Assurance Engineering
and Verification Section, and reports to Chip Wood. William F (Bill) Heiberger
continues as Su;,ervisor, HVAC Assurance Engineering Group and reports to Mike',

Schaeffer. James S (Jim) Gallivan continues as Supervisor, HVAC Verification,

; Group, and reports to Mike Schaeffer.

The HVAC "IE & TV" Section is renamed the HVAC Inspection Section., James L-
t
'

(Jim) Zimmerman continues as Section Head and reports to Chip Wood. Ronald W
(Ron) Miller, Frederick'J (Fred) Lounds and David S (Dave) Haas continue as
HVAC Inspection Group Supervisors and report to Jim Zimmerman.

Sondra K (Sandy) Cox continues as Supervisor, HVAC Administration Group and
g reports to Chip Wood,

Plant Assurance Programs Subdivision

The Plant Assurance Programs Subdivision is organized as shown in Attachment 3
to this meno. David A (Dave) Taggart is appointed Assistant Superintendent,

.

Plant Assurance Programs Subdivision, and reports to me.
*
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Page 2

T K Subramanian continues as Section Head, Turnover and Test Assurance Section, .
' and reports to Dave Taggart. John Yatchuk continues as Supervisor, Test I

Assurance Group and reports to T. K Subramanian. Alan R (A1) Gort continues
as Supervisor, Turnover Assurance Group, and reports to T K Subramanian.

j Kermit J Gill continues as Supervisor, Technical Services Group ~and reports
!

| to Dave Taggart. ;

i
.

*

Brien M Palmer continues as Supervisor, Verification Programs Management Group,
'

and reports to Dave Taggart. The Verification Programs Management Group is
responsible for management of the Quality Verification Program, the Hanger,

Reinspection Program and completion of the Cable Reinspection Program.
, ,

*

Lee R Howell is appointed Supervisor, Inspection Evaluation Group, and reports
to Dave Taggart. The Inspection Evaluation Group will implement a new program

'

to continuously measure the performance of the inspection system (planning,
training, inspection). This program will replace the present "overinspection"
program. Lee's initial ass'ignment is to reco==end an implementation plan and
resource requirements. The final structure and staffing of this function will

be based on Lee's recommendations. Edward L (Ed) Jones and Donald A (Don) Nott;
' will assume staff assignments temporarily to assist Lee.

Plant Assurance Engineering Section

The Plant Assurance Engineering Section is formed and assumes the functions now
i performed by the "QAE" and "IE & TV" groups within BOP-QA. When the new

Inspection Evaluation Program becomes effective, the PAE Section will no longer
; conduct overinspections. The PAE Section is comprised of five discipline
; oriented Assurance Engineering Groups as shown in Attachment 4 to this memo.

Geoffrey E (Jeff) Parker is appointed Section Head, ' Plant Assurance Engineering
Section, and reports to me. Robert D (Bob) Davis continues as Supervisor,
Welding and NDE Assurance Engineering Group. James A (Jim) Pastor is appointed
Supervisor, Instrumentation and Control Assurance Engineering Group. Harry J
Perrine continues as Acting Supervisor, Electrical Assurance Engineering Group.
Henry P Nunes is designated as Acting Supervisor, Civil Assurance Engineering
Group. Robert f (Bob) Williams is designated Acting Supervisor, Mechanical '

Assurance Engineering Group. Bob Davis, Jim Pastor, Harry Perrins, Henry
Nunes and Bob Williams report to Jeff Parker.- -

By copy of this memo Gary Ewert is requested to revise procedures, rosters and
organizational charts to reflect the above.

HPL/ksa
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Attachment No. 1
.

.

.

HPQAD#

g-
RA Wella

,

. EXEC. HGR.

9

: '

. .
.

. PAD(' HP tsonard.'
r

CEN. SUPT.
.

.,4 -

,

HVACA SUS.
JL Wood PAP SUB..

ASST. SUPT. DA Taggart
ASST. SUPT.

,

'

_

.

HVAC AE & V SBC HVAC INSP. SEC '
J MJ Schaeffer JL Zimmerman TO & TA SEC PAE SEC.

SEC. HEAD SEC. HEAD TK Subramanian CE Parker
SEC. HEAD SEC. HEAD
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*

HP Leonard ,

Censral
Superintendent

*

f

KS Allison

' . * HVACA SUBDIVISION
i.

JL Wood ;

Assistant.;
. Superintendent

I

:. CA Nagle
-

,, a^% -

)
HVAC AEAV SECTION

| MJ Schaeffer HVAC INSP, SECTION'
'

Section Head JL Zimmerman*
'tSection Headi. .

,

O Tesaley E DeGeer, -

. D Jones
'

C Sabo;
{
*

-
.

,

. NVAC AE GROUP HVAC VERIF. GROUP HVAC INSP. CROUP 1 HVAC INSP. GROUP 2 HVAC INSP. CROUP 3 HVAC ADMIN. GROU
l WF Heiberger JS Gallivan RW' Miller FJ Lounds DS Hass SK Cox

'

Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor
I

,

t

( 3 Anspach M Carlson. R Carlson R Kucharek K Benware M Bupp
g B Beadle R Guentensberger K Clements

.

,

- R Bishop A Kunz F McCloy J DLttenbir C ChienD Infantee' S Bradley C Lombard H Reynolds B Hayes K Clirrord
i

L McGinnis R Thurstoni J Hanshaw J Robbins J Orr T Kudich L Fabel'

R Turner T Tate 3 Schymanski C Simmons '

-

A Wenzel D Sanders
., -

| J Burruss
. K Cline
.

C Cooper
7 Johnson .

D Miller
W Milleri
W Stephens

. ~
~

T

4

..
,

, - s. . _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . . . ._... ...- . .. ,.. _ .. _ ,_.~..,_. _.
. _.

%



7

. ..

Attcchnent No. 3

.

PAD

HP Leonard
g CEN. SUPT.

I

KS Allison
.

PAP SUB.
-

DA Taggart
ASST. SUPT..

..
.

~i

r KF Hayes

!,

|
~

10 & TA SEC.
j TK Subramanian -

SEC. HEAD

.

!. ' C Russell
I t

! | .
.

i TEST ASSURANCE OF TO ASSURANCE GP TECH. SVCS. GP VER PROC MGMT CP IhSP. EVAL. CP
! -- J Yatchuk AR Gort KJ Gill BM Palmer LR Howell
; SUPV. SUPV. SUPV. SUPV. SUPV.

-

, - ! I- C Brooks ,.: b EL Jones
'

,

K Jonsson K MoDonald W Eckman J Clark DA Nott
W Sanborn R Millikan C Higby P Cill

'

'. D lance N Buchannen L Jessmore T Packy
+ V Flitten D Kucharek D Patterson1 P Todd T Leffler C Rodgers-

~ . .: i E D11ey 3 Swartz
P <tantsaver J Arneal
J wpley R Holiday.

M Nehring D'Cochran
J Heimphold

. .

G
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Attachment N3. 4
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PAD
.

HP Leonard -
,

CEN. SUPT.'
i:

. ii

.! KS Allison

.i
y 1.

'
-

PLANT At SEC.{ GE Parker
SEC. HEAD.

o
,~ l

;p ~ .

I

*w
|

- i

'

WELD & NDE AE OP I & C AE GP ELEC AE GP CIVIL AE GP MECH AE GP; . RD Davis JA Pastor HJ Perrine HP Nunes RF Williams'
SUPV. SUPV. ACTING SUPV. ACTING SUPV. ACTING SUPV.

I I I I IT Chare'tte R Hinojosa E Bachman R Akers C Andersonf D Holthaus R Klinzing R Barziloski J McFarland H Allen,

.' A Hurbanek' W Sullivan 'L Nicklowitz J Savage R Washington(' ' M McLean G Trumper M Leach M Kowaleski G Morgan- P Musante M Merritt J Petrosino W Hess- E WermanJ Ruiz- B Barnes E Burke R Class T Parce?.1
,

R VanDenBosch J Lauck B Carter F Workoski D SnyderW Caskin W Salmers M Johnson F Pointe
.

L Robinson W Goldmacher T O'Connor M RubensteinR Sexton M Shealy ,D Martin
W Nastiuk D Cushman

,

'

W Rose F Gronemeyer
l' J Fisher.

, B Schroeder
D Gingras.

F Schulmeister. '
*
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n - Attachment #5
MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION VERIFICJ>

OPEN, CONFIRMED AND RESOLVED (OCR) ITEM REPORT

f TYPE OF REPORT: OPEN CONFIRMED X f20 s.C.031 I
! RESOLVED ITEM REY.NO. O !.

DATES REPORTED TO: LTR 3/3/83 SRT PROECT TEAM /PROECT MCR. 3/3/83
j PRINCIPAL-IN-CHARGE 3/7/83 CPC/ DESIGN ORC. |

4

}
STRUCTURE (S), SYSTEM (5), OR COMPONENT (S) INVOLVED:

AFW System Pipe Supportsy

! !
! IDCV PROGRAM AREA OR TASK (IF APPLICABUD |
| Topic I.3.lc - Pipe Supports

!
. Verification of Physical Configuration '

DESCRIPTION OF CONCERN:

Refer to OCR's C-32 thru 35, same program area as above, for description'of. four
' hangers field measured by TERA to be out of installation tolerance limits.

t t

I

1 .

1
,

} siCNIFICANCE OF CONCERN

{ The construction deviation control process is not functional.
!

+

i

j RECOMMENDATION X OR RESOLUTION :

1. Review further the construction deviation control process to determine extent
of breakdown.

2. Process per Project Quality Assurance Plan.

1 -

I

COMMENTS SY SRT (IF P.EOL"REO):s

,

'
|

|

REFERENCES (INCL. RELATED OCR ITEM REPORT NCL):
Dwg 7220-H-639 SH 14 (Q), Rev 11
Spec 7220-M-326 (Q) ReV 8 " Install., Inspect. & Doc. of Pipe Supports"

siCNATURE(Sh

CS CS HAL JWB N/A JWB
OCR ITEM REPORT LTR PROKCT MANAGER PRINCIPAL. sRT (IF.REQUIREDI

CRICINATOR FOR PROKCT TEAM IN-CHARGE
3/3/83 3/3/83 3/4/83 3/14/83 |

DATE DATE DATE DATE DATE

'

, .- _.

"

_.-, ,
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{- Attadrnent #6,
-

,

Meeting between NRC and Consumers Power Company
(2/8/83)

,

, *

Openinz Remarks

N '

;
Good morning ladies and gentlemen. We are meeting here today to review

!
Consumers Power Company's planned Construction Completion Program for the

{ Midland Nuclear facility. This meeting is being held in front of the!
public because of the overall public interest that has been shown in the'

Midland project in general and' identified quality assurance and construc-
! tion problems in particular and is consistent with our established practice

of holding meetings of this type permitting public attendance. While we
welcome attendance by members of the public and the news media, I wish to

-
.

i
emphasize that this is a meeting between Consumers Power Company and NRC,I

and involves public participation only through observation. Following this
meeting the NRC'will be glad to hear comments or respond to questions from
the public concerning the subject matter of the meeting or other areas of ,

interest concerning the Midland project and further opportunity for dis- i

cussion by the public will occur tonight for those persons who could not
attend this meeting. In addition to the two public meetings, a few of the;

,

! NRC people and myself will be peeting this afternoon with senior repre-'

sentatives of Censumers Power Company and Bechtel corporation at the Midland
construction site. This meeting is being held at their request to discuss
the perceived importance of some of the specific problems identified by
the NRC inspections last fall and to discuss Region III's handling of certain j

inspection findings relattive to the approaches used by other NRC regions.
,

That meeting will not get into the details of this mo:ning's meeting.
*

I'd like to start by having the NRC people who are present here today to
-

+

introduce themselves and then ask Consumers Power and th.eir representatives'

to introduce themselves.

By way of background, for benefit of the public, .Mr. Eisenhut and myself
met with Mr. Selby and Mr. Cook of Consumers Power Company on two occasions
in early September of last year to discuss renewed NRC concerns regarding
the effectiveness of the quality assurance program at Midland. These-
meetings were an outgrowth of a detailed review and evaluation by mecbersg

of my staff, attempting to assess the reasons why the quality assurance
effective in the early identification, correction and |program was not

prevention of problems. Consumers Power Company was told that we believed. j

I their QA prograr. w.3 bonically sound, but that the implementation of that
program resulted in a number of problems. While we were unable to pinpoint
the specific reasons for these implementation problems, we did share with
Consumers Power management certain practices we believed warranted change.
Turthermore, we told them that comprehensive programs needed t'o be developed

i

and put into place in order to: (1) Provide assurance that completed con-|

struction work was sound, and (2) Provide assurance that future work wouldbe effectively controllef. We requested CPCo to develop a program to deal
with NRC's concerns and to sumbit that program for review by the staff.;

t .
,

I

!

| ,.

! 'l '
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On September 17, 1982, CPCo submitted two letters to the NRC --- one dealing 4*

{ with the remainder of the safety related work. A supplemental submittal was- -
i made on October 6, 1982. 'IVo meetings, both open to the public, were sub-
| sequently held in Washington between NRC and CPCo to discuss these submittals. -

4 Concurrent with this review effort, my staff conducted an in-depth inspection!

of the civil, mechanical, and electrical work associated with the diesel
! generator building. This inspection effort identified a number of substantive
I quality assurance problems and led Consumers Power Company to conduct similar
; inspections of other plant areas. Those inspections by CPCo disclosed similar
'

QA problems. These combined inspection findings, in conjunction with CPCo's
overall assessment of the status of the project,resulted in CPCo's halting4 '

a large amount of safety related work at the Midland site and to develop a
formalized Construction Completion Program for completing the Midland
Project. We subsequently requested CPCo to tie together this program with
the.i.e earlier submittals regarding proposed quality improvements into a
single package. We also committed to have a public meeting to obtain the
comments of concerned citizens and crganizations once that program had been
submitted to the NRC. This program was submitted by CPCo on January,10,

{ 1983, and serves as the focal point for the :aeetings today.

With that status, I would now like to tura over the meeting to Mr. Selby.
I

:

!
!
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Hundredstattnuclear plant session ,-
.

, , ,
* ' ' , -

|. .

. . . . . .. - ', ; .
.

* Federal nuclear officials wanted * with the utility,*he said. - ' crowding' and said the NRC did not", get any more credibility out of this
sommente en the Midland nuclesr Eisenhut said the NRC's precau- *expectthelarge turnout. community withoutsudiproofofthe.

ing the. quality audits are not con- TilOMAS DEVINE, legal director.
plant's proper construction.hs added.plant from Midland area residents ' tions to make sure workers conduct. .

Mrs.Smclaircounteredclaimm that
Tuesday night, and they got an ' * nected to Consumers include prohibi- I ' 'of the Government Accountability her intervention in the licensing pro- '

earful.
It was a night when the smotives of Lions on stock ownership and a re . Proje et IGAPI, a Washington-Immed cena has delayed the nuclear propet.

kitizen intervenors and the.credabil * , quirement to sign certificates stating. .'~ group investigating the nuclear pro- % seying delays associated with the soil*

MyofConsumers PowerCo.both were ; they or their familice have not and do . ject, read and then gave the NRC an hearing and the recent halt-of safety-*

e

/^ * questioned alongwiththemotivesof.. ( netwoskfortheutility. affidavit in which plant worker ' related work are the utility's own
the US. Nuclear Regulatory Com Sister Ardeth told him the Richard letherer claimed that the doing.

GAP official Billie Garde-denied', $120,000 fine levied on Consumers NRC colludes with Bechtel Power. .

mission for holding the public meet ' s

inginsuch a small room. , PowerTuesday by the NRCis a"staP Corp by revealing the time and sub . - that the group is trying to shut the
k'

i A crowd that might have containe4 I on the wristin comparison with what ject of supposedly unannounced in- Midland plant. She blamed the pro '

i up te 400 persons overflowed Cenfer * { happeas if the plant is not con * ' spections. ject's troubles on work supervisors,. l,

'

i 'ence Room E at the Quality Inn, g structedsafely." A number of NRC officials denied and said the bottom line is that* Con- i

where utility and regulatory officia!s . hmas IIerron, chairman of the. . that allegation, but promised to - sumens has not been able to imple- |*

' checkintoit. ment their plans, no matter how well - 4. had gathered to field questsons. The P anti-nuclear tene Tree Council, said .

room is designed to hold 225 persons, ' I he's lost confidence in the NRC and . . . they work." -
|

and perhaps 150 or more rpent two - [ that "even the most avidly pro-nuke .' ? PRO-NUCLEAR' viewpoints then Keppler closed the meeting by not- I

and a half hours standing outside , zealots are embarrossed" by the con- emerged, with one man saying that ing the large attendance and said the ' |

.
threedoorwaysandlistening. t dationortheMidlandplant. the nuclear industry's problems are . NRC will * seriously consider * con- ;

? In answer to llerron's question. not insurmountable and that Con- ducting anotherevening meeting. .

! Applause was showered nearl'y e

;. Consumers Power vice president,', ". sumers Power is " definitely on the ? |
equally on those empressing pro and

.

anti-nuclear mentiments, with the j James W. Cook said that in no cas* right track * in correcting problems at CONSUMER'S COOK was asked '
.

|
crowd perhaps favoring persons who has any fine levied on the utility been the Midland p ant- after the meeting to respond to the *3 l

' .'* The pro-nuclear position was comments that his company now /
I pasnedontoratepayers.Thefineisn'tmuchpunishmentbe , . perhaps best expressed by Midlandlacka credibility among Midlanders. .

[

*
' said they want the plant toopen.
, But even Mary Sinclair, well.

k cause Consumers Power is such a- resident Tracy Parsons, who said in a - -we Il have to let our actions andr,
,known in Midland for opposition to

,

the plant,left the podium to cheers,. 9 large utility, said NRC Region til reference to GAP that " Midland .. activities in completing the plant
when she concluded her statemer.t ! Administrator James 0. Keppler seems to be suffering from an infu .'! speak for themselves," Cook said.

- f '.saying she hopee the growing aware- y But he claimed the "public ember- sion ofoutside interest groups operat- later, he said he worries that the
i ness of the nuclear plant in Ihe Mid- 3 rassment* caused by such fines acts ing under the pretense of being pubhc may not be getting a complete |

* *landcomrnunity continues. asadetervent. t watch < log groups." understanding of the many coroplex ,

Parsons added," CAP does not rep- ianuis astuciated with the plant.

g SIFfER ARDETH PLA'ITE,repre- f '" HEN COMPLAl'N'IS began ab - resent the view of Midland. I believe -It clessly evident there is a con--
,

'senting the Saginaw City Council, | out the crowded room.One man said nuclear pl6ata can be built and oper- siderable amount of confusion in the

i led off the night by asking who will j an emergency evacuation would cre , sted safely." pubhc mind, based on the number of7

ate a disaster because the room's John Catena,xi, a Dow Chemical extremely comptes technical. pro- ,

guarantee the nuclear plant's eafety, a
Icedurs! and political currenta in theand whether planned third-party re- , three esits all were blocked, and Co. engineer, claimed that no one in- .

s

data of the plant's construction quali- snother compared the NRC's lack of side Dow " believes in" Consumers discussions going on in public,

ty willbe trulyindependent. action on the complaint to the agen- Power any longer. lie said he dorsn't -We have been unable to articulate , a'

Darrell Eisenhut, director of the cy'e regulatoty performance- know if that feeling is deserved, but clearly what's going on out here. I L
; NRC's Division of Licerming.amid ne ht man also claimed the NRC stressed that assurances of the ~ believe we've contributed to the con- |i

,

ene can guarantee the plant's safety. was trying to discourage public parti- plant's quality must be provaded by fusion * Cook added. Ile pledged to |
.

,
third-party, independent reviews of renew the utility's efTorts to com- !

. "All we can do is'sesure there la a cipatica in the meeting by choosmg a
municate withthe publicand media. kKeppler apologised for the over , ''. ,theplant-smallreora. -

. -lreally don't thinkyou're going to ByPAULRAU g
sufficiently low risk from the plant-

'

- That responsibility principally lies

Wednesday, February 9,1933' agmen[ der $ewsAlded, % .

.- . - - - - - - ._._ . - . - . .. .-

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____. - _ - . _ _



- . - - -- . - . -

-

. ....w.....,
- t .

*
7sr

*

*
.

I
' , JA|. problem: still puzzles Keppler~ *
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ReamWesery.pase3 Kepplee testified. ba= ewe. that )*
his BERNABEI TOLD separt,re d. 'NRC is heed s4 please, het that other' * T1tE (X)NSTRUCTION CDhlf'LbIBy PAL't.RAU NitCd howe.magli manpe=w*La, - .e, g,, u.a,yn w
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Consumers attorney Alichael MillerDailyNewsstaffwritar
said he was " uncomfortable" that the.

Six Midland nuclear plant engineers, men were namedon the record.
including two top. level managers "After a!!, these are men's camers
should be replaced because theyare un., we'retalkingabout,"Millersaid..

iqualilled or have attitude problems, a Citizen intervenor Barbara Stamiria,
.

-

federalinspectorsaid Wednesday. then stated that "we're talking about:

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commia. People's lives with this nuclearplant."'

sion inspector Ross Landsman told a Consumers spokesman Norman
federal licensing panel that "the sita Saari said that since the charges were

.

4

would run a lot easier without them made in a hearing,"any additional die.'

there." - '
'

. . .cussion from us .will come up in the
,

t
' Among the men Landsman named hearin g room, not in the public or in the*

were Roy A. Wells; executive manager media." ~ ?|of the Midland Proj'ect Quality Assur. Landsman's testimony came during
,

' ance Department; James Meisenheim. the ilrat day ofthe latest round ofhear.
er, superintendent of MPQAD soils ings to determine if work to fix mail
work;and Dick Oliver,section head for problems at the plant is being done ade.
soils work qualityassurance. quately. a..

Landsman also named James A. . The hearin'ge will continue through
Mooney; executive manager of soils next we'ek at the Quality Inn,1815
work; John Schaub, assistant project South Saginaw. They are open to the4 *

manager for soils workt and John publig. .
. .. , ,

Fisher, underpinning contracta mana.
. . J.7 ,'.e .':, ?..

.

ger. Except for Fisher, who' works for THREE OF the men LandsraanBechtel Power Corp., the men are om. named work Tor MPQAD, which over.
playees of Consumers Power Co.which sees quality assurance at, the plant.

i

: ownstheplant.
, . ' Quality assurance is a series ofchecka!

"You've gotta have som, body re. and inspections to insure the plant isj
rponsible for what the people under built according to NRC requirements.
them do."said Landsman, a member of Although the MPQAD worken' tw
the Midland Section ofthe NRC's OfHoe sumes indicata they mcy be " technical.
ofSpecialCasas.

. . ly" qualified to perform their joba,
Four other NRC omclals said they Landsman said they did not have

did not think anyone should be re. enough experience. actually admi.} l
p aced, although one esid he was " con, nisteringQA. , a . , ..

.

t

j cerned' with the attitudes of some
, ..

managers. The NRC's secior resident inspector,
Former Midland Section head Ronald Cook, said he thought Wells

Wavne D. Shafer said inspectors have was qualified to direct MPQAD *as
suggened replacing certain Consum. . long as he's sunounded by people with
ers employees, but the section has mom experience. y
taken no fonnelaction. The three men na,med frong the soils,,'

"Noneofushave gone toour manane, area should be replaced because of,
ment and said 'Get rid of X ,Y,and Z,'" * misunderstandings" between ther.i.

. Shafersaid. ! sehes and the NRC inspectors, Lands.
However, Shafer said~there has beEn- man . aid,4 ?g;.,

an "argumeritative"
'

some Consumers mana.a'ttitude fromAlthough hecould not nameany spe.gers in the
that extends up to James Cook, past cific examples. Land 6nian said he has!

.

vice been told by Consumers engtneers thatj
%presidentfortheMidlandproject. .a job was, performed one way then,

would find out later the~y "did.a 180THE PANEL was'a.nswering a ques- turn . m e.tion from Atomic Safety and Licensing de$cern'o." .-u
i.
'

ver " cost'and sthedule is '
Board Chairman Charles Bechoeffer. , the common thread with all these'mie.( who said later that he asked the quest

! tions to help " pinpoint why some of the understandlngs," Landsman said."t
"Qualit

work isn't asgood asit should be." . time." y*is taking a back seat all the, , .
-

3n..c r r. .x . * .t s * ..

, ; . . . r. . ~ . < - -x s; . . c.y ~ r.. c. .'s. . . .
..

c-.. ..
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as* preliminary notification constitutes EARLY notice of events of POSSIBLE safety orn
dolic interest significance. The information is as initially received without veri-
'ication or evaluation, and is basically all that is known by the staff on this date.

Licensee Emergency Classification:
*acility: Consumers Power Company Notification of Unusual Event

Midland Nuclear Power Plant ~

AlertUnits 1 and 2 Site Area Emergency,

Docket Nos. 50-329 General Emergency ,50-330 -

xx Not ApplicableMidland, MI 48640
.

Iubject: INADEGUATE QUALITY ASSURANCE FOR HVAC WELDER CERTIFICATION AND PROCEDURE
QUALIFICATION .

,.

All safety-related welding on the heating, ventilating and air conditioning (HVAC)<

was stopped November 30, 1972, after it was determined by the licensee that the quality
assurance program for welder certification and procedure cualification was inadecuate.

A licensee QA audit of Photon Testing, Inc., which performed testing of weld samples
used in certifying welders and welding procedures, determined that the contractor
did not have an adequate quality assurance program. Photon Testing has subsequently
been removed by the licensee from the list of approved Midland vendors.

-
.

As a result of the audit findings, the HVAC contractor, Zack Company, has discontinued
all welding on safety-related HVAC systems, laying off 151 craf ts workers. Zack also
discontinued the certification of new welders and withdrew all safety-related weld
procedures.

The Photon Testing has performed testing services for HVAC welder and procedure'

qualifications'.since 1980.
,

Region III (Chicago) personnel are on site and will monitor the licensee's program
to address the cualification of the Zack welders and procedures and to assess the

,

i quality of the completed HVAC welding work.;

There ha!'been local news media interest in the quality assurance problems and resulting
--layoffs. Region III will continue to respond te news inquiries..

The State of Michigan will be notified.

The licensee reportcd the quality assurance inadecuacies and HVAC worker laycffs as
a potential 50.55e construction deficiency to Regien III cersonnel at the site at
2 p.m., (EST), Oscember 1,1982. This information is current as of that time. ;

,
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} MDERANDUM TDR: James C. Kappler, Regional Ad=inistrator *

t

. FROM: C. R. Norelius. Director Division of Engineeringi
and Technical Programs

1. L. Spessard, Director Division of Project and
Resident Programs *

'

SUBJECT:
SUCCESTID CHANGES FOR THE HIDLAND PROJECT

!

i

} Historically, the Midland Project has had periods of questionable quality
.

assuzance as related to construction activities and has had con =ensurate!
regulatory attention in the form of special inspections, special meetings,

~'

t and orders. These probless have been given higher public visibility than|
*

r.ost other construction sites in Region III. As questions arise regardingj
the adequacy of construction or the assurance of adequate construction, we

,

,

'. '

are faced with determining what regulatory action we should taka.' We areagain faced with such a situation.
.

Current Problem
'

;

4

The current probism was caused by a major breakdown in the adequacy of
soils work during the late 1970's. Because of the increased regulatory'

attention given the site, we axpect that exceptional ~ attention would be
; given to this activity and that licenses perfor ance would be better than;

other sites or areas which have not had such significant problems and;
'

therefore have not attracted this level of regulatory attention.
'

However,
that does not appear to be the case and Midland seems to continually have
acre than its share of regulatory problems. The following are some of the
specific items which are troublesome to the staff.-

Technical Tssues
.|
j 1.

*

In the remedial soils area, the licenses has conducted safety related
, .

!
I' activities in an inadequata manner in several instances - removal of

dirt arouci safety related structures, pulling of electrical cable,
drillfag snso safety related utilities.
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James G. Kapplar 2- 6/21/82
-

.

; 2. In the electrical ares, in trying to resolve a problem of the adequacyJ : of selected QC inspectors' work conducted in 1980. the licensee?

completed only part of the reinspection even when problems were
| identified,and appears inclined to accept that 52 of electrical cablas *i

any be misrouted (their characterization of "misrouting" may imply
greater significance than we would attach to sisilar findings).

'
'

3. In the pipe support' area, in trying to resolve a problem of the
adequacy of QC inspections conducted in 1980, the. licenses has
portrayed only a small percentage of defects of " characteristics" .

identified and has not addressed the findings in terms of a large
-

percentage of snubbers which may be defective because of thei

characteristics within each snubber that may be defective (e.g., if
only one characteristic was defective out of 50 reviewed on a si=gle
hanger, the percentage is small; but if the one defective characteristic

4

makes the hanger defective the result vculd have a much greater
-

!, significance level). The licenses had done a detailed statistical
! analysis in an attempt to anow that the small percentage of characterf.stics

.

i
were found rather than bromu y approaching the problem with significant

| reinspections to datermine whether or not construction was adequate.
' ,

Co==uniestions
-

Multiple misunderstandings, meetings, discussions, and co==unications seem
to result in dealing with the Midland Project. Soma examples ares
1. NRC staff attending a meeting in Washington on March

>

10, 1982, heard
the Consu=ars power Company staff say that electrical cable pullingi

related to soils remedial work was completed. It was deter =i=ed toj be ongoing the next day at the site.
t

| 2.:

When Region III attempted to issue a Confirmatory Action Letter. -

J. Cook infor=ed 7. Little of his understanding that both J. Kappler
and E. Denton had agreed that the subject of the CAL was not a
safety related item subject to NRC regulatory jurisdiction. Such
egtse=ents had not in fact ocr.urred and following a meeting. Consumers

- Power Company issued their co:mnitsents in a lettar to Region III.
.

.

3. In reviewing a licensee May 10. 1?82 1strar. responding to the Board
>

Order, the W tttff had an unsignad letter and Region III had a signed
copy both dated the same date but differing in content. ,-

i 4. Recently a Region III inspector in closing out and exiting from his
inspection described the exit meeting as being the most hostile he
had ever participated in.

' '
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James *C. Kappler -3- 6/21/82
*

3. The responses to any Region III enforce =ent letters issued to-

Midland are mars lengthy and E Q argunentative than are any other
responses from any other licensee in Region III. This point was -

ande in the SAI.? response provided by Midland,and the SAI2 response
in itself from Midland is an example of the type of respcase which
we counculy receive from the site. The length of the rssponse is
at Isast as Icos as the initial SA1.F report.

6. Multiple requests for briefing " nestings and other statenents by the
utility to the effect that we should review procedures in developme=tal
stages imply that Midland wants the NRC to be a part of their construction,

. program rather than having us perform our nor=al regulatory function.

Staff Observations
.

1. With regard to corrective actions of identified noncompliances, the
Midland response seems to lean towards doing a partial job and then
writing up a detailed study to explain why what they have done is
sufficient rather than doing a more c = pieta job and assuring 100%
corrective action has occurred. In the detailed writeups that are
prepared. it is the staff's view that the licensee does not always
represent the significance properly,and the analyses had studies
often raise more questions than they solves thus cine appears to have
been vasted in writing an analysis rather than in fixing the probles.

2. Midland site appears to be overly conscious with regard to whether
or not sonething is an item of noncompliance and spends a lot of
effort on defending whether or not something should be noticompliance
as opposed to focussing on the issue being identified and taking

; corrective action. This appears in part to be due to their sensitivity
: of what appears in the public record as official itens of nencompliance.

.'
nis sensitivity say have resulted from the extended public visthility

| vhich has attended corstruction of the facility. The staff's view is
that the Midland site would look better from the public standpoint and
be more defendable from NRC's standpoint, if they ccacentrated on fixing,

" identified problems rather than arguing as to the validity of citatisns.
[ This type of view was expressed by the utility during a recent effsrt

i to clarify in detail that certain construction itens era the soils
I re edial work should not be subject to NRC's regulatory action. .

'

3. The Midland project is one of the most complex and comp 11Agted ever
"

'
'

undertaken within Region III. The reason is that they are building
two units of the site sinultaneously and ade';tionally have an underpinni=33

construction effort which in itself is probably the equivelant of building
i a third reactor sita. The massive construction effort and the various

stages of construction activity which are involved make the site
| extremely comp 13|sted to manage. This activity appears to cause e lot of

-

~

.
pressure on the licensee management.
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James C. Keppler -4-
'. 6/21/82.

*~ 4
4.

Mr. J. Cook the Vice President responsible for the Midland site'
|

is an axtremely capable and dynamic individual. Bovever, these
characteristics in conjunction with the complexity and facensenes,s:

of operation as set forth in 3, above, nay actually be contributing .

to some of the confusion which seems to axist.'

D e staff views that(1) he is too much involved is detail of plant operations and there are
ti=es when the working level staff appears to agree and be ready to ,

i

take action where Mr. Cock may argue details as to the necessity for'

such action or may argue as to the specific =eaning of detailed work )j

- procedures. (2) this kind of push may lead to such things as letters
both signed and unsigned appearing in NRR and causing confusion.

,

1
,

(3) this push may lead to sone animosity at the licensee's staff level |

if NRC activities are looked on as slaving progress of ecastruction atthe site._

*
!

Recommendations.

i !

It appears essential that some action be taken by NRC to improve the
,

regulatory perfor=ance of the Midland facility.
i

suggestions are made. D e following ' specificj
'

1.
D e co=pany must be made aware and have e=phasized to them again;
that their focus should be on correcting identified problems in acomplace and timely manner.t

2.
We should question whether or not it is possible to adequately manage

3

!

a construction program which is as ce= plex and diverse as that whichcurrently exists at Midland.
following activities be consideradaWe would suggest specifically that the -

|

nat the licensee cut back votk and dedicate their efforts to
e.

getting one of the units on line in conjunction with doing the ~

,

seils renadial work.

b.
n rt they have a separate manage =ent group all the way to a
possible new Vice President level one of which would manage the
construction of the reactor to get it operational and the second

-

'

to look solely after the remedial soils and underpinning activities.~

3.
Consumars Power Company should develop a design and constructionverification program by an d;.

ondependent contractor. nis would provide e
ar. important additiona. sessure of credibility to the design and'

construction adequacy of the Midland facility.,

t
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'

We would be happy to discuss this vi:h you.t

.

l
.

.(,' i )< .t.L'

C. E. Norelius, Director,

;
i Division of Engineering and.

Technical Programs,

!

i

~ *h) . a . f f.2 +f
; /
} .

i R. L. Spessard, Director '

l Division c' Project and
i Residene Frograms -
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July 23, 1982

'.

! IEMORANDt:M yCR R. T. Warnick, Director, Inforcement and 5avestigations
'

Staff
.

TRCM: 1. J. Cook, Senior Resident Ins;e=.or, Midland, site,

SL'30ECT: INDICA;cR$ cr Qt:I57:CC.3LE L:CI:JII PIRT:7.v.'J Z - M:21A!:3,

| SITE

i

As per our conversation of July 21, 1992, the following is a list of th se
items that various inspectors c=nsider to be indicative of questienable ~

licensee ;erfo =ance:,

1.'

One of the leading ite=s is the over-inspection performed on ele =t.rical
QC inspectors whl=h was done in response to NRC c acerns identified in
the May 1981 tea:s inspection. The licer.see found weaknesses in the
inspe=ticas perf==ed by s==e electrical Q: inspectors pertaining to not
iden.ifying the r.is-routing of cables. This ite= ca.d.d.nated in an itam
of noncompliance. The licensee did not ax;and the overview a.r..ivity to
a degree necessa:y for an acce; table ressistion t= the identified weak-
ness - even after a meeting in RI::. This ita= has not been resolved to
the satisfaction of the NRC although our position has been clearly defined. Ii

.
.

As a partial resycase to the team inspection concern, the licensee ; esented
the NRC with an audit re;crt which would de=cnatrate a resp = se to our con- -
corn of questionable electrical Q inspections. Iowever, the audit report
stated thdt it (the audit report) did not address the NRO cr.aca ms.

.

! 2. Daring the dialogue for the underpinning and Ismedial soils work, a Ia:ge
amount of ee;hasis has been placed on the settling data for the stru...ures
involved. During a meeting in NQ on March 10, 1981, the need for Q require ,
man s on reedial scils inst:.=enta-den v.'re explicitly delineated. However,
one week later, the NRO inspetters found soils work. instru=entation instal-
lation was started the day after the Mar =h 10, 1952 zeeting without a QC/QA
u:.brellar that the licensee's QA Auditor and QA Engineering personnel vers
not appr= ached pertaining to the need for QA coverage for this soils se.ttle-
ment inst:.=entations that there were strong indications that the licenses
had mislead the NRC in relating that the work was essentially es:rplate when
indeed it was nets and presently, the licensee manage =ent informs our inspec-
tor that items are ready for his review when in actuality they are not. Our
conversa.icas with licensee pers==nel - other tha zanage=ent - confi 3 that
the ita=s are not ready for review.

-
. ,

.
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R. F. Warnick 2, July 23, 1982
.

.

3.
job - Bechtel or consumers?"Historii..ny, one of the NRC questions has been, "Who is running the;

believe it is Bechtel: The ic11owing example would anow one to
As a part of the resolution to our findings in

the soils settlement instrt.nentation installation, the NRC insisted that
between different evolutions of instrumentation instanation.the licensee generate a coordination / Installation Form to cover interface

. .
,

see would call our inspector for his concurrance on the adequacy of the
D e lican-

fo::a - the inspector would approve consumers Power cc ;any's form, but 1

then would find out that 3e=htel did not want to work to Corsu=er's fors
i

the fo::: that was ge .e:ated to resolve regulatory concerns. . =
i;

has oe=urred twice and was considered as a deviatica during a more re=entnis event |inspec. ion.-

De opinion of the staff is that if censumers gene:ates aI

has had m input,foz:s that will aid them in not incurring regulatory difficulty, and which
vith these policies instead of the c=ntra: tor dictating the regulatorythe li:ensee should de=and that the c=ntractor c= gly

j
;

enviro..nont under which they win work.
4.

Deficiencies in material storage conditions has continually been a con =ern
.

,

'

to the NRO and has resulted in items of noncompliance.'

s11; shod the c=nstru=ter's attitude is towards construction.the ability to maintain quality stcrage is indicative of how rigorous orTo the inspectors,
has attested to entice the c=nstructor to do better in mainiaining theSe licensee,

.

i

material storage conditicas, but still the licensee's auditors and the
'

NRO have negative findings in material st=: age conditions and negative
,

;

dis =ussions with the cons: actor about the validity of the finding..l
.-5.

At periodie intervals, the as; port of cahies, particularly in the control
.

the disa;;roval of the NRC 1..;;,ectors.roon area, which are avaiting further routing or terminatica, has not with
*
*
.

Dese dis:re;ancias also in&lude
cables without covered ends being on the floor in walk areas that are in

,

i
a par.ially installed status.I

21s is also another indicat= of sli; shod
wc k=anship which has been brought to the c nstru= tor's attention at varicus

,tires, but was last noted during a re=ent inspe= tion.
4

In the area of instr =nentation i,' pulse line instanation and marking, the<

11:enses has had separability viciations which has reguired :smoval of allinstalled i= pulse lines.
Also, the NRO, he=ause c,f this and significant

. dverse c;erational conditiens, insisted that the instaned i= pulse lines
a.

be identified.
Although the licansee plans t= sa=k the impulse lines,

there was an inerdinate amount of resistance to masking the lines - even
though there had been instancee .ef mis-nat=hed channels be:ause of ide==

.

tification confusion.i

,

'

.
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R. F. Warnick 5, July 22, 1982
*

.

t

7. M exa=ple of reluctance in placing the responsibility for quality work-
. .

'

manship at the fors=an and/or worker level has recently been identified.
| The NRC inspectors noted that some drey-in anchors were improperly instal-

led and obvicusly did not adhere to the installatica procedures.;

Se
licensee's attitude indicated this was not a valid finding because QC had

.

,

not inspected the item. De NRC inspectors treat this as indicative that
slipshod work =anship is tolerated in the he;es that QC will find the =istahes.

.

,

i

8. I. ate in 1981, the licenses decided to move the CA site seperintendent into
ancther pcsition ud cover this site function by sharing the site ti=e be-
tween the GA Director and the CA Managei, After a January 1982 meeting with'

t% NRC at RIII, the licansee opted to fill the QA superintendent spot with.i another person. In the spring of the year, the NRC inspectors were foll=ving'

up on welding allegations and approached the QA superintendent. Se QASuperintendent was familiar with the alleged poor velding and had established
what the NRC inspectors date. ined to be a responsive plan to ss=1ve the
questionable QC welding inspections.

*

At the Exit *nts: view, the GA Director
did not appear to back the CA site superintendent's proposed plan whi=h had! tacit NRC approval. Os NRC laspector classified in writing and with justj
cause that the Exit Intezview was the mest hostile exit interview he had; eve: encountered.

.

9. During a recent inspection, it was noted by the NRC. inspector that fill dirt1
-

was piled and being covered with a mud sat at a nor.inal 1:15 horiz=n.a1 to
vertical slope when the specification called for a lh:1 horizontal to verti-i

> '

cal slepe.
A constructor Field Engineer witnessed the wrong slope being

installed and justified and defended the slope after being inf===ed of the *

specifica.ica requizament. 21s is another exa. ple of the c=nstru=.or
having an attitude which ; ecludes quality wc:k=anship. -

i
,! | 10.

At different ti.ws, NRC inspecto.s have experienced difficalty in get ing
infor=ation which is controlled by the contractor, such as supporting cal-
culations and qualifying inic:=ation to justify a given 1..stallati=n. ,

Arecent exa=;1e is: the NRC inspecter info ==ed the lice =see and the contrac-
ter he wanted to see resu=es of persons involved in the remedial scils work.

-
} here is an chligation to the NRC to supply a ;tecise nurser of " qualified"- persons on the soils w=rk.

re:ords as they were personal,Se inspector was informed he could not get thesene inspector ulti=ately did get the infor=a-
tion after bringing it to the attention of licensee 'uyper manage =ent. Nov-
ever, this initcates an implied unwillingness of the const: actor to share
information wata sne NRC and someM=es with the licenses.

r

,.

*
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R. F. Warnick 4
'

; July 22, 1902
, -

11. The licensee oftentimes does not de.nonstrate a " heads up" approach totheir activities. The fo11cwing are examples of the licensee operating iin an environ =ent using tunnel vision " blinders". .

a) During a recent NRC inspection, the inspector challenged the' ability'

to maintain the preper mix ratio on high pressure grout. This was i

_ d=ne after the inspector noted that the c;erator could never maintain
the proper mix ratio without continual manual control - which was not1

available when the grout is applied. ne licensee's a;athetic atti-,

tude did not allow them to stop the grout application until the next.

;
day when this be=ame an 122= at the exit interview. !

:

'b) At one peint in time, the ecm,any doing drilling on site for the
-

renadial seils work cut into a safety related duct hank bet.een the,
i

diesel generator building and the service water building.
{' mers Power site Manager's office (the production people) sto;;ed work

The Consu-

be=ause - f.os a quality standpoint emnditions were so de;1erable.3\'

E= waver, the site Manager's office did not have responsibility in this
#.I area - the Midland Pr= ject CA Department had this resse. sihility and

did not inYeMau nority to prevent the drilling work from get-,

L .ing out of, control - or to bring it back into control..

v" \ c) ne NRC inspector re:ently witnessed the licenses setting up to drill
a well hole in safety related dirt using a technique which was not

1

authorized. If the inspector had not brought this to the li=ensee's'

attention, the licenses would have vi= lated an Crder addressing reme-
dial soils work and also the Construction Fermit.

e
Whar,the litanses

was queried as to the availability of the gc/;A pers=nnel who would;

i prevent such activity fr== happening, the NRC inspect == was infer =ad ,

{ that this was (another) misunderstanding.
Se NR inspectors have been inf ==ed by our contacts on sita that there
ars =amees writtan to the effect that ";eripheral vision * should he cu==
tailed and c:e= mi=ation with the NR stiffled. The NRC has not read

.

these masces yes - but plans to in the near future, provided they really
. exist and infer what we have been informed. ,

T.ie licenses seems to pcssess the unique ability to ' sear =h all factions12.

of the NRO until they have found one that is sy=;athetic to their peint
*

of view - 1::egardless of tse i=,act on plant integrity. 3=me exa=;1es,of this are:
'

a) The NR: soils inspector informs the licensee that soils stabilization
|

,
;

grout ce=es under the Q program. De liesssee is not particularly
.

happy with this position. thknown to the inspector, the li=enses {
,
'

argues his point with NRR to have the grout non-Q - using only those
.

;

arguments _ which su;; ort his (the licensee's) Pesitioit. n e licensee
.

-

i

'

l.
*1

i

-e

\
. . . -

.-
,. ._

-. - - - .

, .g. . .- . .. .
4_



- - - - -- --

. . - - - . . -

..f.
.

. .. w . a . .. . . . 3.u.. r. a. s . .. .
:...... .. . .., . a....~~~

'.
.*

.

~. .
*

: "
.-

* *R. F. Warnick 5 July 23,1952:
, .

has the advantage of the NRC inspector's technical and regulatory
basis for supporting his (the inspector's) position, and therefors

>

avoids mention of this during the discussions with NRR. Ecwever,j the licensee's CA program, which has already been approved by NRR,'
states that all tha remedial soils work is Q unless RIZI approves a *

relaxation on a case by case hasis. It appears the licensee does
not wish to acknowledge the prior' agree =ents with the NRC.

-

i

b) Since the failurn of auxiliary feedease: headers in Esw steam genera-
to:3 discussiens have ::a.. spired herween the NRC inspectors and the
sita persennel. These discussions have indicated that the licensee
was maintaining 'a conservative approach and were entertaining thei
conce==s expressed by the NRC which were stimulated primarily by g :ss'
mistakes in atta=pting the modification at opera-ing IsW plants, Thej licensee's corporate personnel were anneyed that the NRO ins;ectors

.; vould not give approval to start the modification until aQ the pre--

paratory wo:1 had been acco=plished as this would tend to i= pact the
s=hedule and the modifiestion to the steam generators could bec==e a

, s=heduling nuisance. The licenses carperate personnel contacted the
t NR inspectors involved to ." reason with them". Icwever, the cc por-'
-

ate personnel," (including a re; esentative from EsW) were unable to
ansvar the concer=s of the NRC inspectors but did =entioh that the NRR. ...

Operational 7:cject Manager indicated that it .was alright to proceed
wit.h the modification. The licenses corporate personnel.could agt
stata what the position of the NRR Censt: setion 7:: ject Manager was on
this issue - only that they had found s==e f: m of app cyal f: m so=e-
one in the NRC. " #

c) At times, when Im.ediate Ac. ion Letters or other f===s of es alated
g enforcement become i=inent, the licensee atta= pts to " appeal" their
j case with individuals in the regional manage =ent who are re=oved from
f the particc.lars of the tentative enfer:e=ent action. The licenses at-
j ta= pts to get these persens to agree to specific porticas of the issue

which would indicate that the licensee is "really not all that had".
Ecwever, the *: sal" issues, as identified by the NRC inspect = s are
being = asked.

-
,

.) d) During inspections of the remedial soils w: k, the NR: inspector has
~

' '

heen informed by the licensee that certain findings and a:sas of inspee-
tica were tact within the purview of his (the inspector's) inspection
program herause they we:s ir essence considered aca-Q and that by virtue
of prior ag:ee=ent with th's Regional Ad..inistrator vers excluded from.

enfor ament action. Newever, the NRO inspect:rs would subsequently find
that there was no such agreement between the Regi'enal Ad=inistrator and
the licensee - only a philos phical discussica as to what, in general
,te==s , cons.ituted an ites of nonco.rpliance.

. .

4

: *
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2. y. Warnick .

4, .7uly 23,1982
.

f

i The above indicators su, port the ' reputation the licensee has for being'

i argunentative. Their a;;erent inability to ac: apt an NRC position with-
i I out diligently searching to find a " softened" pcsition results in n==a -
i j ous hours of frustrated conversations between su parties involved to'
, resutstantiate (usuany the original position) a positien based on tech- ,

| nical and regulatory prudency.

)4 13. The licenses has bien classified publicly by the NRC as being argu=enta-
1 ; tive. The licensee continues to exhibit this trend, as evidenced by the

i foll=ving exa=;1es: *

}| a) Essentiany eve:y item of nones =;11ance receives a= argumentative
; answer which add: esses only the specificity of the item of noncom-'
t

|
pliance and selectively avoids any cence;t which would support the
essence for the item of noncompliance. For exa. ple - in the instance
of the i=; :;erly instaned d:c;-in anche: =antioned abeve, it was -

i
the fact that QC had not inspected the installation of the bolt which
was important to the licensee. N= wever, the real enforcement issua.

"

| | was that comp =nents were being i=;roperly instaned.
' .

4

i h) The cycle :: SA*.2 made critical evaluations of the licensee's perfor-'

! r.an=a in several areas. The lice .see's respense to this SE2 report
was argumentative over spe=ift: details and did not seem to acknowl-'i edge that the c=nsensus of opinion of the NRO inspecti=n staff was'

that there were areas where the licensee's perfo==ance was weak. The
li:ensee's ary:=entative p=sition is in the ferm of "we really are no
all that had" when the rees ds, findings and oksarvations of he mic ,

; inspec ors su;;::: just the o;;csite p sition.,
,

*

I *

} c) The "Q-ness" of the re=edial soils work has continually been an argu-
'

sentative topi cf discussion which u1*.imately resulted in a N; meeting<
. on Ma =h 10, 1952 At this meeting, the'"C-ness" of the re=edial soils

work was specified and later documented wit.h the meeting minutes.; . '

New-'
ever, the licensee did not wish to abide by this pcsition and a subse-
quant =seting was' held in M22 to further clarify the NRO position.
Stin, the topic of "g-ness" is being argued by the licensee, even though~

the As*3 has issued an crier further defining the "C-ness" of the soils
work. It might he noted that a hearing is' in. pro =ess over this seils,

issue and the NR 's position on "G-ness" has been ex; essed during these
tes.1=r.ies. *

!- 14. During a re:ent episode, the li=ensee wanted to c=ntinue ex avation of scils
in proximity to the Tee 6 tater Isolation valve Pit (TIVF). Noweve*, the lican--
see wanted to perfc=z this evolution without dete::.ining that the' te..porary
supports of the F:VF were adep ate. Making this determination would have an
inyect on scheduling, as stated by the li=ensee. The T:VP supports,were1

I

!
installed without a Q urhrena and subsepent inspe=tions d.id reveal several
discrepancies in the installation of the support stru:ture. '

l

.

.

; .
<. .
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, 15. During the lin.ited re:sedial sails wwk which has transpired, the licensee
'. has canaged to; penetrate blectrical duct banks, a condenser header drain;

i

line, an abandoned sewer Ifne, a non-Q electrical duct bank and a 72-inch .' N circulating sate: line. All of these occurances have happened because of'

5 t' '

e lack of c ntrol and attention to details.? Wenever ap; cached by thes
! (c NRC as< to the adt@acy of review prior to atte pting to drill, the NRO

reenives responses which strongly suggest dd the ti=a was not takan tof

,, ' '
,

I Perfor= these reviews - perha;s taking this time would i=;act on thai .

s ch edule,-
.

,
,.

.

J

By virtue of an ear 11'er. A:A3 ceder, the licenses is repired to perfe=i 15.

trend analyses for r,ctretic =f.ng conditiens. These trend a.alyses have,'

in the past, masked the ' data such that chvious trends are not chvious and
j has resulted in negutive fMdings+ by the NR:. This was addressed in ene

of the e arlie SA:.? =cethys. Meantly, while perfc=ing a review of -
, ,

hanger welding data,;the NR: inspector fcund that the statistical data hadi s
;

, been diluted to de poinu that the nu=ber of v. satisfacto.y hange.s couldt!
,

. not he deterr.ined fras the trend analyses or the type and degree of non-,

c=nfo=ing conditi:ns which were behg identified pertinent to the hanger, ~

.

* fabrica.ica. '

,

t. 17. The" licensee enr, tin'ually v6uld use the NRC staff as *c=nsultants and clas-.

! sifies a regulatn:y and enforce =ent positica as counta: productive. ?..is
, , ,

is rrfle: ed hy. ths licensee not wishing to perfo= C-wcrk without obtain-
'

'

ing N7C prior a;;. sval anfs th an add:sssing only these assas where the NRO
has voiced a regulato:/ = macs:n - ; :vided it is c:nvenient to the licensee.
Thir attitude has ptr icularly. prevailed in the re=edial scils issue and to '->

,
'

; a lessr2 derzee is. the ele =trical hstallation ~ areas. Ins ; sfe::ed NR
j inspe or scia would be fer the licansas to ge .e: ate his ;;;;;a= to esta-

blish pality and then the NRO would ap;;ove er disa;;?.sve. H:vever, the
licensee re uires en. sultatica v'ith the NR: to air:=.blish his level of .)s

_ . quality rapire=ents. ~ -
'

Tha above is not intende! to he'a complete list of a13 discrepan=les which indi-
case pestionable licensee perf omance as this wou1Tiepire a m :a exte..sive4

review of the re s ds Ed inspection personnel ! x1ved than time pe==its. Also,
there has been no atte.:st to systa=atically docu...ent the ,enfer:e=ent and ur.re-
selved itens list as these are =catained in other info =atien sour:es. E:vever,

9 the listing is raths: c ;:st.ansive of the types of. situations and attitudes whi=h
Prevail at the P.idland site as shservad by the NRC inspector staff.

~

,-

W en cons'idering th$ above listing of questienahle'11:ensee perf===an:o attributes,
the most, damning csncept'is the fact that the NRC inspection effort at Midland has4

been purely reactivo in nature for approximately the last year, and that these,
,

indicators a:s what' have been chserved in a;;::ximatslysthe last six =enths.< >
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Jtaly 23,1982.
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i -

,

these are the types of Ita s that have become an NRC nuisance under a reactivs
i

inspection program, one cani only wonder at what would be disclosed undar a,

j rigorous routine inspec.lon and audit program.
< . . .

Sincerely, -

.

t I

! +
.

<

.

I R. J. Cook.

; Senior Pesident Znspector
Midland Site Resident Cffice

ec: W. D. Shader
i D. C. 3 yd

.

i R. N. Cardne
i R. B. Lands =an

E. L. Etrgess
!
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i
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.

MZMORANDO' 70R: Region III Tiles.

8

TRCM:
Robert T. Varnick,, Acting Director, Office of Special Casas

SnJICT:
MIITING 3I!VIIN NRR AND RICION III RI CC::502RS ?oWER COMPANTPERTOR'.OCI AT MIDIAND (DN30-329; 30-330)

t.
,

on July
D. C. Eisenhut,26,1982, R. 7. Vernick and Ja=es C. Kappler met with I. C. Case,
J. Ruthers to discuss the perfor:ance of consu=ars 7 aver Cenpany at theR. H. Voll=ar, R. C. Tedesco, T. E. Novak, V. D. Patra, andMidland site.

During the testing reference ves =ade to infor:ation centained in two =e=os
from the RIII staff. Ihe first me=o dated June 21 1982 is from
C. E. Nerelius and R. L. Spessard and concerns sugg,ested changes for theMidland Project.

T2ie second se=o dated July 23, 1982 is.from R. J. Cook
,

and concerns the licensee's perfor=ance at Midland. '

C.. pies of the menosare attachad.
.

.

The meeting resulted in the folios-ing recen=endations:
. .

p-
(1)

Region III should obtain the results of the recent sudit by KMC,i
; (2)

Schedule a public nesting between NRC and CPC manage =ent 1: Midlandt

Michigan, to obtain licansee e-#esent to acco=plish (3) and (4)i ,

below.

(3)
The licenses should obtain an independent design review.
slice from design thru co=pletion of construction.) (A vertical

(4) * The licenses should obtain an independent third party to cor.tinuously
)
|

tonitor the site QA imple=entation and provida peri ^ dic reports tot the h*RC. o
Region III is to provide a suggested outline for the centin-! unus monitertag function.

4 -

,

' Ndf$4,I.t* =

Robert 7. Var =ick, Acting Director
Office of Special Cases,

Attach =ents: As stated ,-
. .

ec v/ettachments: Meeting .

participants

; . pas n/ulta-

16
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MDfCIANDUM PCE: Janas C. Esppler, Eagional Afministrator
,

72cK
Robert '7. Warnick, Acting Dirsetor Office of Special Casas

SUBJECT:
CONSUME 3S PCWIR-MitIAND (UN 30-329; 30-330) ~

. .

!

When you crsated the Offica of Special Cases sud a special Midland factionstaffed
i ith individuals assigned solaly to that project, you indicated
.

your conearn with the Midland Project. You did this in spita of the favor-i

able findings of the special taan inspection c=nducted in May,1981, and theI

favorabia testinomy you gave before the Aconic Safety and Licensing Boardi on July 13, 1981.
You indicated your concern was based on the Systematic '', Assaassant of Licensee Yarforssata (5 ALP) report for the period July 1,1980

to Jana 30, 1981, the inspection findings since those datas, and the sonoof Jane 21, 1982,
by C. I. Norelius and R. L. Spessard suggesting cartain

changas be made at the Midland Project (copy attached as Enclosura 1).

At my request R. J. Cook prey red a suur.ary of indicators of questionable
.

.

license performanca at Midland.
. attached as 2nclosura 2. A copy of Cook's meno dated July 23, 1982 is

Because of your expressed concerns, you and I met' with reprasentatives from
.

NRK on J ly 26, 1982
to discuss Midland and Consumers Power Company (CPCo)i perfor=anca.

That naeting also resulted in recos=anded actions.i

of the meeting is attached as Enclosurs 3. A stunnary

To12cving the meeting with NRR, I discussed the recommendations of that meat- "

ing with our Senior Rasident Inspector, other members of the new Midland
Section, a=d former section and Branch Chiefs who are intimately familiarwith Midland.

.

Later that week (July 30) I spent a day at the Midland . site.i I attarsted theexit meeting followfag Landsman's and cardner's inspection, aat with OCs
and Bechtel management to get acquainted with them, and toured the plant site.

.

On July 31, 1982, I espressed my opposition to the recommendations we bad some's;

wp with in the NK1 meeting. My opposition was based on (1) opiniens expressed
by the Senior Resident Inspector, a Region III 3rsach Chief formerly respons1=
ble for the N2C inspection of Midland, and a Construction Section Chief who has
been intimately associated with inspections of Midland regarding the proposed
actions; (2) ny visit to the site; and (3) the inability of Eagion III to
articulate the problan(s) at Midland which' the above referenced reco=mendationswere supposed to solve.

I indicated that we needed to be.~r 6. .r..,.n.. ...%,. o ne venu ,..ew. o..tter identify oure -a r.~ .
. e m .,-.. ''
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Janas C. Esppler -2- August 18, 1982,

.

l '

|
On August 3, 1982, members of the Midland Section* met with you to discuss my'

opposition to the recomendations coming from the meeting with NP3. The
proe and cons of the recomendations together with other alternati as were
discussed.i

The meeting concluded with you agreeing to give the Section tantil
August 11 to deter =ine a better proposed course of action to resolve NRC concerns,

about Midland.;

i
'

~

lTo this and the Midland Section met together on August 4 and again on August 5 jfollowing our public meeting with CPCo on the SALP II report. Seversi altar-,

natives were discussed thcluding stopping all work on one unit, have an inds-,

pendent third party monitor all past and current constructica work, stopping I

work in selected areas, perfor=ing a construction appraisal taan inspection,
placing all sita QC work under CPCo. and establishing an aug= anted NRC inspec-
tion effort.:

t

! Although some members of the Midland Section thought that stronger setiens should
be taken, all machers of the Section agreed they could st.pport an sug=ented 2:RC,

i inspection effort coupled with ocher actions to strengthen the licensee's QC/QA -
i

organization and managemant. These recoc=anded actions are attached as Z= closure 4.

! It is rococ= ended the proposed actions to i= prove the licansee's perfornance
be discussed with N2R and then the licensas.,

;

.
t

4

Robert F. Warnich, Acting Director
Cffice,of Special cases .

'Atsch=ents : As' stated,

,
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Docket No. 50-329- *

Docket No. 50-330
| .. ;

I I Consumers Power Company ;

ATIN: Mr. James W. Cook |-

5 Vice President
'

i Midland Project .

j 1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson. MI 49201

Centlement

l We have reviewed your proposal to have the Stone and Webster Corporation
-

;
(S&W) perform the third party independent assessment of the soils remedial

!

work activities.'

!
The staff has received sworn statements from the S&W Corporation and:

| from the key S&W personnel (Attachments A and 3 respectively) attesting
; to corporate and individual independence. ,

* '

j .

The staff has also reviewed a letter. J. E. Brunner to W. D. Paton.!j
; dated November 15.1982 (Attachment C) which describes the contracts'

undertaken by S&W for the Consumers Power Company and indicatas that
S&W or its subsidiaries have no holdings of Consumers Power Company
stocks. The attachments to this letter have been subsequently notarized.

The staff h'as considered the qualifications of both the S&W organization
) and the individuals proposed as tesa members to conduct the independent

review of Consu=ars Povat Company's management of the Midland soil project. .

Inputs to this review included the information supplied in the above
submittals, the staff's existing knowledge of S&W performance at other
nuclear power plants and information as to S&W personnel competence.*

Our evaluation of these documents sevealed that the competence and*

independence criteria have been met as set forth in Chairman Palladino's
!

letter to Congressmen ottinger and Dingell of February 1,1982.
i

Based on our reviews we have determined that the S&W Corporation is ,- '

an acceptable organisation to perform the third party assessment of
the soils remedial work; however, the scope of the S&W assessment should

'

be broadened to include the following:
I=

.

I . *

l 1
*

i

|

,
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-2-', Consuners Tower Conpany -:,
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(1) Frovide a QA overview and assessment of the design work packages
..,

. j ,

to ensure accuracy and adequacy. 4

; i

(2) Frovide a QA overview and assoassent of the QC inspector requalifi-
,

sation and certification program. ,

(3) Provide a QA overview and assessment of the training conducted for
all personnel in the soils renadial work effort.!

(4) Erpend the work contract to include an assessment of all underpinning
work on safety-ralated structures on which underpinning work is|

| done while your contract with Econa and Webster is in effect.'

In adds. tion, the Midland section has reviewed Consuners Power Company's
.

I

performance regarding the installation of Piers W12 and E12 and hasconcluded that no major discrepancias were identified during this work|
(Menorandum,1. Landsnan to 1. 7. Warnick, dated 2/15/83 Attachment D).

-

14, 1983 (Attaehment E)Stone and Webster in their letter dated Tebruary
also indicated that no major perfornacce problems have been identified.
They have stated that in their opinion additional undarpinn4=g work could

I

be released for construction. .
.

Based on the inclusion of* the previously described contract changes, your2-

performance record regardius Piers W12 and E12, and the acceptability of
the Stone and Webster Corporation as the third party indepecient reviewer,

<

ve conclude that underpinning activities of safety-related structures may
Please submit documentation of the expansion of the third partyi

proceed.
assess:.ent to include the four areas identified above. . The work activities

I -

j will be authorized in accordance with the approved NEC/CPCo Work Authorization
| .

Procedure.

Should you have say quest.iosa regarding,this letter please contact
.

Mr. 1. F. Varnick of my staff.
Sincerely,~

' .

*
I
; Original sign *4 by

; A. 8ert Davis -

i

i Janes G. Esppler ,' '

Eegional Administrator-

-

i.

Enclosurest As state {
,

ecv/encif f-

See attached distribution list
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i - :

cc w/encit .

i DM3/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)
| Resident Inspector, RIII

j The Honorable Charles Bechheefer, ASLB l
'The Honorable Jerry Harbour ASL3

| The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASL3
The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASL3
William Paton, FLD
Michael Miller
Ronald-Callen Michigan

' - - Public Service Con =ission
I Hyron M. Cherry
i Barbara Sta= iris
; Mary Sinclair

| Wendell Marshall
i Colonel Steve J. Cadler (P. Z.)
!
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ATTAC1 DENT D'

?W/,

:

February 15. 1983 ,' ' '' #
'

,

. .

1
)cciogANDUM 701: 1. T. Warnick. Director. Office of Specisi Cases

,

.TERD: W. D. Shafer. Chief. Eidland Section

F30Hz 1. 3. Landsman. Reactor Inspector. Midland section

! gUBJECT: 1.ICENSEE PERFOgM13CZ ON PIERS 12E and 12W

i

RIII on Dece=ber 9,1982, authorized CPCo to initiate work activities
pertaining to the drift, sacavation and installation of Piers 12E and
12V. Subsequent to that authorization the licensee began work on
Decmmber 13. 1982. Due to the Diesel Generator guilding Inspection I

~
1 ,

: have had only enough time to perform five inspections to datarmine the
acceptability of the licensea's work in regards to these piers including

i
removal of fill concrete, shaf t excavation and bracing, bell excavation
and bracing, and reinforcing details and proposed concreting activities.

I have identified three concerne since underpinning-work began which
, .

( have been subsequently corrected or are in the process of being'

corrected by the licensee. m y ares ,

a) That the craftvorkmen were not receiving the required amount of -

specialized renadial soils underpinning training. The licensee
,

has agraad to espand the scope of craf t training, but does met
i have the details worked out to data.

|

b) That the licenses wanted to use a super plasticiser as an additive
-to the concrete six in lieu of good concreting practicas, i.e..

consolidation by vibration. Ihe licensee af ter what I consider to be
ascessive discussions'tinally agreed to vibrate all underpinning,

concrete in accordance with good engineering practica.*

. .
1

c) That the third party independent assessment taan is not reviewing *
t the d *;;. 4::--ats for technical adequacy. . They are only doingI -

implementation review to assure that the design documents are being
: followed. Fron discussions with Stone sad Webstar personnel, it,.

was determined that this important parameter was not included
in their contract. The licensee is presently considering incInding
this in the contract documents.

!

3esides these three concerns so other issues or deviations from regulatory
J requirements have been identified.

-
-

-

-
. ,,

-
.

,

*'Y?' Y' _ .a..-
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................. 3sactor. .Inspecbr............... ..... ............ .....
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Mr. J. C. Reppler February,14, 1983 ,

Administrator, Region III J.O. No. 14358
U.g. Nuclear Regulatory Commission MFS-3

799 Roosevelt Road
Glen Ellyn. IL 60137'

1

! RE: DOCKET No. 50-329/330 -

! MIDLAND PLAh*I - UNITS 1 AND 2

| INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF AUXILIARY BUILDING UNDERPINNING
ASSESSMENT OF UCRK ON PIERS W11 AND 112

As of February 11, 1983 the stone & Webster - parsons Brinckerhoff ,'
-

Assessment Team has observed the excavation, placing of reinforcement.
i

|
and concreting of underpinning pier W12, and the excavation, and

| ; placing of reinforcement for underpinning pier 112. In addition, the
Assessment Team has reviewed the drawings, procedures and.other documents

| j
pertaining to the underpinning work and has observed the performance of
the Quality Assurance and quality Control Organizations during the pro-;

'

grass of the work. .

During the period that the Assessment Team has been on site, daily
! seatings have been held with Corstruction, Quality and Engineering

personnel to obtain additional information and discuss observations.
,

i The Assessment Team has issued twenty Weekly Reports to the U.g.'

Nuclear Regulatory Com=ission. These reports have described the
| activities of the Assessment Team and summarized their observations and

.

,
'

findings.4
.

The Assessment Team has issued a total of five Nonconformance Identification
i

'

Four of these Nonconformance Identification Reports have been
| Reports.

closed out to the satisfaction of the Assessment Team. The remaining open.

! Nonconfdrmance Identification Raport was issued on February 10, 1983 and
!

the Assessment Team feels that it can be closed out in the near future
,

!

without i=pseting the progress of the underpinning. --. .

i -
The underpinning work is being performed in accordance with the construction

|
and quality procedures. As the work has progressed,the procedures have

l
been modified based upon experience gained during the construction of

The Assessment Team feels that these minor changes i

piers V12 and 112.
| are appropriate and will have a positive effect on the quality of the under-

|
t

I

I pinning work.
!

VP .
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2 Tabruary 14, 1983- .
.

''
JE

Based upon these observations and findings, the Assessment !=am is of the
.

This |

opinion that additional piers could be released for co . .. csion.
will benefit the quality of the work by allovirs the Contractor to main- |

,

;

teams from piers E12 and 112.| tain the experienced labor
!i

If you have any guestions, please contact sa at (617) 589-2067.\ ,

A.S. Lucks
! Project Manaler
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Attention to detail lacking
'

i
%1-Rsb systistsissLes relmsduet henk durtag =cmasse r"'

*

) Dels Nemsaff enser 'I don't trust 'em,' Nuclear "*- "
Probl.a. et the M.dtaed nel**r Regulatofy Commission in- m iieY,aa C,Yt ,'" dom j

^ ' * ~ ' "d

$""".D.k.re e ae .se,u s,*M,""'"C'"e5 * apector Roaa I.andsmanbank, tandemas sailed thatja "grees
*

mie said of Consumers Power *' Top e.,, gan,, w.
,

J ! r
.y%"'f,'!*'',,7 N.'**P' '' Co.*Thefe's too manyexam *wntwo druled erush it la swee

!. I

.

,, ' th
'

*

. The saa,,ren, Ms.e Landsmen, die. pies of them putting the cost ,tiaa. taedenen 4 -

, r
esseed *" buildings that erecked eher' quality ,hedule ahead ofHi Atao sAID it is tike p Ilhas ;

ed problau =th wt W and ac.

'ichose op
teeth * te get sensesary documente tem }:aesthag escesalvely because they ore |,

p ,g ;een trucudenpowlpepuud ils the unuty, e situatten whuh inhabne* i d
*! Ju.t seems te ne the atutude se eben stility emeists tassify at the, "N'"**** d 3*"r* ''*"*O'We might have haif.'edesse teaumer #

este." Lead.hian sad *Ne one a hery. heannge nest enk.The NBC alas wiu
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an'
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Y,eee,ed. e., r.ettens emo im = * a'h**"3"F M h**.e.tm te.t.f,i,e one of fou.r NRC in.'
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4 w-e e fede,ei d,s .see a .e saf-m u- + m
Atemw Safety Licensing seerd en remedia Bechtel Penet Corp.,4te aluet mm.

*

n'&a',' M,S,N;"u,'e"g g ~l med merk. en ed *underpea.I
.

4d aa p== ' ** =" '"e desent hew adeguese h nurE"e's nie indwi.ie s.,eu canonie.,/
I plant 1. built es "Had they%en ng esacrees. I ar

The heanngt edleontineetaday and neutd have st wert.* 1andy b'***="'# M"s m"p**O M * *'E
meat week at the Quality laa. ISIS maa nsed. W Lend.me

%(.*,W,*,"y * 4
.

South Saginaw. They are spee te the Felleming on ASL8 erder last year,* *W ,

{ Pekha. . g |
NRC.staffswmbero must approve aschtse,eir wk befwe sonstrw. termer chief et the hlndland emetana et.

Tilt WITNT.35ES were qsserloned tese ese begin. Without alw prestmas me NRC'emef as ceum |.
N I ** O' '*48* |

,

en day by Lyone Bernsbel.a hehing. fet prior approvel. Landemos ased. man'tenu"meny suI*''h'w ergtensat
s

4 see.D C.atterney, reseatteg atinen work u thessie should net eenLinue. |
intervener Bubere ins Me Ba *
aahee said .he pfene se show Ceem.e'>"I dent trust 'em." he esid. "There's aboutCaneueure .

jf *T!wy coat metat metr mesmeter
see many essabanof them putungthe

ei . M'

.

ere lake the *characte,r an.d ee,sne.e. ah " **N"**"""
eastend.erheduAs a esam,i eedefquehty.
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escursace empenenes by QA super.
einsre se the sets He said only one of

four supersimere bee any GA caport.'seek
| 4

etens varaus time, men supen .
' ' - - . . ha change ( QA

, which
tandeses and come about beesome of
NRC enseers. Howent. even though

} unqualified inspectore more repleesd.t .

the replacementa elee, are not quehAed.*
r ..A-.- es d,

*Esery time we rei ed a seneere ab.
out a senaan individual, they'd mese
him around," Landsman eeld. "Certaeat
Individeale.1 deel feel are quelaAed to
detheerjalk"

y
e Shafer said e *handnal* of quality

sentret (QC taaperters were eeruned
when the A$LB gave the sq>ehead fur '--
the underpinning work in Desember.
There more emeugh to begin the pregnet.*
he em6d. a

.

other - _ .w9meennaedsAme*
being'treined while the work pre.

1
esaded. Sliefpr said the set snilerges>

{ ! alag to maigue and that inoponere
poeded asyseteese esth the prgest be. -[ foretheyesold nesertaAed, 's

U

e The NRC matined the Kee'rtag(* , beard of a problem with a row of
. being budt enderneath the ones

\ and turh6ae butidangt The piere are4 .
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samtingAuther.
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at 'naolaiit, insp.ectoirs' saf '
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Ily). OLES !8El.*ER. ... N.. the heari'ngs. The hearings' are' sche-'have been a ' problem." Landsman

.
v.

. . ,..,.
..

.*
. , . .

....

llally Nemtaff w riter . duled to continue through Friday and added. .'
*

Problems at'the Midland nuclear rc<ume in June. They start at 9 a.mlat
Once the NRC l'ssued a. violation for

-..

plant went undetected.because proce- the Quality Inn.1815 South Saginaw, the IPIN abuses in February,Consum-
dures designed to' catch pour workman, and arc open to the public. . ers discontinued using IPIN. Lands-ship during the last two' years were * ' ' *

'' , ' " ' '

man said.The procedure had been used., ,
-

abused." federal nuc! car inspeltors Tile PROBLEM s' rose be'eause so'me since June 1,.1981.' * * " "
said Wednesday.

- -

quality' control tQCi inspectors used . . "They promised to reinspect 'any.
, .

However. Consumers Power Co. has IPINs as final reports of construction thing they'ever wrote an IPIN on,"discontinued the procedure. known as- problems rather than for their proper Landsman said. '. - - . o
-in. process inspection notices" !PINsi. purpose, as a preliminary inspection.

. INOTHER ACTIONatthehearings,and will reinspect all work reported the witnesses said. ''''

under the procedure. the inspectors Under the IPIN pro,cedure once the. NRC attorney William D. Paton told
.

iiumber of problems reached a certain the ASLB that the agency approvedsaid.
.

- -

The teitimony came from four U.S. level inspectors stopped. documenting. TERA Corp.to perform an independent
Nuclear Regulatory Commission in, them. Cook said. ' review of the plant's auxiliary feedwa.

; spectors during a hearing before the '"As a result, measures were not ter system. The firm has ofnces la'
AtomicSafetyand Licensing Board.. . established to prevent the continued Washington.D.C..and San Francisco. .'

installa' tion and use of these non. Darl S. Hood, of the NRC's Nuclear, . .
'

NRC SENIOR resident In,spe,ctor conforming items." according to an Reactor Regulation office. called the re-
Ronald J. Cook said that the procedur, NRG violation statement issued v .,, cradle to grave" procedure that
itself was adequate for reporting build, against Consumers.' will study everythi ng from the system's
ing deficiencies. but that some Bechtel. Supposedly, the work.was to be're* design toits installation and testing. '
Power Corp. quality control inspectors done a.'d reinspected a procedure , TERA also has asked to perforni '

_
known as the" return option.",But some proposed reviews of the diesal gener-misused theIPINsystem. .

Another inspector. Dr. Ross Lands. work was never sent back to the con- ator power system and the portion of
man. said the IPIN abuses indicate struction stage. the violation state- the heating. ventilating 'and air con.
quality control managers "did not have ment said. ditioning system which would keep the
a firm grasp on what they were doing.- Consumers "should have realized plant's control room habitable during a

Attorney Lynne Bernabei. repr,. they were creating the potential for radioactivityrelease. ''

eenting rittren interrenor Barbara Sta. ' misuse of the IPIN* by' allowing the Hood'said the NRC'has not:ye't
miris, said Landsman's statement sup. return option. NRC ins approved the Grm for thelast two areas
ports her claim that Consumers lacks . N.Gardnersaid.... .pector Ronald but added he didn't " anticipate any

. the competence to build the plant. . -Had they used the IPIN procedure. problems finding them aeceptable ".
.. . .. e

Consumers will def:r..| t!. 4;. properly, thst is, d6eument all the de* The audits'are to be performed inde.
pende

dures when its witnesses testify later.in ,ficiene,i on the IPIN. there wouldn't , e , ntly of the NRC's inspection pro -
4
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Next'six . months
may be do-or-die o
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| for nuclear' plant' "" g -
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By PA!!LRAU
j Dnely News esatf artn"er the NRCshould t he eben meriesnarel'

a
of ae presset. auch.u requtnas Can.

. ifidland nurtear plaat will be sena. aumere and Dechtel Phoer Corp to get '| h*
,

* Halting sonstrurtles work at the 1

,
.*

the NRC's written approval der aesstj dered if the taases programs toiniprove ausa(theconstructnen earn-
.

. ** .
* the plast's quahey arvet e&ctive. e alli probebly rocommend that the)eb

., ..

j audear reguleser testaned *beeday la be stopped if me have seJe that far. 4 [ --
.

, biseams really want to get out er that role as
*

,

[
'

James O Keppler, Regwe !!! adme. * esen as I can, as esen se I ben eens- br wor *=$ \assuster for the UA Nuclear Regula. desee that GA will be implemented
tery Commansen, saed has esency properly.*Kepplertensaflete

already na desag as mapruedented neppler believes that the new preg.
'

amount of *handheiding* with Cee- ram = 6nvolung anere NRC eorutany r. ,

sumersPe==rCa andthatheedieen. and a series of 6aspectione and eusando
a. der shutting duea the project af the audits of the pl.nt's quahty and dowgn* .

6 *. astu s,.aearmens -. thauld ture the prepct around and
,

Keppler send the utdity's perfbnn- make a hiture work halt unneceenary.
anee esee the aest asa months odt be met work on the plant's safety.relatied * *

theartsscal test That should be enough systema la new voluntanly hahad by ;'
, time tojudge whether Canumers Pe Consumars Powertopernut aimaepee- .

dj er's new sonetro: tion completion plaa taan. ;'

.

and aseectated third party reviews of "It's my www that that effort should I
*

I
the plant's quahty 3:11 aneure proper be suffletent to provide the kind of '. * 1

} sen.truction.he saad. *
assurance this board needs the NRC

.

{ Keppler tald the Atomas Safety and needs and the pubbe needs that the *

-laensens Bo rd sA5LBi. ohuh has plant will be baalt propwly. If that
*

. *

* pren sunducting Stadland plant 16eena program doeea't work. I dont knew *
;

mg hearings this seek, that the NRC It *

.has abandoned "true regulatury poet. what ml! unless ee budd it ourselves.* .I RNAC
,

, gepplerent A*
: ,ure*and hos brieme ese novel ed with

]' . . . eevernwmg eensuuctaen at the Midlead IN OTitER TESTlalONY. Keppler pplass- .

sold etstrea 6newvener Mary Banciaer,

41RF. CETUNO VERY close to th a the public wdl not have e este la *
*

almeet doeng it eerse:f.* he said of the chmee ef eutside Arma to senduct
building the plant *l res!!y feel that spe independent, third party audata of .

the NRC. as a regulater theuld ast be the plafit'oeuahty and doesga.
.

*
}

**inthat reis? '

1dont behmia the ehmd
.

.

.

Keppler said the NRC adopied the af denannen.edens, and I mtend to re .
role due to senunuing brukdowns of met the aslong u t have thssWho

.. e
quahty soeursare tQAl programa at osad

.
*

i +. . *
*

tAe M dland plant. He eas asked by la a related ares.Keppler said that a'

. ASL5 Chairman Charles Bechh.awfor af gener frees the Gewwnment Arteunta-
bil.ty Prusset sGAPI pretenting the har., *

ing of 5 sane & Webster. en engi.ne.en.as 1, e.
NRC,s Kepplere com-,., mee. ds .or

e
useand ua la -eanb. thm. -

.

1,#1 aS fougs,. is,nerse gew .e,b b, ae n,-
e 33ra, s..elair had b.en arguing,

. ,.

e,
# bawd se CAra reeverch late $4W. L JasyOU////nd aatno Armahmideths.bes. hired -

*
4 . .

! , ,,,,,,,e,,t . meal . lie over.se. * M*dkad h*'"** '' had *ahabiud r-

P''' 9^ "d ''**"8

4"8' '"'e'M"d'e" '
weh .: a M.cand evelear plant and

'='" * shmham utNin
,ge,,eam uys he. a eevgh reg. Pomtnesleerplants L,many

i
James 0 Keppler, adminisereter of "Th e tent se ugi m rtng wee..

aanse an atesumatry 8the U S Nuclear Regulatary Comaue. ''mandar diatnbe about,,muldet ente
,

a Kepew toldanon's Reglee !!! e(llas, mede the sem-
.

w*
me. Tsuday during the hcensazg *de sonobs weH.and somegastaa@ns am pew %beanngfor the Midland pfsat.

, s
they .

Keppler appargally aas pertaarbed dont de med Laek n SeMe - ther - *

''h'M'' N'dlap la mot se g .d as et
**4by a line of questaaning pursued by in.

servener Mary Sinetaar, and defended ''"" ,
* *

etsema regard 4ag the Midland
n!!CHAEL' WILLER. ait attermey

.rw b-n a taigh on regulauen a " a a""8 C am reww sin
g,y, rrgsenat edmasastratar in t he em

m"w'wanned"K"epWer en peestm
, ,

any .-
es,d KeppIw. notans he's imeued "F*as of wwk at as &l4eand plant ,

move Anes and and'aken mere enteree- Keppler agreed that the quelaty audata
mem setaans than wher NRC emetals by the autode Arme will be more ther.

.

* **
le eesrpersW passtsens eveh than theNRCcas perferin.

|,,

He ease Arma ehech budd nuclear Keppler else sgreed tlast eight rement-
pl.nt *thank re eay out am lea Aeld ta events tend te assure ham Q A esimpre.

**

' terms of segulatog the indastry. Se. ving, ahhough CAP attorney Lynne
leeve me. =e re regulatsag tough sa Re. Bernahse diluted that testimony esmo .gian t!La that by peamteg out that osme of the

,

.

Keppler esed be and n!rs Sinclair lepre-ements were dese et the NRC"s
*

diesgree only en how to headle prob. lainauwe and met Cenemmerei -,lems at the AhdIsad plant set that Out Maler esed he'd made hne peset.,
there are promus *lf yms doet re. "There'a e let gesne art at Maesad now

.

apeet myjudgmeet es it.1 m eersy.'he * 'that is posittee and not segettve sa ger.;
asad her,

as the NRCla eenevreed."he saad. / ,e e
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E nuclear olant s,,h. u; t dowr.i
. '* .

. , , w .. t *

W !;\I. SY DAVE SEDGWiCK $pl

News Staff Writer. ..'
progress report on an'Intet$tve

...u
.

NRC inspection of the diesel gener a!!aws. According to' Garde.'some'Q ,

I

MIDLAND - An activist "whis. posed to supply emergency power to Powator building. The structure is sup- tougher steps against Consumersgency inspectors wanted to take
.g.

t!e-blower's" group b...
.

} land Nuclear Plant are more severe.
N.

that construction Daw @s at the Mides to prove theplantincaseofblackout. er.
. .

; R
land Section for the NRC's Off!ce of disagreement wtthin NRCranksWayne Shafer, chief of the M!d. nied that the log entry showed anyNRC off!cials today, bluntly de,

.
.

,Y

mission soisthas admittad.than the Nuclear Regulatcry Com. Special Cases, kept the daUy log f.-
s

F.'
o . '$ A spokeswoman for the Covern. the NRCprobe., "I don't think there is any dissen.. I8' '

The fog showed the fo!!owing en the NRC's office of special casession,"said Bob Warntek, director ofment Accountability Project said try for Nov.10, . . . "The team is up ."Everybody is not identical in theirI ~

NRC officials played down the war. shutdown - w!]lthe group hopes to prove that top tight - wants to recommend thiM .

b nkin
rise of on-site inspectors about Coo. (civilpenalties.)". probably go for deal." g but I don't think it's a big

f. '
.

''i sumers Power Co.'s quality control

Sbater confirmed the authenticity agreed that a shutdown might haveWarnick said the NRC Inspeitors
program. *

J-

The Atomie Safety and I.fcensing the tog only indicated the inspec. Powof the document. But he noted that been necessary but that Consumers'l.
Board now ;s reviewing the quality tors' feelings at that time, and was| |.f er took theinitiative.' control issue, the latest stage of nota forma] recommendation

.
"We were thinking along the'~

-

Consumers Power bid for an operat.g?
"It was an ongoing investigation. samelines," Warnfek said.Ing!! cense,,

,

!
'

!{I AflerWednes' day's ASLBhear'6g, found a' lot'of problems " Shafer NRC!and we were upset because we had stuck to her contentfoo that the.Despite NRC decla!s, Msc Garde-
.

GAP spokeswoman Billie-Garde said. * s divided.-,

said she has requested the docu.
r *?:4

k
ments under the Freedom of Infor. tets in ll!!nois .would have had to indicationof that "shesaidThe agency's regional headquar sension, and the log entry is"I think there is signif! cant disl

-

-

mation Act. The NRC has turned ' approve any shutdown order,. bek oneover some
heldothers. papers to GAP and with. noted, .Ii - *, .-

',[' The NRC's" Midland tes'rn n.1, The hearings are certain to beat-
.- . . . -<

Ms. Garde 'c~ontends that' the made a formal recommendation to Keppler the NRC's rup next Monday, when James G.,
.

ever
breakdown in ality control is head'N egional admin-s ,

worse than the RC has puh||cly said.quarterson a shutdown,Shafer 1strator comes to Midland to testify.'
,

-

Cansumers Power forestalled on Cons,umers Power's quality coo ,admitted. As proof, she released the any omtbility of an MIC ordered
,r~ 1

contents of an NRClog wafen indl. shutdown when the utility' haltedtrolproblems.i
cates that NRC inspectors wanted most construction worklastDecem. has I diIn his written testimony; Kepplec ;

.

t,. .;m3 y
! t

o recommend a halt to construction ber. . ... *I'{I
*

ast fall.' n cated that the ut!!!ty can no-
*

.

.W"* * longer be trusted to build the plant:..

Th~e agencylaterfined Consumers property - that. an Independent-
-

1
The NRC document was'a da0y' Power $120,000fortheconstruction

.

9
,

.

e. ~ '

audit
| . . ormustreviewconstructico. : 4 !
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N-plant design lacked ,' common ; sense'
I" 7J h electncal penetration areas would sign deficiency sin the regulatory 10 plants was 50.3 items.The number.

'

By LORIESHANE a

- DailyNewsdaffwriter rest on " controlled." compacted fill sensei. it should be." -
- at other plants ranged from 19 to 102 * *

soils. . lie also said that the NRC itself was - . He largest number was found at theN -{ '
'items.'

%e original design for part of the Problems surfaced after those build. aware of the auxiliary building design
I Midland nuclear plant lacked " common

ing(were congructed. when Consum- in 1969 and appenved it as part of the LaSalle County Nuclear Station n Ilipi

sense." an NRC inspector sa.id Friday,- ers Power Co. discovered the fill soils utility's overall preliminary design be . nois, but Shafer.said that can be attri-
and didn't adequately protect public were not compacted adequately. Conse. fore it grahted Consumers a permit to buted to the fact that the NRC steps up

3 healtliand safety. quently.the part of the building which ( begm construction. . . its inspection effort when plants nears
Though it did meet NRd require-'

rested on fill soils settled more than the NRC project manager DarlHood said completion. . .,
: ments. Dr. Ross Landsman said the ori,
' gmal design for the plant's auxiliary .Part resting on hard clay, which put after the' session, however. it is " mis-

. ; * .a..*

building. including its attached control f stressonthebuilding. leadmg to say we approved the auxil,i. MILLER ASKED SHAFER about
ary building design in 1969. He said ) . severalmemorandumsorletterswhich 'j..

' tower and electrical penetration areas. . The utility now is underpinning, theNRCdoesnotdoanin-depthreview .j indicated Constimers was planrting to 1
,

wasdeficient. parts of the auxihary building with of each ampect of the prehmmary de- revise inspection procedures which the'

Landsman was testifying during a concrete piers to make sureit is ade.: sign.butlooksatthe-designconcept." . NRC has said allowed problems to go i
'

'. federal hearing on the nuclear plant. quately supported. . ; undetected. ,. .. '

The hearing is to determine whether - Landsman said that even if the ori. . IN OTilER AREAS oftestimony.the Shafer has criticized Consumers for ~s
mrk to fix soil problems at the plant is ginal design had been followed proper. NRC's Wayne D. Shafer said there has . being." untimely" in dealing with the
adequate and whether Consumers . ly - and the fill soil compacted ade.. never been a nuclear plant in Region ill . JPIN system. That stands for "in-

.
Power ,Qo. should get an operating quately - he still does not believe the. that was completely free of non C process inspection notices." which .
license. facility could have been operated with conformances. quality inspectors u'se to record con-

Friday's session covered various due regard for public health and Shafer has said in past testhnony . struction problerr.s. The NRC has said
topics, including Consumers' attitude safety " , that quality should be " built in." not some inspectors did not report all the

* *

'

and actions regarding quality anur- lie said the original design-calling t *inspectedin*at nuclearplants. problems they found and not, all the U,

for the structure to rest on two types of . . Under crosa exammation, he agreed work problems found were corrected.
'

ance, as well as the NRC's own inspec-- soil- hard clay and compacted fill- , with 100 percent success. then there .tion procedures. if it were possible to build in quality The NRC told Consumers'about ita 1 !
*

. did not make engineering sense be..
.

concern with the ll'IN system iast fall, d
Ti!E AUXILIARY BUILDING aits cause the part resting on fill would not ! *would be noneed forthe NRC." Shafer said, but Consumers didn't real. .

But. Shafer added.that doesn't hap * ize it was "such a big problem" unti! !between the two nuclear reactors. The getadequate support. .

Peninthe realworld." January. '. . .control tower and electncal penetra- -
*

tion areas are structurally attached to LANDEMAN SAID'under cro'ss. M IIer provided a chart showing the ' Miller showed correspondence be -
Consumers Power Co. number of items of noncompliance ' tween Consumers officials, h9 wever.

examination by'el Miller that the de. found at all Region Ill plants since ~ which indicated they were makingit, - , .

attorney MichaThe original design called for the su-
miliary building to rest on'very stiff sign did meet NRC requirements. 1980.There were 61 sucl items at the ~ plans last fall.to ravise the IPIN I

i

patural clay, while the control tower though he added that "ifit's not a de. Midlandplant.whiletheaverageofall * system. - ! .
.

.
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UNITED STATEg

8 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION .

$ ftEGION lit
e 79e RoosEVsLT McAo

GLEN ELLYN. ILLINols so137
eeeee-

APR 0 5 G83,

'
! Government Accountability Project

,

! Institute for Policy Studies .

ATIN: Ms. Billie P. Garde'

i Director
Citizens Clinic for Accountable Government,

'

! 01 Que Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20009

[
.

.

| Dear Ms. Gardet,

i
,

| Your letter of March 7,1983, commenting on issues presented at the
February 8, 1983, public meeting and regarding Consumers Power Company's,

; - | (CPCo) Construction Completion Program (CCP) for Midland Units 1 and 2

!'
described in a January 10, 1983 letter from CPCo, is being answered in
part by Mr. Eisenhut. He has requested Region III to respond to those

! i portions of your letter addressing matters which are the responsibility
4

of Region III.

j You expressed concern that the responsibility for the on-site inspectors
and the Midland Section has been transferred to the Regional Administration

; and Washington-based NRC officials. Let me assure you that the respons-
; ibility for the Midland resident inspectors and the Midland Section in-

spectors has not changed. They still report to se through first and second
; line supervision. Likewise, the Regional NRC inspection responsibility for4

t the Midland plant has not changed since it was assigr.ed to the Office of
Special Cases in July 1982.

'

In your comments you expressed concern that there sve been a number of
i incidents within the last several months where Rettonal personnel have
1 indicated one answer pertaining to construction wp:x, and then other action
i was taken after approval from NRR. We disagree with year characterizations

of the facts. Our position on each of your thren exaryles is as follows:
.

1. While it is true that Ross Landsman was not included in the conference-

*

call of February 8, 1983 regarding pier load test sequencing, his input
was subsequently provided to both CPCo and NR't.' At that time he agreed
with the conclusions and decisions reached during the previous
February 8 phone call.

2.
'

Region III (RIII) personnel gave approval for doing the Feedwater
Isolation Valve Pit (FIVP) jacking and they were aware of the*

licensee's schedule when they gave their approval. The RIII personnel'

who were at the ASLB hearing (the.same ones who gave the approval)
,do not remember making the statement you attributed to them; however,

.

.
~

*
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i

| they have stated that any references made by them concerning FIVP work
j activities commencing in March or April pertained to the actual drift-
i ing under the FIVP to pier 9 and not to the FIVP jacking work. The
| drifting actually commenced on February 28, 1983.
* 3. The NRC staff believes that "no major discrepancies" have been found

in the actual underpinning work. In reference to the cracks identified

.

during FIVP jacking operations, the licenses submitted a report to
i the NRC which concludes that the cracks were not indicative of any

structural damage having occurred to the FIVP. The NRC is currently.

reviewing this report and no discrepancies have been identified thus'

far. In reference to the February 15, 1983 memorandum from
j Ross Landsman to R. F. Warnick, tho three issues identified in the

memo were not considered to be major discrepancies. The three issues, .

have been satisfactorily addressed by the licensee.'

' With respect to another of your concerns, RIII personnel who~were involved
in the initial contacts with the Stone and Webster (S&W) organization do not,

i believe that anything they said or did prior to February 24, 1983, the date
S&W was approved, could have given the impression that S&W's onsite activities

; had been approved by the NRC.

You also expressed concern about the "as-built" condition of the plant and
i who will identify the problems at the plant. In this regard, RIII expects

the licensee's drawings and documents to reflect the plant as-built condition.
The special inspection of the diesel generator building performed by the
Midland Section identified differences between drawings and actual construc-
tion. We expect the licensee to identify existing differences and otherj

problems at the plant. In the CCP the licensee has committed to do this.
The NRC is requiring CPCo to expand the CCP overview to include the li-
consee's identification of problems. After the licensee has completed their
problem identification process, the Office of Special Cases plans to conduct
additional inspections to determine whether the licensee's inspection effort
has been acceptable. The NRC has also required that a third party conduct an
independent construction verification program after the CCP has identified

i the problems. This should provide a second means of determining the accept-
ability of the licensee's inspection effort.

Regarding matters which you identified as generi: problems, such as QA/QC
| documentation, training and recortification of HVAC welders, unidentifiable

electrical cables, untrained QC inspectors, and material traceability in-
1

accuracies, the RIII inspectors have or will address each one. Our practice, '

.
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when the NRC idantifies a generic problem, is to require the licensee to
I determine whether or not that generic probles exists in other areas of
j their plant and if it does, what actions they have taken or will take to
; address the generic concerns. Our inspectors review the licensee's response
; and assess the acceptability of it. The following specific actions have
t or will be taken to address each of the above listed concerns.

1. The RIII staff is currently reviewing the HVAC welder qualification
i issue. We will begin our review of other NVAC (Zack) issues in
' the near future,

j 2. The NRC required the licensee to reinspect electrical cables to
i make sure the correct cables are installed. As of March 24, 1983,
i seven cables were found by the licensee to be other than that

specified by design requirements out of 8,148 cables inspected.

3. QC inspector training has been reviewed and the licenses has been
required to improve QC inspector training.

4. We have required the licensee to address the material traceabilityi

problems identified to date.

We are not aware that what is and what is not "Q" soils remedial work is a
subject of controversy. As of March 10, 1982, all remedial soils work was
determined by all parties to be "Q". This determination was further clari-'

fled by the May 7,1982 ASLB order which adopted use of drawing C-45. This
drawing clearly identifies "Q" remedial soils boundaries,

i
The following information is presented in response to your questions regarding
the approval and work of Stone and Webster in their soils overview.

1. We judged the adequacy of the initial S&W work by whether or not our
inspectors found problems with the licensee's work that we would have
expected the overviewer to find. We also based our judgement on the

,
. adequacy of their reports.

2. We have not reviewed S&W methodologies and do not plan to unless we
find significant problems which they have missed.

3. We have not reviewed the revised contract regarding the assessment of
underpinning work on safety-related structures.

Regarding the procedure to be used to approve the independent third party
to overview the CCP, the Region will follow basically the same procedure*

as we used in approving Stone and Webster for the soils overview.' A

.
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meeting was held in Midland on February 8,1983 to discuss the CCP and to*

hear comments from members of the public. Selection of the overviewer;

! will be proposed by the licensee and that selection will be submitted,

to the NRC for approval. We do not plan to hold a public meeting to
; hear comments on the independent third party proposed by the licensee to

perform the CCP overview; however, we will consider all written commentsi

! received before our decision. >

1

i j If you have any questions regarding this response, please contact
i Mr. Robert Warnick (312/932-2575).
1

Sincerely,'

aBdk'

i e/ James G. Keppler
Regional Administrator

,

,

i

; cc: DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)
; Resident Inspector, RIII
'

The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB
: The Honorable Jerry Harbour, ASLB
| The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLB
1 The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASLB
i William Paton, ELD
; Michael Miller
| Ronald Callen, Michigan

,

i Public Service Commission
i. , Myron M. Cherry

Barbara Stamiris
Mary Sinclair

'

'

Wendell Marshall
i Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)
,

.
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does. 'well under way'%ean?"
,, . . . . . , .. .

.e.. *

t *'' . . . . < = .
. \ . .' By LORIE SHANE believe the instrumentation was near/ tion had begun prior to afarch 10,3!!!.~DailyNewsstaffwriter ly complete, though they don't remem. Ierasked w hytheNRCcared howmuch,

Whether the U.S. Nuclear Regula, ber the exact statementa. ofit was complete. .. .

tory Commission was misled about Others at the meeting, includm, g Landsman replied that "in the con-
| work at the Slidland nuclear plant bs. NRC, Consumers and B. chtel officials. text I used the word * begun,' it's also

i ' came a question of semantics Thurs. have said that they either do not re , meant to mean ' begun and essentially*

day, as NRC inspectors explained how member Boos' statements or that Boos . complete'? t -
*

I
| they interpreted statementa made by a mentioned the instrumentation, but: "I see,. so tegun' means complete,

.
.

I
.

'

Bechtel PowerCorp. official. did not give a status report on its com- too, or _ essentially complete,", Stiller;+

The 1.ispectors testified during a pletion, according to Charles H. Weil, said.r
..r..m.

federalhearingen plantlicensing. the NRC official who investigated the . Landsman did not immediately re-!
Theissue centers around a h! arch 10, incident. spond, but later said Stiller was " twist-'

1982, meeting and a Starch 12,1982, Some people said they took Boos to ing my words atound out ofcontext?g , ,
,

! telephone call between NRC, Cohaum, mean the work had begun, but was not .
! ' . . . .- .

ers PowerCo.and Bechtelofficials. finished, according to Weil's report. WEIL DOES NOT draw any conclu-
.

The meeting and telephone callwere Boos himself told the investigator sions in his report, but said his personal :,
to discuss how much of the ongoing thathewas tryingtosay,that thework opinion is that if you use the term -*

soils work at the plant should have to was under way, but not, complete, " lying' to mean any misstatement of.i
' '

meet quality assurance requirementa. according to the report. fact.
'

REGARDINGTHE51 ARCH 12 tele . li*d.,then "most definitely he tBoos
,.,

i Two NRC inspectors - Dr. Ross
, , . ~ . - -'

Landsman and Ronald Cook - have gIf the term " lying * means making
said they were led to believe during the phone call, a written transcript shows misstatements deliberately, then in
meeting and phone call that week to .that Boos said the instrumentation was this'came "the facta don't bear it out,"
install munitoring instrumenta as part "escentially wellunder way? W'II8834-

+

*

of the soils work wa3 nearly complete. "Does the word *essentiall'' mean ' Stiller t'eqk issue with'the cover let.
-,

,y
Based on that, the NRC did not re- 'almost,'or'nearly?' Consumers attor ,

quire Consumers Power Co. to go back ney 3!ichaellfiller asked Landsman, ter to Weil's report, which states that
and make the finished work meet qual. "Yes," Landsman responded- the NRC stairwas misled by Consum-
ity assurance requirements, though it "Okay,do the words'well under way' ers PowerCo.and Bechtelemployees.

lie pointed out during question ~ng
agreed the utility should show the work mean the same thing as 'completeT* that the only statementa made were byat least was acceptable, the inspectors 5! iller asked.
asid. , "Yes," Landsman replied again. Boos-a Bechtel employee-and that.

nobody recalled misleading ststements: During a later, on. site visit, howev-
Cook also said he took the phrase made by Consumers Power Co. offi.

er, the inspectors learned the work was "essentia!!y well under way" to mean cials.
!

onlyin theearlystages. nearly comp'lete, although he agreed
.

The inspectors did not say they were that in the nautical sense the term In that sense, the cover letter it'selfis
, . .,-

i t

deliberately misled to behove the work "under way" refers to the beginning. misleading. Weil agreed, though he l
was complete, but that if they had not the completion, of a ship's voyage.. said the NRC tends to view Consumers,

known on h! arch 10 that the work was Cook isin the U.S. Navy Reserve. sind Bechtel, as well as all the subcon.I only in the ea'rly stages they would >! iller also asked about the wording tractors at '.he site, as "one and the
have required the company to meet of Landsman's written statement to same?
quality assurance regulations. Weil, in which Landsman said it was Weil did not write the cover letter,it

agreed at the hfarch 10 meeting that was written by NRC Region !!! admi.
LANDS 31AN AND COOK have tes- work which had begun before that date nistratorJames G.Keppler,

tified tha Suhtel Pwvr Co. of!*.clal m.14 not be required to have a quality Landsman said he thought the referv |Alan J. Boos made statements at the assurance ptan.
enee to Consumers relatef ta a separat45! arch 10 neeting which led them to Since the work on the instrumenta- incident. .

- * ==- * *
t. *~, , , , _ ,
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Handwritten notes pertaining to the GAP discovery request on Midland for B. Stamiris.

Item 5 Documents relating to independent audits at Midland. *

1, 2-24-83 Notes on telecon with B. Garde. Follow-up on Midland m reting.
> 2. 4-18-83 Notes from meeting with TERA on IDCVP *

'
1

3. Undated notes on TERA IDVP

4. Undated notes on TERA IDVP

| S. Undated notes on ACRS requested report on design quality and construction adequacy.
Item 7.

e

Documents relating to the March 1982 SALP
'

6. Undated notes on Midland Salp meeting with Licnesee and Region III,
t

| 7. 4-26-82 Notes on Midland SALP Licensee Meeting.
i
e

f (. Record book with notes on telecons and meetings from 5,12,82 to present. Not complete.
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