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- MEMORANOUM FOR: George C. Gower, Acting Executive Dfficer for Operations

Support, IE

FROM: Harold D. Thornburg, Director, Division of Reactor Construction
Inspection, IE

SUBJLCT:

COMMENTS ON NEEDED ACTION ON MIDLAND ENFORCEMENT PACKAGE

RIIT tranunitted an enforcement package to me dated April 3, 1979 and that
Package wa:, sent to X00S as directed by J. Davis's memorandum of March 21, 1979.

RCI providi.g corments on the enforcement package in a memorandum dated

June 13, 1979 (see Enclosure 1) to X00S for coordination. We have not seen
' any positions in writing from NRR on the package. Since that date there have

been severq) meetings (8/1, 8/3 and 8/16) which addressed, at least in part,
the questiing centering around further action on the enforcement package.
The weetin.s were attended by personnel from NRR, ELD and IE. The various

elements nicessary to make a finding on a material false statement were
examined.

b.

Is the statement false?

I5 the statement material?

€. Under what circumstances or in what frame of mind was the statement made

(Willful, deceitful, careless disregard)? .

As a result of these meetings and the subsequent discussions by telephone wi
representatives, we are of the opinion that the enforcement action shoul
be taken on Item 1 of the package as a material false statement in that the
f111 used at the site was nct the type stated in the FSAR as having been usec
(random vs angineered structural fill). The NRR conclusions on the other fow
ftems were that the statements were not material and indicated “poor QA N
b ¢

performance® on the part of the licensee.
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Further, it is our opinion that the fact that there are four clear instances

of conflicting statements in the FSAR vs what was actually done, is evidence of
improper internal coordination and failure on the part of the licensee to
assure that accurate information was being provided in the FSAR. These constitute
sufficient facts to make a finding that the material false statement was made

in careless disregard of the facts. This would make the material false

statement subject to a civil penalty vs actions allowed under the Administrative
Procedures Act for the "second chance.”

. We strongly recammend that XO0S advise RIII to prepare the enforcement package
“4n this manner and that we proceed quickly on this matter. We understand that
there is a reluctance by some in the NRC against finalizing an action on
material false statements while the bigger questions of the QA program and
work being done at the site as corrective actions which are not yet approved
by the NRC are being considered for action. In our opinicn, the two matters

are distinct and 1E should proceed with the initiation of enforcement action
on the false statement. .

If you have any questions, please contact us.

6‘7@.4/4’:’7/4«1‘2/

Harold D. Thornburg

Director

Division of Reactor
Construction Inspection, IE

. Reinmuth, IE
. Keppler, RIII
. Brockett, IE
ood, NRR

. Norelius, RIII

cc:

G. W
J. 6
T. W
D. H
C. €
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Zearing. As such, this information 1s being fervarded fcr your actier.
e ——
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MVIMORANDUM FOR: H. D. Thormburg, Director, Division of Redctor . ‘
Construction Inspection, IE \ s L..-’/‘.;' '
FROM: James G. Reppler, Director \ ' ,;‘,’70 /

SUBJECT: MIDLAND SIMMARY REPORI

The attached report, which represents Regicn I111's overall assessment
of the Midland coastruction project to date froz a regulatory standpoint,
was ¢iscussed with vou and representatives from vour staff, YRR, and

~-—

CILD during our meeting at HQ's on February 6, 1979. During that
zeeting, it wlg_s.enshdtd_r-han.&hu.xtpoxuhould_bc.pr:\'ﬂc’ to OELD !

Py
,‘c;_:u:g:.u:al-Lo._thLLiccnsin Board and the vazjo.s parties to the ~** {FQ'L
J

e believe the zeeting vas quite useful in receiving feecback from the P
various SRC people i.volved relative to our position on the status of
cshis facility.

siease contact ce if you have any questions regarcing this zatter..

James C. Keprlier

Director -
Attachment:
!:}dlnnt‘. Suzmary Report
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1216-7/72
12/17/73

MIDLAND SUMARY REPORT

50-329 ané 50-330

on Perzits - CPPR-8l1 and CPPR-82
sued - Decezber 14, 1972
or - PWR; Unitc 1, 492 ﬂkc';_ﬁnit 2, BlE Mve

ler Babcox & Wilcex

Bechtel Powver Corporation

Dates Teit 1, 11/81; tric 2, 11/80

Cozstruction ~ Unit 1, 525, Unit 2, 56%; Engineering 80"
one-half{ the stea= production for Unit 1 is dedicated,
be supplied to Dew Chexmical Cerporation, through
laticn heat exchangers. Capadili:zy exists to alternate
ke stear source upon de=and.

Liszing of Madcr Events

S2art of Censtruction under exemptieon

Site inspection, four ite.. of nomcespliance identified,
extensive reviev cduring CP hearings

Plant in sothtalls pending .CP
C? issued

Iaspection at Bechtel Ann Arbor offices, five items of
noncormpliance identified

Inspection at site, four items of noncompliance idestified
(cadweld problez) preciplitated the Show Cause Order

Licensee answers Show Cause Order co=mits to improvesents
on QA prograz and QA/QC staff

Show Cause Order issued suspeniing cadvelding operatien
Special inspection cenducted by RIII & EQ personnel

Show Cause order modified o allow cadwelding dased on
iaspection findings of 12/6-7/73



i

12/5/7‘ CP reported that rebar spacing out of specificatien 50
locaticns in Unit 2 containment .

3/5 & 10/75% CP reported that 63 6 rebar were either missing or
eisplaced in Auxiliary Bullding

3/12/75 RIII held canagesent meeting with CP



8/21/75

3/22/76

3/26/76

5/14/76

5/20/76

6/7 & 8/76

6/1-7/2176
7/28/76
8/2/7¢

&/¢ - 8/8/76
8/13/76
10/29/76
12/10/76
2/28/17
4/18/77
4/29/177

$/5/77

CP reported that 42 sets of #6 tie bars were missing
in Auxiliary suilding

CP reported that 32 #8 rebar were omitted in Auxiliary
Building. A stop-work orcer was i{ssued by CP

RIII inspector requested CP to inform RIII when stop-werx
order to be lifted and to investigate the cause anc the

extent of the problem. Additional rebar pteblcns_idcntifioi

during site inspeciion

CP lifted the stop-work order

RIII performed in-depth QA inspection” at Midland
RII1 managezert discussed inspection f£indings with
site perscnnel

RII1 managezen: meeting with CP President, Vice Presicent,
ané others. ’

111 follow up meeting with CP cmanagement and discussed
the CP 21 correcticon cor=itments :

Overall resar c=issicn revieved by R. E. Shcw;akc:

CP s:ops concrete placement werk wvher further redar
placezent errcrs found by their overviev prograc.
PN-I1I1-76-52 issueé by RIII

RII1 reco=sends HQ notice of viclation be issued
Five week full-time RIII inspection conducted
Notice issued

CP responded to HQ Notice of Violations

CP revised Midland QA program accepted by NRR

Unit 2 bulge of containsent liner discovered

Tendon sheath omissions of Unit 1 reported

1AL {ssued relative to tenden sheath placement errots

Managezent n‘c:ia; at CP Corporate Office relative to
1AL regarding tencon sheath problem
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§/24=27/77

6/75 = /N

7/24/78
8/21/78

12/78 - 1/79

Special iaspection by RIII, RI and RQ personnel to
deternine adequacy of QA program icplezentation at
Midland site

Series of zeetings and letters between C? and NRR on
applicability of Regulatory Guides to Midland.
Coz=itments by CP to the guides was responsive

.Cons:ructten resident inspection assigned

Measurements by Bechtel indicate excessive settlement
of Diesel Generator Building.0fficially reporied to
RIII on Septezber 7, 1978

Special investigation/inspection conducted at Midland sites
Bechtel Ann Arbor Engineering cffices and at CP corperacte
offices relative to Midland plant £il]1 axéd Diesel

Generator building settlement proble=
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elected Major Events
Past Problems

d Solicing Problem.

anéd Shewv Ca

A Toutine inspection, conducted on Novezber 6-8, 1873, as a
result of {ntervencr inforzation, identified eleven exarples
of four Aencozpliance items relative to rebar Cadvelding

operations. These ite=s were summarized as: (1) untrainec

requirezents; and (4) inadequate procedures. dff’
AS a result, the licensee stopred work on cadveld operations > N
on Nevezber 9, 1973 which in turn stopped redar 1as:ulictionoir
The licensee agreed not to resu=e vork until the NRC revieved
and accepted their corrective action. Kowvever, Show Cause

Order was issued on Decezter 3, 1973, Suspencing Cadveléing
operatiens. On December 6=7, 1873 RIII and HQ personnel
corducted a special inspecstion and deterzined that construction
activity could be resurmed in a zamner consistent with Qualisy
criteria. The show Cause orcder vas modified on Decezber 17,
1973, alloving resusption of Cadwelding operations based ox

the inspectien Tesulss.

The licensee ansvered the Show Cause 0:der on Decerter 26, 1873,
CE=itiing 20 revise ané izpreve the OA Sanvals and procedures
and =ane Q1/QC perscanel changes.

Prehearing conferences vere held on March 28 and May 30, 187¢,
and the hearing began on July 16, 1974, On Septexber 25, 1974,
the Hearing Boare found that the licensee vas izplementing its

5 QA pregras in cozpliance with regulations and that construction

should net be stopped.,
2. ar ¢ cements ding to

Inizial identification 4.d report of rebar nenconforzances
Occurred during an KRC inspection conducted on Decezber 11-13,
1974, The licensee infermed the inspecter that an audit, hat
icentified rebar Spacing prodlems at elevations 642' - 7" te
652" « 9" of Unit 2 containment. This ftes vas subsequently
reperted per 10 CFR 50.55(e) and vas identified as a ites of
nencompliance in reper: Nos. 50-329/74=11 and 30-330/74-11.

Additional redar deviations and oaissions were tdenti‘ied in

March aad August 1975 and in April, May and June 1876. 1Inspectien
- TEP0TT Nos. 50-329/76-04 and 50-330/76-04 fdentified five

BeLiezpliance {tex=s Tegaréing reinforcement steel deficiencies.

Cacweld inspectors: (2) rejeczatle Qdwelds accepted by QC ;"
inspectors; (3) records inadequate © establish cacdvelds set o) ’t

t
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Selected Maior Events
Past Problecs

1.

Cadweld Spolicing Problem ané Show Cause Order

A routine inspection, conducted on Novecber 6-8, 1973, as a
result of intervenor information, identified eleven examiles
of four nmoncospliance items relative to redar Cadvelding
operations. These items were susmarized as: (1) untrained
Cadweld inspectors; (2) rejectatle Gidwelds accepted by QC
inspectors; (3) records inacdequate © establish cadwelds net
requiresents; and (4) inadequate procedures. dr

As a result, the licensee stopped work on cadveld operations » \
on Novezber 9, 1973 vhich in turn stopped rebar 1nstalln::o:01’
The licensee agreed not te resume work until the NRC reviewved
and accepted their corrective action. FKowvever, Show Cause
Oréer was issued on Decezber 3, 1973, suspending Cacdweliing
eperatiecns. On December 6-7, 1873 RII1 and EQ persennel
cornducted a special imspecticon and deter=ined that ceastructicn
activicy could be resured in a manner consistent with quality
criteria. The shov cause order vas modified on Decezbder 17,
1873, alloving resuzption of Cadwelding operazicns based on

the inspecticn results.

The licensee ansvered the Show Cause Order on Decesber 28, 1873,
com=igting to revise and izpreve the OA manuals and prececizes
ané zare QA/QC perscanel changes.

Prehearing cenferences vere held on March 26 and May 30, 187¢,
and the hearing began on July 16, 1974, On Septezber 25, 1974,
the Rearing Board found that the licensee was iz=plezenting 1ts
QA prograz in cozpliance with regulations and that coastruction
shoulid not be stopped.

Rebar en/?P nts ors Lea 0

Initial fdentification and repcrt of rebar nonconforzances
occurred during an KRC inspection conducted on Decesber 11-13,
1974. The licensee informed the inspector that an audit, had
identified rebar spacing problems at elevations 642' - 7" to
652' « 9" of Unit 2 containment. This ite= wvas subsequently
reported per 10 CFR 50.55(e) and was identified as a itex cf
noncozpliance {a report Nos. 50-329/74-11 and 50-330/74-11.

Additional redar deviations and ozissions were identified in
March asd August 1975 and in April, May and June 1976. Inspecticn
report Nos, 50-329/76-04 and 50-1330/76-04 tdentified five
poncospliance items regarding reinforcesent steel deficiencies.



Liceasee response dated June 18, 1976, listed 21 separate

ite=s (commitments) for corrective action. A June 24, 197¢
letzer provided a plan of action schedule for implementing the
2] ite=s. The licensee cor=itted not to resume concrete
placezent work until the items addressed in licensee's June 24
lezter vere resolved or irplecented. This co=mitment was
docimented -4n a R1I1 letter to the licensee dated June 23, 1576,
Although not sta=ped as an IAL, in-house zemos referred to it

as such.

Retar isstallatien and concrete placezent activities were
resu=ed in early July 1976, fellowing cozmpletion of the iters
and verificatica by RI1II.

Adéisional actien taken is as follows:

a8 By the NRC

(1) Assigrmment of an inspector full-tize on site fo:
five veeks to observe civil werk in progress

(2) 1I mazagezen:t meetings with the licensee at their
corporate offices

(3) 1Inspection ané evaluation by Headguarter perscnnel
Y. Bv the lLicensee

(1) June 18, 197€ letter com=itcing to 1 ite=s ¢!
cerrective actien

(2) Estatlishzent of an oeverviev ‘nspection progras to
provide 100% reinspection of ecbedzents by the
licensee following acceptance by the contracter
QC personnel ‘

c. By the Comtractor
(1) Personnel changes and retraining of personnel

(2) Prepared technical evaluation for acceptability eof
each identified construction deficiency

(3) 1lsprovement in their QA/QC program coverage af'eivil
vork (this was izposed by the licensee)

Asgion

“ On April 19, 1977, the licensee reported, as s Part 5C, Sectien

$0.55(e) ite=, the inadvertent czission of two hoop tende:n
sheaths fro= a Unit ] centainzent coencrete placexent at



elevation 703' - 7. The tendon sheaths vere, for the zost
Part, located at an elevation in the next higher concrete
placezent life, except that they were diverted to the lower
placezent 1if: t0 pass under 3 Steam line penetration ané
it vas vhere they were onitted. Failure to rely on the
Proper source docuzents by constructien and inspection
pPersonnel, com:r Suted to the orission.

An 1AL vas issued to the licensee on April 29, 1977, vhich
sPelled cut six licensee commitments for correction which
included: (1) Tepalirs and cause corrective actien; (2)
expansion of the licensee's QC over view program; (3) revisicns
t0 procedures ané training of consiruction and inspection
Persomnel.

A special QA FTORTas inspectior was conducted in early Mav 1977.
The inspecticn teas was cade vP of personzel fre= RI, RIII, ane
EQ. Although five fte=s ef nencompliance vere icentified, i:
Was the concensous of the inspectors that the licensee's
PTOgTas vas an acceptadle PYOgra= and tha: the Midlare

censIryce ym &ctivities vere ce=paradle to most cther
constiruction Projects.

The licessee isscved its final Tezort on Auguss 12, 1877. Firal
Teview on site vas cendicted ané Cocumented i= Teper: No.
30=328/77-08,

Curren: Freble=s

1.

Plas: Fi1) o Diesel Generator Suiléing Sc::lc:gng

The licensee inforzed the RIIZ office on Septexber 8, 197¢,
©f per requireses:s of 10 Crr 50.55(e) tha: Settlement of the

iesel generazor foundations and structures vere BTeater than
expected.

Fill zaterial gn this area was placed betveen 1975 and 1877,
with construction Starting on diesel generator building in :
mid-1977, Filling of the cocling pond began in early 1678
with the SPTing run-off wvater. Over the vear the water level
has increased approxizately 21 fee: and in tymm 1ncroal1n;

the site gound vater level, 1: 45 not known at this tize

vhat effect (if any) the higher Site ground vater level has

had on the plan f111 and excessive settlezent of the Diesel
Generator Bulléding., 1t s interesting to nete however, tha:
initially the PSAR indicated an underdérain §yste= vould be
installed to Saintain the ground vater a: 4ts Borzal (pre pond)
level but that ¢ later vas deleted,




The NRC activities, to date, include:

a. Transfer of lead responsibility to NRR frem IE by memeo
dated Novezber 17, 1978 ' :

b. Site meeting on December 3-4, 1978, between NRR, IE.
Cozsumers Power and Bechtel to discuss the plant fill
problen and proposed corrective actien relaiive to the
Diesel Generator Building settlezent

€. RII1 conducted an investigaticn/inspection relative toc the
plant £i11 and Diesel Genmeratcr Building settlezent

The Constructor/Designer activities include:
a. Issued NCR-1482 (August 21, 1878)

b. Issued Managenen: Corrective Actien Report (MCAR) Ne. 24
(Septezser 7, 187E)

¢, Prepared a propesed corrective acticn optien regarding
placezent of sand overburden surcharge to accelerate
ané achieve projer compaction of diesel generater
building sud scils

Presizinary review of the results of the RIII investigatiern/
{inspecticn inze the plant fill/Diesel Gereratsr Bullédin
setilesant probles indicate many events cccurred between
late 1673 anéd early 1978 which should have alerted Bechiel
and the licessee to the pending protlen. These events
scludes monconfeormance reports, audi: findings, fiell ce=cs
to engineering and prodle=s with the adzinistration builéing
£411 which caused modification and rerlacezent of the already
poured focting and replacesent of the fill material with lean
concrete.

2. sablish Acceztabilicy

Inssection and Qualisy Docuzentation to Is

of Ecuizcernt

This preble= consists of two parts and has just recently been
idestified by RIII inspec:iors relative to Midland. The sccpe
ané depth of the problez has not been deterzined.

The firs: part concerns the adequacy of engineering evaluation
of quality docudentation (test reports, etc.) to determine if
the docusentation establishes that the equipzent meets
specification and emvironzental requirezents. The licensee,
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oy on Novezber 13, 1978, issued a construction deficiency repert

(10 CFR 50.55(e)) relative to this matter. Whether the resers ..
was triggered by RIII inspector i{aquiriesfor y 1IE Circular
or Bulletin is not kmown. An interinm report dated November 28,
1978 was received and stated Consumers Power vas pursuing this
tter net only for Bechtel Procured equipsent but alse for
NSS supplied equipaent.

The second part of the predlem concerns the adeguacy of

ecuipaent acceptance inspection by Bechtel shop inspectors.
- EIxazples of this problez include: (1) Decay Zeat Rezoval

Pu=ps released by the shep inspector and shipped to the

site with one pump asse=bled backwards, (2) electrical

pezeirations inspected and released by the shop inspector

for shipment to the site. Site inspections to date indicate

adou: 257 of the vender wire terzinations were izp-cperly
crizped.

Insceczticn Eistomy

The construcsion inspection program for Midland Units 1 and 2 is azrroxinmately
30% cezplete. This is consistent with status of coenstruction of the tvo
units. (Umic 1 - $52%; Usnie 2 - 56%) In terms of required inssection
precedures aprroxizately 25 have been cozpletec, 33 are in progress

and 36 have nc: bdeer initiated.

€ routine inspecticn PTOgTas has not identified ap unusual number
of enforcezen: itess. 0 the selected majer events described adbove,
enly cne is Cirectly attridbuzable to RIII enforcemen: activity (Cadweld
srlicing). Tre other vere icentified by the licensee and reported
through the ceficiency reper: system (50.55(e)). The Micland dacta for
1876 = 78 is zaSulate? below,

Nuzber of Nusber of Iaspector Kours
‘ Year Noncozsliances " Inspections On Site
1976 . 14 B 646
1877 5 12 648
1978 ) 11 18 706

A resident inspector was assigned to the Midland site in July 1676,

The on site inspection hours shown above does a0t include his inspectien
tize.

The liceasee's Qa PTograz has repeatedly been subject to in-depth review
by IE 4inspectors. Included are:

1. July 23-26 and August 8-10, 1973, inspection report Nes. 50-329/73-06
and 50-330/73-06: A detatled reviev was conducted relative to the
=plezentation of the Consumers Power Cozpany's QA manual and Bechtel
Corporation's QA prograc for design activities at the Bechtel Ann
Ardor office. The identified concerns vere reported as discrepancies
relative to the Par: 50, Appendix B, criteria requiresents.

7

o




September 10-11, 1973, report Nes. 50-329/73-08 anéd 50-330/73-08:
A detailed review of the Bechtel Power Corporaticn QA prograc for
Midland was performed. Noncompliances involving three separate
Appendix B criteria with five different exacmples, vere identified.

3. February 6-7, 1974, reports No. 50-325/74-03 and 50-330/74-03: A
fellowup inspection at the licensee's corporate office, relative to
the items identified during the September 1973 inspection (above)
along with other followup.

4. _June 16-17, 1975, report Nos. 50-328/75-05 and 50-330/75-05; Special
inspection conducted at the licensee's corporate office to reviev the
new corporate QA prograz manual.

5. August 9 through September 9, 1976, repor:t Nos. 50-329/76-08 and
50-330/76-08: Special five-week inspection regarding QA prograc
icplecentation on site primarily for rebar installation and other
civil engineering work.

6. May 24-27, 1977, report Nos. 50-329/77-05 and 50-330/77-08: Special
inspection conducted at the site by RIII, IE and RI personmnel
to exacizne the QA progras icplezentation on site by Consuzers
Power Company and by Bechtel Corporaticn. Although five exaz;les
cf noncompliance o Appendix B, Criterion V, wvere identified, the
consexsus of the iaspectors involved was that the progras and its
izplezentation for Midland was considered te be adequate.

Although the licensee's Qualisy Assurance progras %as under gone 3 rusher
of revisions te strengthes its provisions, ne current conmcern exist
regarding its adeguacy. Their Tepical QA Plan has been reviewed anéd
accepted by NER through revision 7. Isplecentaticn of the prograz has
been azd continues to Le subject to further review with the mid-
construction prograz reviev presently scheduled for March or April 1876.

Consumers Power Cozpany expanded their QA/QC auditing and surveillance
coverage to provide extensive overviev inspection coverage. This began

in 1575 with & coz=itzent early in their experience with rebar installation
problexns and was further com==itted by the licensee in his letter of

June 18, 1976, responding to report Nos. 50-329/76-04 and 50-330/76-04.
This overviev inspection activity by the licensee has been very effective
as a supplezent to the comstructer's own progras. Currently, this

prograz is functiozing across all significant activities at the site.

Enfcrcezent Pistery

Approxizately 6 months after restart of conmstruction activities (1l menths
after CP issuance) an inspection i{dentified four noncocpliasce {te=s
regarding cadvelding activities. This resulted in a shov cause order
beirng issued on Decezber 3, 1973. This enforcement action vas aired
publicly “during hearings held by the Atomic Safety Liceasing Board

is May 1974, The hearing beard issued its decision in Septezder 1974

/0 .
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that concluded that construction could proceed with adegquate assurance
of quality. )
ldentification of reiaforcing bar problems began in December of 1874 with
the licensee reporting icproper spacing of rebar in the Unit 2 containment
vall, Further reinforcing bar spacing and/or ozmission of rebar vas o
fdentified in August 1975 and again in May 1576 with the citations of

5 noncompliances in an imspecticn report. An IE:EQ notice of viclation
vas issued regarding the citations in addition to the licensee issuing

a stop work order. The licensee issued a response letter dated June 18,
1976 committing to 21 items of corrective actiean. A Bechtel prepared
techaical assessment for each instance of rebar deficiency vas subzitted
to and review by IE:HQ who concluded that the structures invelved will
satisfy the SAR criteria and that the functicn of these structures will
be caintained during a2ll design conditicns. The RIII office of NRC
perforced & special five week inspecticn to assess the corrective action
izplezentaticn without further citatien.

The licensee reported that two hoop tenden sheaths were omitted in
concrese placesents of Unit 2 containment wall in April 1877. An
I==ediate Action Letter was issued to the licensee on April 2§, 1§77
1isting six items of licensee coz=itzents to be completed. A special
inspecticn was perforzed on May 24-27, 1877 with four NRC inspectors
(1=¥CQ, 1-21, and 2-RII1). Although five itezs of nonce=pliance vere
idenzified, 4t was the censensus of the inspectors that the QA/QC
prograz in effect was adequate. The comstructors nmencenformance repert
previded an alternate method of installatien for the teaden sheaths
that vas accepted.

The RI1I office of inspecticon and enforcement instituted an augmented

on site inspection coverage prograz during 1974, this program has
continued in effect ever since and is still in effect. It is noted that
the nenceszpliance hiscory with this prograz is essentially the sarte as
the histery of other RIII facilities wizh a comparable status of
construction. Further on site inspection augmentations was accomplished
vith the assignzent of a full time resident inspector im August, 1978.

The noncezpliance history for the Midland Project is provided in the
following tabdle.

'
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Sus—arv and Conciusions

Since the start of construction Midland has experienced so=e significant
proble=s resulting in enforcement action. In evaluating these problenms
they have occurred in clumps: (1) in Septecber 1970 relative to improger
placezent, sacpling and testing of concrete and failure of QA/QC to ac:
on identified deficieacies; (2) in September 1973 relative to drawing
control and lack of or inadequate procedures for control of design and.
procurement aciivities at the Bechtel Engineering offices: (3) in
Nevezter 1973 relative to imadequate training, procedures and inspectioa
of cadveld activities; (4) im April, May and June 1976 resulting fre=

a series of RIII in-depth QA inspections and meetings to identify
underlying cauvses of weakness in the Midland Qu prograz implezentatien
relative to e=becd=ents. (The noncompliance ite=s identified invelved
inadequate quality inspection, corrective action, procedures and
docu=entation, all prizarily concernmed with installation ¢f reiaforceszent
steel); (5) in aApril 1977 relazive to tendon sheath oxissions; and (6)

in August 1978 coaceraicg plaat soil foundaticas and excessive

settlezent of the Diesel Generator Building.

Fellowing ezch cf these problex periocds (excluding the last which is
still uncer investigation), the licensee hasmen responsive and has
taken extensive action to evaluate and correct the prcblex andé te up-
grace his QA pregra= anéd QA/QC staff. The most effective of these
licensee acticns has been an ov rview program which has beea steacdly
exyanded to ccver almost all safety related activities.

The evaluation beth by the licensee and 1E of the structures and
eguirzent affected by these problems (again except the las:) has
established zhat they fully peet design regquirements.

Sirce 1974 thase protlecs ravc either been identifiec by the lice:scc s
quality progras or provided direction to our inspectors.

lookizg at the underlying causes of rhese prodblems two commen threads
ecerge: (1) Comsusers Power historically has tendel to cover rely on
Bechtel, azd (2) ipsensitivicty on the part of both Bechtel and Consumers
Pover to vecognizz the significance of isolated events c: failure to
adequately evaluate possible generic applicatien of these events either
of vhich would have led to early identificaticn and avoidance of the
prebles including the last on plant £ill and diesel generator building
settlezent.

Notwithstanding the above, it is our conclusica that the problems
experienced are not indicative of a broadbreakzown in the overall quality
assurasce progras. Adzittedly, deficiencies have occurred vhich should
have beez identified earlier by quality ccntrol persomnel, but the
licensee's progra= his been efiective in the ultizate Jdeatification and
subseguant correction of these deficiencies. While we canmot disziss the
possidilicy that problemw cay have gone undetected by the ilcensee’s

overall quality assurance prograz, our inspec:iion progra= ias not identified
significant prodblex=s overlocked by the licensee =--- and this inspecticn
effort has utilized macy diffezent inspectors.



The RIII projezt inspectors believe that continuatiom of: (1) resident

site coverage, (2) the licensee overview prograz including its recent
expansion into engineering design/review activities, and (3) a continuing
inspection prograc by regional inspectors will provide adequate assurance
that construction will be performed in accordance with requirements and that
any significant errors and deficiencies will be identified and corrected.



e Y UNITED STATES /7T - TR s
S NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
L REGION 111

799 ROOSEVELT ROAC
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 60137

& -~ " .
October 18, 1979 -
MEMORANDUM FOR: R. C. Knop R. Cook
D. W. Hayes T. Vandel
D. H. Danielson F. Jablonski
K. Naidu E. Lee
G. Maxwell G. Gallagher
¥. Hansen K. Ward
P. Barrett I. Yin
FROM: G. Fiorelli, Chief, Reactor Construction and
Engineering Support Branch
SUBJECT: MIDLAND \LONSTRUCTION STATUS REPORT AS OF

OCTOBER 1, 1979

The attached report was finalized based on your feedback requested in
my memo of October 5, 1979. If you still feel adjustments are necessary
please contact me. If you consider the report characterizes your
cu-rent assessment of the Midland project, please concur and pass it

along promptly.

LS cnttly

G. Fiorelli, Chief
Reactor Construction and
Enclosure: As stated Engineering Support Branch

cc: J. G. Keppler
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Facility Data

Docket Number

MIDLAND SUMMARY REPORT UPDATE

- 50-329 and 50-330

Construction Permits - CPPR-81 anc¢ CPPR-82

Permits Issued

Type Reactor

NSSS

- December 14, 1972
- PWR; Unit 1, 492 MWe*; Unit 2, B18 MwWe

- Babcock and Wilcox

Design/Constructor - Bechtel Power Corpcration

Fuel Load Dates

- Unit 1, 4/82; Unit 2, 11/81

Status of Construction - Unit 1, 54%; Unit 2, 61%; Engineering 82X

*Approximately one~half the steam production for Unit 1 is dedicated, by
cortract, to be supplied to Dow Chemical Corporation, through appropriate
isolation heat exchangers.

Chronological Listing of Major Events

July 1970

9/29-30 &
10/1/70

1971 = 1972
12/14/72
9/73

73
12729173

12/3/173
12/6=7/73
12717173

Start of construction under exemption

Site inspection, four items of noncompliance identified,
extensive review during CP hearings

Plant in mothballs pending CP
CP issued

Inspection at Bechtel Ann Arbor offices, five items of
noncompliance identified

Inspection at site, four items of noncompliance identified
(cadweld problem) precipitated the Show Cause Order

Licensee answers Show Cause Order commits to improvements
on QA program and QA/QC staff

Show Cause Order issued suspending cadwelding operation
Special inspection conducted by RIII and HQ personnel

Show Cause Order modified to allow cadwelding based on
inspection findings of 12/6~7/73



12/5/75 CP. reported that rebar spacing out of specification 5.
locations in Unit 2 containmen: .

3/5 & 10/75 CP reported that 63 f6 rebar vere either missing or
misplaced in Auxiliary Building

3/12/75 RII] held management meeting with CP



8/21/75
3/22/76

3/26/176

3/31/76

4/19 thru
5/14/76

5/14/76
5/20/76
6/7 & 8/76

6/1-7/1176

7/28/76

8/2/76
&/9 - 9/9/76
8/13/76
10/29/76
12/10/76
2/28/77
4/19/77
4/29/M
£/5/77

CP reported that 42 sets of f6 tie bars were missing
in Auxiliary Building

CP reported that 32 8 rebar were omitted in Auxiliary
Building. A stop-work order was issued by CF

R111 inspector requested CP to inform RIII when stop-work
order to be liftad and tec investigate the cause and the
extent of the problem. Additional rebar problems identified
during site inspection by NRC

CP lifted the stop-work order

RI1I1 performed in-depth QA inspection at Midland

R111 management discussed inspection findings with

site personnel

RII1 management meeting with CP President, Vice President,
and others.

RIII follow up meeting with CP management and discussed
the CP 21 correction coc=itments

———
Overall rebar omission reviewed by R;/flehcvnakgz/)
CP stops concrete placement vork when further rebar
placement errors found by their overview program.
PX-111-76-52 issued by RII1I
RII1 recommends HQ notice of violation be issued
Five wveek full-time RIII inspection conducted
Notice issued
CP responded to BQ Notice of Violations
CP revised Midland QA prograz accepted by NRR
Unit 2 bulge of contaimment liner discovered by licensee
Tendon sheath omissions of Unit 1 reported

IAL i{ssued relative to tendon sheath placement errors

Management meeting at (P Corporate Offices relative to
IAL regarding tendon sheath problen



5724177

6/75 = 1T7

7/24/78
8/21/78

12/78 = 1779

217179

2/23/79

3/5/79

3721779

5/5179

5/8-11/79

Special inspection by RIII, RI and HQ personnel to
determine adequacy of QA program implementation at
Midland site.

Series of meetings and letters between CP and NRR on
applicability of Regulatory Guides to Mid.and.
Commitments by CP to the guides was responsive.

Construction resident inspection assigned.

Measurements by Bechtel indicate excessive settlement
of Diesel Generatsr Building. Officially reported to
RIII on September 7, 1978.

Special investigation/inspection conducted at Midland
sites, Bechtel Ann Arbor Engineering offices and at

CP corporate offices relative to Midland plant fill
and Diesel Generator building settlement problem.

Corporate meeting between RIII and CPC to discuss
project status and future inspection activities. CPC
informed construction performance on track with
exception of diesel/fill problem.

Meeting held in RIII with Consumers Power to discuss
diesel generator building and plant area fill
problems.

Meeting held with CPC to discuss diesel generator building
and plant area fill problems,

10 CFR 50.54 request for information regarding plant
fill sent to CPC by NRR.

Congressman Albosta and aides visited Midland site to
discuss TMI effect on Midland.

Mid=QA inspection conducted.



Significant Major Events

Past Problems
1. Cadweld Splicing Problem and Show Cause Order

2.

A routine inspection, conducted on November 6-8, 1973, as a
result of intervenor information, identified eleven examples
of tour noncompliance items relative to rebar Cacwelding
operations. 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) inadequate 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.
However, Show Cause Order was issued on December 3, 1973,
suspending Cadwelding operations. On December 6~7, 1973, RIII and
HQ personnel conducted a special inspection and determined that
construction activity could be resumed in a manner consistent
with quality criteria. The Show Cause Order was modified on
December 17, 1973, allowing resumption of Cadwelding operations
based on the inspection results.

The Llicensee answe-ed the Show Cause Order on Lzcember 29, 1973,
committing to revise and improve the GA manuals and procedures
and make QA/QC personnel changes,

Prehearing conferences were held on March 28 and May 30, 1974,
and the hearing began on July 16, 1974, On September 25, 1974,
the Hearing Board found that the licensee was implementing its
QA program in compliance with regulations and that construction
should not be stopped.

Rebar Omission/Placements Errors Leading to IAL

Initial identification and report of rebar nonconformances

occurred during an NRC inspection conducted on December 1113, 1974.
The licensee informed the inspector that an audit, had identified
rebar spacing problems at elevations 642' = 7" to 652' = 9" of

Unit 2 containment, This item was subsequently reported per

10 CFx 50.55(e) and was identified as a item of noncompliance in
reports Nos., 50-329/74-11 and 50-330/74-11.

Additional rebar deviations and omissions were identified in

March and August 1975 and in April, May and June 1976. Inspection
repcrt Nos. 50-329/76-04 and 50-330/76-04 identified five
noncompliance items regarding reinforcement steel deficiencies.



3.

Licensee response dated June 18, 1976, listed 21 separate iterms
(commitments) for corrective action. A June 24, 1976 letter
provided a plan of action schedule for implementing the 21 items.
The licensee suspended concrete placement work until the items
addressed in Llicensee's June 24 letter were resolved or implemented.
This commitment was documented in a RIII Letter to the licensee
dated June 25, 1976, Although not stamped as an IAL, in-house

memos referred to it as such.

Rebar installation and concrete placement activities were satisfactorily
resumed in early July 1976, following completinon of the items

2nd verification by RIII.

Additional action taken is as follows:

a. By the NRC

(1) Assignment of an inspector full-time cnsite for five
weeks to observe civil work in progress.

(2) 1E management meetings with the licensee at their corporate
offices

(3) Inspection and evaluation by Headguarters perscnnel
b. By the Licensee

(1) June 18, 1976 letter committing to 21 items of corrective
action.

(2) Establishm'nt of an overview inspection program to provide
100X reinspection of embedments by the Licensee following
acceptance by the contractor QC personnel.

¢. By the Contractor

(1) Personnel changes and retraining of personnel.

(2) Prepared technical evaluation for acceptability of
each identified construction deficiency.

(3) Improvement in their QA/QC program coverage of civil work
(this was imposed by the licensee).

ndon Sh h P
Letter CIAL)

On April 19, 1977, the licensee reported, as a Part 50, Section
50.55(e) item, the inadvertent omission of two hoop tendon sheaths



from a Unit 1 containment concrete placement at elevation

703' - 7" due to having already poured concrete in an area where the
tendons were to be directed under a steam lLine. The tendons

were subsequently rerouted in the next higher concrete Llift,

An IAL was issued to the license2 on April 29, 1977, which spelled
out six licensee commitments for correction which included:

(1) repairs and cause corrective action; (2) expansion of the
licensee's QC overview program; (3) revisions to procedures and
training of construction and inspection personnel.

A special QA program inspection was conducted in early May 1977.
The inspection team was made up of personnel from RI, RIII and HQ.
Although five items of noncompliance were identified, it was the
concensus of the inspectors that the licensee's program was an
acceptable program.

The licensee issued it's final report on August 12, 1977. Final
review onsite was conducted and documented in report No. 50-329/77-08.

Current Problems

1.

The licensee informed the RIII office on September 8, 1978,

per requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e) that settlement of the diesel
generator foundations and structures were greater than

expected.

Fill material in this area was placed between 1975 and 1977, with
construction starting on the diesel generator building in mid=1977.
Review of the results of the RIII investigation/inspection into
the plant fill/Diesel Generator Building settlement problem
indicate many events occurred between late 1973 and early 1978
which should have alerted Bechtel and the licensee to the pending
problem. These events included nonconformance reports, audit
findings, field memos to engineering and problems with the
administration building fill which caused modification and replacement
of the already poured footing and replacement of the fill material
with Lean concrete.

Causes of the excessive settlement iaclude: (1) inadequate placement
method = unqualified compaction equipment and excessive Lift
thickness; (2) inadequate testing of the soil material; (3) inadequate
QC inspection procedures; (4) unqualified gquality control inspectors
and field engineers; (5) over reliance on inadequate test

results,



The proposed remedial work and corrective action are as follows:

(1) Diesel Generator Building = apply surcharge load in and
around building to preconsolidate the foundation material.
Continue to monitor soil response to predict long=term
settlement.

(2) Service Water Pump Structure = Install piles to hard
glacial till to support that portion of the structure
founded on plant fill material.

(3) Tank Farm = Fill has been determined to be suitable for
the support of Borated Water Storage Tanks. Tanks are to
be constructed and hydro tested while monitoring soil
response to confirm support of structures.

(4) Diesel 0il Tanks = No remedial measure; backfill is
considered adequate.

(5) Underground Facilities = No remedial work is anticipated with
regards to buried piping.

(6) Auxiliary Building and F. W. Isolation Valve Pits = Installed
a number of caissons to glacial till material and replace
soil material with concrete material under valve pits.

(7) Dewatering System = Installed site dewatering system to
provide assurance against soil liquidification during a seismic event.

The above remedial measures were proposed to the NRC staff on
July 18, 1979. No endorsement of the proposed actions have

been issued to the licensee to date. The licensee is proceeding
with the above plans.

The NRC activities, to date, include:

a. Lead technical responsibility and program review was transferred
to NRR from IE by memo dated November 17, 1978.

b. Site meeting on December 3-4, 1978, between NRR, IE, Consumers
Power and Bechtel to discuss the plant fill problem and proposed
corrective action related to the Diesel Generator Building settlement.

€. RIII conducted an investigation/inspection relative to the
plant fill and Diesel Generator Building settlement. Findings
are cortained in Report 50-329/78-20; 330/78-20 dated March 1979.

d. NRC/Consumers Power Company/Bechtel meetings held in RIII office
to discuss finding of investigation/inspection of site settlement
(February 23, 1979 and March S5, 1979).



e. NRC issue of 10 CFR 50,54(f) regarding plant fill dated March 27,
1979.

f. Several inspections of Midland site settlement have been
performed.

The Constructor/Designer activities include:
a. lIssued NCR-1482 (August 21, 1978)

b. Issued Management Corrective Action Report (MCAR) No. 24
(September 7, 1978)

¢. Prepared a proposed corrective action option regarding placement
of sand overburden surcharge toc accelerate and achieve proper
compaction of diesel generator building sub-soils.

d. Issued 10 CFR 50.55(e) interim report number 1 dated September 29,
1978.

e. lIssued interim report No. 2 dated November 7, 1978.
f. Issued interim report No. 3 dated June 5, 1979.

g. Issued interim report No. & dated February 23, 1979
h. Issued interim report No. 5 dated April 30, 1979

i. Responded to NRC 10 CFR 50.54(f) request for information onsite
settlement dated April 24, 1979. Subsequent revision 1 dated
May 31, 1979, revision 2 dated July 9, 1979 and revision 3 dated
September 13, 1979.

j« Meeting with NRC to discuss site settlement causes and proposed
resolution and corrective action taken dated July 18, 1979.
Information discussed at this meeting is documented in letter
from CPCo to NRC dated August 10, 1979.

k. Issued interim report No. & dated August 10, 1979
L. 1Issued interim report No. 7 dated September 5, 1979
Review of Quality Documentation to Establish Acceptability of Squipment

The adequacy of engineering evaluation of quality documentation

(test reports, etc.) to determine if the documentation establishes
that the equipment meets specification and environmental requirements
is of concern. The licensee, on November 13, 1978, issued a
construction deficiency report (10 CFR 50.55(e)) relative to this
matter. An interim report dated November 18, 1978 was received



3.

4.

and stated Consumers Power was pursuing this matter not only for
Bechtel procured equipment but also for NSS supplied equipment.

Source Inspection to Confirm Conformance to Specifications

The adequacy of equipment acceptance inspection by Bechtel shop

inspectors has been the subject of several noncompliance/nonconformance reports.
Consumers Power has put heavy reliance on the creditability of the

Bechtel vendor inspection program to insure that only quality

equipment has been sent to the site. However, the referenced

nonconformance reports raise questions that the Bechtel vendor

inspection program may not be effectively working in all disciplines

for supplied equipment. Some significant examples are as follows:

(1) Decay heat removal pump being received with inadeguate radiography.
The pumps were returned to the vendor for re-radiography and
repair., The pumps were returned to the site with one pump
assembled backwards. This pump was again shipped to the vendor
for reassembly. CPCo witnessed a portion of this reassembly
and noted in their audit that some questionable technigues for
establishing reference geometry were employed by the vendor.

The pumps had been shop inspected by Bechtel.

(2) Containment personnel air lock hatches were received and installed
with vendor supplied structural weld geometry which does not
agree with manufacturing drawings. The personnel air lock doors
had been vendor inspected.

(3) Containment electrical penetrations were received and installed
with approximately 25X of the vendor installed terminations
showing blatant signs of inadequate crimping. These penetrations
were shop inspected by 3 or & Bechtel supplier gquality representatives
(vendor inspectors).

(4) 350 MCM, 3 phase power cable was received and installed in some
safety related circuits with water being emitted from one phase.

(S) A primary coolant pump casing was received and installed without
all the threads in one casing stud hole being intact. The
casings were vendor inspected by both Bechtel and BEW.

Additional IE inspections will be conducted to determine if CP has
thoroughly completed an overview of the Bechtel shop inspector's
functi.on and that equipment already purchased has been reviewed to
confirm it meets requirements.

"Q" List Equipment
There have been instances wherein safety related construction components

and their installation activities have not-beemwidentified on the "Q"
list.

«30-



This shortcoming could have affected the quality of work performe:
during fabrication due to the absence of quality controls identifiec
with Q" List items. Examples of nun="0" list activities identifiec
which should be "Q" Listed include:

Cable Trays
Components of Heating and Ventilation System

The Llicensee will be advised to review past as well as future
construction activities to confirm that they were properly defined
as "Q" list work or components.

5. Management Controls

a. Throughout the construction period CPCo has identified some of
the problems that have occurred and reported them under the reguire~
ments of 10 CFR 50.55(e). Management has demonstrated an openness
by promptly identifying these problems. However, CPCo has on
repeated occasions not reviewed problems to the depth required for
full and timely resolution. Examples are:

Rebar omissions (1974)

Tendon sheath location error (1977)

Diesel generator building settlement (1978)
Containment personnel access hatches (1978)

In each of the cases listed above the NRC in it's investigation has
determined that the problem was of greater significance than first
reported or the problem was more generic than identified by CPCo.

This incomplete wringing out of procblems identified has been discussed
with CPCo on nurmerous occasions in connection with CPCo's management
of the Midland project.

b. There have been many cases wherein nonconformances have been identified,
reviewed and accepted "as is.” The extent of review given by the
Licensee prior to reso ving problems is currently in progress. In
one case dealing with the repair of airlock hatches, a determination
was made that an incomplete engineering review was given the matter,

Inspection History

The construction inspection program for Midland Units 1 and 2 is approximately
60X complete. This is consistent with status of construction of the two
units. (Unit 1 = 54X; Unit 2 = 61X). The licensee's QA program has
repeatedly been subject to in-depth review by IE inspectors. The following
highlight these inspections.

1. Jduly 23-26.and August 8-10, 1973, inspection report Nos. S0-329/73-06
and 50-330/73-06: A detailed review was conducted relative to the
implementation of the Consumers Power Company's QA manual and Bechtel
Corporation's QA program for design activities at the Bechtel Ann
Arbor office. The identified concerns were reoported as discrepancies
relative to the Part 50, Appendix B, criteria requirements.

-1 -



2. September 10-11, 1973 report Nos. 50-329/73-08 and 50-330/73-08: ¢
detailed review of the Bechtel Power Corporation QA program for
Midland was performed. Noncompliances involving three separate
Appendix B criteria with five different examples, were identified.

3. February 6=7, 1974, report Nos. 50-329/74-03 and 50-330/74-03: A
followup inspection at the licensee's corporate office, relative to
the items identified during the September 1973 inspection (above)
along wi“h other followup.

4. June 16-17, 1975, report Nos. 50-329/75-05 and 50-330/75-05: Special
inspection conducted at the licensee's corporate office to review
the new corporate QA program manual.

S. August 9 through September 9, 1976, report Nos. 50-329/76-08 and
50-330/76-08: Special five-week inspection regarding QA program
implementation onsite primarily for rebar installation and other
civil engineering work.

6. May 24=27, 1977, report Nos. 50-329/77-05 and 50-330/77-08: Special
inspection conducted at the site by RIII, IE AND RI personnel to
examine the QA program implementation onsite by Consumers Power
Company and by Bechtel Corporation. Althouazh five examples of
noncompliance to Appendix B, Criterion V, were identified, the consensus
of the inspectors involved was that the program and its implementztion
for Midland was considered to be adequate.

7. May 8-11, 1979, a mid-construction QA inspection covering purchase
control and inspection of received materials design control and site
auditing and surveillance activities was conducted by a team of
inspectors. While some items will require risolution, it was concluded
the program was adequate,

The licensee's Quality Assurance program has undergone a number of
revisions to strengthen it's provisions. The company has expanded it's
QA/QC auditing and surveillance coverage to provide extensive overview
inspection coverage. This was done in 1975 with a commitment early in
their experience with rebar installation problems and was further committed
by the licensee in his letter of June 18, 1976, responding to report

Nos. 50-329/76~04 and 50-330/76-04. This overview inspection activity

by the Licensee has been a positive supplement to the constructor's

own program, however, currently our inspectors perceive the overview
activities cover a small percentage of the work in some disciplines.

This has been brought to the licensee's attention who has responded with

a revised overview plan. RIII inspectors are reviewing the plan as well

as determining it's effectiveness through observation of construction work.
A specific area brought to the attention of the Licensee was the lack of
overview in the instrumentation installation area. The licensee has
responded to this matter with increased staff and this item is under

review by RIII inspectors.



The RIII office of inspection and enforcement instituted an auamentec
onsite inspection coverage program during 1974, this program has continuec
in effect until the installation of the resident inspector in July 197E&.
Enforcement History

a. Noncompliance Statistics

Number of Number of Inspector Hours
Year Noncompliances Inspections Onsite
1976 14 9 646
1977 5 12 648
1978 18 23 1180
*1979 to date 7 18 429

A resident inspector was assigned to the Midland site in July 1978. The
onsite inspection hours shown above does not include his inspection
time.

*Through August 1979

b. An investigation of the current soils placement/diesel generator
building settlement problem has revealed the existence of a material
false statement, Issuance of a Civil Penalty is currently being
contemplated,

Summary and Conclusions

Since the start of construction Midland has experienced some significant
problems resulting in enforcement action. These actions are related (1)

to improper placement, sampling and testing of concrete and failure of
QA/QC to act on identified deficiencies in September 1970; (2) to drawing
control and lack of or inadequate procedures for control of design and
procurement activities at the Bechtel Engineering offices in September 1973;
(3) to inadequate training, procedures and inspection of cadweld

activities in November 1973; (4) to a series of RIII in-depth QA

inspections and meetings which identified underlying causes of weakness

in the Midland QA program implementation relative to embedments in

April, May and June 1976. (The noncompliance items identified involved
inadequate quality inspection, corrective action, procedures and documentation,
all primarily concerned with installation of reinforcement steel); (5)

to tendon sheath omissions in April 1977; and (6) to plant soil foundations
and excessive settlement of the Diesel Generator Building relative to
;g;gcquntc compacted soil and inspection activities in August 1978 through

Following each of these problem periods, the licensee has taken action to
correct the problems and to upgrade his QA program and QA/GC staff.

The most prominent action has been an overview program which has been
steadly expanded to cover safety related activities.
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The evaluation both by the licensce and 1E of the structures and equip=
rent affected by these problems (again except the last) has established
that they fully meet design reguirerents.

Looking at the underlying causes of these problems two common threads
emerge: (1) utilities historically have tended to over rely on A-E's
(in this case, Bechtel) and (2) insensitivity on the part of both
Bechtel and Consumers Power to recognize the significance of isolated
events or failure to adequately evaluate possible generic application
of these evints either of which would have led to early identification
and avoidance of the problem,

Ad=ittedly construction deficiencies have occurred which should have
boen identified earlier but the licensee's QA program has ultimately "y '
identified and subsequently, corrected or in process of correcting these deficiencie

The RIII inspectors believe that continuation of (1) resident site
coverage, (2) the licensee overview program, (3) the licensee's attention
and resolution of identified problems in this report, (4) ceasing to
permit work to continue when quality related problems are identified

with construction activities and (5) a continuing inspection program

by recional inspectors will provide adequate assurance that construction
will be perforred in accordance with requirements and that any significant
errors and cdeficiencies will be identified and corrected.



DETERMINE:

The Staff will consider the past history of problems that have occurred
to date during the construction of the two units at the Midland
site. It is to be determined

1) whether the known problems constitute a breakdown in the QA program
significant enough to warrant some escalated enforcement action,

2) whether there is any lack of confidence by the staff to accept

construction completed to date in all areas as if the issuance
of an OL were in the immediate future and

3) whether there are unresolved problems known but not identified by
individual staff members and

4) whether any actions are necessaiy by the staff to assure that all
construction completed to date is acceptable and

5) what actions, if any, are necessary in the future to preclude
future problems.



