UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY Docket Nos. 50-329 OM & OL

50-330 OM & OL

N N N N

(Midland Plant, Units 1 end 2)

TESTIMONY OF JAMES G. KEPPLER
WITH RESPECT TO QUALITY ASSURANCE

Q.1 Please state your name and position.

A.1 My name is James G. Keppler. 1 am the Regional Administrator of the

NRC's Region III office. My professional qualifications have been previously

submitted in this proceeding.
Q.2 Please state the purpose of your testimony.

A.2 In my testimony to the Board in July, 1981, I testified on the more
significant quality assurance problems that had been experienced in connec-
tion with the Midland project and the corrective actions taken by Consumers
Power Company and its contractors. 1 stated that, while many significant
quality sssurance deficiencies have been identified, it was our conclusion
that the problems experienced were not indicative of a breakdown in the
implementation of the overall quality .assurance program. ] also noted that
while deficiencies have occurred which should have been identified earlier,
the licensee's QA program had been effective in the ultimate identification
and subsequent correction of thes. deficiencies. Furthermore, I ¢éiscuse
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the results of Region I111's special quality assurance inspection of May 18-22,

1961, which reflected favoraBiy on the effectiveness of the Midland Project
Quality Assurance Department --- implemented in August 1980. The thrust of
my testimony was that I had confidence that the licensee's overall QA program
for the remedial soils work and the remainder of construction would be

implemented effectively.

It wasn't until April 1982 that I was made aware of additional problems
with the effectiveness of implementatiorn of the QA program. The problems
came to my attention as a result of the April 1982 meeting between NRC and
Consumers Power Company to discuss the Systematic Assessment of Licensee
Performance (SALP) report for Midland and the discussions held within the
Staff in preparation for that meeting. The SALP report addressed the
Midland site activities for the period July 1, 1980 through June 30, 1981.
During this period, the soils work activities were rated Category III, the

lowest acceptable rating given by the SALP review process.

During the April, 1982 public meeting on the SALP findings,

Mr. Ronald J. Cook, Midland Senior Ke ident Inspector, stated that as of
that date he would rate Consumers Power Company soils work Category I1I,
the same rating as it received for the SALP period. He had similar com-
ments on other work activities. Based on my July, 1981 testimony, I
expected Consumers Power Company would be rated & Category I or II in the
soils area, as well as other ®reas, by April, 1982, and ] was certain that

my 1981 testimony had left that impression with the Board.



On the basis of the above, ] decided it was appropriate tc supplement my

July, 1981 testimony.

Q.3 What actions have been taken by Region IIl in response to the infor-

mation contained in your previous answer?

A.3 1 met with the NRC supervisors and inspectors wheo had been closely
involved with Midland during the past year to get & better understanding of
their concerns. As a result of these meetings, I concluded that the problems
being experienced were ones of program implementation rather than vroblems

with the QA program itself.

Because of my concerns, ] requested the Region III Division Diiectors most
actively involved with the Midland inspection effort to try to identify the
fundamental problems and their causes, and to provide me with their recom-
mendations to resolve these problems. They provided me with an assessment
of technical and communications problems experienced by the licensee and
made recommendations with respect to the licensee's workload, institution
of independent verification programs, and Q. organization realignments.
This response is included as Attachment A. (Memorandum from Nereli.., and

Spessard to Keppler, dated June 21, 1982.)

In July 1982 1 recognized that more NRC resources were going to have to

be provided in overseeing activities &t Midland and created the Office of




Special Cases (0SC) to managce NRC field activities at Midland (and Zimmer).
Mr. Robert Warnick was assignea Acting Director. A Midland Section was
formed cc nprised of a Section Chief, two regional based inspectors, and
two resident inspectors (the second resident inspector reported onsite in

August 1982).

Before meeting with representatives of the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation (NRR) to discuss options for NRC action in connection with
Midland, Mr. Warnick requested Senior Resident Inspector Cook to provide

a summary of the indicators of questionable licensee performance. Mr. Cook
provided a memorandum documenting a number of problems and concerns, which
is included as Attachment B. (Memorandum R. J. Cook to R. F. Warnick, dated

July 23, 1982.)

Mr. Warnick and I met with representatives of NRR on July 26, 1982 to
discuss Consumers Power Company's performance. This meeting resulted in
recommended actions concerning third party reviews of past work ani ongoing
work which are described in Attachment C. (Memorandum, Warnick to Files,

dated August 18, 1982.)

Following the meeting with NRR, Mr. Warnick dis-ussed with members of the
Midland Sectior positions concerning .. ird party reviews developed at the
meeting with NRR. The members of the Midland Section were not convinced
the recommended actions were the best 'solution, since the causes of the
problems had not been clearly identified. Instead, they proposed a somewhat

different arproach consisting of an augmented NRC inspection effort coupled
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with other actiosns to strengthen the licensee's QA/QC organization and
management. This proposal is documented in Attachment D. (Memorandum,

Warnick to Keppler, dated August 18, 1982.)

In response to these suggestions, Mr. Darrell Eisenhut, Director - Division
of Licensing, NRR, cnd I met with top corporate management repr .sentatives
from Consumers Power Company on August 26, 1982 and again cn September 2,
1982, to discuss NRC's concerns and possible recommended solutions. Because
it was not clear to the NRC staff why Consumers Power was having difficulty
implementing their QA program, we requested them to develop and sqhﬁit te
the NRC actions which would be implemented to improve the QA program imple-
mentation and, at the same time, provide confidence that the program wes

being implemented properly.

Consumers Power subsequently presented its proposal for resolution of
the identified problems in two letters dated September 17, 1982, w"ich are
included as Attachments E and F. (Letters Cook to Keppler and Denton, dated

September 17, 1982.)

These proposals were lacking in detail, particularly «ith respect to the
plant independent review programs. Following a meetii_ between NRC staff
members and Consumers Power Company in Midland on September 29, 19E&2,
Consumers Power submitted & detailed plan to NRC on October 5, 1982
concerning the planned third party activities (Attachment G). Consumers
Power Company's proposals (Attachments E, F and G) are currently under

review by NRC.



Q.4 Do you believe that construction of the Midland Plant should be

permitted to continue?

A.4 Yes. This portion of my testimony discusses what has been accom-
plished and what will be accomplished in the near future to provide a

basis for continued construction of the Midland plant.

Consumers Power Company will have independ2nt third party assessments of
the Midland construction project. These assessments will include reviews
of safety related work in progress and of completed work activities. Stone
and Webster has been selected by Consumers Power Company to perform the
assessment of the remedial soils work. The scope of, and contractors for,

the remaining assessments are presently under review by the NRC staff.

Along with the independent third party reviews, ithe Office of Special
Cases, Midland Section, has expanded its inspection effort and has taken
actions to assure compliance with the Licensing Board's April 30, 1982
requirement that the remedial soils work activities receive prior staff
approval. Specifically, the Midland Section has established a procedure
for staff authorization of work activities proposed by Consumers Power
Company (Attachment H, Work Authorization Procedure, datod.August a2,
1962); and has caused a stop of the remedial soils work on two occasions:
August, 1982 and September, 1982 (Attachments 1 and J, Confirmatory Action
Letters dated August 12, 1982, and So?tcmber 24, 1982, respectively). The
Section has also started an inlpectién of the work activities which have

‘been accomplished by Consumers Power Company in the last twelve months in



the diesel generator building, the service water building, and other safety

related areas. This inspection was started during October 1982 and is

continuing as of the filing date of this testimony.

Based upon (1) the third party assessments of the plant which will be
performed, (2) the increased NRC inspection effort, and (3) the work
authorization controls by the NRC, I believe that work on the Midland
Plant may continue. As demonstrated by the previous stop-work effected in
the remedial soils area, the staff will take whatever action is necessary
to assure -hat construction is in accordance with applicable requirements

and standards.
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June 21, 1982

MEMORANDUM FOR: James . Keppler, Regional Administrator

FROM: C. E. Norelius, Director, Division of Engineering
and Technical Progranms
R. L. Spessard, Director, Division of Project and
Resident Programs

SUBJECT: SUGGESTED CHANGES FOR THE MIDLAND PROJECT

Historically, the Midland Project has had periods of questionable quality
assurance as related to construction activities and has had commensurate
regulatory attention in the form of special inspections, special meetings,
and orders. These problems have been given higher public visibility than
most other construction sites in Region III1. As questions arise regarding
the adequacy of construction or the assurance of adequate construction, we
are faced with determining what regulatory action we should take. We are
again faced with such a situation.

Current Problem

The current problem was caused by a major breakdown in the adequacy of
soils work during the late '970's. Because of the increased regulatory
attention given the site, we expect that exceptional attention would be
given to this activity and that licensee performance 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
more than its share of regulatory problems. The following are some of the
specific items which are troublecome to the staff.

Technical Issues

1. 1In the remedial soils area, the licensee has conducted safety related
activities in an inadequate manner in several instances - removal of
dirt around safety related structures, pulling of electrical cable,
drilling into safety related utilities.
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2. 1In the electrical area, in trying to resolve a problem of the adequacy
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 5% of electrical cables
may be misrouted (their characterization of "misrouting" may imply

_8reater significance than we would attach te similar findings).

3. In the pipe support area, in trying to resoclve a problem of the
adequacy of QC inspections conducted in 198C, the licensce 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 the
characteristics within each snubber that may be defective (e.g., if
only one characteristic was defective out of 50 reviewed on a single
hanger, the percentage is small; but if the one defective characteristic
makes the hanger defective the result would have a much greater
significance level). The licensee had done 3 detailed statistical
analysis in an attempt to snow that the swmall percentage of characteristics
were found rather than broauiy approaching the ,roblem -ith significant
reinspections to determine whether or not construction w.s adequate.

Communications

Multiple misunderstandings, meetings, discussions, and communications sec:
to result in dealing with the Midland Project. Some examples are:

1. NRC staff attending a meeting in Washington on March 10, 1982, heard
the Consumers Power Company staff say that electrical cable pulling
related to soils remedial work was completed. It was cetermined to
be ohgoing the next day at the site.

2. When Region III attempted to issue a Confirmatory Action Letter,
J. Cook informed W. Little of his understanding that both J. Keppler
and H. Denton had agreed that the subject of the CAL was not a
safety related item subject to NRC regulatory jurisdiction. Such
agreements had not in fact occurred and following a meeting, Consumers
Power Company issued their commitments in a letter to Region III.

3. 1In reviewing a liceniee May 10, 1982 letter, responding to the Board
Order, the NRR staff had an unsigned letter and Region III had a signed
copy both dated the same date but differing in content,

4. Recently a Region III inspector inm 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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3.

The responses to any Region II] enforcement letters issued to
Midland are more lengthy and are argumentative than are any other
responses from any other licensee in Region III. This point was
made in the SALP response provided by Midland, and the SALP response
in itself from Midland is an exau-.e of the type of response which

‘we commonly receive from the site. The length of the response is

at least as long as the initial SALP report.

Multiple requests for briefing meetings and other statements by the
utility to the effect that we should review procedures in developmental
stages imply that Midland wants the NRC to be a part of their construction
program rather than having us perform our normal regulatory function.

Staff Observations

1.

2.

3.

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 complete 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 and studies
often raise more questions than they solve; thus time appears to have
been wasted in writing an analysis rather than in fixing the problem.

Midland site &ppears to be overly conscious with regard to whether

or not something is en item of noncompliance and spends a lot of

effort on defending whether or uot something should be noncompliance

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 items of noncompliance.
This sensitivity 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 standpoint, if they concentrated on fixing
identified problems rather than arguing as to the validity of citationms.
This type of view was expressed by the utility during a rezent effort
to clarify 4in detail that certain construction items on the soils
remedial work should not be subject to NRC's regulatory action.

The Midland project is one of the most complex and compliscted 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 i{tself 4is probably the equivalent of building
a third reactor site. The massive construction effort and the various
stages of construction activity which are involved make the site
extremely complfjated to manage. This activity appears to cause a lot of
pressure on the licensee management.
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4. Mr. J. Cook, the Vice President responsible for the Midland site
is an extremely capable and dynamic individual. However, these
characteristics in conjunction with the complexity and imucnseness
of operation as set forth in 3, above, may actually be contriputing
to some of the confusion which seems to exist. The staff views that
. (1) he is too much involved in detail of plant operations and there are
times when the working level staff appears to agree and ¢ ready to
take action where Mr. Cook may argue details as to the necessity for
such action or may argue as to the specific meaning of detailed work
procedures, (2) this kind 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 animosity at the licensee's staff level
1f SRC activities are looked on as slowing progress of construction at
the sice.

Recommendations

It appears essential that some action be taken by NRC to improve the
regulatory performance of the Midland facility. The following specific
suggestions are made.

1. The company must be made aware and have emphasized to them again
that their focus should be on correcting identified problems in a
complete and timely manner.

2. We should question whether or not it is possible to adequately manage
a construction program which is as complex and diverse as that which
currently exists at Midland. We would suggest specifically that the
following activities be considered:

a. That the licensee cut back work and dedicate their efforts to
getting one of the units on line in conjunction with doing the
soils remedial work.

b. That they have a separate 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
to look solely after the remedial soils and underpinning activities.

3. Consumers Power Company should develop a design and construction
verification program by an independent contractor. This would provide
an important additional measure of credibility to the design and
construction adequacy of the Midland facility.
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We would be happy to discuss this with you.

'(" { Alnu'..’.&t--

C. E. Norelius, Director
Division of Engineering and
Technical Programs

/’7{ :
- N .,/7)6244‘»’&"
R. L. Spessard, Director 1
Division of Project and

Resident Programs
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July 23, 1982

MEMOPANDUM FOR: R. F. Warnick, Director, Enforcement and Investigations

tafsf
FROM: R. J. Cook, Senior Resident Inspector, Midland Site
SUSJEST: INDICATORS OF QUESTIONABLE LICENSEE PEFFCPNANIE - MIDLAND
S$IT

As per our ccnversation of July 21, 1982, the following is a list of those
iters that various inspectors consider to be indicative of guestionatle

1.

licensee performance:

One of the leading items is the over-inspection performed orn electrical
QC inszestors which was dcne in response to NRC concerns identified in
the May 1981 teax inspection. The licernsee found wezknesses in the
irspecticns performed by scme electirical QT inspectors pertaining to not
iZenzifying the mis-rouvting of cables., This iten culnrinated in an iten
ef noncompliance. The licensee dié not exzand the overview activity to
a degree necessary for an acceptsdle resclution tc the identifiel weak-
ness - ever afier 2 meeting in RIII. This izer has nct beer resclved to

Fivra=

the satisfacztion of the NRC although our position has been clearly defined. '
ks a partial response to the teanm inspection concern, the licensee rresented
the NRC with an audit report which woulé demconstrate a response to Our coni-
cern of guesticnable electrical QT inspections. Kowever, the audit report
stated that it (the audit report) did not adiress the NRT concerms.

During the éialogue for the underpinning and remedial soils wozk, 2 large
amount of emphasis has been placed on the settling data for the structures
involved. During a meeting in HQ on March 10, 1982, the need for QT reguire-
menzs on reme2ial soils instrumentation were explicitly delineated. Eowever,
cne week later, the NRC inspectors found soils work instrurentation instal-
lation was started the day after the March 10, 1982 meeting without a QC/QA
urbrella; that the licensee's QA Auditor and QA Engineering personnel were
not approached pertaining to the neeé for QA coveraze for this soils settle-
ment instrumentation; that there were strong indications that the licensee
haé mislead the NRC in relating that the work was essentially complete when
indeed it was not; and presently, the licersee ranagement informs our inspec~
tor that items are ready for his review whern in actuality they are not. Our
conversations with licensee persconnel - other than maragement - confirm that
the items are not ready for review,

e B
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Historically, one of the NRT gquestions has been, "who is running the

job - Bechtel or Tonsumers?" The following exarple would allow one to
beliesve it is Bechtel: As a part of the resolution to our findings in
the soils settlement instrumentation installaticn, the NRC insisted that
the licensee generate a Coordination/Installation Form to cover irterface
be-ween &ifferent evelutions of instrumentation installation. The licen-
see would call our inspector for his concurrance oOn the adezuacy of the
forz - the inspector would approve Consumers Fower Cergany's form, but
tren would finéd out that Bechiel dié not want to work to Consumer's form -
the form that was generated tc resolve regulatory concaIns. Trnis event
has oscurred twice and was considered as a deviation during & more recent
irspection. The ozinion of the staff is that if Consarers cenerates a
form that will aid them in not incurring regulatory difficulrty, and which
has had NRC input, the licensee should demand that the contractor e ly
with these policies instead of t' 2 contractor dictating the rezulatory
envirorment under which they will work.

Deficigncies in material storage conditions has continually been a conzern
to the NR- and has resul+ed in items of noncompliance. To the insperstors,
the adility to maintain guality storage is indicative of how rigorous or
slirshod the construstor's attitude is towards construstion. The licensee
h2s atzented to entice the construstor to do better in maintaining the
raterial storage conditicns, but still the licensee's auditors ané the

KR- have nezative findings in material storage conditions and nezative
giszuesions with the coniractor about the validity of the finding.

L4 .

At periodic intervals, the support of cadles, particularly in the control
room area, which are awaiting further routing or termination, has met with
the disapproval of the NRT inspecteors. These discregancies alsc include
cables without covered ends being on the floor in walk areas that are in

a2 partially installed status. This is alsc another indicator ef sligshod
werkranship which has been brought to the constructor's attention at varicus
times, but was last noted during a recent inspection.

In the area of instrumentation impulse line installation ard marking, the
lizensee has had separability viclations which has reguired reroval of all
inssalled impulse lines. Alsc, the NRI, because of this and significant
azverse operational conditions, insisted that the installed impulse lines
be identified. Although the licensee plans tc mark the impulse lines,
there was an inordinate amount of resistance to marking the lines - even
though there had been instances of ris-matched channels because of iden-
tification confusion.



7.

i0.

F. Warnick 3 July 23, 1982

An example of reluctance in placing the responsibility for guality work-
manship at the foreman and/or worker level has recently been identified.

The NRC inspectors noted that some drop-in anchors were improperly instal-
led and obviously did not adhere to the installation procedures. The
licensee's attitude indicated this was not a valid finding because QC had

not inspected the item. The NRC inspectors treat this as indicative that
slipshod workzanship is tolerated in the hopes that QC will find the ristakes.

Late in 1981, the licensee decided to move the QA Site Superintendent into
ancther position and cover this site function by sharing the site tise be-
tween the QA Director and the QA Marsger. After a January 1822 reeting with
the NRT at RIII, the licensee opted t> fill the QA Superintenient szct with
another person. In the spring of the year, the NRC inspectors were follcwing
up on welding allesaticns and approached the QA Superintendent. The QA
Superintendent was familiar with the alleged pocr welding ané had estarlished
what the NRC inspectors determined to be a responsive plan to resclve th
zuestionable OC welding inspections. At the Exit Interview, the QA Directer

did not appear to back the QA Site Superintendent's proposed plan which had }
tacit NRC approval. The NRC inspector classified in writing and with just |
cause that the Exit Interview was the most hostile exit interview he had

ever encountered.

During a recent inspection, it was noted by the NRC inspector that £ill dirt
was piled ané being covered with a mud mat at a norminal l:1% horizental to
vertical slcpe when the specification called for a 1%:1 horizontal to verti-
cal slope. A constructer Field Engineer witnessed the wrong slope being
installed and justifieé and defenided the slope after being informed of the
specification reguirement. This is another example of the constructer
having an attitude which precludes guality workmanship.

L4

Adifferent times, NRC inspectors have experienced difficulty in cetting
inforration which is controlled by the contractor, such as supporting cal-

culations and gualifying information to justify a given installation. A

recent exarple is: ¢the NRC inspector informed the licensee and the contrace-

tor he wanted to see resumes of persons involved in the remelial scils werk.

Trere is an cblication to the NRC to supply a precise rnurber of "gualified”

persons on the soils work. The inspector was informed he couléd not get these |
records as they were personal. The inspector ultimately did get the informa-
tiorn after bringing it to the attention of licensee upper management. HOw- |
ever, this in_icates an implied unwillingness of the constructor to share |
information with the NRC and sometimes with the licensee.
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11.

az.

The licensee oftentires does not demonstrate a "heads up"™ approach to

_ their activities. The following are exarples of the licensee operating

in an environrent using tunnel vision - "blinders”.

a) During a recent NRC inspection, the inspector challenged the ability
to raintain the proper mix ratio on high pressure grout. This was
done after the inspsctor noted that the operator could never maintain
the proper mix ratio without eontinual manual contreol - which wa2e not
available whan the crout is aprlied. The licensee's azathetic atti-
tude éid not allow them to stop the grout application 1ntil the next
day when this became an issue at the exit interview.

b) At cone point in time, the comgany doing dr.ll;ng on site for the
remedial soils work cut into 2 safety related duct bank between the
diesel generator builéding and the service water building. The Consu-
rers Power Site Manager's Office (the production peorle) stoppel worzk
bezause - from a guality standpoint conditions were so deplorable.
However, the Site Marager's Office did not have responsibility in this

area - the VMidland Froject QA Department had this resoonsibilisy and

| did not irvoﬂi‘tS;T?-?J.no:zty to prevent the drilling work from gat-

”;tff‘t;ng out of control - or to bring it back into contred.

The NRC inspector resently witnessed the licensee setting up to drill
a well hole in safety related dirt using a technigue which was not
authorized. 1f the inspector haZ2 not brought this to the licensee's
attention, the licensee would have vioclated an Order adiressing reme-
dial scils work and alsc the Construction Permit. Wher the licensee
was gueried as to the availadility of the QC/QA personnel who would
prevent such activity from happering, the NRC inspector was inicrmed
that this was (another) misunderstanding.

The NRZ inspectors have been informed by our contacts on site that there
are ramces writien to the effect that "peripheral vision" should be cur-
tailed and communication with the NRT stiffled. The NRC has not read
trese memdes yet - but plans to in the near future, provided they really
exis:z anéd infer what we have been informed.

The licensee seems to pcssess the unigue adility to search all factions
of the NRC until they have found one that is sympathetic to their point
of view - irregardless of the impact on plant integrity. Some examples
of this are:

a) The NRC soils inspector informs the licensee that soils stabilization
grout comes under the Q program. The licensee it not particularly
happy with this position. Unknown to the inspector, the licensee
argues his point with NRR to have the grout non-Q - using only those
arguments which support his (the licensee's) position. The licensee
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b)

c)

a)

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. However,
the licensee's QA program, which has already been approved by NRR,
states that all the reredial soils work is ¢ unless RIII approves a
relaxation on a case by case basis. It aprears the licensee does
not wish to acknowledge the prior azreerents with the NRC.

Since the failure of auxiliary fesd< ater headers in BéW steam genera-
tors, &iscussions have tramspired between the NRC inspectors and the
site personnel., These discussions have inZicated that the licersee
was raintaining a conservative approach and were entertaining the
concerzs expressed by the NRC which were stimulated primarily by greoss
ristakes in atterpting the modification at operating Béw plants, The
licensee's corporate personnel were annoyed that the NRT inszectors
would not give approval te start the modification until all the pre-
paratcry work had been accorplished as this would tend to impact the
szhedule and the modification to the steam generators could become a
scheduling nuisance. The licensee corporate perscnnel contacted the
KRS inspectors inveolved to “"reason with thex", However, the corpor-
ate personnel, (inzluding a representative from BEW) were unadle to
answer the concerns of the NRC inspectors but did mention that the NRR
Operaticnal Project Manager indicated that it was alright to proceed
with the modification. The licensee corporate personnel could not
state what the position of the NRR Ceons:iruction Froject Manager was on
this issue = only that they had founi some form of approval froxm some-
one in the NRC. B ¢

At times, when Immediate Action letters or other forms of escalated
enforcement become irrinent, the licensee atterpzts to "appeal” their
case with individuals in the regioral rmanagement who are removed from
the particulars of the tentative enfcrcement action. The licensee at~
terpts to get these persons to agree to specific porticns of the issue
which would indicate that the licensee is "really not all that bad".
Howaver, the "real” issues, as identified by the KRC inspectors are
being masked.

During inspections of the remedial soils work, the NRCT inspector has
been informed by the licensee that certain findings and areas of inspec-
tior were not within the purview of his (the inspector's) inspection
program because they were ir essence considereé non-Q and that by virtue
of prior agreement with the Regional Administrator were excluded from
enforcement action. HKowever, the KRZ inspectors would sudbsejuently find
that there was no such agreement between the Regional Administrator and
the licensee - only a philosophical discussion as to what, irn general
terms, constituted an item of noncompliance.
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The above indicators support the reputation the licensee has for being

arzuventative. Their apparent inability to accept an NRC pesition with-

out diligently searching to £ind a "softened" pcsition results in nurer-

ous hours of frustrated conversations between all parties involved to

resubstantiate (usually the original position) a position based on tech-
- pnical and regulatory pruiency.

13, The licensee has been classified publicly by the NRT as being arguenta-
tive. The licensee contirues to exhibit this trend, as evidencel by the
following exarzles:

a) Essertially every itex of noncorpliance receives an argooentative
answer which adéresses only the specificity of the item of noncom-
pliance ané selectively avoids any concept which would support the
essence for the item of nonconpliance. For exarple =~ in the instance
of the irproperly installed drop-in anchor rentioned above, it was
the fact that QC had not inspected the installation of the belt which
was important to the licensee. However, the real enforcement issue
was that components were being improperly installed.

b) The Cycle II SALP rmade critical evaluations of the licensee's psricr-
rance in several areas. The licensee's response to this SALP zeport
was argurentative cover specific cetails and did not seer to acknowl-
edze that the consensus of opinion of “he KRC inspection staff wvas
that there were areas where the licensee's performance was weak. The
licensee's argorentative position is in the ferm of "we really are not
all that bad"” vhen the recsrds, findings and cbservations of the KRC
insyectors support just the opposite position. :

t

¢) The "C-ness” of the revedial soils work has continually been an argu-
mentative topic of discussion which uitirately resulted in a HQ meeting
on March 10, 1982. At this meeting, the "{-ness” of the reredial scils
work was specified and later documented with the meeting minutes. How-
ever, the licensee did not wish to adbide by this position and a subse-
qguent meeting was held in RIII to further clarify the NRC position.

£ill, the topic of "Q-ness”™ is being argued by the licensee, even though

the ASLE has issued an Order further defining the "Q-ness” of the soils
work., It might be noted that a hearing is in process over this scils
issue and the NRC's position on "J-ness” has been expressed during these
testinonies.

14 During a recent episode, the licensee wanted to continue excavation of soils
in proximity to the Feedwater Isclation Valve Pit (FIVP). However, the licen-
see wanted to perform this evolution without determining that the temporary
supports of the FIVP were adeguate. MNaking this determination would have an
inzact on scheduling, as stated by the licensee. The FIVP supports were
installed without a Q urbrella and subseguent inspections did reveal several
éiscrepancies in the installation of the support structure.
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15.

1€.

17.

During the limited remedial soils work which has transpired, the licensee

has ranaged to penetrate Q-electrical duct banks, a condenser header drain
line, an adandoned sewer line, a non-Q electrical duct bark and a 72-inch

circulating water line. All of these occurances have happened because of

8 lack of control and attention to details. VWwhenever apprcached by the

‘NRC as to the adejuacy of review prior to attempting to drill, the NRC

receives respconses which strongly sugsest that the time was not taken to
perform these reviews - perhaps taking this time would impact on the
sshedcle.

By virtue of an earlier ALRB Order, the licensse 15 rezuires to perfom
trens atalyses for nonconforming conditions. These trend analyses have,
in the past, masked the cdata such that cbvicus trends are not abvious and
has resulted in negative findings by the NRC. This was adiressed in orne
of the earlier SALP meetings. Recently, while perforring a review of
Ranzer weléding data, the NRC inspector found that the statistical cata had
bean diluted to the pcint that the nutber of unsatisfactory hangess couild
not be deterrined from the trend analyses or the type and cezree of non-
conforring conditicns which were being identified pertirent to the hanger
Satrication.

The licensee corntinually would use the NRC staff as consultants and clas-
sifies a resulatery and enforcement position as counter productive. This
is reflected by the licensee not wishing to perfosm Q-work without cbtain-
ing KRT prior agzroval ané then adlressing only those areas where the NRT
has voiced a regulatory Toncern - proviled it is convenient to the licensee.
This attitude has particularly prevailed in the reredial soils issue and to
2 lesser degree in the electrical installation areas. The preferred KNRT
inspector mode would be for the licensee to generate his prograz to esta-
blish guality and then the NRT would approve or disapprove. Eowever, the
licensee rejuires consultation with the NRC to esta>lish his level of
guality rezuiremants.

The above is not intended to be a complete list of all discrepancies which indi-
cate guestionable licensee performance as this would rejuire a more extensive

review of the reczords ané inspection perscnnel involved than time permits.

&1'°0

there hLas beer no atterp® Lo systermatically document the enforcement ané unre-
solved items list as these are contained in other information sources. HKowever,

the listing is rather comprehensive of the types of situations and attitucdes which

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

vhen considering the above listing of gquestionadble licensee performance attridbutes,
the most damning concept is the fact that the NRT inspection effort at Midland has

been purely reactive in nature for approximately toe last year, and that these

indicators are vhat have been observed in aprrovim:tely the last six months.

1t
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these are the types of items that have bescorme an NRC nuisance under a reactive
inspection program, one can orly wonder at what would be disclosed under a
rigorous routine inspection and audit prugras.

Sincerely,

£ ik

R. J. Cook
Serior Fesident Insrector
Midland Site Resident Office

cc: W. D. Shafer
D. C. Boyd
R. K. Garédner
R. B. Landsrman
B. L. Burgess
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MMORANDUM FOR: Regiom III Files

FROM: Robert F. Warnick, Acting Director, Office of Special Cases
|
SUBJECT: MEETING BETWEEN NRR AND REGION III RE CONSLMERS POWER COMPANY

PERFORMANCE AT MIDLAND (DN 50-329; 50-330)

July 26, 1582, R. F. Warnick and James G. Reppler met with E. G. Case,
+ G. Eisenhut, R. H. Vellmer, R. 0. Tedesco, T. RK. Nevak, W. D. Pacaa, and
. Rutberg to discuss the perforzance of Consnzars FPower Company at the
Midland sice.

During the zeeting reference vas zmade to iaforzation contained iz two mezmos
from the RIII staff., The first memo dated June 21, 1982 is from

C. E. Nerelius and R. L. Spessard and concerns suggested changes for the
Midland Project. The second =emo dated July 23, 1582 is from R. J. Cook
and concerns the licensee's performance at Midland. Copies of the mezos
are attached.

The zeeting resulted ia the f’ollmg rocom;nda:im: 2
(1) Region III should obtain the resul:s of the recent audit by RMC.

(2) Schedule a public meeting between NRC and CPC management 4in Midland,
Michigan, to obtain licensee commitment to acsomplish (3) and (&)
selow.

(3) The licensee should obtain an independent design review. (A vertical
slice froz design thru completion of constructiom.)

(4) The licensee should obtain an independent third parcy to continuously
sonitor the site QA implementation and provide periodic reports to
the NRC. Region III is to provide a suggested outline for the contine
uous monitering funcciom. —~

Robert F. wamnick, Acting Director
Qffice of Special Cases

Attachments: As stated

cc w/attachments: Meeting
participants

— - —— e 5 . —— o —— » e
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MEMORANDUM FOR: James G. Eeppler, Regional Administrator
FROM: Robert F. Warnick, Acting Director, Office of Special Cases

SUBJECT: CONSUMERS POWER-MIDLAND (DN 50-329; S0-330)

N

When you|created the Office of Special Cases and a specilal Midland Section
staffed : ndividuals assigned solely to that project, you indicated
your comcern 1 roject. You did ¢t n spite of the favor-
able findings of the special team inspection conducted in May, 1981, and the
favorable testimony you gave before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
on July 13, 1981. You indicited your concern was based on the Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Performante (SALP) report for the period July 1, 1980
to June 30, 1981, the inspection findings since those dates, and the memo
of June 21, 1982, by C. E. Norelius and R. L. Spessard suggesting certain
changes be made at the Midland Project (copy attached as Enclosure 1).

At my request R. J. Cook prepared a suwmary of indicators of quastionable -
license performance at Midland. A copy of Cook's memo dated July 23, 1982 1s
attached as Enclosure 2.

Because of your expressed concerns, you and I met with representatives from
NRR on J 1y 26, 1982 to discuss Midland and Consumers Power Company (CPCo)
performance. That meeting also resulted in recommenied actions., A SumMAaTy
of the meeting 1s attached as Enclosure 3.

Following the meeting with NRR, I discussed the recommendations of that meet-
ing with our Senior Resident Inspector, other members of the new Midland
Section, and former Section and Branch Chiefs who are intimately familiar
with Midland.

Later that week (July 30) I spent a day at the Midland site. I attended the
exit meeting following Landsman's and Gardner's inspection, met with CPCo
and Bechtel management to get acquainted with them, and toured the plant site.

On July 31, 1982, I expressed my opposition to the recommendations we had come u
up with in the NRR meeting., My opposition was based on (1) opinions expressed
by the Senior Resident Inspector, a Region III Branch Chief formerly responsi-
ble for the NRC inspection of Midland, and a Construction Section Chief who has
been intimately associated with inepections of Midland regarding the proposed
actions; (2) my visit to the site; and (3) the inability of Regien III to
articulate the problem(s) at Midland wvhich the above referenced recommendations
were supposed to solve. 1 indicated that we needed to better identify our

& . ' M . A

----------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------




James C,

Keppler

August 18, 1982

On August 3, 1982, members of the Midland Section met with you to discuss my

opposition to the recommendations
discussed. The meeting concluded

August 11 to determine
about Midland.

To this end the Midland Section met to
following our public meet

coming from the meeting with NRR, The
ons together with other alternat{ wes were
with you agreeiug to give the Section umtil

& better proposed course of action to resolve NRC concerns

gether on August 4 and again on August 5
ing with CPCo on the SALP II report. Several alter~

natives were discussed including stopping all work on ome unit, have an inde-

pendent third party monitor

all past and current comstruction work, stopping

work in selected areas, performing a construction appraisal tean inspectionm,

Placing all site QC work under

tion effore.

Although some merbers of
be taken, all members of

CPCo, and establishing an augmented NRC inspec-

the Midland Section thought that stronger actions should
the Section agreed they could support an augmented NRC

inspection effort coupled with other actions to strengthen the ®icensee's QC/QA

organizstion and manapement,

It 18 recommended
be discussed with

Atmchments :. As stated

These recommended actions are attached as Enclosure 4.

the proposed actions to improve the licensee's performance
NRR and then the licensee.

Robert ¥, Warnick, Acting Director
Office of Special Cases

-----------------

.................

.................

...................

...................

...................

...................

-------------------

-------------------

...............

-----------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------
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Enclosure 4

"MiDLAND-ACTIONS RECOMMENDED BY THE MIDLAND SECTION, OFFICE OF SPECIAL CASES"

1.

3.

4.
3.

-

Establish an augmented inspection effort by the NRC.
a. Inspections should be concentrated in the following ten areas:

(1) Soils

(2) Electrical

(3) 1scC

(4) BHigh Pressure Piping

(5) Hangers and Supports

(6) Corrective Action System - including identification

documentation, resolution, and prevention of future events.

(7) Receipt, Storage, and Handling

(8) Structural Steel

(9) Subcontractor Welder Qualification
(10) Management Overview System

b. The effort as initially conceived will last from 6 to 12 months
but 1t could last longer.

c. It is proposed that the inspections be performed by the Midland
Section and 5 contract inspectors assigned fulltime to the Midland
Section and located onsite. The Midland Section would be as follows:

(1) W. D. Shafer, Chief, Midland Section
(2) R. N. Gardner, Project Manager
(3) R. B. Landsman, Inspector
(4) R. J. Cook, Senior Resident Inspector
(5) B. L. Burgess, Resident Inspector
(6) Welding & NDT-Contracted
(7) Mechanical-Contracted
(8) Electrical-Contracted
(9) I&C -~ Contracted
(10) Startup & Test-Contracted
(11) Secretary (Fulltime) .
L]
Require the licensee to have an independent third party look at a
vertical slice of a safety-related system from design through
completion of construction.

Require that all QC inspectors be independent of Bechtel, reporting
only to CPCo.

Conduct NRC exits with Construction Manager.

NRC should get commitments in writing and should give release on hold
points in writing.

It is proposed that Mr. Keppler and Mr. Denton meet with Consumers Power
Company and Bechtel top management to ensure that steps are taken to
correct the following:



-

The Site QA Superintendent is not being given the latitude and
senior management support needed to perform his job effectively.

Senior management is not being made avare of or is mot dinling with
QA problems.

We are convinced that Bechtel has cost and scheduling as their fore-
most consideration. Quality 1s taking a back-seat with management.
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Administrator, Region III o SR

US Nuclear Regulatery Commission
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MIDLAND NUCLEAR COGENERATION PLANT

MIDLAND DOCKET NOS 50-329, 50-3390

QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION FOR SOILS REMEDIAL WORK

FILE: 0485.16 SERIAL: 18845

This letter summarizes recent discussions with NRC management regarding
implementation of scils remedial construction and presents the Company's
documentation of those discussions.

BACKGROUND

!

The 1980/1981 SALP Report, presented to Consumers in late April of this year,
indicated that activities in the soils ares should ruceive more inspection
effort on the part of both the NRC and CP (o. Tcllow-up discussions with the
N"R staff and Region III Inspectors led to the conclusion that the Quality
Assurance Program and its definition was adequate; however, there was concern

that certain aspects were not being or might not be satisfactorily
implemented.

Consumers Power has performed an in-depth review of the implementation plans
for the Midland soils work activities. This review included the areas of
design and construction requirements and plans, organization and personnel,
project coatrols and management involvement. The results of this review and
the proposed steps to assure the successful implementation of all aspects of
the work were discussed with the NRC management in a meeting held in Chicago
on September 2, 1982.

v [ & —'...—\\
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STEPS TO IMPROVE IMPLEMENTATION

A pumber of new steps have or are being taken by Consumers Power Co to enhance
the implementation of the quality program with regard to the soils remedial
work. These measures touch upon all aspects of the work, from design to post-
construction verification and include the following:

(1) TRetaining a third party to independently assess the implementation of the
auxiliary building underpinning work;

(2) Integrating the soils QA and QC functions under the direction of MPQAD;

(3) Creating a "So‘ls" project organization with dedicated employees and
single-point acc untability to accomplish all work covered by the ASLB
order;

(4) Establishing oew and upgraded training activities, including a special
quality indoctrination program, specific training in underpinning
activities, and the use of a mock-up test pit for underpinning
construction training;

(S) Developing a quality improvement program (QIP), specifically for soils
remedial work;

(6) Increasing senior management involvement in the soils remedial project
through weekly, on-site management meetings wherein both work progress
and quality activities are reviewed;

(7) Improving systems for tracking of and accounting for design commitments.

What follows is a description of the soils implementation plan, as it will be
carried out using the new approaches outlined above, together with other
specific aspects which we believe will be criticial to the successful
performance of the job. The discussion is limited to the implementation
features specific to soils, is divided into areas roughly describing the
progression of the job from design to completion and ends with a description
of organizations, management involvement and NRC overview.

DESIGN ADEQUACY AND IMPLEMENTATION

The design for the required remedial activities is in an advanced state;
design details and adequacy have been reviewed by numerous organizations. A
special ACRS Subcommittee reviewed the soils activities and commented
favorably on the thoroughness and conservatism of the review and remedial
approaches. Numerous submittals to the NRC have been presented to clarify the
design intent. It is our understanding that cthe Staff is completing its
detailed review of all design aspects and is in the process of issuing an
SSER. This advanced state of design has permitted the early development of a -~
thorough planning effort and assisted in the organization and development of a
detailed training effort. Following-up on design activities, the Project Las
assigned to the site a design team comprised of experienced structural and
geotechnical engineers under the Resident Engineer. This team will monitor

0c0982-0232a100~164



and review the field implementation as specified in design documents, resolve
on & timely basis routine construction questions requiring engineering
response and administer the specific contingency plans immediately if any
probiem should arise during the underpinning work. Additional engineering
resources for the soils work will continue to be located in Ann Arbor.

IMPLEMENTATION OF DESIGN FEATURES AND COMMITMENTS

All soils activities covered by the ASLB Order of April 30, 1982 are covered
under soils-specific QA plans. These plans require that appropriate
procedures are in place to accomplish the work in a quality manner and that
detailed inspection plans be developed and utilized. Additionally, a Work
Authorization Procedure and Work Permit System insure that the NRC and CP Co
have specifically authorized and released the work. Under this system, the
NRC reviews proposed work details, asks for additional information when
necessary and authorizes construction activities in advance. CPCo then
authorizes the work to proceed.

To further assure that commitments made to the NRC are properly accounted for
in design documents, Consumers Power and Bechtel review the written records of
commitments and insure that they are being incorporated into design documents.
The Project is currently undertaking an additional review of past
correspondence to create a computer listing of commitments. This computer
list will be periodically reviewed to insure that commitments are incorporated
in design or construction documents im a timely fashion.

PERFORMANCE OF PROJECT CONSTRUCTION, QUALITY ASSURANCE AND QUALITY CONTROL
ACTIVITIES

To assure that project construction, quality assurance and quality control
personnel correctly carry out their appointed tasks, a number of measures have
been taken, including a reorganization of quality control, upgraded training
programs, direct Company involvement in construction scheduling and control,
and utilization of a contract format to minimize any cutting of corners by
contractors. These elements of enhanced performance are described more
specifically below.

First, the project has reorganized the Soils QA-QC effort, creating an
integrated organization with single-point quality accountability under the
MPQAD. This new organization is expected to improve QC performance, increase
CPCo involvement in the management of the quality control function and improve
QA-QC interfaces.

Second, extensive training programs for the soils underpinning work have been
developed. This overall training program, which includes the major
Construction and Quality organizations involved in soils work, covers both

general training in quality and specific training relative to the construction
procedures. jry

The majority of the personnel associated with Remedial Soils work have

attended a special Quality Assurance Indoctrination Session. The QA
indoctrination has been provided to Bechtel Remedial Soils Group, CPCo

0c0982-02322100~-164



Construction, QC, QA, Mergentime and Spencer, White and Prentis (SW&P)
personnel down to the craft foreman level. This training consists of one
three-hour session covering Federal Nuclear Regulations, the NRC, Quality
Programs in general and the Remedial Soils Quality Plan in detail.

With regard to the work procedures, a requirement on both Mergentime and SW&P
is that specific training on the procedures be provided prior to initiating
any quality related constructicn activity. The identification of individuals
to receive this training is spelled out in each procedure pertaining to a
specific construction activity. Completion of the specific training
requirements is a2 QA hold point which must be satisfied before work can
proceed.

In further recognition of the importance of training to the underpinning work,
the Company is utilizing a mock-up test pit as part of its training program
for underpinning construction. The purpose of this test pit is to provide
specific training in the construction of a pier, bell and grillage assembly
from initial issuance of design drawings through completion of construction.
This allows supervisory and craft personnel to perform work under the
conditions, requirements and restraints which will be encountered when the
actual underpinning starts. It also allows the various quality organizations
to inspect the work and insure that their concerns and requirements are
properly reflected in the procedures.

Thirc, to further enhance the performance of key project organizations,
Consumers Power will maintain control over scheduling, both through the
construction authorization process and by frequent meetings with the involved
contractors and subcontractors. Each week, underpinning subcontractors will
present proposed construction work to the Company. In addition, to assure the
best quality work, the major subcontracts were entered into on a time-
material basis. This should improve subcontractor attention to detail and

acceptance of owner direction in the performance of specific construction
activities.

Last, the Company is establishing a separate Quality Improvement Program (QIP)
for the soils project. Although not part of the formal Quality Assurance
program, the QIP is a management system that should be helpful in
communicating and reinforcing project policies and expectations tc all project
participants. To launch this effort, an indoctrination program will be
presented to all individuals, stressing the absolutes of Quality and the
concept of "Doing it right the first time." Measurements specific to soils
will be developed for thnse critical areas which are indicative of a "quality
product”. Tracking these sctivities will provide an indication of the
effectiveness of the program. The QIP will provide mechanisms for individual
"feedback" from all individuals involved, including the craft personnel.

NDEPENDCNT ASSESS

A third party will be retained to independently appraise the initial phases of
the construction of the auxiliary building underpinning. This consultant will
be mobilized as soon as possible and, after familiarizing itself with the

design, will evaluate the auxiliary building underpinning construction work at

0c0982-02322100-164



the site. If significant problems or adverse trends are observed, the third
party assessment program will be extended in both scope and duration until a
satisf-ctory conclusion can be drawn. The initial evaluation will be carried
out over a three-month period.

Tq; independent assessment will be conducted by a team of nuclear plant
construction and quality assurance experts. This team will be supplemented by
the additon of an underpinning consultant who will review the soils design
documents, construction plans and construction itself to assure not only that
the design intent is being implemented but also that the construction is
consistent with industry standards. The assessment will further assure that
the QA Program is being implemented satisfactorily and that the construction
is being implemented in accordance with the construction documents.
Arrangements are being made with Stone and Webster Engineering Corp to assume
the lead role in this appraisal. They will be assisted by Parsons,
Brinkerhoff, Quade and Douglas, Inc who will provide underpinning expertise.

The NRC will be apprised of all findings of this independent assessment in 2
timely manner. >

ORGANTZATION, MANAGEMENT INVOLVEMENT AND NRC OVERVIEW

The project organization formed for the performance of the soils remedial work
incorporates single-point accountability, dedicated personnel to the extent
practical, minioum interfaces-particularly at the working level, and a quality
organization integrating QA and QC. The soils project organization is
tailored to the task at hand. The entire organization, including quality
assurance and quality control are staffed with well qualified, experienced
personnel, augmented by design consultants and construction subcontractors
nationally recognized in the underpinning field.

The soils remedial effort will also include a high level of senior management
involvement. Project senior management will conduct weekly in-depth reviews
on site of all aspects of the work including quality and implementation of
commitments. In addition, the reporting chains to the senior project
personnel have been shortened. The Company's CEO is briefed on a regular
basis and schedules bi-monthly briefings on all aspects of the project

including soils. During the bi-monthly briefings, the CEO pormally tours the
Midland site.

Complementiug the CPCo management role, NRC Region Management overview of the

construction process will be enbanced by monthly meetings, agreed upon by the

Region, to overview the results of the juality program and the progress of the
soils project. These meetings will cover any or all aspects of the project of
general or special interest to the NRC management.

CONCLUSION

Based on the discussion outlined sbove, CP Co believes that the soils program
has been thoroughly and critically evaluated and that all prerequisites for
successful implemeatation have been or are being accomplished. The Company's
program, with the initial overview from the independent implementation
Assessment, and the continuing overview by the NRC staff and management should
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provide adequate assurance that the remedial scils activities will be

successfully completed.

JWC/JAM/b jw

cc

CBechhoefer, ASLB

MMCherry, Esq

FPCowan, ASLB

RJCook, Midland Resident Inspector
RSDecker, ASLB

SCadler

JHarbour, ASLB

GHarstead, Harstead Engineering
DSH.od, NRC (2)

DFJudd, B&wW

JDKane, NRC

FJKelley, Esq

RBLandsman, NRC Region III
WiMarshall

JPMatra, Naval Surface Weapons Center
Wotto, Army Corps of Engineers
WDPatton, Esq

SJPoulos, Geotechnical Engineers
FRinaldi, NRC

HSingh, Army Corps of Engineers
BStamiris
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CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY
Midland Units 1 and 2
Docket No 50-329, 50-330

= Letter Serial 18845 Dated September 17, 1982

Al

At the request of the Commission and pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, and the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended and the
Commission's Rules and Regulations thereunder, Consumers Power Company submits
information regarding the implementation of the Consumers Power Company
Quality Program for the Midland Plant soils remedial work.

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY

Dl Gt
k, Vice President

J WCoo
Projecys, Engineering and Construction

y 4
Swora and subscribed before me this // = day of _ o¢ /7. .
/ : ]
&3 "’ 4 /
Lalsitza _5_ Yol
Notary Public’ «
Bay County, Michigaan

My Commission Expires 3~ &- [
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PRINCIPAL STATF '
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Harold R Denton, Director K14 5AN i 4
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation $a;é”‘ )
Division of Licensing Eir
US Nuclear Regulatory Commissior B
Washington, DC 20555 EL_ 1 Al NTT l

J G Keppler

Admipistration, Region III

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

MIDLAND NUCLEAR COGENERATION PLANT
MIDLAND DOCKET KOS 50-329, 50-330
MIDLAND PLANT INDEPENDENT REVIEW PROGRAM
FILE: 0485.16 SERIAL: 18879

REFERENCES: (1) R L TEDESCO LETTER TO J W COOK DATED JULY 9, 1982.
(2) J W COOK LETTER TO H R DENTON, SERIAL 18850
DATED SEPTEMBER 17, 1982.

ENCLOSURES: (1) MIDLAND PLANT INDEPENDENT REVIEW PROGRAM
(2) PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES AND CRITERIA FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECT
EVALUATION INPO, SEPTEMBER 1982

The ACRS interim report on the Midland Plant, dated June 8, 1982, contained a
recommendation for a broader assessment of Midland's design adequacy and
construction quality. In its correspondence of July 9, 1982, vhich is
Reference 1 above, the NRC endorsed this ACRS recommendation and requested our
proposal for performing an independent design adequacy review.

We briefly outlined several assessment sctivities for the Midland Project in
our correspondence of September 17, 1982, identified above as Reference 2.
Additional details of the program referred to in Reference 2 are -enclosed for
the NRC's review. y

Ve have contacted our NRC Project Manager, Darl Hood, to arrange & meeting
vith the NRC Staff to discuss our Independent Review Program snd to receive
your concurrence or redirection of our plans. We will complete the planning
phase, including team orients’ion and training, for the INPO program by

L
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October 29, 1982. We wish to initiste the implementation phase of the INPO
program by November 8, 1982, in order to support our own and industry

commitments to NRC.

JNC/GSK/RLT/bjw

74«/4&1074

CC Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board, w/a ]
CBechhoefer, ASLB, w/a 1
MMCherry, Esq, w/a 1
FPCowan, ASLB, w/a 1
RJCook, Midland Resident Inspector, w/a 1 & 2
RSDecker, ASLB, w/a 1
SGadler, Esqg, w/a 1
JHarbour, ASLE, w/a 1
GHarstead, Harstead Engineering, w/a 1
DSHood, NRC, w/a 1 & 2 (2)
FJKelley, Esq, w/a 1
WHMarshall, w/a 1
WDPatton, Esq, w/a 1
wDShafer, NRC, w/a 1 & 2
BStamiris, w/a 1
MSinclair, w/a 1
LLBishop, Esq, w/a 1
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CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY
Midland Units 1 and 2
Docket No 50-329, 50-330

Letter Serial 18879 Dated October 5, 1982

At the request of the Commission and pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, and the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended and the
Commission's Rules and Regulations thereunder, Consumers Power Company submits
Midland Plant Independent Review Program.

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY

ook, Vice President
Projecyf, Engineering and Conmstruction

Sworn and subscribed before me this __J day of &m

Notary Public
Jackson County, Michjgan

My Commission Expires 9’V
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MIDLAND PLANT INDEPENDENT REVIEW

1. INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY

.  BIENNIAL QUALITY AUDITS

INPO CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION
INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION

w o W Nn

APPENDIX: PREVIOUS ASSESSMENTS
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1. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

The ACRS report dated June 8, 1982 oo Midland Units 1 and 2 stated that "the
NRC should arrange for a broader assessment of Midland's design adequacy and
cons*ruction quality with emphasis oo installed electrical, control, and

mechanical equipment as well as piping and foundations."

On July 9, 1982, the Staff issued a letter to Consumers Power Company
requesting a report on Midland Design Adequacy and Comstruction Quality. Is
this letter, the Staff stated that "With respect to assessment of Midland's
design adequacy, such assessment would represent a sigoificant comtribution to
the licensing reviev process if performed by a qualified, independent source
following procedures utilized by some operating plants for Independent Design

Verifications." °

On September 17, 1982, the Company issued a letter to Mr Harold R Denton and
Mr J G Keppler outlining the approach Consumers Power Company proposed for an
Independent Review of the Midland Project and indicated that there had alse
been a Bechtel Corporate Staff project evaluation performed (described io sore
detail in attached sppendix). It wvas stated that Consumers Power Company
believes that the approach we are proposing for the forthcoming Independent
Reviev will give & broader overviev than sssessments currently being

recommended by the NRC for other NTOL plants.

The overall Independent Reviev Program described herein consists of three
specific evaluations combined into a single program. The INPO type

construction evaluation (horizomtal type review), will examine the current
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overall project against the criteria developed by INPO for this program (a

copy of the INPO Performance Objectives and Criteris for Comstruction Project

Evalustions is sttached). As indicated in the September 17, 1982 letter to

Mr Denton sad Mr Keppler, the INPO program for Midland will be different from

most of industry's self-ipitiated evaluations in that an independent

contractor rather than utility personnel will carry out the INPO evaluation.

The second part of the Program described is the Biennial QA Audit which bas

been & requirement of the Company's QA Program for several years. ho third

part of the Program described in more detail is the h‘mu«n Doun

R ———— ——

Verification (Vertical slice) of all sspects, historical and current, of »

-

eritical plant system or ubqu_!.

Consumers Power Company received proposals from seversl potential contractoers
to perform the complete program described above. With respect to the INPO
type construction evaluation and Biennial QA Audit, we bhave selected
Management Asalysis Company (MAC) to perform these activities based on our

evaluation of their techaical capabilities and experience. ‘ ..‘,‘

MAC bas many years of experience in the Nuclear lndustry sad has performed ".'-‘f - l
Biennial QA Audits 1o addition to other type reviews of Company sctivities. ' ."."1 : *
MAC bas previously consulted extensively st suclesr construction sites with , ) 4‘,
ddentifed QA probless. MAC was alse & major participant in the development *W
and implementation of the Palisades Regulatory Performance Improvement Program

“:“ bas resulted in significant improvement to date at that ln\ﬂuy. A
description of other MAC sssessments of Midland sctivities s uc\u« in the
Appendixz to this document.
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The MAC Team will “e under the direction of Mr L J-Kube who has over 20 yea}s
experience in project mapagement, engineering management, marketing,
planning/scheduling, and design engineering baving been employed by General
Ato;ic and A O Smith Corporation prior %o his employment with MAC. Mr Kube
bas been involved in the development of the INPO evaluation criteria, has
participated in the three INPO Pilot evaluations and is the Project Manager
for MAC for conducting an INPO evaluation oo River Bend. The INPO type
evaluation will be independent in that no Consune;: Power Company or Bechtel
personnel will be involved and MAC has never performed a direct line

engineering or comstruction activity for Consumers Power Company.

For performance of the Independent Design Verification, we have selected Tera
Corporation based on our evaluation of their technical capabilities and
experience. Tera has many years of varied experience in the nuclear industry
including independent design reviews, FSAR preparation, initial design of
certain systems, and sngineering, comstruction, operation and administration
planning. Tera perscaonel are experienced in system design in the areas of
mechanical, electrical, structural, and thermal bhydraulic evaluatioas. Mr
John W Beck, Vice President of Tera will be Project Manager for the Tera team.
Mr Beck previously worked for Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp as Executive
Vice President serving as Chief Operating Officer. Prior to that he was
Director of Engineering for Yankee Atomic Electric Co responsible for
supervision and canagement of the plant, reactor, and environmental
cniineerin; departments. Prior to employment with Yankee, he vas a Scientist

at Bettis involved in Shippingport core design.
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Individuals taking part ic any ot the three specific evaluations which make up
the overall Independent Review Program will meet the "Independency Criteria"
of Cbairman Palladino's February 1, 1982 letter to Representative John Dingell

and which are described as follows:

1. No individuals on the Project team will bave been previously utilized by

Consumers Power Company to perform design or comstruction work.

2. No individual iaovelved will have been previously employed by Consumers

Power Company.

3. No ipdividual owns or controls significant amounts of Consume.s Power

Compazy stock.

4. No members of the present housebold of individuals involved are employed

by Consumers Power Company.

5. No relatives of individuals involved are employed by Comsumers Power

Company in a management capacity.

MAC will be responsible for integrating an overall evaluation report made up

of the three inputs.

The major objective of the overall evaluaticn report is to provide the NRC,
ACRS, and the Consumers Power Company Chief Executive Officer with an
assessment of the overall quality of the Midland Project. We believe that
this assessment will adequately address the NRC, ACRS, and public's questions

regarding the adequacy and construction quality of the plast.
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The final report will be submitted to the NRC and an auditable record will be
maintained of all comments on any draft or final reports, any changes made as

8 result of such comments, and the reasons for such changes.
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2. BIENNIAL QUALITY AUDITS

Background Of Biennial Quality Audit Requirements

The Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program Manual For The Midland
Nuclear Plant, Topical Report CPC-1-A, requires the review of the Consumers
Power Corporate Nuclear Quality Assurance Program to be performed at least
once every 24 moanths or once every second calendar year by a Quality Assurance

Program Audit (referred to as the Biennial Quality Audit).

This audit may be accomplished by a team consisting of Environmental & Quality
Assurance personnel, selected employees from other Consumers Power Company
departments or by an audit team of Quality Assurance personnel under conmtract

to Consumers Power Company.

Plans For The 1982 Biennial Quality Audit

The scope of the 1982 Bieanial Quality Audit will be similar to the audits
conducted in 1976, 1978 and 1980. The audit will evaluate the Quality
Assurance P-ogram being utilized by Consumers Power Company and by Bechtel and
will evaluate on a sampling basis, the degree of compliance with the Program
by Consumers Power Company and by Bechtel. Specifically, the 1982 Biennial
Quality Audit will be conducted by Management Analysis Company (MAC) and will
comply with the requirements of NRC Regulatory Guides 1.144 (9/80, Rev 1) and
l.;bé (8/80, Rev 0). i ?
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3. INPO CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION

General

In early 1982, utility nuclear power plant construction problems stimulated
industry initiative'and action to ensure that programs in effect nationwide
meet performance goals as intended. Accordingly, the Institute of Nuclear
Power Operations (INPO) was tasked by the Utility Industry to develop and
manage a construction project evaluation program. The first effort was to
define Performance Objectives and Criteria for procject evaluations. Use of
these criteria for an overall evaluation is intended to provide comsiderably
more depth than an audit, for an audit generally does not go beyond
conformance to program requirements. The evaluations include some assessment
of administrative and quality records, but more important, focus on evaluating
the success and efficiency of the project organization, systems and procedures

in achieving the desi~ed end results.

Following the drafting of the Performance Objectives, three pilot evaluations
were conducted by INPO on plants under construction ie, Vogtle, Shearon
Harris, and Hope Creek. During the last pilot a representative from NRC was
present during data collection, evaluation and exit interview with utility

personnel.

Following the pilot evaluations, the Performance Objectives and associated
T

Criteria were modified to reflect experiences gained. A copy of the criteria

to be used for the INPO evaluation is attached.
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The performance objectives are broad in scope; each generally covers a single,
well-defiped area. The supporting criteria are more narrowly focused
statements of activities that support or help meet the performance objectives.

chiral criteria are listed under each performance objective.

There are five Performance Objectives and associated Criteria which

specifically address design effort. These are:

DC.1 Desizn Input

Process for defining and controlling design input

DC.2 Design Interfaces
The identification and coordination of interfaces to emsure input

requirements are satisfied

DC.3 Design Process

Process followed to emsure safe, reliable and verifiable designs in

compliance with requirements

DC.4 Design Output
Development of designs which are complete, accurate, understandable and

constructable

DC.5 Design Changes

Control of changes 1o ensure compliance with design requirements

In‘addition there are pumerous Performance Objectives which support evaluating
design control. These include: Comstruction Engineering, Project Planning,

Training, Independent Assessments, et:.

rp0982-2769a141-100
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The above INPO Performance Objectives and associated Criteria will be utilized

for planning the Independent Design Verification.

The INPO type self evaluation is aimed at achieving a level of performance
above that required to meet Regulatory Requirements. Members of 35 Utilities
(including Consumers Power) met, drafted and reviewed performance objectives
and criteria to support the performance objectives of seven areas including
design. A cowmplete list of the areas whose objectives are intended to define

optimum performance is:

Organization and Administration
Design Control

Construction Control

Process Support

Training

Quality Programs

Test Control

The thrust of this type of cvaluatioﬁ is that if utilities attempt to meet
standards above those normally required to zchieve quality, there will be
greater assurance that Regulatory Requirements are met. The program was then
applied during three pi‘lot evaluations and modified based on the experience
gained during the pilot evaluations. It essentially looks at all aspects of
work in progress. This program has been developed during the ca{gndar year
19;2 and industry bas made a commitment to the NRC to initiate IQ?O type
evaluation on nuclear plants under comstruction by the end of 1982. The only

exceptions will include those plants very close to fuel load.
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Consumers Power Compady selectca MAC to perfrrm the INPO Comstruction
Evaluation primarily because of MAC's involvement in the develcpment of the
Performance Objectives and participation in all three pilot evaluations. The
tean supplied by MAC will be individuals experienced in multi-discipline
activities associated with nuclear power plant engineering and comstruction.
In addition, team members will be experienced in interviewing and evaluating
ie, the tyre of activity MAC has been performing for the nuclear industry over

the past seven years.

PREPARATION FOR INPO TYPE EVALUATION

The evaluation team leader will review the job status, select work areas to be
evaluated and select team members based on the above. A request will then be
made to CP Co for background documents. The team will then review the
documents and prepare a schedule. Individual assigoments will also be made.
Three Tera members of the team organization representing Civil, Mechanical,
and Electrical disciplines will be part of the MAC INPO type evaluation team.
Prior to actually performing the evaluation, all team members will receive

training in plant orientation, procedures and INPO evaluation techaiques.

PERFORMING THE EVALUATION

The entire evaluation team will initially meet at the Site to review the work
in progress. Sections of the team will then move to the Designer's and
Owmer's Offices. Team members will then begin the task of collecting
pertinant facts relative to various aspects of the job via observations,
inspections, discussions and review of documents. These facts will be

assigned to the appropriate performance objective and reviewed against that
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objective. As findings develop, «dditional investigations may take place.
During this time, the team will communicate with the project personmnel to

assure validity of findings and draft evaluation summaries will be prepared.

REPORTING

At the conclusion of the evaluation, the team will verbally communicate their
findings to the project. A formal report will then be prepared and presented
to CP Co management. (™ Co will acknowledge the findings and transmit the
findings with their plans for corrective action concurrently to the NRC and
INPO. INPO will assimilate various utilities reports into a comprehemsive

summary document and report the overall program progress to the NRC.
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4. INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIF&CATION

Goals and Objectives

The independent design review is directed at verifying the quality of design
engineering for the Midland Plant. The approach selected is a review and
evaluation of a detailed "vertical slice" of the project design by a
technically competent, independent organization. The design and as-built
configuration of a selected safety system will be ieviewed to assure its
adequacy to function in accordance with its safety design bases and to assure

applicable liceasing commitments have been properly implemented.

Summary and Scope of Effort

The independent design verification (IDV) will comsist of an independent
design review of the Unit 2 auxiliary feedwater system (AFW) as ap applicable
sample of the design engineering effort at Midlaad Plant. This system was
selected based upon system selection criteria discussed below. The review
will be conducted by Tera Corporation and will utilize a multidisciplinary
team of senior staff personnel to assure that the design and as-built
configuration of the AFW conforms to its safety design bases and Consumers
Power Company's licensing commitments as a benchmark for its acceptability.
The design process, from concept to installation, will be identified and
inoterfaces between design engineers evaluated to assure suf!icicg} controls
were placed on the transfer and specification of important dosignjinfor-ation.

Although the review will focus on the AFW, the interfacing systems will be

reviewed to determine that appropriate design constraints were imposed to
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asaure.functionability of the AIW. Initially, important design elements for
AFW will be outlined to assure the IDV includes an appropriate sample of the
design interfaces between Consumers Power, B&W the nuclear steam supply systen
(lSﬁS) vendor, Bechtel the architect engineer, and other service related
contractors. Design elements such as environmental qualification envelopes,
seismic snalysis, hydraulics and system control requirements will be selected
to allow a diverse review of the various engineering disciplines (eg,
Mechanical, Civil, Electrical). The design reviews in each area will evaluate
the Jdesign approach used and, where appropriate, independent anzlytical
techniques will be used to confirm questionable approaches or to permit

assessment of the significance of any identified discrepancies.

To assure that the installed equipment reflects system design requirements,
design specifications and drawings will be reviewed and in-field inspection of
selected sections of the AFW conducted. The in-field inspection will coafirm

that the AFW is configured as specified in the design documents.

Throughout the IDV, all findings will be documented by each reviewer. Each
finding will then be evaluated by the team leaders and more significant
findings forwarded to a senior review team. At the conclusion of the effort,
a preliminary report will be provided to Consumers Powzr and the original
designers for review and ptovisioh of additional documentation that could bave
an impact on the final report findings. An auditable record of comments and
oddittonal information provided will be maintsined. The final tqport will
lu-atizc the work accomplished, procedures used and a complete l.at and

description of all findings from the review.
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" Ability to Test As-Built Installation = The system construction should be

sufficiently completed that the as-built configuration can be verified

against design.

The suxiliary feedwater system was selected for the independent design review
after consideration of a number of other candidate systems. The auxiliary
feedwater system bad a sufficiently high profile for each of the criterion to
justify its selection. Specifically, it involves interface with the NSSS
vendor criteria, with containment design criteria, interface with design
organizations, and the methodology of determining a water system's mechanical,

electrical, and control component design criteria.

P
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Technical Approach

The independent design verification (IDV) effort is comprised of three phases;

Program Development, Review anc Reporting.

The Program Development Phbase includes the preparation of an IDV work plan and
the development of a detailed review scope. The IDV work plan will ioclude
procedures and instructions for the work to be perfcrmed by Tera Corporation,
the IDV contractor. An initial identification of the specific verification
methods and depth of review to be utilized in addressing system design

elements will alsc be completed as part of this phase.

The Review phase is the major activity of the IDV. This phase includes a
design review of the systems as well as a field installation/as-built review
to assure conformance of the design and the comstructed facility. Initial
efforts of the system design review will focus on the identification of the
design process (chain) for the selected system. Emphasis will be placed on
identifying design organizations and their subelements who contributed to the
design and understanding the design practices and interactions between the
design engineers. Paralleling this effort, the design and licensing criteria
will be reviewed. It is anticipated that system design criteria information
will include utility, B&W and Bechtel design requirements, licensing

commitments, as well as other sub-tier ‘ocuments.

The methods to be utilized in the review of system design clc.eni; will vary
in depth. Depending upon the design area, the specific method may be a review

of design criteria, a review of design calculations, a "blind" confirmatory
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evaluation (eg alternmative calculation or computer analysis by the IDV
contractor) or a combination. Where appropriate, independent analytical
techniques will be used to confirm design calculations or to permit assessment
of ihe significance of any identified discrepencies. It is anticipated that
the primary review method wi;l be a review of calculations. Ultimately, the
choice of review methed will depend upon the cature of the design area and the
type of verification methed which is most effective in enmabling the IDV

reviews to reach a judgement as to the design adequacy in that design area.

This review will concentrite on each major step in the design process, for

example:

" Design input information (transfer amorg designers, conformance with design

criteria and commitments).

" Analyses and Calculations (selected review of inputs, assumptions,
methodology, validation and usage of computer programs and reasonableness

of certain amalytical ocutputs).

" Drawings and Specifications (selected reviews for conformance with system
design criteria, commitments, and incorporation of results of analyses and

calculations).

" Field Verification (sudit to assure that the as-built configuration reflects

design requirements and pre-operational tests verify design an‘iysos).

Findings from the INPO review as w2ll as input from other sources such as,

audit reports, 50.55e reports, design change reports and other documents will
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also be considered to concentrate review in more depth in any areas where the

design process may be suspect by historical evidence.

The IDV review scope will be broad enmough in terms of design elements to

include saoples from each significant design organization, design interface

and major engineering discipline.
The design elements to be evaluated include:

" Civil/Structural design of structures housing the AFW (eg, external or
snternal flooding, wind or tornmado loads, seismic analysis, foundation
design or missile protection).

" Mechanical/Electrical design of AFW systems and components (eg, pipe rupture
protection, léisnic subsystem evaluation, ASME code considerationms,
equipment qualification, penetration design, cable routing and separation,
instrumentation and control system, system interlocks, fire protection,
seismic and quality group classification or use of appropriate codes and

standards).

" System performance requirements (requirements for accident mitigation,
design transients and normal operation, hydraulic design, over-pressure

protection, reliability, NPSH for pumps).

The installation/as-built verification review will include a walkdcwn of the
selected system and inspection of system components. This tcvici is intended
to:con{ir- system geometry and component nameplste data. Input f}o. this

evaluation will be assessed for its compatability with design documents such

as specifications and drawvings.
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The IDV will be conducted under project instructions and procedures that will
require apparent discrepancies to be documented throughout the review.
Initially, these findings will be categorized based upon the lead reviewer's

judgement as to status as follows:

1) Open- The finding has the potential for becoming a confirmed error, but
additiocal investigation or confirmatory analysis is necessary to make a

final judgement;

2) Confirmed - The finding is judged to be an apperent error by the review
team and will require corrective action, such as additional documentation
oot utilized by the team that documents the resolution of the findings or
additional analysis, design or comstruction changes or procedural changes

that may be necessary to resolve the finding;

3) Resolved - Sufficient additiomal information was available in the ongoing
review to resolve the findings and to completely close out any additional

concern about the findings.

Additionsally, findings will be categorized as to whether or not they affect
the AFWs safety function or licemsing criteria. Additional design information
will be solicited to allow the lead reviewers to reach disposition of each
finding. As the reviews of each major design element reach a suitable stage,
the individual findings will be evaluated in an integrated manner by the
project team to further define or resolve the findings and to assure the
cl;slification is proper. After the team has completed its :cvi‘;, each
finding will be submitted to a senior level review tean to provide additional

professional opinion regarding the classification of the finding.
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Reportipg will be in two stages, preliminary ind final. The preliminary -
report, including the findings, as modified by the senior review team, will be
provided to Consumers Power Company for review by the original designers. The
preliminary report will provide an opportunity for additiomal information to
be supplied which could bhave an impact on the findings but was not kmown to
the IDV project team. ‘A11 comments, additional information and changes to the
findings will be maintained in an auditable manner. The final report will
summarize the work accomplished, procedures used and include a complete

description of all findings.

.
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APPENDIX

PREVIOUS ASSESSHMEANTS OF DESIGN
AND CONSTRUCTION QUALITY AT MIDLAND
Historically, Consumers Power Company and its contractors have been committed
to perform their work using QA programs which respond to all 10CFRS0 Appendix

B Quality Assurance criteria.

In addition to the Consumers Power Company sudits in the areas of design and
construction, the Company bas utilized outside consultants to conduct Bieanial
Quality Audits. The Consumers Power Company Biennial Quality Audits were
first instituted in 1976 and were subsequently conducted during 1978 and 1980.
These audits were conducted to determine the Program's adequacy and to
determine, on a sampling basis, the degree of compliance with the program. A
sumpary of those audits are as follows:

A. 1976 Biennial Quality Audit

In 1976, the Bieannial Quality Audit was conducted by the Nuclear Audit and
Testing Company (NATCO) and included approximately 24 can-days of audit
effort. The audit involved suditing for sdequacy and implementation of
the Consumers Power Company QA Program Procedures at the Consumers Power
Company General Office iz Jackson, Michigan and at the Midland Site. In
addition, the audit involved suditing for adequacy and implementation of
the Bechtel Nuclear Quality Assurance Macual at the Midland Site. Audit

* fipdings resulting from this audit have been closed out.
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E. 1978 Biennial Quality Audit ' v v

In 1978, the Biennial Quality Audit was conducted by the Management
‘Analysis Company (MAC) and included approximately 70 man-days of audit
effort. The audit involved auditiang for adequacy and implementation of
the Consumers Power Company QA Program Procedures at the Consumers Power
Compaay General Office in Jackson, Michigan and at the Midland Site. In
addition, the audit involved auditing for adequacy and implementation of
the Bechtel Nuclear Quality Assurance Manual at the Bechtel Ann Arbor,
Michigan offices (engineering) and at the Midland Site. Audit findinogs

resulting from this audit have been closed out.

C. 1980 Bieaonial Quality Audit

In 1980, the Biemnial Quality Audit was conducted by the Management
Analysis Company (MAC) and inscluded approximately 46 man-days of audit
effort. The audit invelved auditing for adequacy and implementation of
the Consumers Power Company QA Program Procedures at the Consumers Power
Company General Office in Jackson, Michigan and at the Midland Site. In
addition, the audit involved auditing for adequacy and implemenation of
the Bechtel Nuclear Quality Assurance Manual at the Bechtel Ann Arbor,
Michigan offices and at the Midland Site. Audit findings resulting from

this audit have been closed out.

MAC also performed a special Assessment of Midland ic 1981 which covered the
following areas: Corrective actions resulting from 50.55e items including
adequacy of corrective action, hardware inspection and system walkdown,

corrective action status closeout of 1980 biennial Corporate Audit, assessment
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of adcﬁuacy of Midland QA program (based on first two items), review of
documentation (supplier quality verification records, radiographic records,
certificates of compliance, and Bechtel FLAGS program), snd assessment of
Bechtel and Consumers personnel (Bechtel QC and auditors, Consumers auditors,
8ad Bechtel welders' qualification). L 4 S

AP 1

"
Starting in 1976 upon the discovery of missing rebar in three areas of the\
auxiliary building (later this was determined to not be a safety problem)

e — | ————————————— . — . —

Consumers instigated a surveillance of comstruction activities by Consumers QA

personnel. /Eonluncrs Power surveillance provides formalized quality control

inspections beyond those quality control inspections performed by the Bechtel

. \
Quality Control group. ! 0\&}3’ Ei** f~Q~C£'

In August 1980 the Quality Assurance Organizations of Consumers Power Company
and Bechtel were integrated into one group with Consumers baving the
responsibility for direction and management. Consumers Power at this time set
up a Design QA Engineering (DQAE) group at the Bechtel Ann Arbor offices to
conduct day to day monitoring of engineering activities of Bechtel. The
Consumers Power DQAE provides design and procurement qQuality/reliadbility
services of problem prevention and early problem detection, resolution, and
corrective action. DQAE personnel are degreed and have had direct desisgn
related experience in the areas of suclear, mechanical, electrical,

electronics and civil engineering. The DQAE functions comsist of:

1.7 Technical reviews of Design and Procurement documents (engineering
procedures/instruction, selected design and procurement documents, and

supplier design deviation requests).
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2. Monitors that requirements of controlling documents are being implemented
(FSAR, engineering procedures, Appendix B, codes and standards) imto
specifications, drawings, material requisitions, supplier documentation

'cnd design calculations.

3. Audits of engineering, supplier QA Department, Bechtel Quality Engineering

and Document Control.

Starting in January 1979, NRC Region IV Vendor Inspection Branch has conducted
seven inspections of the Bechtel Ann Arbor Office. The latest inspections
were in May and July 1982. In three of these inspections, there were no
findings. Corrective action has been completed on all of the findings from
iaspections prior to 1982. There were no findings from the May 1982
inspection and the ope finding from the July 1982 inspection has not been

closed out as yet.

Although not requested by the NRC, Consumers Power Company decided in early
1982 that based oo occurrences at Diablo Canyon and other plants, an
Independent Design Audit or Review was prudent. The Company ¢id not know what
NRC staff requirements would be applied to an independent audit for plants
that are in tle construction and licensing stage similar to Midland. It was
decided that this particular Independent Design Review would be undertaken as
soon as possible in order to provide timely identification of problems so that
corrective action could be taken comsistent with overall project schedules.
The purpose was to review Bechtel Project Engineering cctivitios‘;o determine
if design criteria are being correctly implemented and if design ;ssu-ptions.
design methods and the design processes are satisfactory. It was also decided

that the review could be optimized by using people who were knowledgeable
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about the Bechtel design process but were not working on Midland design such
#s Bechtel personnel located in offices other than Ann Arbor or Consumers

personnel that bhave not been directly involved in Midland.

The review team consisted of six Bechtel and one Consumers Power Company
employees with disciplines represented in the areas of mechanical, nuclear,
electrical, civil/structural, plant design, control systems and technical
support for plant operations. Short term assistance was provided by
specialists and consultants from other Bechtel offices in specific areas such
as piping design and seismic analysis. The general approach of the review was
to conduct a broad review of important design methods and then to review in-
depth, including field walkdowns, four features of the plant. Emphasis was on
engineering and factors important to safety, calculations, and design features
which will ot be demonstrated by tests during comstruction and start-up.
Interfaces within Bechtel and between Bechtel and B&W were also reviewed. The
basic criteria and commitments used by the review team were the FSAR, Bechtel
Topical Reports, project procedures, and industry guides and standards.

Design methods selected for review included piping analysis, equipment
qualification, separation hazards, instrumentation, structural and seismic
asalysis, and various nuclear analyses. The piping review included
independent computer analysis of selected stress problems and banger designs
and a review of unique computer programs developed for the Midland Project.
The four features of the plant for an in-depth review were: reactor cavity
design, on-site electrical systems, decay heat removal system and piping for
the high pressure safety injectiou-tyltc- ocutside containment. The review has .

been completed with findings issued and replied to. The final report as well
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as other design review information will be submitted to MAC and Tera for use

in the performance of their activities.
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FOREWORD

In early 1982, utility nuclear power plant construction

problems stimulated industry initiative and action to ensure
that programs in effect nationwide meet parformance goals as
intended. Accordingly, the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations
(INPO) was tasked to develop and manage a construction project

evaluation program. The first effort was to define performance
’ objectives and criteria for project evaluations. Use of the
criteria is intended to provide considerably more depth than an
audit, for an audit generally is regarded to be no more than a
check of the paper trail. An evaluation includes some assessment
of administrative records, but more important it focuses on
evalusting the gquality of the end result of implementing the
project systems and procedures. It also includes assisting the
utility by transferring technology, management systems, and pro-
cedural systems when the utility is not as strong as has been
cbserved elsevhere in the industry. Such an evaluation can
result in an uplifting, or upgrading, by specific recommendations
on how to achieve a higher level of excellence.

This program is not intend te whether or not the
design is sdequate. Rather, the program will evaluate if the
‘;::I;F—ESEGETEE;_;:Q controlled and i{f the plant is being con~
structed as the design specifies; therefore, design control and
quality of construction are the key cbjectives being evaluated.

These performance objectives and criteria are intended for
use by INPO member utilities and third parties in the evaluation
of the quality of engineering and construction of nuclear power
plants. The scope of this document addresses the phase of the
_ project beginning with the plant design process and extending
" through design, construction, and testing to issuance of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission operating ltg-nco.
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ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION



OA.1 ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE

The owner's corporate organization and all other project
organizations responsible for the design, engineering,
planning, scheduling, licensing, construction, quality
assurance, and testing of a nuclear plant should provide an
organizational structure that ensures effective project
management control.

CRITERIA

A.

D.

The project organizational structure is defined clearly
and establishes an effective relationship among the
owner's and contractors' responsible executives and
managers for design, construction, procurement, plan-
ning, testing, gquality assurance, and licensing of a
nuclear power plant to support the success of the
project.

Managers associated with the project, either owner's,
nuclear steam system vendors', architect/engineering

firms', or contractors', at the executive, corporate,

project, design, procurement, construction, start-up,
operations, and quality assurance levels, understand
clearly their relationships regarding the project,
including their authorities, responsibilities, and
accountabilities.

An cwner's manager is assigned responsibility for the

‘ project activities (hereafter referred to as project

manager). This is bis primary responsibility and
preferably his sole responsibility. Also, he has the
authority to direct the project.

The owner's project-level managers are assigned respon-
sibility for the following listed functional areas in

support of the nuclear project activities., “Sufficient
authority is held by each individual to carty out

assigned responsibilities.
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OA.2 MANAGEMENT INVOLVEMENT AND COMMITMENT TO QUALITY

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE

Senior and middle managers in the owner's corporate office,
designer's office, and at the construction site who are
assigned functional responsibility for matters relating to
the nuclear project should exhibit, through personal
interest, awareness, and knowledge, a direct involvement in
significant decisions that could affect their responsi-
bilities.

CRITERIA

A. Procedures or written statements of policy address
subjects relating to the engineering, design, and con-
struction of nuclear projects. They include policies
related to project gquality, such as workmanship,
problem identification and correction, action item
tracking, reporting, and procedural compliance.

B. Project personnel in the corporate office and at the
construction site and designer's offices are awvare of
these procedures and pelicy statements and have them
readily available for referonce. They are able to
explain how they are put into practice.

C. Project personnel demonstrate compliance with these
policy statements and the statements have a high degree
credibility

D. Both vertical and horizontal communication of signifi-
cant problems and corrective actions are effective and
coordinated to provide an accurate represantation of
conditions.

E. Meetings invelving corporate and project management
personnel result in the regular review of key aspects
of the nuclear project.

-
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L.

Designated managers associated with the project have
responsibility and autherity, by policy and practice,
to stop or delay engineering, design, or construction
activities when their judgement indicates that contin-
gation will result in a failure to meet the project
objectives.

Management accountability for the project is consistent
with the project structure and extends to the contrac-
tors, architect/engineering firm, and nuclear steanm
supply system supplier contractor. '

A complementary relationship is evident between manage-
ment and gquality assurance that supports implementation
of a strong corporate commitment to quality.

Decisions are made known to appropriate individuals for
implementation.



10.
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regular review of project status and current
problems -

review of selected data and trends discussed in the
functional sections of this document

monitoring of organization's performance against
established goals and objectives

involvement in and understanding of trending pro-
grams and corrective actions related to developing
adverse trends

active involvement in ensuring that construction
practices and procedures are followed in a manner
that enhances the guality cf the end product
responsibility for ensuring that workers are quali-
fied for their individual assignments and that they
perform their work to project standards

The project middle managers are sensitive to the need
te control work assignments to ensure that project-
related effort is not diluted.

Appropriate superviscry, technical, and procedural
training is conducted for first-line and middle mana-
gers having responsibilities for functional areas in
support of project activities. Appropriate records of
attendance, material presented, and test results (if
given) are retained to document this training.
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DC.1 DESIGN INPUTS

PERFPORMANCE OBJECTIVE
Inputs to the design process should be defined and con-
trolled to achieve complete and quality designs.

CRITERIA

A.

Design inputs such as codes, standards, regulatory
commitments and reguirements, criteria, and other
design bases are identified, defined clearly, docu-
mented, evaluated, approved, and their scope of appli-
cability is defined prior to their use in the design
process.

The design inputs include consideration of all of the
requiraments necessary to produce a quality design
including feedback from pertinent industry engineering,
design, and construction experience.

Plant constructability, operability, inspectability anéd
maintainability are considered in plant designs.

The design inputs are provided at a level of detail and

clarity necessary to be useable anéd understandable by
all persons using these inputs.

A systems, components, and materials experience infor-
mation base, to the extent available, is a key element
in the design process. Specifications for key safety-
related equipment that does not have a substantial
service history contain a reguirement for supplier
acceptance tests.

The issuance and use of design inputs is controlled by
the use of complete and understandable procedures.

All changes to the approved design inputs are docu-
mented and approved prior to their use.

Design personnel utilize supplier expertise as appli-
cable in the design process. .

Design and design control information is resdily
available for use by all design personnel.
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DC.2 DESIGN INTERFACES

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE

Design organization external and internal interfaces should
be identified and coordinated to ensure a final design that
satisfies all input requirements.

CRITERIA

A.

Design organization engineering authority is documen-
ted, and limits of responsibility and authority are
defined clearly.

The flow of design information between both external
and internal organizations is controlled and timely.
The external and internal interfaces and responsibili-
ties are def.ned and controlled by procedures.

Oral and other informal means of communication,
including letters and memos, which provide significant
design information, are confirmed and promptly made a
part of the design input by a controlled Adocument.
System interaction is considered in system design ané
analysis.

Systematic and effective lines of communication are
established.

Design and design change informaticn are cocrdinated
effectively with all affected disciplines and operating
personnel.

rransfer of design responsibilities and documents from
one organization to another is planned and implemented
in a controlled manner.

=15~



L.

Supervisory and management involvement in the design
process is evident by the quality and timeliness of the
output information and resolution of design problems.
Design personnel provide timely technical support and
follow-up on systems they have designed.

Design processes are monitored for compliance with
design commitments. ;

Design control measures, such as procedures and check~-
1ists, are used to ensure that design inputs, such as
design criteria, design bases, regulatory regquirements,
codes, and standards, are translated correctly into
design documents, including specifications, calcula-
tions, drawings, procedures, instructions, and other
documents needed to build a plant.

Drawings, specifications, and other design documents
are prepared under a controlled process that estabdb-
lishes standards for pertinent items such as format,
content, status, and revision.
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DC.S DESIGN CHANGES

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE

Changes to released project design documents should be
controlled to ensure that constructed designs comply with
the most recent design regquirements.

CRITERIA

A. The design organization's response is timely and effec-
tive regarding identified changes.

B. Reasons for the change are identified, evaluated, and,
if necessary, acticns taken to aveid future problems.

C. The responsible design organization considers inputs to
the original design before a change is issued.

D. Design changes are coordinated with any affected disci-
pline and/or organization in a timely manner.

E. Appropriate procedures and methods are revised if
design changes make these revisions necessary.

P. Prior to the approval of the design change, consider~
ation is given to gquality, safety, cost, and schedule.

G. Changes are subject to control measures commensurate
with those of the original design.

E. A system is utilized to determine whether or not the
change being made impacts other parts of the systenm
being changed, other areas of the plant, or other
plants under construction.

I. Methods are in place to ensure that changes are imple-
pented in a timely manner.

J. All changes, including those initiated by regulation,
construction, vendor, or design, are properly reviewed
by the design organization and, if approved, incorpor-
ated into the design documents.

K. Appropriate design changes are evaluated promptly by
each affected discipline, and necessary cortective
action is taken and documented in a timely manner.



CONSTRUCTION CONTROL
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CC.1 CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERIRG

PERFPORMANCE OBJECTIVE

Engineering and design performed under the authority of the
construction organization should be controlled as to consi-
stency with the basic derign criteria to ensure compliance
with applicable codes, standards, and regulatory commite-
ments.

CRITERIA

A. Construction engineering authority is documented, and
limits of respensibility and authority are defined
clearly. ‘

B. Procedures are effective in controlling the engineering
and design processes of the construction engineering
organization.

C. Guidelines are issued to ensure that the basic design
criteria used by the construction engineering organi-
zation is consistent with that used in the original
plant design.

D. Interface links between architect/engineering home
office and the construction engineering group arce
efficient, effective, and defined clearly.

E. Interface links among major vendors and subcontractors
and the construction engineering group are efficient,
effective, and defined clearly.

P. Construction engineering field change contrel is main-
tained effectively as required to support the construc-
tion effort and to ensure f£inal as-built conditicns are
defined.

G. Construction engineering suppeorts major construction
eguipment processes (e.g., special rigging studies ané
transportation studies) with calculations and desigrn
prior to important field construction effort.

E. State-of-the-art engineering and design verification
exists for construction engineering processes.
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CC.2 CONSTROUCTION PACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE

Construction facilities and equipment should be planned
for, acguired, installed, and maintained consistent with
project needs to suppert quality construction.

CRITERIA

A.

A site plan has provided for key location of facilities
such as warehouses, craft shops, egquipment storage, and
production facilities.

Construction equipment is acquired in a manner tu sup-
port the construction schedule and is maintained in
cptimum condition to support quality work.

Facilities and egquiprent, both temporary and permanent,
meet the project needs and specifications, and ere
maintained in accordance with established regquirements.
Periodic inspections or surveillances of the work areas
and activities are performed to ensure that facilities
anéd egquipment luppoit construction needs. '



cC.4

CONTROL OF CONSTRUCTION PROCESSES

PERPORMANCE OBJECTIVE

The construction organization should monitor and control
all construction processes to ensure the project is com-
pleted to design requirements and that a high level of
gquality is achieved.

CRITERIA

A. Construction activities are identified in advance to
allow for development of procedures and selection,
training, and qualification of personnel.

B. work procedures and instructions have sufficient detail
to ensure that construction activities are in accord-
ance with engineering regquirements.

C. Construction activities are performed in accordance
with work procedures, instructions, and current revi-
sions of drawings approved for construction.

D. Rework activities are performed in accordance with
established procedures and are subject to reguired
inspections.

E. Work is performaed by and under the supervision of
qualified persconnel who recognize and accept a respon-
sibility for quality.

F. Proper tocols are available and are used correctly.
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CC.6 CONSTRUCTION CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE

The constructicn organi=ation should evaluate audits,
inspections, and surveillances; process replies and follow-
up:; ar’ ake corrective action to prevent recurrence of
simila: problems.

CRITERIA

A.

The construction organization tracks construction
audits and surveillances, prepares well-researched
replies that address the deficiencies, and takes prompt
and effective corrective action.

The construction organization evaluates audits for
generic problems and trends and takes appropriate
action to prevent recurrence.

Nonconformances are identified, tracked, and closed out
in a timely manner.

The construction organization reviews nonconformances
to ensure corrective actions have been taken, evaluates

for trends, and reports problem areas to upper manage-
ment,
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PS.1 INDUSTRIAL SAFETY

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE
The construction site industrial safety program should
achieve a high degree of personnel safety.

CRITERIA

A.

An effective industrial safety program with clearly
defined policies, procedures, scheduled training
requirements, and individual responsibilities is imple-
mented with the full support of managers and super-
visors.

Selected data and trends of industrial safety activi-
ties are monitored, including the following:

1. summary analysis of first aid treatments

2. analysis of accidents requiring doctor's care

3. incidence of lost-time accidents

4. frequency of safety viclations identified

General housekeeping practices prevent the accumulation
of debris and trash, )
A safe and orderly job site working environment exists.
Lifting and rigging egquipment is checked regularly.

A fire protection program is defined, organized, and
well-publicized.

The site controls hazardous materials effectively.

A rafety tagging program exists and is implemented
effectively to protect equipment, personnel, and
material.
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PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE

Project scheduling and work planning and coordination
should ensure that the objectives of the project plan are
mat through effective and efficient use of project
resources.

CRITERIA

A.

Individuals responsible for functional areas demon-
strate an awareness of the need for and knowledge of
project controls and utilize these controls as
required.

Elements of work are defined into manageable segments
that can be accomplished by a typical work unit on a
definite schedule.

Elements of work are defined in a way ‘hat identifies
clearly the construction unit or discipline responsible
for the work.

Based on input and feedback from responsible project
personnel, a controlling construction schedule exists
that provides a plan for completion of work elements
and commitments and that provides management with a
clear, concise, and understandable method of tracking
project milestone completion.

Elements of work are recorded in a tracking system that
is established prior to the work being performed and
that allows project construction completion to be moni-
tored based on installed gquantities.

Work elerents are integrated into the construction
schedule in a manner that facilitates construction
erection sequence, mimimizes interferences and rework,
and optimizes project resources. .

Deviations from the project schedule and plqn. caused
by regulatory, productivity, design and other changes
and interferences, are communicated to the proper level



PS.4 PROJECT PROCUREMENT PROCESS

PERPORMANCE OBJECTIVE

The project procurement process should ensure that equip-
ment, materials, and services furnished by suppliers or
contractors meet project requirements.

CRITERIA

AL

Procurement documents provide clear and adeguate tech-
nical, quality cssurance, commercial, and administra-
tive reguirements necessary t> define the scope and
requirements of the contract.

The preparation, review, and approval of procurement
documents are controlled in accordance with established
procedures.

A list of qualified suppliers or contractors is used to
identify sources of guality products and services.
Only those suppliers or contractors who are listed as
qualified are regquested to furnish bids or proposals.
Proposals and bids are evaluated for compliance with
the reguirements and scope defined in the procurement
documents. These evaluations are performed by the
personnel responsible for the preparation of the pro-
curement specifications.

The recommendation and contract award are conducted in
accordance with established procedures.

Subtier suppliers or contractors are contractually
bound to adhere to related portions of the contract.
Supplier and contractor performance histories are used
to improve the procurement process.

Purchasing and contract documents are reviewed to
ensure inclusion of regquirements to achieve quality.
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PS.6 DOCUMENTATION MANAGEMENT

PERFPORMANCE OBJECTIVE

The management of project documentation should support the
effective control and coordination of project activities
and provide a strong foundation for the documentation/
information requirements of the plant's operational phase.

CRITERIA
A. A comprehensive records mangement plan and schedule
exists to do the following:

1. 4identify the documents and records reguired by
regulations, purchase specifications, corporate
requirements, and standards .

2. specify the minimum content and format reguirements
and acceptance criteria for each record/document
type

3. clearly designate responsibility for receipt,
review of acceptability, resclution of deficien~
cies, and control of documents during construction

4. contain proper methods for declaring appropriate
documents "as-built" during construction

§. determine what, when, how, to whom, by whom, and in
what format records will be turned over to the
plant's ceprational staff

B. The records management plan is effective in identifying
the current status of project documents such as the
following:

1. Jfesign dravings

2. specifications

3. structure/system descriptions

4. vendor drawings and manuals

5. design criteria and procedures .






™.2

TRAINING ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRA1ION

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE
fho training organization and administration should enasure
effective control and implementation of training activi=-

ties,

CRITERIA

A. The training organization is defined clearly.

B. Training and qualification goals and objectives are
established,

C. Training and qualification efforts are governed by
procedures that outline responsibilities of the traine
ing organization,

D. Training persconnel are provided training and cppor~
tunities to enhance their performance as instructors.

E. Training programs address organizational needs at
appropriate levels.

P. Technical and nontechnical training requirements for
individuals are defined cleacly and documented,

G. An active program exists to acquire feedback for the
purpose of developing, modifying, and improving the
training programs. :

B. Training activities are conducted regularly, and

results are documented,
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TN.3 GENERAL TRAINING AND QUALIFICATION

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE

The training program should ensure that all employees
receive indoctrination and training required to perform
effectively, and that employees are qualified as appro-
priate to their assigned responsibilities.

CRITERIA

A.

Initial selection, training and indoctrination enable
individuals to perform assigned responsibilities effec-
tively.

The previous qualification and training of new hires
and transfers are verified.

Individuals are qualified as appropriate for thei:
assigned responsibilities.

Training on a continuing basis, both formal and on-the-
job, maintains the employee's ability to perform con-
sistently and effectively.

Continuing training provides an effective means of
kecping employees up-to-date regarding changes to
policies, procedures, processes, instructions, and
commitments.

Individuals are requalified or recertified as regquired
to keep their qualifications current.

Feedback is acquired and used to modify and improve
training methods and content.
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QUALITY PROGRAMS

-47-



QP.1

The guality assurance program scope, content, and applica-
bility should be appropriate, defined clearly, and under~-
stood. '

CRITERIA

A.

The quality assurance and gquality control programs
include all necessary program elements.

Day-to-day activities are observed and monitored under
a continuing program desioned to ensure the highest
quality of perscnnel performaice, workmanship and
attention to detail. ,

The quality assurance program is applied to the project
in an appropriately graduated way.

The relationship between manuals and the applicability
of procedures is defined clearly and understood.

Audit and surveillance schedules are modified as
appropriate to verify the elfectiveness of program
implementation and to reflect the need for increased
monitoring.

The utility conducts evaluations of contractors'
gquality assurance program with sufficient regularity
and in sufficient depth to ensure program effective-
nesc.

The programs provide for indoctrination and training of
personnel as necessary to ensure that suitable proli=-
ciency is achieved and maintzined.

The "stop process® and "stop work® authority is under-
stood clearly and implemented effectively.
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QP.4 CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

PERPORMANCE OBJECTIVE
Conditions requiring corrections or improvements should De
resolved in an effective and timely manner.

CRITERIA

A.

c.

Conditions adverse to qguality are reported premptly and
accurately.

The responsible organization assumes its responsibility
for and its management is involved in and supports the
correction of adverse quality.

The senior levels of management are apprised of adverse
quality ~onditions and hold the responsible supervisors
accountable.

Corrective action resclves not only the reported item,
but alsc the basic cause in a manner that ensures the
quality of future activities.

Effective corrective action is taken in a timely
manner.

The quality assurance, quality control, and project
organizations cocperate in identifying and solving
problems effectively.

Quality performance trends are developed and analyzed
to effectively address generic problems and basic
causes of degraded gquality.



ot w



TC.1 JFEST PROGRAM

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE

The test program should verify the plant's full capability
to operate as intended by testing the plant's systems
functionally.

CRITERIA

A.

A clear policy is developed and endorsed by top manage-
ment that describes the test organization's responsi~
bility for component, system, and preoperational
testing.

The principal design organization is involved in
formulating test objectives and acceptance criteria.
The test program describes the scope of system testing,
provides detalled guidance for conduct of testing, and
includes methods for evaluation of completed tests,
Nonconforming conditions and discrepancies are identi-
tied and tracked, and appropriate resclution or correc~
tive action is achieved,

Adequacy of plant operating and maintenance procedures
is demonstrated.

The test program describes the quality assurance
progran under which it functions.



PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE .

The test organization should prepare a plan and a schedule
that describe the sequence of system or component testing
to support major schedule milesiones.

CRITERIA

A.

The plan and schedule are developed by personnel
experienced in test and start-up operations.

The plan and schedule are coordinated with the engi-
neering and construction schedules so restraints are
identified for project management action.

The plant systems are scoped into logical, bounded,
well-defined subsystems that can be tested as units.
The schedule for individual system or component testing
describes the required elements of testing, including
those systens regquired to support individual system
testing.

The status of testing is monitored by a tracking
system,
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TC.5 TEST PROCEDURES AND TEST DOCUMENTS

———————————————————————————————

PERFORMANRCE OBJECTIVE .

Test procedures Ind test documents should provide appro-
priate direction and should be used effectively to verify
operational and design features of respective svstems.

CRITERIA

A.

The necessary technical data are used in test procedure
preparacion.

Approved test procedures are available in advance of
their intended use to allow adeguate test preparatiocn
and training.

The test procedures describe clearly the objectives,
prerequisites, system boundaries, and acceptance eri-
teria for tests.

Test procedures receive the prescribed review before
approval.

Tests are performed in accordance with approved proce-
dures.

Necessary retesting is conducted when design changes
occur during or after completion of the test phase.
The results of the test program receive an independent
revievw and approval.
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NRC AND CPCO
WORK AUTHORIZATION PROCEDURE

Effective Date August 12, 1982

APPROVED GO ]
Midland Proj§ct Office
APPROVED )
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NRC AND CPCO WORK AUTHORIZATION PROCEDURE

SCOPE
To review all construction work covered by the ASLB Order of April 30, 1982.

PURPOSE
To provide a mechanism for NRC Region 3 review and authorization of activities

to be implemented at the Midland site as described in the ASLB Order.

To designate appropriate NRC and CPCO responsible individuals.

REFERENCES

1)
2)

<)

A’ U8 Memorandum and Order dated April 30, 1982.

A1B Memorandum and Order dated May 7, 1982.

Letter to J W Cook from D G Eisenhut dated May 25, 1982, "Completion of Soils
Remedial Activities Review".

PROCEDURE
1.0 CPCo Project Management Organization will provide, at the beginning of the

2.0

month a detailed list of all work activities to be implemented. This list
will cover the construction activities anticipated to be in progress for the
next 60-day period.

Upon receipt of the list the NRC will review the list and designate those
activities as critical or non critical and advise CPCo Construction in
writing of this designation.

2.1 For those activities designated non critical, CPCo is authorized to
proceed with the work. This work shall be accomplished in accordance
with the staff approved Quality Assurance Plan.

2.2 For those activities designated critical, the NRC will advise CPCo
Construction of the required details essential for further staff
review to determine the specifics of the work. CPCo is not authorized
to proceed with work prior to receiving written authorization from the
NRC.
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3.0

4.0

SQO

2.2.1 CPCo Construction will provide the work details as requested

by the Region.

2.2.2 After review by the Region, CPCo will be provided with specific
written authorization to conduct the identified work activities.

2.3 Should these authorized activities not start within 90 days, these
activities will be resubmitted for authorization.

Changes may be required for authorized critical and non critical activities.

These changes shall be processed as follows:

3.1 Changes that alter the description of a previously submitted activity,
in 1.0 above, shall be submitted to the Region for review. The review
and authorization procesc will be as in 2.0 above.

3.2 Changes which do not alter the description of a previously submitted
activity, in 1.0 above, are not required to be submitted to the NRC
but, shall be accomplished in accordance with the staff approved Quality

Assurance Plan.

Work activities not previously identified on the work list, in 1.0 above,
shall be identified and authorized as in 1.0 and 2.0 above. Approval of
these work activities may be given verbally by the NRC responsible indivi-
dual to the NRC Senior or Resident Inspector, who will then issue written
authorization.

Emergency work activities may be performed to mitigate conditions which
could affect personnel safety or could result in damage to facilities and
equipment.

These activities shall require immediate notification of the Senior Resident
Inspector.
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6.0 Responsible individuals

6.1 The NRC representative shall be the Chief, Midland Section Office of
Special Cases or his designee.

6.2 The CPCo designated representative shall be the Site Manager or his
designee.

7.0 Changes to this procedure shall be approved the the Chief, Midland Section
Office of Special Cases and the Site Manager.

Rev. O
8-12-82



WORK ACTIVITY LIST
FOR SEVEN DAYS FROM LIFTING OF STOP WORK ORDER

Aux Bldg 1. Operate all instruments in seven day "baseline"
2. Test all instrumentation systems per C-1493
3. Adjust set and finalize covers on all instruments
4. Verify post tension systems on control tower
5. Maintain instrument s stem

Freeze Wall 6. Continue monitoring utility protection pits (4)
7. Install clay to below duct bank (pit 4) (details attached)
8. Add additional wells (up to 5) on west perimeter (ocutside C-45)
9. Continue operation of svstems and wells

FIVP 10. Install and grout bolts and plates
11. Lift off test on bolts (and hardness tests)
12. Tension bolts

Crack Mapping 13. Clean FIVP to crack map

14. Crack map FIVP's

15. Crack map EPA's

16. Crack map remainder Aux Bldg

Underpinning 17. Drift to piers 12 E/W

18. Dig piers 12 E/W

19. 1Install piers

20. Drift to piers S EN

21. Implement C-200 if needed

22. Install bumpers, handrails, stairs, etc in access shaft

SWPS 23. Complete fireline relocation

24. Install 6 deep seated benchmarks

25. Install ejector wells

26. Install soldier piles

27. Excavate 36" service water pipe (train A)

BWST 28. Construct new ring beams
Other " 29. Finish 72" line repair

30. Approval of Quality Assurance Plans

JRSchaub
8-12-82
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799 ROOSEVELT ROAD -
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Docket Ne. 50-329
Docket No. 50-330

Consumers Power Company
ATIN: Mr. James W. Cook
Vice President
Midland Project
1945 West Parnall Recad
Jacksen, MI 49201

Gentlemen:

Based on discussions between you and Mr. W. Shafer on August 11, 1982,
we understand that you have stopped work in the remedial soils area in
accordance with Stop Work Order FSW-24.

Prior to lifting this stop work order in whole or in part you will obtain
drior Region III approval. Such approval will Ye based on a clear under-
standing and approval by Region III of the work activities to be undertaken.

If vour understanding is different than the above, please contact this office
immediately.

Sincerely,

Al i

6“’J¢m¢s G. Keppler
Regional Administrator

cc: DMB/Document Control Desk (RIDS)
—-)Rcs ident Inspector, RIII
The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB
The Honorable Jerry Harbour, ASL3
The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLB
The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASLB
Michael Miller
Renald Callen, Michigan
Public Service Commission
Myron M. Cherry
Barbara Stamiris
Mary Sinclair
Wendell Marshall
Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)

——— e — - . - - - o —— -
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Docket ¥No. 50-329
Docket No. 50-330

Consumers Power Company
ATTN: Mr, James W. Cook
Vice President
Midland Project
1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, XI 45201

Centlemen:

This letter confirms the telephone discussion on September 24, 1982, betwien
Messrs. Warnick and Shafer of this office and Mr. D. Miller and others of
your staff regarding the proolems in the remedial soils QC requalification
progran identified by Messrs. Cardner and Landswan.

The purpose of this letter is to document our mnderstanding of the actions
you have taken or plan to take.

As a result of ocur discussion, we understand that you bave initiated or
plan to initiate the following actions:

(1) All work on remedial soils bas been stopped with the exception
of those continuous activities such as maintaining the freeze
wall and well pumping.

(2) All exanminations related to remedial soils QC requalification
bave stopped and all QC pcr-onnzl previously certified bave been
decertified. .

(3) A retraining prograsm will be establisbed and conducted for all
QC persomnel who failed and for future failures.

(4) A written examination will be developed for all QC requalification
exaninations .in the area of remedial soils.

L4 4
-




CONFIRMATORY ACTION LETTER

Consumers Pover Coumpany -3 = SFp 2 ¢4 0832

We also understand tlrat you will meet with our staff on September 29, 1982,

to describe vhat measures you vill establish to accelerate the requalification
and certification of the QC personnel involved in the balance of plant
quality program.

1f our understanding of your actions is oot in accordance with the above,
please contact this office immediately.

Siocerely,

James GC. Keppler
Regional Administrator

cc: DMB/Documeut Control Desk (RIDS)
Resideat Inspector, RIII
The Bonorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB
The Honorable Jerry Barbour, ASLB
The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLB
The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASLE
Michael Miller
Ronald Callen, Michigan

Public Service Commissinn

Mrron M. Cherry
Barbara Stamiris
Mary Sinclair
Wendell Marshall
Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.RE.)
William Paton, ELD

prrice)
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March 25, 1983

Charles Bechhoefer, Esq. Dr. Jerry Harbour
Administrative Judge Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555 Washington, D.C. 20555
Dr. Frederick P. Cowan T TAFS
Administrative Judge Efaj“fjfgéwg'”F
6152 N. Verde Trail o
Apt. B-125 ATRA o1
Boca Raton, Fiorida 33423 SeRP B0l
ORA e 1 o 3
In the Matter of %idsr '{ '
CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY AL {
(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2) L e "
Docket Nos. 50-329 OM & OL and 50-330 OM & OL
Dear Administrative Judges:
Enclosed are the following: (1) Wofw
with Respect to Quality Assurance, upplemental Testimony of R.l._Cagk,
R.N. » R.B. Landsman and W.D. Shafer with Respect to Quality Assurance
and (31 Siop  ementaT -TesERony of ot ¢, CTlrav. SassLandsgan and #avge
-abafer with Respect to the Quality Assurance Program for the Underpinning
Activities of the Service Water Pump Structure and Auxiliary Building.
This testimony is to be presented at hearings scheduled to begin on
April 26, 1983. ’ .
Sincerely,
Michael N. Wilcove
Counsel for the NRC Staff
Enclosures: As stated
cc w/enclosures: See page 2
DESIGNATED ORIGINAG
Covtisied 3y " 7 1, 7
r 4
&"“.ﬁ. .
- it = e
SRR ADOCK 05000329 MAY 20 1083



cc:
Frank J. Kelley
Ms. Mary Sinclair

Ronald G. Zamarin, Esq.

James E. Brunner, Esq.
James R. Katés

Wayne Hearn

Myron M. Cherry

T. J. Cresweli

Steve J. Gadler
Frederick C. Wiliiams
Lee L. Bishop

Thomas Devine

DISTRIBUTION:
w/attachments:
FF (2)
Fraley (2)
.Keppler
LLewis
.Landsman
.Gardner
.Shafer
.Cook
Gilray
.Hood
Wilcove
Wright

Paton

Chron

DL/ EVDonaLO

Steward H. Freeman

Michael I. Miller, Esq.

Alan S. Farnell, Esq.

Ms. Barbara Stamiris

Wendell H. Marshall

Paul C. Rau

Peter Flynn

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Panel
Docketing & Service Section

w/o attachments:
Murray
EChristenbury/Scinto
Lieberman
JRutberg
LChandler
BVogler
EAdensam
J.Fisher
J.Sniezek
J.Stone

4 3/25[33
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DRSS UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
OF NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
ML »a——— .
oL Pl Yy BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

CONSUMZRS POWER COMPANY | Docket Nos. 50-329 OM & OL
50-330 OM & OL
(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2) )

SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF JAMES G. KEPPLER
WITH RESPECT TO QUALITY ASSURANCE

Gl. Please state your name and position with the NRC.
Al. My name is James G. Keppler. I am the Regional Administrator of the

NRC's Region III office. My professional qualifications have already
been submitted in this proceeding.

Q2. Please state the purpose of this testimony.

A2. This testimony supplements the "Testimony of James G. Keppler with
respect to Quality Assurance" filed with this Board on October 29, 1982.
(October 1982 testimony). It serves to advise the Board of the current

status of CPC's 1mplementa§ion of quality assurance at Midland.

Q3. In your October 1982 tastimony, you discuss certain proposals
submitted by Consumers Power Company to resolve its problems with
implementing quality assurance. Please discuss the status of those
proposals,

A3. CPC submitted three separate documents describing how they intended
to resolve their problems with implementing quality assurance.
(Attachments E, F, G, October 1982 testimony). The documents follow two

Wzs
ADOCK 05000329 =D CRIOINAL
T PR b Nt
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tracks; soils (Attachment F) and balance of safety-reIated work.

(Attachments EAG).

The proposals contained in Attachment E & G have been integrated into a
Construction Cospletion Program submitted by Consumcfs Powér Compahy on
January 10..1982. Hence, the Staff review of those proposals will be
encompassed in the review of the Consfruction Compietion Program.
Further discussion of the Construction Completion Program is contained

in my response to Question 8.

Attachment F is a letter from James Cook to Harold‘Denton and me, dated
September 17, 1982. It describes steps which either had been or would be
taken to ensure that quality assurance would be adequately implemented
for remedial soils work. In particular, seven steps to improve quality

assurance implementation are listed at the top of the second page of that

lettar,

The Staff has reviewed the commitments in Attachment F and finds them
acceptable. The most significant step is the retention of a third party
to independently assess the implementation of remedial soils work. For
the last twenty-three weeks Stone & Webster has been on site to assess
the remedial soils work.the Staff has permitted CPC to perform, (Further
discussion of the extent to which the Staff has authorized remedial soils
work is contained in my response to the next question.) The Staff has
determined that Stone & Webster satisfies the Commission's criteria for
the competence and independence of third party reviewers set forth in the
Chairman's letter of February 1, 1982 to Congressmen Ottinger and



A4,

0s.

Dingell. (The Staff's approval 1ett§r'(with attachments) is enclosed as
Attachment 1. The Ottinger/Dingell Tetter is enclosed as Attachment 2.)

Since the initiation of the work authorization procedure in August

1982 (Attachmeni H, October 1982 testimony), please discuss the nature of
the remedial soils work which the Staff has authorized.

From the time the work authorization procedure was instituted until
December 9, 1982, thé only type of work authorized was preliminary steps
to prepare for the underpinning of the auxiliary building. On December
9, 1982, the Staff authorized CPC to go beyond preliminary work and i
permitted the performance of actual excavation work. In particular, the
Staff authorized CPC to begin certain work relating to the drift,
excavation and installation of piers W12 and E12 under the turbine
building. It was the Staff's intent that this initial excavation work
not be excessively complex, yet be sufficient to permit us to assess

whether we should allew further remedial soils work to be done.

Has the work authorized by the Staff on December 9, 1862 been
satisfactorily performed?

Yes. NRC Region III 1nsp¢£¥10ns and Stone & Webster surveillances
found no major problems with the work performed by CPC. (See Attach-
ments D and E to Attachment 1, Memorandum for R. F. Warnick from

R. B. Landsman, dated February 15, 1983 and letter from A. S. Lucks
to J. G. Keppler dated February 14, 1983.)

Does Region III intend to permit further remedial soils work to proceed?



" A6,

Q7.

A7.

Yes. Based on the following factors, the Staff has concluded that
further underpinning work may proceed: (1) CPC's ;atisfactony per-
formance of work on piers W12 and E12; (2) the acceptability of Stone &
Hgbstef as a third party reviewer; and (3) CPC's commitment to make the
four changes to Stone & Webster's contract 1isted at the top of the
second page of the letter ?rom James Keppler to James Cook, dated
February 24, 1983, {Attachment 1).

In your October 1982 testimony, you state that the Midland Section

of the Office of Special Cases had begun an inspection of certain work
done by CPC. Please discuss the results of that inspection.

From October 12 through November 29, 1982, Region II! conducted a
thorouch inspecticn primarily of work accomplished in the diesel
generator building. (Attachments 3 and 4). The results of this
inspection indicated a significant breakdown in the implementation of

Consumars Pewer Company's quality assurance program.

As a resuit of the inspection findings described in your response to

the previous gquestion, whag action did CPC take?

On Novi. ~ber 25, 1982 the Staff presented the inspection findings to

CPC. On December 2, 1982, CPC informed the Office of Special Cases that
it planned to stop all safety-related work, except for the following
activities: (1) NSSS installation work, performed by Babcock & Wilcox;
(2) HVAC instailation work performed by Zack Company; (3) post system
turnover work; (4) hanger and cable reinspection; (5) design engineering;
(6) system layup activities and (7) remedial soils work (which can only
be performed according to the work authorization procedure).



Qs.

Q10.

Al10.

Qll.

All.

As documented in a letter from James Keppler to James Cook, dated
December 30, 1982, Consumers Power Company also presented a proposal for

8 Construction Completion Program. (Attachment 5.) On January 10, 1683,

- CPC submitted its Construction Completion Program to the NRC.

(Attachment 6.) The Program was Jiscussed at a public meeting held on
February 8, 1983, The'Program covers all safety-related activities
except for remedial soils work and includes proposals for third party

assessments of safety related work other than remedial soils work.

What iction did the NRC staff take as a result of the inspection findings
on the diesel generator building?

In view of the actions by CPC to suspend most safety-related construction
activities, it was not necessary for the NRC Staff to take any stop-work
actions. However, pursuant to the Ccmmission's Enforcement Policy
(Appendix C to 10 CFR Part 2) and 10 CFR § 2.205, a civil penalty in the
amount of $120,000 was proposed by the NRC Staff.

Has CPC submitted a response to the “Notice of Violation and Proposed
Imposition of Civil Penalties" (Attachment 3)?

Yes. CPC submitted their response on March 1C, 1983 (Attachment 7). The

Staff's review of that respanse is in progress.

What confidence do you now have with respect to CPC's capability to
satisfactorily complete the Midland plant consistent with the NRC's
regulatory requirements?

While the steps taken by CPC to improve its quality assurance program
are encouraging, I am not prepared to place confidence in that program

alone to provide reasonable assurance that CPC can comglete the plant



consistent with regulatory requirements. As a result, the NRC be'ieves

the following actions need to be taken to provide reasonable assurance

that the Midland plant can be completed consistent with .regulatory

requirements:

1.

An independent overview by a qualified cutside orginization of
safety related work, as CPC commits in its Construction Completion
Program. This overview should continue until such time as CPC's
implementation of its quality assurance program has been demoq-
strated to the NRC Staff - by sustained good performance - to be
adequate;

An independent design and construction verification (ID-CV) review
of complated work on selected safety-related systems by an outside
organization other than the one selected to conduct the overview
described in the preceding paragraph; and

NRC oversight cf the construction activities and the implementation

of CPC's QA program through its inspection program.
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Docket No. 50-329
Docket No. 50-330

Consumers Power Company
ATIN: Mr, James W. Cook
Vice President
Midland Project
1945 West Farmall Road
Jackson, MI 45201

Gentlexen:

We have revieved your proposal to have the Stone and Webster Corporation
(S&W) perform the third party independent assessment of the soils remedial
vork activities.

The staff has received sworn statements trﬁn the S&W Corperaticn and

from the key S&W personcel (Attachments A and B respectively) attesting
to corporate and individual independencs.

The staff has also revieved a letter, J. E. Brunner to W. D. Paten,
cdated November 15, 1982 (Attachment C) which describes the contracts
under:zaken by S&W for the Consuzers Power Company and indicates that

S&W or its subsidiaries have no holdings of Consumers Power Cempany
stocks. The attachments to this letter have bean subsequently notarized.

The staff has considered the qualifications of both the S&W organizatien
and the individuals proposed as teaz mezbers to conduct the independent
reviev of Consumers Power Cozpany's management of the Midland soil project.
Inputs to this review inciuded the informaticn supplied 4in the above
submictals, the staff's existing kacwledge of S&W performance at other
nuclear powver plants and information as to S&W personnel competence.
Our evaluation of these documents reveaied 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.

Based on our reviews ve have determined that the S&W Corporation is

an acceptable organization to perform the third party assessment of

the soils remedial work; however, the scope cf the S&W assesszent should
be broadened to include the following:
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Consumers Power Company . =2

{1) Provide a QA overview and assessment of the design work packages .
to ensure accuracy and sdequacy.

(2) Provide a QA overview and assessment of the QC imspector requalifi-
cation and certification program.

(3) Provide a QA overviev and assessuent of the traizing conducted for
all personnel in tha scils remedial work effort.

(4) Expand the work contract to include an assessment of all underpinning
vork on safety-related structures om vhich underpinning work is
done wvhile your contract with Scooe and Webster is in effect.

In addition, the Midland Sectiom has reviewed Consumers Pover Cowpany's
performance regarding the installation of Piers W12 and E12 and has
concluded that no major discrepancies were identified during this work
(Memorandua, R. Landsman to R. F. Warnick, dated 2/15/83, Attachment D).

Stone and Webster in their letter dated February 14, 1983 (Attachment E)
also indicated that po major performance problems have been identified.
They bave stated that in their opinicn additicnal underpinniag work could

" be released for construction,

Dased on the inclusion of the previously described comtract changes, your
performance record regardiug Plers W12 and El2, and the acceptability of

the Stone and Webster Corporation as the third party independent reviewver,

ve conclude that underpinning activities of safety-related structures may
proceed. Please subzit documentation of the expansion of the third party
assessment to include the four areas identified above. The work activities
will be authorized in accordance with the approved NEC/CPCo Work Authorization
Procedure. .

Should you have any questions regarding this letter please contact
Mr., R, Y. Varnick of =y staff,

-

Sincerely, e

Orlginal slgned
A. Bert Davis

James C. Keppler
Begional Ad=inistrator

Enclosures: As stated

ce w/encl: .
See attached distribution list

e 7 i L




Consumers Power Company -3- FFR 2 4 mes

cc w/encl:
DMB/Docuzeat Control Desk (RIDS)
. Resident Inspector, RIII -
i ‘ The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB
The Honmorable Jerry Harbour, ASLB
The Eonorable Trederick P, Cowan, ASLB
The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASLB
Willia=m Paton, ELD .
Michael Miller
Ronald Callen, Michigan
Public Service Commission
Myron M. Cherry
Barbara Stamiris
Mary Sinclair
Wendell Marshall
" Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P. E.)
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Mr. J. G. Keppler February 14, 1983
Ad=igistrator, Region III
U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Camissicm J.0. No. 14358
799 Roosevelt Road MPS-7

Glea Ellym, IL 60137

RE: DOCKET NO. 50-329-330°

MIDIAND PLANT = UNITS 1 AND 2

INIEPENIENT ASSESSMENT OF AUXILIARY BUILDING
UNDE RP INNING

INDEPENDENGE OF ASSESSMENT TEAM

Consumers Power Compmy Specification CC-100 origimally dissued on
Septezber 20, 1982, osets forth the criteria for independence for the
Assesszent Tesz. Stonme & WVebster Michigan, Inc., detar=ined that the
Corporation and the individual members of the Team satisfy the requirements of
the Specification. We bave also determined that our subcontretor, Parsons
Brinckerhoff Michigan Inc. meet these requirements as set forth in a letter
signed by Thazas R. [Kuessel, Senior Vice President of Parson Brinckerhoff
Michigan Inc., dated November &4, 198l.

Iz particular both Cerporations satisfy the following criteria:
N The Corporatioms or individuals assigned to this work & pot have

oy direct previous involvemesnt with Midland activities that they
wiil be reviewing.

B The Corporations or-individuals assigned to this work have not been
previously hired by the Owner to perform design, comstructiom, or
quality work relative to the soils remedial program.

e The individuals assigned to this work have not been previously
enployed by the Owner within the last J years.

¥ The imdividuals assigned to this work do not bave present household
menbers ezployed by the Owmer.

B The individuals assigned to this work do not have any relatives
employed by the Ovner in & management capacity.

- The Corporatiocns and individuals assigned to this vork do not com=
trol a significent mount of Owner stock.

umm-? M ' FEBiS £33



¥ S ' 2 ' February 14, 1983

Under separate cover we are sending signed affidavits for each wmember of the
: Assesscent Teaz. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. A. Stanley
] Lucks at (617) 589-2067. '

P. A. Wild
Vice President

Sworn and subscribed to before me on this l4th day of February, 1983,

[(/: t/.: X C‘* }Z;Z./.U.C&D

- Notary Public
Suffolk County Massachusetls
My Commission Expires November 8, 1985.
Catherine Trabuceo :
NOTARY PUBLIC
For the Commorveaith of M2ssachusetss
by Coramission Expires Nov. 8, 1985

3X214358-4
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Mr. J. G. Keppler y s " February 15, 1982

Adainistrator, Regiom Il J.0. NO. 14358
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission MPS-9 :
799 Roosevelt Road .

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

RE: DOCKET NO. 50-329/330

MIDLAND PLANT - UNITS 1 AND 2

INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF AUXILIARY BUILDING UNDERPINNING
ASSESSMENT OF WORK ON PIERS W12 AND E12

TEAM MOVEER AFFIDAVITS

Enclosed with this letter are signed affidavits for the Stonme & Webster
and Parsons Brinckerhoff Assessment Team members.

If you have any questions with respect to these affidavits plcaso call
me at (617) 585-2067.

(ML

A.S.Lucks
Project Manager

ASL:PJC

FER 16 138

Eﬁ
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W



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA .
NUCLEAR RECULAIORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In th> Macter of ' Docket No. 50-329 OM
CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY . 50-330 oM
(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2 Docket No. 50-329 OL

50-330 OL
February 14, 1983

- . AFFIDAVIT CF W
: \

/

Mv naze is A.S. lucks » I am employed by Stone & Webster Engineering
Corporaticn as Proiect Manager .

I az currently assigned to the team which is conducting an independeat
assesszent of soils work at the Midland Nuclear Plant site. Prior to being
given this assignzent, I have never worked on any job or task associated with
the Midland Project, or any job or task for or on behalf of Consumers Power
Company, Bechtel, or the Mergentize Company relating to soils of underpinaning.
I have never been exployed by Censuzers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergeatime
Cozpany. I do mot own any shares of Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or
Mergentize stock. Mutual funds or other funds in which I may have a
beneficial interest, but over which I have no comtrol, may own shares of
Consuzers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime stock, of which I a= unaware.
A list of such funds in which I have an interest are attached. I have no

* relatives vhich are or have been exployed by Consumers Pover Company, Bechtel,
or Mergentize Company.

Sworn and Subscribed Before Me This lich Day of February 1983

( .»fljmkd‘ *Zaéxc@)

Notary Public
Suffolk County, Massachusetts

My Comxission Expires Novezber 8, 1985

Catherine Trabucco
NOTARY PUBLIC
For the Commonweaith of Massachusetts
. My Commission Expires Nov, 8, 1985




. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

—

ATOMIC SATETY AND LICENSING BOARD

"In thc Matter of Docket No. 56-329 oM

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY ) 50-330 O™
(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2 Docket Ne. 50-329 OL
50-330 oL

February 14, 1583

AFFIDAVIT OF /A)é K e,

v name is W.E. Rilker . I am exployed by Stone & Webster Fagineeris
Corporation as _ Project Engineer .

I an currently assigned to the team which is conducting an independent
assessuent of soils werk at the Midland Nuclear Plant site. Prior to being
iven this assignment, I have never wvorked om any job or task associated with
the Midland Project, or any job or task for or on behalf of Consumers Power
Company, Bechtel, or the Mergentime Company relating to soils of underpinning.
I have never been ezploved by Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime
Compaczy. I do not own any shares of Consuzers Powver Company, Bechtel, or
Mergentize stock. Mutual funds or other funds in wvhich I may have a
beneficial interest, but over which I have no control, may own shares of
Consumers Powver Company, Bechtel, or Mergentize stock, of which I am unaware.
A list of such funds in which I have an interest are attached. I have no
relatives which are or have been cnvloyod by Consumers Power Company, Bechtel,
or Mergeantize Company.

Sworn and Subscribed before Me This lich Day of February 1983

éfffz 7¢ ’ze_ *jﬁzw)

Notary Publie
Suffolk County, Massachuset:s

My Commission Expires November 8, ;zg;
Catherine Trabucco
NOTARY PUBLIC
For the Commonweaith of Massachusetts
My Commission Expires Nov. &, 1925




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
- NUCLEAR RECULATORY COMMISSION

ATCMIC SAFEZTY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of . Docket No 50-329 O
CONSIMERS POWER COMPANY 50-330 OX
(Midland Plaat, Units 1 and 2) Docket No 0-325 0L

- 0-330 oL

February 11, 1583

vy o (Zf 2 By
¥y nase is S £ ;&?&Z. I an exployed by _srows pUELSTIR EWssn iyt
8 & STEIT Lh, Fngiuzia

I am currestly assigoed to the team wvhich is conducting az independent
assessmeat of soils work at the Midland Nuclear Plant site. Prier to being
givea tiis assigument, I have mever worked on azy job or task associated wvith
the Midland Project, or aay job or task for or on bebalf of Consumers Pover
Coopany, Bechtel, or the Mergeatime Compazy relating to soils or underpinzing.
I bave never beez eaployed by Consuzers Power Compazy, Bechtel, or Mergestize
Compazy. I do net own amy shares of Consusers Power Compazy, Bechtel, or
Nergeatize stock. Mutual funds or other funds in whick I may have a
beceficial interest, but over vhichk I Rave mo comtrol, 2ay own shares of
Consuzers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergeatime stock, of vhich I am uzavare.
A list of such fusds iz which I Rave az interest are attiched. I Bave ne

relatives wvhick are or have deen exployed by Consumers Powver Compazy, Bechtel
er Mergeatime Company. .

1973
Sworz acd Subscrided Before Me This 42‘-4nay o&,@& 1982

¥

Notary

JAgnu Couaty, Michigan
¥y Commission h'pz:s ‘?-U‘fﬁ_

af0283-0349a100 ¥



‘ +  UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
= NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SATETY AND LICENSING BOARD

" Ia the Matter of . Docket No 50-329 O
CONSIMERS POWER COMPANY 50-330 oM
(Midlaad Plaat, Units 1 and 2) " Docket Ko 50-329 OL

' $0-330 QL

February 11, 1983
' AFFIDAVIT OF 1@@‘\

My name 45 _3 3 c~-vs + I am employed by _Store & Webster
as I'."-,(—m .

I am currectly assigmed to the team which is conducting an independeat
assessmeat of soils work at the Midland Nuclear Plant site. Prior to being
givez this assignzect, I have never worked ez azy jeb or task associated with

the Midland Project, or azy job or task for or o dehalf of Consumers Power
Cozpazy, Bechtel, or the Mergestime Company relating to soils or underpisning,
I bave gever beez exployed by Corsusers Power Cozpazy, Beswtel®¥or Mergeatize
‘Compazy. I do net cwn azy shares of Comsusers Pover Compazy, Bechtel, or
Hergestimc stock. Mutual funds or other funds in vhichk I may Bave a
beaeficial incerest, but over whick I Rave no control, may own shares of
Consuzers Power Cozpaay, Bechtel, or Mergeatime stock, of vhich I am umavare.
A list of suck funds ia which I have an interest are attacked. I have 2o
relatives vhich are or have beex exployed by Lonsumers Powver Company, Bechtel
or Mergeatime Compaczy.

Sworn and Subscribed Befors Me This ZUﬁ’ﬂay ot L/ %5

Notary Public

¢
J-?vr Couaty, Michigan

My Commission Expires 2-d~PL

I was employed by Bechtel Corporation from Mareh 1951 to July 1968 and
from June 1972 to September 1§76. /} ‘

af0283-0349a100 - r



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of i . Docket No 50-329 OM

CONSIDEERS POWER COMPANY ] 50-330 O
(Midland Plast, Units 1 aad 2) Docket ¥o 50-329 OL
. ; 50-330 QL

February 11, 19583

NTIDAVIT OF 5T simim oy 7 A otrir

My name i3 1aurerce T Beuen I am ezpleyed by Stone and Webster Engr? Corp.
83 Senion Oualiey Beeivanes *Engineer. '

I an currently assigned to the team which is conducting an indepeandent
assessment of soils work at the Midlasd Nuclear Plant site. Prior to being
given this assignmest, I Bave never worked ea azy jeb or task associated with
the Midland Project, or aamy job or task for or oo bebalf of Consumers Fower .
Cocpany, Bechtel, or the Mergeatime Company relating to soils or underpinning.
I bave never bees eaployed by Consumers Power Compaay, Bechtel, or Mergeatize
"Compazy. I do not own azmy shares of Consuzars Power Compazy, Bechtel, or
Mergeniime stock. Mutual funds or other funds in wvhich I may have a
benseficial interest, but over whichk I have me contrsl, may own shares of
Consuzers Power Cospany, Bechtel, or Mergentime stock, of wvhich I am unawars,
A list of such fuads iz which I have an interest are attached. I have no

relatives vhich are or have beea exployed by Consumers Pover Company, Bechtel
or Mergeatime Company. '

/9%3

Sworz aad :&Dﬁbed Before Me This ‘['éﬂly of Y4 2332 T
2Tz

Notary Public
Couaty, Michigan

¥y Commission Expites 2= ¥/« PO

2£0283-03492100 -



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

in the Matter of . s . Docket No. 50-329 OM
COMSUMERS POWER COMPANY 50-330 OM
(Midland Plant, Units | and 2) Docket No. 50-329 OL

50-330 OL

February 11, 1983

-

AFFIDAVIT OF

My name is Bar . Holsinger.|¢4m employed by Stone § Webster

as 0OA Enginesr .

| am currently assigned to the team which is conducting an independent
assessment of soils work at the Midland Nuclear Plant site. Prior to being
given this assignment, | have never worked on any job or task associated with
the Midland Project, or any job or task for or on behalf of Consumers Power
Company, Bechtel, or the Mergentime Company relating to soils or underpinning.,
I have never been ciyioyed oy Consumers Power Company, Bechte!, or Mergentime
Company. | do not own any shares of Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or
Mergentime stock. Mutua! funds or other funds in which | may have a
beneficial interest, but over which | have no control, may own shares of
Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime stock, of which | am uraware.
A list of such funds in which | have an interest are attached. | have no
relatives which are or have been employed by Consumers Power Company, Bechtel,

er Mergentime Company. | /ﬁ/”ylyﬁ%’}/:

Sworn and Subscribed Before Me This i 2 Day of }:L L i ce, 1983

,2 Y e W e e PR lﬁuéanﬁ;ﬁ__--
Notlrf Public

NANCY §. NOSU
h-nm--mla-d‘;”':‘
Oubibiod i Onen, Ca Ma
My Commission Expires My Commosion fasives Wareh 30, 1923
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UNTTED STATES OF AXERICA

5 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COO<ISSION

3 ATOMIC SATETY AND LICTESING BOARD

%

&= In the Matter of . . Deckat ¥o 50-325 oo
3 CONSIMERS POWER COMPANY : S0-330 o
= (Midlasd Plazt, Units 1 aad 2) Docket No gg-gﬁ gri

February 11, 1583

PRGN Y AL

ANTIDAVIT OF

¥y came &3 1NOm2s R. Kuesel, 1 aa employed by Parsons Brinckerhof# Quade &
as Senior Vice Presicent . Douglias, Inc.

I as currexntly assigned to the team which {s conducting an {ndepeadent
assessaent of scils work at the Midlasd Nuclear FPlaat site. Prisr to beisg
given tiis assigomwent, I have pever worked ca azy job eor task asseociated with
the Midlanxd Project, or azxy jeb or task fer or o belalf of Cocscmers Power
Compaxy, Bechtel, or the Mergeatime Compasy relaticng to soils or onderpimmiag.
I bave pever bee= employed by Consumers Power Compazy, Bechzel™ or Eergeacine
‘Compazy. I do 2ot own axy sbaves of Constmers Power Cosmpasy, Bechtel, or
Nergeatize stock. Matzal funds or other funds iz vhich I may bave a
benaficial izterest, but over which I have no csatrol, may own shares of
Cotsuners Power Cospasy, Bechtel, or Mergestime stock, of which I am uosware,
A list of scch funds fa which I have ag isteress are attacked. I Bave 22

relatives vihich are or bave been employed by Conscmers Powver Compaxy, BSechtel,
or Nergeatise Compazy.

e Vg B T A i U

1992
Swern and Subscribed Before Me This /4 Diy of fep 1327

2 B/

FACSAD Dy

5 Botagy Public

:; » > itk .“: ey ralA
4 MOTARY Fuonnds <

~ comission Expires . BAe . o hx'*‘u

Cc;;-.‘.'.;w'.n b jebe i temies

* From 1963 to 1967 I was employed by Parsons Brinckerhoff-Tudor-Bechtel,
General Engineering Consultants for design and construction management

. of the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit System, in the capaci f
Assistant Manager of Engineering. y e capacity o

b e { MAama
Al"’ ‘f.'-.ﬂ.n\f,ll\“ “-']\(f'

i

— .Af0283-034%a100 _ _ .




UNITED STATES UF AERICA
¥UCIEAR REGULATORY COISSION

ATCAUIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

LU RS TP TR AN P

»
f

In the Matter of g Dockst ¥o 50-325

- CONS\M RS POWER COMPANY $0-330 Ot

(Midlagd Plaat, Uaits 1 and 2) ' Docket Ko gg-3§: gLI.
-3

pame {3 Louis G. Silazol am loyed Parsons Brinckerhoff guade &
E, &8 Tachrisal NDirasesr . S ocugias, Inc.
- Major Structures
xnmuyuupa:.mun-uaummumm:
sssessmeat of soils work at the Midlasd Nuclear Plaat site. Prior to being
given this sssigoment, I have sever worked oo axy job or task associated with
the Midlasd Project, or axy jed or task for or oa bebalf of Cocsumers Power
Compazy, Bechtel, or the NMerpeatime Compacny relating to soils or mnderpisming.
- 1 bave pever beez employed by Cozsumers Power Coscazy, Bechiel, or Mergeatise
Compazy. I 4o 20t oz acxy sbaces of Cooscmars Power Compicy, Bechtal, or
Mergentiae stock. Motual fomis or other fu=ds {n wvhich ] may bave a
benaficis]l {zterest, bot over whick I have no control, may own shares of
Consumers Power Cosgazy, Bechtal, or Merpeatime stock, of which I aa muvare,
A list of such fusds iz which I have az isterest are attacied. I Rawve oo

relatives which are or bsve beezx employed by Cocsumers Power Compaxy, Lcc:ul.
or Nergeatiase Compazy.

R A A A

il oyl e

ww

198>
Sworn asd Subscribed Before Me This /4 Diy of F45 3982

N_r B

Notagy Public
g & ELC: c:.:? .
h c "oa k’in‘ NOTARY .‘d:.’y, ; :.' (’ a
Q'.':L.A.J £ Maee W0 sy W/

'l f, !,(1;‘,.".’I“‘.\’_(‘"If‘f',“'. b |’ﬁ‘.“ ""."‘?"!'Lvé-«t‘ 'h;‘" “i",‘.' "“'

$iny

Cortitia.s8'e | pried timivit oty booed

-y

I 'J Festh g,
L et/ e N Hhet

-t
-
-~
e
-

E _ af£0283~03495a100 : * . -




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

iz the Matter of ) Docket No 50-323 O
CONSIERS POWIR COMPANY : 50-330 oM
(®idlaad Plast, Uzits 1 aad 2) Docket No 50-329 OL

’ : 50-330 OL

February 11, 1583

AFFIDAVIT OF

Y ¢ Ca! " /E;—>oomr.dg;¢7 4{.—1‘; &
nz'nanc is %4’;::1" 2ic# . 1 am exployed by s, ey 422 gziﬁggﬂflﬁf

I az currestly assigned to the team which is conducting an indepeadent
assessaenl of soils work at the Midland Nuclear Plant site. Prior to being
~given this assigooent, I have never worked oz any job or task associated with
the Midlaad Project, or aay job or task for or aa bebalf of Consumers Power .
Cozpany, Bechtel, or the Mergeatime Cocpany relating to soils or underpinaing.
I bave never beez employed by Coasuzers Power Compaay, Bechtel, or Mergentize
Company. I do mot own azy shares of Comsusers Pover Compazy, Bechtel, or
Hergeatise stock. Mutual funds or other funds inm whichk I may have a
bezeficial interest, but over which I have ne control, may own shares of
Consuzers Powver Cocpaay, Bechtel, or Hergentine stock, of vhich I am usavare.
A list of such funds in which I have an intersst are attached. I have no
relatives which are or bave beez esployed by Counsumers Power Company, Becktel,
or Mergeaztize Compazy.

Swora acd Subscrided Before Me m:/_Lé Day ef\& ‘!@édff

Netary Public f‘c'

Couaty, Michigan
My Comzission Ltp‘;z:s _l- ¢S CPQ

a£0283-0349a100 .



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFEITT AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of " Docket No 50-32%5 OM

CONSWMERS POWER CCMPANY . 30-330 oM
(Midland Plast, Usits 1 and 2) & Docket No 50-329 OL
' S0-33¢ oL

February 11, 1583

7

AFTIDAVIT OF

By saze is _Jerrcld Ratrer. I an exployed by Parsons Brinckerhoff. Quade ard Dougla
‘&8 Marage- rstru .

I =z currestly assigoed to the team vhich is comducting aa icdepeadenz
dssessment of soils vork at the Midlasd Nuclear Plaat site. Prior to being
givez this assignsent, I have mever worksd on any job or task associated with
the Midland Preject, or azy jeb or task for or aam bebalf of Coosumers Power
Cozpany, Bechtel, or the Mergeatize Compazy relatizng to soils or underpizning,
I bave never beez exployed by Consusers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentize
Cozpazy. I do not own any shares of Consusers Pover Cozpacy, Bechtel, or
Hergestine stock. Mutual funds or othar funds in whichk I may have a
beneficial iaterest, but ever vhick I have no control, may owsn shares of
Consuzers Power Company, Bechtel, or Hergeatime stock, of which I az uzmavare,
A list of such funds ia which I have an interest are attached. I have mo
relatives which are or have been exployed by Ccasumers Pover Company, Bechtel,
or Mergentime Compazy. ;

Swern and.;ub/a;ribcd Before Me This Lf/_é“‘—my gJJ& &3
M

)-rd fhes (2) Vﬂ,“ £,
Notary Public +~ *

‘ Couaty, Michigan
By Commission Expires 3 s/~ £C

2£0283-03492100 &
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UNTTED STATES OF AXMERICA
NOCLEAR REQULATORY COISSION

ATOMIC SATETY ANXD LICTESING BGARD

Io the Matter of . Deckat ¥o 50-325 O

CONSIOERS POVER COMPANTY 50-330 o
(Midlasd Plaat, Units 1 and 2) Docket ¥o 50-329 OL
50-330 oL

Febrzacy 11, 1583

.

AFFIDAVIT OF Ve, . ALJ/

My nime t/incent J. Madilly .a expleyed by Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade &
&8 Sernior Frcirpar “ + 40C.

I aa curtently assigned ¢o the tesm whichk is cesducting aa {odependa=t
asscszment of solls work ot the Midlacd Nuclear Plast site. Prisr to beiny
given tiis assigoment, I have gever worked on azy Sob or task associated vith
the Midland Project, or axy jeb or task far or oa betalf of Cocsomess Power
Compazy, Bechtel, or the Merpeatime Coepaxy celating to sofls or wderpisming.
I bave Bever been employed by Cossumers Power Cosgasy, Bechzel, or Mergeantine
Compazy. I do not owvm azy chaces of Cocscsers Pover Compazy, Bechtel, or
Eergentisme stock. Matua) fumds or other fomds f{a whick I may Bave a
beneficial {=terest, bot over vhich I bive ne coatrol, may ovn shares of
Cocsumers Power Cospazy, Bechtel, or Berpeatime stock, of vhich I am unmsvaprs, ...
A list of such fusds £3 which I Bave ag fatecest aze attaciad. I Bave oo
relatives vhich are or bave beez exployed by Cocsumers Pover Compazy, Bechtel,
or NMergeatime Compaczy. '

195>

Sworn aad Subscribed Before Me This /4 Diy of Fé4 152z K

Hotary Public
- :
ny issioe Expires yorime m pa |
e imy fe e TR York e i
Q..L ..'6 0 :‘t.a Cos ‘C:'.".. |
hlmnion & | ol ol dv 4233

|
af0283~0349a100 o < e 45 |




ATTACEMENT C LAGAL DEPAR TMENT
e & ree—— Frama X bwnew
Viar Mo marwt 31 venae
o omeve s - A g
s Aem M....;'o-——m
Aveen § bmn W s
0 X Pevrwme sann P Dasey
Whiem ( Worer Kowen § Qurey
Ly AL ey | Goorge ¥ wa
Rowert J Boen ':::-:
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Genersl OMican: 212 Wast Michigen Avenue, Jesmson, MI 49201 » (317) 7880550 ‘ ::-::-
November 15, 1982 el ooy
: Srveery b banee
- D Shemaw
| _PRIMCI®_ STEFF iy
"o i;! | oo e e
: N Sy - —
’ :l-_b-' -."”t - H i
William D Patez ."-‘ { P .' g ‘ |
. Couzsel for the NRC Staff SRR sig !
U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission Lf:jf; | . 4
Washingtoa, DC 20555 i ] i l
IR A ole!
MIDLAND NUCLEAR COGENERATION PLANT - | qu:**

MIDLAND DOCKET NCS 50-329, 50-330
STONE & WEBSTER (S&V{

Recently, questions have been raised comcermiug tie use of the Stose and
Webster Cozpany (Saw) to coaduct an appraisal of uaderpizaing & the Midlaad
suxiliary building. A public meeting regardiang these issues, ameng otlers,
vas conducted in Wasaiagtcn on November 5, 1982.

Durizg that meeting, represeatatives of the NRC Staff asked cersaia questicas
touchiag upon the indepeadence of the Stome and Webster Cozpacy. To respead
more fully to these questions, Consumers asked Stone & Webster to describe
jobs undertakea by S&W on bdehalf of Consumers Pover Company and to determine
S&W's holdings of Consumers' securities. The attached letter is S&W's
Tesponse to those gquestions.

According to the attached letter, Stome & Webster has carried out, aand is
carryiag out, so work for Consumers Power Company ia relation tc the soils
remedial project, otler than the preseat audit. S&W has undertakea two
relatively limited assigoments pot related to soils on bebalf of the Midland
Project. The letter alsc izdicatesd that Stome & Webstec's or its subsidiaries
have 8o boldiags of Comsumers Power Company stocks. '

i € Brumme
ises § Brumnes BOO /

CC DSHood, NRC
Billie Gardie
CM/CL Service List
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0€1182-0270a100
AT S s
18 — ...

T . Ty, T




-

Ira== J Talléy, 233
ATiTmey Cezeral of the
Sta=muel Mickizen
Caxzle Steizberg, Isg
Assistazs AStcrmey Gezeral
—mTotT==s==tal Protectisa Dir
TeC law 3uiliiag
lansizg MT M‘.S’.-._B

W= M ey, 33q
Se M Flaza

ca LSCT .
Cicago, I 66611

M= Femdell ¥ Mewskalt
Tni
Midtamd | T LESLO

Sacles Sezibcefsr, I3g
A=z Salety & Licemsing
3czrd Pezel s
U 8 Juzlear Segulsscry Comm
Wesbi=g:icn, D C 20°ss

S Predesicz P Cowvmn
€152 T Verda Toail
AS3 3-1259

Scex 2 v 70 3433

Steve Gadler, Isg
220 Caz=er Avemue
St Paul, MY ST108

CITice of tte Seccezazy
Weahi=gsom, D C 20538

Ms Mazy Sisclal>
[ Simmarser Strees

Ms2a, T LS
Villis D Ps=cm, 23g

Commsel for the JEC Stase

U S Soolesr leguisty Co==
Washi=gsom, D ¢ 2085S

| Atc=ic Safery & Lisemsizs

. Scard Psmel
U S Jcalear Zegnlasy O
Washizgse=, D € 20°=S

Sartass Stamiia

5155 Nom=i Aives 3cad
23

Freeland, MT L8622

cesTy Zashenr .

At==z Safety & Licemsing
3card Pezel

U S Tuslesr Zegulssory Co==

Washi=gism, D ¢ 2073

Lee L 3ishep

Eareow & Veiss

1TSS "I7 Street, IW #506
Vaski=gssz, DC 20CC6

NTMer, Bsg
Iskham, Linsels & 3eals
=ree Mxticual Flaza
$224 Tloer

Quizago, I 60603

Jekm CeMeester, Isg
Sow Chemical 3123
Mizhigan Divisicn
M&Zand, VT L86W



g STONE & WES3STER MICHIGAN. INC.

P.C. Box 222%. Besron Massacwuscres 02197

Nove=ber 9, 1982

¥r, Jobkn R. Schaud
Project Manager
Consumers Powver Co=paay
1945 ¥, Parnall Recad
Jackssa, Michigan 495201

Dear ¥r. Schaub: —

Per your regquest t2 Mr. Carl 7. Sundstrom I a= coclosizg a list
and dascription of johs that Steonme § Webster Mizhigan Ins. has undertakes
for Commmers Power Company (CPCo). 1 a= alse providing the results of
=y iavestigation of our heldinpy=ia CPCo severities.

12 ve can be of further awsistancs, please call Mr. Carl 7.
Sundscrom at (617) 385-2780.

Very tzuly vours,

=4

'
P. A, WM
Vicw Presidant

.

.1!.':4 BESFIE® 468 ¢ \-CZS 3: 27 H - €. 220034 s
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Stare Date

78

/73

/78

/82

/82

(P UGS F=ll-¥T Ji34Mm H - *S17T88C334:is 3
Ead Date Briv! descrineion Koy Purses
12/81 Reviev Midland Plant )int ¢f eguipmunt ané Rbevitt

recozmend Spare parcs. RMentross
CSleigh
6/80 Prevare an outage critique report on tha KSpeacer
Palisades Station second outage and provide
planaing support for the Seprember, 1579 re-
fueling outage.
6/80 Precuse 3 =abile sacurity access module to ESeznzer
be used for outage work forces at Palisades.
782 Evaluate 3ad make recsz=endatiun for train- RDeane
in" *d @=pleemtation of the Midland Sita SRowall
L v Plan, * W3ecuan
- Peric. sdependen: assesmsunt of cone JCook
structi.  etivities related to the auxili~ JMocney
ary builiang ané feeduster isolacioz valve JSchaud
pit remedial Jork at the . Midland Site.
- Provide cmerzensy planaing cunsulting aervices REinder=amm
for the 34ix 2ock Site. Milles
- Periors vibration asalysis on the doiler lecd J¥ord
™m=p at che J. 4. Cx=pbell Unit J and recos~ © T™enl
send and implezent corveciive actions. GRullar
e Provide scrvices and =3terisls to crordiate TLlveed
JScaneidar

the 1983/84 Palizades refueling outage.

® Rote ~ Si¥ ¢id the reviow but NUTEZCK who vas already wvorking in Yichigan for Detruit

Edison at the Fermi Scationm is dolog the Jdetailed plamaing.
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Stone & Webster, Irmc., the parunt rospary of Stone & Wwbster
Exgiseering Corporation asd ity subaldisries (including SWEC) have ne
boldings of CPCo securities. The [=plovee Savings Plas of Stone § Webster, |
Incorporatad and participaring subsidisrius 45 administered by the Chase - |
Mazhactan Bank, N.A. as trusiee. Funds zay be invested ia the Employee
Benefit Invest=ant Tunds, Equity Fund of the Chase Manbaczan 3ank vhich is
& comingled fund., Stone & Webstor exercises no direct contrcl over the
. igvescseat of such funds.

The Chezical Bank of New York is trustee for the I=plovee Retire-
sant Plan of Siose b Webstar, Ing. amd for parsisizating subsidiaries.
» There are no CPCo securictics held 43 the plan.




ATTACERMENT D

February 15, 1983

MEMOEARDUM POR: R. F. Warnick, Director, Office of Special Cases
W. D, Shafer, Chief, Midland Section

R. B. Landsman, Reactor Inspector, Midland Sectiom
LICENSEEZ PERFORMANCE ON PIERS 12E and 12W

RIII on Decexber 9, 1282, authorized CFCo to initiate work activities
pertaining to the drift, excavation and installation of Piers 12E and
12V, Subsequent to that authorization the licenmsee began work on
Decesber 13, 1982. Due to the Diesel Ceserator Building Inspection I
bave bad only encugh tine to perform five inspections to determine the
acceptabilicry of the licensee's work in regards to these piers including
rexoval of {41l concrete, shaft excavatics and bracing, bell excavation
and bracing, and reinforcing details and proposed concreting activities.

I bave identified three concerns since wnderpinning work begas which
bave beez subsequently corrected or are in the process of being
corrected by the licensee. They are:

a) That the craftworksen were not receiving the required asount of
specialized remedial solls underpinaing training. The licensee

has agread to expand the scope of eraft training, dut does met
have the detalls wvorked out to date.

That the liceusees vacted to use a super plasticizer as an additive
to the concrete mix 4in lieu of good concreting practices, i.e.,
consolidation by wibration, The licensee after what I consider to be
excessive discussions fLinally agreed to vibrate all underpisming
concrete in accordance with good engineering practica.

That the third party independent assessment tean is not reviewing
the design documents for techaical adequecy. They are only doing
implementation reviev o assure that the design documents are being
folloved, TFrom discussions with Stone acd Webstar personnel, it
vas determined that this iaportant paraseter was not included

in their coutract. The licensee is presantly considering including
this in the oontract documents.

Besides these three coucerns no other issues or deviations from regulatory
requiresents have been {dentified.
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' g STONE & WEBSTER MICHIGAN, INC.

~TTACHEMENT E

P.O. Box 2325, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02107

Mr. J. G. Keppler - February 14, 1983

Adzinistrater, Region III J.0. NO. 14358
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission MPS-8

799 Rocsevelt Road
Glea Ellymn, IL 60137

RE: DOCKET NO. 50-329/330
MIDLAND PLANT = UNITS 1 AND 2
INDEPEXDENT ASSESSMENT OF AUXILIARY BUILDING UNDERPINNING

ASSESSMENT OF WORK ON PIERS W12 AD E12

As of February 11, 1983 the Stone & Webster - Parsons Brinckerhoff’
Assessment Tean has observed the excavaticn, placing of reinforcement,
and concreting of underpinning pier W12, and the excavaticn, and

placing of reinforcement for underpinning pier El2. 1In addition, the
Assesszent Team has revieved the dravings, 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-
gress of the wvork.

During the period that the Assessment Teaz has been on site daily
meetings have been held with Conmstruction, Quality and Esgineering
personnel to obtain additional information and discuss observations.

The Assessnent Tean has issued tvanty Weekly Reports to the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. These reperts have described the
activities of the Assessment Team and summarizad their observations and
findings.

The Assesszent Teaz bas issued a total of five Nonconformance Identification
Reports. Four of these Nonconformance Identification Reports have been
closed out to the satisfaction of the Assessment Team. The remaining open
Nonconfdrmance Identification Report was issued on February 10, 1983 and

the Assessment Team feels that 4t can be closed out in the near future
wvithout impacting the progress of the underpinning.

The underpinning vork 4s being performed in accordance with the comstruction
and quality procedures. As the work has progressed, the procedures have

been modified based upon experience gained during the comstruction of
plers W12 and Ei°. The Assessment Team feels that these minor changes

are appropriate and will have a positive effect on the quality of the under-
pinning wvork.
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ey 2 February 14, 1983

Based upon these observations and findings, the Assessment Team is ef the
opinion that additional piers could be released for construction. This
will berefit the quality of the work by allowing the Contractor to main-
tain che experienced labor teaxms from piers W12 and El2.

1f you have any questions, please contact me at (617) 589-2067.

4K

A.S. Lucks
Project Manager
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The Honorable Jehn D, Dingell, Chairman . DEisenhut
Committee on Energy and Commerce fix w BBuckley
United States House of Representatives . SCavanaugh .
- Washington, D.C. 20515 e SRl L L . gingc1knn. RY
Dear Mr, Chafrman: . o Secy
' £00 11100

"We share the concerns expressed in your November 13, 1981 letter
regarding the implication of the recent seismic design errors detected
2t the Diablo Canyon nuclear power plant. The implicaticn of these
errors has beer and will be thoughtfully cpnsidered by the Commission,

The timing ¢of the detection of these errors, sc scon after authorization

for low-power operation, was indeed un7ortunate and it s quite
understandable that the Congress' and the public's perception of our
11censinz process has been adversely affected, Had this iInformation
been known to us on or prior to September 22, 1981, I am sure that the
faci14ty Yicense would not have been issued.unti{l the questions raised
hy these disclosures had been resolved,

Because of these design errors, on November 19, 1981 we suspended

Pacific Gas and Electric Company's (PGRE) 1icense pending satisfactory
completion of the following: ‘

1.

it -

3.

-

4.

The conduct ¢f an indapendent design review program of all
safety-related activities performed prior to June 1, 1978 under 11

‘sefsmic-related service contracts used 4n the design of
.safety-related structures, systems and components.

A technical report that.fully assesses. the basic cause of all

design errors identified by this pmirm.. the significance of the
errors found and their impact on facility design.

PG3E's conclusfons of the éffectiveness of the design verification
program in assuring the.adquacy of facility design,

A schedule for completing any modifications to the facil ity that
are required as a result of the designm verification program.

In addition, the Commission ordered PGAE!to provide for NRC review and

approval: .

1.

A description and discussion of the corporate qualifications of the | x
company or companies that PGIE would propose to carry out the

» ‘ .
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independent design verificatien program, 1nc1ud1ng information that
demonstrates the independence of these companies,

2. A detailed program plan for conducting the desiéu verification’
program. : N

In recognition of the need to assure the cradibility ©f the design
‘verificaticn program, NRC will decide on the acceptability of the ‘
companies proposed by PGAE to conduct this program after providing the
Governor of California and Jointdntervenors in the pending operating
Yicensing proceeding 15 deys for comment. Also, the NRC will decide on’
the acceptability of the plan prooosed by PGAE to conduct the program,
after providing the Governor of California and the Joint Intervenors 4n
the pending operating license proce-ding 15 days for cooment.

Prior to authorization to proceed with fuel locading, the NRC must be
satisfied with the results of the seismic design verification program

and with any plant modification resuiting from that program that sy be |
necessary prior to fuel loading. The NRC'may'impcse additiona)l
requirements prior to fuel lpading necessary to protect health and

safety based upon its review of the program or any of the information .
provided by PGEE. This may include some or all of the requirements
specified in the letter to PGIE dated November 19, 1581.

Respunses to each of the four quest&ons in your letter ars enclosed.
A decision to permit PGAE to proceed with' fuel Toading will not be made

vntdl a1l the actions contained 4n the Commission's November 19, 1981
Order are fully satisfied. : ,

S1 ncu:ﬂ ¥ ' ‘
Nunzia J? Pal1a;1nq ' .

ec: 'Rep.lCarTDS.Noorhuad, ‘

Enclosurci:
.1. Commission Order, dated 11/19/81' ;
2. Ltr from Office of Muclear Reactor -

Regulation, NRC to PGAE dated 11/19/8B]
3. Responses to Questions

-
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS IN NOVEMEER 13, 1981 LETTER T0 « ©° = 5
. CHAIRMAN PAL.ADINO FROM CONGRESSMEN DINGELL AND OTTINGER __ .
) . '-\ . . . a : .. . | . "Omn‘ g‘m &“‘
_Question 1: Please provide, prior to the issuance of the 50.54(f) . - Ly
: letter, the definition of the terms (1) “independent,® - 33‘;
. (4) "competent,” (1}1) "{ntegrity,® and (iv) "complete: oI

Response: Although one of the eptions under consideration by &
— - Comission wes a 50.54(f) letter, the Commission decided to

. suspend PGLE's Yicense to 1bad fuel and conduct tests up to
§ percent power by Memorandum and Order dated Kovember 185,
1881, pending satisfactory completion of certain actiens,
including the conduct of 2 design verification progran.
Also, a staff letter of. the same date required P to
carry on other design verifitaticn programs prior to

{ssuance of any license authorizing operation above 3
percent power. g oot T e e
' " The most important factor in NRC's evaluatfon of the-indi-
. ol viduals or companies proposed by Pacific Bas and E’actric
o to complete the required design verification prograam 1s
. - their competence. This competence must be based on knowledge
: and experience in the matters under review., These individuals
. or companies should also be ‘independent. Independence
.t . means that the individuals or companies selected must be
. . able to provide an objective, dispassicnate technical judgment,
- provided solely on the basis of technical merit. Independence
- a1so means that the design verification program must be
. conducted by companies or individuals nct previcusly involved
with the activities at Diadblo Canyon that they will now be
reviewing. Their integrity must be such that they are ‘
. regarded as reputable companies or individuals. The word
. mgomplete” applies to the NRC reguirement for review of all
quality assurance procedures and controls used by each pre-
E June 1878 seismic and non-seismip service related contracior ]
. and by PGLE with regard to that contract. A comparisen of .
these procedures and controls with the related criterda of
Appendix 8 to 10 CFR 50 fis 2150 required. y deficiencies |
_or weaknesses in the quality assurance procedures and controls
of the contractor and PGAE will be investigeted in more
detail. In 2ddition, calculations. will be checked in an
audit program, Numerical calculations for which the
original basis cannot be determined will be recalculated to
verify the initial design- input. ' o



Quastion 2: Please provide the criter1a to bl used 1n

essu~ing that the proposed audit will de
. ’ 'independent. .

Response: The compctcnct of thc 1nd1vidu|13 or AR

=2ipanit . companies is the most {mportant factor in the
selection of an auditor.  Also, the coaptnies
or individuals may not have had any direct . .,

. previous involvement with the activities at, " . -~
D1|b1o Canyon: that they w111 bc revieuine. i

In addition, the. fo1low1ng fncter: will be
considered 1in ovn1u|t1n9 thc question of
independence:

1) Whether the 1ndividuaas pr companics
' involved had been previously hired by

PGAE to do similar seismic desigr work, .

2) Whether any fndividual involved had bocn

previously employed by PGAE [and the
;aaturc of the cnployncnt).

3) Whether the individual owns or controls
. significant amounts of PG&E stock.

4) Whether members of the present household

of individuels involved are cnploy.d by
PGAE.

- 8) Whether any rciltivcs are cmp1oyod by
PEE in 2 aanagcncnt capacity.’

[ ) In addition to the abovc considerations, the

following procedural 9uidc11ncs will be used
to |ssure independence::

1) An suditadble record will be provided of 7
811 comments on draft or final reports,
any changes made g¢s a result of such
comments, and the reasons for such
changes; or the consultant will {ssue

only & final report (without prior
11cnnsno comment). ,

2) NRC will assume and cxcrcisn the respon-

sibi11ty for serving the report on-a T
parties. .




. N S
. Question 3: 16 view of ihe°11censcc!s past performanc;.
“end that of 1ts subcontractors, what .
procedures will be utilized to ensure that

there are not conflicts of interestis in the
perfermance cof any rgqu1rcd.ggd1tg?- .

. -
- .« ® o

. ﬁesgonsi{,‘ ;'Hc lrc'riéhirln' that'PGlE prév{de the NRC
, i . - with a dcscrlgt on and a discussion of the -
; corporate qualifications of the companies .

proposed to carry out the various design - -
verification programs, 4ncluding information
that demonstrates the independence of these
- . companies. This information will be provided
; . to the Governor of California and the Joint .
Interventrs for comments. Based upon review
of the information provided by PEBAE and the
comments of the Governor and Joint Inter- ’
venor, the NRC will decide on the accept= e
abiIit; of the companies with respect to
their *{ndependence® and “competence.® .In °
addition, approval will not be ?1vcn by NRC s
1f we determine that a potential conflict of ‘
interest exists 4n the performance of any
! required audits that cannot be adequately
. . sddressed by procedural . safeguards.,

Question 4: What plans does the NRC have to ensure that a
similar sitvation will not arise 8t other -
plants now under construction? What, 17 any,
additional quality control procedures does

the KRC propese to institute in its inspec-
tion program? '

Response:  The Commission 4s developing an action pfia

- —

’ that will result in improved NRC review of
quality assurance programs at operating L !

nuclear power plants and nuclear power plants”
under consitruction: The detadls of the

sction plan will be available in the near
future. -

1
!




4-‘ ]ta.oj,-ny éb’f 3..

‘~‘I‘ .‘.%
* K UNITED STATES
P NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
% : = ) j REGION 111
B ‘\w ‘ 799 HOOSEVELT ROAD
N’ f GLEN ELLYN I LINGIS 80127

%,

FEB 8 1083

Docket No. $0-329
Docket No. $0-330
EA 83-3

212 Vest Michigan Avenue
Jacksen, MI 45201

Gentlemen:

This letter refers to the special inspecticn conducted by the Office of Special
Cases, Midland Section, of this effice on October 12 = Novezber 25, 1982, and
on Jasuary 19-21, 1983 of sctivities at the Midland Nuclear Power Plant, Unics

1 and 2, authorized by NRC Construction Permits Ne. CPPR-81 azd No. CPPR-82.

The resulss of the inspection vere discussed with you on Novezber 10 and a3,
1982, en January 21, 1983 4t the conclusien of the inspection azd on January 18,
1983 ia the Region III office during an enforcesent conference between you and
others of your stefs and me and others of the NRC staff,

The inspection vas prisarily & physical inspection of installed tquipment to
Verify conformance to Spproved dravings and Specifications. The results eof the
inspection indicate & breakdown in the izplesentation of your quality assurance
PTogras as evidenced by numerous exazples of Rencowpliance with nine of the
eighteen differeat Eriteris as sot for:h in 10 CFR S0, Appendix 3. The breakdown
Vas caused by persounel vhe failed to follew Procedures, dravings, and specifi~
Cations; by first line Supervisors and field enginesrs vhoe failed to identify and
Correct unacceptatle work; by construction Banagenent vho failed o call fer
quality consrol inspections in a tizely manner, alloving o backlog of almes:
16,000 inspections to develep; and by quality Assurance personnel who failed o
identify the probleas and ensure that Corrective actions wvere taken. As 2
result, you failed to fulfill your primary respensibility under Criterion 1 of
Appendix B to 10 CTR 50 to assure the execution of a quality assurance progras.
In addition, of Particular concern to the NRC s the fac: that quality control
(QC) supervisors instructed QC inspectors o Suspend inspections if excessive
deficiencies wers found during the performance of inspections, Consequantly,

8ot all observed deficiencies vere reported, and complete inspections were not
performed by all Q¢ inspectors after the Feported deficiencies vere corrected.

1 understand that, because of our findings, you have inspected other areas of
the plant and found Similar deficiencies, As & result of our findings, your
findings, and JOUr assessment of the overall project, you halted certain safety-
related vork at the Midland site, reduced the vork force by pproximately 1100
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Consumers Power Company 2

peocple, committed to building cleanup and system layup, committed to organize
teams of construction and engineering personnel responsible for the cozpletion
of one or more plant Systems, and committed to reinspect safety-related sys:tems.
I expect that you will also conduct an inspection to determine the extent to
which QC supervisors at the Midland site have been instructing QC inspectors

to lizit findings of deficiencies and the extent to which QC inspectors have
been conducting reinspections based only on reported deficiencies. ,

To emphasize the need for CPCo @anagedent to ensure implesentation of an effec-
tive quality assurance program that identifies and corrects construction defici-
encies, we propose to impese civil penalties for the items set forth in the
Notice of Violatien that is enclosed with this letter. The viclations in the
Notice have been categorized as Severity Level III violations in sccordance with
the General Statemen: of Policy and Procedure for Enforcement Actions, Appendix
C of 10 CFR 2. The base value for a Severity Level III violation is $40,000.
“However, as a result of your past enforcement history involving quality assurance
and the sultiple examples of QC deficiencies for the areas inspected, the base
ceivil penalty for each viclation is being increased by fifcy perceat.

After consultation with the Directer of the Office of Inspection and Eaforcement,
1 bave been authorized to issue the enclosed Notice of Violatien and Proposed

Izpesition of Civil Penalties in the cumulative amount of One Hundred Twenty
Thousand Dollars (§120,000).

You are required to respond to this letter and should follew the iastructieons in
the Notice when preparing your respense. In your Tesponse you should describe

the results of your inspections to deterazine the exteat to which QC supervisors
instructed QC inspectors to limit findings of deficiencies, the systems affected,
and your corrective actions to easure that all affected systems are adequately
reinspected. Yeur reply to this letter and the vesults of future inspecticns will
be considered in determining whether further ezforcement action is appropriate.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice,” Part 2, Title

10, Code of Federal Regulations, & copy of this letter and the enclosures will
be placed in the NRC Public Deciment Room.

The responses directed by this letter and the enclesed Notice are not subjec:
to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required
by the Papervork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

Sincerely,

Regional Administrater

Enclosure:
Notice of Violation and
Proposed Ispesition of Civil Penalties
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¢ w/encl:

DMB/Document Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident Inspector, RIII

The Honoradle Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB
The Honorable Jerry Harbour, ASLB

The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASL3

The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASLB

Willias Paten, ELD

Michael Miller

Ronald Callen, Michigan
Public Service Comzission

Myron M. Cherry

Barbara Staziris

Mary Sinclair

Wendell Marshall

Colenel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)

RCDeYcung, IE

JHSniezek, IE

JAxelrad, II e

JTayler, IE

EJerdan, IE

CThayer, IE

JlLieberzan, ELD

VStello, DED/ROGR

Flngraz, PA

JCumzmings, OIA

JFitzgerald, 0OI

HDenten, NRR

JKeppler, RIII

Enforcesent Coordinators
RI, RII, RIII, RIV, RV

Miilliazs, NRR

JCrooks, AZOD

GKlingler, IE ’

IE:ES Files

IE:EA Files

EDO Rdg File

FES 8 1323
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION

AXD
PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES

Consumers Power Cozpany Docket Nos. 50-229
Midland Nuclear Power Plant A .- 50-330
Units 1 and 2 ‘ Perzit Nos. CPPR-8)
. ' CPPR-82

EA 83-3

As & result of the inspections conducted at the Midland Nuclear Plant en
October 12 « Noveader 2%, 1562 and January 19 - 21, 1983, the viclations of
10 CFR 50, Appendix B listed below were identified. These violaticsns demon-
Strate that you failed to exercise sdequate oversight and control of your
principal contractor, to whem you had delegated the work of executing the
quality assurance program. Your failure manifested itself in a breakdown in
the izplementatien of your quality assurance prograz and, st least in part,
caused Consumers Power Company zo halt some safety-related vork and take

other significant sctions to provide assurance that safety-related structures
and systems are constructed as designed.

As described in item A, QC supervisors instructed QC inspectors to suspend an
inspection if an excessive nusber of deficiencies was observed. Consequently,
there was no assurance that a cozplete inspectiocn was being performed after
the reported deficiencies were corrected and we have found seversl instances
in vhich fizal QC inspections were based en enly the limited deficiencies
Teported during the initial iaspection. I addition, this failure to report
all identified deficiencies resulted in incorrect data being fed inte your
Trend Analysis Pregras, inhibiting your ability to determine the root cause
of deficiencies and pPrevent their recurrence.

As illustrated in the nusmerous exazples set forth in Item B, personnel failed
to follow procedures, dravings, and specifications; first line supervisers

and field engineers failed to ijentify and correct unascceptable work; censtruc-
tion management failed to call for quality control inspections in a timely
manner, allowing & backlog of almost 16,000 inspections to develop; and quality

assurance personnel failed to identify the problems and ensure that corrective
Actions were taken.

In order to erphasize the need for izprovements in your cemtrol of your gqualisy

Assurance program, wve PTOpose to iopose civil penalties in the cumulative amount
of One Hundred Twenty Thousand Dollars ($120,000).

In sccordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C) 47 FR
9987 (March 9, 1982), and pursuant to Section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of

1954, as amended ("acz"), 42 v.s.C. 2282, PL 96-295, and 10 CTR 2.205, the
Particular viclations and the associated civil penalties are set forth below:

(j;114_¢1,=;4:__ 8
e fa



Notice of Violltion. -2 -

CIVIL PENALTY VIOLATIONS
SSm S nnl YAULATIONS

A.

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X requires, in part, "A prograz for

. inspection of activities affecting guality shall be established and

executed...to verify confermance with the documented instructiens,
procedures and dravings for accomplishing the sctivity."”

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV Trequires, in part, "Measures
shall be established to control materials, parts, or components which
de not conferm to Tequirements in order to prevent their ;ncdvo:gcnt
use or installation."

Consuzers Powver Quality Assurance Progras Pelicy Neo. 15, Revisien 12,
Paragraph 1.0, Tequires, in part, "Itezs, services Oor activities which

are deficient in characteristic, documentation or procedure which renders
the quality unacceptable or incdeterminate and which is considered signi-
ficant to safety are identified &8s noncenformances. Nonconforming items...
are identified by marking, tagging, segregating or by documentatica.
Nenconforming items are centrolled to prevent their inadvertent installa-
tion or use. Nenconforming items and sctivities are recorded and are
considered for corrective action to prevent recurrence...."
Centrary to the above, during the inspection conducted between October 12 -
Novesber 25, 1982 and January 19-21, 1983, NRC inspectors determined that
quality centrol inspeciors were not documenting as noncenformances all of
the deficiencies which they observed during their inspecticns. Iaspecs-
ions were suspended by the QC inspector if oo Dany nenconformances were
observed. In-process inspection notices (IPINs) associated wizh suspended
inspecticns, identified &s nencenformances enly a pertion of the cbsesved
deficiencies. Supervisory C* personnel stated that they directed QC in-
Spectors to limit the nur Yer of nenconformances documented during an in-
Spection. This directive was verified by discussions with QC inspeciors.
Several QC inspectors intervieved, confirmed that inspections were closed
after revieving only the deficiencies documented on the IPIN. As a Tesult,
Deasures were not established to prevent the continued installatien and
use of these nonconforming items. In addition, corrective actions were
not izplemented to prevent Tecurrence of these noncenformances.

This s s Severity Level 111 violation (Supplesent II)
(Civil Penalty « $60,000)

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion 17 requires holders of construction pez-
mits for nuclear power plants to document, by written policies, procedures,
or instructions, a quality assurance pProgram which complies with the re-
quirements of Appendix B for all sctivities affecting the quality of
safety-related Structures, systems, and components and to implesent that
PTogram in sccordance with those documents.
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Notice of Viclation b B

Contrary to the above, Consumers Power Company and its contractor did net
adequately implement a quality assurance Program to comply with the require-
ments of Appendix B as evidenced by the following exazples:

1.

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V requires, in part, "Activities
affecting quality shall be prescrided by documented instructions,
precedures, or drawings of a type appropriate to the circumstances
and shall be accomplished in accordance with these instructiens,
procedures, or drawings."

Censuders Power Quality Assurance Progranm Policy No. §, Revisien 12,
Paragraph 1.0 stazes, in part, "Instructicns for controlling and
performing activitias affecting quality of equipoent or activities
such #s...construction, installation...are docusented in instruc-
tiocas, procedures...and other forms of docusents."”

Contrary to the above, the following instances of failure to
accomplish activities affecting quality in sccordance with instruce

ticns, procedures, specifications, or draving requiresests wers
identified:

a. Installation of diesel generator engine control panels 10111,
1€122, 2C111, and 2€112 vas net in sccordance with the require~
ments delinested on foundation Draving 7220-M18-250 in that
the foundation bolt washers required by the subject draving
ware not installed,

b.  Unscheduled pull bex associated with conduits 23NJ06, 2BNO07,
and 2BDA002 was not sized in Accordance with the requirements
delinested on Shee: 42 of Drawing E-42 in that <he 12" x 12" x ¢"
as-built dimensions of the subject pull box did not cenfors to
the 134" x 12" x 6" disension requirenents delineated on Sheet
42 of Draving E+42,

€. The 1'+10" wall o suppert dimension required by racevay support
’ Drawing E+796(Q), Sheet 2 of 2, Revision 5, for hanger No. 86
was not correctly translated into the as-buils installation of
the subject hanger in that the as-built vall to support dimensien
vas 2'<14" in lieu of the required 1'-10",

d.  The 6'+6" vall teo suppert éi-aasion required by racewsy suppert
Draving E-796(Q) Sheet 1 of 2, Revisien 11 for banger No. 14

the subject banger in that the as-built vall to support disen~
sion was 5'<5" in lieu of the required 6'-¢",
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The inspectors identified high strength steel plate placed
in the laydown area vhich was not marked with the material
type and grade as required by Field Iastructien F1G-9.600,

Revision 1.

The inspectors identified various stock steel shapes in the

"Q" ares with yellow-colored paint on the ends (indicating

the material vas nen "Q") and various steel stock shapes in

the non "Q" area without painted ends (indicating "Q" material),
contrary to the requirements of Field Instruction FI1G-9.600,
Revision 1.

The slots in the wuffler Support plates vere not sachined but
vere determined to be irregular and flase cut, leaving rou
slot edges not in confurmance with design Drawing M18-425(5)-1.

Jacking plates vere not installed beneath the center support

plates of Bay ] diesel generator suffler as required by Draving
M18-250+6-

Procedure FID-2.100, "Outstending FCR/FON Retireseat,” Revision
2 was inadeguate in that the design dravings were not changed
vhen an FCR/FCN had been retired and no further reference to
the FCR existed on the revised draving. As & result, the
Tetired FCR C-2103 relating to HVAC structural steel was lost
and could not be traced to the design draving to ensure &
complete quality record.

Field Sketeh CY-1035 which illustrated the bottonm gusset plates
for HVAC fan supports vas not identified as "Q", mor was there
& reference to the affected draving on the sketch as ro’uttol
by Procedure FPD-$S.000, "Preparation of Field Sketches.

Procedure FPD-5.000, "Preparation of Field Sketches,” Revisiea
1 did not require’design drawings to reference appropriate
field sketches to ensure & complete quality record.

The aight brazing to: gusset plates identified on Draving C-1004,
Revision 10, as 5/16" thick vere messured by the inspectors to
be 1/4" thick in all four diesel generator bays. This change
Vas neither revieved nor proper'y authec-ized.

The as-built gusset plate connections in Bay 1 vere not built
a8 identified on Detail 3 of Draving C+1004. The angle braces
vers wvelded together as opposed to having separate velds for
®ach brace. This change vas neither revieved nor properly
authorized.
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8. None of the sixteen 3" bracing angles identified on Drawing
‘ C-1004 were constructed utilizing 1" material. This change
was neither reviewed ner properly authorized.

©. Draving C-1004, Detail 2, required the W10 beam-to-beas connec-
tion to be welded. iIn Bay No. 3, a bolted conneciion was con-
‘structed in lieu of the Tequired welded connectien, without
Teview nor proper authorization. .

P- The colu=zn cover plate identified on FCR-C440) was not cone
structed in Bay No. 3 ss Tequired. The plate was slotted
instead of solid as required. This change was neither Te-
vieved nor preperly authorized.

q. A section (approxizately 18 x 10 x 4 inches deep) of the
Primary ceantainzent wall in Containment Purge Room 702 was
remcved (by chipping) withou: obtaining approval as required
by FIG-1-111, Revisien 4, Concrete Drilling Permit.

2. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III requires, in part, "Measures
shall be astablished to assure that applicable regulatory require-
ments and the design basis are correctly translated inte specifica~
tiens, drawing., pProcedures, and instructions. Meeasures shall also
be established for the selection and review for suitabilicty of
application of materials, parts, equipment, and processes that are
essential to the safety-related functions of the Structures, systems,
and corponents. Design changes, including field changes, shall be
subject to design contrsl measures commensurate with those applied
to the original design and be approved by the organizatien that
performed the original design unless the applicant designates
azother responsible organization.”

Consumers Power Cempany Quality Assurance Progranm Peliey No. 3,
Revision 12, Paragraphs 3.3 and 3.5 state, in par:, "Zach group
Or organization performing detailed design translates the applic-
able regulatory Tequiresents, design bases, codes, standards, and
design criteria into design documents, such as...drawings...,

Changes to the design require the saze Teview and approval as the

original design by the $TOUP OF organization delegated lead design
responsibilicy.” :

Contrary to the above:

8. NMsasures were not established for the selection and review for
Suitsbility of application of "Q" materials associated with the
Ciesel generator exhaust suffler in that design dravings and
specifications did not indicate the Baterial identity of the
installed muffler saddle supports and plates.
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Design Lrawing C-147 required bolted bracing connections for
the diesel generator building HVAC bracing gusset plates.
Field Sketch CY-1033 was used to change the lesign to welded
connections in lieu of the specified bolted connections. This
design change was neither Properly reviewed nor approved.

Design Drawings C-1004 and C-147 did not specify the sizes of
the diesel generater building HVAC fan gusset plates. A "combo"
shop work order request was used to design the gusset plates
without appropriate review and approval.

The licensee failed to analyze the four diesel generater
building monorails as seiszic Category 1 as described in

their cozmitment to Regulatory Guide 1.29, in Appendix 34
of the FSAR.

The licensee designed and constructed thirty-two diesel gener-
ator building exhaust systex hangers withou: ensuring that

the appliceble recuirements for "Q" components were included
in the design documents.

The licensee purchased armor stome for a "Q" portion of the
perineter dike without translatin the applicable regulatery
Tequirements into appropriate specifications and design
docuzents.

10 C7R 50, Appendix B, Criterion VII requires, in par:z, "Measures

shall be established to assure that purchased...equipment...conforas

to the procurement documenss. These Deasures shall include provisions,
&s appropriate, for...inspection at the ccniracier eor subcontractor
source, and examinaticn of products upen delivery.”

Consuzers Power Quality Assurance Progras Policy No. 7, Revisien iz,
Paragraphs 1.0 and 3.4, staze, in part, "The Midland Project Office
and the Midland Project Quality Assurance Department verify that
Procuiement requirements are met. This is accomplished through...
scurce evaluaticn and inspecticn...receipt inspections are made to
verify that the items...conform to procurement regquirements not
verified by source surveillance or inspection....”

Contrary to the above, source inspections at the panel supplier
facility and receipt inspections at the Midland site failed to
ensure conformance of the internal wiring within diesel generater
engine control panels 1C111, 10112, 2C111, and 20112 to Procuremen:
Specification 7220~G~5, Revision 1. Paragraph 6.0 of Specification
7220-G+5 states, "'"} electrical wiring...within the board enclosure
shall conform to /.« highest industrial standards of design and

-
L 4
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wvorkzanship." Az NRC inspection on October 15, 1982 identified the
following exeamples of defective terminations of internal wiring
within the subject panels.

8. The output lead on the Relay Tach device Lad numerous broken
strands at the terminaticn lug.

The K1 lead on the Relay Tach device had twe broken strands
resulting in s potential short ecircuit between the K1 lead and
an adjacent conductor.

The 1- lead on the CB-] device did not have all strands inserted
into the compression lug.

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criteriea X requires, in part, "A prograsz for
inspection of sctivities affecting quality shall be established and

executed...to verify conformance with the documented...drawings for

accozplishing the activity.”

Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance Pregram Policy Ne. 10,
Revision 12, Secticn 1.0 states, in part, "Inspection and surveillance
Te performed to assure that activities affecting quality comply with
docuzented...design documents...inspection and surveillance are

perforzed according to written instructions."

Contrary to the above:

@. An inspection program was not established to ensure segregation
ef cables installed in “orizental trays which usec metal dividers
to segregate control and instrumentatien cables in accordance
with design requirements.

Qualizy Centrel (QC) inspecticns failed to easure that activie
ties affecting quality conformed to design documents im that
QC inspections performed on July 1, 1981 arnd documented on
QCIR C210-172 failed to detect and identify nonconformances
B.1.(1) through (o) of this Notice of Viclation. These aecncon-
formances wvere associated with installation of ths diesel
generator building HVAC fan support steel.

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterien XIII requires, in part, "Measures
snall be ectablished to contral the...cleaning and preservation of
material and equipment in accordance with work and inspection in-
Structions to prevent damage or deterioration. When necessary for
perticular products, special protective environments...shall be
specified.” :
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Censumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program Pclicy No. 13,
Revisien 12, Paragraph 3.3, States, in part, "Suppliers provide
Plans...maintein and conzrol items upon arrival at the site."

Contrary to the above, the licensee did not izplement a maintenance
program to preven: five of sixteen installed diesel generator slide
bearing suffler plates frem accumulating dirt and dust as Tequired
by the vendor's manual.

6. 10 CFR S50, Appendix B, Criterien IX requires, in part, "Measures
shall be established to assure that special processes, incliuding

weléding, heat-treating, and nendestructive testing, are controlled....

Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program Poliey No. 9,
Revisicn 12, Paragrash 1.0 states, iz part, "Where the required
level of quality camnot be Deasured by inspection enly of the
itex...accomplish these processes under controlled conditions in
sccorcdance with applicable codes, standards and specifications
using quelified procsdures, egquipmen: and personnel.” Paragraph
3.3 states, in part, ".. .Perscnnel perforzing special processes
maintain records to verify that the required activities were

sccomplished in accordance with qualified precedures by qualified
perscacel.”

Contrary to the above, during welding of the diesel generator
building exhaust Piping hanger suppor: steel, the licensee did
et verify preheat of existing safety-related strucrtural steel

0 & Temperature of 70°F as required by site specifications and
the AWS 1974 Code.

7. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterien VI requires in part, that "Mea-
sures shall be established to control the issuance of docuzents,
such as instructiens, procedures, and dravings including changes
thereto, which prescribe all asctivities affecting qualicy...." _

The Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 6,

Revisien 12, Paragraph 1.0 states, in part, "Measures are included

to assure that docusents, including changes,...ars distributed

according to a controlled distribution teo the user functions.”

Contrar; to the above, measures were not established to comtrol the
distribution of chenges (red lines) to hanger isometric dravings in
that changes to Drawing 1-652-2-25(Q) were not centrolled utilizing
the Site Document Control Center.
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. |
8. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV requires inm part, "Measures
: shall be established to control materials, parts, or compenents

which do not cenferam to requirements in order to preveat their
inadvertent use or installation."

Consumers Power Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 15, Revision

12, Paragraph 1.0, states, in part, "Items, services or sctivities
which are deficient in charactaristic, documentation or procedure
which renders the quality unacceptable or indeterminate and which is
considered significant to safety are identified as nenconfcrzances.
Noaconfosuing items...are identified by marking, tagging, segregating
or by docuzancatiecn. Nonconforming items are cozzrolled to pPreveant
their ipadvertent installation or use. Nonconfeorzing items and acti-
vities ara recorded and are considered for corrective acticn to
prevent recurrence....” ‘

Centrary to the above:

a. DMeasures were not established or izplemented to determine if
materials ultimately reszricted (per Nenconforzance Repert
No. 3266) from installaticn or use in ASME Class I systexs
wvere actually installed or used in Class I systeas.

b. As of November 10, 1582, twe nonconforming conditions ideasi-
fied by the NRC on October 12, 1582, and confirmed by the
licensee on October 19 and 25, respectively, had not been
docuzented on a nenconformance Teport, & quality assurance

Teport, or other appropriate report. The two nencenforzing
conditions were:

(1) The diesel generator exhaus: hangers were not cllssifiod,
designed, or built as "Q" as committed te in the FSAR.
(See item 2.c.)

(2) The design of the diesel generator mencrail was not
analyzed to seismic Categery I design requirements as
committed o in the FSAR. (See item 2.4.)

This is a Severity Level III violatien (Supplement 11).
(Civil Penalty - $60,000)

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.20%, Consumers Power Company is hereby
Tequired to submit to the Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement,

U. 5. Nuclear Regulatoery Commission, Washingzen, DC 20555 and a copy to the
Regional Administrator, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region III, 799
Rocsevelt Road, Glea Ellyn, Illinois 60137, within 30 days of the date of
this Notice & written statement or explanatien, including for each alleged
viclaticn: (1) adoission or denial of the alleged vioclaticn; (2) the reasens
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for the violation, if admitted; (3) the corrective steps which have been ;
taken and the results achieved; (4) the corrective steps which will be taken
to avoid further violaticans; and (5) the date when full compliance will be
achieved. Consideraticn zay be given to extending the response time for
good cause shown. Under the suthority of Section 182 of the Act, 42 U.S.C.
2232, this response shall be submizted under oath or affirmaticn.

Within the same tize as provided for the response Tequired above under 10
CFR 2.201, Consumers Power Company may pay the civil penalties in the cumu-
lative amount of $120,000 or may protest impositicn of the civil penalties,
in vhole or in part, by & written answer. Should Consumers Power Cozpany
fail to ansver within the time specified, the Director, Office of Inspection
and Enforcement will issue an order izpesing the civil penalties proposed
above. Should Consuzers Power Company elect to file an answer in sccordance
with 10 CFR 2.205 protesting the civil penalties, such answer may: (1) deny
the violations listed in this Notice, in whole or in part; (2) demcnstrate
extenuating circumstances; (3) show error in this Notice; or (4) show other
Teasons why the penalties should not be izposed. In addition to protesting
the civil penalties, in vhole or in Part, such answer may reguest remissicn
Or mitigation of the penalties. In Tequesting mitigation of the preposed
penalties, the five factors contained in Section IV(B) of 10 CFR Past 2,
Appendix C should be addressed. Any written answer in sccordance with 10
CFR 2.205 should be set forth separately from the statement or explanation
in reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, bdut may inccrporate statements or explana-
tions by specific reference (e.g., eiting page and paragraph nusmbers) to
aveid repetiticn. Consumers Power Company's attention is directed to the

other provisiens of 10 CFR 2.205, regarding the procedures for impesing a
eivil penalty.

Upon failure to pey any civil penalties cdue, which have been subseguen:ly
deterzined in accerdance with the gpplicable provisicns ef 10 CFR 2.3C08,
this patter may be referred to the Attorney General, and the penalties,
unless comprozised, remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civil actien
pursuant tc Secticn 234c of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 22832.

y FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Regicnal Administrator

Dated at Glen Ellyn, Illinois
this §%day February of 1983
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l.a

1.b

1.¢

1.4

1.f

l.g

1.h

1.4

1.5

1.k

1.1

-

'ﬁotice of Violation Index to Inspection Reoor:

Report No.

329/82-22-04
330/82-22-04

Report No.
329/82-22-024

330/82-22-02A

329/82-22-022
330/82-22-02B

329/82-22-02C
330/82-22-02C

329/82-22-020
330/82-22-02D

329/82-22-05A
330/82-22-05A

329/82-22-053
330/82-22-0338

329/82-22-09A
330/82-22-09A

329/82-22-093
330/82-22-098

325/82-22-18A
330/82-22-18A

3259/82-22-183
330/82-22-183

329/82-22-18C
330/82-22-18C

329/82-22-16.
330/82-22-16

Report Section

S.

Revert Section

3.2

“.a.(4)

4.b

‘..c

6.a

6.b

7.5.(1)

7.5.(2)

10.%

10.¢.(2)

10.¢.(3)

10.s8.(1)
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1.a

l.0

il.p

2.f

.2.

Revort No.

329/82-22~16
330/82-22-16

329/82-22-16
330/82-22-16

329/82-22-16 -
330/82-22-16

329/82-22-16
330/82-22-16

329/82-22-24
330/82-22-24

325/82-22-08
330/82-22-08

329/82-22-158
330/82-22-158

325/82-22-15¢C
330/82-22-15¢C

329/82-22-15A
330/82-22-154

329/82-22-11
330/82-22-11

329/82-22-26
330/82-22-26

326/82-22-01
330/82-22-01

329/82-22-28
330/82-22-25

Resort Section
10.2.(2)

10.a.(3)
10.a. (4)
10.a.(5)
17.
7.a
10.e. (1)

10.c. (&)

2.b

18.
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&.b

s.

8.5.Q1)

.8.5.(2)

-3 .

Report No.

329/82-22-17
330/82-22-17

329/82-22-10
330/82-22-10

329/82-22-13
330/82-22-13

329/82-22-21
330/82-22-21

329/82-22-23
330/82-22-23

329/82-22-12A
330/82-22-124

329/82-22-128
330/82-22-128

Revort Seczion

10.a

7.b.(3)

8.b

12.

4.
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Docket No. 50-329
Docket Ne. 50-330

Consuders Power Company

ATIN: Mr. John D. Selby
. President

212 West Michigan Avenue

Jacksea, MI 45201

Gentlezen:

This refers to the special inspection conducted during the period

October 12 through November 25, 1982, and January 19-21, 1983 of activities
at the Midland Nuclear Powver Plant, Units ] and 2, autherized by NRC
Coastruction Permits No. CPPR-81 and No. CPPR-82. The results of the
inspecticn vere discussed during an enforcement conference conducted a: the
NRC Region III office on January 18, 1983. The Teport setting forth the
results of the inspection and the exforcesent conference is enclosed.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.730(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure
will be placed in the NRC Public Docuzent Roocz unless yeu notify this cffice,
by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and subzit writsen
application to withhold informestion contained therein within thirsy days of
the date of this letter. Such spplication mus: be consistent wiszh the re-
quirezents of 2.790/b)(1).  If we dc net hear froz you in this segard within
the specified periods noted sbove, & copy of this letter and the enclesed
inspection report will be placed in the Publiz Document Room.

A separate letter is enclosed that sets forth certain matters of concern “
and the items of noncompliance feund during the inspection. The Tesponses
directed by this letter are not subject to the clearance procedures of the

Office of Management and Budget as required by the Papervork Reducticn Ac:
of 1580, PL 96-511.
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We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning these inspections.

Sincerely,

Origin
Jorm-2

Pateend e

i . o

Y "

Jazes G. Keppler
Regicnal Administrator

Enclosure: Inspection Report
No. 50-329/82-22(0SC) and
Ne. 50-330/82-22(0SC)

cc w/eacl: :
J. W. Cook, Vice President
DMB/Document Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident Inspector, RIII"
The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASLS
The Honerable Jerry Harbour, ASL3
The Homorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLE
The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASL3
Willia=s Paten, ELD
Michael Miller
Ronald Callen, Michigan

Public Service Commission
Myren M. Cherry
Barbara Staziris
Mary Sinclair
Wendell Marshall
Colenel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)

RIII RIII
wwe . &

Schultz/4p Davis
2/2/83 ;\.\s\

Ay



U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION III

Report No. 50-329/82-22; 50-330/82-22
Docket No. 50-329; 50-230 License No. CPPR-81; CPPR-82

Licensee: Consumers Power Company

1945 West Parnall Road

Jacksen, MI 45201
Facility Name: Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2
Inipection At: Midland Site, Midland, MI

Inspection Conducted: October 12 - November 25, 1982 and January 19-21, 1583
| )Slads,
Iaspectors: .LA. ati? tt/ ‘ 2-1-%3
tl.’:sl » 24 ]£2:'7
ess =2~/ -3 3

B. L. Bur

WShefer s

g“ﬂ Gardner 1/ ! / 33

f% {é.‘:ﬂl;"’_”-‘-'* 2-/-%3

(4

Appreved by: %J.DDSShé: .a;’hicf g - l- 8,3
Secticn 2, Office of :

Special Cases -

Inspection Suuug

Inspection on October 12 -
No. 50-329/82-22; 50-330 82-22

Areas Insvected: Licensee actions on previously identified ite=s; special
inspection involving electrical, mechanical and civil components of the

Diesel Generator Building; control of concrete chipping; contrel of electrical
cable Segregation; review of Remedial Soils requalification activities; peri-
meter dike armor stone activities; prestartup test; ultrasonic testing of hold
down bolts. The inspection involved a total of $94 inspector-hours onsite by
fires NRC inspectors including 72 inspector-hours onsite during off-shifts:
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Results: Of the areas inspected, no apparent iteas of noncoaﬁlilncc or devia-
tions were identified in four areas. Nencompliances identified in the Tezain-

ing sreas vere as follows:

Noncégglilncc

Criterion III - Failure to establish adeguate
design control measures

Criterion V - Failure to develop adequate
. procedures and failure to
accomplish activities affecting
quality in asccordance with
instructions, procedures or
drawvings

Criterion VI - Failure to establish measures to
control the issuance of documents,
including changes

Criterion VII - Failure to conduct adequate
compenent source inspections and
receipt inspections

"Criterion IX - Failure to estsblish measures to
centrol special precesses

Criterion X - Failure to establish an iaspection
program and failure of QC inspections
to identify nonconformances

Criterion XIII ~ Failure to estzblish measures
to maintain and cooirol the
cleaning and preservaticn of
equipment ‘

Critericn XV - Failure to establish measures to
contrel nenconforming materials,

parts, or compenénts

Report Section

7.a, 8.2, 9, 10.e.(1),
10.e.(4), 25 :

3.8, 4.a(4), 4.b, 4.c,
6.a, €.b, 7.5.(1), 7.5.(2),
10.a, 10.b, 10.e.(2),

10.¢.(3), 17
12

2.b

8.5

i0.a, 18
7.5.(3)

5, 8.a, 9, 14,0




DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Consumers Power Cormpany

J. W. foeck, Vice President

. Welles, Executive Manager
Miller, Site Manager
Curland, QA Superintendent
Akers, MPQAD
Balazer, Construction Engineer
Evans, Comstruction Engineer
Howell, MPQAD
. Johason, Construction Engineer
ones, MPQAD
. Johason, Censtruction Engineer
Kreple, Censtructien Engineer
furray, Construction Engineer
Peck, Construction Engineer
Puh2lla, Constructisn Engineer
Rove, Construction Engineer
Schaeffer, MPQAD
Sibbald, Comstruction Engineer
Spelzan, Construction Engineer
Vokal, Censtruction Engineer
. Wheeler, Construction Engineer
Wieland, Construction Engineer
wWalton, Comstruction Engineer
. Whitaker, Constructien Enginees

Bechtal Pouer Compary

Wahl, Vice President and General Manager

Vassar, Manager, Divisicn of Project Operations and Services
Rutgers, Project Manager

Davis, Site Manager .

A. Dietrich, MPQAD

Corcoran, Resident Project Engineer

- J. Gilmartin, Field Engineer

- R. Keppel, Resident Engineer

- H. Schulmeister, MPQAD

E. Saith, PFQCZ

O
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Other licensee and contractor personnel were routinely contacted during
the course of the inspection.

1. Licensee Actions on Previously Jdentified Items

(Closed) Deviation (50-329/82-11-01; 50-330/22-11-01): The licensee"
failed to use approved installation/ccordination foras during the
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installation of affected underpinning instrumentation. As documented

in Inspecticn Repert No. 50-325/82-18; 50-330/82-18, the inspector
verified that the licensese was properly documenting the installstion of
underpinning instrumentation on attached installation/coordination forms.
During this inspection the inspector reviewed Bechzel Power Cerporatien
Procedure FPU-1.000, Revision 0, which Celineated procedures for the
Preparaticn, approval, and use of the subject installation/coordinatien
forms. The inspector determined that the Bechtel procedure was acceptadble.

Functional or Progras Areas Inspected

3. Electrical Cable Terminations

An inspection of completed Class 1E cable terminations in Diesel Engine
Contrel Panels 1C111, 1C112, and in Diesel Generatzer Control Panel 1C231

was conducted. During this inspection intermal wiring terzinstions and

field terminations were observed. The internal wiring terminations were
accomplished by the panel supplier during the masufacture of the panels

while the field terminations were sccomplished by onsite Bechtel electricians.

4. The following field terzinations wers observed:

Cable Scheme Nusber Location of Termination
1AA0502M 1C231
1AAQS02R 1C231
1AD1201A 1221
1AG110138 1231
1AG1101C 1C231
1AG1101F 1C231
1AG1102N 1C231
1AG110538 ic2n
1AG1105C 1C111
1AG1113C icinl
1AA0001L ici1l
1AA0502G6 icinl
1ABS311K 1111
1AD1115A i 1Cill
1AG1102G 1C111
1AG1102K 1C111
1AG1102L icinl
1AGI102M 1111
1AG1102N 1Cinl
1AG1105C : 1C111
1AG1108C 1ci11
1AG1108F icinl
1AG11093 b 1cinl
1AG1109C ' 1cinl
1AVO99E 111l
1AV100E 1111
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The inspector verified that the above field terzinatiocns met the
Tequiresents of Bechtel Termination Procedure FPE+7.000 inmcluding

the use of proper terminatzion lugs and connection to the correct:
teraination board locatiens.

The inspector observed the terzinaticn of intermal wiring in Diesel
Engine Control Panel 1C112. The inspection revesled numercus instances
where the internmal conductors within the panels were damaged or were
Dot properly terminated. Examples included:

(1) The cutput lead on the Relay Tach device had numersus broken
conductors at the termination lug.

(2) The K1 lead on the Relay Tach device bad two broken strands
resulting in & potential shor: circuit between the K1 lead
and an adjacent conducter. : '

(3) The 1- lead on the CB-1 device did not have all strands inserted
inte the compression lug. :

The above conditions were contrary o the procurement requirements
delineated in Specificatien 7220-G-5, Revisien 1, Paragraph 6.0
which stated, in part, "All electrical wiring . . . within the
board enclosure shall conforz to the highest industrial standards

of desizn and workzanship." This failure of source inspections at
the panel supplier facilities and Teceipt inspecticns at the Midland
$ite to assure conformance of the internal wiring to procuresen:
Tequirements was considered an item of nencompliance with 10 CFR 50
Appendix B, Criterion VII as described in the Notice of Violatien.
(50-329/82-22-01; 50-330/82-22-01)

Subsequent to this finding the licensee initisted NCR No. M01-9-2-139
which contained 19 pages of identified internal wiring deficiencies
associated with Diesel Engine Control Panels 1C111, 10112, 2€111 and
2C112. The licensee on December 3, 1982 identified the poor worksan-
ship within the subject panels as part of a potential 50.55(e) Tepost
on Vendor supplied electrical equipszent. ;

The inspector determined that the internal wiring within the Diesel
Generator Contrel Panels was not installed in sccordance with the
Separation requirements delinested in the Midland FSAR. Nenclass
1f wiring was routed within six inches ef Class 1f wiring and the
color coding of the internal wiring did not correctly identify the
wiring as being Class 1E or Nonclass 1E. Subsequeat to this finding
the inspector revieved Consumers Pover Company (CPCo) NCR No.
H-01-9-1-075 dated June 15, 1981. This NCR was vritten by the li-
censee to document the aforementicned internal wiring separation
deficiencies. The NCR stated that the panel supplier was sending
& representative to the Midland site on November 15, 1982.

On Novesber 18, 1522 the licensee informed the inspector that panel
supplier representatives had arrived onsite en November 16, 1982
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and that these representatives had determined that the panels weould
be modified to correct the internal wiring separation problems.
The inspector bad no further questions on this matter.

Diesel Contrcl Panel Installations

The inspector observed the installation of the Diesel Generator Contrel
Panel and the Diesel Engine Control Panel associated with each of the
four diesel generstors. The installation requirezents for tlese panels
were cdelineated on Drawings 7220-X18-83 and 7220-M18-250. During this
inspection the following was observed: :

8. The Diesel Engine Control Panels were nct installed in nccordance
with foundstion Drawing 7220-M18-250. This draving required the .
anstallation of bevelled washers and flat washers oz the foundation
bolts. The flat washers were not installed on any of the four panels.
In addition, there was no evidence tha: the bevelled washers were
installed before the panels were grouted. This failure to install
foundation washers as required by the pertinent foundstion drawing
was considered an iten of noncozpliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion V as described in the Netice of Violatien.

(50-329/82-22-024 ; 50-330/82-22-024)

Subsequent to this finding the licensee initiated NCR No. M01-5-2-138
to document the missing washers.

B. The Diesel Generator Control Panel base to cabines hardvare installa-
tion was not in accordance with Draving 7220-M18-83. The drawing
Tequired that the cabine: be secured to the base utilizing 1/2" hex
bolts with threads ezbedded 2" into concrete. The liceasee had
installed nuts on the 1/2" hex bolts which were not identified on
the subject drawing. In addition, the concrete curd had not been
poured at the tize of this inspection. The inspector further A
cbserved tlhat the drawing dezails did aot clearly describe the base
to cabinet hardware configuration. Discussions with the licensee
Tevealed that the incomplete cabinet foundation was docudented en
an In Process Imspecticn Netice (IPIN), dated June 14, 1982. On
Septemder 21, 1982, the licensee had initiated Field Change Regques: |
(FCR) M-6655 which proposed a change to the cabine: to foundation
detail located on drawing 7220-M15-83. The inspector had no further
questions on this matter.

Recevav Support Installazions

8. The inspector cbserved the as-built installation of the type 13
conduit support for conduits 2BN006, 2BNOO7 and 2BDA0O2 located
in Bay 4 of the Diesel Generator Building. The as-built installs-
tion of the support was compared with the requirements delineated
or Drawing E-42. During the inspection of this support the follow-
ing was determined: ’

-
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(1) The lengths of the SUPPOrt mesbers were determined to be
within the tolerances idcntigied on Dawing E-42.

(2) The base plate dicensions were in accordance with the
draving requirements. ‘

(3) The support welds we . 8ccaptable.

(£) The size of the unscheduled pull box mounted on the conduit
Support did not conform to Sheet 42 of Drawing E-42. The
8s-built dizensions of the box were determined to be 12" x
12" x 6". The dimensicans required by Sheet 42 were 13 1/2"

x 12" x 6". This failure to install the correct size unscheduled
pull box was a further exazple of .noncozpliance as cited in
Paregraph 3.a above. (50-329/82-22-025; 50-330/82-22-028)

The inspector observed the es-built installation of tray support
FSK-E-796, Sh 1-86 installed in Bay 4 of the Diesel Generstor Building.
The as-buil: configuration of the support and the as-buil: suppors:
dimensions were compared with the Tequiresents identified on Drawing
E-796(Q), Revision S, Sheet 2 of 2. This inspection revealed that

the as-buil: 2' 1 1/2" vall to Suppert dimension did mot conform :o
the 1' 10" dimension Tequired by the aforementioned draving. The
failure to install the subject suppor: in accordance with the draving
Tequirements was a further exazple of noncompliance as cited in para-
graph 3.a above. (50-329/82-22-02C; 50-330/82-22-020C)

An inspecticn of the as-buile installation of tray suppert Nso. 14
installed in Bay 2G11 of the Diesel Generstor Building was conducted.
The as-built configuration of the Suppert and the as-buils stppore
dizensicns were cozpared with the requirements identified en Drawing
E-796(Q), Revisien 11, Sheet 1 of 2. This inspecticn revealed that
the as-built 5' 5" wall teo suppert dimensicn did not couform to the
6' 6" dimension Tequired by the aforesentioned draving. The failure
to install the subject Suppert in asccordance with the draving re-
Quirements wvas a further example of noncompliance as cited in para-
graph 3.a abova. (50-329/82-22-02D; 50-330/82-22-02D)

The licensee was questioned as to the status of the seismic analysis
perforzed to provide assurance that the plant cenduit and tray
Supports, as installed, met the seismic requirements for the Midland
plant. The licensee stated that the seismic analysis was being
accomplished at this time and that the results of the analysis would
be available when ccopleted. TLis matter will remain open until the
inspector has reviewed the data relating to the seismic analysis.
(50-329/82-22-03; 50-330/82-22-03)

Review of Qusality Control Activities

During the reviev of Bechtel Quality Contrel (QC) inspection activities
the inspector determined thas Bechtel QC inspectors were not identifying
&3 nonconformances all of the deficiencies which they observed during



their inspectiens. The QC inspectors were instructed to suspend an
inspection if an excessive number of deficiencies were observed. In
Process Inspection Notices (IPINs) were QC documents utilized by QC
inspectors to record monconformances cbserved during in process in-
spections and during inspections of cozpleted ite=s. IPINs associated

with

suspended inspections identified as nonconformances only a portien

of the observed deficiencies. No record was made of the remaining
observed deficiencies. In addition, the IPINs did not document the fac:
that the inspection was suspended due to excessive deficiencies having
been observed. Finally, the criteria to be used by QC inspectors in
determining whether observed deficiencies were excessive was not defined.
As & result of the above, the following was deterzined:

Trend analysis, as identified ir Midland Project Quality Assurance
Department Procedure M-2, was cdesigned toc serve as & zanagexzent
tocl to detect changes in the rates of nonconformance. For deter-
iorations in quality the procedure required the performance of an
in-depth analysis to determine the root cause of nonceonformance.
The failure of QC inspectors to document all cbserved nonconform-
ances resulted in the Trend Analycis Prograz, as it relates to
IPINs, net addressing all nonconforsances. Management's abilicy
to determine the root cause of noncenformance so as to prevent re-
currence had been accordingly dizminished. #

An additional functicn of the in-depth analysis required by Tread
Az2lysis Procedure M-2 was the determinstion as to whether or nmot
work affected by nenconformance should be stopped. The failure of
QC inspectors to document all observed nencenforzances resulted

in the continuastion of nenconforming work sctivities which received
Bo stop work consideratiens, thereby preventing panagenment froz
performing an indepth analysis.

Oz Jasuary 19 and 20, 1983, thirteen Bechtel Quality Comtral (QC)
inspectors were interviewed by mesbers of the Midland Secticz tc
determine the standard practice used by onsize QC inspecters in
clesing cpen Inspection Reports (IR's) which had open IPIN's. Of
the thirteen QC inspectors intervieved, eight inspectors stated that
open IR's would be clgsed after the deficiencies listed on the open
IPIN's had been reinspected and the IPIN closed. Four of these eigh:
QL inspectors stated that spot checks would be performed in the sace
8res as the identified deficiencies. Three of the inspectors stated
that they had written partial IPIN's. The results of the imtesvies
can be summarized as follows:

(1) There vas no standard practice pertaining to the use of IPIN's
in documenting deficiencies. Some inspectors were involved in
writing IPIN's which did not documert al] identified deficiencies
while some inspectors believed that al)l inspectors were required
to document all deficiencies.



(2) There was no standard Practices pertaining to the closure of cpen
IR's which had open IPIN's. Some inspectors would reinspect enly
the deficiencies identified on the assoctated IPIN while some
inspectors would reinspect everything pertaining to the IR attrie
bute against which the IPIN had been written.

The failure to establish measures to control materials, parts, or cos-
poner~s whi~™ did not conform to Tequirezents in order to prevent their
inadverten .se or installation was considered an item of noncozpliance
with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criteria XV and X as described in the
Notice of Violatien. (50-329/82-22-04; 50-330/82-22-04)

During the inspection s determinstion was made that the licensee had in
the past used another uncfficial docuzent to bypass the IPIN progras.

The uncfficial document (called Attachzent 10) was used by QC inspectors
to identify zuserous noncenformances such as equipment not installed,
work not completed, and dravings not updated. These acnconforming issues
were not factored into the Trend Analysis Prograz and subsegquently were

not reviewed for generic implications or TOOT cause 50 as to prevent
Tecurrence.

The licenree's QA Audiz M=01-333-2, finding 14F, addressed a problex

regarding incomplete work being turned over to QC inspecters, but did
ROt address the use of Attachment 10 forzs. Discussion revealed that
the sudizors had met with QC Tepresentatives and bad obtained proespt

€orrective actien (i.e., the cessation of documenting nonconformances
on uncfficial documents) and as a result the suditor did not docusest
this issue as an audit finding.

However, it is not clear that the deficiencies identified on unofficial
docusents were subseguently reviewed and accepted, rejected, repaired
or reworked in accordance with documented procedures. This matter is
uaresclved pending the determinatias of the adequacy of the licensee's
corrective actions in regards to these deficiencies. (50-329/82-22-27;
30-330/82-22-27)

Exazination of Steel in Lavdown Area

a. ring the inspection, the laydown area vas examined by the
inspectors. It was noted that there vas stock steel with ne
markings which would identify the material to a given material
heat number. Bechtel Field Instruction F1G-9.600, Coler Seding
of Field Purchased Pipe, Fittings, Bolting Material, Nen-Q Hangers,
Stock Steel, and Corponent Parts, states that "N parking is re-
quired for A-3é plate, shapes, and bars or A-500 Tube Steel for
Non=ASME, Q-listed Steel." This same specification required that
stock steel other than A-36 and A-500 Tube Steel be marked with the
material type and grade. High strength steel plate was fllentified
in the laydown ares without markings of material type and ;rade.
Failure to not mark high strength steel with the material type and
grade vas considered an item of noncompliance against 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, Criterion V and described in the Notice of Vielatien.
(50-329/82-22-054; 50-330-82-22-05A) .



b. Field Inssrustien FIG-5.600, referenced above, required that the
ends of all Non-Q steel material be peinted yellow with separate
storage provided. During the exazination of steel in the laydoun
ares, it was noted that there were-Q and non-Q storage areas.
Hovever, soze stee] stock in the Q area was painted on the ends
with a peint coler resezbling faded yellow paint and some of the
steel in the non-Q area did not have the yellow paint marking.

The licensee stated that the yellow-like color paint noted in the

Q storage area had been placed on the material by the manufacturer,
The licensee painted the ends of all the material in the nen-Q ares
after this was identified by the inspectors. Failure to mark ard/cr
Segregate Q and non-Q material was considered an itez of noncompli-
ance with 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion V as described in the
Notice of Viclatien. (50-329/82-22-058; 50-329/82-22-0538)

€. The references above to Field instruction FIG-9.600 pertain to
Revisirn 1 of this instruction, dated December 2, 1984. Revision -
1 superceded Revision 0 which was dated February 1979. Revisien
0 referred only to field puschased pipe, fittings and belting
material and made no reference to stock steel identification. The
inspectors identified (in the laydown area) a nominal 25 foe:
lengzh of 12 x 12 WF beanr that had oo markings but was stored in
&n area thet had ASTM-A-588 steel of similar description and surface
color/texture appesrance to the unmarked beaz. The ability of the
licensee to maintain meterial traceability and identification in
accordance with the regulstions was considered an unresolved ites.
(50-329/82-22-06; 50-320/82-22-06)

d. The inspectecr Tequested to see QA audits of paterial traceabilizy.
The only audits that could be loceated Curing the inspection were
of veceiving and fabricaticn of miscellanecus structural steel.
No sudits of material traceability could be located during this
inspection. Subsequent comrunications with the licensee revealed
that an sudit had been conducted in Septamber 1982 (M21-332-2).
Pending review of this sudit, this is an unresolved ites.
(50-325/82-22-07; 50-330/82-22-07)

Diesel Generator Muffler Insvection

N.

The inspectors conducted an inspection of the diesel generator muffler
located in the Diesel Generater Building. The inspection included a
Teview of the applicable dravings and documentation associated with
installation and modification of the four diesel generator (DG) mufflers.

The DG omufflers were constructed offsite by Aderican Air Filter Co., Inc.
(a subcontractor of Transamerica Delaval, the DG system supplier), and
installed onsite by Bechtel Power Company (BPCo). After onsite receipt
inspection and when construction permitted, the mufflers were installed
in their respective rooms in the DG Building. During installation of

the sufflers, it was noted that the saddle support baseplate holes and
slots would not match ancher bolt locations. FCR M-2283 was written

to modify the saddle support base plates to fit the anchor belt locstions.



During the inspection the licensee was requested to review docu-
mentation of the base plates to determine if traceability was eviden:.
The licensee's review of base plate docusentation identified that
part nusbers could be tracked to a Certificate of Conformance. The
Certificate of Conformance was written for purchesed "Q" material
that was not manufactured to ASME code specifications. The Cerzifi-
cate of Conformance, did not, however, specify the material used
during the manufacture of the base plates. The inspector and the
licensee reviewed the base plate and muffler saddle support dravings
and specifications for identification of plate material. Muffler
and saddle support material was not specified on the design drawings
and specificazions.

FSAR Secticn 3.2 Table 3.2-1 identifies the Diesel Generazor Cen-
bustion Air Intake and Exhaust System as Seismic Categesy 1. To
qualify the muffler to Seismic Category 1 Criteria, the saddle
Supports and base plate material Tequirements must be specified to
ensure that the suffler would mee: seismic criteria.

10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterien II7I Tequires measures to be estab-
lished for the selection and review for suitability of spplicatien
of materials that are essential to the safety related fuL.tions of
the structures, Systems, and cozpeonents.

The failure of design documents to specify requiresents for the
selection and review for suicadbility of application (in this cass
Seiszic Category 1) of materials associated with the DG suffler
was considered an item of nencompliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion III, as described in the Notice of Violetion.
(50-329/82-22-08; 50-330/82-22-08)

In addition o the above, the inspectors identified other nences-
pliances associsted with the installation of the DG muffler as °
follows:

(1) To aliow for adequate therzal expansion of the DG sufflers,
slots were specified by Drawing M18-80+4 to be sized a: 7/8"
By 1 5/8". In eddition, Bechtel Vender Drawing M18-425(5)<1
required that plate slots used for suppert plate modifications
be machined. '

The inspectors determined that the slots were irregular and did
net conform to design dravings. Slot surfaces appeared rough
and discolored, indicating they were torch cut rather than
machined as required by design drawings.

Failure to fabricate the slots in Sccordance vith design
dravings was considered an ites of noncompliance with 10 CFR
50, Appendix B, Criterion V, which requires that activities
affecting quality be accomplished in accordance with drawings
s described in the Notice of Viclatien. (50-329/82-22-094;
50-330/82-22-09A)

1



Subsequen: to the inspection, the licensee generated NCR 46352 :
te disposition the siots of the support plates for the D3 :
sufflar.-

(2) Vendor Drawing M18-250-6 required that jacking plates be
installed and izbedded in concrete beneath the muffier suppore;
Joacking screws. ‘ : ‘

The inspection of the Diesel Generator muffler in Bay Neo. 1,
Tevealed that the jacking plates had nct been installed be-
neath the center saddle support. The licensee identified
that nine of the 48 Jacking plates were missing in the four
. bays. .

Failure to install the jacking plates was considered an itex
of noncospliance with 10 CFR Appendix B, Criterien V, which
Tequires that activities affecting quality be accozplished
in accordance with dravings as described in the Notice of
Viclatien. (50-329/82-22-098; 50-330/82-22-093)

Subsequent to the inspection, the licecsee wrote NCR 4654
8gainst the failure to install the Jacking plates.

(3) Draving M18-250-% indicated two slide bearing elements welded
to the bettom of the cuter saddle support base plates for each
DG muffler o sllow for therzal expansien during msuffler heazup.
During the plate inspection, it was noted that seme of the
bearing plates vere warped sufficiently to allow dirt o pene-
trate between the bearing plate surfaces which would restrics:
plate sovemen:.

A review of all bearing plates by the licensee revealed five
cf sixteen that were sufficiently warped to allow the inclusien
of dirt. Failure of the licensee to protect the bearing sur-
faces frco dirs, dust, and other forms of contamination was
considered an item of nencozpliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion XIII Tequiring centrel of cleaning and preservation
of material and &quipment as described in the tice of
Violatien. (50-329/82-22-10; 50-330/82-22-10)

On December 3, 1982, the licensee verbally committed to imple-
Benting & program to identify other zaterial and egquipment
Tequiring protection from contamination and to include this
identified equipment in a preventive maintenance progras.

8. Diesel Generazor Exhaust Piping Hangers

8. The inspector selected the diesel generator exhaust piping for
Teview. The latest revisions of spplicable design dravings were
compared to the actual as-built configuration of the hangers.

12



From this review, it was deterzined tha: the actual configuraticn
©f the hangers did not match the design drawings for the following
bangers:

(1) 652-1-19; the west support plate was welded to the wall embed
on the east side instead of two expansion anchors as illustrated
on the redline drawing. The licensee subsequently documenzed
this on FCR M69525 instead of an NCR as required by site procedures.

(2) 652-1-510; the welds connecting the hanger base plates to the
Support tubes were not constructed as shown on the drawings.
The licensee stated that welding on the hanger wes net completed.

The licensee's position was that the hangers in question were non-"Q"
and their failure would not affect any safety systezs. The inspector

deterzined that the exhaust pipe was "Q", as documented in the FSAR,

the SER and on Drawing M-652, Sh.1, Revision &, Note No. 19. There-

fore, the hangers supporting the pipe were also required to be -

The exhaust pipe hangers wvere comstructed without izplementing the
QA Program requirements. The failure of the licensee to ensure that
quality assurance requiresents defined iz the FSAR and the SER were
translated into the design and comstruction of the exhaust systez
hangers was contrary to 10 CFR 30, Appendix B, Crizerion III as
described in the Notice of Violatiea. (50-329/82-22-11;
50-330/82-22-11)

On October 19, 1982, the licensee informed the inspector that the
exhaust systes was indeed "Q" and administrative measures were
under way to correct the problexz; however, these nmeasures were

mot identified on any document. Site Procedure G3.2 required that:
an NCR be written for nonconforming condivicns. The licensee, as
of Novezber 10, 1982, bad failed to documeat this nonconforming-

- eondition through issuance of an NCR. The failure to control
cozmpenents which did not conform to requirements was contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV as deszribed in the Netice of
Violatien. (50-329/82-22-124; 50-330/82-22-124)

During the review of the as-built hanger details, the inspector
cbserved the welding of hanger stiffeners to existing "Q" struczural
steel. The stiffeners were being welded to a 36 inch "Q" beam with

1 1/8" flanges without any prehest. The room temperature at the time
of the inspection approximated the cutside tempersture due to no
available heating. The welders informed the inspector that there were
no preheat requirements for these welds. The inspector determined
that Specification FSW Structural-l and the AWS 1574 Code require a
oinisus preheat temperature of 70°F. The licensee did not verify the
temperature of the existing structural steel during welding. Furthe:-
more, site inspection procedures were inadequate in that they did net
require verification of prehest temperatures until they reach 150°F.
The failure to verify 70°F prehest temperazure Tequirements was cen-
trazy to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterien IX as described in the
Notice of Violatien. (50-329/82-22-13; 50-330/82-22-13)



Diesel Generazor Building Meonerail

A reviev of the monorail installed above each diesel generater was per-
formed in order to deterzine whether the ponorsil was designed and in-

stalled in cozpliance with the requirements in the FSAR and conmstruction
specifications.

The licensee took exception to Regulatory Guide 1.25, Position C.4,
resulting in these zonerails not being comstructed "Q". The licensee's
plant wide exception to pesition C-4 of RG 1.29 has been referred to NRR

for review. This item is unresclved pending NRR's response (50-325/82-22-14;
50-330/82-22-14).

Discussions with the licensee o2 the eonorail indicated that not enly
was the monorail installed non-"Q", but it also was net analyzed to
Seiszic Category I requirements as required by RG 1.29. The failure to
analyze the monsrails to Seiszmic Category I requirements was conirary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III as described in the Notice of
Viclatien. (50-329/82-22-154; 50-330/82-22-154)

Subsequent to the inspector's finding, the licensee Teported the noncon-
forzing design on & "Proximizy-Seismic Categery I1I/1 Interaction Identi-
fication Sheet" instead of & Nenconforzmance Report. The identificaticn

of this noncenforming itez in this zanner circumvented the licensee's
senconformance program. As a result, this concern had not been revieved
for generic epplicability or for potential Teportability as of Novesber 10,
1982. The failure to identify and centrel this acnconforming condition
was conirary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV as described in the
Notice cf Violation. (5C0-329/82-22-128; 50-330/82-22-128)

Diese] Generator Building HVAC Fan Suprost Steel

a. An inspection of the as-built structure wvas oade using the lates:
Tevisions of applicable design drawings. Froc this review, the
inspector determined the following discrepancies:

(1) The eight bracing tep gusset plates identified en Drawing
C-1004, Revisicn 10, as 5/16" thick were measured by the
inspectors to be 1/4" thick in all four DG bays.

(2) The as-built gusse: plate connections in Bay No. 1 were no:
built as identified on Detail 3 of Drawing C-1004. The braces

vere velded together as opposed to separate welds for each
brace.

Noene of the sixteen 1/4" bracing angles ideantified on Drawing
C-1004 were constructed utilizing 1/4" material.

Drawing C-1004, Detail No. 2 required the W10 beam to beaxn
connection to be welded. In Bay No. 3, the inspector observed
that a bolted connection was constructed in lieu of the re-
quired welded connectien.




(5) The column cover plate identified on FCR-C4401 was not con-

structed in Bay No. 2 as required. The plate was slotted
instead of sclid as depicted on the FCR.

The failure of the lizensee to ensure that work was accozplished
in sccordance with the drawings was an ites of aencompliance with
. 10 C7R 50, Appendix B, Criterion V 8s described in the Notice of
Vielation. (50-329/82-22-16; 50-330/82-22-16)

The inspector further determined that QCIR C210-172, Revision » 18
which decumented the inspection of the fan supperts, was closed eon
July 1, 1981 with no exceptions or nonconformances noted. The

QC inspector closed the inspection with & determination that the
Structure was built in accordance with the drawing. The failure
of QC to detect and identify these nonconforzances was contrary e
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X as described in the Notice of
Vieclatica. (50-329/82-22-17; 50-330/82-22-17)

The inspector determined that Procedure FID-2.100, "Sutstanding
FCR/FCN Retirement," Revision 2, vas inadequate in that it did net
fequire, for retired FCR/FCN's, that the design drawing remain
annctated indicating that an FCR/FCN had been retired. As a Tesuls,
the HVAC structural steel did not conform to identified design
Tequirezents. Addizionally, as a result of not having adegquate
DeasuTes to control retired FCR/FCN's, the docusent contrel vault
lost retired FCR C-2103. The failure of the licemsee to establish
Deasures to identify the existence of Tetired FCR/TCNs on the
appropriate design dravings was an izes of moncozpliance with 10
CIR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V as described in the Notice of
Violatien. (50-329/82-22-184; 50-330/82-22-184)

The inspector questicned the licensee as to the method in which

the botten bracing connections were made since there vere no bestom
bracing gusset plate connection details (weld sizes, plate sizes
and plete thicknesses) identified on Dravings C-1004 end C-147.
There were alsc ne instructicns on site to indicate the pethed or
standard practice to be used to design bracing gusse: plates. The
following concerns were identified: '

(1) Design Drawing C-147 required bolted bracing connections for
the diesel generator building HVAC bracing gusset plates.
Centrary to this design requirement, Field Sketch CY-10335 was
used to design welded connections in lieu of the specified
bolted connection. As a result, design changes were being
implemented without the same review and approval as the
©riginal design. The implementation of changes in design in
the field without subsequent review and approval was considered
&3 {te» of noncompliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterien
II1 as described in the Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-153;
50-330/82-22-158)
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"(2) Field Ske:zh Number CY-1035 which {llustrated the bottion

; gusset plates was not annctated as "Q", nor was there a
reference on the sketch to the affected design drawing.
This is contrary to the Tequiresents delineated in Procedure
FPD-5.000, “Preparation of Field Sketches," Revisien 1.
The failure to follow procedures was an ites of mencozpliance
with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterien V as described in the
Notice of Vieolatien. (50-329/82-22-183; 50-330/82-22-183)

(3) The inspector further determined that the proceiure did no:
Tequire the drawing to be annotated with a reference to the
field sketches. There was no procedural requirement or means
to ensure that the existence of a field sketch was snnotated
en & drawing. The failure to develop procedures to adegquately
control field sketches was in nencozpliance with 10 CFR,
Appendix B, Criterion V, as described in the Notice of Viclatien.
(50-225/82-22-18C; 50-330/82-22-18C)

(4) The inspector determined that the bottom gusset plate sizes
were only identified on & Combo Shep work order sketch. As
a result, the bottom gusset plates were designed in the field
without sdequate review and approval. The failure to centrol
the gusset plate design was in noncozpliance with 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, Criterion IIl as identified in the Notics of
Vielaticn. (50-329/32-22-15¢C; 50-330/82-22-15C).

d. The inspectors determined that the existing 1/4" gusset platas
sppeared to be out of ASTM Specification A6 requiresents for rolling
mill tolerances as identified in Table 1 of the ASTY Specificatien.
Due to the plates having been previously painted, the sctual plate
thicknesses had not been determined at the tize of this inspection.
This zatter is uaresolved (50-329/82-22-19; 50-330/82-22-19).

Pive Installation Activities '
M

The inspector selected for inspection cne of the two pipelines which
connected an air start tank to Diesel 1B11, and the four suppert hangers
for beota pipelines. Dicso! 1311 was located in Bay 2. .

Pipeline 1-GCC-1-85-652-2 vas specified on Bechtel Draving No. M-652, Sheet
2, (Q), Revisioen 3. The drawing specified the pipeline configuration and
identified wvhich welds (shop welds) wers made at the vendor and whkich
wvelds (field welds) vere made by site craftsmesn.

The inspector observed the installed pipeline components and connecting
welds for line 1-GCC-1-5-652-2. The pipeline configuration was as speci- .
fied on the draving. There were no unscceptable visual deficiencies en
any of the pipe welds. The pipe components supplied by the vender were
marked with heat number 32995. The pipe component (pup piece) supplied
8t the site was sarked with heat nusber 738367, Certified Material Test
Reports, CMTR's, were available on site for both of the above hest nuabers.
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A reviev of the weld inspection records for the shop velds revealed thas
the shop welds had passed radiographic and visual examination. The

visual exasination repert included fitup, root, intermediate and final
weld passes,.

A review of the records for two field welds (M-652+2-7 and M-652-2-11)
indicated that only final visual exazination had been performed. The
licensee stated that no additional nondestructive examination, NDE, was
Tequired for those field welds because the Pipe wvas only three inches

in diaseter. ASME, Sectien III, 1971 Code, Suzmer 1973 Addendum, Article
ND-5220 szates, "All pressure-retaining welds in piping, puzps and valves
greater than four inches nominal pipe size shall be examined by either
the magnetic particle, liquid penetrant or radiographic method." This
code revisien did not specify any NDE requirements for pPiping diameters

of four inches and less. The Pipe inspected was less than four inches
in diazeter.

A review of the Midland Final Safety Analysis Report, FSAR, Section 3.0,
revealed that the design code (ASME) for nuclear Pipe over two inches in
diameter, tad not been specified. During & telephone conversation on
Novezber 18, 1982, the liceasee concurred that the design code had not
been specified in the FSAR, but stated the design code was specified in
Site Specification No. M-324(Q), Revision 1. The RIII inspector confirmed
the licensee's statement. This matter has been referred to NRR and is
open pending further review (50-329/82-22-20; 50-33C/82-22-20).

Hanger Design Control

An inspection of four support hangers on Diesel 1611 pipelines was
conducted. The inspector Tequested the Bechtel Site Docusent Control
Center to provide the latest iscmetric drawings for the four hangers

that supported the two diesel air sctar: pipelines. The control center
provided the follow;.ng drawings: :

(1) 1-€352-2-25(Q), Revision 0
(2) 1-652-2-26(Q), Revisien 1F1
(3) 1-652-2-27(Q), Revisien 0
(4) 1-652-2-28(Q), Revision 1F1

Drawing 1-652-2-25(Q), Revision C, was used to check the actual installa-
tion of the respective hanger. The draving and the actual installatien
were different. A review of the QC copy and the original werk print
revealed that the hangers sppeared to be installed in sccordance with
the red line changes.

Field Instruction FIP-1.112 Revision 5, "Field Making of Prints for
Pipe Supports,” vas used to control red line changes. The procedure
essentially defined the method for which support changes that did not
Tequire a total redesign could be modified in the field. The procedure

.
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& Wi

requirsd Resident Engineering approval for all suppor: modification
except minor revisions that did not affect the basic design. The pro-
cedure appeared to assign Field Engineering the responsibility of cen-
trolling (ensuring proper approvals and distribution) red line changes.
The nrocedure also reguired Field Engineering to number and log the red
line changes. Discussions with Field Engineering personnel responsible
for the red line log revealed that the log was not controlled. The log
sppeared to be an ineffective control mechanisa because the entries were
made chroncleogically fer changes to all drawings and could not rTeadily
be used to identify how many changes affected any specific drawing.

The Bechtel Lead Mechan:ical Field Engineer stated that red line changes
were initiated by Field Engineering, approved by Resident Engineering,
and returned to Field Engineering for distribution. In saddition, the
inspector deterzined that distribution to the Docuzent Control Center
vas being bypassed.

Adequate measures were not established to contrsl the issuance of these
document changes. This was centrary te 10 CFR 350, Appendix B, Criterion
VI as described in the Notice of Viclaticn. (50-329/82-22-21;
30-330/82-22-21;

Bechtel Project Engineering Procedure, PEP, No. 4.46.9, Revisien 0,
established the conirols for red line changes received by Residesnt
Engineering. The procedure required the cognizant discipline resident
engineer to maintain & log of red lines Teceived. The inspector verified
that two red lines identified en iscmetric drawing 1-6352-2-25(Q) were
propezly controlled by the log.

Hanger Installation Activities

The inspector checked the installation of four suppor: hangers against
the respective iscmetric drawings (including changes) and the installstion

criteria.

The four hanger configurations appeared to be as specified on the lates:
revisicns to the iscmetric dravings. The welders identification mark
was stamped adjacent to all hanser velds.

All (approxizately ten) of #.° # 1d welds on the two large hangers
specified on Drawvings 1. 2  Revisien 1/F1, and 1-652-2-28(Q),
Revision 1/F1, were cove + . .- cfsce rust. Specification

7220-4-326(Q), Revision 8, parsgragl 5:15.1 stated, in par:, "All
component pipe supports shall have susface preparation and primer
applicd in accordance with Specification 7220-4<41, Technical Speci-
fication for Field Priming and/or Tep Coating Steel Surface . . ."
Specification 7220-A-41, Revisien 9, paragraph 4.2 stated that all
protective coating of steel for ocutside the conta/~ment shall be non-"Q".
The licensee stated that nen-"Q" mesnt nen-safety re 1ted and therefore,
was not required to maintain the safe operation of the plant.

B 2



On November 9, 1982, the Bechtel Resident Engineer stated the cognizan:
corporate (Ann Asbor, Michigan) engineer's evaluation of the steel
surfaces (welds) outside containment: concluded that the surface ru
would not exceed 20 =ils (0.02 irches) deep; that no pitting would
result; and that even with the smallest wald (1/8 inch) there would
oaly be a 16 percent reduction of weld size, which would still leave
8 2.8 safety margin with maximus corresion over 8 40 year period.
Additicnally, the site constructicn personnel provided an established
schedule vhich should assure that the welds were peinted before the

‘plant cperates. No items of nencozpliance or deviations were identi-
fied.

st

Hanger Material Traceabilizy

a. Hanger parts, specified on Dravings 1-652-2-26(Q) Revisien 1F}

and 1-652-2-28(Q), Revisien 1F1, included 1/2" x 6" x 6" and 172"
x 4" x 4" tube steel (ASTM A-300, Grade B). The installed tube
steel was not marked with heat numbers. The inspecticn records
did not identify the heat nusbers trazesble to the installed tube
steel. The installed tube steal had the letter "Q" stazped on the
individual sections. The licensee stated that the letter """
indicated that the tube steel heat numbers were controlled by pro-
cedure up to the time the hangers were fabricated. The licensee

also stated that the site procedures did not require any sdditional
traceability controls after fabrication.

The TSAR, Table 3.2-4 states that the design and fabricaticn code
for hangers and supports for nuclear piping is ASME Sectien 111,
ubsection NF, 1974 (no addendus). Subsection NF=4122 states that
material for compenent supports shall carry icdentification markings
which will remain distinguishable until the cozponent suppert is
fabricated or installed. Therefore, the site controls for material

icentification for hangers (componesnt Supperts) appezred to comply
with the ASIE code requirements.

The inspector reviewed the Hanger Material Log fer strucstural tuding.
The log identified the quantity (in feet), size, material type
(grade), ASME class, hea: nuzder, material receipt sumber, purchase
orcer nuaber, and relative remarks for the various shipments of tube
steel. The log revealed that cnly type ASTM A-500 Grade B material
bad been received. The log slsc revesled that at leas:t 3600 feet

of various sizes and lengths of tube steel had been sddressed on
Bechtel Nonconformance Report, NCR 3266, January 23, 1981. The

NCR stated that the "paterial vas procured from subvendors who were
not ASME or Bechtel qualified for an NA 3700 quality program at the
time of purchase.” The NCR statud that no hold tags were applied.
The NCR listed 122 steel items (including various qualities, sizes
and lengths of tube steel, angle iren, plate, etc.) which had been
purchased from 16 different material suppliers/manufacturers. Page

8 of the NCR stated "A conditional release is granted for use of

the subject material. The material is traceadble to 2 heat number
and corrections or removal can be sccomplished without causing dazsge




©r ccntamination to associated plant equipment or structure.” The
conditional release was dated February 5, 1581. The conditional
release was revised (added page 9 to the NCR) on March 25, 1581 o
Testrict 37 of the 122 itess from use in ASME Section III Class 1
pipe supports. The restricted material was permitted for use in
Class 2 and Class 3 hangess. On June -6, 1981, the NCR was revised
to apparently reject the above 37 items for Class 1 use agein.  On
July 1, 1981, the NCR was revised to reject 15 other items from in-
stallation in Class 1 systems. On July 17, 1981 (azmended July 27,
1981) the NCR was revised to accept 42 of the remaining itezs based
on approval of two of the 16 material suppliers, and revised to
Teject seven additional items from Class 1 use.

On October 28, 1981, the NCR was revised to reject ocne additicnal
itex from Class 1 use. Thus, from the date (Jenuary 23, 1981)

that NCR 3266 was written, the NCR was revised four tizes to add
Testrictions on the use in Class 1 systems of pumerous wmaterials.

The Bechtel QC acceptance (page 15) of NCR 3266 stated the resolu-~
tions of the 122 items, along with & brief basis for the resolutions.
The resolutions were addressed in three categories according tc the
bases. The bases for the three categories was as follows:

(1) Certified Material Test Reports, CMTR's, were on file for 1§
iteas and the requirements of ASME Subsectior NF-2610(¢)
had been met, therefore, the respective materials could be
used in Class 1 systemss.

CMIR's were on file for 42 items and the requirements of ASME
Subsecticn NA-3700 had been met, therefore, the respective
materials could be used in Class 1 systess.

CMTR's were on file for 61 itess and the Tequirezents of ASME
Subsection NF-2610(b) kad been me:; therefore, the respective
materials could be used in Class 2 and Class 3 systexs. The
NCR noted that measures had been taken (hest leg changed) o
prevent the 6] items froz being used in Class 1 systezs on
July 28, 1982.

Parsgraghs (a), (b), and (c) of the ASME Code Section III, Subsection
NF-2610 1974 Edition, Summer Addends 1576 states:

(a) Except as provided in (b) below, Materisl Manufacturers and
Material Suppliers shall have a Quality Systes Program cr an
Identification and Verification Program, as applicable, which
meets the requirements of NA-3700.

(b) The requirements of NA-3767.4 shall be met as required by
NF-2130. The other requirements of NA-3700 need not be used by
Material Manufacturers or Material Suppliers for small producss,
as defined in (c) below, and for material which is allowed by this
Section to be furnished with a Certificate of Compliance. For "




Cation, ang the Specia) roquiroecn:s of this Sectiop,

(e) For the Purpose of this pcragraph. szal) product: are defined
&S given jn (1) through (3) beloy:

(1) pipe, tube, pip, fittings, ana flanges of inch nemyin,,;
8ize ang less -

(2) boztidg Daterial inc]uding Studs, RUts, ang bolts-of
di d les

@Tea of 2 $9.  dnches axd )
Sublcctioa NF-2130 States:

(a) a1 Baterias)s Used in the ecnxtruction of Cozponene Supperes
shall p. Certified, CQrtifiod Materiq) Tes: Reperes in &ccordanc,
with NA-3767 & shall b, Provided for Daterial 4n Class 3 Plate gn4
shel] suppor:s. Class liness supports. and for Baterjalg for Other
T¥Pes an Classes of Componens Suppores when izmpace Testing 45 Te-

(c)Copic: of a1] Ccrttfied Tes: Reporss and Ccrtificctcs ef Co:pdinacu
8rplicab], Lo each Bateris) Used :n the Cozponen: Suppore shall b,
Thished wyep the Daterjq). "

The Bechze) QA Manua) (Asxz 111, Revisjion 2, dated July 1980,
4322 States, ¢n par: "Quality Program dcaons:rc:ion is €STablished through
POssessjion of 2 vclxd.currca:. ASME Qunlxty Systeg Ccrtifica:o (Mctorial)

OF Survey of the -nnufccturoz OF Supplier by other (Bochtol) Procurcacat
Supplier Qualizy Dopcrtacat."

Based op the Asvr Subscc:ion xr-zszocb). the firge and thieq Tesclusian
CaTegories t0 NCR 3266 &Ppeared 1o be inadequar, in thar the NCR did not

dicate that Deasureg had been taken ¢ the Tespective Suppliers and /oy
-nnufactnrcr. Or the xas:allcr (lcchtcl) to Provide 8Ssurance that the
Bateria) wvas furnishod in 8ccordance With the Baterig) apceificntinn.
w



During & telephcne conversation on Novezber 29, 1582, the licensee stated
that two (i.e., Mills Alloy Steel Company and Carben Steel Products
Corporation) of sixteen of the material suppliers/manufacturers were
actually suppliers. The cther fourteen were ganufacturers contracted

by the twe suppliers. The licensee also stated that Bechtel had in

fact approved the two suppliers QA prograzs prior to issuing contracts
and that Bechtel had verified that at lcast one of the two suppliers

bad sufficient controls to ensure that their subcontractors (i.e., the
fourteen manufacturers) had acceptable QA prograszs.

On Decesber 7, 1982, the inspector received from the licensee copies

of & Bechtel Supplier Survey of Mills Alloy Steel Company deted June 10,
1981; copies of two ASME Quality System Certificate (Materials) for

Mills Alloy Steel Company; copies of two Bechtel Reports of Audit of
Carbon Steel Products Cerporsticn dated June 19-20, 1579 and June 3, 1580
respectively; and cne Copy of & Bechtal Corrective Acticn Report (Re-sudit)
of Carbon Steel Products dated July 30, 1579. The above documents indi-
cated that Mills Alloy Steel Cozpany was an approved paterial supplier and
sdequately capable of qualifying their material manufacturers during the
effective period of the respective purchase contracts which were addressed
on NCR 3266. The above documents indicated that Carben Steel Products
Corporation was an-approved paterial supplier during the effective period
of the respective purchase contracts wvhich were addressed on NCR 3266.

No documentaticn was received vhich indicated that the material manu-
facturers, centracted by Carben Steel Products Corporation, possessed an
ASME Quality System Certificate (Materials) or were surveyed by the
Bechtel Procuresent Supplier Quality Department. The Certificate or
survey was reguired by the Bechtel QA Manual (ASXE III), revisiem 2,
paragraph 4322, to demonstrate that the smanufacturers had a= adeguate
quality progras. The licensee was notified of this inadeguacy during

a telephone conversation on Decesber 9, 1982, This matter is unresoived
pending review of addizional documentaticn which may be supplied by the
licensee (50-329/82-22-22; 50-230/82-22-22). '

The peasures taken in the third category to prevent the itezs restricted
to Class 2 and Class 3 systems from being used in Class 1 systems was
inadequate. These Deasures enly centrolled the restricted items after
July 28, 1982. Nothing was done to verify whether or not restricted items
bad been used in Class 1 systems prier to July 28, 1982. This verifica-
tion was necessary, especially since the NCR permitted unrestricted uses
based on the conditional releases specified prior to July 28, 1982. The
basis for the conditicnal releases stated that, "ecorrections or removal
(of noncenforming material) can be sccomplished . . ." MNeasures were
pot esteblished or izplemented to determine 4f Class 2 and Class 3 mater~
{als vere used in Class ] systems. Failure to establish measures to
control materials which did not cenform to requirezents and to prevent
their inadvertent use or installaticn in Class 1 systems was cContrary

to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV as descrided in the Notice of
Violation. (50-329/82-22-23; 50-330/82-22-23)

The second resolution category to NCR 3266 appeared to be adequate ip
that the applicable code regquirements wers indicated as being fulfilled.
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Hanger Weld Insgectiens

QCIR No. 9220/9P-2.10, Revision 9, the hanger inspesticn record, did not
{ndicate whether oF not any in-process weld inspecticns had been perfcroed
during the installation of hangers (pipe supports). The licensee provided
Bechtel Quality Centreol Instruction No. 9220/w-1.60, Revision 2. The
scope of the i{nstruction stated that the {nstruction provided the quality
control verification of in-process inspection sctivities that were necessary
to ensure that spcciticd welding process requirements were being achieved.
The instruction distinguished between the eivil, electrical, component
supnort, and piping (ASME) weld sctivites. The {nstruction and/eT the
instruction supplenent required the following in-process inspection of
veld activities:

a. Fizup

b. Tack vcld‘

c. Surface Preparation

d. Prebest

e. Velding Technigque

¢. Interpass Tezperatures and Cleaning

8 velder Qualiiieltiea

h. Weild Procedure (addressed in w-1.60 supplesents)

i. Established the frequency and nusbez of weld activities required
to be cbserved.

wizh the exception of preheat verificatien, the instructies ippeared

to establish suitable controls for the above in-process weld sctivities.
Most of the controls for prehest verification were defined in imsiTuc”
tiens PQCI Ce-1.00, Revisicn 2, £-2.10, Revision 6, £-1.0, Revisicn 11,
p-2.10, Revision 10, and Pw-1.00, Revision & for the respective discipline
activities (i.e., civil, electrical, component SUPPOTTS, and pipe welding).
Inclusively, the PQCI's required verificatien of preheat requiresents in
excess of 70°F for all veld activities and verification on s defined
sazple pasis for preheat requiresents of 70°F and less. As discussed in
Section 8.0 of this report, an {nadequacy was identified with the preheat
controls for civil (structural) welding.

Anchoring of Hangers

The hangers {dentified on Isometric Dravings 1-652-2-26(Q), Revision 1/F1
and 1-652-2-28(Q), Revisien 1/F1 were attached to the concrete super®
structure vith grouted anchor bolts. The nuts on the bolts wers 2Ot
secured. The inspector requested the design requiresents for securing
anchor bolts. The licensse provided gpecification 9220-C-306(Q),
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Revision 8, Paragraph 5.8. Paragraph 5.8 appeared to establish aceguate
methods for securing threaded connecticns. PQCI No. P-2.00, Revision ¢
appeared to establish sufficient controls during inspections to assure
that the anchor bolts would be secured. <

The type (grade) of bolting materials (including alternatives), wvas
specified in Specification 7220-C-306(Q), Revisicn 8, Paragraph 5.0.

The diadeter of the anchor bolts was specified on the isometric dravings.
Based on the anchor diameter, the bolt esbedment could be determined
froz Specification 7220-C-306(Q), Revision 8, Appendix B, Table B-2.
Since the bolts had already been grouted into place, the inspector re-
viewed the records (QCIRs) for inspection of grouting and dry packing.
The records indicated that the bolting type and size had been properly
verified.

The inspector reviewed and discussed with the site Resident Engineering
Group, the design calculations for the anchor bolt diameters specified

oz Iscmetric Drawing 1-652-2-26(Q), Revision 1/F1. The caluclations
indicated that the combined stresses for shear and tensile for the specific
hanger required a bolt diameter of 7/8 inch when using ASTY Grade A-36
steel. The Resident Engineering group stated that the calculaticn sheet
concluded by specifying a diameter of 3/4 inch. The Resident Engineer
stated that this error would be corrected. The ultizate result was

that the correct size bolt (7/8 inch) was actually spccified on the
drawing.

Concrete Chipping

The inspector oiserved a section of concrets wall which had been chipped
sway. The chipped section was located on a wall in Containzent Purge
Room 702, elevation 674' 6". The voluze of chipped concrete was non-
uniforns and approximately 18 inches high, 10 inches wide and & inches
deep (i~ some places). There were 2o merkings or tags iz the ares which
would Bave indicated that the chipped section was controlled. 4

A Bechtel Field Engineer was responsible for that aresa of the plant and
was avare of the chipped section. The engineer also stated that he
planned to put this zoncern en a punchlist for regrouting.

The licensee stated that the concrete was chipped avay ia late 1981 o
locate dra/n tubes for tendon sheaths which were inadvertently embecded
in the wall. The inspector observed two drains located just above the
chipped ares.

The inspector asked if measures had been established to control the
chipped area since th. vell was now in @ nonconforming conditien. The
licensee provided Bu:htel Field Instructicn No. F1G-1.111, Revisien &,
Concrete Drilling Permit. Section 2.0 of this instruction stated, "This
instruction discusses the method of initisting, identifying, approving,
and centrolling concrete drill permits . . ." Section 5.0 stated,
"This instruction spplies o all concrete drill perzits issued by any
discipline for core drilling, chipping of concrete, or drilling for
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installation of concrete anchors.” The instruction defined the adminis-
trative process for completing concrete drilling permits. The instruction
Sppeared to address & method of control which could be used for concrete
chipping activities, such as the one in the containment purge rooz.
However, the instruction cid not establish requiresents which stated

when or for what activities a érilling permit must be used. 4 drilling
permit was not used to control the chipped concrete in the containment
purge rocm. Therefore, measures were not established to provide controls
over concrete chipping activities which affected the quality of structures,
The Bechtel construction personnel stated that there vere several other
areas in the plant in wvhich the concrete had been chipped and vas no:
controlled. Failure of the licensee to provide contrsls over sctivities
such as concrete chipping which affects the quality of structures was
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V as described in the

Notice of Viclation. (50-329/82-22-24; 50-330/82-22-24)

As & result of this finding, the licensee wrote NCR No. M01-9-2-154
Novezber 14, 1982.

Cable So‘ro;!tigg

In Containment Purge Room 702, the inspector observed cable tray sections
which contained metal dividers that extended approxisately 20 feet aleng
the trays. The dividers wvere approxizately the beight of the tray sides.
The tray sections were identified wizh green alpha-numeric markings (i.s.,
15TFO1, 1BTFO2 and 1BTFO3; 1BJSO1, 1BJQ02, and 1BJQ03). The RIII inspecter
noted that many of the included cables crossed over the dividers or in some
cases were stacked higher than the dividers. The purpese of the dividers
vas to provide & barrier between low voltage control cables and instruzent
cables.

The barrier/divider vas designed to eliminate the possibility of the
electrometive forces of the control cables frem inducing noise signals
into instrusent cables. Siasce the cables crossed over the divider/barrier
and vere stacked higher than the divider, the cables wvere therefore
misrouted and rendered the barrier ineffective.

PQCI No. E-3.0, R-~isien S5, Final Area Completion Activities of Elecirical
Installation, sddressed verification of certain cable training (i.e.,
bundling and redundant channel separation), but did mot address verifi-
cation of cable segregation in horizontal tray rums. Failure to establish
& progras for inspection of cables installed in horizental trays vhich
use metal dividers, to ensure conformance with design requirements for
cable segregation was contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Critericn X as
described in the Notice of Violatiecn. (50-329/82-22-25; 50-330/82+22-25).

ds a result of this finding, the licensee wrote NCR No. MO1-9-2-151 dated
Novesber 1, 1982 to correct the specific cable tray installations addressed
above.
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20.

il.

Nenconfeorming Welds in Structural Steel

During the reporving perica, the Resident Inspactor was avare that the .
licensee had overinspected 78 structural beazs and that 41 of those
beass had nonconforzing welds. More definitively stated, 66 weld joints
of 146 overinspected were nonconforzing. As & result of this overin-
spection and subsequent findings, Nonconformance Repcrt (NCR) Ne.
M01-9-2-074 was generated. Weld defects noted were undersized wvelds
and undercut welds ranging froe 1/16 to 1/8 inch.

Because of the indeterminant state of & large nusber of beazs (nezinally
2400 beazs), the licensee has genersted a Safety Concern and Reportability
Eveluation Regquest to determine the raportability and ultizate safety
sigrificance of their findings. This evaluation was intended to be com-
pleted by mid-December 1982. The Resident Inspector exazined soome of

the nonconforming welds Jdentified in the NCR and concurred with the
findings. This concern was being reviewed and controlled by the licensee's
programs.

Ultrasonic Testing (UT) of Holddown Bolts

During the reporting period, the Resident Inspectors and a Regicnal based
NDE Inspector measured anchor bolts in the four battery charger rooms,

the Diese] Generator Building and the Service Water Building. Additional
peasuresents using other transducers are proposed in the future to accomo=
date more evalustiocn. These evaluations will be documented in other NRC
Inspecticn Reports.

resta est

The inspector observed the initial puzp run of Component Cocling Water
Puzp 2P-73B on 10/21/82. The observatiocas included a review of the
test procedure OSP-CCW.01, observation of portions of the asctual pump
test, and A review of test data to ensure that test objectives had been
zet.

Prier to the beginning of the test, the inspector walked down portiens
of the systes and held discussions with sexbers of the various test
groups required to assimilate test data. The following concerns wers
noted:

a. The Vibration Testing Group initially set up on the wrong puzp and
had to be told the proper pump locations.

b. Personnel monitoring bearing and oil temparatures were not sware of
the maxisum temperature limits on the puzp being monitored.

¢. Minor discrepancies such as brokes valve indicators and small leaks
vere not documented either on the test summary or on 4 msintenance
form.

d. Pump performance curve supplied by the r.aufacturer referenced enly
one of the four component cooling water pusp serial nusbers.
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An interim exit interview was held on October 26, 1982, with the Technical
Superintendent and his staff o discuss the {nspector's testing CONCeIns.
The Technical Superintendent acknowledged the uspoctoz'l findings and
stated the concerns would be addressed.

The inspector observed portions of the initial pusp run of Decay Heat
Resoval Puz® 2p-60A. The concerns described in the previous paragreph
(except for {tem d which was not applicable for this test) bad been
s.tisfoctorily resolved for this test. The test was stopped after 90
ginutes of pusp run time dus IO high suction diif.rcatiul pressure (DP)
indicating & clogged suction strainer. 0il and bearing tepperatures had
not stabilized sdequately 0 satisfy test scceptance criteria. The
sirainers were cleaned and replaced and the test restarted. The test
vas completed satisfactorily oo Novesber 13, 1982.

Drawing g-as

The following concerns were discussed with %he licenses :c;czdin;-thc
eoaff's raview of drawing C-65:

a. The perimetar and baffle dikes adjacant %0 the Esergency Cocling
vater Reservier (ECWR) wars not included as "Q" o0 the drawing.
The licenses subseguently agreed to define these TWO areas as Q

. The Itcoﬁsoo vas reguested 0 confirm in writing that 8O seismic
Categery ! underground gtilities extend beyond the "Q" bounds of
drawing C-65.

The licenses was also requested 0 put A note on ‘drawing C=45
indicating that the tucnel under ¢he turbine building vas "¢".

The above concerms will be revieved during subsegquent inspections.
ux rv Buflcin st s

while reviewing the baseline readings on the auxiliary puilding instiu”
pentation, the inspectors observed that the Electrical Fenetzation Area
(EPA) outboard wings appeared to pe moving upwards while the remaining
deep seated absolute vertical resdings vere dowmward. The licensee vas
requested O provide an explanation of the significance of the Auxiliary
Building sovenents. Two mestings ©on the subject bave already been held
on ‘site and future discussions are planned.

The upward povement of the £PA outboard vings appeared 0 be caused BY

s deczease in the ambient temperature. The licersee Vas requested 0
define the correlation between temperature and upward povesent and deter*
pine 4if & correction factor should be taeorpOtltod into future EPA in-
strumentation data. ‘
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informed by the licensee that gh, rock
OF Beer gp, !ronzc-tbuw and &radatjon roquircncata of Spaciticatian
C-20s9, The {nspectoy vas informed that gp, noaceaforning &T=or stone
Tedoved e site.

r
Vithoys .stablishxca Sontrols Over the procureacat and 1a:ta11.tion.
The failure to translace Pplicable rogulntory rcquirencats inte design
documensy vas Conside-eg £0 be 1n noncocplinacl with 10 crp 50, Appendiy
B, c:x:.rxon II7 as describegd in the Netice of Vtolatxen.
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Cleanlinggs f the ite; torage condiey f aquys t and Piping beyn
used 4 trueey 3 tential ¢ r ot) bazard, which
Bight haye & deletery eff On personne) Quipn T and g Witness
c Struction 8Ctivities Progress. Yiten walkd 43 performed of
Portions of iese] ¢ 2Tor and Prilary Ma *UP System.
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’1.

.

Independent Assessment of Auxilisry Building Underpinning

The inspectors reviewsd the weekly reports (attached) subzitted by
Stcne and Vebster Engineering Corporaticn to document the results

of the independent assessment of Auxiliary Building underpinning
sctivities. No significant concerns were identified in these reports.

Open Itexs

Open items are matters not otherwise categorized in the report thit
require followup during future inspections. Open items disclosed during
this inspection 3ze discussed in Secticn 4.d and 11.

Unresolved Items

Unresclved items are matters about vhich more infermation {s required
in order to ascertain wvhether they are acceptable items or items of nca-
compliance. Unresoclved items disclosed during this iospection are dis-
cussed in Sections S5, 6.c, 6.4, 9, 10.d, and 14.b. !

2

t inte

The inspectors met with licensee representatives (denoted under Persons
Contacted) on October 15, 22, 26, 28, Novezber 10 and 23, 1582. The
inspectors suzsarized the scope and findings of the inspection. The
licensee acknowledged the informatien.

niorc nt e ce

On Jasuary 18, 1583, an enforcesent cenference was held in the Region
111 Glen Ellyn office between Messrs. Jazes G. Keppler, A. B. Davis,
pesbers of the Region III Midland Sectien, Mr. J. H. Sniezek of IE,

and Messrs. J. Seldy, J. Cook and others of the licensee's staff. The
purpose of the conference was to discuss the results of the special teaxn
inspection of the Diesel Generator Building. -

Based on the licensee's comments regarding the IPIN issue, mezbars of the
Midland Secticn subsequently interviewed thirteen QC inspectors to deter-
mine the standard practice used by QC inspectors in closing open Inspecticn
Reports which bad open IPIN's. The results of these intervievs are dis-
cussed in Section S.c of this report.



NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

» REGION 11}
y 799 ROOSEVELT ROAD
N GLEN ELLYN, ILLINDIS 80137
‘reat ) '
DEC : .

Docket No. $0-329
Docket No. $0-330

Consumers Power Company
ATIN: Mr. James W. Cook
Vice President
Miiland Project
1945 West Carnall Read
Jacksea, MI 49201

Gentlemen:

This letter confirms the discussions conducted during the meeting on December 2,
1982 between Mr. R. F. Varnick and others of this office and Mr. J. V. Cock and
others of your staff regarding the new Construction Completion Plan Consumers
Power Company has developed to address the probless identified by Region III

during the October through Noveaber 1982 inspection of the Diesel Generator
Building.

As a result of our discussions, we understand that you have taken or plan te
take the following sctions:

(1) Halted safety-related work at the Midland site with the exception of the

fellowing:
(a) Systes layup activities
(b) Hanger and cable reinspection activities

(c) Post turnover work activities (not to include design changes)

$55709 6377
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Censumers Power Co:npnny 2 DEC 30 gor

(d) Zack HVAC work (subject to fcsolu:ion of welders qualificaticns issue)
(e) B&W construction activities

(f) Remedial soils letivitics

(8) Bechtel engineering activities

(2) An integrated QA/QC organization wiil be identified and izmplemented
and all QC perscnnel previously certified by Bechtel will be trained
and recertified by CPCo to meet CPCo procedures and commitments.

(3) Teams comprised of cnginoc}in; and construction perscniel will be
organized, cach respensible for the satisfactory completion of one or
more safety systems.

(4) A reinspection progran will be developed to provide a system by systea
reinspection of all safety related systeas.

We understand that you will submit a written plan to the NRC describing 4ia
detail the actions encompassed by CPCo's Constructien Completion Progras.
We request that this plan alse identify the icterrelationship between the
Construction Completion Plan and your proposed plans for third party
independent assesszents.

After receipt of your submitzal we will hold & meeting with CPCo in the
didland area, which will be open to the public, to discuss the details of
your program. Time will also be provided for public comment regarding
these issues at the end of the meeting.

Follewing our review of your submittul, including consideration of coumments
offered by members of the public, we will make & determi.stion on the accept-
ability of your program and will determine the appropriate method of
documenting your commitments.




Cm.uumrl Power Company 3 QEC. 3 ¢ g8

Should you have any questions regarding this letfer please contact
Mr. R. F. Warnick of my staff. :

Sincerely,

Original signed by
vames G, Keppler

James G. k-pplot
Regional Administrater

cc: DM3/Document Control Desk (RIDS)
Resideat Inspector, RIII
The Henorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASL3
The Honorable Jerry Harbour, ASLE
The Hencrable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLB
The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASL3
William Paton, ELD
Michael Miller
Ronald Callen, Michigan
Public Service Commission
Myren M. Cherry
Barbara Stamiris
Mary Sinclair
Wendell Marshall
Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)

RIII
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Genersl OMicen: 1548 Womt Parnall Road, Jesksan, MI 48201 » (B17) 7850453
January 10, 1983

Mr J G Keppler, Administrator, Region III
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

799 Rocsevelt Road

Gles Ellym, IL 60137

MIDLAND NUCLEAx COGENERATION PLANT
MIDLAND DOCKET NOS 50-329, $50-330
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM
FILE 0655 SERIAL 20428

REFERENCE LETTER TO J W COOK, DATED DECEMBER 30, 1982, FROM NRC REGION III
| REGARDING CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM

O December 2, 1982, Consumers Power Company met with Mr Warnick and other
mesbers of your staff to discuss the general concept of our proposed
Construction Completion Program. The enclosure to this letter documents in
detail the Construction Completion Program, as requested at the meeting and in
your follow up letter (Reference).

Since our meeting, the program has undergone comsiderable develcpzent and
evolution. Details have been supplied and more specific objectives and
izplementing methods have been established. Further details are still being
developed. While the Company expects the Program, .s preseatly comstituted,
to be a workable and sufficient framework for future action, revisions may be
pecessary as future needs and experience dictate.

The Construction Completion Program is a positive step is the overall
advancement of Project goals. It represents the best efforts of Project
magagement, support and quality assurance personnel. We believe it will
produce an improvement in Project installation and inspection status, systems
construction and QA implementation. The quality verification effort should
provide increased confidence of the NRC that the plant has been properly
built. Otber aspects of the Program, including the measure to improve engoing
inspections and scheduling interfaces, should cootribute to that result. This
Program, together with recest Consumers Power Compacy commitsents regarding
quality assurance and remedial soils work, can establish a basis for improved
relations betwees the Company and the NRC Region group assigned to imspect
Midland. The Construction Completion Program demonstrates the Company's
respoosiveness to both NRC concerns and the particular needs of this Project.
It is our expectation that the Program, created out of a desire to enbance the

0cQ183-0308a100
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orderliness and qual.ty of constructios, will achieve its intended purpose ard
lead to the successful "completion of construction” of the Midlaod Plaou in
accordance vith regulatoery requirements.

We bope that this submittal fulfills out request for written information
regarding the Constructien Completion Program. Consumers Power Company is
puplnd to suppoert the public meeting proposed for January 26, 1983 in

" Widland, Michigas. /
JWC/DMB/cl

¢c Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board
CBechhoefer
FPCowan, ASLB
JHarbour,
DSHood, NRC
¥MCherry
RwWHernao,
RJCook, Midland Resident Inspector
FSKelley
HRDenton,
WiMarsball
wDPaton, NRC
wDShafer, NRC
RFwarnick, NRC
BStamiris
MSinclair
L18ishop

0c0183-03084100
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Docket No 50-329,
“Letter gerial 20428 pated Januaty 10, 1983
At the request of the jssion and pursuant to the Atomic Eoergy Act of
the Energy Rcot;untzltion ct of 1974, as amended apd the
lations thereunder, Copsumers Power Company submits

BY s/ J ™ Cook
T t K, Vice President
ering and Construction

00
!xojccts,_tnginc

sworn and subscribed pefore me this day of

[s[ patricia A Puffer
otary ic
Bay County, Michigan

My Commission Expires
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Construction Completion Program
Executive Sumzary

-

The Comstruction Completion Program das been formulated to provide guidance in
the planning and management of the design and quality activities pecessary for
completion of the comstruction of the Midland Nuclear Cogeneration Plant.
Construction completion is defined in this Plan as carrying all systems to the
point they are turned over to Consumers Power Company for component checkout
sod preoperational testing. The Censtruction Completion Program does pot
include the Remedial Soils Program which is treated in separate interactions
betveen Consumers Power Company and the luclear Regulatory Commission.

~!¢ct|roggd

The Construction Completion Program wvas developed in response to a pumber of
management concerns that bave been identified during the period preceding the
initiation of the Program. The Midland Project bad been proceeding at a high
level of activity as it approached completion. The fisal traacsition from area
construction to system completion, using puach lists, has been difficult for
most nuclear projects. The Midland Project bas not escaped these difficulties
vhich have been compounded due to the congested space and the contisuing
gumerous design changes, both generally attridutable to the age of the
Project. These factors lead to the peed for improved definition of work
status, increased emphasis on overall Project objectives as well as continued
focus of comstruction and imspection resources on corpletion of systems for
short-term milestones and increased effort to complete engineering abead of
field installation.

The Midland Project has been criticized by the NRC regional office as not
baving met their expectations for implementation of the Project's Quality
Assurance Program. The result bas been that the Froject management bas too
often, during the past few months, been in a reactive rather than proactive
posture vith regard to quality assurance matters.

In recognition of these conditions, management bas concluded that a change in
approach vas needed to effectively complete the Project vhbile maintaining bigh
quality standards.

Objectives

The development of the Program has considered the Project's current status and
recent history and attempts to address the underlying or root causes of the
problems currently being experienced. In order to develop the Program the
following overall objectives vere established under three general besdings.
The Program must:

ov oject t

« Preparing an sccurate list of to-go work against » defined baselige.

nil282-34890100




- Bringing imzspectioas up-to-date and verifying that past quality issues
bave been or are being brought to resolution.

« Maistaining a curreat status of work and quality inspections as the
Project proceeds.

Izprove !gglc-cntation of the QA Progras By:

- Expanding snd consolidating Consumers Pover Cozpany control of the
quality fuactios.

« lmproving the primary inspection process.

- Providing a uniform understanding of the quality requirements among all
parties. '

Assure Efficient and Qrderly Conduct of the Project By:

« Establishinog aa organizational structure consistent with the resaining
vork.

- Providing sufficiest sumbers of qualified persocnel to carry out the
progras.

- Maistaising flexibility to modify the Plan as experience dictates.

k!gt!!t;ﬂﬂ

The Comstructiecn Completion Program entails a pusber of major chaoges in the
conduct of the final stages of the construction process and can be described
in suzmary as & two-phase process.

First, sfter certain pecessary preparations, the safety-related systems and
areas of the plant will be systematically revieved. This first phase will be
carried out oo an area-by-area basis, but will be accomplished mainly by teams
organized with systems responsibility acd a separate effort to verify the
completed vork. The product from this phase of the progras will be » clear
status of resaining {ostallation work asd a current inspection status which
provides quality verification of the existing vork. The teams organized to
carry out this first phase vill contisue to fusction in the second phase as
the responsible organizational units to the complete the wvork.

1o order to achieve its complete set of objectives, the Program contains &
gusber of activities and elements that support and are linked to the two major
phases described above. The major components of the Plan, vhich are discussed
in more detail in the balance of this report, can be described as follows:

. A significant reduction in the construction activity {n the safety-
related pertion of the pl.ot, paterial removal and # general cleaoup
vill be carried out in preparation for installation and inspection

status assessment and quality verification activities.

ni1282-34895100




A reviev vill be pade of equipment status to assure that the proper
lay~up ptccnuttons bave beed Llpleoontrd to protect the equipment uwatil
the {ustallatics work is completed.

. The {ptrgratios of the pechtel Q€ gupction inte the Midland Project
Quality Assurance Department (MPQAD) under Consumers Power Compasy
papagesent vill be co-plc;od.

. The Consuners Power Company is carrying out tcccttiiication progras of
lccht::‘ﬁc inspectors, and a reviev of the {nspection procedures to be’
utilized.

. The systes completion reans will be o:;antzcd. staffed and trained
sccording 0 9:occdurcs developed 0 define the tean's vork process.

The systess completios reams will 1) sccomplish ipstallatioesn and
inspectiod status assessmest, 2) perform systens construction
completion and constructios quality performance asd 3) determine that
all requiremeats pave been met prior te lunctional turnover fof test
and operatios.

. Quality verification of completed vork will be carried out in yltullcl
with {nstallation and ipspection status activities of the system
completion teams.

. A series of sanagement revievs vill be carried out to carefully mopitor
the conduct ot the Progra® and to revise the plan a8 appropriateé.

Reviev and resolution vill ptocccd oo outstanding jissues related either
to QA progras or QA progras tlplcncutattoa as raised by the NRC eor
thizd party overvievs of the Project.

Third party revievs will be undertaken to moniter Froject pcriot-sncc
and to car®y out the N¥RC's gequirements for {ndependent desigs
verification.

The Progr?® vas {pitiated o0 Decesber 2, 1982 by 1im :ing certain ongoing
latcty-ttlntcd vork and starting 'tcporottotn for the phase-one vork of status
assessment and quality verification activities. gince the Progran also has
tneotporotol s pumber of commitments pade to the NRC duriog the past fev
wonths, activities {p support of these commitments such as Q€ {ptegratios inte
and the recertification of QC ipspectors, bad beed {nitiated prier to

status sod schedules for each element of the Flao are epunerated in the text.
p ;asotol. 'rcpatottcs gor the Phase 1 activities are undervay and will
continue through Japuary. A pilot tes® to develop the procedures and training
gequiresents will be {nitiated during January. 1t is expected that the first
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areas to undergo Phase 1 status assessment vill be defined and teams mobilized
during March.

Quality verification of completed work will start in late Jaguary or early
February.

The Program provides for the Phase 1 results oo a system or partial system to
be reviewed and evaluated prior to ipitiating Phase 2 system completion werk
oo that system or partial systes. Management will monitor both process
readiness and Phase 1 evaluation results.

The major areas of continuing safety-related work are NSSS construction as
performed by B&W Comstruction Co, HVAC work under the Zack subccatract, the
Remedial Soils Program and post-turnover punch list work released to Bechtel
construction by Consusers Power Company. The Zack work is currestly limited
ustil a recently ideatified questicn on velder certification is resolved.

During the implementation of the Program in 1983, the NRC Resident Inspectors
can use the Plan to monitor safety-related comstruction activities at the
site. Since a substantial portios of the Plan directly relates to commitaents
gade to NRC management, Consumers Power Company intends to schedule periedic
reviews of Program status and progress vith the NRC.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Construction Completion Program bhas beea formulated to provide guidance in
the planning and quality activities necessary for completion of the
construction of the Midland Nuclear Cogeneration Plant. Construction
completion is defined in this Plaa as carrying all systems to the point they
are turped over to Consumers Power Company for compoment checkout and
precperational testing. The Comstruction Completion Program does not include
the Remedial Soils Program which is treated in separate interactions between
Consumers Power Company and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The
Coastruction Completion Program will be referred to as the Program in this
document which contains the Plan for Program develcpment aud implementation.

Background

The Construction Completion Program is being developed in response to a number
of management concerns that have been identified during the period preceding
the initiation of the Program. The Midland Project had been proceeding at a
high level of activity as it approached completion. The final tramsition from
area construction to system completion, wsing punch lists, has been difficult
for most nuclear projects... The Midland Project bas mot escaped these
difficulties which bave been compounded due to the congested space and the
continuing numerous design changes, both generally attributable to the age of
the Project. These factors lead to the need for improved definition of work
status, iocreased emphasis on overall Project objectives as well as continued
focus of construction and inspection resources on completion of systems for
short-term milestones and increased effort to complete engineering ahead of
field installation.

The Midland Project has been criticized by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
regional office as not having met their expectations for implementation of the
Project's Quality Assurasce Program. The result has been that the Project
macagement bas too often, during the past few months, been in a reactive
rather than proactive posture with regard to quality assurance matters.

In recognition of these conditions, Consumers Power Company has concluded that
a change in approach is needed to effectively complete the Project while
maintaining high quality standards.

Cbjectives

The development of the Program has considered the Project's current status and
recent history and attempts to address the underlying or root causes of the
problems currently being experienced. In order to develop the Program, the
following overall objectives were established under three general besdings.
The Frogram must:

Isprove Project Information Status By:

= Preparing az sccurate list of to-go vork sgainst a defined baseline.

nil282-41062-66-102



Bringing inspections up-to-date and verifying that past quality issues
bave been or are being brought to resolution.

Haintaining a current status of work and qQuality inspections as the
Project proceeds.

Improve Implementation of the QA Program By:

~ Expanding and consolidating Consumers Power Company control of the
Quality function.

Isproving the primary inspection process.

Providing a uniform understanding of the quality requirements among all
parties.

Assure Efficient and Orderly Conduct of the Project By:

= [Establishing as organizational structure consistent with the remaining
work.

Providing tutficieﬁz ousbers of qualified personnel to carry out the
Program.

= Maintaining flexibility to modify the Plan as experience dictates.

PLAN CONTENTS

The Program was initiated on December 2, 1982 by limiting on-going werk on
Q-systems to pre-defined tasks and preparing the major structures housing
Q-systems for ac installation and inspection status assessment and
verification of completed work. The relationskip of the major elements of

the Plan is shown in Figure 1-1. The sections of the Plan address the
following major activity areas:

PREPARATION OF THE PLANT (Section 2.0)

The buildings are being prepared for a status assessment and
verification of completed work.

QA/QC ORGANIZATION CHANGES (Section 3.0)

A pev QA organization that integrates the QA and QC functionms under a
Consumers Power Company direct reporting relatioaship is being
established. As a part of this transition, the Bechtel QC iaspectors

are being recertified to increase confidence in the Quality iaspection
performance.

mil282-4106a~66~102




PROGRAM PLANNING (Section 4.0)

The overall Plan for the Program is being developed in two Bajor
phases.

The first phase includes:

= A team organization assigned on the basis of systems is being
developed to determine preseat installation and inspection status.
The inspection status assessment includes performing inspections on
completed work to bring them up to date. A closely coordinated
effort involving the coastruction contractor and Consumers Powver
Company (QA/QC, testing and ceastruction) will improve quality
perforsance.

= The quality verification of completed work will be based, in part,

oo a sampling techaique using re-certified inspectors as described
in Sectionm 3.0.

The licnnd phase includes:

= Following installation and inspection status assessment the team

organization will retais responsibility for systems completion
work.

= The QC inspection process of pew work will be integrated with the
Systems completion work to easure adequate quality performance.

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION (Section 5.0)

The first phase implementation of the Program will be initiated with a
review of the process, procedures and team assigoments that will be
used. The plan for verification of completed work will be reviewed
separately. The teams will conduct the installation and inspection
Status assessment; verification of cozpleted and inspected work will
proceed, as planned, in coordination with the team effort. Following
phase 1 completion of the first vork segment, & management review of
the plan effectiveness will be made.

Ia second phase Program implementation, the assigned team will plan
and schedule the remaining work meeded for completion including QC
inspections. ,

QUALITY PROGRAM REVIEW (Section 6.0)

The adequacy and completeness of the Quality program will be reviewed
on an ongoing basis, taking into consideration questions raised by NRC
inspections and findings by third party revievers. The results of
these reviews vill be considered as part of the management review that
Are a part of the Program implementation (Section 5).

=i1282-41062-66-102



THIRD PARTY REVIEWS (Section 7.0)

Independent assessaents of the Midland Project will provide panagement
and NRC with evaluations of Project performance.

SYSTEM LAY-UP (Section 8.0)

The on-g2ing work to protect plant equipment and systeas vill be
augoented as pecessary to provide adequate protection during
implementatiocs of this Plaa.

CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES (Section 9.0)

work on Q-Systems bas been limited to specific activities. This
limitation permits importasnt vork to proceed while allowing building
preparation for status assessment and verification activities.

SIOARY

Each section of this Plan presexis detailed objectives, s description
of the activity {avolved, and @ schedule for schieving major
@ilestones. The Program, bowever, is still ino an evolutionary state
agd revisions to the Plaa may be pecessary as Consumers Power Company
gains experience in the implementatios of Progran elements.

011232-610600660102
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. PREPARATION OF THE PLANT

2.1 Introduction

The preparation of the Plant will clear the suxiliary, diesel
generator and contaioment buildings and the service water puzp
structure of materials, construction tools and equipment and
temporary construction facilities.

Objective

To allow improved access to systems and areas for the Program
activities.

Descrigtion

The preparation activities minimize obstacles aad interferences for
the Program activities. This is being accomplished through the
followving steps.

1. Limitation of Q-work to activitie. and areas defined in
Section 9 resulting in substantial work force reduction.

2. Removal and storage of construction tools and equipment, and
temporiry coastruction facilities (scaffolling, etc) from the
buildings identified in Section 2.1.

Removal, control and storage of uninstalled materials from the
buildings identified in Sectionm 2.1.

Appropriate housekeepin, of all areas following material and
equipment removal.

The preparation for each area will be cosplete before initiating
further Praogras activity. The on-going work described in Sectiocn 9
vill contizue as scheduled during the prepasration.

Schedule Status

The preparaticn of the Plant began on December 2, 1982. It will be
complete by January 31, 1985.

mil282-4106b-66-102
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3.0 QA/QC ORGANIZATION CHANGES

3.

3.2

3.3

Introduction

The Consuser Power Company's Midland Project Quality Assurance
Departmeat (MPQAD) is being expanded to assume direct control of
Bechtel QC activities. The pew organization and the plan for the
transition are described below. The transferred QC Inspectors will
be recertified as part of this transitiocn.

Objectives
Establish New QA/QC Orgacization

Establish an istegrated organization vhich imcludes the transition
of Bechtel QC to MPQAD while accomplishing the following objectives:

1. Establish direct Consumers Power Company control over the QC
inspection process.

2. Establish the responsibilities and roles of the QA and QC
Departments in the integrated organization.

3. Use quaitficd personcel from existing QA and QC departments and
contractors to staff key positions throughout the integrated
organizatien.

Recertify QC Inspectors

Easure that those Quality Costrol inspection personsel transferring
to MPQAD from Bechbtel vill be trained and recertified in accordance
vith MPQAD Procedure B-3M-1. »

Lescripticn
Establish New QA/QC Organization

A pev organizatien will be implemented under Consumers Powver Company
and will be descridbed in appropriszte Topical Reports (CPC-1A and BQ-
TOP-1) and quality program manuals (Volume II, BQAM and NQAY)
Changes to these documents will be submitted to NRC.

Features of the new organization include:

1. Lead QC Supervisors report directly to a QC Superintendent who
reports to the MPQAD Executive Manager. Aay required support
from Bechtel Corporate QC and QA functions (except ASME N-Stamp
sctivities) is provided st the level of the MPQAD Executive
Manager.

2. The MPQAD Executive Manager vill review the performance of lead
personsel in his department. :

ni1282-4106c-66-102 | .



QA will develop and issue Quality Centrol inspection plans and
be responsible for the technical content and requirements of
such placs. QC will be responsible to izplement these plans.
QA will continue to monitor the Quality Control imspection

process to insure that program requirements are satisfactorily
izplemented.

MPQAD will continue to use Bechtel's Quality Control Notices
Maoual (QCNM) and Quality Assurance Manual (BQAM) as approved
for use on the Midland Project.

ASME requirements imposed upon a contractor as N-Stamp bholder
will remain with that contractor. MPQAD QA will monitor the
implementation of ASME requiremeats.

Ao organization chart (Fig 3-1) showing reporting relationships in
the new organization is attached.

Recertify QC laspectors

The training and.-recertification process for QC inspectors has been
revised to include commitments made during the Septeamber 29, 1982
public meeting with the NRC. Those inspectors transferred from
3echtel to MPQAD will be trained and examined in accordance with
MPQAD Procedure B-34-1. CUpon satisfactory completion of the

trainiog and examination requirements, inspection personnel will be
certified for the Project Quality Comtrol Instructica(s) (PQCI(s))
they are to implement. Inspection persomnel will be certified on a

sche ule which supperts ongoing work and system completion teanm
activities.

Schedule Status

Establish New Organization

Advise NRC of the structure of the integrated organization. 12/15/82
Transfer the Bechtel QC Organization to MPQAD. 1/17/83

Submit changes to Topical Reports and quality program manuals to
NRC. 2/17/83

Recertify QC Inspectors

Specify the revised training and examination 10/25/82
requirements for certification (B-3M-1).

Complete recertification 4/01/83

mil282-4106c~66~102
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4.0 FPROCRAM PLANNING

.1

4.2

Introduction

The detailed planning for the major porticn of the Construction

_ Completion Prograz is described in this section.

Plansing in support of Phase 1 consists of the activities to set up
s tea:z organization to assess the installation and inspection status
of Q-systems withio major structures (Section 4.2) and to verify the
adequacy of completed inspection effort (Section 4.3).

The Phase 2 planning effort  .vers the process and procedures that
will be used by the team orgapization for systems completion work
(Section &.4). The procedures to integrate the quality program
requirements vith continuing systems completion work will be
developed (Section &.5). ;

Team Organpization Phase 1
4.2.1 lotroduction

Organize and train teams and prepare procedures for an
{pstallation and inspection status assessment.

4.2.2 Objective

1. Estadlish and implement a team organization ready to
inspect and assess systems for installation and
inspectiocn status.

2. Develecp the organizational processes acd procedures
pecessary to implement the team approach for status
assessment.

3. Provide training to ensure required inspectiosn and
installation status assessment activities are
satisfactorily performed.

4.2.3 Description

1. The team organization structure will vary depending upen
the assigned scope of work. The organization will
consist of & team supervisor and personnel as appropriate
from field engineering, planning, craft supervision,
project engineering, MPQAD and Consumers Power Company
Site Management Office. The team may be sugmented by
procurement personnel, subcontract coordipators and
turpover coordinators.

Teams will be assigoed a specific scope of vork and beld
sccountable for status assessoent snd overall completion
. vithin this scope. The scope includes the requirements
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" to develop a viable working schedule and insure early

idestification aad resolution of problem areas. Project
processes aad procedures will be reviewed and modified to
incorporate the team organization. The team MPQAD
Tepresentative is responsible for providing the QA/GC
support for the team. He receives scheduling direction
from the Team Supervisor and techoical direction frem

- MPQAD. For his team's work, he analyzes the quality

requiresents and plans the QC activities to integrate
them with the team effort. He assures the pecessary
PQCI's and certified inspection personnel are available
for performing the inspections. He maintains cognizance
2f the quality status of the verification activities.

The Washington Nuclear Plant #2 (WNP=2) team organization
will be used as a starting point for a Midlazd specific
approach.

A pilot team or teams will be utilized to develop and
test processes and procedures during the development
Stage to assure that Program objectives can be met. This
will also provide practical field isput to assure that
efficient and workable methods are used.

Tean members will be pbysically located together to the

exteat practicable to improve compunication, status
dssessment, problem identification and proble=
resolution.

Training for inspection and installation status
dssessdent will be provided to team members. It will
include respensibilities, reporting functions,
indoctrination of project processes and procedures and
familiarization with the project quality program to
ensure effective implementation.

A separate organization of design engineers (presestly
existing) will coordinate spatial interaction, reviev and
exasination with the activities of tbese teams.

4.2.4 Schedule Status

®il2B2-41064-66~102

Designate pilot team. 1/21/83
Complete grouping of systems for assignment 2/28/83
to teams.

Complete assignment of teanm supervisors and 3/31/83

menbers to designated systems.
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' 6.5 Quality Verification (Phase 1)

4.3.1

£.3.2

4.3.3

Introduction

The verification program is the activity undertaken to
determine, using a variety of methods, that the inspections
performed on completed work were done correctly.

Objectives

The objectives of the verification program are to:

. Keview existing PQCl's and revise as pecessary to assure
that:

8. Attributes importact to the safety and reliability of
specific componests, systems, and structures are
identified for verification.

b. Accept/reject criteria are clearly identified.

€. Appropriate controls, methods, inspection and/or
testing equipment are specified.

d. Requisite skill levels are required per ANSI N45.2.6
or SNT-TC-1A.

+ Develop and implement verification inspection plan for
completed werk which considers:

a. Re-iaspection of accessible iteme.

b. Review of documentation for attributes determined to
be inaccessible for re-iaspection. ‘

€. Samplicg techniques using satiomal standards.

Description

PQCI'e will be revised as gecessary to meet the objectives in
Section 4.3.2. Verification of the quality c¢f accessible
cozpleted contruction, which has been previously inspected
will be performed by use of sampling plans based on
MIL-S-105D (1963) or other acceptable methods. Attributes
determined to be inaccessible for direct re-inspection due to
embedment or the status of completed censtructionm or
installation (eg, weld preparation of completed welds,
reinforcement in placed concrete, installed ancher bolts,
etc) will be verified as appropriate, by examination of
records. 3

mil282-41064-66~102
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4.3.4 Schedule Status

Complete review and revision of PQCI's. (Date to be
determined.)

« Establish verification imspection plan for completed
vork. (Date to be determined.)

4.4 Systes Coopletion Plannin; (Phase 22

b.4.1

4.4.2

4.4.3

b.4.4

Introduction

Establish the processes for system completion, prepare
procedures and expand training to cover systems completion
work.

Objective

The objective. of the systems completion planning are as

follows:

Establish processes and interfaces for system completion.

+ Prepare procedures defining tasks of each systen
completion team.

Train team members by expaoding upen training received
previously for inspection and status assessment.

EsCablish scheduling methods to be used during systea
completion activities.

Description

The team organization (developed in Section 4.2) and the
processes and procedures will be exteaded to accomplish the
systems completion work.

- Traiuing will be conducted to assure that supervisors
understand the team objectives and their role. Exphasis
will be placed cn completion of all work in accordsace
with the design requirements, the change ccaotrol process
used when the design must be modified, and changes tc the
established team processes and proceduies.

Schedule Status

+ Complete team preparation for systems completion work.
(Date to be determined.)

®il282-41064-66~102




4.5 QA/QC Systems.Comc.eticn Planning (Phase 2)

4.5.1 Iatroduction

The QA/QC systems completion activity covers the planning to
support of system completion work.

Objectives

Establish in-process inspection program and complete review
and modification of PQCls.

Description

The QC in-process inspection program will be directly
coordinated with future icstallation schedules to insure that
inspection points, identified by MPQAD QA in the PQCl's, are
iotegrated with the installation schedule. The identifi-
cation of applicable PQCI's and required iaspection peoints
vill be used by system completion teams to imsure that QC
inspections are adequately scheduled into the process. The
system completion team quality representative will be
responsible for providing the link between the system

completion team and MPQAD to insure that quality requirements
are satisfied.

PQCI's will be reviewed, and modified as necessary, to iasure
that proper attributes are being inspected, that imspecticn
plans are clear and concise, that imspection points are
specifically scheduled with installation activities and that
inspection results are properly documented. MPQAD QA will be
responsible for the PQCI review activity and will obtain
assistance, as required, from other project functions, such
as Project Engineering and Quality Control. Revised PQCI's
vill be used to conduct imspection of future imstallation
activities.

Schedule Status

Issue procedure for iptegrating imspection points into the
construction schedule. 2/22/83

mil282-41064-66-102
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5.0 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

5.1

5.2

5.3

Introduction

The implementation of the Phase 1 Conmstruction Completion Program
activities will be initiated after a management review of the
overall process insures that Project performance and Quality
ebjectives bave been addressed. The Phase 1 work will then be
carried out by the various teams in accordance with the procedures
described in the preceding sections. The installation and
inspection status assessment of a system or partial system will be
followed by a review of results by MPQAD and a second management
review before initiating the Phase 2 systeams completion work. The
Phase 2 work will then be initiated on that system or partial
system.

Objectives

The objectives to be met are:

. Establish the presesnt installation completion and quality
status. ;

- Integrate the comstruction and quality activities for all
remaining work.

. lzprove performance in demonstrated conformance to quality goals
in all system completicn work.

Description

Management Reviews

Project management will cooduct formal review of the plans for
izmplementation activities prior to imitiation of team activities for
the Phase 1 work. These reviews will ensure that identified project
magagesent and quality issues bave besn adequately addressed by
specific actions and that Program objectives are met. The reviews
will cover the process for both 1) the verifiration of completed -
inspection activity and 2) the installation and inspection status
activity.

The installation and inspection status assessment will be performed
on & system and/or aresz basis. Phase 2 is initiated after a formal
Project management review of the first status assessment results to
evaluate implementation effectiveness. After completion of this
reviev, a work segment will be released for systems completion.
Subsequent status assessment results will be reviewed by site
Banagenent prior to initiation of additional systems completion
segments. Reports will be made to Project management at regularly
scheduled meetings.

uil282-4106e-66~102
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Phase 1 Izplementation

The existing installation and inspection status will be established
4o accordance with the plan presented in Section 4.

Evaluate Phase 1 Results

MPQAD will review the status assessment results to determine if any
prograzmatic or izplementation changes must be made. Verification
scope will be adjusted, as necessary, based on evaluation results.
Alse, the evaluation will check for reportability to the NRC (as
required by 10 CFR 50.55(e)) and Part 21.

Phase 2 Izplementation

This activity starts systems completior for turmover. Work will be
scheduled as installation and inspection status assessmests are
completed and reviewed. Correction of identified problems will be
given priority over initiation of pew work, as appropriate, and the

system completion teams will schedule their work based on these
prierities.

Schedule Status —

. Cozvlete Management review and ipitiate izpiementation of plan
for verification of completed inspections. (Date to be
determined.)

Complete Managemen: review and initiate implementation of plan
for status assessment. (Date to be determined.)

« Complete Management review of initial iastallation and
inspection status results and initiate systems completion work.
(Date to be determined.)
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6.0 QUALITY PROGRAM REVIEW

6.1

Introductiorn

The adequacy and completeness of the quality piogram is reviewed as
part of the ongoing Project management attention to quality. These
reviews consider any questions raised by NRC inspections or findings
raised by third party evaluations.

Objective

Address issues raised by intermal audits, NRC inspections and third
party assessments. Program changes, if needed, will be evaluated

and, as findings are processed, will be factored into the Project
work.

Description

Consuners Power Company believes Midland QA program is sound. From
time to time, questions arise on detailed aspects of the program or
program implementation. The normal process of addressing these

issues ensures that all necessary information is provided to NRC and

that internal confidence in the program is maintained.

The recent inspection of the diesel gemerator building has raised
several issues of programmatic concern. These are in the areas of
material traceability, design control process, Q-systexz related
requirements, document control and receipt imspection. Project
managenent has directed that MPQAD provide an expeditious evaluation
of these issues to be coasidered as part of the management review
prior to initiation of Phase 2. Once the NRC inspection report is
received and specified items are identified, these items will de
addressed and resolved through the normal process ~f closing the
inspecticn findings. Any corrective actios or program changes will
be implemented as appropriate in Proiect work on a schedule provided
in the imnspection report response. -

The Project will also receive, from time to time, findings froe
third party sssessments (Section 7). These findings or
recoamecdations may also result in program mwodification or
sdjustments. Corrsctive action taken by the Project will be
implesented on a schedule stated in the response to these findings.
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7.0 THIRD PARTY REVIEWS
7.1 Introductiocn

This section describes third party evaluations and reviews that have
been performed and are planned to assess the effectiveness of design
and coastruction activity implementation. Third party reviews being
conducted as part of the Remedial Soils Program are mot imcluded in
this activity. :

i Objectives

To assist in improving Project implementation and assessment of
Midland design and construction adeguacy, comsultants will be
utilized in order to: :

* Achieve a broad snapshot of current Project practices aad
performance in relation to a national program.

Provide continuous monitoring and feedback to Management of
Project performance.

Identify any activities or organizational elements needing
improvesent.

Izprove confidence (including the NRC's and the public's) in
overall Project adequacy.

7vd Description

The use‘of consultants to overview Project design and conmstruction
activities with particular emphasis on coastructioz is part of the
effort to improve the Project's implementation of the quality
program. Specifically, the plan overview employs the use of
consultaots for three separate functicns: (1) To carry out a self-
initiated evaluation (SIE) of the entire Project ucder the INPO
Phase I program, (2) to utilize a third party overview of ongoing
site construction sctivities to provide monitoring of the degree of
implementaticn success achieved under the new program and (3) to
conduct & third party Independent Design Verification (IDV) Program.

1. The INPO self-initiated evaluation was planned as part of an
industry commitment to the NRC in response to concerns over
nuclear plant construction quality essurance. For the Midland
SIE, the evaluation was contracted to be carried out eatirely by
third party, experienced personnel from the Management Analysis
Company.

The evaluation was performed by a team of 17 consultants
familiar with the INPO criteria and evaluation methodology.
Over a period of a month they interviewed Project personmel at
various locations and observed work in progress.. The initial
results of their evaluation bave been presented to the Company

mil282-41061i-66-102
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and a Project response to each finding will be prepared and
included as part of the evaluation report to be submitted fairst
to INPO and tben to the NRC Region 111 Administrator, together
with the INPO overview.

.2. A third-party installation implementation overview is being
undertaken using, as a mocdel, the program developed specifically
for the underpinning portion of the soils remedial work. The
overview will be initiated by retaining az independent firm,
baving considerable experience and depth of personnel in the
puclear construction field. The consultact's overview team will
be located at the Midland Plaat site and will observe the work
activities being conducted in accordance with this Plan on
safety-related systems. The overview will continue for a period
of six months, after which the Project's cunulative performance
vill be evaluated. Based on the overviev tean's findings, a
determination will be made by the Company's top management om
what modification, if any, should be made to the consultant's
scope of work. Findings {dentified by the installation overview
team will be made available to-tbe KRC in accordance with the
procedures established for the conduct of independent
verification programs.

3. An Independent Design Verification (IDV) is being conducted by
Tera Corporationm.

The IDV is directed at verifying the quality of design and
construction for the Midland Plant. The approach szlected is a
reviev and evaluation of a detailed “yertical slice"” of the
Project design and comstructios. The design and as-built
configuration of two selected safety systems will be reviewed to
s .re their adequacy to function in accordance with their
safety design bases and to assure applicable licensing
commitments have been properly implemented. The field vork done
in suppert of this activity vill not take place until after
Phase ] implementation (Section 5) has been completed ou the
systems being revieved. ;

The Unit 2 Auxiliary Feedwater System (ATW) plus another system

to be selected with NRC coocurrence, vill be reviewed to fulfill
the requirements of the IDv.

mil282-4106i-66-102
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7.4

Status/Schedule

1.

INPO Construction Project Evaluation

Select consultant and conduct

evaluation
Submit report to INPO

Independent Construction Overview

Define scope
Select consultant
Mobilize assessment team

Receive assessment tean
report

IDV

Select 2 Systems

+AFW System

.Obtain NRC concurrence
for second system.

Complete Evaluation

mil282-4106i-66~102
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Complete
Jan 20, 1983

Dec 30, 1982
Jan 31, 1983
(Date to be determined)

(Date to be detercined)

Complete
(Date to de determined)

(Dats to be determined)
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9.0 CONTINUING work ACTIVITIES
9.1 Introductioo i
\
This sectiog describes the ACtivities thae are Proceeding i
&ccordance wigh Previously established Commitoents during the
ementation of the fogram,
9.2 Objectives
+  Maintaip iastollotion and support effort op vork that will
alleviate work interference in congested Portions of the Plant
and facilitate Completion ang Protection of €quipment op Systems
turned over ¢, Consumers Pover Company
Meet Previous Nre Comtitments op activities WBich do got impede
€ executiop of the Program,
«  Provide design sSupport for orderly Systen completion work and
resolution of identifie issues
Establish , Bansgement coatrol to initiate additiona] Specified
vork that €an proceed Outside of the Systems Completion
ACtivities — :
9.3 Deoctigtioo
Those ACtivitjes that have dcaonstrotod offoctivono:n in the Quolity
Program 1ap1olontotion will contipye during i-ploocntotion of the
Construction Program,
These are:
1. Nsss Io:tollotxon ¢f systems 3nd components being Carried oue by
W Construction Cozpany,
2. Wac Insto14otion vork being Performed by Zack Company. Uolding
ACTivities Currently on bold wil) be Tesumed as the identified
Problems are Tesolved, s
3. Fost S7Stem turnover work, which i, under the direct control of
Consumers Power Company, will be relessed a5 appropriate using
established vork duthorizatjion Procedures,
4. Banger and Cable Fe-inspections which wil) Proceed dccording to
Separately established Commitments to NRC,
5. Remedia) Soils work theh is Proceeding .4 authorized by NRe.
-11282-61065-66-102
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March 10, 1983

Mr R C DeYoung

Directer, Office of Iaspecticn and Exforcement,
US Nuclear Regulatory Commissionm .

Washington, DC 20333

MIDLAND ENERGY CENTER PROJECT -

DOCKET NO 50-329 ANXD 50-330 - MIDLAND PROJECT RESPONSE

TO NRC NOTICE OF VIOLATION-EA83-3 DATED FEBRUARY 8, 1983 -
FILE 0485.16 SERIAL 21775 ' :

Attached is Consumers Power Company's (CP Co) Response to the Notice of
Violatien ("Notice") traasmitted by J G Keppler's February 8, 1583 letter to’
J D Seldy. In addition to this cover letter, the response consists of attach-
meats ia accordance with 10 CFR 2.201, addressing the two violations
(Azzachmeats 1 and 2), and a request for mitigation of the civil penmalty under
the General Statement of Policy and Procedure for Enforcement Actions
47TED.REG. 9987 March 9, 1582 (Attachmeat 3).

Atzachmeat 1, iz addaticc to specifically providicg the items of inforaatioz
requested oo page 9 of the "Notice", reports on the results of the Company's
igvestigation into In Process laspection Notices (IPIN's) and ansvers the
questions on page 2 of Mr Xeppler's letter. The Cocpany found that all
quality control disciplines bhad been given the opticz to terminate an
inspection (vher multiple moncouforming conditions were observed), document
observed findings of the partial inspection em IPIN's, and return wozk to
construction. The Company also found that some individuals would limit :
reinspection to reported deficieancies. As noted in Attachmeat 2, the Company
admits to the noncompliances listed under Violation B.

-

" The Company admits the two violations and does not contest the basis for
imposing a civil penalty, although we respectfully request that the NRC
reconsider the amoust of the penmalty im light of the corrective actions the
Compauy bas taken, as set forth more fully in Attachmeat 3. In late 1900,
upon receipt of preliminary informstica concerning NRC iaspectica findings,’
the Cowzpany took major corrective sctions. We balted most Category I work of
the prime contractor pending imitiation of an effort to verify previous
inspections and statusing of incomplete work. We initiated steps to correct
the deficiencies dnd, as part of an overall program revised production and
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6. Design engineering which will continue for the Midland Plazt as
will enginerring support of other project activites.

Additional activities related to the systems completion effort, may
be initiated, as appropriate, to support orderly completion of the
overall Project. Any activities in this category that are initiated
prior to release of an area for systems completion work will be
revieved with the NRC Resident Inspector before initiation.

9.4 Status Schedule

These activities are proceeding vitﬁ schedules that are independent
of this Plan.

ui1282-4106h-66-102



quality processes, changed and realigoed the managesext team, and expanded
project resources to complete the job. The description of this effort is
described in oy letter to Mr J G Keppler dated Jazuary 10, 1983, regardicg the
Midland Project Cemstructien Completicn Program. We are confident that as we
izplexm:nt these corrective actions the Midland Project will achieve cozpliance

with regulatory requiremeants.

JWC/JEB/dlm

CC J G Keppler :
J W Cook, P26-336B
Warnick, NRC Regioa III
D Shafer, NRC Region III '
N Gardoer, NRC Regien III
J Cook, NRC Resideat Inspector Midland Site
B Landsman, NRC Regien III
L Burgess, NRC Midland Site
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CONSUMERS PCWER COMPAN
Midland Units 1 aad 2
Docket No 50-329, 50-330

Letter Serial 21775 Dated 3-10-8:

At the request of the Commission and pursuant to the Atomic Esergy Act of
1954, and the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, as azended and the .
Commission's Rules and Regulations thereunder, Consumers Power Company submits
the response to Notice of Violation. '

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY

By [s/ J W Cook
W Cook, Vice President

Projects, Engineering and Construction

—

Sworn and subscribed before me this 10th day of March 1983 .

_[s/ Patricia A Puffer

Notary Public
Bay County, Michigan

My Commission Expires 3-4-86
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ATTACIMENT 1

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION ITEM A

STATEMENT OF VICLATION (Item A)

"NRC inspectors determined that quality control inmspectors were nmot
documenting as nonconformances all of the deficiencies which they observed
during their inspections. Iospections were suspended by the QC inspector if
too many noanconformances were observed. In-process inspection notices (IPINs)
associated with suspended inspections, identified as monconformances caly a.
portion of the observed deficiencies. Supervisory QC perscnnel stated that
they directed QC inspectors to limit the ounber of noaconformances documented
during an inmspection. This directive was verified by discussions with QC
inspectors. Several QC inspectors interviewed, confirmed that inspections
were closed after reviewing only the deficiezcies documented on the IPIN.. As
a result, measures vere not established to prevent the continued imstallation
and use of these neaconforming items. In additicn, corrective actious were
oot implemented to prevent recurrence of these nonconformances.”

SIMMARY OF RESPONSE TO VIOLATION (Item A)

I. The violation is admitted.

2. The reasons for the violation are as follows: (1) failure of QC manage-
ment (2) to recogrize poteatial for adverse izpact, on the imspectica
process, of terminating iaspections on activities with multiple
deficiencies and partially documenting findings on IPINs, ("return
option")¥*, (b) to communicate specific direction on the use of the "return
option” to avoid adverse impacts; (2) lack of sufficient specificity ia
procedures defining resporsibilities of Quality Control Engimeer's, (QCEs)
signing off on Inspection Report acti ties; (3) lack of full under- .
standing ameng all QCEs of responsidilities for inspecting all multiple
items before closing IR lise activitiss when conducting follow-up
inszections om 2ctivities subject.to az IPIN.

2. Corrective action in place is ss follows: IPINs bave been discontinued at

the Midland site. QCEs have been instructed by memorandum to complete all _

activities which have been sudbmitted for inspection regardless of pumber
of nonconforming conditions observed and to document findings on noncon-
formance reports (NCR's).

&. Planned or in-process corrective actions:

(a) Procedures PSP 6.7 and PSP 3.2 are being revised in accordance with
the direction givea in Paragraph 3 above.

(b) QCEs will be trained in the revision to the procedures inm accordance
vith the geteral training procedure B-34-1. During this training,

emphasis will be placed on the requirement described in Paragraph 3
above. ; :

=i0283-0357a100-12
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The IPIN Procedure was designed te provide coastruction with prespe feedback
of izformation Cozcerning deficiencies or izcomplete work. A copy of a1l
IPIN: vas sent izzediately after issvance to comstruction for Cisposition.
Whea coastruction zade necessary corrections, the IPIN was returned to Quality
Control, indicatin; that the bardvare was ready for further inspection.
Subsequeat izspections whieh determined that the pPrebles docuzented on the
IPIN Rhad not been Corrected, or that other Donconforming conditions existed,
would result in further IPINs or NCRs. Iz any case, an IR activity would
remaiz open uatil QC bad verified all problems were corrected or an NCR vas
submitted. .

The particular Practice giving rise to the Notice of Violation involved the
termination of inspection activities whea multiple Boaconforming conditions
vere observed part way through an izspection. If a QCE conducting an initial
inspection determised that parts or cozponerts covered by a given inspection
activity bad a large nuzber of noaconforming conditions, he bad the option to
terminate his inspection befcre Completing the activity, document the
deficieacies observed to that point on az IPIN and return the hardvare to
construction ("the return option"). Regionm III deternined that {tems not
inspected initially when this return option was exercised may bave escaped
later inspection. The postulated mechazism for this outcome is as follows:
As previously described, once construction had corrected a problem noted on an
iPIN, the IPIN wvas transmitted to Quality Contrel for further inspections.
Procedures then required that the QCE inspect the hardware to determine that
Correcticas of the IPIN-identified deficiency were carried out and that all
other items had been inspected before closure of the activity on the IR.
Thus, if a return opticn had bdeen exercised, thea before clesing out the
activity, a QCE would bhave to inspect not only those hardware items written up
on the IPIN, but also all others which he had not satisfied himself as being
Previously inspected before the initisl inspector terminated his inspection,
Region III concluded that this may not have been done in all instances,
resulting in a possidle missed inspection. Region III also faulted the
Process by poiating out that items beyond those noted on an IPIN which vere
corrected by comstruction following a returm of the item after a partial
inspection were not itemized and submitted for treading analysis.

. E2Co INVESTIGATION FINDINGS AND RESPONSE TO NRC QUESTIONS ) -

The Notice of Viclation asks the Company to conduct an inspection to determine
(1) the extent to, whichk QC supervisors at the Midland site have been instruce
ting QC inspectors to limit findings of deficiencies and (2) the extest to
which QC inspectors have beea conducting reinspections based oaly on reported
deficiencies. x

The Company was informed on Jazuary 18, 1983, that the use of the IPIN wvas a
major NRC concern. In response to this meeting on inspection findings a task
force was chartered to start an immediate iavestigation. The task force vas
cozposed of a project dttorney and two consultants.

Vhez the NRC iaspection repert wvas received on February 8, 1983, the task
force was directed to Carry cut the specific inmspection requested by NRC. The
task force work iavolved interviews with all QC supervisory perscnnel and a

®=i0283-0357a100~-12 .
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majority of the QCE staff. The task force also debriefed the 13 OCEs
igterviewed by Regica III.

It revieved and evaluated existizng quality assurance and quality coatrol
procedures and ipstructioas, in ligdt of other information obtaized. Finally,
in conjunction with MPQAD, it reccmmended and izitiated corrective actionms.

As a result of the IPIN task force's extensive efforts, the Compaay has a good
understanding of particular imspection practices regarding use of IPIN's at
the Midland site.

Virtually all nuclear coastruction projects have some means of documenting .
inspections conducted while comnstruction work is in process. IPIN's, used for
that purpose at Midland, were established under a system of closed loop
procedures requiring that documented counditions be returned to cczstructioen,
revorked, and then reizspected by QC to verify the izplementation of
corrective action. Tke concept bekind the use of IPINs is fundamentally
sound, and is founded on recognized QA/QC principles, although specific
problems existed in connection with the use of a "return option" at Midland.

The return option (defined above) was established to provide a means of
returning work to coastruction, whez a QCE would otherwise have to occupy

" waluable time inspecting and docuzenting a large number of nonconforming

conditions (referred to herein as "punchlistiag"), oz a hardware item which
was actually not ready for iaspection. The option permitted the QCE to return
the work to field engineering, which had the respeasibility for checking the
iten and ensuring its readiness for inspection in the first instance. Thus,
the cption was wmotivated by legitimate concerns and objectives.

Although the option was zot established for the purpese of "limiting findings
of deficiencies" by QC, obviously, to the extent deficiencies existed in the
uninspected porticn of the werk, they were not recorded during this initial
inspectien, mor could they be accounted for in the treading analysis. The
retuin cption was used in all disciplines, although some supervisors withia
disciplines elected not to use it in their particular area.

The retura option, by itself, would nét result in a missed inspection covered
by a closed IR activity, so long as the iaspector closing out the IR satisfied
himself that all items not encompassed by the IPIN and included in the
activity were inspected, either by him or by the previous ianspector. QC
procedures, in fact, required the signer of the IR activity to vouch for the
inspection of all items before signing. It is a basic principle of quality
control that an inspector should not sign for scmething be Bas not verified,

~ either by documentation, inspection, ur some other means. The Company found

that the answers provided by some individuals indicated a lack of a full
understanding of the requirement to satisfy themselves that all items had been
inspected before closing out an IR activity subject to an IPIN. The IPIN
procedures did not specify exactly how a return option should be handled,
either initially or in closing out IR activities, and thus may have
contributed to any misunderstandiags which existed.

As part of its corrective action, described more fully above, the Compaay will
easure that procedural shortcomisgs in defining the requirements for QCE

@:0283-03572100-12
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closure of IR activities are cerrected, and will retrais Q<is, exphasizing
their respoansibilities to copduct full, complete inspections aad documeat all
deficiencies before signing off IR activities. The Compaly also-decided to
discontinue the "return option" at Midland and require that all initial
inspections be completed with pon-coaforming coaditiocns fully documented. The
IPIN form bas also been elimipated and all deficiencies will be documented on
a revised NCR form. (The particular findings of the exteansive Company
investigation into the use of IPINs are recited mere fully below under
responses to the NRC's questions contaized in the Notice of Violaticn.)

ggection 1

"Determine the extent to thch QC Supervisors at the Midland Site have beea
ipstructing QC Inspectors to limit findings of deficiencies.”

There are two aspects to this question. A first aspect concerns the exteat to
wvhich QC Inspectors were {sstructed ot te completely imspect activities
prior to turning vork back to comstruction. 4 second aspect relates to
directions, if any, given to QCEs, not to documest deficiencies actually
observed. Regarding the fizst aspect, the Company found that QCEs were
directed to use a "return option” which resulted in imitial iaspection
activities pot being completed. with regard to the second aspect of the
question, QC managemeat {ntended that, in the exercise of a return optics, all
deficiencies actually seen would be reported on an IPIN. Project management
personnel encouraged the use of a returm option and QC management, instructed
QC leads, who reported directly to them, in its use.

The QC managexent intervieved by the task force stated that the option was
intended to provide a means for returning work to construction and aveid
occupying QCE's time puachlisting vork for comstruction. There was no intent
to avoid reporting deficiencies, although the imadvertent result of the
practice was tlat deficiecncies on the portion of the work pot inspected before
return would mot be documented. QC leads who instructed their persomnel to
use the option agreed with the QC management's purpose in using the optien.

0f the 16 QC leads and supervisors intervieved, one individual was in the ..
‘documentation area, for which the return opticn was ipapplicable, and eight
atated either that the option was pot applicable to their activity, or that
they bad-not used it for other reasons. Of the latter, one stated that he had
gever beea told to use the return opties.

Tuo stated that their group had used it only infrequently. One of these
understood that all cbserved deficiencies were to be documented but could not
recall whether he had so instructed his group. The other indicated that the
anly instance whez an inspection was halted before completion was vhen it was
cbvious that cable insulation damage would require 2 completely new
termination. In this {pstapce the iaspecticn for other termination
deficiencies would not be performed, but the observed damage would be
documented. ja

Three individuals indicated regular use of the option. One stated that be bad
instructed his subordinates to docusent all observed ponconformances, one

*
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could not recall giviag specific iastructicas but kaew t2at his subordinaze's
Fractice was to document all observed nonceaformances and coe kaew that that
was the proper Fractice, assumed that his subordinates did it that way, but
could pot recall whether be bad sc instructed then.

Two other individuals were relatively new in the positicn. One indicated that
it was his practice to document everything observed but that it bad not been
the practice of his predecessor (mo lenger at the plazt). The other coatinued
the practice of his pPrevicus supervisor to document all obsetvat§ons.

The task force found that froo a quarter to a Balf of the individual
inspectors (QCTs) coatacted, depeading on the discipline, were aware of and
made use of a "return eption". A few individuals stated that they documented

scae, but not all, deficiencies observed in an inspection in which the retura
option was used.*

The company's corrective action op this point is described above. Tha company
considers it of fundamental importance that all QCEs and supervisors
uaderstand the requirement to document deficiencies observed when an item has
been submitted for inspection rather than using an "oral" communication
pProcess. This aspect will be exphasized in training on the new procedures.

Question 2

"Determine the exteat to which QC iaspectors have been cenducting re-
inspactioas based otly on reported deficicnc;es."

Tte Cozpazy deterwined, based upon iavestication, tnat almost all QCEs at
Midlaod were completing their inspections Froperly. Fowever, because a few

individuals may not have completed irspeciions fully, the Company concluded
that the NRC inspection finding was valid, ’

T2e precise Question to be addressed bexe is whether and to what extent QCEs
closed out izspection recezrd activities subjmct te IPINs which do not
enccmpass the eatire sctivity, without 1ully inspecting the activity. The

* Approximately ope-half of tie QCEs contacted also indicated that in some
circumstaaces they allowed repairs or revorks to take place within a fixed
period of time without dotuzenting the deficiences ob:eorved during the
initial jaspertion. Viztnally all of those utiliziag this practice had been
advised by their supervisors to do so.

Thir practice was specifically allowed prior to Junme 1, 1981, and through
a2 appiz=at lack of clear Communication contigued after the option was
Tamoved iream QC procedures on this date. The upper tier policy document
2iloved the practice on a oze shift basis until February 1983. Since
this practice would pot lead to missed inspectinas with regard to

use of IPINS, it wis nmot addressed further as rart of the task force
anvestigation. Ar NCR was written on December 10, 1982 regarding the
opticzsl prictica pot to document deficiencies torrected during a one
shift pariod; HPQAD will further track and dispcsition this issue
utilizing the results of the t2sk force iavestijation.

BidlE3-0357ai00-12
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IPIN task force determined that although a few individuals stated they would .
oot necessarily reiaspect all itexs before clor 2g out the IR activity. There

wvere several reasons for this respoase. Some would not lead to an inspectien
miss.

When asked to describe the types of iaspections for which they would mot
reinspect 21l exasples, it became evident that pearly all individuals followed
practices which would not have led to an iospection failure. Many individuals
stated that they did not reinspect all items whez they conducted the initial
igspection and remembered iteas they bad previously inspected. Others
answered that they limited their reinspection to items covered by the IPIN,
but only whea the activity covered ooly ome item. Still others limited their
reinspection if the inspection of all other items was documented. Thus, in
specific circuzstances an inspector following all applicable procedures could
bave lizited his reinspection to bardware items eacozpassed by the IPIN and
accomplished a cozplete iaspection of tke activity. Oaly a few individuals
appeared to lack sufficieat understanding of the requirement that the
reinspection verify iaspection of all items withis an activity.

The IPIN task force concluded that not more thas ten percext of the
individuals contacted reported udacceptable practices. Although the task
force's conclusions oz this” question were more pesitive than NRC's from .

. statistical standpoint, the task force comcluded that NRC's inspection finding
and notice of violation were wvalid.

It is the Company's conclusion that the cause of this viclation was uaclear
Zanagemest direction regarding documentation associated with use of the
"return option". .

't
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20 NCTICE OF VICLATION ITEM B

OVERVIEW -

As a result of the Company's assessment of overall project status in the fall
of 1982 and based on information regarding the idextified findizngs from NRC
inspections and their generic implications, Project management carefully
evaluated the needs for corrective actions. The Comstruction Completion
Program (CCP) was conceived to address 2l] identified coocerns and to achieve

desired improvements in project performance.

The project presented the Comstruction Cozpletion Program comcept to

Region III personnel ca December 2, 1982 after bhaving initiated action to
izpleseat the plac the previous day. A description of the CCP was seat to the
NRC in our Jaouary 10, 1983 letter and a public meeting was held with the NRC
ez February 8, 1983 to discuss the plaa. This overview summarizes how major
portions of the CCP cover the individual findings of the Notice of Vioclation
and the generic implications of these findings.

The specific portions of the CCP that address the generic implicaticas of the
NRC Diesel Generator Building Inspection are as follows:

A. System Teas Organization

The organization for completion of construction is being reorganized to
expbasize a systems approach. A teazm made up of comstruction and
engineering personsel (with close QC coordinaticn) will be assigned to
complete all work on a specific system or systems. This team concept will
also be applied to remaining arsa work.

The teanm concept provides for very close coordination between all major
activities required to produce and demcnstrate a quality product. The
development of this organization isvelves a review of existing field
procedures and preparation of improved procedures for defining work
requirements. A major element cf this approach will be preparation of
expanded instructions to the crafts that will improve performance to o
design and specifications and will issure proper coordination with
inspection as the work proceeds. The team members will be trained in the
new procedures.

Az assessment of current systez comstruction and inspection status will be
made by the team prior to initiation of construction activities. This
will provide a baseline of existing quality and allow any existing
probléms to be identified and corrected.

mi0383-4030a-66-44
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Tbe specific NRC inspection findings¥ covered bv this activity are:

B-1b, B-lc, B-14, B-1h, B-1j, B-11 threugh p, B-1q, B-4a and B-6.

B. Review PQCI's and Update As Reguired
The procedures for carrying out inspections (PQCI's) are being reviewed to
insure all important ipspection attributes are specifically desczribed acd,
to the extest practicable, all reference material is incorporated directly
The specific NRC iaspecticn report findings covered by this activity are:
B-la, B-1b, B-lc, B-4a, B-4b and B-8a.

C. Review the Inspection Process (See mote below on izspection backlog)

The inspection process including construction procedures for initiating
iaspecticns will be modified so that:

1. The procedure for documenting non-conformances ensures that all nog-
conforming conditions are properly identified and tracked.

2. The process for providing instructions for comstruction a~tivities
easures all required inspections are performed when required.

The specific NRC iﬁ:pt ~ion report findings covered by this activity are:
B-11-p, B-4b, B-8b(1) and B-8b(2)

D. Q€ Trainin‘ and Certification

The QC Department has been reorganized under direct Coasumers Power
Company control. All QC perscnnel have been or are undergeing a training
program leading to re-certification to the revised PQCI's.

The specific NRC inspection report findings covered by this activity are:
B-1l-p and B-4b. ] .

E. Program Reviews

General QA Prégran reviews have been initiated in the areas identified
below in addition to the specific responses required from the iaspections
findings. The results of these reviews asd any requirements for program
revicion will be incorporated in CCP activities.

1. Receipt Inspection Review covers findings B-1g and B-3.

2. Material Traceability Review covers findings B-le, B-1f, B-2a and
~Ba.

.

*Findings are identified by the item designatioz in the Notice of Violation
transmitted by the NRC and letter of February 8, 1983 J G Keppler to J D Selby. .
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3. Design and Documest Cbntrol Review covers ficdings B-1i, B-1j, B-1k,
B-2b, B~2c, B-2e, B-% aad B-7.
Safety-related classification.

The NRC is reviewing the project liceasing position on this issue. This
covers findings B-2d acd B-2f.

The respoase to each individual fiading follows:

(!

**Note on inspection backlog.

The

Cozpany specifically reviewed the NRC concern regarding, "...a backlog

of alzost 16,000 inspections...", the status of inspe~tion records (IR) as
of November 26, 1982 was actually as follows:

IR Issued 190,000; IR Closed 174,000; IR "Cpex" 16,000

The 16,000 "Open" IR are categorized as follows:

(1}

@

Gl
(a3

(s)

(6)

Opened in anticipation of an iaspection request but coastruction nét
‘yet ready for inspectionm, 7,200.

Fully ready fp: inspection, 1,200,

Open but waiting for mext complete step in constructici, 5,700,
Open p;ndiag NCR/IPIN disposition, 800.

Opez pending Level III approval, 700.

Miscellaneous, 400.

Therefore, the actual backlog of iospections is more coirectly ideatified
by the 1,200 IRs where comstruction is done and waiting for inspection.

=i0383-4030a-66-44



A2-4

NOV Item B - 1.3 (82-22-02A)

"Iastallation of diesel gemerator eagize costrol panels 1C112, 2C111, aad
2C112 wvas pot in accordance with the reguiresents delineated os foundation
Draviang 7220-M18-250 in that the foundation bolt washess required by the
subject drawing were pot installed."

1. The violation is admitted, in part.

2. (la) No Electrical or Civil QC imstruction required specific verification
of the bevelled washer installaticn. Therefore, documented proof
that bevelled washers wers installed could not be provided siace the
foundation is grouted. (bevel wasaers)

(2a) The iaspection records for pacels 1C-112, 2C-111 and 2C-112 are opea
with attributes such as washers and torquing mot yet inspected.
Therefore, this is not a viclation. (flat washers)

3. (la) NCR M01-9-2-138 was writtea by MPQAD on October 15, 1982 to document
the non-coaforzance and was closed on December 8, 1982. (bevel
washers)

(1b) FCR M-7026 was written on November 10, 1582 to make the bevelled
washers opticnal, because in this case, bevelled washers did nothing
to aid in support or leveling of the panel. The FCR was approvad
November 23, 1982. (bevel washers)

(2a) Due to imsulficient quantities of flat vashers and nuts this portion
of the installation was not completed. The field has subsequently
procured sufficieat quantities to complete the bolt down and are _
avaiting Comstruction Completion Program approval to install them.
(£flat washers)

&. Electrical and Civil PQCI's will be revieved and revised as applicable to
include specific verification for mousting requiremeats and will incor=
porate applicable hold points.

S. QC inspection plas E-6.0 and C-1.10 (if required) shall be medified to
incorporate full “inspection and hold points for all us~installed
electrical equipment by March 28, 1583 and required trainiag to the
revised plan is scheduled for complestion by April 11, 1983. (bevel
washers)

=i383-4019a-66-44



A2-5

" XOV Ivem B - 1.b (82-22-023)

"Uznscheduled pull box associated with ccnduits 2EN0C6, 2BN007, and 2BDA002 was
oot sized in accordance with the requirements delineated on Sheet L2 of
Drawing E-42 in that the 12" x 12" x 6" as-built dimeasions of the subject
pull box did mot conform to the 13 1/2" x 12" x 6" dimension requirements
delineated on Sheet 42 cf Drawing 42."

z.

3.

The viélaticn is admitted.

(1) TFailure of Field Engineering to sﬁecify correct size pull box for
Constructicn to install.

(2) TFailure of QC, during inspection of conduits 2BN006, 2BNOO7 and
2BDA002, to identify non-conforming condition.

FCR E-3157 was written cn November 8, 1982 and approved oz November 17,
1982. This FCR clarified the intent of E-42(Q) SE 42 to include minimus
bead radius as a criterion for pull box sizing. Given the revised
criteria, the pull boxes cited conform to the requirements, as documented
in az NCR written by MPQAD oo March 7, 1983.

(1) PQCI E-1.0 will be revised to verify and record pull bdoz size and -
. . bend radius of cable will be verified on applicable PQCI's. "

(2) Team training programs, required by the Comstruction Completios

Program, vill emphasize the importance of following all requiremests
of design documents.

(1) PQCI E-1.0 to be revised by March 29, 1983 and required training is
scheduled for completion by April 25, 1983 to verify asd record pull
box size. . :

(2) Reinspection of installed work will de carried out during the
implementation of the Ceaostruction Completion Program.

®i0383-4019a-66-44



"The 1'-10" wall to suppoit dimeasior required by raceway support Drawing
E-796(Q), Sheet 2 of 2, Revision 5, for banger No. 86 was pot correctly
traaslated into the as-built ipstallation of the subject hanger in that the

as-duilt wall to support dimension was 2'-] 1/2" ia lieu of the required
1!-1000."

The violation is admitted.

Craft, Supervision, Field Engineering and QC did not previde sufficient
attention to detail to assure correct locations of P1001 strut on tube
steel as delineated on Drawing E-796(Q) SH 2 detail 1.

—

—

FQN E-7040 was written to approve imstalled conditiors and his been
incorporated. NCR M01-9-3-084 was written by MPQAD on March 7, 1983 to
document this condition, and for purposes of trending.

.

Revise PQCI E-2.1 and provide QC training to properly iaspect
supports.

Tean traicing progracs, required by the Construction Completion

Program will exphasize the izportazce of following all requirements
of design documents.

Revision of E-2.1 and required qualification training is estimated to be
complete by May 15, 1983.

m0383-4019a~66-44




AT . A1)
YA I'.e..“ E - 1 :’. (s;°ss‘~sd1

"The 6'-6" wall to support dimension Tequired by racewvay support Drawizg
E~796(Q) Sheet 1 of 2, Revision 11 for banger No. 14 was not correctly
translated into the as-built i{zstallation of the subject hanger ia that the
as-built vall to support dimension was 5'=5" in lieu of the required 6'-6"."

T2
B
4

The violation is admitsed.

E-796(Q) SH 1 shows the preper dimensicn for Bay 4 but is iacorrect
for Bay 3. The dimension shown for Bay 3 is a drafting error.

The Field Engineer failed to write a :.v to correct drawiag for Bay
3 prior to completing the imstallation of the support.

DCN ¢#16 to Drawing E-756(Q) SH 1 was prepared and approved on November 9
1982 to correct the drafting error. Incorporation has taken place. An
NCR vas written by MPQAD eon March 7, 1983,

Team training programs, required by the Construction Cezpletion Program

will emphasize the importance of following all requirements of design
documents.

Specific compliance will be achieved when team training is completed under
the Construction Completion Program.




Y

NCV Iten B - l.e (82“‘22‘05:‘

"The iaspectors idestified high stre
are: wlich was pot marked with the ma
Field Iastruction FIG-9.600, Revision

late placed in the laydown
and grade as reguired by

The violation is admitted.

Mest steel was properly marked and soze markings were not exposed,

however, some pieces of hizh strength steel vere not properly marked
through failure to follow procedures.

e
—

All 3teel was re-marked with paint as ﬁo clearly show any grades other
than A-36. QC inspections bave been inmcreased from monthly tc weekly. An

NCR vas writtea by MPQAD on March 8, 1983. Procurement personsel
responsible for the marking of steel have been retrained to the
requireseats of FI1G-9.600.
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'. KOV Item B - 1.¢ (82-22-0538)

"The inspectors ideatified various Stock steel stapes ia the "Q" area with
yellow=colored paint ca the eads (indicating the material was "pea-Q") azd
various steel stock sbapes in the "208-Q" area witho - ‘izted eads

(indicating "Q" material), coatrary to the requireneats of Field Iastruction
Fig~9.600, Revision 1." ;

1. The violation is admitted, inm part.

2. All steel in "Q" area was ideatified in accordance with procedures but
some manufacturers markings led to confusion. Scme steel in "gen=-Q" areas
was not marked in accordance with procedures.

e
—

3. All steel in "pon-Q" area was Painted or repainted yellow as to conform
with the procedure. QC inspections bave been increased from moatkly to
weekly. To avoid confusion, manufacturers color coding was removed from
the eads of steel in Question in the "Q" area. Az NCR was writtea by
MPQAD on March 8, 1983. Procurement personnel responsible for the marking
of steel have been retraized to the requirements of FIG-9.600(Q).

4. TField Instruction FI16-9.600(Q) will be revised o designate the marking
requirement for mon-Q steel to be a Q attribute. ‘.

3. fhc required procedure revision will be completed by May 1, 1983.

i0383-4019a-66-44




A2-10

N0V Item B - 1.p (62-22-0%A)

"Tae slots in the puffler support plates were pot machined but were deterzined
te be irregular and flame cut, leaving rough slot edges not in conformance
with dersign Drawizg M18-425(5)-1."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. These slots were manufactured incorrectly by the veador prior to receipt
at the jobsite. The slots in Diesel Generator suffler supports are
required for thermal expansion. The vendor drawing calls for these slots
to be machined, but they were torch cut and exceeded required dimensions.

. —
—

3. Following the NRC inspection, Bechtel NCR 4693 was written to determine
if, as fabricated, the slots would perform their intended function.

4. NCR 4693 is curreatly being reviewed by Project Ecgineering and the
veador.

-

S+ NCR 4693 expected to be dispositioned by April 1, 1983.

2iQ0363-4019a-66-44



hOV Itez B - 1.h (82-22-09B)

"e

Jacking plates were not installed bepeath the center support plates
diesel gemerator muffler as required by Drawing ¥18-250-6."

The vioclation is admitted.

Jacking plates for Diesel Generator muffler supports were not iastalled in
Bay 1 beneath the center support, as sbown in vendor drawings, due to
failure to inmstall according to the design drawizng.

Following the NRC inspection an NCR was written against the condition. A
subsequent NCR was also writtes a‘ter the NRC inspection, based on
inspections of other Diesel Geserator mufflers which resulted in
ideatification of similar deficiencies in Bays 3 and 4. 3Both NCRs were

dispositioned "Use As Is", siace loadings from the jacking screws on the
concrete were acceptable.

Teaa training program: required bv the Construction Completion Program

will empbasize the impertance of following all requirements of vendor
drawings.

The implementation of the disposition of NCRs will provide full compliance
for the "As Built" conditioen. Subsequent revision to veador drawings
required to complete NCR 4738 follow-up actions is forecast for completien
by April 1, 1983. Specific compliance will be achieved vhen team training
is completed under the Construction Completion Prograa.




A2-12

NOV Item B - 1.4 (82-22-184)

"Procedure FID-2.100, (Outstaadieg FCR/FCK Retiremeat), Revision 2 was
izadequate in that the design drawings were not changed whez an FCR/FCY had
beex retired and no further reference to the FCR existed on the revised
drawing. As a result, the retired FCR C-2103 relating to HVAC structural
steel was lost and could mot be traced to the design draving to easure a
complete quality record."

1. The violation i{s admitted.

2. Field Procedure FID-2.100(Q) was inadequate in that it did not contain a
requirement to provide for indication on design drawings that applicable
FCNs and FCRs bad been -retired. Retired FCR/FCNs address ope time
approved deviations to genmeric design which are not incorporated into base
design drawings due to their applicability to a limited pumber of
locations. (It is noted that this procedural deficieacy is mot the reason
the FCR was lost. The FCR was lost due to a clerical error and a copy was
obtained from the design office within tweaty-four hours. It is also
poted that the FCR could be traced to the design draving tirough the
FCR/FCN retirsment computer priatout.)

3. Tield Procedure FID-2.100(Q) was revised to formalize the practice of
requiring design drawings to be anrotated with a circled letter "R"
decoting a retiremeat. The Field Documeat Control Department has
performed a 100% review of all drawings, with retired FCR/FCNs agaiost -.
them, to verify compliance to this pew requiremest.

& N/A

5. Ceomplete.

@210283-4019a-66~44




Al-13

NOV Ttem B = 1.3 (82-22-188)

"Field Sketch CY-103% which illustrated the botton gusset plates for HVAC fan
Supports was not identified as "Q", nor was the-e a reference to the affected
draving on the sketch as regquired by Procedure FPD-5.000, (Preparation of
Field Sketches.)"

-~

The violation is adzitted.

The requirement for this designation and referesce is contained in Field
Procedure FPD-5.000 and vas not followed. Field Sketch CY-1035 for the
Diesel Generator Building HVAC Support steel gusset plate was got
designated "Q", nor referenced to the original desiga drawing.

—

—

Field Sketch CY-1035 bas been revised and designated "Q", and referenced
to design drawing C-1004. NCR ¥01-0-2-155 was issuned by MPQAD to documeat
the identified discrepancy. Field Procedure FPD-5.000 was revieved and
deterzined to be adequate in regard to the stated requirement.

Training of responsible personnel in the specifics of FPD-5.020 has been
conducted. ¢

A review of other FSKs will be conducted by Field Engineering for
compliances with FPD-5.000. .

The review by Field Eagineering will be completed by April 22, 1983.

2i0383-4019a-66-44



The eight bracing tep gusset plates idectified on Draving C-100
Revisica 10, as 5/16" thick were measured by tie iaspectors to
thick in all four diesel generator bays. This change was zeith
revieved nor properly authorized.

be 1/“6"
er

The as-tuilt gusset plate comnecticms in Bay 1 vere pot built as
identified on Detzil 3 of Drawiag C-1004. The angle braces were welded
together as opposed to baving separate welds for each brace. This
change was neither reviewed mor properly authorized.

Noze of the sixteea 1/4" bracing angles idectified on Drawing C-1004 .
were constructed utilizing 1/4" material. This change was neither
revieved nor properly suthorized.

Drawing C-1004, Detail 2, required the W10 beaz-to-bean connection to be
welded. In Bay No. 3, a bolted comnection was comstructed in lieu of
the required welded connection, without review nor proper autborizatioan.

The column cover plate identified on FCR C-4401 was aot coastructed in
Bay No. 3 as required. The plate was slotted instead of solid as
required. This change was neither reviewed nor properly authorized."

——

I. The viclations are admitted.

Z. Diesel Geaerator Building EVAC fan support steel installation was not done
iz accordance with the drawings due to a lack of atteation to detail
during coustruction and inspection for Items (1), (m) and (n). For Item
(o), the specific item was coastructed to an earlier appreved drawing and
failure to identify the discrezancy occurred during the inspection

process. For Ites (p) the finding was due to the lack of atteation to
detail during comstruction. '

(1) With regard to the undersized gusset plates, a subsequent evaluation
by Project Engineering indicated the smaller 1/4" size plates were
acceptable. Nevertheless, the plates will be replaced with 5/16"
plates by Bechtel per NCR 4650.

The gusset plate comnection in Bay 1 bas been removed and will be
revorked per NCR 4690.

The 5/16" and 3/8" bracing angles bave been removed and will be
reworked per NCR 4650.

After the NRC iospection, NCR 4690 was written and dispositioned "Use
As Is" for bolted connections comstructed in Bay 3. It should be
goted that these connections were constructed to design drawings
approved at that time which allowed bolted coanections.

mi0383-4019a-66~44
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A2-14
B«~1.1) (82-22-1{52
”Procedure FPD-S.OOO, (Prc;a:a:ion ©f Field Sket:bes}. Revisjion 1 did gop
Tequire design drawings to Tefereace aPPropriate field sketches to easyre B
Complete Quality record."
1. The Violatiog is adaitred.

2 Although field Procedures do not Control wha is placed o2 design
drawings. 80 cross reference log Sted to enap € one to Teadily #ing4
what Fielq etches (FsK's) 2Ply to each design drawing,
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15, 1983 £
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A2-16

NOV Item B ~ 1.1.m.2,¢0.p (82-22-16) Coztirued

(p) NCR 4630 dispositioned the cover plate cn the steel coluza to be
"reworked".

4. Teax training programs, required by the Cozstruction Completioa Program
will emphasize the importance of following all requirements of design
documents. In addition, as part of the Construction Completien Program, a
review of PQCI's is being dome to assure that correct design regquiremeats

are specified for inspectors. The Program also calls for a QC imspector
recertification progras. '

5. OSpecific compliance will be achiivcd when rework is cozpleted under the
Coastruction Completion Program.

i\
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NOV Item B = 1.q (82-22-24)

"A secticz (approxizately 18 x 1C x 4 inches deep) of the primary coata
r r ’

wall in Cozctainmeat Purge Rooz 702

approval as required by FIG-1.111,

Tman
~o3ent

was removed (by chipping) witaout obtaining
Revision 4, Concrete Drilling Permit."”

The violation is admitted.

Field procedures (FIG-1.111, Revision 3) in effect at the time of work did
ROt require concrete drill permits for chipping because damage %o

reinforcing steel and other embedded items is pot as likely as with
drilling.

—

-

Field Procedure FIG-1.111, Concrete Drill Permits, has been revised
and approved to iaclude chipping.

Steps have been taken to insure concrete chipping repairs are
performed using approved guidelines. FCR (C-5206 was prepared and has
beea approved by Project Engineering to establish guidelines for
concrete chipping repair. This FCR has subsequeatly been
incorporated into Specification 7220-C-231(Q). Field Precedure FPT-
3.000, has been revised to specifically isclude inspecticn of repairs
to chipped areas as part of area turmover. This procedure is being
designated as Quality Related, and is curreatly uader review.

The above steps are summarized on NCR M01-2-154 which was issued by
MPQAD to request process corrective action. The Project Engineering
response to this NCR concludes there is no safety izpact, or affect
on quality of the structure, due to the chipping of concrete
identified in the Containment Purge Room 702.

Field Procedure FPT~3.000 requires approval.

The chipped area in question thuircs repair.

NCR M01-9-27154 requires ciosing.

wt0383-40192-66-44




V Item B -~ 1.0 (82-22-2

(1 April 15, 1983.

Specific compliance will be achieved when the rework is completed
under the Constructicn Completion Program.

Fellowing rework.

" mi{I383-40]9a-66~44




A2-19

NOV Itez B - 2.a (82-22-08)

"Measures were pot established for the selectica and review for suitability of
applicaticn of "Q" zmaterials associated with the diesel gemerater exhaust
auffler in that design drawings acd specifications did mot indicate the
material ideatity of the installed muffler saddle supports and plates.”

1. The violation is indeterminate at this tiic.

2. Material specification and ideatification is the responsidility of the
energency diesel generator prime vendor. ¥No documentation was available
on site to show that the material used iz the fabrication of the Diesel
Generator exbaust sileacers met the requirements for seismic Class I
installation.

—

—

3. The veadcr has been requested to provide the necessary documentation for
material traceability and idestification of applicable QA requirements
applied to the exhaust silencers.

‘“. A status update and idestification of any corrective steps vhich may be
required will be provided by Project Eagigeering by May 2, 1983,

5. To bBe determined by results Project Engineering report of May 2, 1983.

mi0383-40192-66-44



A2-20

SCV Item 8 - 2.b (82-22-15B)

"Desiga Drawing (=147 required bolted bracing ccznectiocns for the diesel
generator building HVAC bracing gusset plates. TField Sketck CY-1035 was used
te change the design to welded ccnnections iz lieu of the specified belted
ccmnections. This design change was peither properly reviewed nor approved."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. Note 14 cn drawing 7220-C-147 was sot clear. It bas alvays been the
intent of Projec: Engineering to allow Field Engineering to substitute
welded for bolted connections when detailing steel bracing conzections,
bowever, no specific imstructions wvere provided.

—

3. FCR C-5174 was issued and approved to clarify that Note 14 en drawicg
7220-C~147 is applicable to bracing connections.

4. FNone required.

S. Completed. - -

=i0383-4019a-66-44



: 42-21

NOV Ttem B - 2.¢c (82-22-15C)

"Design Drawings C-1004 azd C-147 did got specify the sizes of the diesel
gecerator building HVAC fan gusse: plates. A "combo” saop work order request
was used to design the gusset plates without appropriate review and approval."

I. The violation is admitted.

Z. The Diesel Generator Building EVAC fan support gusset plate dimensions
were oaly ideatified on a field fabrication shop vork order. The field

sketch for this work was inadequate in that it did not contain necessary
details for fabricationm. ‘

- -
—_—

F. The fan support gusset plate dimensions have been added to field sketch
CY-299. FCR C-5174 was issued and approved to clarify on the design
drawing the criteria to be utilized for detailing bracing comnections.

4. Review all civil miscellanecus steel field sketches to assure that proper

information for gusset plates is included and specified i3 accovdance with
FCR C-5174. ~

S. Hay 2, 1983.

mi0383-4019a-66-44



A2-22

NOV Item B - 2.4 (82-22-15A)

"The liceasee failed 2o azalyze the four diesel generator building Bozorails

as seismic Category I as described in their commitment to Regulatory
Guide 1.29, ia Appeadix 3A of the FSAR."

Commitaents. The Proxizmity angd Seismic Category 1I/1 Site Walkdown
Prograz descrided iz Specification 7220-1-001(Q) provides method for
idcatification. evaluation and resolution of all Potential situations
where non seismic Category I cemmodities are installed above safery
related Systems, components or Structures.

o

2. The Diesel Generator Building Bonorails vere reviewed during the
prelinminary walkdown, but were not ideatified for further analysis due to
tie valkdown teams verbal uaderstanding *hat the monorails had been
seiszically analyzed previously, .

3. Seiimic anal-sis vas subsequcntly pPerformed addressing adequacy of the
Diesel Geaerator Building monorails., The analysis concluded that failure
of the monorails under seismic loading would not occur,

The training program for all valkdown teams vas revised to require that
Seisaic analysis og Son-seismic components that would pPoteatially effect
~ safety related Structures, systems or components are documented. if

interaction must be ideatified on a1 interaction identification sheet ia
Accordance with applicable walkdown Program requirements,

All areas walked down prior to the revised training Program vere rewalked
to assure that any other non-seismic Componeats that could Poteatially
effect safety related Structures, systems or Components had documented
seismic analysis on file.

=LJI83-4019a~66-44




» - I Lk Real | L ommn o dul,

NOV Item B -~ 2.4 (82-22-15A) Conzinued

4. Engineering records will be compiled to support walkdown teams,

5. May 15, 1983

mi0383-40192-66-44




A2-24

NOV Item B - 2. (82-22-11)

"The licensee desigaed and coastructed thirty-tvo diesel geaerator buildiag
exbaust system bangers without easuring that the applicable requirements for
"Q" components were included in the design documeats."

I. The violation is ldni:tcd.

2. (a) All design documests associated with iastallation of the Diesel
Generator exhaust (B31.1) pipe bacgers were mot ideatified as "Q"
even though the P&ID idestified the piping as "Seismic Category 1"
and the FSAR specified the Diesel Gemerator exhaust systea to be
safety related. i

(d) In accordance with project commitments asy structure systen or
components ideatified "Seismic Category 1" is considered "Q" azd
project quality assurance program requirements should be applied. In
geeral, oaly ASME III hangers are "Q", bhowever, because of the
uniqueness cf "Seismic Category 1", B31.1 basgers, Proj.ct
Engineering failed to translate the "Q" identification through all of
the sub-tier documents.

3. The exhaust piping for the Diesel Generators is "Q" as documested ia
the isometric M-652, SK 1 and P&ID 7220-M-452 Sht 1A & :B. The
applicable banger sketches have subsequeatly been revised to identity
the supports as "Q". Bechtel Specificatics 7220-M-326(Q) bas been .
revised to provide special provisioas for QC inspections of the "Q"
B31.1 support and lists the pipe bangers in question. A review has
been performed which determined that mo other situatios similiar to
the Diesel Generator exhaust pipisg (331.1-Seismic Category 1) exists
io the plant. In addition project confirmed that no other unique A
situations in the plant exist where Seismic Category 1 structures,
systems or componeats are identified and the quality assurance
program requiremeats had pot been applied. There were several
instances of drawing inconsistencies that require correction as
result of project reviews, and NCR M01-5-2-166 was written by MPQAD

to docuxzent this item.

©£0383-4019a-66-44
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hOV Ttem B - 2.¢ (§2-72°112 Continued

‘.

(a)

(®)

(a)
(b)

Project drawing changes are required to correct inconsistencies
identified duricg project review for B31.1 Pipiag in other preject
areas that were Seismic Category 1 without beizg ideatifed as "Q".

QC imspection of Diesel Cezerator exhaust system haoger will be
required in accordance with prejest specification 7220-M-326(Q).

Project draving correction will be c&uplctc by June 1, 1983.

Required Diesel Gemerator exhaust systez Banger ianspections and
closure of NCR M01-5-2-166 will be completed vhen the Construction
Completica Program is imitiated,

2i0382-4019a-66-44



NOV Ttem B - 3, (82-22-01)

"Source inspections at the pasel supplier facility and receipt inspecticas at
the Midland site failed to ensure conformance of the isternal wiriag within
diesel generator engine control pasels 1C111, 1C112, 2€111, and 2C112 to Pro-
curesent Specification 7220-G-5, Revision 1. Paragraph 6.0 of Specification
7220-G~-5 states "All electrical wiring . . . within the beard esclosure shall
conform to the highest industrial standards of desigz and workmanship." Aa
KRC iaspection on October 15, 1982 ideatified the following examples of
defective terminations of istermal wiring within the subject panels.

The ocutput lead on the Relay Tach device had numerous brokes strazds
at the termination lug.

The K1 lead on the Relay Tach device bad two brokes strasds resulting

in a potential short circuit between the K1 lead and an adjaceat
conductor.

The 1« lead on the-CB-1 device did not have all strands inserted iato
the compression lug:"

The vio}ation is admitted.

The violation occurred due to poor electrical workmanship at the veadors
facility, inadequate vendor QC inspection plus izadequate source
inspection. Although MPQAD performed an overinspection on the four pasels
in question, the discrepant conditicns had been missed. o

(1) MPQAD initiated a 100% overiaspection program (01E-7B) in July, 1980
to verify vorkmanship according to veandor workmanship standards and
the techaical specification. During the overinspection 27 NCR's wure
written, and 14 bave been closed. Seven QAR's were written, and §
closed. The lack of {dentification of conditions {n this violaticn

by the overinspection program has been investigated and is felt to be
an isolated case.

mi(383-4019a-66-44
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A2-26

NOV Jtem B - 2.¢ (82-22-26)

"The liceasee purchased Armer 3tcne for a "{" pertiocn of the perizeter dike
witlou: trarilating the applicable Tegu.ziory requirements into appropriate
specificatiias and desiga deciveats. .

1.

2.

s.

The violation is adnitted.

Part 7 of exclosure 7 of the MC letrar on Completion of Soils Remedial
Activitics Review datad May 25, 1982 required that the activities of the
Arzorstone placement program be "Q" ceutrolled. ‘The Project failed to

translate this reguiremezt iuto the design and procurement documents for

this material due to a misunderstasding of NRC requirements.

o —

. —

Bechtel drawings C-45, C-109, C-111 and C-112 have beez revised to
designate the total area of the dike adjacent to the ultimate heat sink as
"0" as opposed to that while was designated "Q" in the initial
implezentation of the NRC reguirrgents. :

Teckaical specification C-209 .il1) be revired as "Q" and will ideatify the .
reriion of installation work to be done as "Q'. Ia addition, Becht-! .
drawing C-1096 will be revised to srecify the installation of Armorstone
to be "Q" ia the "Q" designate: sreas of the dike. No Armorstone has yet
bezn placed in these areas. -

Full eccmpliance will be achisved whez applicable specifications acd
dravings referred to above are revised as "Q". 1This will be done by
Juge 1, 1983. - '

100383-40"9a~66-44



A2-28

ROV Ites B - 3, (82-22-01) Continued

3.

(2) NCR M01-9-2-139, dated October 22, 13982, was issued to track these
four papels. MCAR 66 was prepared on Deceszber 30, 1982 with Interin
Reports No 1 & 2 submitted to NRC Region III oz December 30, 1982 and
February 25, 1983, respectively. The scope of the MCAR €6 Task Force
is to review the NCR's and QAR's writtea, verify that Project ’
Engineering disposition is consisteat betweea vendors and formulate
a0 actica plazn that will precluce any further recurresce.

Implementation at the vendors facilities of E-24 Revision 0
"Overinspection of Veandor Supplied Printed Circuit Board Assemblies” and
E-25 Revision 0, "Overinspection of Veador Supplied Electrical
Equipment/Componeats" will be carried out by MPQAD and Prcject Supplier
Quality for the few future precuresezts shipped to the jobsite. Project
Tepresentatives will witness in-process fabrication, fuactiozal testing
and final inspection prior to release for shipment depending on the mature
of the commodity. E-24 and E-25 were approved February 21, 1983 and
February 18, 1983 respectively and bave been issued for use.

—

e

€1) For equipzeat on site, MPQAD has inspected pearly 100% of all "Q"
electrical pacels and cabinets. MPQAD overinspection will centinue
until the scurce inspection progranm Is fully implemented = forecast
completion of overinspection is July 1, 1883.

(2) Programs are mow in place to prevent recurreace of poor veador
workmanship for remaining panels and cabigets that are yet to be
shipped.

(3) Full compliance will be achieved upoz the closure of MCAR 66.
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NOV Item B - 4.a (82-22-25) : .

"Az iaspection prograim was not established to ensure segregatioz of cables
installed in horizeatal trays which used metal dividers to segregate coptrol
and iostrumentation cables in accordamce with design requirerests."”

~

The viclation is admitted. The violation'involved three cables that had.

beea inadvertantly looped in and out of the igcorrect side of a divided
tray section. .

The cables in question could have been izproperly segregated in the
racevay for a variety of reasons: texporary rework situation,
installation techniques, etc.

—

P

Although there was no formal program to "train" or tie down cables is
borizontal tray sections the curreat cable reinspection program should
bave found the discrepant condition. The reizspection program had not yet
been implemented in this specific area.

(1) NCP M01-9-2-151 was issued Novesber 1, 1%82. Supervision was verbally
informed and the non-conformance was immediztely corrected. ic

(2) Generic reselution involves revision of Field Procedure FPE-4.000
(pendiag approval) which will require an even distributicn of cables
across the tray, tying cables to rungs within two rungs of a change in

. - direction and Project Engineering disposition of cables that exceed
the height of the barrier on a case by case basis.

(1) Cable reinspection that is now ongoing is verifying the routing as an
_inspection attribute. Informatiocn developed from the cable
reinspection program will be used to verify voltage segregation.

mi0383-4019a-66-44



(2) Fizal training and tie down of cables will be accompli
FPE-4.000) when "Q" cable pulling resumes, at the time t
cable is pulled through a tray sectioa.

S. (1) MPQAD reinspection is estima:ed>to be cozplete by June 14, 1983.
Review results of reiaspectica by July 1, 1983.

(2) Approval of Field Procedure FPE-4.000 scheduled for March 18, 1983.

mi0383-40192-66~44
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KOV Ttem B - 4.b (82-22-17)-

"Quality Comtrol (QC) iaospections failed to ensure that activities affecting
quality conformed to design documents in that QC inspections performed cn
July 1, 1981 and documented on QCIR C210-172 failed to detect and identify
sonconformances B.1.(1) tarough (o) of this Notice of Violation. These
poncenformances were associated with icstallation of the diesel geaerator
building EVAC fan support steel."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. In general, the viclation occurred because of a lack of atteatioz to
detail during QC inspections and a lack of specificity in the PQCIs. In
one case (item o) an incorrect design drawing was used by the QC inspector
to perform his inspectionm.

3. The Construction Completion Program has been instituted.

.6. As part of the Coastruction Completion Program, a review of PQCIs is being

done to assure that essential design requiremeats are specified for
inspectors. Ia additicn, the Program calls for a QC iospector
recertification program. The verificatioa portica of the Progran will

- verify quality of completed work. P Y

3. Tull complianace will be achieved when PQCI reviews and QC inspector
recertifications and the verification program are complete.

=iQ382-4019a-66-44
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NOV Itez B - 5. (82-22-10)

"The licensee did oot izplewest a maintezance prograz to preveat five of
sixteen installed diesel gemerator slide bearing muffler plates from
accumulating dirt and dust as required by the vendor's mazual."

1. The vioclation is admitted.

2. The requirements to specify cleanliness of these bearing plate surfaces
was aot established upon receipt of this material. The veador documents
supplied to Project Engineering did mot contain a requiresent for bearisg
plate maintezaace. ;

——
—

3. Bechtel bas initiated a storage maintenance program for the exhaust
sileacer bearing plates. Az NCR was writtes on Marchk 9, 1983 by MPQAD to
track this itea.

4. Direction has been given to develop an installation and maintemance
program for all flourocarbon bearing plates on site.

5. The maintenance program for the bearing plates will be fully 1nplenentcdj
under the Construction Completion Program in conjunction with the closure
of NCR 4693 which allows 2ccess to the bearings plates.

mi0383-4019a-66~44
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KOV ITtem B - 6. (82-22-13)

"During welding of the diesel. generator building exbaust piping hanger support
steel, the licensee did not verify prebeat of existing safety-related

structural steel at a temperature of 70°F as required by site specifications
and the AWS 1974 Code."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. The acbient temperature was not verified for the welding operation
observed by the NRC inspector. Documeatation for prebeats of all welds
made betwesn 32° and 70° were covered by the randow prebeat verification
program contained in PQCI W-1.60. The program ia place requires 100%

ik verification for preheat temperature over 70°.

——

3. Bechtel's "Instuctions to Welders" have beea revised to provide preheating
instructions, and each welder sigas for receipt of these instructions.
The welder's rod withdrawal requisitions are also stamped in red with
prebeat iostructions. The im-place verification program will be
contigued. . '

4. All Bechtel site welders will be retrained iz the site preheat
- requirements, and all new welders will have this prebeat training A
expbasized as part of their indoctrimationm, |

S. All Bechtel site welders will be re-trainid by May 1, 1983.

=i0383-4019a-66-44
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-

NOV Ttem B - 7. (82-22-21)

"Measures were pot established to control the distribution of changes (red
liges) to banger iscmetric drawings in that changes to Drawving 1-652-2-25(Q)
vere oot controlled utilizing the Site Documens Centrol Ceatez."

1. The viclation is admitted.

Z. The coatrol of Redline changes to work prints was 2ot performed through
the Comstruction Documeat Comtrol Departneat, bhowever, it was being done
in accordance with established field procedures.

-
o —

—

3. Revisions to Bechtel Field Procedures now require all changes (redlices)

to piping isometrics and banger drawings to be controlled utilizing the
site Docuzeat Control Center. '

&. N/A

3. Cozplete.

=i{I383-4019a-66-44
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. NOV Ttes B - 8.2 (82-22-23)

"Measures were not established or izplecezted to determine if zaterials
ultimately restricted (per Noaconformance Report Ko 3266) frem installation or
use in ASME Class I systems were actually installed or used in Class I
systems."

- g,

The violation is admitted.

Failure to initially apply QC hold tags on suspect material, and failuxc
to implement disposition of the NCR iz a timely manger.

A letter was provided to B&W Comstructicn Company, a subcontractor at the
Hidland jobsite responsible for the majority of Class I piping and hanger
installation, on December 11, 1981, ideatifying restriction on usage of
subject material from beats ideatified on NCR 3266 for Class I use.

100% of all ccopleted Class I P-2.20 PQCIR documestation packages stored
in the vault were revieved for identification of the nonconforming
material ideatified in NCR 326€. B&W has subsequently re-reviewed their
documcatation records to ascertain if any of the discrepant material
identified through the PQCIR review was installed in the field. Aay of
the discrepant material is to be removed and replaced with acceptable
material. ' i

A specific review by a level II QCE of all future Class I P2.20 PQCIRs for
discrepant material identified on NCR 3266 is being performed before final
acceptance and their subsequeat storage in the QC vault.

A QA survey of all applicable NCRs will be performed inm accordance with QA
Checklist $-23 to assure that material control procedures have been
adequately implemented and subsequent actions associated with applicable
NCR dispositions~have been implemented.

mi0383-4019a~66~44
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NOV Ttem B - B.a (82-22-22) Cantiaued

Altdough not related directly with the above effort or this identified
discrepancy, a complete material verification docudeatation review with
special emphasis for ASME NCA 3700/3800 compliance for pipe support
material is in process on the Froject by Bechtel procurement supplies
quality group to assure acceptable material documestation for the Midland
Project. Miscellaneous material such as rebars, paint, etc, are excluded
from this review.

Full compliance with be obtained as follows:

Specific Actiqﬁs = 1). -Rework :equifed on Class I supports in field to be
. complete by March 15, 1583.

'2) Review of all new P-2.20 PQCIRs is ongoing.

Gezeric Actinas = 1) Review of all applicadble project NCRs by QA to be
' corplete by June 24, 1383.

2) TFollow-up actions as result QA survey to be
determined later.

General = 1) The review of all material documentation packages
for proper verification documentation is an ongoing
effort. As stated previously, this is copsidered
additicnal effort nmot directly related to
resolution of the ideatified discrepancy.

=i0383-40192-66-44
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NOV Ttem B - 8.b(1) (82-22-12A)

"As ©f November 10, 1982, tweo peaconlorming conditions identified by the KRC
on October 12, 1982, azd coafirmed by the licensee on October 19 and 5,
respectively, bad not beez documented on a ponconformance report, a quality
dssurance ieport or other appropriate report. The twe coaconforming
conditions were: .

(1) The diesel generator exhaust bangers were 2ot classfied, designed, or built
as "Q" as committed to in the FSAR. (See item 2.e) ..."

-

The violation is admitted.

Ao NCR was not issued because MPQAD failed to act in a timely mazner.

NCR M01-5-2-166 was written by MPQAD oa Novesmber 16, 1982 to document the

Bazgers listed on SCN #36 to Specification M~326 as being ncoconforming as
a result of their original "aoa-Q" designation.

Ccﬁplete.
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b

NOV Ttem B-8.5(2) (82-22-123)

"As cf Novezber 10, 1532, tvo-abnconforming conditions identified by the NRC
en October 12, 1582, and confirmed by the liceasee on October 1§ and 25,
respectively, had pot been documented on a ponconformance report, a quali:zy

assurance report or other apprepriate report. The tweo acoconforming
conditions were:

(1) The design of the diesel xenétito: menorail was not azalyzed to seismic

Category I design requirements as comzitted to in the FSAR. (See
item 2.4.)" i

*1. The violation is admitted.

» © — v .
2. There wvas a misunderstanding over whether a nenconforming condition
actually existed.

3. On November 16, 1582, a Quality Action Request (QAR) was writtea to
document the condition. A subsequent seismic analysis bas beea done (Calc
$#G-44(Q) Revision 1) which documeats the acceptadility of curreat desiga
of the subject meomorail.

4. Complete.

S. Complete.

2i0383-40]19a-66-44
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ATTACZZENT 3

REQUEST FOR REDUCTION OF CIVIL PENALTY

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.205, Consumers Power Cempany respectfully requests that
the NRC recoasider the amount of civil peaalty proposed tu CPCo for the
violations cited in the NRC's letter, dated February 8, 1983, J G Reppler to
J D Selby. The Company does not coztest the validity of the violatioas aad
agrees that a civil penalty is warranted, but believes that certain mitigating
factors should be comsidered. : ‘

The NRC's criteria for enforcement actions (at 47 Federal Register page 9991,
HMarch 9, 1982) sets forth specific criteria for increasing or reducing base
civil penalties, and provides in part as follows:

"2. Corrective Action to Preveat Recurrence. Recogaizing
that corrective action is always required to meet regula~
tory requirements, the promptness and extent to which the
licensee takes corrective acticn, including acticas to
prevent recurrence, may be considered in modifying the
c¢ivil penalty to'§§ assessed. Unusually prompt and exten-
sive corrective action may result in reducing the proposed
civil penalty as much as 50% of the base value shown in
Table 1. On the other hand, the civil penalty may be
increased as much as 25% of the base value if initiation of
corrective action is not prompt or if the corrective action
is only minimally acceptable. Ia weighing this factor
consideration will be givea to , among other things, the
timeliness of the corrective actien, degree of licensee
initiative, and comprehensiveness of the corrective action
= such as whether the acticn is focused narrowly to the

cpecific violatien or broadly to the general area of
concern."

We believe that our actions to correct the situation at issue have been timely
and bave been conceived and organized mainly through our own initiative. Mést
izportant, howevar, is that our pProgram to correct these deficiencies is
comprehensive and far reaching. i

Shortly after receiving feedback on “he NRC's inspection findings, the Company
launched major, extensive corrective action. The Company balted the majority
of the Category I work of its prime contractor, and laid the groundwork for a
verification of past inspections aad statusing of incomplete work. The work
stoppage resulted in the layoff of more than 1,000 workers. The Company alse
initiated major, generic corrective action addressing the specific areas of
FRC inspection findings. The Company's entire plan is entitled t.e
Construction Compietion Program, and included steps responding broadly to the
NRC's and Company's areas of concern. This was addressed at length in the
Cozpany's letter of January 10, 1983, J W Cook to J G Keppler and further
discussed at a Public Meeting with the NRC at Midland on February 8, 1983.
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The corrective action undertaken by the Company was not sarrowly focused on
the specific violations identified by the NRC. The work reducticn extended to
all major safety related structures on-site, cot merely the diesel generator
building which was the focus of NRC's inspection. The verification program
begiss iz the auxiliary building, includes the reactor buildings and diesel
generator building as well as the service water pump structure.

The Construction Completion Program, which is the organizational basis for the
generic corrective action, will encompass and structure the remaining pre-
turnover systems and ares work to be dome at the Midland site, (excepting
soils, HVAC and NSSS work). The Compazy's willingness to accept the NRC's
suggestion that we take direct control of the project QC staff formerly under
Bechtel supervision extends broadly to the eatire job, and involves a major
comnitment of additiumal mampower and resources in recertification, training,
and inspection activities.

The Company does not contest the NRC's decision to increase the civil penalty
on the basis of certain other factors specified in the enforcement guidelines.
We request, however, that comsideration be given i, determining the amount of
the penalty to the corrective action taken aad plianed by the Company.

o —

——
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Please state your names and positions with the NRC.
My name is John W. Gilray. I am a Senior Quality Assurance
Engineer, Quality Assurance Branch, Division of Quality Assurance,

Safeguards and Inspection Programs, Office of Inspection and

Enforcement, NRC.

My name is Ross B. Landsman. I am an inspector for the NRC
(Region II1).

My name {s Wayne D. Shafer. I am the Chief of the Midland Section,
Office of Special Cases for the NRC (Region III).

Have you previously submitted professional qualifications in this

proceeding?

A2. VYes.
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Q3.

Qs.

Q6.

- s VA —— - - —— —

B

What {s the purpose of this testimony?

Since the October 29, 1982 filings of the "NRC Staff Testimony of
John W. Gilray Relative to the Quality Assurance Program For the
Midland Project Underpinning Activities of the Service Water Pump
Structure and Auxilfary Building” and the "NRC Staff Testimony of R.
J. Cook, R. B. Landsman, R. N. Gardner and W. D. Shafer With Respect
to Quality Assurance", there have been revisions to the Midland
Project Quality plans for underpinning activities (MPQP-1) and for
Remedial Soils Activities and Soils Related Work in Q Areas
(MPQP-2). The purpose of this testimony is to discuss the review of

those revisions.

What are the most recent revisions to the MPQP-1 and MPQP-2?
The most recent revisions are MPQP-1, Rev. 5 and MPQP-2, Rev. 1.
(Attachment 1).

Mr. Gilray, in your October 1982 testimony, you state that along
with Dr. Landsman, you reviewed and found acceptable, MPQP-1 Rev. 3
and MPQP-2, Rev. 0. Have you reviewed any subsequent revisions to
those plans?

No. The responsibility for reviewing revisions subsequent to MPQP-1,
Rev. 3 and MPQP-2, Rev. 0 has rested with Re§1on III. I am, however,
familiar with MPQP-1, Rev. 5 and MPQP-2, Rev. 1.

Dr Landsman and Mr. Shafer, have you reviewed revisions subsequent
to MPQP-1, Rev. 3 and MPQP-2 Rev. 0?



A6.

Q7.

Qs.

e

Yes. We have reviewed all subsequent revisions, including the most

recent revisions, MPQP-1, Rev. 5 and MPQP-2, Rev. 1.

Dr. Landsman and Mr. Shafer, do you find MPQP-1, Rev. § and MPQP-2,
Rev. 1 to be acceptable?

Yes.

Dr. Landsman and Mr. Shafer, ple@se describe any significant changes
to MPQP-1 and MPQP-2 since MPQP-1, Rev. 3 and MPQP-2, Rev. 0.

One change has been significant. A1l QC responsibility has

been removed from Bechtel and now rests with MPQAD. While QC
inspectors are still employed by Bechtel, 1t 1s our understanding
that MPQAD will be responsible for the QC function. In particular,
MPQAD will be responsibie for hiring, discharging, training, and
certifying QC inspectors.

We find this change to MPQP-1 and MPQP-2 to be an improvement to
the plans.

Mr. Gilray, has CPC revised its QA Program, Topical CPC-1-A to
reflect CPC's assuming responsibility for the quality control
function?

Yes. That change was made in Revision 13 to the topical.

Q10. Mr. Gilray, do you find *hat change acceptable?
Al0, Yes.



-4 -

Qll. Mr. Shafer, on November 9, 1982, the Board requested clarification
of a letter, dated October T2, 1982, from you to D.B. Miller of
Consumers Power Company. Please discuss this ma’ ter.

On October 22, 1982, I sent a letter to D. B. Miller of Consumers
Power Company, approving MPQP-1, Rev. 4 and MPQP-2, Rev. 1,
(Attachment 2). In that letter, I informed Mr. Milier that
"organizational and typographical changes" to the MPQP's need not
receive prior Region IIT approval. However, changes in the "intent"
ot the plans would continue to require prior Staff approval. On
November 9, 1982, the Board sent a letter to Staff counsel asking
for clarification of my October 22, 1982 letter. (Attachment 3).

In particular, the Board was concerned that by saying that
“organizational changes" need not have prior Staff approval, we

might have been referring to structural changes to the quality

assurance organiz.tion.

On November 23, 1982, I sent to D. B. Miller a letter explaining

what I meant by my statement that organizational changes to MPQP-1
and MPQP-2 do not need prior Region II1 approval (Attachment 4). In
my November 23, 1982 letter, I explained that the type of
organizational changes that did not require prior approval were
“typographical corrections or title changes that do not inciude a
reassignment of responsibility.” However, changes to the
“organizational structure, reassignment of responsibility and

changes to the intent of the plan” would continue to require prior

Region III approvil.




