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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA f
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COM'!ISSION /8schdgfyy/Y p/E

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of )
)

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

'

TESTIMONY OF JA'!ES G. KEPPLER
WITH RESPECT TO QUALITY ASSURANCE

Q.1 Please state your name and position.
.

A.1 My name is James G. Keppler. I 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. 'I stated that, while many significant

quality assurance 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. I also noted that
|

while deficiencies have occurred which shouJd have been identified earlier, |

(
the licensee's QA program had been effective in the ultimate identification

|
cnd subsequent correction of thes.t deficiencies. Furthermors, I d!scust- ' 1
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the results of Region III's special quality assurance inspection of May 18-22,

1961,whichreflectedfavorab5yontheeffectivenessoftheMidlandProject
'

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 implementation 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 Re ident Inspector, stated that as of

that date he would rate Consumers Power Company soils work Category III,

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 a Category I or II in the

soils area, as well as other 9reas, by April, 1982, and I was certain that

i my 1981 testimony had left that impression with the Board.

.
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On the basis of the above, I decided it was appropriate to supplement my

July, 1981 testimony.

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

mation contained in your previous answer?

.

A.3 I met with the NRC supervisors and inspectors who had been closely

involved with Midland during the past year to get a 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 problems

with the QA program itself.

Because of my concerns, I requested the Region III Division Directors 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 QA organization realignments.

This response is included as Attachment A. (Hemorandum from Norelius 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 et Midland and created the Office of
'

.
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Special Cases (OSC) to manage NRC field activities at Midland (and Zimmer).

Mr.RobertWarnickwasassign$dActingDirector. A Midland Section was
,

formed cceprised 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 performsnce. Mr. Cook

j 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.),

i
1

j Mr. Warnick and I met with representatives of NRR on July 26, 1982 to-

} discuss Consumers Power Company's performance. This meeting resulted in
1

| recommended actions concerning third party reviews of past work and ongoing
.

3

work which are described in Attachment C. (Memorandum, Warnick to Files,.

' dated August 18, 1982.) -

!

Following the meeting with NRR, Mr. Warnick discussed with members of the
.

Midland Section positions concerning 1.~..ird party reviews. developed at the'

i

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 approach consisting of an augmented NRC inspection effort coupled

;

q
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with other actions 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, and 1 met with top corpo, rate management repr..sentatives

from Consumers Power Company on August 26, 1982 and again en 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 progrsm, we requested them to develop and suybit te

the NRC actions which would be implemented to improve the QA program imple-
1

| mento: ion and, at the same time, provide confidence that the program was

being implemented properly.

,

.

Consumers Power subsequently presented its proposal for resolution of

the identified problems in two letters dated September 17, 1982, which are

i 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 meetit.; between NRC staff
|

members and Consumers Power Company in Midland on September 29, 1962,

Consumers Power submitted a 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. .

!

I
i

i
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Q.4 Do you believe that construction of the Midland Plant should be
.. 1

permitted to continue?
'

,

!

1

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 Mid, land plant.'

4

Consumers Power Company will have independsnt 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.

i

Along with the independent third party reviews, the 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

I 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, dated August 12,

1982); 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 Septamber 24, 1982, respectively). . The

Section has also started an inspection of the work activities which have

|
.been accomplished by Consumers Power Company in the last twelve months in

|

|
l

-
.

| 6
I

- -. . .- , . ,. - - - .- .- ., .. . , ..



- -

,\
* . P

~

.,.

1

?. |

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

related areas. This inspection was started during October ~982 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 that construction is in accordance with applicable requirements

and standards.

!
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MEMORANDUM FOR: James G. Keppler, Regional Administrator

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

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 III. 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 1970'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 s'ites or areas which have not had such significant problems and
! therefore have not attracted this level of regulatory attention. However,
j that does r.ot 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 troublesome to the staff.

Technical Issues

1. In the remedial soils area, the licenses 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.
I

r

'

, . .
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James G. Keppler -2- 6/21/82
;

i

2. In 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-

j may be misrouted (their characterization of "misrouting" may imply-

greater significance than we would attach to similar findings).
; ,

, -

3. In the pipe support area, in trying to resolve a problem of the
adequacy of QC inspections conducted in 1980, the licensee 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
i makes the hanger defective the result would have a much greater
j significance level). The licensee bed done a detailed statistical

analysis in an attempt to snow that the small percentage of characteristics
| were found rather than broauzy approaching the problem :ith significant

reinspections to determine whether or not const ruction was adequate.
,

Communications

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

| 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 determined to
! be ohgoing the next day at the site.

2. When Region III attempted to issue a Confirmatory Action Letter.i

| J. Cook informed W. Little of his understanding that both J. Kappler
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. In reviewing a licanaee 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 in closing out and exiting from his
inspection described the exit meeting as being the most hostile he
had ever participated in,

l

|

-
!
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6/21/82James'G. Keppler -3- -

5. The responses to any Region III enforcement letters issued to
Midland are more lengthy and M argumentative than are any other
responses from any other licensee in Region III. This point wa,s-

ande in the SALP response provided by Midland,and the SALP response-

in itself from Midland is an eisnMe of the type of response which
'we conatonly receive from the site. The length of the response is
at least as long'as the initial SALP report. '

6. 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. 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 doins a more complete job and assuring 100%

i

i 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 solves thus time appears to have
; been wasted in writing an analysis rather than in fixing the problem.
.

( 2. Midland site sppears to be overly conscious with regard to whether
or not something is an item of noncompliance and spends a lot of
effort on defending whether or not 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.I

| 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 arguins as to the validity of citations.
This type of view was expressed by the utility during a re:ent effort
to clarify in detail that certain construction items on the soils
remedial work should not be subject to NRC's regulatory action.

3. The Midland project is one of the most complex and complissted ever
undertaken within Region III. The reason is that they are building

| two units of the site simultaneously and additionally have an underpinning
| construction effort which in itself is probably the equivalent of building
| a third reactor site. The massive construction effort and the various

stages of construction activity which are involved make the site
extremelycompl$tedtomanage. This activity appears to cause a lot of
pressure on the licensee management.

!

,
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James G. Keppler -4- 6/21/82 j,

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 imaanseness-

of operation as set forth in 3, above, may actually be contributing
,

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 l

times when the working level staff appears to agree and *t 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
if NRC activities are looked on as slowing progress of construction at
the site.

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.
4

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:t

i

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.j

4

: b. That they have a separate management group all the way to a
possible new Vice President level, one of which would manage theI

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. -

.

.v tr AA-

C. E. Norelius Director
*

Division of Engineering and
Technical Programs

\ *h}- i. fC2&f+(
/

. .

'

R. L. Spessard, Director
Division of Project and

Resident Programs

|

!
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July 23, 1982

.

EDRMDUM FOR: R. F. Warnick, Director, Inforcerent and $nvestigations
Staff

,

FROM: R. J. Cock, Senior Resident Inspe: tor, Midland Site

SU5 JECT: INDICATORS OF QUE5TIONASLE LICEN3EE PERT"FF.ANCE - MIDLAND
SITE

.

As per our cenversation of July 21, 1982, the following is a list of th:se
iters that various inspecters censider to be indicative of questionable
licensee perfor ance:

,

0

1. One of the leading ite=s is the over-inspection performed on electrical
QC inspe: tors whi:h was dene in response to NR; concerns identified in
the May 1951 team inspe= tion. The licensee found weaknesses in the
ins,se::icns perforced by s =e electrical Q: inspectors pertaining to not
identifying the :.is-routing of cables, This item culninated in an iter.
of nonce =pliance. The licensee did not expand the overview activity to
a degree necessary for an acceptable resciution to the identified weak-
ness - even after a meeting in RIII. This ite has not been resolved to

*

the satisfaction of the NRO although our position has been clearly defined.

As a partial response to the tea = inspection concern, the licensee presented
the NRO with an audit report which would demonstrate a response to our con-
cern of questionable ele:trical Q: inspections. However, the audit report
stated that it (the audit report) did not address the NRO concerns.

2. During the dialogue for the underpinning and remedial soils work, a large
amount of e=phasis has been placed on the settling data for the stru:tures
involved. During a meeting in HQ on March 10, 1982, the need for Q require

,

i ments on remedial soils instrumentation were explicitly delineated. However,
one week later, the NRO inspectors found soils work instrumentation instal-
lation was started the day after the March 10, 1982 meeting without a QO/QA
u .brellas that the licensee's QA Auditor and QA Engineering personnel were
not approached pertaining to the need for QA coverage for this soils settle-
ment instrumentation; that there were strong indications that the licensee
had mislead the NRO in relating that the work was essentially complete when

! indeed it was not; and presently, the licensee management informs our inspec-
'

tor that items are ready for his review when in actuality they are not. Our

conversations with licensee personnel - other than management - confirm that
the items are not ready for review.

.
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R. F. Warnick 2 July 23,1982

.

3. Historically, one of the NRO questions has been, "h"ho is running the
job - Bechtel or Consumers?" The following example would allow one to
believe it is Bechtel: As a part of the resolution to our findings in
the soils settlement instrumentation installation, the NBC insisted that'

the licensee generate a Coordination / Installation Form to cover interface*

, between different evolutions of instrumentation installation. The lice.-
see would call our inspector for his concurrance on the adequacy of the
for= - the inspe: tor would approve Consumers Pcwer Company's form, but
then would find out that Ee:htel did not want to work to Consumer's fcre -
the form that was generated to resolve regulatory cencerns. This event
has o :urred t -ice and was considered as a deviation during a more re:ent
inspection. The opinion of the staff is that if Censurers generates a
form that will aid them in not incurring regulatory difficulty, and which
has had NRO input, the licensee should demand that the contractor comply
with these policies instead of the contractor dictating the regulatory
environment under which they will work.

4. Deficiencies in material storage conditions has continually been a con =ern
to the NRC and has resulted in items of nonco=pliance. To the inspe ters,

the ability to maintain quality storage is indicative of how rigorous or
slipshod the constructor's attitude is towards construction. The licensee~

has attested to entice the constructor to do better in maintaining the
material storage conditiens, but still the licensee's auditors and the
NRO have negative findings in material storage conditions and negative
dis::ssions with the contractor about the validity of the finding.

-

. *

5. At periodic intervals, the support of cables, particularly in the control .-

room area, which are awaiting further routing or termination, has met with
the disapproval of the NRO inspectors. These discrepancies also include
cables without covered ends being on the floor in walk areas that are in
a partially installed status. This is also another indicator of slipshod
verkmanship which has been brought to the constructor's attention at various
times, but was last noted during a recent inspection.

6 In the area of instrumentation ihulse line installation and marking, the
licensee has had separability viclations which has required removal of all

, installed impulse lines. Also, the NRO, because of this and significant
|

adverse operational conditions, insisted that the installed impulse lines
i be identified. Although the licensee plans to mark the impulse lines,
|

there was an inordinate amount of resistance to marking the lines - even
though there had been instances of mis-matched channels because of iden-

t

|
tification confusion.

.
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R. T. Warnick 3 July 23, 1982*

.

7. An example of reluctance in placing the responsibility for quality work-
manship at the foreman and/or worker level has recently been identified.
The NRO 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 QO had
not inspected the item. The NRO inspectors treat this as indicative that
slipshod work =anship is tolerated in the hopes that QO will find the r.istakes.

8. I. ate in 1981, the licensee decided to move the QA Site Superintendent into
another p:sition and cover this site function by sharing the site time be-
tween the QA Director and the QA Mar.eger. After a Oanuary 1952 r.eeting with,

| the NRO at RIII, the licensee opted to fill the QA Superintendent sp t with
! another person. In the spring of the year, the NRO inspectors were foll wing

up on welding allegations and approached the QA Superintendent. Ohe QA
Superintendent was fa .iliar with the alleged poor welding and had established
what the NRO inspectors determined to be a responsive plan to resolve the
questionable QC welding inspections. At the T.xit Interview, the QA Oirector
did not appear to back the QA Site Superintendent's proposed plan which had
tacit NRO approval. The NRO inspector classified in writing and with just
cause that the T.xit Interview was the most hostile exit interview he had'

ever encountered.
-

; .

9. During a recent inspection, it was noted by the NRC inspector that fill dirt
was piled and being covered with a mud nat at a no:.inal 1:1h horizontal to
vertical slepe when the specification called for a 1 :1 horizontal to verti-

,

cal slope. A constructor Field Engineer witnessed the wrong slope being
'installed and justified and defended the slope after being infomed of the

specification re=,uirement. This is another example of the constructor
having an attitude which precludes quality workmanship.

I 10. Atdifferent times, NRO inspectors have experienced difficulty in getting
infomation which is controlled by the contractor, such as supporting cal-

;

culations and qualifying infomation to justify a given installation. A
i recent exa:ple is: the NRO inspector informed the licensee and the contra -

|
ter he , wanted to see resumes of persons involved in the remedial' soils werk.

i There is an obligation to the NRO to supply a precise nucher of " qualified"
; persons on the soils work. The inspector was infomed he could not get these

records as they were personal. -The inspector ultimately did get the informa-
tion af ter bringing it to the attention of licensee upper u.anagement. How-
ever, this inacates an implied unwillingness of the constructor to' share
infomation with the NRC and some't1mes with the licenses.

.

*

*

l'

!

-. . , - ,, . - - , - . . - . ,. . _ . . .,-



_ - _ _ __ ,

* '
--a, , .<.

_
, ,

_

.

~R. F.-Warnick 4 July 23, 1982

|

'
4 11. The licensee oftentires does not demonstrate a " heads up" approach to

their activities. The following are examples of the licensee operating
*

in an environnent using tunnel vision " blinders".
.

a) During a, recent NRO inspection, the inspector challenged the ability
to maintain the proper r.ix ratio on high pressure grout. This was
done after the inspector noted that the operator could never maintain
the proper rix ratio without centinual manual control - which was not
available when the greut is applied. The licensee's apathetic atti-
tude did not allow them to stop the greut application intil the next
day when this be:a=e an issue at the exit interview.

b) At one point in time, the company doing drilling on site for the
remedial soils work cut into a safety related duct bank between the
diesel generator building and the service water building. The Consu-
mers Power Site Manager's Office (the production people) stopped work
be:ause - f rc= a quality standpoint conditions were so deplorable.

1 However, the site Manager's Office did not have responsibility in this
area - the Midland Freject QA Department had this resoonsibility and

5 did not inYoi6u'Usority to prevent the drilling work from get-

( ing out of. control - or to bring it back into control..f.

v# c) The NRO inspector re:ently witnessed the licensee setting up to drill
a well hole in safety related dirt using a technique which was not
authorized. If the inspector had not brought this to the licensee's
attention, the licensee would have violated an order addressing reme- !

dial soils work and also the Construction Fernit. When the licensee
was queried as to the availability of the QC/QA personnel who would, .

prevent such activity from happening, the NRC inspector was inferried
that this was (another) risunderstanding.

,

'

The NRO inspectors have been infor:ted by our contacts on site that there
are memoes written to the effect that " peripheral vision" should be cur-e
tailed and co=munication with the NRO stiffled. The NRO has not read,

these memoes yet - but plans to in the near future, provided they really ,

exist and infer what we have been informed.
.

12. The licensee seems to pessess the unique ability to search all factions
of the NRO 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 progran. The licensee is 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 1

arguments which support his. (the licensee's) position.- The licenses-

t

e
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R. F. Warnick 5 July 23, 1982

--

has the advantage of the NRC inspector's technical s.nd 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 remedial soils work is C unless RIII approves a

. relaxation on a case by case basis. It appears the licensee does
not wish to, acknowledge the prior agreements with the NRO.'

b) Since the failure of auxiliary feef.ater headers in B&W steam genera-
tors, discussions have transpired bet.een the NRO inspectors and the
site personnel. These disrussions have indicated that the licensee
was n.aintaining a conservative approach and were entertaining the>

! concerns expressed by the 8R which were stimulated primarily by gr:ss~

mistakes in attempting the modification at operating B&W plants, The
licensee's corporate personnel were anneyed that the NRC inspectors

| vould not give approval to start the modification until all the pre-
paratcry work had been accomplished as this would tend to impact the
schedule and the modification to the steam generators could becone a:

scheduling nuisance. The licensee corporate persennel contacted the
NRO inspectors involved to " reason with them". However, the corpor-

,

; ate personnel, (in:1uding a representative from B&W) were unable to
I answer the concerns of the PRO inspectors but did mentioh that the NRR

Operational Project Manager indicated that it was alright to proceed
j with the modification. The licensee corp: rate personnel could npt

j state what the position of the NRR Censtruction Project Manager was on
this issue - only that they had found some form of approval from some-

!' one in the NRC. #"

c) At times, when Imnediate Action Letters or other forms of es:alated
enforcement become ir:.inent, the licensee attem,,ts to " appeal" their.
case with individuals in the regional management who are removed from
the particulars of the tentative enforcement action. The licensee at-
to: pts to get these persons to agree to specific portions of the issue
which would indicate that the licensee is "really not all that had".
Mcr ever, the "real" issues, as identified by the NRO inspe= tors are
being r, asked. .

,

I d) During inspections of the remedial soils work, the NRO inspector has
| been informed by the licensee that certain findings' and areas of inspec-

tion were not within the purview of his . (the inspector's) inspectioni

program be=ause they were in" essence considered non-Q and that by virtue
of prior agreement with the Regional Administrator were excluded from
enforcement action. However, the NRO inspectors would subse:guently find
that there was no such agreement between the Regional Administrator and
the licensee - only a philosophical discussion as to what, in general
terms, constituted an item of noncompliance.

.

!
! !

_ _. _ . _ _ _ , - . _ - - __ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ . __
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.

\
'

! The above indicators support the reputation the licensee has for being i

argumentative. Their apparent inability to accept an NRC position with-
| out diligently searching to find a " softened" position results in nuner-*

ous hours of frustrated eenversations between all parties involved to
,

resubstantiate (usually the original position) a position based on tech-'

i nical and regulatory pruden=y.

:

| 13. The licensee has been classified publicly by the NRO as being argu enta-
tive. The licensee continues to e.xhibit this trend, as evidenced by the

folicwing exa=ples

a) Essentially every item of nonco:pliance re:eives an argumentative
j answer which addresses only the specificity of the item of nonco=-
| pliance and selectively avoids any concept which would support the

essence for the ite:n of none =pliance. For exa ple - in the instance'

of the i. properly installed drop-in anchor rentioned ab2ve, it was,

the fact that QC had not inspected the installation of the bolt which
was inp:rtant to the licensee. Hewever, the real enforcement issue
was that ce=penents were being improperly installed.

i

| b) ':he Cycle II SA:.P made critical evaluations of the licen.see's perfor-
man e in several areas. The licensee's response to this SAI.P report<

was argurentative over specific details and did not seem to a knowl-1

,

edge that the consensus of opinion of the NRC inspe= tion staff was
| that there were areas where the licensee's performance was weak. The

licensee's argumentative position is in the form of "we really are not
,

all that bad" when the re:Ords, findings and observations of the NRO'

,
'

inspectors support just the opposite position.,' *

| c) The "Q-ness" of the remedial soils work has continually been an argu-
' mentative topic of discussion which ultimately resulted in a H2 neeting
i on March 10, 1962. At this meeting, the "Q-ness" of the recedial soils

work was specified and later documented with the meeting minutes. Now-4 -

1 ever, the licensee did not wish to abide by this position and a subse-

| quent meeting was' held in RIII to further clarify the NRO position.
i Still, the topic of "Q-ness" is being argued by the licensee, even though

the ASI.E has issued an order further defining the "Q-ness" of the soils
i work. It might be noted that a hearing is in process over this soils

issue and the NRO's position on "Q-ness" has been expressed during these
,

j testimonies.
-

f
'

During a recent episode, the licensee wanted to continue excavation of soils14.
in proximity to the reedwater Isolation Valve Pit (FIVP). However, the lican-
see wanted to perform. this evolution without determining that the temporary

,

supports of the FIVF were adequate. Making this detemination would have an
impact on scheduling,'as stated by the licensee. The FIVF supports werei

installed without a Q unbrella and subsequent inspections did reveal several
discrepancies in the installation of the support structure.

|

i .

I
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,

15. During the limited remedial soils work which has transpired, the licensee
has managed to penetrate Q-electrical duct banks, a condenser header drain

,

line, an abandoned sewer line, a non-Q electrical duct bar.k and a 72-inch
circulating water line. All of these o:curances have ' happened be:ause of.

a lack of control and attention to details. Whenever approached by the
'NR as to the adequacy of review prior to atte=pting to drill, the NRO
rereives resp:ns's which strongly suggest that the time was not taken toe
perform these reviews - perhaps taking this time would impact on the
schedule. -

16. Dy virtue of an earlier ALA3 order, the licensee is required to perfer:
trend analyses for nonconforming conditions. These trend analyses have,
in the past, masked the data such that obvious trends are not obvious and
has resulted in negative findings by the NRO. This was addressed in one
of the earlier SALP meetings. Recently, while performing a review of
hanger welding data, the NRO inspector found that the statistical data had
been diluted to the point that the nu=ber of unsatisfactory hangers could
not be deterrined from the trend analyses or the type and degree of non-
conforming conditions which were being identified pertinent to the hanger
f abrication.

17. The licensee centin'ually would use the NRO staff as consultants and clas-
sifies a regulatory and enforcament position as counter productive. This
is refle::ed by the licensee not wishing to perform C-work without obtain-
ing NRO prior approval and then addressing only these areas where the NRO
has voiced a regulatory =oncern - provided it is convenient to the licensee.,
This attitude has particularly prevailed in the re edial soils issue and to
a lesse' degree in the electrical installation areas. The preferred NRO
inspector mode would be for the licensee to generate his program to esta-
blish quality and then the NRC would approve or disapprove. E vever, the
licensee requires consultation with the NRC to establish his level of

'

quality requirements.

The above is not intended to be a complete list of all discrepancies which indi ~
cate questionable licensee performance as this would require a m:re extensive
review of the records and inspection personnel involved than time permits. Also, .

there has been no atterpt to systematically document the enforcement and unre-
,

solved ite=s list as these are contained in other information sources. Hewever,'

| the listing is rather co prehensive of the types of situations and attitudes which
prevail at the Midland Site as observed by the NRC inspector staff.

1

When considering the Cbove listing of questionable licensee performance attributes,
the most damning concept is the fact that the NRO inspection effort at Midland has
been purely reactive in nature for approximately the last year, and that these
indicators are what have been observed in approximstely the last six months. If

I*

.

|
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.

|

these are the types of ite=s that have become an NRC nuisance under a reactive
inspection program, one can only wonder at what would be disclosed under a
rigorous routine inspection and audit progra:n.

* .,

Sincerely,
'

,

.

.

R. J. Cook
Senior Ferident Inspector
Midland site Resident office

cc: W. D. Shafer
D. C. Boyd
R. N. Gardner
R. B. Landsman
B. L. Burgess

..
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.:i
,h MEMORANDt.'M TOR: Region III Tiles
.;

FRCM:; Robert T. Warnick,, Acting Director, Office of Special Cases

: St.*3 JECT : MEETING BETWEEN NRR AND REGION III RE CONSC:ERS POWER COMPANY
2 PERFORMANCI AI MIDLAND (DN 50-329; 50-330)
, .

;

,. - On July 25, 1982, R. T. Warnick and Ja=es G. Keppler =et with E. G. Case,
D. G. Eisenhut, R. H. Voll=ar, R. O. Tedesco, T. E. Nevak, W. D. Pat:n, anc'
J. Ru: bars to discuss the perfor=ance of Censn=ars 7:ver Cc=pany at the
Midland site.-

-

During the =esting reference was =ade to infor=ation contained in two =e=os
1 frc the RIII staff. The first =amo dated June 21, 1982 is from

'

.

. C. E. Nerelius and R. L..Spessard and concerns suggested changes for the
- Midland Project. The seernd =amo dated July 23, 1982 is from R. J. Cook
p and concerns the licensee's perfor=ance at Midland. Copies of the me=os

are attached., .

The nee:ing resulted in the fis'llowing reco==enda:1cas : /

(1) Region III sheuld obtain the results of the recent audi: by KMC.

(2) Schedule a public meeting between NRC and CPC c:anage=en in Midland,
Michigan, to obtain licensee coccit=ent to acce=plish (3) and (4)
below.

>

(3) The licenses should obtain an independent design review. (A vertical
slice fro = design thru completion of construction.)

,

4 (4) The licensee should obtain an independent third party to continuously
=enitor the site QA i=ple=entation and provida periodic reports toa

the NRC. Region III is to provide a suggested outline for the contin-
uous monitering function. -

Add?YY
Robert F. Warnick, Acting Director
Office of Special cases

Attach =ents: As stated

cc w/ attachments: Meeting
participants

V 7 S1
^
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MEMORANDUM POR: James G. Eeppler, Regional Administrator

FROM: Robert F. Warnick, Acting Director, Office of Special Cases

SUBJECI: CONSUMERS POWER-MIDLAND (DN 50-329; 50-330)
b

I

When you created the Office of Special Cases and a special Midland Section
staffed tikfrindividuals assigned solely to that project, you indicated
your concern Gun che Etdland Project. You did this ,fn 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 indica.ted 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 Enclosura 1).

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

.

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

Following the meeting with NRR, I discussed the recommendations of that meet-
ing with our Senior Resident Inspector, other membersi 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 Cardner'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 reconmoendations 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 inspections of Midland regarding the proposed>,

| / actions; (2) my visit to the site; and (3) the inability of Region III to
: 1 articulate the problem (s) at Midland which the above referenced recommendations-

'> N were supposed to solve. I indicated that we needed to better identify our
enneerna anA the ernmettbe met inne that would resc ive these concerns.

l 0"> . . . . RI II . . . . . . . . . . . . I . . . . RI.. .... ............................................. .............

X 5. . f.a ,d, r, ,,,,,,,ya,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.. ,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,,,
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On August 3,1982, members of the Midisnd Section met with you to discuss my
opposition to the recomendations coming from the meeting with NRR. Thepros and' 'ns of the recommendations together with other alternatives w rdiscussed. ee

The meeting concluded with you agreeing to give the Section until
August 11 to determine a better proposed course of action to resolve NRC concernsabout Midland.

To this end the Midland Section met together on August
.

4 and again on August 5
following our public meeting with CPCo on the SALP II report. Several alter-
natives were discussed including stopping all work on ona unit, have an inde-
pandent third party monitor all past and current construction work, stopping
work in selected areas, performing a construction appraisal team inspection,
Placing all site QC work under CPCo. and establishing an augmented NRC inspec-
tion effort.

Although some members of the Midland Section thought that stronger actions should
be taken, all members of the Section agreed they could support an augmented HRC
inspection effort coupled with other actions to strengthen the ticensee's QC/QAorganization and management.

'Ihese recommended actions are attached as Enclosure 4.

It is recommended the proposed actions to improve the licensee's performance
be discussed with NRR and then the licenser.;

Robert F. Warnich, Acting Director
Office of Special Cases

.

'Attechnents[ As' stated

'e

f

OF F IC f ) . . . . . . . e . . . . . . . . . .....e..................................................NN Uk ....................... .,,,.......................
.................

DAT(% .............................................................................................. ..............
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Enciccure 4

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

1. Establish an augmented inspection effort by the NRC.

Inspections should be concentrated in the following ten areas:a.

i (1) . Soils '
'

(2) Electrical
; (3) I&C.
i (4) High Pressure Piping
1 (5) Hangers and Supports
i (6) Corrective Action System - including identification
| documentation, resolution, and prevention of future events.

(7) Receipt, Storage, and Handling
. (8) Structural Steel *

| (9) Subcontractor Walder Qualification
(10) Management Overview System '

! b. The effort as initially conceived will last from 6 to 12 months
} but it could last longer.
!

! It is proposed that the inspections be performed by the Midlandc.
i Section and 5 contract inspectors assigned fulltime to the Midland

Section and located onsite. The Midland Section would be as follows:.

i (1) W. D. Shafer, Chief, Midland Section,

i (2) 1. N. Gardner, Project Manager ' *

! (3) R. B. Landsman, Inspector'

(4) R. J. Cook, Senior Resident Inspector
! (5) 3. L. Burgess, Resident Inspector ;

! (6) Welding & NDI-Contracted
(7) Mechanical-Contracted

i (8) Electrical-Contracted
(9) I & C - Contracted '

(10) Startup & Test-Contracted-
,

) (11) Secretary (Fulltime)
,

'. 2. .

Require the licenses to have an independent third party look at a
! vertical slice of a safety-related system from design through, *

j completion of construction.

!
j 3. Require that all QC inspectors be independent of Bechtel, reporting
i only to CPCo.
1

| 4. Conduct NRC exits with Construction Manager.
*

:

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

6. 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:
!

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . ~ . . . _ _ _ . . _ - . _ _ _ . _ . . . . . . _ - . . _ . _ . . . . . . - . . , ~ , , . . . _ . , _ _ _ _ , , - . _ , _ . .
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The Site QA Superinten8ent' As not being given the latitude anda.
'

senior management support needed to perform his job effectively.
~

b. Senior management is not being made aware of or d's not dealing with
QA problems.

.

'

We are convinced that Bechtel has cost and scheduling as their fore-c.

most cons'ideration. Quality is taking a back-seat with management.
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* Generet ottices: 1943 West Pernell Road, Jackson. MI 49201 * (517) 78& O453

September 17, 1982 )= - r n i . ?. l e .,.,: . .. '. 7 -|-- , . -

. i . . . .. .
Harold R Denton, Lirector i * '. i' [' ~~i,

.. ,,, ( ,_._,,,,; g
'

hOffice of Nuclear Reactar Regulation : , , , , , , ,

Division of Licensing . ; * :.
( . , , , ,. ., , ,, _ i '

**

.. ,

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission , ,,,,__, 7 . ,2 ,, ,' ,, , , , .

Vashington, DC 20555 , 0, . ,,,,,:, . ,,,_,,, f, ,,, ,, j , ,,,, ,,, _):

J G Keppler - ([' [~" ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

Administrator, Region III " *" ~~~ ''~ ~ -'"~ ~

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Road
Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

MIDLAND NUCLEAR C0 GENERATION PLANT -

MIDLAND DOCKET NOS 50-329, 50-330
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION FOR SOILS REMEDIAL WORK
FILE: 0485.16 SERIAL: 18845

i

This letter su=marizes recent discussions with NRC management regarding
implementation of soils 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 area, should receive more inspection
effort on the part of both the NRC and CP to. Tcilow-up discussions with the
Nr't staff and Region III Inspectors led to the conclusion that the Quality
Assurance Program and its definition was adequate; how'ever, 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
i design and construction requirements and plans, organization and personnel, '

| project controls 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. ..

.
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STEPS TO IMPROVE IMPLEMENTATION

A number 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) ' Retaining a third party to independently assess the implementation of the
auxiliary building underpinning work;

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

(3) Creating a "So!1s" project organization with dedicated employees and
single point accountability to accomplish all work covered by the ASLB
order; i

I(4) Establishing new 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;

(5) 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

f 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 ''
1

| favorably on the thoroughness and conservatism of-the review and remedial
approaches. Numerous submittals to the NRC have been presented to clarify the,

I design intent. It is our understanding that the 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 has
assigned to the site a design team comprised of experienced structural and
geotechnical engineers under the Resident Engineer. This team will monitor

oc0982-0232a100-164
*

|
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and review the field implementation as specified in design documents, resolve
on a timely basis routine construction questions requiring engineering
response and administer the specific contingency plans immediately if any

-problem should arise during the underpinning work. Additional engineering
resources for the soils work will continue to be located in Ann Arbor.

| IAPLEMENTATIONOFDESIGNFEATURESANDCOMMITMENTS
!

i 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

j NRC reviews proposed work details, asks for additional information when
necessary and authorizes construction activities in advance. CPCo theni

j 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
j commitments and insure that they are being incorporated into design documents.

The Project is currently undertaking an additional review of past
I 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 in 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.

i First, the project has reorganized the Soils QA-QC effort, creating an
'

integrated organization with single point quality accountability under the
I 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.

t '

; 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'

j general training in quality and specific training relative to the construction
.

procedures. **

!

The majority of the personnel associated with Remedial Soils work havei

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

oc0982-0232a100-164
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Construction, QC, QA, hergentime 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. '

.

Wi,th regard to the work procedures, a requirement on both Hergentime and SW&P
is that specific training on the procedures be provided prior to initiating
any quality related constructica 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 a QA hold point which must be satisfied before work can
proceed.

t

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.

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

.

I.ast, 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 to 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 those critical areas which are indicative of a " quality
product". Tracking these activities will provide an indication of the

.

; effectiveness of the program. The QIP will provide mechanisms for individual
j " feedback" from all individuals involved, including the craft' personnel.
| INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT

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

oc0942-0232a100-164
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- 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.

th,e 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 a

,

'

timely manner. -

!

ORGANIZATION, 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, minimum interfaces particularly at the working level, and a quality;

i 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. l

! !

i 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
I cosunitments . 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 normally tours the
Midland site.

i
i

! Complementing the CPCo management role, NRC Region Management overview of the
| construction process will be enhanced by monthly meetings, agreed upon by the
| Region, to overview the results of the quality program and the progress of the
i 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 above, CP Co believes that the soils program :

has been thoroughly and critically evaluated and that all prerequisites for {
successful implementation 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
|
l

oc0982-0232a100-164
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provide adequate assurance that the remedial soils activities will be
successfully completed.

' '

b.
,

JWC/ JAM /bjw

.

CC Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board
CBechhoefer, ASLB
MMCherry, Esq
FPCowan, ASLB
RJCook, Midland Resident Inspector
RSDecker, ASLB
SGadler
JHarbour, ASLB
GHarstead, Marstead Engineering
DSH,od, NRC (2)
DFJudd, B&W
JDKane, NRC
FJKelley, Esq
RBlandsman, NRC Region III
WKMarshall
JPMatra, Naval Surface Weapons Center
W0tto, 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.

s-

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

By
J ' Cook,"Vice President

~

Projee s, Engineering and Construction

Sworn and subscribed before me this /'/ day of ,i ,-/ /9fd .
*

/

,| |

!.b* t.
'

{%tt'' *
o

Notary Publict *

Bay County, Michigan

My Commission Expires 5''' V- [[

.

*
.

..

!
i
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Power-
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and Ceestmeries

o 4,.i om..: isas w.c Perawi mess. Jesa a. us aeroi . < sin reso4ss
1

October 5, 1982

iPRINCIPAL STATF

o. A ng'

D/RA rur, ! g

U)} Q o r+ .m
Narold R Denton, Director ,1".r;.f D *An ! s

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation .If3Si St o

Division of Licensing 3 r.i p _1y

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission ,T-
9L | Tit E hagWashington, DC 20555

J G Keppler
Administration, Region III
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Road
Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

MIDLAND NUCLEAR C0 GENERATION PLANT
MIDLAND DOCKET EOS 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, which 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 activities 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

i
'

the NRC's review. .

We have contacted our NRC Project Manager, Darl Nood, to arrange a meeting
with the NRC Staff to discuss our Independent Review Program and to receive
your concurrence or redirection of our plans. We will complete the planning
phase, including team orientation and training, for the INFO program by
Wn,

.. ,,
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October 29, 1982. We wish to initiate the impleme5tation phase of the INPO
program by November 8, 1982, in order to support our own and industry
commitments to NRC.

JWC/GSK/RLT/bjw

CC Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board, w/a 1
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, Esq, w/a 1
JHarbour, ASLB, 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

i
l

.
~ '

:
.

-

|

|
,
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CONSLHERS POWER COMPANY
Midland Units 1 and 2 i

Docket No 50-329, 50-330

Letter Serial 18879 Dated October 5, 1982-

At the request of the Comunission 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 PokT.R COMPANY

By
J ook, Vice President

Projee , Engineering and Construction

Sworn and subscribed before me this [ day of /#f) . -

~ 04 G( 0
'

Notary Public
Jackson County, Mich.gan

My Commission Expires I--2; /f 9,/9 W
/ "

|
|

~
?.. .

*

t

l *
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MIDLAND PLANT INDEPENDENT REVIEW

I. INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY

2. ,BIENNIAI QUALITY AUDITS

3. INP0 CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION

4. INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERITICATION -

5. APPENDIX: PREVIOUS ASSESSMENTS
.

j

l -
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.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

:

The'ACRS report dated June 3, 1932 on Midland Units 1 and 2 stated that "the |

NRC should arrange for a broader assessment of Midland's design adequacy and
!

construction quality w'ith emphasis on installed electrical, control, and
i

sechanical equipment as well as piping and foundations."

On July 9, 1932, the Staff issued a letter to Consumers Power Company (
requesting a report on Midland Design Adequacy and Construction Quality. In

this letter, the Staff stated that "With respe'ct to assessment of Midland's

design adequacy, such assessment would represent a significant contribution to

the licensing review process if performed by a qualified, independent source

following procedures utilised by some operating plants for Independent Design ;

Verifications." [.

On September 17, 1982, the Company issued a letter to Mr Marold R Denton and

Mr J G Xeppler outlining the approach Consumers Power Company proposed for an

Independent Review of the Midland Project and indicated that there had also

been a Bechtel Corporate Staff project evaluation performed (described in more

detail in attached appendix). It was stated that Consumers Power Ceepany >

believes that the approach we are proposing for the forthcesing Independent

Review will give a broader everview than assessments currently being

recommended by the NRC for other NTot plants.

'.'

| The overall Independent Review Program described herein consists of three .

specific evaluations combined into a single program. The INp0 type

| construction evaluation (horisontal type review), will enemine the current
:
i

| ry0942-2769a141-100 |
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everallprojectagainstthecriteriadevelopedbyINP0forthisprogram(a
1

copy of the INPQ Performance objectives and Criteria for Construction Project

Ivaluations is attached). As indicated la the September 17, 1982 letter to

Mr Desten and Mr Neppler, the INF0 program for Midland will be different from

most of industry's self-isittated evaluations in that sa independent

contractor rather than utility perseasel will carry out the INF0 evaluation.
,

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

been a requirement of the Company's QA Program for several years. The third

part of the Program described in more detail is the Independent Desiga

Verification (Vertical slice) of all aspects, historical and current, of a
.

critical plant system or subsystem.
,

Consumers Power company received proposals free several potential contractors

| to perfore the complete program described above. With respect to the INPQ

type construction evaluation and Bienatal QA Audit, we have selected

Management Analysis Company (MAC) to periors these activities based on our

evaluation of their technical capabilities and esperience. fi

b. s i
MAC has many years of esperience in the Nuclear ladustry and has performed ' %*

y
Sienatal QA Audits in addittoa to other type reviews of Company activities. ! '*C'j.i

| Pi-
g , gt;,.L

e

MAC has previously consulted estensively at nuclear constructies sites with
, k' /

identifed QA problems. MAC was also a major participant la the developeest 9 '
-

i
' and taplementaties of the Palisades Segulatory Performance Zaprovement Progree

which has resulted in significant improvosent to date at that fac,ility. A

descripticaofotherMACassesseestsofMidlandactivitiesisine)vdedlathe
.

Appendix to this docuseat.
!
!

|
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The MAC Team will be under the direction of Mr L J Kube who has over 20 years

experience in project management, engineering management, marketing,

planning / scheduling, and' design engineering having been employed by General

Atomic and A 0 Smith Corporation prior to his employment with MAC. Mr Kube

has 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 on River Bend. The INPO. type

evaluation will be independent in that no Consumers Power Company or Bechtel
,

personnel will be involved and MAC has never performed a direct line

engineering or construction 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
i

experience. Tera has many years of varied experience in the nuclear industry

including independent design reviews, TSAR preparation, initial design of

certain systems, and engineering, construction, operation and administration

i
'

planning. Tera personnel are experienced in system design in the areas of

mechanical, electrical, structural, and thermal hydraulic evaluations. Mr

John W Beck, Vice President of Ters 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 management of the plant, reactor, and environmental

engineering departments. PriortoemploymentwithYankee,hewa$ascientist
.

at Bettis involved in Shippingport core design.

|
|
|

I

.
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Individuals taking part in any of the three specific evaluations which make up

j the overall Independent Review Program will meet the "Independency Criteria"

of Chairman Palladino's February 1,1982 letter to Representative John Dingell

and which are described as follows:;

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

Consumers Power Company to perform design or construction work.

I 2. No individual involved will have been previously employed by Consumers

k( Power Company.

,

3. No individual owns or controls significant amounts of Consumers Power

Company stock.

|

j 4. No members of the present household of individuals involved are employed
1

; by Consumers Power Company.

f

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

Company in a management capacity.
,

i

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

|
of the three inputs.

The major objective of the overall evaluatica 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
' l

this assessment will adequately address the NRC, ACRS, and public.'s questions
.

regarding the adequacy and construction quality of the plant.

1
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The final report will be submitted to the NRC and an auditable record will be
i

i maintained of all comments on any draft or final reports, any changes made as

a result of such comments, and the reasons for such changes.
.

.

!
,

I

|

|

|

|

|
t

|

|

|
|

|

|
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2. BIENNIAL QUALITY AUDITS

Backaround Of Biennial Quality Audit Requirements
,

The Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program Manual For The Midland

Nuclear Plant, Topical Report CPC-l'A, requires the review of the Consumers-

Power Corporate Nuclear Quality Assurance Program to be performed at least

once every 24 months 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 contract
'

to consumers Power Company.

Plans For The 1982 Biennial Quality Audit

The scope of the 1982 Biennial 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

I 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 requifements of NRC Regulatory Guides 1.144 (9/80, Rev 1) and
- r

'1.146 (8/80, Rev 0).
_

|
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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 project evaluations. Use of

these criteria for an overall evaluation is intended to provide considerably

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 desired end results.

Following the drafting of the Performance Objectives, three pilot evaluations

were conducted by INPO on plants under construction ie, Vogtle, Shearon

Barris, and Hope Creek. During the last pilot a representative from NRC was

- present during data collection, evaluation and exit interview with utility

personnel.

1

Fo}1owingthepilotevaluations,thePerformanceObjectivesandassociated- !

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

.

| to be used for the INPO evaluation is attached.

|

| rp0982-2769a141-100
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| The performance objectives are b' road in scope; each generally covers a single,
|

| well-defined area. The supporting criteria are more narrowly focused
I statements of activities that support or help meet the performance objectives.

Several criteria are listed under each performance objective.

There are five Performance Objectives and associated Criteria which

specifically address design effort. These are:

DC.1 Design Input

Process for defining and controlling design input

'.
DC.2 Design Interfaces

The identification and coordination of interfaces to ensure input

requirements are satisfied

DC.3 Design Process
.

Process followed to ensure 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 Desisa Changes

Control of changes to ensure compliance with design requirements

In' addition there are numerous Performance objectives which suppo'pt evaluating

design control. These include: Construction Engineering, Projec't Planning, j
!

Training, Independent Assessments, et:.
!

I
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The above INPO Performance Objectives and associat'ed Criteria will be utilized

for planning the Independent Design Verification.

The,INPO type self evaluation is aimed at achieving a level of performance
3

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 complete list of the areas whose objectives are intended to define

optimum performance is:
I

Organization and Administration

Design Control

Construction Control

Process Support

Training

Quality Programs

Test Control

The thrust of this type of evaluation is that if utilities attempt to meet

standards above those normally required to rehieve quality, there will be
,

greater assurance that Regulatory Requirements are met. The program was then

applied during three pilot evaluations and modified based on the experience

i gained during the pilot evaluations. It essentially looks at all aspects of

work in progress. This program has been developed during the calendar year
: :

1982andindustryhasmadeacommitmenttotheNRCtoinitiateIYPOtype
I evaluation on nuclear plants under construction by the end of 1982. The only

exceptions will include those plants very close to fuel load.

.

I
j rp0982-2769a141-100
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Consumers Power Compady selected MAC to perform th'e INPO Construction

Evaluation primarily because of MAC's involvement in the development of the

Performance Objectives and participation in all three pilot evaluations. The
;

' team supplied by MAC will be individuals experienced in multi-discipline

activities associated with nuclear power plant engineering and construction.

In addition, team members will be experienced in interviewing and evaluating

ie, the type of activity MAC has been performing for the nuclear industry over

the past seven years.

PREPARATION FOR INPO TYPE EVAI,UATION

t

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 assignments 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 techniques.

PEPJORMING THE EVAIUATION

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

Owner'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
4
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| objective. As findings develop, additional investigations may take place.
|
| During this time, the team will communicate with the project personnel to

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

REPORTING

I -

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

C" Co will acknow' edge the findings and transmit theto CP Co management. l

i

findings with their plans for corrective action concurrently to the NRC and

INPO. INPO will assimilate various utilities reports into a comprehensive

summary document and report the overall program progress to the NRC.

|

.

i

.

|

!

| z :
:

(
|

'
.
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4. INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION

!,
Goals and Objectives

The independent design review is directed at verifying the quality of design
i

engineering for the Midland Plant. .The approach selected is a review and

evaluation of a detailed " vertical slice" of the project design by a
l technically competent, independent organization. The design and as-built

'

' configuration of a selected safety system will be reviewed to assure its
'

adequacy to function in accordance with its safety design bases and to assure

j applicable licensing commitments have been properly implemented.
|

Summarv and Scope of Effort

The independent design verification (IDV) will consist of an independent

; design review of the Unit 2 auxiliary feedwater system (AFW) as an applicable

sample of the design engineering effort at Midland 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 Ccapany's licensing commitments as a benchmark for its acceptability.
!

The design process, from concept to installation, will be identified and

interfaces between design engineers evaluated to assure sufficient controls
.

_

*

were placed on the transfer and specification of important-design,information.

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

reviewed to determine that appropriate design constraints were imposed to

!

rp0982-2769al41-100
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assure functionsbility of the ATW. Initially, imp'ortant design elements for
<

:

ATW will be outlined to assure the IDV includes an appropriate sample of the,

design interfaces between Consumers Power, B&W the nuclear steam supply system
.

(NSSS) vendor, Bechtel the architect engineer, and other service related

contractors. Design elements such as environmental qualification envelopes,

i seismic analysis, 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 design approach used and, where appropriate, independent analytical

techniques will be used to confirm questionable approaches or to permit

| assessment of the significance of any identified discrepancies.

4

To assure that the installed equipment reflects system design requirements, l

4

! design specifications and drawings will be reviewed and in-field inspection of

I selected sections of the AFV conducted. The in-field inspection will confirm

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

!

i 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 Powar and the original

,

designers for review and provision of additional documentation that could have

an impact on the final report findings. An auditable record of comments and
)

additional information provided will be maintained. The final report will !

-

i
I*

summarize the work accomplished, procedures used and a complete list and f
'

. .

description of all findings from the review.
.
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| * Ability to Test As-Built Installation - The syst'm construction should bee

sufficiently completed that the as-built configuration can be verified

against design.

.

The auxiliary feedwater system was selected for the independent design review

after consideration of a number of other candidate systems. The auxiliary

feedwater system had 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.

.

I
'

..
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Technical Approach - -

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

Program Development, Review and Reporting.
.

The Program Development Phase includes the preparation of an IDV work plan and

the development of a detailed review scope. The IDV work plan will include

procedures and instructions for the work to be performed 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 also 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 constructed 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 accuments.

| 1 i

| The methods to be utilized in the review of system design element,'s will vary
1

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

rp0982-2769a141-100
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evaluation (eg alternative calculation or computer' analysis by the IDV
.

contractor) or a combination. Where appropriate, independent analytical
i techniques will be used to confira design calculations or to permit assessment

of the significance of any identified discrepencies. It is anticipated that

the primary review method will be a review of calculations. Ultimately, the

choice of review method will depend.upon the nature of the design area and the

type of verification method which is most effective in enabling the IDV

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

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

example:

i

|

* Design input information (transfer among 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 analytical outputs).

* Drawings and Specifications (selected reviews for conformance with system

design criteria, commitments, and incorporation of results of analyses and

calculations).

* Field Verification (audit to assure that the as-built configuration reflects
. -

.

designrequirementsandpre-operationaltestsverifydesignana)iyses).
!

.

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

audit reports, 50.55e reports, design change reports and other documents will

ry0982-2769al41-100
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also be considered to concentrate review in more depth is any areas where the !
| |

'design process may be suspect by historical evidence.

.The,HM7 review scope will be broad enough in terms of design elements to

include samples from each significant design organization, design interface
_

and major engineering discipline.

The design elements to be evaluated include:
i

* Civil / Structural design of structures housing the AFW (eg, external or

internal flooding, wind or tornado loads, seismic analysis, foundation
,

design or missile protection).

i
,

* Mechanical / Electrical design of AFW systems and components (eg, pipe rupture
i.,

protection, swismic subsystem evaluation, ASME code considerations,.

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).
3

|

|

The installation /as-built verification review will include a walkdewn of the

sel,ected systes and inspection of system components. This review is intended
S-

to confirm systes geometry and component nameplate data. Inputf[romthis

evaluation will be assessed for its campatability with design documents such

as specifications and drawings.

1
!
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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:

i

1) Open- The finding has the potential for becoming a confirmed error, but

additional investigation or con /irmatory analysis is necessary to make a

final judgement;

~

2) Confirmed - The finding is judged to be an apparent error by the review

team and will require corrective action, such as additional documentation

not utilized by the team that documents the resolution of the findings or

additional analysis, design or construction changes or procedural changes

that may be necessary to resolve the finding;

3) Resolved - Sufficient additional information was available in the ongoing

review to resolve the findings and to completely close out any additional

! concern about the findings.
!
!

| Additionally, findings will be categorized as.to whether or not they affect
| the AFWs safety function or licensing 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 oi* resolve the findings and to assure the
.

-
.

| classification is proper. After the,, team has completed its revies, each
~

finding will be submitted to a senior level review team to provide additional '

professional opinion regarding the classification of the finding.
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Reportips will be in two stages, preliminary and 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 additional information to

be supplied which could have an impact on the findings but was not known to

the IDV project team. All 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.

!

*

!

t
*

|
|
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APPENDIX- -

PREVIOUS ASSESSMDTS 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 10CFR50 Appendix

B Quality Assurance criteria.

In addition to the Consumers Power Company audits in the areas of design and

construction, the Company has utilized outside consultants to conduct Biennial

Quality Audits. The Consumers Power Company Biennial Quality Audits were

first instituted in I?76 and were subsequently conducted during 1978 and 1980.

These audits were conducted to determine the Program's adequacy and to
i

determine, on a sampling basis, the degree of compliance with the program. A
,

summary of those audits are as follows:

.

A. 1976 Biennial Quality Audit

In 1976, the Biennial Quality Audit was conducted by the Nuclear Audit and

Testing Company (NATCO) and included approximately 24 can-days of audit

effort. The audit involved 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 implementation of

; the Bechtel Nuclear Quality Assurance Manual at the Midland Site. Audit

, findings resulting from this audit have been closed out. ~,
.

|
|
l
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! B. 1998 Biennial Quality Audit (
'

*

In 1978, the Biennial Quality Audit was conducted by the Management
4

, Analysis Company (MAC) and included approximately 70 man-days of audit

effort. The audit involved 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 implementation of

| the Bechtel Nuclear Quality Assurance Manual at the Bechtel Ann Arbor,

Michigan offices (engineering) and at the Midland Site. Audit findings,

resulting from this audit have been closed out.

{ C. 1980 Biennial Quality Audit
!

In 1980, the Biennial Quality Audit was conducted by the Management

Analysis Company (MAC) and included approximately 46 man-days of audit

effort. The audit involved auditing for adequacy and implementation of
,

the Consumers Power Company QA Program Procedures at the Consumers Power
i

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 in 1981 which , covered the
:.

following areas: Correctiveactionsresultingfrom50.55eitemsincluding

adequacy of corrective action, hardware inspection and system walkdown,

corrective action status closeout of 1980 biennial Corporate Audit, assessment

rp0982-2769bl41
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of adequacy 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), and assessment of

Bech'tel and Consumers personnel (Bechtel QC and auditors, Consumers auditors,

and Bechtel welders' qualification). g ' e de k j
-, - x .

! 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),,l
__ --... ... __ - -

, Consumers instigated a surveillance of construction activities by Consumers QA

personnel.!ConsumersPowersurveillanceprovidesformalizedqualitycontrol

. inspections beyond those quality control inspections performed by the Bechtel

QualityControlgroup.[
8.

i

l In August 1980 the Quality Assurance Organizations of Consumers Power Company

| and Bechtel were integrated into one group with Consumers having 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

j Consumers Power DQAE provides design and procurement quality / reliability
4

| services of problem prevention and early problem detection, resolution, and
*

corrective action. DQAE personnel are degreed and have had direct design

j related experience in the areas of nuclear, mechanical, electrical,
,

I electronics and civil engineering. The DQAE functions consist of:
:

1.- Technical reviews of Design and Procurement documents (engindering-
*

!

procedures / instruction, selected design and procurement docusients, and!

1 -

supplier design deviation requests).
,

i

.

| rp09:2-2769bl41
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j 2. Monitors that requirements of controlling documents are being implemented

(FSAR, engineering procedures, Appendix B, codes and standards) into
i

! specifications, drawings, material requisitions, supplier documentation
: .

i and design calculations.
:
!

; .

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

j and Document Control.
I
!.
j Starting in January 1979, NRC Region IV Vendor Inspection Branch has conducted
1

i seven inspections of the Bechtel Ann Arbor Office. The latest inspections

i

! vere in May and July 1982. In three of these inspections, there were no
i

| findings. Corrective action has been completed on all of the findings from
I

| inspections prior to 1982. There were no findings from the May 1982

inspection and the one finding from the July 1982 inspection has not been

; closed out as yet.
1

i
j Although not requested by the NRC, Consumers Power Company decided in early
i

j 1982 that based on occurrences at Diablo Canyon and other plants, an

Independent Design Audit or Review was prudent. The Company did not know what

, NRC staff requirements would be applied to an independent audit for plants

that are in the construction and licensing stage similar to Midland. It was
1

decided that this particular Independent Design Review would be undertaken as,

soon as possible in order to provide timely identification of problems so that
!

I corrective action could be taken consistent with overall project schedules.
1

* Thi purpose was to review Bechtel Project Engineering activities to determine

if design criteria are being correctly implemented and if design asumptions,

; 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 work'ing on Midland design such!

as Bechtel personnel located in offices other than Ann Arbor or Consumers

personnel that have not been directly involved in Midland.
.

4 The review team consisted of six Bechtel and one Consumers Power Company

employees with discipl'ines 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 wasi

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 not be demonstrated by tests during construction and start-up.,

{ Interfaces within Bechtel and between Bechtel and B&W were also reviewed. The

basic criteria and commitments used by the revi,ew team were the FSAR, Bechtel:

I

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
)

analysis, and various nuclear analyses. The piping review included

independent computer analysis of selected stress problems and hanger 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 an( piping for
'

the high pressure safety injection system outside containment. The review has.

been completed with findings issued and replied to. The final report as well

i
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as other design review informati6n will be submitted to MAC and Tera for use |
*

i

in the performance of their activities.
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FOREWORD.
,

i In early 1982, utility nuclear power plant construction

problems stimulated industry initiative and action to ensure j;

.
that programs in effect nationwide meet performance goals as

! intended. Acco::dingly, the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations
(INPO) was tasked to develop and manage a construction project
evaluation program. The first effort was to define performancei

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 siore than a
.

! check of the paper trail. An evaluation includes some assessment
! of administrative records, but more important it focuses on

,' evaluating the quality of the end result of implementing the
project systems and procedures. It also includes assisting the

'

i, utility by transferring technology, management systems, and pro-

{ cedural systems when the utility is not as strong as has been f
| observed elsewhere in the industry. such an evaluation can

resuit in an uplifting, or upgrading, by specific recommendations ;

on how to achieve a higher level of ex*cellence.

This program is not inten,dga_to evaluate whether or not the
_

- ~
.

design is adequate. Rather, the program will evaluate if the

design documents are controlled and if the plant is being con-
i structed as the design specifies; therefore, design control and f

quality of construction are the key objectives being evaluated.
,

!*

These performance objectives and criteria are intended for
use by INFO member utilities and third parties in the evaluation

|, of the quality of engineering and construction of nuclear power i

j plants. The scope of this document addresses the phase of the
i* project beginning with the plant design process and extending

,

through design, construction, and testing to issuancs,of the*

Nuclear Regulatory Commission operating license. .
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CA.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. The project organizational structure is defined clearly

'

and establishes an effective relationship among the

owner's and contractors' risponsible executives and

managers for design, construction, procurement,. plan-*'

ning, testing, quality assurance, and licensing of a
'

nuclear power plant to support the success of the
'

project.

B. 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.

C. An owner's manager is assigned responsibility for the
;

' project activities (hereaf ter referred to as project
.

manager). This is his primary responsibility and
,

preferably his sole responsibility. Also, he has the

authority to direct the project.

D. The owner's project-level managers are assigned respon-
sibility for the following listed functiona{ areas in

.

i- support of the nuclear project activities. * sufficient
authority is held by each individual to carry out _,

,

L, assigned responsibilities. .
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CA.2 MANAGEMENT INVOLVEMENT AND COMMITMENT M QUALITY
. .

PERFORNANCE 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 in' elude policies
related to project quality, 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 aware of

these procedures and policy statements and have them
readily available for reference. 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 representation of -

conditions.
.

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

- of the nuclear project.
, .

%

* %
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K. Designated managers associated with the project have
,

responsibility and authority, by policy and practice,'
-

,

to stop or delay engineering, design, or construction
,

activities when their judgement indicates that contin-

untion will result in a failure to meet the project

objectives.
l

-

L. Management accountability for the project is consistent ;

!with the project structure and extends to the contrac-
I

tors, a'rchitect/ engineering firm, and nuclear steam i

, .
i

supply system supplier contractor.
M. A complementary relationship is evident between manage-

ment and quality assurance that supports implementation!

!of a strong corporate commitment to quality..

. Decisions are made known to appropriate individuals forN.
.

implementation.
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6. regular review of project status and current
problems ..

I 7. review of selected data and trends discussed in the
functional sections of this document

[ 8. monitoring of organization's performance against
established goals and objectives-

9. involvement in and understanding of trending pro-
1 grams and corrective actions related to developing-

adverse trends
10. active involvement in ensuring that construction

practices and procedures are followed in a manner
that enhances the quality cf the end product

11. responsibility for ensuring that workers are quali-.

fied for their individual assignments and that they
.

perform their work to project standards"

E. The project middle managers are sensitive to the need
to control work assignments to ensure that project--

|
related effort is not diluted.

! F. Appropriate supervisory, 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

,

i attendance, material presented, and test results (if
given) are retained to document this training.

.

-

l

|
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DC.1 DESIGN INPUTS -

- .

PERFORMANCE 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 requirements, criteria, and other
design bases are identified, defined clearly, docu-
mented, evaluated, approved, and their scope of appli-
cability is define'd prior to their use in the design
process.

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

i
'

C. Plant constructability, operability, inspectability and

|. maintainability are considered in plant designs.

D. The design inputs are provided at a level of detail and~

.

;, clarity necessary to be useable and understandable by
all persons using these inputs.

E. A systems, components, and materials experience infor-
I' 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 requirement for supplier*

acceptance tests..

F. The issuance and use of design inputs is controlled by

the use of complete and understandable procedures.
G. All changes to the approved design inputs are docu-

" mented and approved prior to their use.
B. Design personnel utilize supplier expertise as appli-^

.
,

cable in the design process. i*

I. Design and design control information is readily .

available for use.tg all design personnel.-

-12-.
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DC.2 DESIGN 11TTERFACES
.. . .

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE

Design organization external and internal interfaces should
be identified and coordinated to ensure a final design that

"

satisfies all input requirements.

m g IA-

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

defined clearly.

B. The flow of design information between both external
and internal organizations is controlled and timely.

C. The external and internal interf aces and responsibili-
ties are defined and controlled by procedures.

D. Oral and other informal means of communication,
including letters and menos, which provide significant
design information, are confirmed and promptly made a
part of the design input by a controlled document.

E. System interaction is considered in system design and
,

analysis.

F. Systematic and effective lines of communication are
,

.

established.
G. Design and design change information are coordinated*

effectively with all affected disciplines and operating'

personnel.
,

E. Transfer of design responsibilities and documents from
one organization to another is planned and implemented

'

,

in a controlled manner.! -

.

;-

! ::
1-
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E. Supervisory and management involvement in the design
| process is evident by the quality and timeliness of the
.

.

output information and resolution of design problems.i ,

'

i I. Design personnel provide timely technical support and

|
follow-up on systems they have designed.

J. Design processes are monitored for compliance with*

;

! design commitments.
.- K. Design, control measures, such as procedures and check-

lists, are used to ensure that design inputs, such as!

i design criteria, design bases, regulatory requirements,
;
. codes, and standards, are translated correctly into

design documents, including specifications, calcula-! '
tions, drawings, procedures, instructions, and other -

documents needed to build a plant.; -

L. Drawings, specifications, and other design documents'

j

are prepared under a controlled process that estab-i

: lishes standards for pertinent items such as format,
content, status, and revision. ,

i
*

!,
. ,

i
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DC.5 DESIGN CHANGES
,

*
.. .

;

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE,
, Changes to released project design documents should be

i controlled to ensure that constructed designs comply with
the most recent design requirements.-

|

CRITERIA-

A. The des'ign organization's response is timely and effee- |
r !tive regarding identified changes.

3. Reasons for the change are identified, evaluated, and,
if necessary, actions taken to avoid future problems.

C. The responsible design organization considers inputs to*

the original design before a change is issued.
Design changes are coordinated with any affected disci-~

D.4

pline and/or organization in a timely manner.'

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

F. Prior to the approval of the design change, consider-
ation is given to qualityr safety, cost, and schedule.*

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

i

B. A system is utilized to determine whether or not the
change being made impacts other parts of the system
being changed, other areas of,the plant, or other'

plants under construction.-

I. Methods are in place to ensure that changes are imple-
j .

i mented 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 corlective,

'
*

action is taken and documented in a timely manner.
.
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CC.1 CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING
.

-

.

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE

I Engineering and design performed under the authority of the
i construction organization should be controlled as to consi-

stency with the basic derign criteria to ensure compliance-

with applicable codes, standards, and regulatory commit-
ments. .

CRITERIA

A. Construction engineering authority is documented, and
limits of responsibility and authority are defined

~

clearly.
'

3. 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 desig'n. .

D. Interface links between architect / engineering home
.

office and the construction engineering group are

efficient, effective, and defined clearly.

E. Interface links among major vendors and subcontractors

and the construction engineering group are efficient,

effective, and defined clearly.
.

> F. Construction engineering field change control is' main-
tained effectively as required to support the construe-

tion effort and to ensure final as-built conditions are
,

defined.

. G. Construction engineering supports major construction
,

equipment processes (e.g., special rigging studies and
transportation studies) with' calculations and design.

,

prior to important field construction effort!'

3. state-of-the-art engineering and design verification
exists for construction engineering processes.'

..

:
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CC.2. CONSTRUCTION FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT
. .

J

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE,

Construction facilities and equipment should be planned'
l
'

for, acquired, installed, and maintained consistent with
"

project needs to support quality construction.;

|

CRITERIA |

A. A site plan has provided for key location of facilities

such as warehouses, craft shops, equipment storage, and

production facilities.

B. Construction equipment is acquired'in a manner to sup-

port the construction schedule and is maintained in
optimum condition to support quality work.

[ C. Facilities and equipetent, both temporary and permanent,

meet the project needs and specifications, and ere
' maintained in accordance with established requirements.

i D. Periodic inspections or surveillances of the work areas

and activities are performed to ensure that facilities

and equipment support construction needs. -'

.

.

,

e*
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CC.4 CONTROL OF CONSTRUCTION PROCESSES

(- ~

.

i

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE
.

The construction organization should monitor and. control

all construction processes to ensure the project is com-
plated to design requirements and that a high level of'

j quality is achieved. |

-
1

I

; 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 requirements.

C. Construction activities are performed in accordance

with work procedures, instructions, and current revi-
i
' sions of drawings approved for construction.

D. Rework activities are performed in accordance with

|
established procedures and are subject to required -

inspections.
,

E. Work is performed by and under the supervision of
,

qualified personnel who recognize and accept a respon-'

*

sibility for quality.

F. Proper tools are available and are used correctly.
. .

-
:
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CC.6 CONSTRUCTION CORRECTIVE ACTIONS
. .

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE
The construction organiration should evaluate audits,

inspections, and surveillances; process replies and follow-
,

up ar' ake corrective action to prevent recurrence of

similar 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.t

i
-

3. The construction organization evaluates audits for
generic problems and trends and takes appropriate;

action to prevent recurrence.

C. Nonconformances are identified, tracked, and closed out
.

in a timely manner..
;

D. The construction organization reviews nonconformances
to ensure corrective actions have bee'n'taken, evaluates
for trends, and reports problem areas to upper manage-

ment.

I

1.

|
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PS.1 INDUSTRIAL SAFETY
|, ,

i PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE
The construction site industrial safety program should

achieve a high degree of personnel safety.-
;

i
4

| 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.

i 3. Selected data and trends of industrial safety activi-

i 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 violations identified

i C. General housekeeping practices prevent the accumulation
of debris and trash.

! '

D. A safe and orderly job site working environment exists.
E. Lifting and rigging equipment is checked regularly.i

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

| G. The site controls hazardous materials effectively.

I I. A safety tagging program exists and is implemented

f effectively to protect equipment, personnel, and
'

material.*

| -

.

I

i

* *
.
*

1*
*
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PS.3 PROJECT CONTROL
. .

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE

! Project scheduling and work planning and coordination
should ensure that the objectives of the project plan are; -

met t'hrough 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 utilise these controls as-

| required.

B. Elements of work are defined into manageable seginents i

that can be accomplished by a typical work unit on ai

:
definite schedule.

} C. Elements of work are defined in a way fchat identifies

clearly the construction unit or discipline responsible
f for the work.

.

D. Based on input and feedback from responsible project
j personnel, a controlling construction schedule exists
i 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.

E. 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 quantities.

F. Work eierents are integrated into the construction

schedule in a manner that facilitates construction.

erection sequence, minimizes interferences and rework,
and optimises project resources. ;'*

,

G. Deviations from the project schedule and plan, caused
by regulatory, productivity, design and other changes

F and interferences, are communicated to the proper level
,

|. g
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PS . 4 - PROJECT PROCUREMENT h0 CESS
'

, ,

|f
PERPORMANCE OBJECTIVE

j The project procurement process should ensure that equip-
ment, materials, and services furnished by suppliers or-

contractors meet project requirements.

i

I CRITERIA

A. Procurement documents provide clear and adequate tech-
nical, quality casurance, commercial, and administra-
tive requirements necessary to define the scope and
requirements of the contract.

| 3. The preparation, review, and approval of procurement
documents are controlled in accordance with established
procedures.

! C. A list of qualified suppliers or contractors is used to

identify sources of quality products and services.
D. Only those suppliers or contractors who are listed as

,

j qualified are requested to furnish bids or proposals.
,

| E. Proposals and bids are evaluated for compliance with
the requirements and scope defined in the procurement
documents. These e' valuations are performed by the
personnel responsible for the preparation of the pro-

,

curement specifications.
'

; F. The recommendation and contract award are conducted in

f' accordance with established procedures.

G. Subtier suppliers or contractors are contractually

bound to adhere to related portions of the contract.''

B. supplier and contractor performance histories are used
to improve the procurement process.

I. Purchasing and contract documents are reviewed to.

ensure inclusion of requirements to achieve quality.
, .

~

* .

1
.

*
'
.

!
'

_37 ].

'

Is
.



. -. - .. . , - - - - . - . . _ _ . - - _ - . _ . ._.

. -
,

.- .
'

..

-
.. ..

,

:a : .

PS.5 DOCEDG'NTATION MANAGEMENT
! -

.

FERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE ,

The. management of project documentation should support the
effective control and coordination of project activities

.

I and provide a strong foundation for the documentation /
information requirements of the plant's operational phase.

O

CRITERIA i.

I A. A comprehensive records mangement plan and schedule i

! exists to do the following:
.

,- 1. identify the documents and records required by
; regulations, purchase specifications, corporate

requirements, and standards
,

2. specify the minimum content and format requirements
i and acceptance criteria for each record / document

type

3. clearly designate responsibility for receipt,'

} review of acceptability, resolution of deficien-

cies, and control of documents during construction
i 4. contain proper methods for declaring appropriate
h documents "as-built" during construction
:

5. determine what, when, how, to whom, by whom, and inj.
what format records will be turned over to the'

plant's oeprational staff

i

3., The records management plan is effective in identifying
the current status of project documents such as the

| following:

1. Aesign drawings

{. 2. specifications

{ 3. structure / system descriptions
4. vendor drawings and manuals

i, , ,

5. design criteria and procedures
'

- .
a

s .

'

.
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TN.2 TRAINING ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION .

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE

The training organization and administration should endure
'

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 train-

ing organization.
,

D. Training personnel are provided training and apper-

tunities to enhance their performance as instructors.

E. Training programs address organizational needs at

appropriate level's. -

'

F. Technical and nontechnical training requirements f'or
! individuals are defined clearly and documented.

G. An active program exists to acquire feedback for the

purpose of developing, modifying, and improving the
| training programs.

,

E. Training activities are conducted regularly, and

results are documented.

1

.

9

.

|
.

9

.

I

.
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TN.3. GENERAL TRAINING AND -QUALIFICATION
*

, .

'

PERFORMANCE ONECTIVE
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 effee-
i- tively.

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

C. Individuals are qualified as appropriate for their
,

assigned responsibilities.
'

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

sistently and effectively..

|' E. Continuing training provides an effective means of
i' keeping employees up-to-date regarding changes to

policies, procedures, processes, instructions, and:.

i. commitments.
|, F. Individuals are requalified or recertified as required

to keep their qualifications current.
,

G. Feedback is acquired and used to modify and improve
'

j training methods and content.

!
,

.

4

!*
.

8,
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QUALITY PROGRAMS
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QP.1 QUAIITY PROGRAMS+- ,

-
. .

.

.
PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE |

The quality assurance program scope, content, and applica-'

bility should be appropriate, defined clearly, and under-
,

.

stood.
4

CRITERIA'

A. The quality assurance and quality control programs
'

include all necessary program elements.'

3. Day-to-day activities are observed and monitored under
a continuing program designed to ensure the highest

.
,

quality of personnel performance, workmanship and
attention to detail.

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

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

E. Audit and surveillance schedules are modified as
,

appropriate to verify the effectiveness of program
implementation and to reflect the need for increased ,.

monitoring.
,

|, F. The utility conducts evaluations of contractors'
quality assurance program with sufficient regularity
and in sufficient depth to ensure program effective-

'

nesc.
I G. The programs provide for indoctrination and training of
(- personnel as necessary to ensure that suitable prof 1-

ciency is achieved and maintained.
I. The "stop process" and "stop work" authority is under-

.

stood clearly and implemented effectively.
, ,

. .
,

I

e .

|0

.
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: QP.4 CORRECTIVE ACTIONS j
-

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE |
*

Conditions requiring corrections or improvements should be
,

fesolved in an effective and timely manner. -

CRITERIA
A. Conditions adverse to quality are reported premptly and

accurately.

B. The responsible organization assumes its responsibility
for and its management is involved in and supports the

| correction of adverse quality.

C. The senior levels of management are apprised of adverse

quality conditions and hold the responsible supervisors ;

' accountable. '

D. Corrective action resolves not only the reported item,

but also the basic cause in a manner that ensures the
quality of future activities.

;

E. Effective corrective action is taken in a timely
i '

! manner.
F. The quality assurance, quality control, and project

| organizations cooperate in identifying and solving

j problems effectively.

G. Quality performance trends are developed and analyzed'

i to effectively address' generic problems and basic
'causes of degraded quality.

,

i

.

*

O

l
.

|
- -

.

.

.

| -s2-

!
. - _ . . . . . _ _ _ _ . - - - - _ - _ - . - - _ - - - - - . . _ - _ _ ._



_-.m

O O

9 3 e
* *

g h 4
.-

,

I4
e

# *eg

' @ $

.

O

e
e

0

0

$

9

0

TEST CONTROL

..

S

9

6

e

I

I

/

|
1'e

e

* O
l . g
. .

r
,

i *
t .

f

*
p.

*

8

-53-
r

|

;*
,

-.



_..__ _ ______--__ __ __ ___ _ _ . - _ _ _ . _ _ - . _ _ _ . _ . _ . _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ - - . -
-

, , ,

. . .

}
* - -

. .

- -

,-:. . ..

TC.1 TEST PROGRAM .

-
.

,

PERFORMANCE OBMCTIVE
The test program should verify the plant's full capability
to operate as intended by testing the plant's systems (

,

j functionally.

!

CRITERIA

A. A clear policy is developed and endorsed by top manage-'

ment that describes the test organisation's responsi-

bility for component, system, and preoperational
testing.

I 3. The principal design organisation is involved in
formulating test. objectives and acceptance criteria.

,

j C. The test program describes the scope of system testing,
i provides detailed guidance for conduct of testing, and
!

includes methods for evaluation of completed tests.

! D. Nonconforming conditions and discrepancies are identi-
' fled and tracked, and appropriate resolution or corree-

tive action is achieved.
.

E. Adequacy of plant operating and maintenance procedures:.

!, is demonstrated.
i F. The test program describes the quality assurance
[ program under which it functions.

~

I

!.
'

.
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' TC.3' TEST PLAN-

f

| 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 milestones.

.

CRITERIA

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

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

C. The plant systems are scoped into logical, bounded,
well-defined subsystems that can be tested as units.

D. The schedule for individual system or component testing

describes the required elements of testing, including

those systems required to support individual system

testing'.

E. The status of testing is monitored by a tracking
.

system.

I

l.

.

%

e
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TC.5' TEST PROCEDURES AND TEST DOCUMENTS -
- *

;

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE -

Test procedures and test documents should provide appro-
priate direction and should be used effectively to verify'

operational and design features of respective systems.
,

CRITERIA
A. The necessary technical data are used in test procedure

preparacion.
B. Approved test procedures are available in advance of

their intended use to allow adequate test preparation

and training.
,

The test procedur'es describe clearly the objectives,C.
prerequisites, system boundaries, and acceptance cri-
teria for tests.

|
.D. Test procedures receive the prescribed review before

| approval.

E. Tests are performed in accordance with approved proce-
dures.>

F. Necessary ratesting is conducted whsn design changes
occur during or af ter completion of the test phase.

G. The results of the test program receive an independent
review and approval..

.

.
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9

%

e

k

I

-59-

_ _ - _ - - _ . _ - _ _ - - . - - . _ - - -- . . - -



. #
- _

g

; .. . .
'

4 m4 ., -

, .. <
,

'O .*. * p. sy
4 , 9

0 *
.

l .
e,

loe *
9i . .

i

,

1,

. :

I

l
*

|

|
.

.

I
i

a

e

o e

%

! +
1 .

*
.

i
4

.m.I..u.a h.m.pe . ...W M. e .. 3 m m a.f.hk. M W M m =w. w w w.. .mm - - .MW .! a .- .
| .ww
. =e.n

. . .. .- . - . -- -

we.= - m nemw -.m
.

=. . ., %.
..=====-. .

..j
. . = ,. .. = _ _ w =-.c_ -

| .m=. a.-. . ..= .. . . - .
t

,

i
t

.
-- - - - -- . . _ , _ _ . . _ . . . _ . . _ _ ._



.
'

- -

3, .

AlfaJwas/H.
.

. .

(R-9).s

.

.

.

.

NRC AND CPCO .

h'ORK ALTm0RIZATION PROCEDURE

,

Effective Date August 12, 1982

,

.
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APPROVED '( 00 tdt /
QMidland Projyct Office
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'NRC AND CPCO WORK AUTHORIZATION PROCEDURE
2

.

.

SCOPE
~

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

!

i |
'

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.

REFEkENCES

1) Af%h Memorandum and Order dated April 30, 1982.

2) A$(B Memorandum and Order dated May 7, 1982.
t

11 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

month a detailed list of all work activities to be implemented. This listi

will cover the construction activities anticipated to be in progress for the

next 60-day period.

2.0 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
i

writing of this designation.
i

;

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

oConstruction 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.

I-

|
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.

2.2.1 CPCo Construction will provide the. work details as requested

by the Region.
|

'

2.2.2 Af ter review by the Region, CPCo will be provided with specific
,

written authorization to conduct the identified work activities,

i

2.3 Should these authorized activities not start within 90 days, these

activities will be resubmitted for authorization.-

3.0 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

j and authorization process 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.

4.0 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

i 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.

5.0 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 Redponsible 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.

.

I

( Rev. 0
8-12-82'
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P WORK ACTIVITY LIST
FOR SEVEN DAYS FROM LIFIING 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 tup to 5) on west perimeter (outside C-45)
9. Continue operation of systems and wells

FIVP 10. Install and grout bolts and plates
11. Lif t 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. Drif t to piers 12 E/W
,

18. Dig piers 12 E/W
19. Install piers,

| 20. Drift to piers 9 E/W
21. Laplement 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)

f

BWST 28. Construct new ring beams

Other 29. Finish 72" line repair
30. Approval of Quality Assurance Plans

|

i

.

JRSchaub
8-12-82
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CONFIRMATORY ACTION IITTER{i

#p %g'o,g h )Fl6M (
.

.D UNITED STATES

h !
'NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSluN

h;
, e REGION 118 g .,. 9, f 7se noosavsLT noao

d. . %, * . . . p
. otas ELLvw. iLLimois sots?

-

$
*: AUG 121982

a
i Docket No. 50-329
; Docket No. 50-330

$ Consumers Power Company
ATTN: Mr. James W. Cook;

$ Vice Presidenti *

Midland Project -,

- 1945 West Parnall Road
. Jackson, MI 49001

:-i
0 Gentlemen:
c

.! 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
prior Region III approval. Such approval will b's based on a clear undcr-
standing and approval by Region III of the work activities to be undertaken.

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

..?
'

Sincerely,

14
,

James G. Keppler ;

- Regional Administrator

cc: DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)
---yes ident Inspector, RIII

The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB '
The Honorable Jerry Harbour, ASLB
The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLB
The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASLB.
Michael Miller

. Ronald Callen, Michigan
Public Service Commission

|. Myron M. Cherry
| Barbara Stamiris

Mary Sinclairt.

|7 Vendell Marshall-
. Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)

,

|

e - oho|/'} ( * ,
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,

Docket. No. 50-329
Dociet No. 50-330

Consumers Power Company ,
ATTN: Mr. James W. Cook

Vice President
Midland Project

1945 West Parnall Road
Jcckson, MI 49201

Centlemen:

This letter confirns the telephone discussion on September 24, 1982, betvaen
Messrs. Warnick and Shafer of this office and Mr. D. Miller and others of
your staff regarding the proolems in the remedini soils QC requalification
program identified by Messrs. Cardner and Landssan.

The purpose of this letter is to document our understanding of the actions,

you have taken or plan to take.
,

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

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

(2) All ====fn=tions related to remedial soils QC requalification
have stopped and all QC personnel previously certified have been
decertified. . .

(3) A retraining program will be established and conducted for all
QC personnel who failed and for future failures.

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

/
Ogo-47
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Consumers Power Company -2- ,Wp 4 gp

.

We also understand tLt you vill meet with our staff on September 29, 1982,
to describe what measures you vill establish to accelerate the requalification
and certification of the QC personnel involved in the balance of plant
quality program.

If our understanding of your actions is not in accordance with the above,
please contact this office immediately.

Sincerely,

James C. Keppler
Regional Administrator

cc: DMB/ Document Control Desk (BIDS)
Resident Inspector, Rill
The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB
The Honorable Jerry Barbour, ASLB
The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLB
The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASLB
Michael Miller
Ronald Callen, Michigan

Public Service Commissian
Myron M. Cherry
Barbara Stamiris .

Mary Sinclair
s Wendell Marshall .

Colonel Steve J. Cadler (P.E.)
William.Paton, ELD

!
'

,

|
l
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Ifeluen lo W w k
March 25, 1983

Charles Bechhoefer, Esq. Dr. Jerry Harbour
Administrative Judge Admin'istrative Judge

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission U.S. Nuclear Regulatori Comission
Washington, D. C. 20555 Washington, D.C. 20555
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CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY [[ | |g j

(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2) |piwggQL3t
Docket Nos. 50-329 OM & OL and 50-330 GM & OL

,

Dear Administrative Judges:

Enclosed are the following: (1) sucolemental Testimony of Jamat G. Keooler
|with Respect to Quality Assurance, (2) Supplemental testimony of p .1. cnnk. 1

R.N. Ga rdnar, R.B. Landsman and W.D. Shafer with Respect to Quality Assurance
_

and (3) Supplemental Testimony of John __W. Gilrav. Rnts I andeman and Wayne
Shafer 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
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*

SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF JAMES G. KEPPLER '.'

'

WITH RESPECT TO QUALITY ASSURANCE
-

. , ,,.

Q1. Please state your name and position with the NRC. *

, - .

*
. ,

A1. My name 'is James' G. Keppler. I am the. Regional Administrator of the

NRC's Region III office. My professional qual'ifications 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 implementation of quality assurance at Midland.

< . . . ,
,

Q3. In your October 1982 testimony, you discuss certain proposals

submitted by Consumers Power Company to resolve its problems with!
-

-

implementing quality assurance. Please discuss the status of those

proposals.
1

i A3. CPC submitted three separate documents describing how they intended
1

to resolve their problems with implementing quality assurance.

(Attachments E. F, G. October 1982 testimony). The documents follow two

0
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"
i tracks'; soils (AttachmentF)andbalance safe 1!y-related work.

'

.,
,

'

. (AttachmentsE&G). .
,

, , , ,

..

|:
-

- -
.

,

The proposals contained in Attachment.E &. G have been integrated'into a
-

.
,

.
. ,. .

' ,

|- Construction Corpletion' Program submitted by Consumers Power Company on
'

'

| January 10, 1982. Hence, the Staff review'of those proposals will be
,

,

'

;= encompassed in the review of the Construction Completion Program.
'

'

', Further discussion of the Construction Completion Program is con'tained
. . . . ..' ,,

in my response to Question,8. .'
.

-
-

.,

.
. . . .

,

! '. .

Attachment'F is a letter from James Cook to. Harold Denton and me, dated i.

,

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 tverk. In particular, seven steps to improve quality

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

letter.
,

,..

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,

.s -

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 re::ponse 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
-" "

{

:
.- .-- _ . . - . . - - - - - - . - - .. . .. . _ . ..
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Dingell. .(The Staff's approval letter'(with attachir.ents) is . enclosed as-

,
.

'

, ' Attachment 1. The Ottinger/Dingell. letter'is enclosed .as Attachment 2.).
*

,
.

-.
,

-
.

''
.. .

. .

Q4. Since the iriitiat. ion'of the~ work authoriz'ation procedure'.in Augu'st
, ,

1982 (Attachment- H, October 1982 testimony). please discuss the nature of
,

~

the remedial soils work shi.ch the Staff has authorized.'-

~'* A4. From the time the work authorization procedure was 'institui:ed until

'.,- December 9,1982, the only type of work authorized was preliminary steps
,

to prepare for the underpinning of the auxilfary building.- On December. '

.
,

-

,- .
'

.

9,1982, the Staff authorized CPC to,go beyond preliminary work and -
,

'

permitted the performance of actual excavation work. .In particular', the
,

"

Staff authorized CPC to b' gin certain work relating to the drift,e

excavation and installation of piers W12 and E12 under the turbine

building. It was the Staff's intent that this initial excavation work4

not be excessively complex, yet be sufficient to permit us to assess:

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

4

4
- 05. Has the work authori:ed by the Staff on December 9,1982 been

. . .- .

satisfactorily performed?
. ,

, .

AS. Yes.
, ,

NRC Region III inspections 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.)
|

|

Q6. Does Region III intend to perinit further remedial soils work to proceed?
,

.

.

l

e,

|
*s. . .
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,

: ' A6. ,Ye's. Based on the following factors ,the Staff has' concluded that
'

, , - further underpinning work may proceed: (1) CPC's satisfactory per-
.,.

formance of work on piers W'12 and El'2'; (2) the acceptability of Stone &

.Nebster, as' a third party reviewer; and '(3) CPC's commitment to 'make the
'

, ,

.
.

.
.

four changes to Stone & Webster's ' contract listed at the top of .the

second page of'the letter from James Kappler to James Co'ok, dated
'

February 24, 1983. (Attachment,1). *

- ..
..,

,,

~
'

Q7.' In y6ur Octoberfl982 testimony, you state 'that 'the Midland Section
~

-
. .

of the Office o'f Special. Cases had begun an' inspection of.certain woik '

done by CPC. Please 21scuss the results'.of that inspection.
'-

' A7. From October 12 through November 29, 1982, Region III conducted a
'

thorough inspection primarily of work accomplished in the diesel

generator building. (Attachments 3and4). The results of this

inspection indicated a significant breakd'wn in the implementation ofo
.

Consumars Pcwer Company's quality assurance program.'

|

| Q8. As a result of the inspection findings described in your response to
'

the previous question, what action did CPC take?

A8. On Nove.ber 25, 1982 the Staff presented the inspection findings to

. .CPC. On December 2,1982, CPC infomed the Office of Special Cases that
!
j it planned to stop all safety-related work, except for the following

| activities: (1) NSSS installation work, perfomed by Babcock & Wilcox;

| (2) HVAC installation work perfonned 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 {,.

1

| be performed according to the work authorizat' ion procedure). !

|

__ _ _ . _ _ _ . .._,. . ._ __ _ _ _ _ .



-- .- .

',
'~

- m
)., ,

'
'So. .

.

.
.

- -

.~, .
. .. .

, .
,

,

.
As documente'd in a letter from James Keppler to James. Cook, dated

.

~

. , December 30, 1982, Consumers Power Company, al'so presented a proposal for,

a Construction Completion Program. (Att'achment 5.) On January 10,1983,

* / . CPC submitted its Construction Completion Program to the NRC.
. . . -

..
' , .

' '

(Attachmen.t 6.) Th'e Program was discussed at a public meeting held on

February 8,1983. -The ' Program covers all safety-rela'ted activities

i 9 except for remedial soils work and includes proposals for third party
~

~
'

assessments of safety related work other.than remedial soils work.-
-

.. .. , ,

~

Q9. What action did the NRC staff take as a result 'of, the inspdction .f.indings '

- '

i . .

on the diesel generator building? '

-

~

A9. - In v.iew 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 5 2.205, a civil penalty in the

amount of $120,000 was proposed by the NRC Staff.

Q10. Has CPC submitted a response to the " Notice of Violation and Proposed

Imposition of Civil Penalties" (Attachment 3)?

A10. Yes. CPC submitted their response on March 10, 1983 (Attachment 7). The
~

Staff's review of that response is in progress.
A

Q11. 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?

All. 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 complete the plant
-

.

.

1

9
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consistent with regulatory req'uirements. 'As a result, the NRC believes
'

the following actions need to be tiaken to provide reasonable assurance-
~ '

that the Midland plant can'be corspleted consistent with regulatory,

'

:.
*

.
.

requirements: *

, .
.

.
.

'1. ' An iridependent overview by a qualified outside organization of'
' '

-
- '

. .
. .

.

safety related work, as CPC comits in its Construction Completion.

'

. Program. This overview should continue until such time as.CPC's,

.
.

*

implementation of its', quality assurance, program has.been demon-.

.,
. -

.
'

. ..

strated to the NRC St'aff - by sustain'ed good perfonnance - to be .
.

'

,

. adequate; ' *

,

2. 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

: 3. NRC oversight of 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 Parnall Road *-

' Jackson. EI 49201 .

, . - Centlement * i--
. .

,

" We have reviewed your proposal to have the Stone and Webster Corporation
- -(S&W) perform the third party -independent assessment of the soils remedial

work activities..

The itaff has received sworn statements from the S&W Corporation' and
~

i- from the key S&W personnel (Attachments A and B respectively) attesting
to corporate and individual independence. ..

The staff has also reviewed a-letter. J. E. Brunner to W. D. Paton. -

dated November 15, 1982 (Attachment C) which describes the contracts.

undertaken by S&W for the Consumers Power Company and indicates that
. S&W or its subsidiaries have no holdings of Consumers Power Company
! stocks. The attachments to this letter have been subsequently notarized.
,

The staff has considered the qualifications of both the S&W organization
,

and the individuals proposed as team members to conduct the independent
review of Consumers Power Company's management of the Midland soil project.,

: Inputs to this review included the information supplied in the above
. submittals, the staff's existing knowledge of S&W performance at other

,
nuclear power plants and information'as to S&W personnal competence.

. . ..

Our evaluation of these documents revealed 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 we 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 of the S&W assessment should
be broadened to include the following: *

- .
,

e

* e

Ie

f ,

- $

'
|
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! . . . ,,

Consumers Pov'r company ,2 - ,'*

I ' * -e .

. J-
, ,

-

..

.. . .
,

.
(1) Provide a QA overview and assessment of the design work packages. .,..

to ensure accuracy and adequacy.'

!.

'(2) Provida a' QA overview and. assessment of the QC inspector requalifi--
,

~ ' '

cation and cartification progran.
,

. . .
-

i
, ,

, *
' .

'(3) Provide a QA overview and assessment of the training conducted for'

.

,

all personnel in the soils remedial work effort.,|. ..

i
.

.

(4) Expand the work contract to. inelade' an assessment of all underpinning
' ,* work on safety-related structures on which underpinning work is

done while your contract with Scena and Webster is in affect.

'Inaddt.' ion,theMidlandSectionhasreviewedCon.sumersPower. Company'st- .
,

.

performanca regarding the installation of Piers W12 and E12 and has
concluded that no major discrepancias were identified during this work'

,
. (h marandum, R. Landsman to 1.'F. Warnick, dated 2/15/83, Attachment D).

. . ...

Stone and Webst'er in their letter dated February 14, 1983 -(Attachment. E).!

: also indicated that no.zajor performance problems have been identified.
| They have stated that in their opinion additional underpinning work could

be released for construction.-
*

i .

Based on the inclusion of' the previously described contract changes, your*

i

'| perfornanca record regardius Piers W12 and E12, and the . acceptability of
| | the Stone and Webster Corporation as the third party independent reviewer.

we conclude that underpinning activities of safety-ralated structures may' *

proceed. Please subnit documentation of the expansion of the third party
assessment to include the four areas identified above. The work scrivities

I will be authorized in accordance with the approved NEC/CPCo Work Authorization
Procedure. -

( Should you have any questions regarding this lettar please contact .

j Mr. 1. F. Warnick of my staff. -

.

*
Sincerely. -

,

original signed by
A. Sert Davis -

James G. Keppler
Regional Adninistrator

Enclosures: As stated

| cc w/ enc 1: .

See attached distribution list .
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The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer,-ASL3> -
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The Honorable Jerry Harbour. ASLB
,

,

The Honorable Traderick P. Cowan'. ASLB ,
' ' '

The Honorable' Ralph S. Decker, ASLB- -
. . .
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William Paton, ELD- -
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' '.- Michael Miller .
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Public Service Commission * *
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S' TONE $c WEi3 STER ' MIC' IGAN. 'INC. Ef,['.I.Yh-'' H-

: .

'E-

r. h, .m 'e. . .

, P.o. sox asas, sosrow. Massaewuservs o21o7 s..s ,. l f.
-

..
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Mr. J. C. Keppler February 14, 1983
,

Administrator, Region III . -
i
'

U. '$. Nuclear Regulatory Commissica J.0. No.14358-
.

'

799 Roosevelt Road MPS-7.

Clen Ellyn, IL 60137 ,
-

.
'

'*
.. , . .

. , ,

RE: DOCIIT No. 50-329-330- -

; '

j MIDIAND PIANI - UNITS 1 AND 2
. ,;-

- , INEPENEE ASSESSMENI 0F AUZILIARY BUILDINC -

IDIE RPINNINC .

. .
-

-

INDEFENDENT CF ASSESSNENT TEAM'
*

[ _

' -

.,

I Constssers Power Campey Specification CC-100 , o'riginally iss ued - on
j . september 20, 1982, sets forth the ' criteria for independence for the

,

Ass essment Team. Stone & Webster Michigan, Inc., determined that the''

; corporation and the individual members of the Team satisfy the requirements of
the Specification. We have also determined that our subcontrator, Parsons-

3rinckarhoff Michigan Inc. most these requirements as set forth in a letter
signed by Thamas R. Euess el, Senior Vice President of Parson Brinckerhoff-

Michigan Inc., dated November 4,1981. -

.

In particular both Corporations satisfy the following criteria:4

1

!
'

N Corporations or indivikals assiped to this work do not havee
' my direct previone involvasent with Midland activities that they
! will be reviating.

i

The Corporations or iWivikals assiped to this work have not.,beene
,

i previously hired by the owner to perform design, construction, or
quality work relative to the soils remedial program.

e' The inlivi kala assiped to this work have not been previously
employed by the Owner within 1;he last 3 years.

f h individuals aseiped to this work do not have presest housaholde
members amployed by the Owner.'

e The indivikals assiped to this work do not have any relatives
employed by the Owner in a management capacity.

'

. !

The Corporations and indivihels assiped to this work do not con-e
t,rol a significant amount of owner stock. - *

.,

| _ Lo-e-4_. .

.
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' ' J GK 2 : February 14, 1983
' '

.

*
.

Uoder separate cover we are s ending signed affidavits f or each niember of the
Assessment Team. If you have any questions , please contact Mr. A. Stanley*

.
.

Lucka at (617) 589-2067. [,4
--

. .

~
'

.

',
'

;-

,

'

P. A'. Wild '

, ,

Vice President-
-

.
,

Sworn and subs cribed to before me on this 14th day of February,1983.
,

. .. .

t $ '-2Y X(.'
'

M m7 v1CC '
'

- -

,

_ Notary Public
'/'

-

:Suff olk County Massachusetts
.*

' *

My Commission Expires November 8,1985. '

Catherine Trabucco
'

'
-

.
,

NOTARY PUB' CJ
'

For the Commar:r:ealth of Massachuseus - i
'

'

I4 Cu.'nn:ica Exo:ses Nov. 8,1985 -
.

.
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ATTACHMENT B /*ili'liMtST;FF..,. ' . ..

.9 1, .sw , r. i n* . .
- '

.~ w..a u. p . ,.' ' STONE & WEBSTER Mick, lGAN., INC. S.mO '.: .. J, L
' *

.

< ; . . .: -
:. .

. . .>

-
P.O. nox 2325. Boston. M AssACHustTfs 02107 E*$.'.$. . 3...-.5 ' -

e i.< .. .*

We.$~j~ s .
. s,

-

. ' . I : - i
'

ot. f ~ titT _1.'Z.
'

s-

..
,

. Mr. J. G. Keppler February 15, l'983 ''

.

,
. ' Administrator, Region III * J.O.' NO. 14358

-

-U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comnission .MPS-9
799 Roosevelt Road.

.

Glen Ellyn IL 60137 .

*
' ' .

RE: DOCKET NO. 50-329/330 .

-

' MIDLAND PLANT - UNITS 1 AND 2
.

.

,-

INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF AUXILIAT. l BUILDING UNDERPINNING :
'

ASSESSMINT OF WORK ON PIERS W12 AND E12
- *

*
TEAM MD3ER AFFIDAVITS-

* * .
.

.'

Enclosed with this letter are signed affidavits for the. Stone'& Webster
and Parsons Brinckerhoff Assessment Team member,s. "'

.., .

If you have any questions with respect to these affidavits please c'all
me at (617) 589-2067.,

,

.

A.S. Lucks
Project Manager.

ASL:PJC
..

.

| -

.

. ..

**

.

.

e i

* -

.S z , , - % -

-
-

7_ . _a v
. . .

,,
r -- -,e w - , - , - -
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*
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.

'
. . . ..

-
. .,

. '
. . . ., , ,

"

UNITID STATIS OF AMERICA
* '

.'

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SATITY AND LICINSING' BOARD
'

- -,

. . .

.
. ..

In th.' Matter 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 .'.
,

i .
.

'-- February 14, 1983 '
.

'

i
.

. AFFIDAVIT'OT
'

. . .. _
.

. .

,
. .

Mv'name is A.S. 1.ucks I an employed by Stone & Webster Entineerint *

.

Corcoratien as Proieet Manater *.
,

.., ,. .

. I am currently assigned to the team which is conducti:ig an independent
'

assess =ent of soils.vork at the Midland Nuclear Plant site. Prior to being
: given this assignment, I have never worked on any job or task associated with

the Midland Project, or any job or task for or en behalf of Consumers Power
Company, Bechtel, or the Mergenti== Company relating to soils of underpinning.

j I have never been employed by Consu=ars Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime
'

1 Company. I do not own any shares of Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or
'

Mergentime stock. Mutual funds or other funds in which I may have a
beneficial interest, but over which I have no control, may own shares of!

Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime stock, of which I an unaware.
A list of such funds in which I have an interest are attached. I have no

; relatives which are or have been e= ployed by Consumers Power Company, Bechtel,-

or Mergentime Company.
,

,

Sworn, and Subscribed Before Me This 14th Day of February 198;5
~

4t R ( N Ad W
Notary Public

Suffolk County, Massachusetts

My Com=ission Expires November 8. 1985

Catherine Trabucco
NOTARY PUBUC .

,

For the Commonwealth of Massachueens
My Commission Empires Nov. 8.1985

'-
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'

. . .
'

UNITED STATES OF' AMERICA
'

*'
, NPCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION . .

,

. ATOMIC SAyETY AND LICENSING BOARD
:

,

.... ..

*
. .

. . . . . '.-
.

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

50-330 DMCONSUMERS PO'n'ER COMPANT -
. ..

*

. (Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2 Docket No. 50-329 OL- -

'50-330 CL-
.

' ' ' February 14, 1983
,

'

,yy m ,0,: u1 s. rK'
- -; -- - . ..

. . .

-

..
. .. . . .

My namt is W.E. Kilker I a's employed by Stone & Webster Turineering' '
.

Corporation as Proieet Entfneer
. ,
.

,

'-
, .- . ..

- . .

i I as 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, I have never worked on any job or task associated with.

j 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 employed by Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or Margentime
Company. I do not own any shares of Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or
Mergentime stock. Mutual funds or other funds in which I may have a
beneficial interest, but over which I have no control, may own shares of
Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime stock, of which I an unaware., .

A list of such funds in which I have an interest are attached. I have no.

relatives which are or have been employed by Consumers Power Company, Bechtel,
or Margentine Company. * -

,

Sworn and Subscribed Before Me This 14th Day of February 1983, .

I ?l f .W (L LC
Notary Public

' Suffolk County, Massachusetts

My Consnission Expires November 8. 1985

Catherine Trabucco
norm rusix

For the Commonweetth of Messachusetts
hty Commission Empires Nov. S.1985 -

|
'

..
.

. .

.

.-.
.

.
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UNITID STATES OF A."MCA
NUCLEAR REGUIATORY COMMISSION

-
.,

'

ATCMIC SAI?.TY AND LICINSING BOARD
. .

.
. .

'

. .
* t' '.
.

. .

. 'In the Matter of- -

Docket No 50-329 OM
.,

'

CONSt W. PokIR COMPANT
,

,50-330 OM
(Midland Plant Units 1 and 2) Docket No 50-329 OL

,

r
.,'

50-330 QL. - -

,

hebruary 11, 1983
..

.

'

AFFIDAVIT OF /[ ~-
'. w

.. g-. . .
*

My name is 84ve. #~6494 V. I as employed by' Srsar * A <d577# 44L*4M M
,

,

as a ' Sremer Mswna -

.. . .* .
' ',.,

I as 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, I have never worked on any job or task associated with
the Eidland 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 employed by Consumern Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime

,

' Company. I do not own any shares of Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, orMersentime stock. Mutual funds or other funds in which I may have a
beneficial interest, but over which I have no control, may own shares of
Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentine stock, of which I an unaware.
A list of such funds 1.n which I have an interest are attached. I have no
relatives which are or have been employed by Consumers Power Company ,3echtel,or Mergentime Company. ~

Sworn and Subscribed Before Me This // Day o d 2
*

~ m;uL b si)Au -

~

Notary PIolic //p
h 'r s County, Michigan

My Commission 3 -t/~ ffs
.

.

.

-
- .

.
,

.

.
.

.

.

.

af0283-0349a100 *

* '
.

l
,

. .
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UNITID STATIS OT ANERICA
'

. ., ,
,

-

NUCIZAR REGL'IATORY COMMISSION-
.

.- ,
,

,

' . .

ATOMIC SAD.1T AND I.ICENSING BOARD .
~

.-, . .

,, ,
. . .

inthe'Matterof
' '

' -
' Docket'No 50-329 OH

.
' -

CONSUMERS PoliER COMPAhTi . ' .

50-330 OM
. . (Hidland Plant, Units 1 and 2) '' Docket No 50-329 OI, '

'

.

50-330 OI,-

*

* February 11,.1983. ,
,

'
* '

.. AFTIDAVIT OT, '',

, -

. -.
.

.

My name is a n. e--++
.

. I an employed by .

- - "- - . as V g.:.. '

sto'rie & Webster
. .

,
-

- . *- ,. . .
. . . _ . .

. I as 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, I have never worked on any job or task associated with'

the Hidland Projec't, 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 employed by Consumers Power Company, Belfor Bergentime

-

* *

Company. I do not own any shares of Consus.ars Power Company, Bechtel, or
..

Mergentime stock. butual funds or other funds in which I may have a
beneficial interest, but over which I have'no control, may own shares of
Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime stock, of which I an unaware.
A list of such funds, in which I have an interest are attached. I have no

-

relatives which are 'or have been employed by tjensumers Power Company, Bechtel,
or Mergentime Company.,

. .

Sworn and Subscribed Before Me This /// bay ofk./

nNL /
Notary Public //f/

?_ _ ' . County, Michigan
YMy Commission Expires R - t/' [b '

.

.

I was employed by Bechtel Corporation from March 1951 to July 1968 and
frge June 1972 to September 1976. g g ,

-
.

,

.

-
, .

.

.

*

.

af0283-0349a100 ~ *

l
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. . .

. ,
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9*

UNITED STATES OF A.M ICA
-

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION', ,
,

. ATOMIC SAITTT AND LICENSING BOARD -

. . ,

- ,
,

. . .

In the liatter of '

,.*

' .-

Dociet No 50-329 QM
CONSUMERS PoliER COMPANT

,

50-330 OM(Midland Plant, Units.I and 2) ,

Docket No 50-329 OL'-
,

. * .

, 50-330 QL
. - -

.

.

e.- February 11, 1983
.

*

ATTIDAVIT OF M h ) [ [ gert
'' '. .

,

. -
, .

.
i *

My name is _2v...-. T. n
.

I as employed by Stone and Webster Enzr1 Cere.. .

m . .s
as e. 4-- c.. 14.v a......--.. Engineer.

_
i,

''_ ;
'

-
. i-

. . -. . ,-
, .

.

I as currently assia' ned to the team which is conducting an independent
assessment of soils work at'the Midland Nuclear Plant site. Prior to being~

given this assignment, 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 lower '.-

Company, Bechtel, or the Mergentime Company relating to soils or underpinning.
I have never been employed by Consumern Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime

. .

Company. .I do not own any shares of Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or
i Mergentime stock. Mutual funds or other funds in which I may have a -

beneficial i. terest, but over which I have no control, may own shares of.
.

;

Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime stock, of which I an unaware.
A list of such funds in which I have an interest are attached. I have no
relatives which are or have been employed by Consumers Power Company, Bechtel,,

or Mergentime Company. ' .;

Sworn and Subs ribed 3efore Me This N -%ay ofk # *

,,

aaat O As
Notary Public t./ v

h ~ r County, Michigan

| My Commission Exp J - V- [dss
.

-
.

-
,
'

.

-
..

- ..,,

.

,

-
_ .

.

l
. -

af0283-0349a100 *

,

(. ,
, ,

,

. .
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'

. .
'

'

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
- *

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION.. . .

.' ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD |
'

.

.
. .

' '''
* '

/- ,. .
,

, ,

'

in the Matter of. '. Docket Nb. 50-329 OM
'

' .'
COMSUMERS POWER COMPANY' 50-330 OM '

. .

(Midland Plant, Uni 1;s' I and 2) Docket No. 50-329 0L
~

*
50-330 OL.

.
- ,

,
,

'

. February 11, 1983* ' '

.
. . ,

, . . . . ,,~ . .,

'

AFFIDAVlT OF 1' '* *
-

.
. -

.
.

' .

. fdr X . y1 ''- -
-

. . .My name'is Bar . Holsinger. m employed by. Stone t, Webster
*

as 0.A Encinen'r *

.,

I 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, 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 Mergentime Company relating to soils or underpinning.
I have never been c.apicyed oy Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime
Company. I do not own any shares of Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or
Mergentime stock. Mutual funds or other funds in which I may have a

-
beneficial Interest, but over which I have no control, may own shares of
Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime 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 employed by Consumers Power Company, Bechtel,
or Mergentime Company.

Of
sworn and Subscribed 8efore Me This u d ay of Y.e. 4 , < < .i c o 1983D

,

-3 .

A eA n6u n .' A ,b.-.i tr

i .
Notary Public -

MANCY S. NosLI
.

niins, p.w m. s .s so v=4.

m m o c m ssumnMy ComissIon Expires ., w * ==*se.was

.

*e

.

.

.

e

.

* 8 . .
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,

IEITID STATES .or AMER.ICA..

NUCI. EAR REGUI.AICKI Cot 21ISSION-
.

,

' . . ATot11C SAFETT AND 'I.ICENSING BOARD '-

.

: *

;.,

.

In the M.atter of Dockat No 50-329 m .-
.

'50-330 05CON 52Dts PovER cmPANY .

01111and Plant, I! nits 1 and 2) - Doc.ka's No 50-319 CL
' '

50-330 QI.
'

-

,.
,

,*
'

February 11 1983. '
,

,. .
. ..

.

ATTIDA7IT OT /. , i.

v.
.

,

-

;

Hy name is Thomas R. Kuesel . . I an employed by Parsons Brinc' kerhoff Ouade 8'
as Senior Vice Presicent -Douglas, Inc..

:
,_. ,.,

I an entrently assigned to the team which is conducting an inde-Ne
assessment of soils work at*the Midland Nuclear Plaat site. Prise to being

* given this assignment, I have osvar worhad on any job or task associated with
the Midland Project, or any job or task for or on behalf of Cor.snmers Power. -

,

mey, Bechtel, or the Margentime P7-ry relati=g to soils or nadaryimming.e

I have never bee = employed by consumers Power Company, Bechtali or Mergen:Ime.

-

* Campa=y. I do not own any shares of Consus.ars Power Compa.y, Bechtal, or
b rzentime stock. Mat =.al fund.s or othar funds in which I may have a
beneficial i= tare.st, bet ever which I have no control, may own shares of
Consumen Power Ccapazy, Bechtml.. or Mergentine stock, of.which I an unmore, ..

A list of se h fund. ia which I have an interest are attached. I have no
'

*

relativea which are or have been employed by Consumers Power F7 4 , Sechtal,
or krgentime Ccepany.-

.

19F3
'

Sworn and Subscribed Before Me This 14 Diy of /*a J.9ef- "
;

(| - -
-

!
"

' d..; C.y=; , ::.i.l.ig ': ,, , , .3
Nota Public

;
.

t;OTI.RY r w- ~* .-
_ "* 3Mn .. . 'osaission Expins

y z3 p .; .. ~
''is.u

'''"

.

'

* 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 capacity of
-

Assistant Manager of Engineering. 1

.!
.

.

-

.

*
.. . . . . . . .. . .. . . .

_ _ _sf0283-9349a100
- '

-
,,,,,, _

_

, _. .-

_ __ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ - _ - - - -
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'

-
. . .

!

(NITED ST.ATES OF AMIRICA
NUCI. EAR REGUI.ATORI Cot FISSION

. ,

,

ATCHIC SAIITT AND 1.ICZ3 SING BOARD-

, ,. , ,
, ,

;.. . .
,

,

~

In the M.stter of . Docket No 50-3'29' W.- .
'

CCH5*.2r.Dts P%IR CEPANY '50-330 cti...
(Midt anA Plant,12mita 1 and 2) Doc.kat No 50-329 QL

-

.

50-330 QL-
.. , , ,

< , .

February 11, 1983.

~~
'

- - . .

. .

; . ..

. My name is Louis G. .Silano I as employed by . Parsons Brinckerhoff 'Ouade &
'

as Po e.h = 4 e 31 N y.m -+ a,. ; soM9.Las. a .LD C .,L
s

* '

Major Structures *
-

. --
,

|
I an entrently assigned to the tamm which is condneting an inde;--ht
assessment of soils work at the Eidland Nuclaar Plant site. Prior to being,

! given this assis=mmest, I have asver worked on any job or task associated with~
.

! ,
- the Midland Project, or any job or task for or on behalf of Consumers Power -

i ; t'7 _y, Bechtal, or the Margentime M-~y relating to soils or underpi= ming.
I have never been empicyud by Cassumers Power Company, Rechtel, or Mergentime;. .

1 Company. I do not own any shares of Consumers Power Compa=T, Bechtal, or.

Mergen ime stock. Estual funda or other funds in which I may have a.

beneficial i=terest, but over which I have no control, may own shares of
. :

; Consumers Power Congaay. Bechtal. or Mergentine stock, of.which I an an. aware,
~

.

I A hsf. of such funds in which I have as interest are attached. I have na
relatives which are or have been employed by consumexs Power c'-- my, Bechtel,

| or Mergen-J.me Company. --

|
' 'I 9 f).

e Sworn and subscribed Before Me This 14 Day of [de 49ftr -

k& .

Notary Public.

4: & -- % - , " u -s

N OT u y v.., w e..
,c .37:':7.O. :. er :n ~nMy C sion Ezpires . . . . .

-

er:6...a o m .....- :V
c.:r..; ...: .# u .. :.:.4.;. .. 4..:.

.

. .
-.

.

.

'
..

. .

*
. . . . . - .. - . . ._-

_af0283-0349a100
,

* '- .

, .r_.____ e. , _ _ _ _ _ - _ , , ,_ ,v, .,-.. _ ,, _rr.y.<-,m . . y. - . . . . . _ , _ , . . . . , . . . , _ _ . . _ , _ _ . , _ . - _ . . . _ _ , . _ . ~ . . . , . _ , , . . . . . _ . _ , ,
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UNITID STATIS OF AMERICA
)NUCLEAR REGULATORY CO.T1ISSION

'

i'
,

,

ATOMIC SATITT AND LICENSING BOARD
-

'
.' - - *

,
, ,

'

In the Matter of' Docket No 50-329' OM
'

- '.
'

CONSUMERS PO'4IR COMPAhT -50-330 OM
,

- ,

, (Midland Plant,. Units 1 and 2) Docket No 50-329 OL
.

'

,

- '

. ,
50-330 OL

~

February 11,.1983..
.

,

.

~* *

AITIDAVIT OF // wm.
-

- - < -

27 name is & N PA/Urs. I'an employed by e ra n S m fre $ ,f/* Ct,w e & f pas J7,.,,,he, A ,,, m . *

: '..
.

.

'

.. ,.

I as currently assigned to the team'which is conducting an. independent
assessment of soils worii at the Midland Nuclear Plant site. Prior to being-

.given this assignment, I have never worked on any job or task associated with
i the Midland Project, or any job or task for or an behalf of Consumers Power .-

Company, Bechtel, or the Mergentime Company relating to soils or underpinning.
..

I have never been employed by Consumern Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime
>

.
,

* Company. I do not own any shares of Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or
Mergentime stock. Mutual funds or other funds in which I may have a
beneficial interest, but over which I have no control, may own shares of
Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime stock, of which I an unaware.
A list of such funds in which I have an interest are attached. I have no
relatives which are .or have been employed by Consumers Power Company, Bechtel,

.

or Mergentine Company. .
.

|

Sworn and Subscrd ed Before Me Thiz[/ Day a f'/'
..

Notary Public &v
A 9::: County, Michigan

8- Y' !bMy Commission s
'

.

'

-
. .

,

.

..

-.

| -

.,

'

afD283-0349a100 * *

,

<. . .
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
i

, NUCLEAR REGUI.ATORT COMMISSION
i

ATOMIC SAFETT AND LICENSING BOARD-, .
-,

:. - '
,

- -,.
,

In the Matter of ' *

Docket No 50-329 OM.

CONSUMERS POWER.CCEPANT
,.

. ,

50-330 0M, (Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2) '. Docket No 50-329 OL
'

.50-330 QL
..

.

'
, ,

; February 11, 1983,

,

'

. AFFIDAVIT OF //- - -
- /

,
-

.
. , .

. .' , .

My name is' Jerrold Ratner .
j t as 'Panacer . Cer.struction , I:aa earployed by parsons Brir.ekerhoff. Quade and' Douglaq
,

.

. -
' 1'
*

. . - '

I am currently assigned to the team which is conducting an independent
.. . .

assessment of soils work at'the Midland Nuclear Plant site. Prior to being3 ~
;

given this assignment, 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 Mergentime Company relating to soils or underpinning..

'

I have never been employed by Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime
-

* Company. .I do not own any shares of Consuades Power Compacy, Bechtel, orMergentime stock. Mutual funds'or other funds in which I may have a
beneficial interest, but over which I have no control, may own shares of
Consumers Power Company, Bechtel, or Mergentime stock, of which I am u=avare.
A list of such funds in which I have an interest are attached. I have no
relatives which are or have been employed by Consumers Power Company, 3echtel,or Mergentime Company.

,,

Sworn and Subs ribed Before Me This /M Day o d .

o7nN h dm
'

| Notary Public " *

* Wsvg County, Michigan
fMy Commission Impires 3 ' t/- [l.,

.
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In.the Estter of'
- ,Dockat No 30-319 Cet .

.

COX312fERS PO4'E2 CotfPANY 50-330 Ot!
-

.
'

'Ofidland Plant, tinits 1 and 2) Dockat to 30-329 OL .
*

30-330 OL-*
-. ,

.
.
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try name igincent J. MadiJ1I am employed by Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade &~

,
,' -

as 3eM n- v-a-..,- uougaas o inc..
- -

.

: *

.. .. .~

} }| I am current!.y assigned ta the team which is condactina na independent
j 5 assessment. of soils work ac* the Eidland Nuclear Plant sita. Prime to being3 given this assipment, I h.sve sever worked on any job or task associated with

*

4 the Eidland Project, or any job or task for or en behalf of Conanmers Power-
-

{
2.i.

Company, Bechtel, or the E rgentimev Pvy relating to soils or underpf.nzing.
I have never been employed by Cassumers Power Campany, Bechtel, or krgentine; t -

'y, * Cougamy.
krgentime,I do not own any shares of Consumers Power Couga=y, Bechtal, e.r

,

stack. t!=tual funda or other funda in which I may have a; .

;* beneficial i=ternst, bc svar which I have na control, may own shares of

A list of '}sudh fund.s in which I have sa intaesst are attached. Consumers 'ower Company, Bechtel , og liergenti,me. sto.ck, .of. Aich I am. unaware, . .. ..J '' '
% I havs nap. , relatives which are er have been sagloyed by Cassumers Power "vy, Bechtel,;

'
g- or k rgentime Company.
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'
. William D Paton . . ~7"4 ig! . . .!

'

Counsel for the NRC Staff. h- r,.3 gi,o i.

U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission ,'$i';-] g __ ;.

Washington, DC 20555 -h. .g i ~ t:.

-

| (vi1.!j h #'') ."
!iIDI.AND NUCIIAR COGENERATION Pl. ANT '
MIDI.AND DOCKET NOS 50-329, 50-330
STONI & k7.BSTER (S&W) - -

Recently, questions have been raised concerning the use of the Stone and
Webster Company (S&W) to conduct an appraisal of underpinning -d the Midland
' auxiliary building. A public meeting regarding these issues, among others,
vas conducted in Washington on , November 5,1982., ,

During that meeting, representatives of the NRC Staff asked cernin questions
touching upon the independence of the Stone and Webster Co=pany. To respond
more fully to these questions, Consumers asked Stone & k'ebster to describe
jobs underukes by S&W on behalf of Consumers Power Cc=pany and to deter. ine~
S&W's holdings of Consumers' securities. The attached letter is S&W's
response to those questions.

.

According to the attached letter, Stone & Webster has carried out, and is
carrying out, no work for Consumers. Power Company in relation te the soils
remedial project, other than the present audit. S&W has undertakan two
relatively limited assignmenns not related .to soils on behalf of the Midland
Project. The letter also indicated, that Stsua & '*ebster's or its subsidiaries
have,no holdings of Consumers Power company stocks. *

,

|

| .

@ '.4 { i'

ames I Brunner

CC DSHood, NRC
Billie Gardie
CM/CL Service I.ist

li5t5}'t_cn5 **i: sh ''''''" ~ ' "* * * v. 7. . ,

PO^. 1EUCCK 03000329- -

A- PDR .

,3 .. . .
; oc1182-0270a100 * *
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I 7:s== J Ieller, Zsq
, -

. , A=====e7 Ge es.L cf the A =ie Safety & T * e-- =' r
Appeal Pssel-

Sta=a:cf Michi a:L.

7 5 3c= lear les=1s:c:y C---*

Ca==le St='-' erg, In:;. 7==''- :=r,.D c 2C555
i

,

i . Assista= A :==.ry Ge=ers.1. .

. '

. L2 e=:s1 Pr= tecti =a 2* r , .

4

Mr c 3 Stephaa. *.

T20 Lsr 3*'" r
-

.

.Lans1=g, Mr h8913 Chief, Deeze:1=g &. Kerri=es.
' . 7 5. I== lear Res=la===7 C- '

. ,

' .

Cf."*.ca c:t the Secreta =7'

Mrrc=. M Che=7, Esq.' ' W==*'--::=r,' D ' C 2C 555' - C=e 23M 7.'a== *

'suita kSCI
-

.

Ms N.a r r '* - ' =' -
- ' '

C:1cago, L (C611. ~57".1 5 - set. Strew:*
, , .
,

.. ., ,. .. - - ?"^' ~*; M k&GLC,g v e.e, g gir.w.$w
,

*
, .

IFD.10 .. W'*' da r. D P s: c e , Z a q
. .

M*'' =d M .k&6ho
.

.

. Crs=sel f=r 'the 72C Staff
.

' , , ,

i. . -

'' _ U S I=cisar Reg =ls==ry *..
- Charles.3echhoefer ,Zsq W==hd 9:= ,D C 2C557.

-
At==i= Sate:7 & Lic= d r ,

3ca=t Ps=al ,-

At==ic Safe:7 & Lice =.s'= -
.

. U S Yu=les= 3es=la=w7 Caus 3cari Panel
.*

! 7==kd- :=n ,D C 2C555 'e s su=les: 3er-' 7 C===
-

.

-

2r 72vitri=h. ? C. eum.
. 7==h'- :c=, D C 20555

-*

6152 Y Teria. '2:st2. , .

3artars Sta=1ris-, " *. -

4 3-1274

5755 sc=th 31rur acad.I 3ces;Isc=n ,7".:,33h33
-

.

Rt; 3
Frssiand, M: k&G23.-

. ,

. . .
.

- *-

Ja=7 Zarbcur .

At==1r Sate:7 & Lies =sd=3*

3c~ard Pa=si
- ~

.

Car =.'.1 '3 Maha=s7.

3ahecch & v11==z U S Nuclear Reg =1s==7 C==s

70 3cz *.260
T-='' 9 ==, D C 20555

-

L7=chh=rg, Virg."=1a'2k505 *

Ime.L 31 shop* '

Es===r & weiss -
.

.
t

. .

Ja=es 2 3. er,.Zaq 1727 T Street, 27 #5C6
C==su=ars ?cvur ? .- . Vaah1=g:==, DC 2CCC6
2"2 West Micht.s= Avu==a
Jachsen, MI h9201 *

! M r Millar, Esq,

-

| Isham,. Liscels & 3eale
Mr D T Judd "*rse.Dettenal Plass.

3abece.t & Wilcaz. '

52=d 71 cat-
! 70 3cz 1260 .

-

Chicsgo, IL 60603.
.

Ir=.=hburg. YA 245C5
.

Steve Gadler, Istt Jcha teMeester, 'Esg '
-

2:20 Ca= .ar Ave =ue- Dow Che=1 cal 31d3
Mi=higns DivisienSt Paul, MI 351C8 Midla=4, ." .kS6ko

,

-
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.
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. STONE & WE3 STER MICHIGAN. INC.
'

.
,

P.C. Box 2325. Ecstem. MassacduscT?s 02147
t. .

. - .-. .

.
.

..
. .

.

.
..

-;
.

. . .
,

- .' ' .' 'sove=her 9. 1!.82.. ,

-
.

. . ,
. .

. . . . . .
.

Mr. John L schauh'* -
.

' Project Manager *
. .

Cons mers Power Cs= pant -
.

i. ,2945 T..Farnall Road
.

-

Jaeirman. Michigan 49201.

,

. .
.

Dear 3tr. Schaub: W

Per your request ta F.r. ' Car! 7. Sundstrom 2 am enclosi s a list
and description of .tohn that Stone 5 k*ebster Michigan Inc. has undertakes ,

.for Consumers Power Campany (CPCo).. I an also prm*Idial the results of
37 investigation of our holdings-!n C7Ca settrities.-

2.f we can be of further amnistaar.m. pleano call Mr. Carl T.
Sundstros at (617) 389-2780..

.

.

Very tru1T yours.

Y.. . m ,.

.

Vism FranJdant -

I** *
.

* '
*

.

.

*
.

.

.

.

.

.

a
.

.

. . . . . .
, ,

*
. . . ..

- *
-

.. . . . _ . .
- ~ ~ ~ * - - - - ' - -

_- - --_ .
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.

i.
,

. :

I. .,

Seset D,sie End Da,ig, peli.! 3E4.rtutien * K,ev ?uracm
, ,

;
, 3/78' 12/81 Review Midland Flant f lat cf equipuunt and ' RDev*.tt-

recaussend spare parts.' It:fontress' *
. .

- * * C31eigh '
. .

.
,

.

j. * -

. . - .,
- ; .

!j 6/73 6/80 Prepare an eutaf.e critikue report on the KSpencer* **

| Palisades Station second outage'and provide
| PlanninC support for the september.1779 re-*

.

'

fueling outage.
, ,

, ,
.

*
i . . . ..

, ,,.

11/75 6/20 Procure a ambile security access module to 'Espanser
*

* be used for outage verk. forces at Palisades.
'

'-

.

-,

3/82 7/82 . Evaluate and ranke seco==endat fun for tr'aln- RDeans I,-
'

. in# ed sapimentation of the Midland Sita - SNovell
{ L *y Plan. * Vleciansa.

,
.

,.

*

Perfr. aderendent assesmae t of een- JCaek
*

9/82 -

structs. .ctivities related to the aumf 21- .tMooney.

ary builasns and feedvater f oolation valve J5chaub
,

pit reedial.sork at the..itdland Site.

| 10/82 Provide a=srzenty planning ei.naulting marvices Rsindermann-

j for the Ein Rock Site. Willar
. .

'

10/32 Perfors vibratten analysis on the boiler f eed JTord ,-

pump at the J. d. Campbell Unit 3 and recos- * 7.Mehl;

; mend and f..pl eent corrective actions. GKeller
4 .

i .

12/82 Provide sorrices and asterials to crerdinate TIlveed-
' the 1983/84 Palisades refueling outase. JSchneider
i * \.

j * 8.

.; .

A

'

.

i
.

.

|
*

| Este = $4*.* dfd the reviw but |ft.TECK who was already working is P.ichigan for Detroit
,

Ediaes at the Termi Station la doing the detailed planning. **

. .
*

.

$

.

e

a

.

. .

*'* *
i . . ..
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MC' 01.*;C5 CT CF*.- R!.C'JX777I5. .

Stone & Veb' ter, fr.c., the pa =nt es: any of St one &' Vabster*

s.,

Engineering Corporation and Its subnidiarjee- (including $VIC) have no *
-

The E ployee Savings ?las of Stone 6 Webster,holdings of.CPCs securities. -
, ,

incorperstad and participating subsidiaria is administered by the Chase -

Manhattan Bank. X.A. as trusias. Tunds sy be invested in the Esp}oyne-

Banafit Investment Funds, Equity Fund' of the Chase Manhattan 3ank which is-

a co d gled fund. Stone & Vebstar exercises no direct control over the,

invese:past of such funds. .=-
.

,

The Chanical Bank of New York is trustee for the 'E=aloyee Retire ,-

' - aant Flan of 3:ene & Webstar.. Inc. and for ;articipating subsidiaries.
** Thora are no CPCo securitics held la the plan. *
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A. s
* *-

ATTACmi2NT D *

.

v.
.

.,

.

.,.

February 15. 1983
.

.

.

.

)E2f0EANDUM 70?.: R. T. Warnick, Director, Offica of Special Cases.
,

THED: W. D. Shafer, Chiaf Eidland Section.
.

.
. .

TROM: 1. 3. Landeman, Reactor Inspector, Midland Section '

|.. SUBJECI: LICENSEE PERF0DiASCE ON PIERS 12E and 12W

RIII on Dece=ber 9,1982, authorized CPCo to initiate work' activities,

pertaining to the drif t, excavation and installation of.Fiers 12E and. -
,

12V. Subsequent to that authorization the licenaea began work on .

December 13, 1982.. Due to the Diasel Geserator Building Inspection I
have had only enough time to perform five inspections to datarmina the -

acceptability of the licenssa's work in regards to these piers including
renoval of fill concrete, shaf t azcavation and bracing, ball excavation
and bracing, and rainforcing details and proposed concrating activities.

I have identified t.hree concerns since underpinning work began which
have bean subsequently corrected or are in the process of being
corrected by the licensee. b y are-

,

a) he the craf tverkmen were not receiving the required acennt of
specialized r- W 1 soils underpinning training. N licensee

. has agraad to expand the scope of craft training, but does not .

have the details worked out to data.
.

b) ht the licenses wanted to use a super plasticizer as an additive
to the concreta mix in lieu of good concrating practicas, i.e., -

consolidation by vibration. The licensea aftar what I consider to be

azeessiva discussions'iinally agreed to vibrate all underpinning
concreta in accordance with* good engineering practica. **

c) he el a third party independent assessment taan is not reviewing
the design documents for technical adequacy. They are only doing
implementation review to assure that the design documents are being
followed. From discussions with Stone and Webstar personnel, it
was datermined that this important parameter was not included
in their contract. m licensee ia prasantly considering incinding
this in the contract documents.

Basides these three concerns no other issues or daviations from regulatory
requirements have been identified.

.

g eo . . .

c e 40 - x@ _-

c .a o :$ -_. A. .

_ . . _ _ _ . .

4. m, w asmaq
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STONE & WEBSTER MICHIGAN, INC.
{-[. |f.ff ,,

'

; .
,

,P.O. Box 2325. BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS 02107 ,[
,

,--- ;e
! '

'

3re. .

*

% t | |-~ j*

'

, 0L i I;- i tz t . . e k-

.. .
- :- .

, .

Mr. J. C. Keppler '*

: . February'14, 1983-.

|
'

Administrator, Region III J.0. No. 14358- -

'MPS-8! U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission **
. -

.

799 Roosevelt Road *-
..,

' ''

Glen Ellyn, IL .60137 --

** *

RE: DOCKET NO. 50-329/330
* *

~ MIDIAND Pl. ANT - UNITS 1 AND 2
'

INDEPE? DENT ASSE3SMENT OF AUXILIARY BUILDING Uh*DERPINNING-
.

'

. _ _ _ , - ASSESSMINT 07 WORK ON FIIRS W12 A:.'D 112*
;, ,,

'
*

As of February 11, 1983 the stone & Webster - persons Brincharhoff' !'

.

Assessment Team has observed the excavation, placing of reinforcement, , ,.

; and concreting of underpinning pier W12, and the excavation,'and
.

*

.

i placing of reinforcement for underpinning pier E12. In addition, the -

| Assessment Team has reviewed the drawings, procedures and other documents
, pertaining to the underpinning work and has observed the performance of *

| the Quality Assurance and , Quality control Organizations during the pro-.

| gress of the work.
'

.
, ,

j During the period that the Assessment Team has been on site, daily
i meetings have been held with Construction, Quality and Engineering
! personnel to obtain additional information and discuss observations.-

I
'

i The Assessment Team has issued twenty Weekly Reports to the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Conssission. These reports have described the.

activities of the Assessaant Taan and summarizad their observations and
; findings.
i .

i The Assessment Team has issued a total of five Nonconformance, Identification
Reports. Four of these Nonconformance Identification Reports have been<

i closed out to the satisfaction of the Assessment Team. The remaining ^open
j Nonconfermance Identification Report was issued on February 10, 1933 and
! the Assessment Team feels that it can be closed out in the near future-
| with'out lapseting the progress of the underpinning.
|

| The underpinning work is being performed in accordance with the construction
! and quality procedures. As the work has progressed. the procedures have
| been modified based upon experience gained during the construction of

piers W12 and EU.. The Assessment Team feels that these minor changes:

| are appropriate and will have a positive effect on the quality of the under-
pinning werk.

.
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*

. 2 February 14, 1983*

.

'

Based upon these observations and findings, the As'sessment Team is of the
opinion that additional piers could be released for construction. This
vill becafit the quality of the work by allowing the Centractor to r.ain-'

>

tain the experienced labor , teams from piers W1-2 and E12.
.

.
',

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

,

' ' *
-

..
,

,

A.S. Lucks
Project Manager.
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.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMIS3 TON XCornell

-w /} .TRehm*

:! wAsHINoTow.c. c.2 osse .

f VStelloV,
'

.

~ Nd/!
'

.CMichelson%
-

-
.

%*** February 14 1982 RDeYoung
'

. .

'sw au4w Scunningham -,;
HDenton-

. .

ECase'
*

-

.' The Honorable John D. Dingell, Chaiman DEisenhut.
-

Comittee on Energy and Commerce BBuckley. .

i .

United States House of. Representatives-
*

Scavanaugh *
-

. . REngelkan, RVWastiington, D.C. 20515
~ - *'

. . .
. ,;.

. cA .
-

,, , .

Secy \
~ *-

Dear Mr. Chairman:- .
..-

. . .EDO #1109N*
.

*We share.the concerns expressed in your November 13, 1981 letter
,

regarding the implication of the recent seismic design errors detected-
.

at the Diablo Canyon nuclear power plant.. The implication of these.- .

errors has been and will be thoughtfully cpnsidered by the Comission.
-

, .
. ..

The timing of the detection of these errors, so s' con after authorization ~
-

for low-power operation, was indeed unfortunate and it is'quita
understandable that the Congress' and the public's perception of our *

| licensing process has been adversely affected.. Had this information.
' been known to us on or prior to September. 22,* 1981, I am sura that tha :

'

facility license would not have.baen . issued;until the questions raised '
-

by these disclosures had been resolved.
,

. -
.

.,

Because of these design errors, on November 19, 1981 we s'uspended *

. '
' - Pacific Gas and. Electric Company's (PG&E) license pending satisfactory.

completion of the following:*
4

,
,

1. The conduct of an independent design review program of all
safety-rel'ated activities performed prior. to June 1,1978 under all

* seismic-related service contracts used in the design of
.

. safety-related structures, systems: andr components..

' 2. A technical report that. fully assesses.the basic cause of all*
-

design errors identified by this program.: the significance of the*

errors found and their impact on : facility design.
.,

.

3. PG&E's conclusions of'the effectiveness.of the design verification
program in assuring the.aiequacy of facil.ity design.

,

''

4. A schedule for completing any modifications to'the facility T. hat
are required as a result of the: design verification program. .

.

In addition, the Comission ordered PG&E!to provide for NRC review and
approval: -. . .

,
, ,

I
'

1. A description and discussion of the corporate qualifications of the *

company or companies that PG&E would propose to carry.out tr.e*

,
-

. .

; - - -
. .

. . .

- i. . ..
. .

.

;
~

. .

.- -

. s..
' '' 1i -gq88Wa888 sir .-.

* T PDR - -

f
"

*
. _ _ __
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.. .
.

-

2; . .

| .
-

. .
. ,

independent design verification program, including information that
. demonstrates the independence of these: companies. l.

'-

. .
. .

f 2. . A detailed program plan for conducting the design verification!
!

program. .,
-

,

~
~

'In recognition of the'need to assure the credibility '6f the design .'
-

''
' verification. program. NRC will' decida Lon the.tacceptability of the -

,

companies' reposed by P&&E to c6nduct this program after providing the
!

'
- Governor o California and Joint Intervanors in the pending operating

licensing proceeding 15 days:for comment. Also, the NRC will decide on'
i

| the acceptability of the plan pronosed by PG&E to conduct the program,.-

after providing the Governor of California and the Joint Intervenors in'

the pending operating license proca ding 15 daysifor connent. , , ,
. .

Prior to authorizatiori to ' proceed with fuel loading'. the NRC must be~

satisfied with the results of the seismicidesign verification program
!

and with any plant modification resulting .from that program that say be~ .

necessary prior to fuel loading. The NRC'may dmpo'se additional'
.

I requirements prior to fuel loading necessary.to protect health and*

' safety based upon its reYiew of the program Dr' arty of the infornation .
prov.ided by PG&E. This may include some: or all of the requirements .i

specified in the letter to PG&E dated November 19. 1981.

Responses to each of 'tha four questions .in your letter are anc'losed.-
.

A decis3cn to pennit PG&E to pro,ceed with' fuel loading will not be made '
vntil all the actions contained in the Comission's Novesber 19. 1981 *~

Order are fully satisfied.'
.

.

' -
.

*' Sincerely.: --

'

.' # f.

- - . - _ , -

,

| Nun 11a J Pall ino
~

.- . ,

-
, .

* --
. ,

, ,
- .

i cc: Rep. Carlos Moorhead, , .

, . ,
,

*
-

.- Enclosura: -

1. Comission order, dated 11/19/81' -

.
,

2. Ltr from Office of Nuclear Reactor - '

l

.--

Regulation, NRC to PG&E' dated 11/19/82, ,.-..

|
* *

3. Responses to Questions -

-*

. ~ ,,
.. ,

.\, -

*
-

.
, .

-- .
, ,

,

- .

'( - .. . .

*

{
* * . . , ,

,
.. .; .. .

t - . .,
- ..

|
-

.
,

*
1 .. |

. . . - - - - - - - - - . _ _ . . ~ . . , - - . - . - |
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' SS'E 8 DIS'

RESPONSESTOQi[EST10NSINNOVEMBER 13, 1981 L.ETTER TO .
'''

;.' CHAIRMAN. PAL ADIN0 FROM CONGRESSMEN DINGELL AND OTTINGER ' 6-

'

- . E0m' S. ,f::Wd
' '

~

Is
-

:-
-

'

.

,
. . . .-- ,- .

.,

i Question 1: Pleas'eprovide,,priortotheissuanceofthe50.54(f) |- .

"inde .| 8|letter, the definition of the terms (i)d (iv) pendent ""- %; .. .
.

(.ii) " competent," (iii) " integrity," an ' " complete.
-

. - .- ". -... " ::. .;. _ , . ...
-

. .*-
. .. ; . ~. .5 .. .

. .

Although one of t'he options under.co5 sideration 'b'y th'e'.
.

, ''.

| Response: ~' ..
'

'-a 50.54(f) letter, the Conrniss~ ion -decided to
Conrnission was. license to 1 bad fuel and condui:t testi up to4. ''' '

-

suspend PGLE'sF '

* :[ . - 5 percent power by Memoi andum-and Order dated November.19,
'

.-,

1

1981, pending ' satisfactory completion of certain actions, -

- - -

including the conduct of a design' verification program.
'

*

,

*
! *

Also, a staf,f letter:of, the same.date , required PG&R to
.

.."- . . ' .'
1;, .

carry on other design verifit:ation pr'ograms prior to -.- .

!
-

.

i.ssuance of any license authorizihg operation above 5
*.,'

|
.-

- '"*-percent power. . , . -
. . -

. ..

j
' .

. . - - .. ,,, ,
* -.

.- . ..- -
' -

The most important. factor in NRC''s. evaluation .of the indi '
.. .

*

i
-

viduals or companies prope' sed.by Paci~fic. Gas and E1*ctric *' **
1

.
- --

to complete the required design verification program is ,-

their competence. This competence must.be based on k6owledge.

! .- -

|
and experience in 'the matt'ers under review. These individuals-

; or companies should also be iindependent. Independence.
.-

'. . means that the individuals:or companies selected must be ..

abl. e.to provide an objectiye, dispassionate technical judgment,-
. .

provided. solely on the b. asis of technical merit. Independence .

-

r' also means that the design verification program must be.
conducted by companies 6r indivi'dua3s not previously involved

| - .

with the. activities at Diablo Canyon that they will now be
.

reviewing. .Their integrity must be such that they are.'
. .

-

regarded as reputable companies or individuals. The word
| ,

! " complete" applies. to the NRC requirement for review of all
-

quality assurance procedures.and. controls used by each pit
. .

June 1978 seismic and non-seismig ' service related contractor *
.

*

:

|
and by PGLE with regard to that contract. A comparison of .. * .'

these: procedures and controls with the rela $ed criteria of*
-

Appendix B t'o 10 'CFR 50 is a' Iso requ. ired' Any deficiepqies
. or weaknesses in the quality: assurance . proc &dures and controls .}

,
' *

I
.

' *
-

|
of the contractor and PG&E will be investigated in more

calculationsawill be checked in an. '.

In addi. tion,ical calculations for which thedetail.* .

| Numeraudit program.*

i

original basis ca*nnot be determined will be recalculated to'

verify the initial design-input. ".- .

,- .

. ;, . . , . ' . . '- -
- .

.
. . .

r. ,- . .,,
.

. . ,,
.

~ - .
.

-. .. . , , . . . ,

y,..
.-

-

9_ p
.-

..- .. .
.- ... .

. . '.. . '
-

-
- . .

. .- .
. ... . . ..

.

r. - : -' -
- -
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. , .-- .
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. r ,- .- 2 ..

-

... . *

' . ..: '-

!

. Please provide the criteri.a to be used in'.
'.- -.... .. .

Question 2:;
, assuring . that the proposed.. audit will 'be - -

* independent.* '

.. . .
.

- -- - -.- .. .
. .. -

.
- . - -'

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

Response: The competence of the individuals ,or . N'. '
- -

' ' .. companies is the most important f actor 1.n the -- -

,, selection of an auditor. Also. the companies' !; .U.-
- -:-

L or individuaTs. may not h' ave had any" direct'. -' -

- .. .-'.
. ,- ....l'.'~. .. previous involvement with'the activitief at.' '..'. i'-

,

; . Diablo Canyon that they will be rev,iewing..."- '
.

. . . . .. . .. ,:
.

. . .. . .,
. .'

'.In addition', the.following factors will b's i.* -

.

considered in evaluating the question of .'
''

-
-

!. '
- .- independence:- ~ . . :. ./,. . . -- - - ...

; . ,, ., ,., , .
-

s, n. - . ..,
. .

1). .Whether thh individuals,or companies' ~
' '

. -
.

' '

,' involved had been previously hired by
'

- -.

PGAE.,to do similar seismic design work.''' -
: .

- -
1 .- .

. .
.

. .

any ' individual- invol.ved had been! 2) Whether ly. employed by PG1E (and the
-

'

i. ,- previous
. nature of the employment)..! -

-

. .. ..
..

, , ,

| 3) Whether.the individual owns or controls -

'

. .

| significant amounts of PG&E stock. .--

.
., .

' ' '
!

'

4) Whethei. members of.:the present household
, *of individua:1s involved are employed by

PG&E. .=. .
-

. .
'

'

: 5) . P8&E in a m,anagement capacity.,oyed by
Whether any relatives are emp1 *

.

'
i .-

,,,

' *

In addit' ion to the above considerations.following procedural guidelinas will be u.the *

sed' *-

*to assure independence:: '

.,. . . .,

| 1) An auditable record will be !rovided 'of"' 7 ? '
~

..

all comments on draft or fin 1 reports.'
. .
-'

I any changes made $s a result of such-
-

comments..and.the reasons for suchi
' *-

.

! changes; or the consvitant will issue* -
.

i only a final report (without prior -

licensee comment).. .
I

-- -

. .
'" ''

2) NRC will assume and ixercise thi respon-
* sibility for', serving the report on alt'' -

parties. '!.
.

2.. . .
* * -

..
- '-. .

.... . . ., , .

:
-

-
.

.. .. , , , .,
,

...f..U..?... . g. ., , f
. . . n.

'.
'

U,',,.
~

<. .. .

. ,
.. , , , .

,, , ,

. . .

' . * , ). . .,..

. .

. .
.

A m a
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... . . . .. .. . .

>. - -
.- ......

... .. .. . , . .
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. .

Question 3: In v.iew of the-licenseets past. performance.
and that of its subcontractors..what. - |

-

.
; .

procedures will be utilized;to ensure.that ' -
'

.
, . there are not conflicts of interests in the'

.
' ' f an' , required . audits? $- '

: ~. f
-' '

| . :. . :.f...per ormancs o. \ k..7* ; .

y .
'

' . .. . * * i. * . "' : . ' . *. . .
*'

.'
-

| ..-
- ...

Response:'* . We are requiiing that pG&E provide the NRC * '

-
-

'o' with a ' description. and a discussion * of the '-; *'
.

. *

| ' . ' ' . . 'corporate qualifications of the compahiesf ;. .- 't

-

. .
* *

| proposed to c.arry out the various' design.'- i
. *''

.

! a'' verification programs. including information*
-

that demonstrates-the ipdepe'ndence of these.~ ~ -

.

to the Governo'r'of California and.be providedcompanies. This information will,
.

4 .
.

. the' Joint.

-
; . . ..-

. *

Interveners for co'ments.. Based upon review.' m:- :-
'

of the information provided* by ps&E and the.

* - ' '

| *

comments of the Governor and Joint. Inters,

'-
. *venor, the.NRC will decide on.the accept- -

.
'. .

of the companies with' respect to .', .

'abilit{ independence" and *competeni:e." . In ' *

'
'

**
j their

addition, approval will . net be given by MRC -
-

! if we ' determine t, hat a potential . conflict of (:

!
interest s'xists in the: performance of any .

.

i required audits that cannot be adequately .'

, addressed by procedural; safeguards. , *

| ,' - -
, ,

. .
., ,

*

' Question 4: What plans does,.,the NRC'havit to ensure that a~

similar situation will'not arise at other .

! plants now under const'ruction? What if any', .*

! additional quality control procedures does
j the NRC propose to 1.nstitute in its.inspec .

.,

-

tion program? *
' . , ,

.
- ~.

*
- . .

.. .

The Commission is developing an ac' tion plan *, .

j Response: ,

that will r.asult 1.n , improved NRC review of.' -
*

quality assurance' programs:st operating !'

! nuclear power plants and nuclair power planti-- .
. . '

i. under construction. The details of the .

; action pla'n will be'available in the near ' '
.

! future. I

''

: .
. .

It*'
,

.; ;.. .

\
*..

.

- - . . ,
.

.

,8 . *
;

' - ..

|
- - - -

.

. . . . ., .
. . - . . :.- .

1 . .
- *

| x.*|.
- ... . . . '

*

-
. . .

1 . :. . ,

t
- - - - ..- .. . .. ... ,

_
.

. .. . * - .
. . . .. ,. .

. .t- . m o , ,
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. ! ''% UNITED STATES .
.

.

' ,* ,

$ I NUCLEAR RE'GULATORY COMMISSION
*

,

-

REGION iil
.

fg ', , -- *

vos noosavatt no4og*...*/ OLEN sLLYN. H.UNols s0W
, *

'
, ..

'

,

* .-.
.

FEB B 198'3
. ,

.'. . '.

Docket No.' 30-329
,

.
.

.
' .

Dock'et No. 30-330
. ' '' . ,

-
* .

.

EA*43-3 '.
* .

*
; .,

,

,'-* '
i

Consumers Power Company
. ,

'
-

.

.

ATTN: Mr. John D. Selby .

.

., 4

Presidenti

212 k'est Michigan Avenue
.

. Jackson, MI 49201
'.

.

'' .' ,

' ' '

''' .- .-
i

- '" '.

Gentlemen:
-

' .* , .. . -

' ' .,
* '-

,'

This. letter refers to $he special inspection conducted by the' Office
,. -,

.

Cases, Midland Section, of this office on October 12 - November 23of Specialon January

1 and 2, authorized by NRC Construction Permits No. CPPR-81 and No19 21, 1983.of activities at the Midland Nuclear Powe'r Plant
, 1982, and

. L%its
The results of the inspection were discussed with you on November 10 and 23. CPPR-42.,

1982, on January 21, 1983!

at the conclusion of the inspection and o
1983 in the Region III office during an enforcement conference between January, 18,

I

others of your staff and se and others of the NRC staff.
,

; n you and
i

*

The inspectica was primarily a physical inspection of installed equi,

verify confornance to approved drawings and specifications. pment to

inspection indicate a breakdown in the implementation of your qualityThe results of the. *

progras as evidenced by numerous examples of noncompliance with nine of thassurance
eighteen different criteria as set forth in 10 CyR 30, A! e

was caused by,persocel who failed to follow procedures,ppendix 3.De breakdown!

correct unacceptable work; by construction manacations; by first line supervisors and field engineers who failed to identifdrawings, and'specifi-
|

y and
quality control inspections in a timely manner,gement who failed to call for

,

;

identify the problems and ensure 'that corrective actions were taken.16,000 inspections to develop; and by quality assurance personnel who f il d
allowing a backlog'of almost

a e to

Appendix 3 to 10 CyR 30 to assure the execution of a quality assurancresult, you failed to fulfill your primary responsibility under Criterion 1 of
,

As ai

In addition, of particular concern to the NRC is the fact that quality conte program.

(QC) supervisors instructed QC inspectors to suspend inspections if
i
' roldeficiencies vert

found during the performance of inspections. excessive

performed by all QC inspectors after the reported deficiencies were correctednot all observed deficiencies were reported, and complete inspections were no,t
Consequently<

!
i

'

the plant and found slallar deficiencies.1 understand that, because of our findings, you have inspected other areas
.

t

of
. findings, and your assessment of the overall pas a result of our findings, your
related work at the Midland site, reduced the work force by approximately 1100roject, you halted certain safety-
CIRTTPIED mal",

REWRN RICIIP? Rf0t.*tSTID
*

,
.

g a o.3udfy
.-

._ _ . - -. - - -. -
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'*

Consumers Power Company 2 I I333.

: '

,

'

people, committed to building cleanup and system layup, committed to organizei

teams'of construction and engineering personne1' responsible for the completion
,of o,ne or more plant systems,.and committed to reinspect safety-related systems.

4
' *

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 inspectorsi .-',
;

to limit findings of deficiencies and the extent .to which QC inspectors havel-
been conducting reinspections based only,on. reported deficiencies..

.
.. .

To emphasize the need for CPCo management to ensure implementation of an effec-i
**

tive quality assurance. program that identifies and corrects construction defici-;

!' encies, we propose to impose civil penalties for the items set forth in the
.

Notice of Violat1en.that is enclosed with this letter. The' violation's in the
~

.

{ Notice have been categorized as Severity' Level III violatio'ns in accordance with
~

..

!- ',*

the General Statement of Polley and Procedure for Enforcement Actions, Appendix
,

*

i C of 10 CyR 2. The base value for a Severity Level III violation is $40,000.i However, as a result of your past enforcement history' involving quality assurance
'

j
and the multiple examples of QC deficiencies for the areas inspected, the basei

civil penalty for each violation is being increased by fifty percent.,

.

After consultation with the Director of the Office of Inspection and Enforcement.
I have been authorized to issue the enclosed Notice of Violation and Proposed

*

Imposition 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 follow the instructions in
the Notice when preparing your response. In your response you should describei
the results of your inspections to determine the extent to which QC supervisorsI

instructed QC inspectors to limit findings of deficiencies, the systems affected,
.

i

and your corrective actions to ensure that all affected systems are adequately| reinspected. Ycur reply to this letter and the results of future inspections will
| be considered in determining whether further enforcement action is appropriate.
!

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2. Title| 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the enclosures will
be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosed Notice are not subject
'

to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required
by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, FL 96-511.

Sincerely,

G n Anh _

hamesG.Keppler
Regional Administrator

! .

Enclosure:
Notice of Violation and

.
* . *,

*

Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties
.

4

..

, .
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Consumers Power. Company .
'

3
pgg. g gg3>

-,. -

. -

cc w/ encl:, .
- .

DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS) .
,

'. Reside't Inspector, RIII ,n '
' *

The' Honorable'Charlss Bechhoefer,'ASLB
-'

'

.The. Honorable. Jerry Harbour,.ASLB
--

-

The Honorable.Traderick P. Cowan, ASLB .
.

'
-

. The Honorable Ralph S. Decker,' ASLB ,

.
.

Villiam Paton, ILD
Michael Miller.

. ..,

" Ronald callen, Michigan
Public Service Commission

-'Myron M.' Cherry *, ' .

Barbara Stamiris
,'-

Mary Sinclair ~ . - -
'

' ' '

.Vendell Marshall
'

' ' '
''

-

Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)~
.

'
; RCDeYeung, II'
t

-JHSniezek IE ,
'.

j JAxelrad, II ~~
'

JTaylor, IE *

EJordan, IE
CThayer, II
JLieber=an, ELD

*

VStello, DED/ROGR
FIngram, PA
JCu==ings, OIA

'JTitzgerald, OI -

HDenton, NRR
JXeppler, RIII
Enforcement Coordinators ~

! RI, RII, RIII, RIV, RV
MWilliams, NRR
JCrooks, AEOD

* '

GKlingler, II ., . -

IE:ES Files "

; IE:EA Tiles.

*

EDO Rdg File
i
I

6

9

9

.

.

.
4

.

.

.

h

I

i
; .-

- - , , - .- - - - - - - - - - ., -, ,, - ,, , , - . , ,
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NOTICE OT VIOLATION,
.

AND.

.

PROPOSED IMPOSITICN OF CIVIL PENAI, TIES
-

. . *

.

~ ' .
. '.. -

-.
' -

Consumers Power Company. . .
.

Hidland Nuclear Power' Plant
-

Docket Nos. 30-329. ,

* '

, Units 1 and 2 30-330'

-

Permit Nos. CPPR-81
.

- ..
;

. - ,

: CPPR-82
EA 83-34 , .

*- -
.,

-.

As a result of the inspections conducted at the Midland Nuclear Plant on
.

October 12 'Nostn er al. 1962 and January 19 - 21, 1983,,

10 CTR So, Appendix B listed below were identified. the vi~olations of. -

These violations demon-
strate that you failed to exercise adequate oversight and control of your
principal contractor, to whom you had delegated she'vork of executing the

*

quality assurance program. Your failure manifested itself in a breakdown in
,

' ~ the implementation of your quality assurance program and, at least in part
,

caused Consumers Power Company to halt some safety-related work and take ,

other significant actions to provide assurance that safety-related structures
and systems are constructed as designed.i - *

.

As described in ' item A, QC supervisors instructed QC inspectors to suspend an
inspection if an excessive number of deficiencies was observed.'

there was no assurance that a complete inspection was being performed afterConsequently,
! ' the reported deficiencies were corrected and we have found several instances

in which final QC inspections were based on only the limited deficienciesj reported during the initial inspection.
all identified deficiencies resulted in incorrect data b,ains fed into yourIn addition, this failure to report

4

.

Trend Analysis Program, inhibiting your ability to determine the root caura
-

of deficiencies and prevent their recurrence.

As illustrated in the numerous examples set forth in Item B, personnel failed
.

to follow procedures, drawings, and specifications; first line supervisors
and field engineers failed to i(entify and correct unacceptable work; construc-
tion management failed to call for quality control inspections in a timely|
manner, allowing a backlog of almost 16,000 inspections to develop; and quality

,

assurance personnel failed to identify the problems and ensure that corrective! actions sere taken.
'

|

In order to emphasize the need for improvem~ents in your control of your quality;

assurance program, we propose to impose civil penalties in the cumulative amount!

of ,0ne Hundred Twenty Thousand Dollars ($120,000).

In accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy (10 CTR Part 2 Appendix C) 47 FR
*

9987 (March 9, 1932), and pursuant to Section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1934, as amended ("Act"), 42 U.S.C. 22:2. PL 96-293, and 10 CTR 2.203, the'

particular violations and the associated civil' penalties are set forth bel.ow:

'

.

xnww -

.

'*
1

.

.
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Notice ,of Violation -2-

> .
.

-

*
.

| .- ;'-

.

; CIVIL PENALTY VIOL'ATIONS
.

,

.
, . -

A.
10 CyR 30, Appendix 3, Criterion X requires, in part., "A program.f'or'

. inspection of ' activities affecting quality shall be established and
..

, . ,. .'
- ' ,

executed...to verify confermance with the documented instructions,> *

procedures and drawings for accomplishing the activity.", -. .-
.

'10 CyR 30,' Appendix 3, Criterion XV requires, in part,
,

. .

" Measures
shall b'e established *to control materials, parts, .or . components which

-. -

do not conform to r.equirements in order to prevent their inadvert, ant
. . ,

'

; -

use or installation..

. .
. ' ~

*

'.
,. . . ~-

! *

Consumers Power Quality Assurance Program Policy No.,15 Revision 12, ,
_

*
I * ,

Paragraph 1.0, requires, in part, " Items, services or activities whichi .'
are deficient in charactaiistic, documentation.or procedure which renders
the quality unacceptable or indeterminate and which is considered signi-
ficant to safety are identified as nonconformances.' Nonconforming items...

. .'
'

are identified by marking, tagging, segregating or by documentation.j,
Nonconforming items are controlled to prevent their inadvertent installa- {*

i tion or use.
! Nonconforming items and activities are recorded and are

considered for corrective action to prevent recurrence...."

Centrary to the above, during the inspection conducted between October 12 <j
,

-

November 25, 1982 and January 19-21, 1963, NRC inspectors determined that
,

quality control inspectors were not documenting as nonconformances all of
, -

the deficiencies which they observed during their inspections.; Inspect-
ions were suspended by the QC inspector if too many nonconformances wereobserved.

inspecticas, identified as nonconformances only a portion of the observedIn process inspection notices (IPINs) associated with suspended
*

,
'

deficiencies. Supervisory Q~ personnel stated that they directed QC in-
spectors to limit the nur her of nonconformances documented during an in-

;

! spection.
This directive was verified by discussions with QC inspectors.j

several QC inspectors interviewed, confirmed that inspections were closed;

after reviewing only the deficiencies documented on the IPIN.''

As a result,
measures were not. established to prevent the continued installation ud| use of these nonconforming items. In addition, corrective actions were
not implemented to prevent recurrence of these nonconformances.

This is a Severity Level III violation (Supplement II)
e

(Civil Penalty - 560,000)
| B. 10 CyR 30 Appendix 3

Criterion II requires holders of construction per- !

.

!

miss for nuclear power, plants to document, by written policies, procedures,l

or instructions, a quality assurance program which complies with the rer
quirements of Appendix 3 for all activities affecting the quality of

,
_

safety-related structures, systems, and components and to implement that
program in accordance with those documents.

.

.
,

*
*

,

e

I.
,

*

| .

| .-
,

_ - - . .- - -- . _ -
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. Notice of Violation -3
*. . *

- .. .

. .
.

,

.-
.

Contrary to the above, Consumers Power Company and its contractor did not! . ,

adequately implement a, quality assurance program to comply with the require-'

ments of Appendix 3 ascevidenced by the following' examples:. . -
.

.'' , .

'' 1. .
. .

.- .

: 10 Cy1 50, Appendix 13, Criterion V requires,''in part, "A'etivities
1

* '

affecting quality shal1 be prescribed by documented instructions.
~

.'* *

procedures, or drawings of a type appropriate to.the circumstances ..

- *

and shall be accomplished in accordance'with these instructions,
.

*

procedures, or drawings.",
-

' *
j

.

Consumers Power Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 5, Revision 12,Paragraph.1.,0 states', in part.
- *

...

" Instructions for controlling and .-
performing activities affecting quality of equipment or activities'

.,

such as... construction, installation...are documented in instruc-
.

.

'

1- tions, procedures...and other forms of documents." '

"
..

;
-

*

i Contrary to the above, the,following instances of failure to' '
| , accomplish activities affecting quality in accordance with instrus-,

| tions, procedures, specifications, or drawing requirements were
~

'

identified: *

I -. . .

Installation of diesel generator engine control panels 1C111,
a.

i

1C112, 2C111, and 2C112 was not in accordance with the require-|
! ments delineated on foundation Drawing 7220 M18-250 in that

.

the foundation bolt. washers required by the subject drawingwere not installed.,

I

b.
Unscheduled pull box associated with conduits 23N006, 23N007,i

*

and 23DA002 was not sized in accordance with the requirements
delineated on Sheet 42 of Drawing E-42 in that -he 12" x 12" x 4"

.as built dimensions of the subject pull box did not conform to '
;

the 13)" x 12" x 6" dimension requirements delineated on Sheet"f

42 of Drawing 1-42.
! . *

The l'-10" vall to support dimension required by raceway su'p' portc.,

Drawing 1-796(Q), Sheet 2 of 2. Revision 5. for hanger No. se
*

*
.

was not correctly translated into the as-built installation of
the subject hanger in that the as-built vall to support dimension
was 2'-13" in lieu of the required l'-10".

d. The 6' 6" vall to support dimension required by raceway support
Drawing 1-796(Q) Sheet 1 of 2 Revision la for hanger No. 14
was not correctly translated into the as-built installation of,

the subject hanger in that the as-built vall to support dimen-
sion was 5'-5" in lieu of the required 6'-4".,,

*
.

e

! *.
,

'#

* *

. *
- . , . - - , _ _ , _. m.- . . _ . . - _ _ - . - _ . _ _ , , . _ . _ _ , _ _ _ . _ , , _ . . - _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ , , _ _ . _ - , . . , . _ . _ _ . ,-
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Notice of Violation -4-
-

,

. -

|
' *- -

\.

; -
,

j e. he' inspectors identified high strength steel plate placed !

-

,-
in the laydown area which was not marked with the~asterial'

.

! ', type and grade as required by' Field Instruction.TIG-9.600, i
-

,,
'-

|' Revision 1. ',. . '

. , '
[

- -
, . ,

. ,,*

! ' . f. De inspectors identified various stock steel shapes in the
,

, , ,

i
,

j'*' "Q" area with yellow colored paint on the ends (indicating
*

*
t

the mat' rial was non "Q") and various steel stock shae

the non "Q" area without painted ends (indicating "Q" pes in
'

;
** material),

''
'*

sentrary to the requirements of Field Instruction FIG 9.600, ,' ''

~ Revision 1., ,
- ' ,<

. ,, ,.,. , .,. . - ,'" ,* , , , ,

,' 3
, .. .- -

De slots in the muffler support plates vere not'sachined but .'
-. , - .

were determined to be irregular and flame sut. 1.eaving rough |
,

1
- * * ' #

*

slot edges not in conformance with design Drawing M18 425(3)-1. ,',

f' ~
'

Jacking p!'ates were not installed beneath the'senter supportk.-

!
* -

plates of Bay 1 diesel generator muffler as reqyired by DrawingM18-230-4.
I -

1.
!- Procedure FID-2.200, " Outstanding FCR/TCN Retirement," Revision
j 2 was inadequate in that the design drawings were not changed i

when an TCR/FCN had been retired and no further reference tej .

j the FCR existed on the revised drawing. As a result, the
.

, retired TCR C 1103 relating to MVAC structural steel was lest-

and sould not be traced to the design drawing to ensure a ,

| soeplete quality record.
*

!

; j.
Field Sketch CY 1035 which illustrated the bottom susset platesi

! for HVAC fan supports was not identified as "Q", ner was therea reference to the affected drawing on the sketch as re.

i
byProcedureTPD-5.000,"PreparationofFieldsketshes.pired

'

k.
j Procedure FFD 5.000, " Preparation ai Tield sketshes " Revision

1 did not require * design drawings to reference appropriate
,

field sketshes to ensure a semplete quality record..

#

1. DeeightbrasingtogaussetplatesidentifiedonDrawingC1004,
4

'

Revision 10, as 3/14 thick were measured by the inspectors to
be 1/4" thisk in all four diesel generater bays. This thange
was neither reviewed ner proper 2y autherised.'

1

D e as-built ausset plate sannessions in Bay 1 were set built1 m.
- ; -

| as identified on Detail 3 of Drawing C 1004. The angle brases
|

were welded together as opposed to having separate welds for
*

each brase. H is shange was neither reviewed mer properly
authertsed. '

.
.

'
.

|

|
-

.

,

.

.
s .'

- - . ~ . . ~ - , - , , - ~ . - . . - - - - - . - - . . - - - - ~ . - , ~ ' -
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, Notice of Violation -5-
*

.

*

'None of the sixteen 3" bracing angles identified o
. n.

,' C-1004 were.cbnstructed utilizing i" material. n Drawing
'

,.
,

was neither reviewed nor properly authorized. This change
*

'

3 .

Drawing C-1004, Detail 2, required the V10 beam-to-beam connee-

- * .. *

' *
o., . . .

tion to be welded.,

In Bay No. 3, a bolted connection was con-'

* .structed in. lieu of the required welded connection, without
.

review nor proper authorization.*

.

The colu h co'ver plate identified on TCR-C4401 was not con-
.. p.

'

structed in Bay No. 3 as required. The plate was slotted
-

, instead of solid as required. This change was neither re-
-

.

-

viewed nor prcperly authorized
o

.

A section -(approximately 18 x 10 x 4 inches desp) of the'q. .
,,

primary containment vall in Containment Purge Room 702 was
'

Iby FIG-1-111, Revision 4 Concrete Drilling Permit. removed (by chipping) without obtaining approval as required
2.

10 CTR 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 into specifica-
tions, drawing:,, procedures, and instructions.

Measures shall alsobe established for the selection and review for suitability 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 control measures commensurate with those applied
to the original design and be approved by the organisation that
performed the original design unless the applicant designates ,

another responsible organization."
.

Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program Policy No. -3
.

Revision 12, Paragraphs 3.3 and 3.5 state, in part, "Each group ,
or organization perfoming detailed design translates the applic-

,

able regulatory requirements, design bases, codes, standards, and
design criteria into design documents, such as... drawings....

,

Changes to the design require the same review and approval as the
original design by the group or organization delegated lead designresponsibility "

.

Contrary to the above:

Maasures were not-established for the selection and review for
a.

suitability of application of "Q" materials associated with the
diesel generator exhaust suffler in that design drawings and .
specifications did not indicate the material identity of the
installed muffler saddle supports and plates.

,

e%
.

x

%
'

.

! %
* ~. ' '

l -, -
,- ''y

.x.



,

, --
. . .

.

.

~
. -

, .

.
,

'

Notice of Violation -6-
. *

b. Design Crawing C-147 required bolted bracing connections for*

the diesel generator building HVAC bracing gusset plates.-

Tield Sketch CY-1033 was used to. change the design 'to welded
-

~

*

cennections 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, c.
*

the diesel generater building HVAC fan gusset plates. A "ccebo"
shop work order request was used to design 'the gusset plates- '.
without appropriato review and approval.

.d. The licenses failed to analyre-the four' diesel generator
.

*

building monorails as' seismic Category I as described in,

their ce=mitment to Regulatory Guide 1.29, in Appendix 3A
.

,

of the TSAR. -,
.

The licensee designed and ' constructed thirty-two diesel geneEi
e.

stor building exhaust system hangers without ensuring that
the applicable requirements for "Q" components were included

-

in the design documents.

~f. The licensee purchased armor stone for ~a "Q" portion of the
perineter dike without translati=g the applicable regulatory,

requirements into appropriate specifications and design
documents.

'10 CTR 50, Appendix 3, Criterien VII requires, in part,3.
" Measures

shall be established to assure that purchased... equipment... conforms
to the procurement-documents. These measures shall include provisions,
as appropriate, for... inspection at the contractor er subcontractor
source, and examination of products upon delivery."

.

Consu=ars Power Quality Assurance Program Polley No. 7,. Revision 12,
Paragraphs 1.0 and 3.4, state, in part, "The Midland Project Office
and the Midland Project Quality Assurance Department verify that"
procurement requirements are met. This is accomplished through...i

source evaluation and inspection... receipt inspections are made to
verify that the items... conform to procurement requirements 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 generator
engine control panels IC111, IC112, 2C111, and 2C112 to Procurement
Specification 7220-G-5, Revision 1. Paragraph 6.0 of Specification
7220-G-5 states, "All electrical wiring...within the board enclosure
shall conform to 'de; highest industrial standards of design and

N.

e

.

.

.

.
__ , ,, .. . - --- ' ' ' ' " " '"
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Notice of Violation -7'.

e

work =anship." An NRC' inspection on O'ctober 15, 1982 identified the
following exa=ples. of defective terminations of internal wiring,

,

within the subject panels.,

.
, ,

' '

.
The output lead on the Relay Tach device ha'd numerous' broken

- a.*

strands at the termination lug.

The K1.las'd cn2 the Relay' Tach device had two broken stran'dsb.
'

resulting in.a potential short circuit'between the K1 lead and
an adjacent conductor.,

The 1- lead on the CB-1 device did not have'all strands'ia'sertid
c..

into.thi co=pression. lug'..

.
-

' 4 .' 10 CyR 50, Appendix'B, Criterion'X requires, in part, "A program for *

inspection of activities affecting' quality shall be established and, .

executed. ..to verify.conformance with the documented. . . drawings foracco=plishing the activity.."
.

.

Consumers Power-Company Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 10,
Revisien 12, Section 1.0 states, in part, " Inspection and surveillance- - are perfor=ed to assure that activities affecting quality cooply with
docu=ented. . . design documents. . . inspection and surveillance are

.
performed according to written instructions."

, Contrary to the above:

An inspection program was not established to ensure segregationa.
.

of cables installed in horizontal trays which usec metal dividers
to segregate control and instru=entation cables in accordance
with design requirements.

b. Quality Control (QC) inspections failed to ensure that activi-
.

ties affecting quality conformed to design documents in that
QC inspections performed on July 1,1981 and documented on
QCIR C210-172 failed to detect and identify nonconformances

.

3.1.(1) through (c) of this Notice of Violation. These noncon-
formances were associated with installation of tha diesel.

*

generator building HVAC fan support steel. .

5. 10 CTR So, Appendix B, Criterion XIII requires, in part, " Measures
shall be octablished to control the... cleaning and preservation of
material and equipment in accordance with work and inspection in--

structions to prevent damage or deterioration. When necessary for-

particular products, special protective environments...shall be
specified." ' *

.

.

i

.

.

.

.

e

, .

____
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' Notice of Violation -8- '

.

Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program Pelicy No.'13,
.

*
*

Revision 12, Paragraph 3.3, states, in part,.

" Suppliers provide
plans... maintain and control items upon arrival.'at the site."

-

.
*

Contrary to the above, the licensee'did not implement a' maintenance
.

~

program to prevent five of sixteen installed diesel generator slide
, bearing muffler plates from accumulating dirt and dust as required , ,

by the. vendor's manual.
'

' - 6. 10 CTR 50, Appendix 3, Criterien IX requires, in part, " Measures
shall-be established to assure that special processes, including
Welding, heat-treatings and nondestructive testingi a~ re controlled...."

-

.

'
-

C'onsumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program. Policy No. 9
,

Revision 12, Paragraph 1.0 states, in part. "Where the required
level of quality cannot be measured by inspection only of th.e'

j item... accomplish these processes under' controlled conditions'in
' accordance with applicable codes, standards and specifications

usi:ig qualified procedures, equipment and personnel." Paragraph
3.3 states, in part.. "... Personnel p'erforming special processes
maintain records to verify that.the required activities were
accomplished in accordance with qualified procedures by qualified

-
'

.

personnel."
,

Contrary to the above, during welding of the diesel generator
building exhaust piping ha:iger support steel, the licenses did
not verify preheat of existing safety-related structural steel

- to a ta=perature of 70'T as required by site specifications and
the AVS 1974 Code.

i

7. 10 CTR 30, Appendix B, Criterion' VI requires in part, that " Mea-
sures shall be established to control the issuance of documents,
such as instructions, procedures, and drawings including changes
thereto, which prescribe all activities affecting quality...."

..
- -

The Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 6
Revision 12 Paragraph 1.0 states, in part, " Measures are included
to assure that documents, including changes,...are distributed ..

according to a controlled distribution to the user functions."

Contrary to the above, measures were not established to control the
distribution of changes (red lines) to hanger isometric drawings in
that changes to Drawing
the Site Document Control Center.1-652-2-25(Q) were not controlled utilizing,

.

.

.
.

!

*
. ,

e

e
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Notice of Violation -9-
,

,

-
i

'
'

8. 10 CTR 50, Appandix'B, Criterion XV requires in part, "M ae sures
i

( -

shall be established to control-materials, parts, or components, .

!- which do not conform to requirements in order to prevent their
~

| inadvertent use or installation.",, , ,

.

'

Consumers Power Quality' Assurance Program Policy No. 15. Revisien'

*

12, Paragraph 1.0, states, in part, " Items.servicesoractivities.
which are deficient in charactaristic, documentation or procedura
which renders the quality unacceptable or indeterminate and which is- -

considered significant to safety are identified as nonconfermances.) .,
*

Nonconforcing items...are identified by marking, tagging, segregating!.

.

or by docuzaneation. Nonc~enferming items are controlled to prevent-*

their inadvertent. installat' ion or use. Nonconfor=ing items and acti .-

visies ara recorded and are considered for corrective action to. '.

. prevent recurrence. . . ." -
-

, -
.

Contrary to the above':- -.
.

Measures were not established or implemented ta determine if
'a.

materials ultimately restricted (per Nonconformance Report
- No. 3266) from installation or use in ASMI Class I systems

, weis actually installed or used in Class I systems.l

i
', b. As of November 10, 1982, two nonconforming conditions identi-'

fled by the NRC on October 12, 1982, and confirmed by the
licensee on October 19 and 25, respectively, had not been
documented on a nonconformance report, a quality assurance'

report, or other appropriate report. The two nonconforming
. conditions were:

,
-

(1) The diesel generator exhaust hangers were not classified,
'

designed, or built as "Q" as committed to in the FSAR.
(See item 2.c.)

.

(2) The design,of the diesel generator monorail was not
analyzed to seismic Category I design requirements as . '.

*
;. committed to in the TSAR. (See item 2.d.)

.

This is a Severity Level III violation (Supplement II).
(Civil Penalty - $60,000)

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CTR 2.201, Consumers Power Company is hereby
required to submit to the Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement,
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555 and a copy to theRegional Administrator U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region III, 799
Roosevelt Road, Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137, within 30 ' days of the date of -
this Notice a written statement or explanation, including for each alleged -,

'

violation: (1) admission or denial of the alleged violation; (2) the reas,ons
*

.

.

.

. 8

, . _ _ , _ . , - - . - - - , ,, a w ,, - , , -n, . , , . ,- s---- - q -w . ,- ,w-
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' ~

for the vio1'ation, 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 violations; and (5) the dace when full compliance will be
achieved. .Consideratica may be given to extending the response time for,

good cause shown. Under the ~ authority 'of Section 182 of the Act, 42 U.S.C.,

2232, this response shall b's submitted under oath or affirmation..

Withinthesam'atimeasprovidedforthfresponse~requiredabovesnder10.

CTR 2.201, Consumers. Power Company may pay ~the civil penalties in the cu=u-, ,

lative amount of $120,000
in whole or in part, by a written answer.or may protest imposition of the civil penalties,%-

4

Should Consumers Power Co=pany'

fail to answer within the time specified, the Director, Office of Inspection*

and Enforcement will issue an order imposing the civil penaltie'
-

s pirop.esedabove. Should Consumers Power Company elect to file an answer in accordance
;,

'

with 10 CTR 2.205 protesting the civil penalties, such answer may: (1) deny
the violations listed in'this Notice, in whole or in part; (2) demonstrate.

extenuating circumstances; (3) show error in this Notice; or (4) show other
reasons why the penalties should not be imposed. In addition to protesting
the civil penalties, in whole or in part, such answer may request remission-
or mitigation of the penalties. In requesting mitigation 'of the proposedI

penalties, the five factors contained in Section IV(B) of 10 CTR Part 2,'

Appendix C should be addressed. Any written answer in accordance with 10
CTR 2.205 should be set forth separately from the statement or explanation
in reply pursuant to 10 CTR 2.201, but may inecrporate statements or explana-
tions by specific reference (e.g., citing page and paragraph numbers) to

-

avoid repetition. Consumers Power Company's attention is directed to the
other provisions of 10 CTR 2.205, regarding the procedures for impesing a

.

civil penalty. '

Upon failure to pay any civil penalties due, which have been subsequently
deter =ined in acce: dance with the applicable provisions of 10 CTR 2.205,
this matter may be referred to the Attorney General, and the penalties, '

unless compromised, remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civil action
pursuant to Section 234c of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282.

.

*

TOR THE NUCLIAR REGULATORY C0" MISSION l
,

Sh" *

amesG.XeppYer
_. -

1

Regional Administrator

Dated at Glen Illyn, I111acis
8

1 this 3 day February of 1983
l

i . ,

*
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, Notice of Violation Index to Insoection 'Reeert
-

. - '

.

'

NOV Item A Recort No. Reoert Section
.

-

329/82-22-0I. 3.
330/82-22-04-

', '
t. ., .

, . NOV Item B Recort No. .' .Reoert' Section
'-

' .

. .

1.a 329/82-22-02A
, ,

. . -

3.a .-

," 330/82-22.-02A
.

, 1.b 329/82-22-023 4.a.(4)
330/82-22-023.

~ .
.

-

1.'c - '

'

'329/82-22-02C_ 4.b
.

~ ' * *
| '330/82-22-02C

.
' '

' ~ 1'. d 329/82-22-02D' 4.c.

330/82-22-02D. -

,

' '1.e
. 329/82-22-05A 6.a

330/82-22-05A.

. . .

1.f 329/82-22-053. 6.b
330/82-22-053~

.

13 329/82-22-09A 7.b.(1)
330/82-22-09A

1.h 329/82-22-093 7.b.(2),

330/82-22-093
.

1.1 329/82-22-18A 10.'b
330/82-22-18A *

1.j 329/82-22-183 10.c.(2).

330/82-22-183 ''

1.k 329/82-22-18C 10.c.(3)
330/82-22-18C

1.1 329/82-22-16. 10.a.(1)
330/82-22-16

.

* .

.

.

. 8

.

.-- O - - - . . - , . - . - - .- '-- u.- . . - - - -
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NOV Item B Renort No. 'Recor: See ien- .
.

'

1.m 329/82-22-16 10.a.(2)' * *

330/82-22-16- .

. *. -
. . ,

,

. 1.n. 329/82-22 16
~1

* ''
.

10.a.(3)
-

330/82-22-16
, .

- '

. .
.

1.o * .

329/82-22-16 - 10.a.(4)- , 330/82-22-16
Co.

' ' ' 1.p 329/82-22-16 10.a,(5)
'

. . 330/82-22-16-.

,

*

1. q ' ' 329/82-22-2'4 17.,

330/82-22-24 ,.

.
.

.

2.a - 329/82-22-08 .7.4
330/82-22-08

,,

~

2.b 329/82-22-153
.

10.c.(1)
330/82-22-153

2. c ' 329/82-22-15C 10.c.(4). 330/82-22-15C

2.d '329/82-22-15A 9. -
330/82-22-15A '

2.a 329/82-22-11 8.a
330/82-22-11

.

2.f 329/82-22-26 25.
330/82-22-26

' 3. 329/82-22-01 2.b "

330/82-22-01

4.a
7 329/82-22-25 18.t

! 330/82-22-25-
,

.

| ,

. -

e

-
.
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NOV Item B Recort No.
'

"

Recert See-ion.. .

. 4.b. - .

329/82-22-17 10.a
-

,,

330/82-22-17:. . .

. .
,

5. .-

329/82-22-10, 7.b (3)- '

330/82-22-10
-

.
.

6. .*

329/82-22-13 8.b
-.

,

i.-
, 330/82-22-13,

'
7. ' '

329/82-22-21*
' 330/82-22-21 '12.*

,.

.

8.a '

329/82-22-23 14.b
'

330/82-22-23.

8.b.(1)
'

~

. 329/82-22-12A 8.a
'- 330/82-22-12A_.

.8.b. (2) 329/82-22-123 9
.

330/82-22-123
-

,

-,

.

.

.

.

.

- ~.

.

!
"
.

.

|

I
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[ #e, , UNITED STATES 4
'

! y ,, , 7. N'JCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION [N j g,d-

**
. i.
, * 2- ~'

. d --
. I ,

REGION llif' 739 mooSEVELT ROAD
g.% ej otsN ALLYN. Luwo s sots 7 ,

,

....

'. TER '8 1983.

.

.

.. -

'Do'cket No. 50-329
,

' Docket No. 50-33'O
-

. . .
-

Coitsumers Power company
* ATTN: Mr. John D. Selby; .

,

President
,212' Vest Michigan Avenue,

.

.
,

Jackson, MI .49201

JGentlemen: .

.

.

This refers to the special inspection conducted during the period
October 12 through November 23, 1982, and January 19-21, 1983 of activities,

L at the Midland Nuclear Power Plant. Units 1 and 2, authorized by NRC
Construction Permits No. CPPR-81 and No. CPPR-82. The results of the!
inspecticn were discussed during an enforcement conference conducted at the
NRC Region III office on January 18, 1983. The report setting forth the i

results of the inspection and the enforcement conference is enclosed.
.

In accordance with 10 CTR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure
vill be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office,
by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written
application to withhold information contained therein within thirty days ofthe date of this letter. Such application must be consistant with the re-
quire =ents of 2.790(b)(1). * If we de not hear from you in this :egard within
the specified periods noted above, a copy of this letter and the enclosed
inspection report will be placed in the Public Document Room.

A separate letter is enclosed that sets forth certain matters of concern
and the items of noncompliance found during the inspection. The responses

..

directed by,this letter are not subject to the clearance procedures of the;

i

Office of Management and Budget as required by the Paperwork Reduction Actof 1980, PL 96-511.-

i

.

f;

CM
_

- ~ , , , , , , ,
!

_ g >U 4 *' ~ w ~

.

.
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Consumers Power Crmpany. 2 pgg gg,

,
. .

.,

.

*

,

We will gladly discuss any questions.you have concerning these' inspections.
.

Sincerely, '.

',

-

_ 0rigin:1 1 'e: .i .'. !.

.._..;, .,, , , . .
. ..

.

,

James G. Keppler, , ,
.

. Regional Administrator'

.- -
-_. _ ,

- Inclosure: Inspection Report ,

**

_No. 50-329/82-22(OSC) and -

No. 50-330/82-22(05C)
.- .

- -
.

'

'cc w/ encl: '
' '

J. V. Cook, Vice President .

-

DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS) '

Resident Inspector, RIII"
The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASD
'The Honorable Jerry' Harbour, ASD
The Honorable Frederick P. Cosan, ASD

-

-

The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, AS D .
'

Villiam Paton, IIR
Michael Miller
Ronald Callen, Michigan

Public Service Commission '

Myron M. Cherry-

Barbara Staniris
Mary Sinclair .

'

Vendell Marshall
Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.I.)

.

,

.

, ..

.

.

|
'

.

RIII RIII

wn .* RINI*
Schultz /jp Davis Rhppler .

2/2/83 M9 g g 33
... .

.

*

. g*
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, *
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U.S. NUCLIAR RIGULATORY Co.TIISSION
.,

*

REGION III *
-

.

,

Report 'No.. 50-329/82-22; 50-330/82-22
-

... .
,

. Docket'No. 30-329; 30-330 ,

License No. CPPR-81; CPPRi82

Licenses: Consumers Power Company
1945 West Parnall Road

,

- '*

. Jackson, MI 49201
-

, .

Facility Name: Midland. Plant, Units 1 and 2 *

' Inspection At: Midland Site, Midland, MI
'

.
,,

-
'

'
'

Inspection Conducted: October 12 - November.25, 1982 and January 19-21, 1983,

-
. -

. P.N
' ,

l }
-

, Inspectors: '

A. mar tt Gt - l mf_Y~

U 4 l'Q
-

,

s. L. nur ess 2-/-33
; #

.2 - /-33
. .

. J. o

$.h1

'

1 )R. N. Gardner llIi33
;

11 61%
'l -/. p ]

w>s aApproved by: W. D. Shafe Chief . 2 - /- h3Section 2, Office of
Special Casas .

,
Inspection Summary

Insweetion on October 12 - November 25, 1982 and Januarv 19-21. 1983 (Revert
No. 50-329/82-22: 50-330/82-22)
Areas inspected:

Licensee actions on previously identiff'ed items; special
inspection involving electrical, mechanical and civil components of the-
Diesel Generator Building; control of concrete chipping; control of electrical
cable segregation; review of Remedial Soils requalification activities; peri-

,

i

meter dike armor stone activities; prestartup test; ultrasonic testing of holrldown bolts.i

The inspection involved a total of 594 inspector-hours onsite br
fict NRC inspectors, including 72 inspector-hours onsite during off-shifts: *

i *

| 1 -

'

p - * %~= s,r n n v - -
-

_-

.
*

----- '-^^' ' '" ~~~~ ~ ~_ _ _ . _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - __,, - _ - , - - - - - - - ---



-- . .

.

'] O. , , .,

. .
. .

,, . .j . _,
. .

*
.

*

Results: Of the areas inspected, no apparent items of nonce =pliance or devia ~
,

- tions were identified in four areas. Noncompliances identified in the remain-
ing areas were as follows: I

.

Noncompliance . Report Section

Criterion III - Tallure to establish ade uste 7. a. '8. a.- 9, 10. c. (1) , -
. design control measures 10.c.(4), 25 *.,

.,,

C'r'iterion V T.ailure to develop adequate 3.a. 4.a'(4', 4.b. .c,),

-
*

. procedures and failure to 6.a 6.b. 7.b.(1), 7.b.(2),accomplish activities affecting 10.a. 10.b, 10.c.(2)',
quality in accordance with 10.c.(3), 17'"
instructions, procedures or '

,

drawings ' '

'

. -
-

_ _

,

' Criterion VI - Tailure to establish measures to 12
-

-

! control the issuance of documents, '

- -

i including changes'
.

'
'

, ' ,.
. .

j Criterion VII - Tailure to conduct adequate 2.b
.

'

- component source inspections and -

receipt-inspections *. '

* Criterien IX - Tailure to establish measures to 8.b
i control special processes
'

.

'* Criterion X .- Tailure to establish an inspection 10.a. 18
program and failure of QC inspections '

to identify nonconformances
.

; . Criterion XIII - Tailure to establish measures 7.b.(3)
'

i

to maintain and control the
. .

cleaning and preservation of
; equipment

,

| Criterion XV - Tailure to establish measures to 5, 8.a. 9, 14.b
control nonconforming materials,

* ..

parts, or components
,

,

.

. .

.

e

.

*
.

.

2 *

\< --
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DETAILS
*

'

o -
.

'
*

. . .

Persons contacted
'

'

.

.

Consumers Power Company .

.

. .'

J' . V. Cook, Vice President ., . ..' .

''

*

R.,Velles, Executive Manager .

.

D lB. Miller, Site Manager ,
' * -

M. L. Curland, QA Superintendent , . .,
iR. E. Akers, MPQAD

> ' - -
J. G. Balamer, Construction Engineer

: E. H. Evans, Construction Engineer.
* * '

L. R. Howell, MPQAD '

~

D. D. Johnson, Construction Engineer .. . .

-

E. Jones, MPQAD '
'

-
~

,

*

G. 3. Johnson, Construction Engineer .

-, *
'

J. 5. Kreple, Construction Engineer .

.

G. M. Murray, Construction' Engineer
.

. .
* *

3. H. Peck, Construction Engineer ,.
*,

':.

D. V. Puhs11a, Construction Engineer: ,

| G. V. Rowe, Construction Engineer
1 M. J. Schaeffer, MPQAD

D. E. Sibbald, Construction Engineer
T. A. Spelman, Construction Engineer .

*

D. J. Vokal, Construction Engineer
-

R. M. Wheeler, Construction Engineer -

R. H. Violand, Construction Engineer
J. T. Valton, Construction Engineer

'

R. E. Whitaker, Construction Engineer

Bechtil Pever Co par.y
.

R. Vahl, Vice President and General Manager
K. Vassar, Manager, Division of Project Operations and Services
J. Rutgers, Project Manager .

L. Davis, Site Manager * ..

M. A. Dietrich, MPQAD
, P. Corcoran, Resident Project Engineer'

J. J. Gilmartin, Tield Engineer
3. R. Kappel, Resident Engineer
F. H. Schulmeister, MPQAD
E. Smith, PTQCI

Other licensee and contractor personnel were routinely contacted during
the course of the inspection.

,

1. Licensee Actions on Previously identified Items *
.

(Closed) Deviation (50-329/82-11-01;.50-330/c2-11-01): The licensee .
failed to use approved installation / coordination forms during the

i

3
'

.

_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ . _ _ . _ . - - - - - - - - - - , , - , - - - - ~ - - ~ - ' " ' ' " ' ' " ~ ~ ~ * ' ' " ~ ' ' * * ~ " ' ' ~ ' ' ~ ~ * ' ~ ~ ~ ^ "' ^ ''
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. . .

-.; . '

|

' installation of affected underpinning ' instrumentation. As documented.
in Inspectica Report No., 30-329/82-18; 30-330/82-18, the inspector ~

;

|verified that the licensee was properly documenting the installation of,-
, ,

underpinning instrumentation on attached installation /doordination forms,,.

I' . During this inspection the inspector reviewed Bechtel Power Corporation '
.

' Procedure FPU-1.000 Revision 0,_which delineated procedures for the
preparation, approval, and use of the subject. installation / coordination
forms.: The , inspector determined that. the Be~ htel procedure v'as' acceptable.

~

c
'

; Functional or.Prorram Areas Inspected *

. .. .

, ,

2. Electrical Cable Terminations *

.

'

'' . . -

An inspection of comp'leted Class II cable terminations in Diesel Engine ,
.

-

Control Panels IC111, IC112, and in Diesel Generater Control Panel IC231 -

was conducted: During this inspection internal wiring. terminations'and .
'

-

field terminations were. observed. The internal wiring terminations were-

accomplished by the panel supplier during tho' manufacture of the ' panels
- while the field terminations were accomplished by onsite Bechte1 ' electricians.

Thefollowingfiel'd[terminationswereobse ed:a.
.

-

i
_

Cable Scheme'' Number Location of Termination__

'

1AA0502N 1C231 - -

1AA0502R 1C231 **

1AD1201A 1C231*

1AG11013 2C231
.

. 1AG1101C IC231
'

1AG1101F IC231
1AG1102N IC231
1AG11053 1C231

.

-

1AG1105C IC111 .

1AG1113C IC111
1AA0001L 2C111
1AA0502G IC111

- 1A35311K IC111!

1AD1115A IC111* -.

1AG1102G IC111
1AG1102K IC111

.

1AG1102L IC111
1AG1102M 1C111

| 1AG1102N IC111'

1AG1105C 1C111
*

1AG1108C 2C111
1AG1108F IC111''

, 1AG11093 IC111
1AG1109C ~

IC111
1AV099E IC111
1AV100E 1C111 -

. .

.

O

e

| .. *

A
-

, '( _ _ _ . _ . . - - - - . - - - - . --- -- - - - - - -

. .
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The laspector verified :that the abov'e field terminations met the
.

*

requirements of Bechtel Termination Procedure FPE-7.000 including|

the use of proper termination lugs and connection to the correct
-

termination board locations.-
- - '

b. ' The inspector observed'the termination of internal wiring in Diesel
~

Engine Control Panel IC112.
The inspection revealed numerous instances ,

. where the internal conductors within the panels were damaged or were:
- ,

not properly terminated. . Examples included:
. .

.

(1) The output le'ad on the Reiay Tacia device _had numerous brokeA ,-
'

conductors at the termination lug. .
.

.
. -,,

.

(2) The K1 lead,on the Relay Tach devicalhad two broken strands
resulting in'a potential short circuit between the K1 toad

-

and an adjacent conductor. '. -
-

.
,

.

'

(3) The 1- lead' en the C3-1 device did not. have all strands. inserted.
-

into the compression lug. - -
.

.
.

.

.. .The above conditions were contrary to the procuremen.t requirements -
delineated in Specification 7220-G-5, Revision 1, Paragraph 6.0

-

i 'which stated, in part, "All electrical wiring . within thej
board enclosure shall conform to the highest industrial standards

.

of design and workmanship." This failure of source' inspections at
the panel supplier facilities and receipt inspections at the Midland
site to assure conformance of the internal wiring to procurement,

requirements was considered an it,em.of noncompliance with.10 CFR 50
Appendix 3, Criterion VII as described in the Notice of Violation.
(50-329/82-22-01; 50-330/82-22-01)

Subsequent to this finding the licensee initiated NCR No. M01-9-2-139
;

'

which contained 19 pages of identified internal wiring deficiencies
associated with Diesel Engine Control Panels IC111, IC112, 2C111 and
2C112. The licensee on December 3, 1982 identified the poor workman-

.

ship within the subject panels as part of a potential 50.55(e) report
.

on Vendor supplied electrical equipment. *

[ The inspector determined that the internal wiring within the Die el
. c.

Generator Control Panels was not installed in accordance with the
separation requirements delineated in the Midland FSAR. Nonclass
1E wiring was routed within six inches of Class 1E wiring and the
color coding of the internal wiring did not correctly identify the
viring as being Class 1E or Nonclass 1E. Subsequent to this finding
the inspector reviewed Consumers Power Company (CPCo) NCR No.
M-01-9-1-075 dated June 19, 1981. This NCR was written by the li-,

|
-

, consee to document the aforementioned internal wiring separationdeficiencies. The NCR stated that the panel supplier was sending
a representative to the Midland site on November 15, 1982. ,

t

On November 18, 1982 the licensee informed the inspector that panel i
supplier representatives had arrived onsite on November 16, 1982

:

.

.

:
- 3

[
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.

and that these representatives had determined that the panels sculd
- be modified to correct the internal wiring separation problems.

The inspector had no further questions-on this matter.. - ~

'

3. Diesel control Panel Installations
'-

. .
. ,

,

.

| The inspector observed the installation of the Diesel Generator Control'
!* Panel and the. Diesel Engine Control Panel.' associated. with each of the.

~ -

.

i four diese1~ generators. The installation requirements for th se panels'

were delineated on Drawings 7220-M18-83 and 7220-M18-250. During'this ;
.

; inspection the following was observed. ,.
.

\ 1* *
.

'The Diesel Engine Control Panels were not, installed in r.ccordancea.
i e with foundation Drawing 7220-M18-250. This drawing required the-

' '

installation of bevelled washers and flat washers.on the foundation
,

'

' bolts. The flat witshers were'not installed on.any Q the four panels.
In addition, there was no evidencit that:the bevelled washers were., '

-

- installed before the panels were grouted. This failure to install
foundation washers as required by.the pertinent foundation drawingj .

.was censi'dered an item of noncompliance with 10' CFR 50, Appendix B..

Criterion V as. described in the Notice ofLViolation.
~ ^

. (50-329/82-22-02A ; 50-330/82-22-02A). -

Subsequent to this finding the licensee initiated NCR No. M01-9-2-138
to document the missing washers.-

b. The Diesel Generator Control Panel base to cabinat hardware installa-*

tion was not in accordance with Drawing 7220-M18-83. The drawing
i

required that the cabinet be secured to the base utilizing 1/2" hex,

i bolts with threads embedded 2" into concrete. The. licensee had
| installed nuts on the 1/2" hex bolts which were not identified on

the subject drawing. In addition, the concrete curb had not been,

poured at the time of this inspection. The inspector further
observed that the drawing details did not clearly describe the base.

'

to cabinet hardware configuration. Discussions with the licensee ,

,

revealed that the incomplete cabinet. foundation was documented on
an In Process Inspection Notice (IPIN), dated June 14, 1982. On
Septeober 21, 1982, the licensee had initiated Field Change Request.
(FCR) M-6655 which proposed a change to the cabinet to foundation
detail located on drawing 7220-M18-83. The inspector had no further
questions on this matter.

.

4. Racevav Suenort Installations

The inspector observed the as-built installation of the type 13a.
conduit support for conduits 2BN006, 2BN007 and 2BDA002 located
in Bay 4 of the Diesel Generator Building. The as-built installa-
tion of the support was compared with the requirements delineated
on Drawing I-42. During the inspection of this support the follow-
ing was determined:

.

i

l *
.

.

6 *

.-.
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'

,
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-

.

|.
(1) The lengths of' the support members were determined to' be

-

'

within the tolerances identified on Dswing E-42...

'
'

.
'

I (2) The base plate dimensions were jxt accordance with the.
'

drawing requirements..
',

.

.

('3) The/ support velds wago acceptable... -
', - - --

.'

'(4) The size of the' unscheduled pull box mounted on the conduit.

support did not conform to Sheet 42 cf Drawing I-42. The
*

.

as-built dimensions of the box were determined to be 12" x12" x 6". The dimensicas required by Sheet 42 were 13 1/2"'-
? x 12" x 6".

-

This failure to install the correct, size unscheduled;

pull box vas a further,ex' =ple of. nonce:pliance as cited in, .

a
paragraph 3.a above. (50-329/82-22 ,023; 50-330/82-22-023)

.

.
, ,

'

/b.
The inspector observed the as-built installation of tray support

,
.

FSK-E-796, Sh 1-86 installed in Bay 4 of the, Dies'el Generat6r Building.
The as-built configuration of the support and the as-built support'

-

dimensions were compared with the requirements iden,tified on DrawingE-796(Q), Revision 5. Sheet 2 of 2. This'inspettion revealed that
the as-built 2' 1 1/2" vall to support dimension did not conform to
the l' 10" dimens' ion requ' ired by the aforementioned drawing. The
failure to install the subject support in accordance with the drawing
requirements was a further example of noncompliance as cited in para-graph 3.a above. (50-329/82-22-02C; 50-330/82-22-02C),

An inspection of the as-built installation of tray support No.14c.

installed in Bay 2G11 of the Diesel Generator Building was conducted.
The as-built configuration of the support and the as-built support
dimensions vare compared with the requirements identified on Drawing

~

E-796(Q), Revision 11, Sheet 1 of 2. This inspectica revealed that
the as-built 5' 5" vall to support dimension did not conform to the
6' 6" dimension required by the aforementioned drawing. The failure
to install the subject support in accordance with the drawing re-
quirements was a further example of noncompliance as cited in para-graph 3.a above. (50,329/82-22-02D; 50-330/82-22-02D),

..

d.
The licensee was questioned as to the status of the seismic analysis
performed to provide assurance that the plant conduit and tray
supports, as installed, met the seismic requirements for the Midlandplant.

The licenses stated that the seismic analysis was being
accomplished at this time and that the results of the analysis would
be available when completed. This 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)

5. Review of Quality control Activities
j -

During the review of Bechtel Quality Control (QC) inspection activities
'

|
the inspector determined that. Bechtel QC inspectors were not identifying|
as nonconformances all of the deficiencies which they observed during

I
.

*

*

7
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, their inspections. 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 nonconformances observed'during in process in?
spections and during inspections cf completed items. IPINs associated

'

with suspended inspections ~1dentified as nonconformance.s only a portion
.

-

of the observed deficiencie's'. No record was made of the. remaining'

observed deficiencies. 'In addition, the.IPINs did not' document the fact
-

.

'

that the inspec. tion was suspended due to excessive deficiencies' h'aving
-

. been observed. Tinally, the criteria to be used by QC inspectors-in
-

determining'whether observed de'ficiencies were excessive was not defined..
As a result of the, above, the following was determined:

,. . . . -

'. a . Trend analysis, as identified in Midland Project Quality Assuran'ce'

Department Procedure M-2, was designed to serve as a management. .

|, ' tool to detect changes in'the rates of nonconformance. For deter-4

> iorations in quality:the procedure iequired the performance of an
~

'

in-depth analysis. to determine the root cause of nonconformance.
' ~ The failure.of QC. inspectors to document all obse'rved nonconform-'

-

ances resulted in the Trend Analysis Program,'as it relates to
IPINs, not addressing'all nonconformances. Management's ability

-

. to determine the root cause of nonconformance so as to prevent re-
currence had been accordingly diminished...

-

' "

'An additional function of the in-depth analysis required by Trend
- b.

Analysis Procedura M-2 was the determination as to whether or not
work affected by nonconformance should be stopped. The failure of '

QC inspectors to document all observed nonconformances resulted
.

in the continuation of nonconforming work activities which received
no stop work considerations, thereby preventing management from
performing an indepth analysis.

On January 19 and 20, 1983, thirteen Bechtel Quality Control (QC)c.
inspectors were interviewed by members of the Midland Section to
determine the standard practice used by onsite QC inspectors in -

closing open Inspection Reports (IR's) which had open I?IN's. Of
', the thirteen QC inspectors interviewed, eight inspectors stated that

open IR's would be closed after the deficiencies listed on the open
IPIN's had been reinspected and the IPIN closed. Tour of these eight*

QC inspectors stated that spot checks would be performed in the same,

! area as the identified deficiencies. Three of the inspectors stated
-

that they had written partial IPIN's. The results of the interviev-

'

can be summarized as follows: .

(1) There was no standard practice pertaining to the use of IPIN's
in documenting deficiencies. Some inspectors were involved in,

writing IPIN's which did not document all identified deficiencies'

while some inspectors believed that all inspectors were required
to document all deficiencies.

-
.

%

i *

*
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. * (2') There was no . standard practica pertaining to the closure'of opeaIR's which had open IPIN's.-
-

the deficiencies identified on the associated IPIN while someSome inspectors would reinspect only-i

l ,
*

inspectors would reinspect everything pertaining 1;o the IR attri-
,

'

i, bute against.'which the IPIN had been written. ~

;
_ ,

-. . -

.
. -

!
.The failure to establish measures to control materials, parts, or con'-|

.

'
~

poneMs wh3 ' did not conform to requirements in order.to preverit' their
.

''

.inadverten; ese or installation was considered an item .of noncompliance
with 10 CTR 50. Appendix B, Criteria XV and X as described in the

-

.

-

Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-04; 50-330/82-22-04)
- -

.

-: -
..During the ' inspection a determination was, made that the licensee 'had in;,
the past used another unofficial document to bypass the IPIN program.! *

The unofficial document (called Attachment-10) was used by QC inspectors.
to, identify'numeicus ni:nconformances such as' equipment 'not installed,

. .,.
l work,not completed, and drawings not updated. These nonconfor=ing issues

.
,..

, ,

were not' factored into the Trend Analysis Pnogram and subseiuently vere ,

'- t
not reviewed for generic implications or root cause'so as to prevent

.

,'

recurrence. '

,
,

; '
The licenree's QA Audit M-01-333-2, finding 14T, addressed a problem

. -

.

!
'

| regarding incomplete work being turned over to QC inspectors, but did
not address the use of Attachment 10 forms. Discussion revealed that!

the auditors had met with QC representatives and had obtained prompt
corrective action (i.e., the cessation of documenting nonconformances
on unofficial documents) and as a result the auditor did not document

.

.this issue as an audit finding.,

However, it is not clear that the deficiencies identified on unofficial*

documents were subsequently reviewed and accepted, rejected, repaired
or reworked in accordance with documented procedures. This matter is ;.

!

unresolved pending the determinatier. of the adequacy of the licensee's'

corrective actions in regards to these deficiencies. (50-329/82-22-27;j 50-330/82-22-27)
;

j 6. Exa=ination of Steel in Lavdown Irea "

..

During the inspection, the laydown area was examined by the; a.
inspectors. It was noted that there was stock steel with no
markings which would identify the material to a given material,

heat number. Bechtel Field Instruction FIG-9.600 Color Ooding
of Field Purchased Pipe. Tittings, Bolting Material, Non-Q Nangers,
Stock Steel, and Corponent Parts, states that "No marking is re-

! -

quired for A-36 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. Nigh strength steel plate was identified
in the laydown area without markings of material type and grade.
Failure to not mark high strength steel with the material tn e and
grade was considered an item of noncompliance against 10 CFR 50,
Appendix 3. Criterion V and described in the Notice of Violation.
(50-329/82-22-05A; 30 330-82-22-05A)

.

.

'

9
/
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{ b. Field Instructica T5G-9.600, referenced above, required that the
*

| ends of all Non-Q steel material be painted yellow with separa1Ee' -

storage provided. During the examination of steel in the laydown{,
area, it was noted that there were-Q and non-Q storage areas.

~

,**
.

However, some ste'el stock in the Q area was. painted on the ends'

with a paint color resembling 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 theI
' ,

'

?Q storage area had been placed on the material by the manufacturer.!
' *

The licensee p.ainted the ends of all th.e material'in'the non-Q ares,

after this was identified by the inspectors. Failure to mark and/or
-

.

'

' segregate Q and.non-Q material w's considered an item of noncompli-ai-
ance with 10 CTR 50 Appendix 3, Criterion V as described in.the..

-- *

' Notice of Violation. (50,-329/82-22-053; 50-329/82-22-053)
.

*

The references above to Field Instrue1Elon TIG-9.600 pertain to
, c.'

-

|,., , Revisien 1 of .this instruction, dated December 2,1981.: Revision -' '

I superceded Revision 0 which was dated Tebruary 1979. Revision,
,

O referred only to field puzchased pipe, fittings an.d bolting
. -

;

.satorial and made no reference to' stock steel identification. The
.

' . inspectors identified (in the laydown area) a nominal 25 foot -.

length of 12 x 12 WT beam that had no markings but was stored in -
an area that had ASTM-A-588 steel of similar description and surface
color / texture appearance to the unmarked beam. The ability of the
licensee to maintain material traceability and identification in
accordance with the regulations was considered an unresolved ites.

| (50-329/82-22-06; 50-330/82-22-06)
{

'

| d. The inspecter requested to see QA audits of material traceability.,

.The only audits that could be located during the inspection were
of teceiving and fabrication of miscellaneous structural steel.
No audits of asterial traceability could be located during this
inspection. Subsequent co.munications with the licensee revealed.

that an audit had been conducted in Septamber 1982 (M 1-332-2).
Pending review of this audit, this is an unresolved ites.
(50-329/82-22-07; 50-330/82-22-07)

7. Diesel Generator Muffler Inseection .

, .

The inspectors conducted 'an inspection of the diesel generator suffler
located in the Diesel Generator Building. The inspection included a
review of the applicable drawings and documentation associated with

'

| installation and modification of the four diesel generator (DG) mufflers.

The DG mufflers were constructed offsite by American Air Filter Co., Inc.
(a subcontractor of Transamerica Delaval, the DG systes 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. TCR M-2283 was written
to modify the saddle support base plates to fit the anchor bolt locations.

*

.

e

'

10
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.During the' inspection the licensee was requested to review docu-
..

a. .

mentation of the base plates to determine if traceability was evident,
The licensee's review of base plate documentation identified that

,
.

-

part numbers could be tracked to a Certificate 'f Conformance.o TheCertificate of Conformance was written for purchased "Q" material
-

'; ,-
that was not manufactured to ASMI code specifications..

The Certifi-. -

case of Conformance, did not, however, sp'ecify the material used
.

.' during the manufacture of the base pistes.
. -

.

The inspector and the~

-
'

licensee reviewed the base plate and muffler saddle support drawingsj -

and specifications for identification of plate material.,
'*

Huffler'

and saddle support material was not specified on'the design drawings
t- -

.

.and specifications.,

.FSAR Section 3 2' Table 3.2-1 identifies the Diesel Generator Cem-
~

'

bustion Air Intake and Exhaust System as- Seismic Category 1. To
- .

' . qualify the~ muffler to Seismic Category 1 criteria, the. saddle
- '* . . . .

*

supports and base plate material requirements must be specified to,''

ensure that the muffler would meet seismic criteria.
.

10 CFR 50 Appendix 3. Criterion III requires measures to be estab-
,11shed for the selection and review for suitability of application

.

P

of materials Jhat are essential to the safety related fu.e.tions of
.

.

the structures, systeas, and components.
.

' ~

The fai1ure of design documents to specify requirements for the
selection and review for suitability of application (in this case'

Seismic Category 1) of materials associated with the DG muffler,

was considered an item of noncompliance with 10 CTR 50, Appendix 3,
Criterion III, as described in the Notice of Violation.
(50-329/82-22-08; 50-330/82-22-08).

*

b. In addition to the above, the inspectors identified other noncom-
pliances associated with the installation of the DG muffler as *

<

follows: -
.

'
.

(1) To allow for adequate thermal expansion of the DG mufflers,
.

!

slots were specified by Drawing M18-80-4 to be sized at 7/8"i by 1 5/8". In addition, Bechtel Vendor Drawing M18-425(5) 1i

required that plate slots used for support plate modificationsi
,

he machined.
-..

*. .

The inspectors determined that the slots were irregular and did
not conform to design drawings. 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 accordance with design
drawings was considered an item of noncompliance with 10 CFR
50, Appendix 3, Criterion V, which requires that activities ,I
affecting quality be accomplished in accordance with drawings
as described in the Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-09A;
50-330/82-22-09A)

.

.

.

11
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Subsequent to the inspection,'the licensee generated NCR 4693
.-

'

to disposit. ion the slots of the support plates for the DG
.

*

auffisr.-
-

.
' ,

'

*
- -

- -

,
' (2) Vender Drawing M18-230-6 required that~ jacking plates be|

installed and imbedded in concrete beneath the muffler support;
-

[ Jacking screws.', .
* .

. .
'. * '

..

<
- .The inspection of the Diesal Generator muffler'in Bay.No. 1,

'

. revealed that the jacking plates had not been installed be-
-
,'' .' ' '

neath the center saddle support. The licensee identified
.

that nine of the 48 jacking plates were missing in the four,

* *e
, bays..

.

-

-

.

'. Failure so install.the j~acking plates was. considered an item
.

.

*

' of noncompliance with 10 C7R Appendix 3, ~ Criterion V, which
- -

requires that activities affecting quality be accomplished
,

.

-

in accordance with drawings as described in the Notice of
.

Violation.' (50-329/82-22-093; 50-330/82-22-093)
.I

Subsequent to th's inspection, the 11censee wrote NCR 4694
-

.

; '

\. assinst the failure to install the jacking plates.

(3) Drawing M18-230-6 indicated two slide bearing elements welded
to the bottom of the outer saddle support base plates for each
DG muffler to allow for thermal expansion during suffler heatup.i .

During the plate inspection, it was noted that some of the
bearing plates were warped sufficiently to allow dirt to pene-
trate between the bearing plate surfaces which would restrict'

plate movement.

A review of all bearing plates by the licensee revealed five ,
of sixteen that were sufficiently warped to allow the inclusien
of dirt. Failure of the licensee to protect the bearing sur-faces frca dirt, dust, and other forms of contamination was
considered an item of noncompliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix 3
Criterion XIll requiring control of cleaning and preservationi

of material and Equipment as described in the Notice ofi

Violation. (50-329/82-22-10; 50-330/82-22-10)

On December 3, 1982, the licensee verbally committed to imple-*

menting a program to identify other material and equipment
requiring protection from contamination and to include this~

identified equipment in a preventive maintenance program.
8. Diesel Generator Exhaust Pininz Nanzers

The inspector selected the diesel generator exhaust piping for
; s.
| review. The latest revisions of applicable design drawings were|

'

compared to the actual as-huilt configuration of the hangers.
.

.
|
.

|

112
l -

.
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- ' Troin this review, it was determined that the actual configuratien
'

of the hangers did not, match the design drawings for the followin'
hangers: . g-

,

,' '(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 documented-

this on TCR.M6925 instead of an NCR as required by' site procedures.
-. .

,

'

(2) 651-1-510; th's 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 was not completed.
-

.The licensee's position was that the hangers in question were non "Q".

and their failure would not affect.any safety system. The inspector,

. -

determined that the exhaust pipe was."Q",'as document.ed in the TSAR,' ,
'-

~ the SIR and on Drawing M-652,. Sh.1,' Revision 8, . Note No.19. There-
fore, the hangers supporting the pipe were also required to be "Q".

-

The exhaust pipe hangers were constructed without implementing the
QA Program requirements. The failure of the licensee to ensure that
quality assurance requirements defined in the FSAR and the SIR were
transisted into the design and construction of the exhaust system
hangers was contrary to 10 CTR 50, Appendix 3, Criterion III as
described in the Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-11;
50-330/82-22-11)

*

On October 19, 1982, the licensee informed the inspector that the
exhaust system was indeed "Q" and administrative measures were
under way to correct the problem; however, these measures were.

. - not identified on any document. Site Procedure G3.2 required that,

an NCR be written for nonconforming condiri=ns. The licensee, as.

i

of November 10, 1982, had failed to document this nonconforming-'

condition through issuance of an NCR. The failure to co'ntrol, .

cooponents which did not conform to requirements was contrary to
10 CTR 50, Appendix 3, Criterion XV as described in the Notice of,

Violation. (30-329/82-22-12A; 30-330/82-22-12A)
,

b. During the review of the as-built hanger details, the inspector
-

observed the welding of hanger stiffeners to existing "Q" structural
steel. The stiffeners were being welded to a 36 inch "Q" beam with
1 1/8" flanges without any preheat. The room temperature at the time

. of the inspection approximated the outside temperature due to no
available heating. The welders informed the inspector that there were
no preheat requirements for these v' elds. The inspector determined
that Specification TSV Structural-1 and the AVS 1974 Code require a

,' minimum preheat' temperature of 70'F. The licensee did not verify the
temperature of the existing structural steel during velding. Further-

. more, site inspection procedures were inadequate in that they did not
require verification of preheat temperatures until they reach 150*F.

i

The failure to verify 70*T preheat temperature requirements was con-
trary to 10 C7R 50, Appendix 3, Criterion IX as described in the
' Notice of Violation (50-329/82-22-13; 50-330/82-22-13).

s

.

\
-

.

.-.

,- , , . ,---v,,-,--,- - - . - . - - -- --w,.---,,n m .,n--,-,.-n.- - - - - - - - - . - , , - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -



.

w

]a J 2
m '

1
*.

-_.
. *

- m

., ;*

x9. Diesel Generator Building Menorail -j
'

. A review of the monorail' installed above each diese'l gener$ter was per- ).

formed in order to deter =ine whether the monorail was designed and in- I
"

,

stalled in compliance with the requirements in.the TSAR and construction -,
specifications. ;

'

' _.
. 2

n e'licens.ee took exception to Regulatory Guide !!29 Position C.4,
.

resulting in these =enerails not being constructed "Q". D e licens~e's I
=

,

e
. plant vide 'eixception to position C-4 of RG 1.29 has been referred to NRR j- for review. This item is unresolved pending hts respons's (50-329/82-22-14; -i.50-330/82-22-14).

]"'

Discussions with the licensee on the monorail indicated that not only $

-
. *

was the monorail installed non "Q", .but- it also was not analyzed to.
* -

' Seismic Category I requirements as' required by.RG 1.29. H e failure to-' '

analyte the monorails to Seismic Cai;egory I requirements was contrary to i

2'

10 C7R 50, Appendix 3 Criterion III as described in ths Notice of 9. Violation. (50-329/82-22-15A; 50-330/52-22-15A)
-

?
.

_-
- Subsequent to the inspector's finding, the licensee reported the noncon- T

for=ing design on a " Proximity-Seismic Category II/I Interaction Identi- Nfication Sheet" i:Istead of a Nonconformance Report.' n e identification,

of this noncesforming item in this manner circumvented the licensee's ,
=

nenconformance program. As a result, this concern had not been reviewed
for generic applicability or for potential reportability as of November 10 _!

.

-11982. n e failure to identify and control this ncnconfor=ing condition
]

.

was contrary to 10 CTR 50, Appendix 3, Criterion XV as described in the -

Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-123; 50-330/82-22-123)
{
j

10. ' Diesel Generator Building HVAC Tan Sue ort JSteel }.
*

An inspection of the as-built structure was made using the latest qa.
t

revisions of applicable design drawings. Frc= this review,'the. #

inspector determined the following discrepancies:

(1) n e eight bracing tep gusset plates identified on Drawing
.

C-1004, Revision 10, as 5/16" thick were measured by the
_inspectors to be~ 1/4" thick in all four DG bays..

-1
,-

(2) n e as-built gusset plate connections in Bay No. I were no: Y
built as identified on Detail 3 of Drawing C-1004 n e braces j

;

were welded together as opposed to separate welds for each
"3brace. '

'
-

(3) None of the sixteen 1/4" bracing angles identified on Drawing -

5C-1004 were constructed utilizing 1/4" material..

.;
(4) Drawing C-1004, Detail No. 2 required the V10 beam to beam

-

i

connection sn be welded. In Bay No. 3, the inspector observed !that a bolted connection was constructed in lieu of the re- ,

=quired welded connection. ,

;.
'

a
a

14
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,
,

-
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|
, (5) The column cover ~p1' ate identified on FCR-C4401 was not con--

structed in Bay No. -3 as required. The plate was slotted.

'

instead of solid as depicted on the FCR.
| .

.

. -

The failure of the Ifeenses to' ensure that work was acco=plished
in accordance with the drawings was an item of noncompliance with

.10 CFR 50,'. Appendix 3, Criterion V, as described in the Notice of.
*

Violation. (50-329/82-22,16; 50-330/82-22-16)
-

.

.

- *

The ' inspector further determined that QCIR C210-172, Revision 1,
-

which dccumented the inspection of the fan supports, was closed on
-

. July 1, 1981 with no exceptions or nonconformances noted. .

The
QC inspector closed the inspection with a determination that the* '

structure was built in accordance with the drawing. The failure
of QC to detect and. identify these nonconformances was contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix 3, Criterion X as described in the Notice of

.

." Violation.' (50-329/82-22-17; 50-330/82-22-17)
.

! -
~ ,

.i -
'

b.'

The inspector determined that Procedure FID-2.100, " Outstanding.
- FCR/FCN Retirement," Revision 2, was inadequate in that it did not

.

require, for retired FCR/TCN's, that the design drawing remain
annotated indicating that an FCR/FCN had been retired. As a result,
the HVAC structural steel did not conform to identified designrequirenants. Additionally, as a result of not having adequate
measures to control retired FCR/TCN's, the document control vault

,

lost retired FCR C-2103. The failure of the licensee to establish.

measures to identify the existence of retired FCR/TCNs on the
appropriate design drawings was an item of noncompliance with 10

t

.CFR 50, Appendix 3 Criterion V as described in the Notice ofViolation. (50-329/82-22-18A; 50-330/82-22-18A)
.

The inspector questioned the licenses as tio the method in whichc.
1

the botton bracing connections were made since there were no boitom-

bracing susset plate connection details (weld sizes, plate sizes
.

!

and plate thicknesses) identified on Drawings C-1004 and C-147. *

There were also no instructicas on site to indicate the method or;

standard practice to be used to design bracing ausset plates.I Thefollowing concerns were identified: "

(1) Design Drawing C-147 required bolted bracing connections for,
the diesel generator building HVAC bracing gusset plates.;

| Contrary to this design requirement, Field Sketch CY-1035 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

.

original design. The implementation of changes in design in
.

the field without subsequent review and approval was considered,

an item of noncompliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix 3, Criterion' ,

;

III as described in the Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-153;
50-330/82-22-153)

.

.

s

*
.

.

.

.

.

. g
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'(2) Tield Sketch Number CY-1035 which illustrated the botico*

gusset plates was no' t annotated as "Q", nor was there a .
- -

- ' reference on the sketch to the affected design drawing.
This is contrary to the requirements delineated in Procedure

.

TPD-5.000. " Preparation of Tield Sketches'," Revision 1..
.

'

The failure to follow procedures was an item of noncompliance'
>

with 10 CTR 50, Appendix 3, Criterion V as described in the
.

, , ,

Notice ~of Violation. (50-329/82-22-18B; 50-330/82-22e183)
. .

* .
.

. .
. . '

.
'

(3) .The inspecto'r further determined that the.procefure did not'

require 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 annotated
-

*

on a drawing. The failure to develop procedures to adequately
~

.

. . control field sketches was in noncompliance with~10 CTR,
Appendix 3 Criterion V, as described in the Not' ice of Violation.
'(50-329/82-22-28C; 50-330/82-22-18C) *

,

- . .

(4) The inspector determined that the bottos gu'sset plate sizes'

were only identified on a . Combo Shey work order sketch.- As, .

i a result, the bottom gusset plates were designed in the field;

without adequate review and approval.- The failure to control
the ausset plate' design was in nonco=pliance with 10 CTR 50,'

f Appendix 3, Criterion III as identified in the Notice of
Violation. (50-329/82-22-15C; 50-330/82-22-15C).,

.

~
d. The inspectors determined that the existing 1/4" gusset plat,es

appeared to be out of ASTM Specification A6 requirements for rolling
mill tolerances as identified in Table 1 of the ASDf Specification.
Due to the plates having been previously painted, the actual plate
thicknesses had not been determined at the time of this inspection.

| This matter is unresolved (50-329/82-22-19; 50-330/82-22-19).
11. pie Installation Activities ' '

,

The inspector selected for inspection one of the two pipelines whichl

connected an air start tank to Diesel 1311, and the four support hangers
for both pipelines. Diesel 1311 was located in Bay 2. -

Pipeline 1-GCC-1-5-652-2 was specified on Bechtel Drawing No. M-632, Sheet
. 2, (Q), Revision 3. The drawing specified the pipeline configuration and

identified which welds (shop welds) were made at the vendor and which
welds (field welds) were made by site craftsmen.

The inspector observed the installed pipeline components and connecting
, welds for line 1-GCC-1-5-632-2. The pipeline configuration was as speci-
| fied on the drawing.'.There were no unacceptable visual deficiencies on

.

any of the pipe welds. The pipe components supplied by the vender were
marked with heat number 32995. The pipe component (pup piece) supplied
at the site was marked with heat number 738367. Certified Material Test
Reports, CMTR's, were available on site for both of the above heat numbers.

.
.

*
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A review of the veld inspection records for the shop v' elds revealed that1 -

the shop welds had passed radiographic and visus 1 examination. The
visual examination report included fitup, root, interne'diata and final.

.

-

, veld passes. -
,

.
.

'

, ,

A reviev of the records for two field welds (M-652-2-7 and M-632-2-11)
.

'

indicated that only final visual examination had been performed. The.
' licensee stated that no additional nondestructive examination, NDE, was

-

''

required for.those field welds because the pipe was only three inches#
-

in diameter. ASME, Section ~III,'1971 Code, ' Summer .1973 Addendum, Articlec

ND-5220 states, "All pressure-retaining welds in piping, pumps and valvesJ.
greater than'four inches nominal pipe size shall be examined by either!

the magnetic particle, liquid penetrant or radiographic method."
-

' * This
code revision did not specify any NDI requirements for piping diameters'

of four inches and less. The pipe inspected was'less'than four inches'

*in diameter. '. '
..; -

. .

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 ini

' ~

diame'ter, had not been specified. During a telephone chaversation on
-

November 13, 1982, the licensee conchred that the design code had not .
1 -

i

been specified in the FSAR, but stated the design code was specified in,

site Specification'No. M-324(Q), Revi,sion 1. The RIII inspector confirmed
-

I

the licensee's statement. This matter has been referred to NRR and is'

i

l
open pending further review (50-329/8'2-22-20; 30-330/82-22-20).

12. Hanzer Desirn Control4 . ,.

An inspection of four support hangers on Diesel 1G11 pipelines was
conducted.~ The inspector requested the 3echtel Site Document Control
Center to provide the latest isometric drawings for the four hangers
that supported the two diesel air start pipelines. The control center

-

;

provided the following drawings:
-

, (1) 1-632-2-23(Q), Revision 0
1 -

; (2) 1-632-2-26(Q), Revision 1F1
..

j (3) 1-632-2-27(Q), Revisicin 0

(4) 1-632-2-28(Q), Revision 1F1
.

'

Drawing 1-632-2-25(Q), Revision C, was,used to check the actual installa-
tion of the respective hanger. The drawing and the actual installation

I

were different. A review of the QC copy and the original work print
revealed that the hangers appeared to.be installed in accordance with;

the red line changes.

Field Instruct!.on FIP-1.112 Revision 3 " Field Macking of Prints for;
'

Pipe' Supports," was used to control red line changes. The procedure "

essentially defined the method for which support changes that did not;
-

require a total redesign could be modified in the field. De procedure
.

, -
i ,

e
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required Resident Engineering approval for all support modification
.

except minor revisions that did not affect the basic design. The pro-
cedure appeared to assign Field Engineering the responsibility of con-*

trolling (ensuring proper approvals and distribution) red line changes.
The procedure also required Field Engineering to number and los the red
11'no changes. Discussions with Tield Engineering personnel responsible

.

for the. red'11ne los revealed that the log was not controlled. The log
appeared to be an ineffective control mechanism because the entries were

-

made chronologically for changes to all drawings and could not readily
, be-used to identify how many changes affected any specific drawing. '

'The Bechtel Lead Mechanical Field Engineer stated that red line changes
'

'~

were initiated by Field Engineering, approved by Resident Engineering,
and returned to Field Engineering for distribution. _In addition, the
inspector deter =ined that distribution to the Document Control Center

,
was b'eing bypassed... -

Adequate me,asures were not established to control the issuance of these
document changes. This was contrary to 10 GTR 50, Appendix B, Criterion
VI as described in the Notice of Violatien. (50-329/82-22-21;

.

$0-330/82-22-21)

Bechtel Project Engineering Procedure, PIP, No. 4.46.9, Revision 0,
established the controls for red line changes received by ResidentEngineering. The procedure required the cognizant discipline resident
engines: to maintain a los of red lines received. The inspector verified
that two red lines identified on isometric drawing 1-652-2-25(Q) were
prope:17 controlled by the log.

.

13. Manter Installation Activities

The inspector checked the installation of four support hangers ageir.st
the respective isooetric drawings (including changes) and the installation
criteria.

.

The four hanger configurations appeared to be as specified on the latest*

revisions to the isometric drawings. The welders identification mark-
was stamped adjacent to alt hanger velds.

All (approximately ten) of tM f Id walds on the two large hangersspecified on Drawings 1- 0 r 2/ j, Revision 1/T1, and 1-632-2-2S(Q),
Rev'ision 1/T1, were covee g vtt.. .triace rust. Specification
7220-M ,326(Q), Revision 8. paragraph 5:15.1 stated, in part, "All
co=poneht pipe supports shall have surface preparation and primer
applied:in accordance with Specification 7220-A-41. Technical Speci-
fication for Field Priming and/or Top coating Steel surface . ."
Specification 7220-A-41 Revision 9, paragraph 4.2 stated that all

.
,

protect'ive coating of steel for outside the centsf unent shall be non "Q".
ne lichnsee stated that ncn "Q" meant non-safety rQtsd and therefore,,

was not' required to maintain the safe operation of the' plant. i

< =.

e
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On November 9, 1982, the Becht:1' Resident Ingineer stated the cognizant,
corporate (Ann Arbor, Michigan) engineer's evaluation of the steel*

surfaces.(velds) outside containment concluded that the surface rust
would not exceed 20 mils (0.02 inches) deep; that no pitting would
result; and that 'even with the smallest veld (1/8 Jinch) there would
only be a 16 percent reduction of weld size, which would still leave
a 2.8 safety margin with maximum corrosion over a 40 year period.,

i Additionally, the site coristruction: personnel provided an established ,.

schedule which should assure that.the welds were painted before the. -
-

'

. plant oper,ates. No, items of noncompliance or deviations were identi-,

'

fled. i . .

-
.

14. Manter Material Traceability,.
.

Manger parts, specified on. Drawings 1-652 2-26(Q) Revision 171a..

- and 1-652-2-28(Q), Revision 171, included 1/2" x 6" x 6" and 1/2"i

~ * *

,' x 4" x 4" tube steel (AS W A-500, Grade'B). The installed tube
~

~
steel was not marked with heat numbers. The inspection records "

did not identify'ths heat numbers traceable to the installed tube
. steel. The installed tube s' teel had the letter "Q" stamped on the
individual sections. The licenses stated that the letter "Q"
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 additional
-

.

traceability controls after fabrication.

The TSAR, Table 3.2-4 states that the design and fabrication code.

for hangers and supports for nuclear piping is ASE Section III.
Subsection NT, 1974 (no addendum). Subsection NT-4122 states that
material for component supports-shall carry identification markings
which will remain distinguishable until the component support is-

fabricated or 4.nstalled. Therefore, the site controls for material
identification for hangers (component supports) appeared to comply'

. with the ASE code requirements,

b. The inspector reviewed the Hanger Material Log for structural tubing.
The log identified the quantity (in feet), size, material type
(grade), ASE class, heat number, material receipt number, purchase
order number, and relative remarks for the various shipments of tube
steel. The los revealed that only type ASTM A-500 Grade B material
had been received. The los also revealed that at least 3600, feet

-

of various sizes and lengths of tube steel had been addressed on
Bechtel Nonconformance Report, NCR 3266, January 23, 1981. The
NCR stated that the " material va's procured from subvendors who were
not ASE or Bechtel qualified for an NA 3700 quality program at the
time of purchase." The NCR stated _that no hold tags were applied.
The NCR listed 122 steel items (including various qualities, sizes
and lengths of tube steel, angle iron, plate, etc.) which had been..

purchased from 16 different material suppliers / manufacturers. Page
8 of the NOR stated "A conditional release is granted for use of ~
the subject material. The material is traceable-to a heat number.
and corrections or removal can be accomplished without causing damage

.

.

* *
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or centamination to associated plant equipment or structurt." The,

~ conditional release was dated February 5, 1981. The .coriditional
. release was revised (added page 9'to the NCR) on March 25, 1981 to

restrict 37 of the 122 items from use in ASE Section III Class'1
pipe-supports. The restricted material was permitted for use in
Class 2 and Class 3 hangers. On June .6, 1951, the NCR was revised,

to apparently reject the above 37 items for Class I use again.f,On,

July 1, 1981, the NC.R was revised.to reject.15 other items from in-
-

. .
.

- stallation 'in Class 1 systems. On July 17, 1981 (amended July'27,
1981) the NCR was revised to accept 42 of the remaining ite=s based

.'on approval of two of the 16 material suppliers, and revised to "1
.

.

_ reject seven additional items from Class I use.
* ' '

On October 28, 1981, t'he NCR was revised to reject one additional
Item from class-1 use. Thus, from the date (January 23, 1981).

'

that NCR 3266 was written, the NCR was revised four, times to add. ,
,

. . .
,

restrictions on the use in Class 1 systems of numerous materials.
'

- The Rechtel QC acceptance (page l5) o' NCR 3266 sta'ted the reso1' -f u
tions of the 122 items, along with a brief basis for the resolutions.
The resolutions were addressed in three categories according te the
bases. .The bases for the three categories was as follows:.

(1) Certified Material Test R'eports, CMTR's, were on file for 19 '

items and the requirements of ASE Subsection NF-2610(c)
had been met, therefore, the respective materials could be
used in Class 1 systems.,

(2) CMTR's were on file for 42 items and the requirements of ASE
Subsection NA-3700 had been met, therefore, the respective
materials could be used in Class 1 systems.

(3) CMTR's were on file for 61 items and the requirements of ASE
Subsection NF-2610(b) had been met; therefore, the respective

.

materials could be used in Class 2 and Class 3 systems. The
NCR noted that measures had been taken (heat log changed) to
prevent the 61 items from being used in Class I systems on
July 28, 1982.

-.

Paragr~aphs (a), (b), and (c) of the ASE Code Section III, Subsection
NF-2610 1974 Edition, Summer Addenda 1976 states:

(a) Except as provided in (b) below, Material Manufacturers and
Material Suppliers shall have a Quality System Program or 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
NT-2130. The other requirements of NA-3700 need not be used by
Material Manufacturers or Material Suppliers for small products,
as defined in (c) below, and for material which is allowed by this
section to be furnished with a certificate of Compliance.- For "

. *
.o
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these pr-

' Program .oducts, the Manufacturer's
.

the meterial is furnished i(NA 4000) shall include m
.a

easures to provide assurance thor Insta11er's Quality Assura
~ .

cation, and

n accordance with the materialthe.special. requirements' f
'

nce
at

*(c) For i:he purpose of this paas given in (1) through (3) b lragraph, small products are d fi
.

o
this Section. specifie-

.

!.

e ow:'(1) pipe) *

tube, pi
, e ned, ..

' size,and less pe fittings, .and flanges of 2 i
, ,

'

bolting material nch nohinal(2) -
,

2 ' inch nominal diameter and lincluding studs, nuts
--

.''

andbolts$of
, ,

(3) ess-

structural satorial with a nomi
-

-

area.of 2 sq.
and less. nal cross-sectional

inches
'

Subsection NT-2130 states:
.

.

'.
'

.

-

~ ..

(a) All " materials used in th
-

* ,

shall be,

certified.
Certified Material Test Repoe cons 1!ruction of component'shell supports, Class 1 linearwith NA-3767.4 shall be provid dsupports'

e

for material in Class 1 plarts in accordance
types

quired (AT-2311).and classes of component supsupports, and for asterials fo. te and

(b) Certificates ports when impact testing is rr other
e-

provided in lieugrade, class, and heat-treatedof Compliance with the material
specification,

of Certified Material Test Repcondition, as applicable, may bfor all other cocponent supp -

eorts. orts for
(c) Copies of all Certified T materials

furnished with the material " applicable to each material us dest Reports

in the component support sh lland Certificates of Coep.11ance
e

The 3echtel QA Manual (ASE III)
.

a be4322 states
possession o,f a valid.currentin part " Quality program de, Revision 2, dated July 1980
Supplier Quality Department "or survey of the manufacturer o, ASE Quality System certificmonstration is , paragraph

established through
.

r supplier by other (Bechtel) Pate (Material)

categories to NCR 3266 appear d3as'ad on the ASE Subsection NT
.

rocurement

-2610(b), the first and third resolindicate that measures had be

to be ' inadequate in that thmanufacturer
een taken at the respective su

ution
or the installer (Bechtel) tomaterial was, furnished in acc e NCR did not

The measures were required to ppliers and/or
provide assurance that theordance with the satorial specificertificates and the effectivenverify the validity of the sup liSubsection NT-2610(c) which cation.

ess of the certification systSubsection NT-2610(b). gory, defines small products and d
p ers '

was addressed in the first res lem.' Nota:
oes not delete the requiremento ution cate '. .

s of

's -
.
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During a telephone conversation on November 29, 1982, the licenses stated
'

' f
- that two (i.e. Mills Alloy Steel Company and Carbon Steel Products

Corporation) of sixteen of the material suppliers / manufacturers were
-

actually suppliers, The other fourteen were manufacturers contracted
by the two suppliers. The licensee also stated that Bechtel had in
fact approved the two suppliers QA programs prior to issuing contracts
and that Bechtel had verified that at ,least one 'of the two suppliers

-

bad sufficient controls to ensure that their'' subcontractors (i'.e., the
b

' fourteen manufacturers) had acceptable QA programs.
.

On December 7, 1982, the inspector received from the" licensee copies
~ of a lechtel Supplier Survey of Mills Alloy Steel Company dated June 10,

1981; copies of two ASE Quality System Certificate (Materials) for-

Mills Alloy Steel Company; copies of two Bechtel Reports of Audit of
|

Carbon Steel Products Corporation dated June 19-20, 1979 and June 3, 1980
respectively; and one copy of a Bechtel Corrective Action Report (Re-audit)
of Carbon' Steel Prodacts dated July 30, 1979. The above documents indi-' ,

cated that Mills Alloy Steel Company was an approved material supplier and*

adequately capable of qualifying their material manufacturers during the
.

efiective period of the respective purchase contracts which were addressedt

on NCR 3266. The above documents indicated that Carbon Steel Products!
*

Corporation was an-approved material supplier during the effective period
. of the respective purchase contracts which were addre'ssed on NCR 3266.

No documentation was received which indicated that the material manu-
facturers, contracted by Carbon Steel Products Corporation, possessed an
AS E Quality System Certificate (Materials) or were surveyed by the
Bechtel Procurement Supplier Quality Department. The Certificate or
survey was required by the Bechtel QA Manual (ASE III), revision 2,
paragraph 4322, to demonstrate that the manufacturers had an adequate
quality program. The licerises was notified of this inadequacy during
a telephone conversation on December 9,1982. This matter is unresolved
pending review of additional documentation which may be supplied by the

,

i

licensee (50-329/82-22-22; 50-330/82-22-22). -

The measures taken in the third category to prevent the items restricted
!

to Class 2 and Class,3 systems from being used in Class 1 systems was
inadequate. These sessures only controlled the retstricted items after.

-

July 28, 1982. Nothing was done to verify whether or not restricted items
had been used in Class 1 syssess prior 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

i

! basis for the conditional releases stated that, " corrections or removal
(of nonconforming material) can be accomplished . ." Measures were.

not esteb11shed or implemented to determine if Class 2 and Class 3 sater-,

i tais were used in Class 1 systems. Failure to establish measures to
. control materials which did not conform to requirements and to prevent'

their inadvertent use or installation in Class 1 systems was contrary
to 10 CFR 50. Appendix 3 Criterion XV as described 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 is
that the applicable code requirements were indicated as being fulfilled.

.
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15. , Hanner Veld Insoections
'

(
.

QCIR No. 7220/P-2.10, Revision 9, the h' anger' ins'pection record, did not
l

ions had been perferned [.

indicate whether or not any in-process weld inspect The licensee provided
during the installation of hangers (pipe supports). 2. The

Bechtel Quality Control Instruction No. 7220/W-1.60. Revisionided the quality-
scope of the instruction stated that the instruction provies that vers necessary
control. verification of in-process inspection activitnts were being achieved.i

to ensure that specified welding process requ remeThe instruction distinguished between the civil, ' electrical, componenThe instruction and/or the
t

support, and piping (ASE) weld .setivites. instruction supplement required the following in-process
inspection of

weld activities:
.

a. Titup
.

b. Tack welds

. Surface Preparation .

c.

d. Preheat .

Velding Techniquee.

Interpass Temperatures and Cleaning- f.

Velder Qualification3
Veld Procedure (addressed in V-1.60 suppleoants):.

dh.

Established the frequency and number of weld activities require
1.

to be observed.
.

ared

With the exception of preheat verification, the instruction appein-process weld activities.,
.

to establish suitable controls for the aboveMost of the controls for preheat verification vers defined ini i n 6, E-1.0, Revision 11
instruc-

tions PQC1 CV-1.00, Revision 2,1-2.10, Rev s o i discipline

P-2.10. Revision 10, and PW-1.00, Revision 4 for the respect ved pipe welding).
activities (i.e., civil, electrical, component supports, an .ts in
Inclus'ively,*the PQC1's required verification of preheat requiremeni on a defined

excess of 70 T for all weld activities and verificat on As discussed in
sample basis for preheat requirements of 70*T and less.Section 8.b of this report, an inadequacy was identified w t

i h the preheat

controls for civil (structural) welding.

16. Anchorina of Hanners 1-632-2-26(Q), Revision 1/T1

The hangers identified on Isometric Drawingsand 1-652-2-28(Q), Revision 1/T1 were attached to t e coThe nuts on the bolts were noth ncrete super-
-

The inspector requested the design requirements for securingstructure with grouted anchor bolts.
The, licensee provided Specification 7220-C-306(Q),secured. '

| anchor bolta. .

.

.

23
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Revision 8, Paragraph 5.8. Paragraph 5.8 appeared to establish adequate *
'

methods for securing threaded connections. PQCI. No. P-2.00, Revision 6
appeared to establish sufficient controls during inspections.to assure
that the anchor bolts would be secured. *

-

The type (grade) of bolting materials' (including alternatives), was
specified in Specification 7220-C-306(Q), Revision 8. Paragraph 5.0.*

.The diameter of the ' anchor bolts was specified on the isometric dradings.. , ,

Based on the anchor diameter, the bolt embedmont could be determined
*

from Specification 7220-C-306(Q), Revision 8 Appendix 3. Table 3-2. !*

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
-

on Isometric Drawing 1-632-2-26(Q), Revision 1/F1. ' n e~caluelations
-

indicated that the combined stresses for shear and tensile for the specific
hanger required a bolt diameter of 7/8 inch when,using ASTM Grade A-36
steel. The Resident Engineering group stated that the calculation sheet
concluded by specifying a diameter of 3/4 inch. The Resident Engineer
stated that this error would be corrected. The ultimate result was
that the correct size bolt (7/8 inch) was actually specified on the
drawing.

.

17. Concrete Chineinz,

'

The inspector observed a section of concrete wall which had been chipped
away. The chipped section was located on a wall in Containment Purge
Room 702, elevation 674' 6". The volume of chipped concrete was non-
uniform and approximately 18 inches high,10 inches wide and 4 inches
deep (la some places). There were no markings or tags in the area which
would have indicated that the chipped section was controlled. *

A 3echtel Field Engineer was responsible for that area of the plant and
*

was aware of the chipped section; The engineer also stated that he
planned to put this concern on a punchlist for regrouting. -

The licensee stated that the concrete was chipped away in late 1981 to
locate draf n tubes for tendon sheaths which were inadvertently embeaded

! in the wall. The inspector observed two drains locand just above the
| chipped area.

i The inspector asked if measures had been established to control the
| chipped area since tb9 vall was now in a nonconforming condition. The

licensee provided Buhtel Field Instruction No. FIG-1.111, Revision 4,
Concrete Drilling Pera'it. Section 2.0 of this instruction stated, "This
instruction discusses the method of initiating, identifying, approving,
and controlling concrete drill permits . ." Section 3.0 stated,.

"This instruction applies to all concrete drill permits issued by any
discipline for core drilling, chipping of concrete, or drilling for

*
.

e
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installation of concrete anchors.'" The instruction defined the adminis-
trative process for completing concrete drilling permits. The instruction
appeared to address a method of control which could be used 'for concrete
shipping activities, such as the one in the containment purge room. ;i

*

Novever, the instruction did not establish requirements which stated
|

.

when or for what activities a drilling permit must be used. A drillin'g
,

,

permit was not used to control the chipped concrete in the containment
purge roce. Therefore, measures were not established to provide controls''

over concrete chipping activities which affected the quality of structures..

; The 3echtel construction personnel stated that there were several other
-

".
areas in the plant in which the concrete had been chipped and was not '

controlled. Failure of the licensee to provide controls over activities . ,

t

such as concrete shipping which affects the quality of structures was*

contrary to 10 CTR 50, Appendix 3 Criterion V as described in the
' Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-24; 50-330/82-22-24).

As a result of this finding . the Itcensee wrote NCR No. M01-9-2-154.
*

November 14, 1982.
-

18. Cable Serremation - -

In Containment Purge Roos 702, the inspector observed sab'le' tray sections;
'

which contained metal dividers that extended approximately 20 feet along!

the trays. The dividers were approximately the height of the tray sides.
The tray sections were identified with green alpha-numeric markings (i.e.,

-

157T01, 13TF02 and 13TF03; 13J501, 13JQQ2, and 13JQO3). The RIII inspector
noted that many of the included cables crossed over the dividers or in some

'

cases were s' tacked higher than the dividers. The purpose of the dividersj

was to provide a barrier between low voltage sentrol cables.and instrument
sables.

The barrier / divider was designed to eliminate the possibility of the.

electromotive forces of the control cables from inducing noise signals
into instrument cables. Since the cables crossed over the divider / barrier
and were stacked higher than the divider, the cables were therefore

.

j misrouted and rendered the barrier ineffective.

PQCI No. E-3.0, R &ision 5. Final Area completion Activities of Electrical
Installation, addressed verification of certain sable training (i.e.,

! bundling and redundant channel separation), but did not address verifi-
( cation of cable segregation in horizontal tray runs. Failure to establish

a program for inspection of cables installed in horizontal trays which
use metal dividers, to ensure conformance with design requirements for
cable segregation was sentrary. to 10 CFR 50, Appendix 3. Criterion X as

'

described in the Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-25; 50-330/82-22-25).
,

As a result of this finding, the licensee wrote NCR No. H01-9-2-151 dated
November 1, 1982 to sorrect the specific cable tray installations addressed
above. -

.

I

.
.,

.

.
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19. Nonconforming Velds in Structural Steel.
-,

', During the reporting perio'd, the Resident. Insysetor was aware that the .
licenses had overinspected 78 structural beams and that 41 of those

> beams had nonconforming welds. More definitively stated, 66 weld joir.ts
of.146 overinspected were nonconforming. As a result of this overin-
spection and subsequent findings, Noncon'ormance Repcrt (NCR) No.f

*
'

N01-9-2-074 was generated. Vald de'fects noted'were undersized welds*

and undercut welds ranging from 1/16 to 1/8 inch.'

'

Because of the indeterminant state of a large number of beams (nominally
.2400 beams), the licensee has generated a safety Concern and Reportability
Evaluation Request to determine the rsportability and ultimate safety

.

significance of their findings. This evaluation was intended to be com-
- plated by sid-December 1982. The ' Resident Inspector examined some of

*

the nonconforming welds identified in the NCR and concurred-with~the -

findings. his concern was being reviewed and controlled by ths licensee's-
,

,

programs. .
.

,

*

.

j 20. Ultrasonic Testina (t?M of Molddown Bolts

| During the reporting period, the Resident Inspectors and a Regional based
i NDE Inspector measured anchor bolts in the four battery charger rooms,
j the Diesel Generator Building and the Service Water Building. Additional

measurements using other transducers are proposed in the future to accoso-'

date more evaluation. These evaluations will be documented in other NRC
Inspection Reports,

.

i .

21. Prestartun Test
;

j The inspector observed the initial pump run of Component Cooling Vater
| Pump 2P-733 on 10/21/82. The observations included a review of the
| test procedure 05P-CCV.01, observation of portions of the actual pump
j test, and a review of test data to ensure that test objectives had been
i met.

Prior to the beginning of the test, the inspector walked down portions
of the system and held discussions with members of the various test

--

groups, required to assimilate test data. The following concerns were
,

'

noted: ,

The Vibration Testing Group initially set up on the wrong pump ands.
had to be told the proper pump locations.

b. Personnel sonitoring bearing and oil temperatures were not svare of ,

.

the maximum temperature limits on the pump being monitored. (

Hinor discrepancies such as broken valve indicators and small leakss.
were not documented either on the test summary or en a maintenance
g ,,,. . . , .

,

d. Pump performance curve supplied by the r .nufacturer referenced only
one of the four component cooling water pump serial numbers.

|
|

I 24
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j
* '26, 1982, w ti h the Technical

,

An interia exit interview was: held on October-
ting concerns.'

The Technical Superintendent acknowledged the inspector sSuperintendent and his staff to discuss the inspector s tes
,.

findings and
[

'

stated the concerns would be addressed.
,

!

f Decay Heat

The inspector observed portions of the in'itial pump run'oThe c'onc' erns described in the previous paragraph
~

'

t)'had been
Removal pump 2P-60A.(except for item d which 'was. not applicable' for this tesThe test was stopped after 90differential pressure (DP) .

.

satisfactorily resolved for.this test.sinutes of pump run time due to high suction. Oil and bearing temperatures had
.

''

,

criteria. Theindicating a clogged suction strainer.!

not stabilized adequately to satisfy test acceptancestrainers were cleaned and replaced and the test rest
arted. The test

982.
was completed satisfactorily on November.13,1

|

| .

*

provina C-45 ding.the22.
The following concerns dere ' discussed with the licenses regar
. staff's review of drawing C-45i

,

r Cooling..

The perimeter and baffle dikes adjacent to the Emergency! desving.

Water Reservior (ECWR) were not included as "Q" on theThe licenses subsequently, agreed to define these two areas as
! Q.a.
!
j ismic

The licenses was requested to confirm in writing that no se! "Q" bounds of
Category I underground utilities extend beyond the

'

b.
,

drawing C-45.
'

C-45

The licensee was also requested to put a note on drawingding was"C".'
*

:,

indicating that the tunnel under the turbine buil '
f4 c.

| i ns'.
The above concerns will be reviewed during subsequent inspect o

*

|
.

1
11

'

Auxiliarv Buildina Instruments building instru-
|

23.
While reviewing the baseline readings on the auxiliaryical Penetration Areal

sentation, the inspectors observed that the E ectrd hile the remainingt

(EPA) outboard wings appeared to be moving upwar s wThe licenses was
deep seated absolute vertical readings were downward.ficance of the Auxiliary

I

requested to provide an explanation of the signiTwo meetings on the subject have already been held
Building sovements.on* site and future discussions are planned.be caused by

The upward movement of the EPA outboa'rd wings appeared toThe licetsee was requested to
d movement and deter-a decrease in the sabient temperature.

define the correlation between temperature and upward into future EPA in-
eine if a correction factor should be incorporate ,

* .

strumentation data.

.

. e

.

V
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24.

Review of Remedf al Soils it
..

' '
'

During this inspection the inectielification Act2vities.e '

examinations administered to 19spector .

which tested the inspectors on QCQC inspectors. review d the results
' e-

tered as part of the requalif of
ths' written

.

under Consumers Power Company cication program initiated |by thThese written examination
-

integrating all QC functions programmatic requirements;

the 19 inspectors who wer s, were adminis ,
failed the examination.

.

i

e administered the examinatione licensee in
vlous inspections performed by thThe inspector informed the licontrol.reinspected. .

Of
, two inspectors

No items of noncompliance or dDe licensu ~ agreed to perfora these two. inspectors were requienses that all pre-
, ,,

.

!
-

23.

. .e reinspection.' red to be

Perimeter Dike Armor Stoneviations were identified.
; ~

; .-
.

; e..'

During a plant tour the insp
'

ripray protection for the easternectors noted that thi' licensee'
_

.

. ..

.4

mined that the new
-

. '

observingaost of the pieces. armor stone appeared to h' ave . The inspectors deter-replacing
perimeter dike was

concerns. them break apart., .The licenses was i fThis was confirmed by droppin
,

,

weak clay shale seams in'

g a few pieces and -

Subsequently, the inspe n ormed of the inspector's
...

,

did not meet the freezector was informed by th ~

C-209

would be removed from the sitThe inspector was informed ththav and gradation requie licensee that the rock
.

at the nonconforming armor stonrements of Specification
i

e.
The requirement that the peri

i

i

ultimate heat sink he covered by
e(* meter and baffle dikes adjacenHay 25, 1982,

ne inspectors determined that the licenseNRC to licensee letter and ithe QA plan is delineat d
i

t to thei

without establishing controls ov e in the
e had purchased the armor ston Section 2.3.6.1 of the SERn e failure to translate applicable regulatdocuments wasi

er the procurement and install
.

3, Criterion 111 as describ dconsidered to be in noncomplia
ne

ory requirements into designnce with 10 CTR 50, Appendix
ation.

(30-329/42-22 26; 30-330/82
-22-26)in the Notice of Violation
e

!

Subsequent to the inspector '
.

.

additional armor stone placemenagreed to have all necessary "Q" identification of the mat
s -

controls in place before p,roceedithe 11eensee
ter26

\ Lite Tours t.
,

ng withi

;
At periodic intervals durin
site areas were performed. g the report period

i

ased in site constructioncleanliness of the site; storagThese tours were intended to a, tours of essentially all
i

i

e conditions

construction activities in progmight have a deleterious e;ffectthe potential for fireof equipment and piping being
!

ssess the

on perser.nel and equipment; and tor other hasards whichportions of the Diesel Generatorress.
A system walkdown was o witness

and Primary Makeup System. performed of.-

-

t

I-
*

,

Is

_ _ . . -
.

- .._ +-



. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .___ - ._ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ .__ _ _ _ _ _ . _

I- -- .., , .
,

3.. 3 .
.

. .. . .

-< , ..,
,,

..

'
. .

.
*

. " ,
,,

; 27. Independent Assessment of Auxiliary Buildint Underpinnina

''
The inspectors rev'iewed the week'1y reports (attisched) submitted by ,

Stone and Webster Engineering Corporation to docu:sent the results,

i

of the independent assessment of Auxiliary Buildir.g underpinning
activities. No significant concerns were identified in these reports.--

.,. .

,
*

28. Open ' Items .
- . -

.
..

1 Open itens are satsers not otherwise. categorized in the report that-
require followup during future inspections. Open items disclosed during
this inspection sre discussed in section 4.d and 11.

4

''

~ 29. Unresolved Items -
.

* -

: .
.. .

! Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required
in order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items or items of nea .' -

compliance. Unresolved items disclosed during this inspection are dis-. .
*

cussed in Sections 5,.6.c 4.d. 9, 10.d. and 14.b.
.

'

30. Exit Interview' ,

The inspectors set'vith l'icensee representatives (denoted under Persons
,

Contacted) on. October 13, 22, 26, 28, November 10 and 23, 1982. The'

,

| inspectors summarized the scope and findings of the inspection. The
licensee acknowledged the information. -

|
'

*
! 31. Enforcement Conference
j

i On January 18, 1983, an enforcement scaference was held in the Region
: III Glen Ellyn office between Messrs. James G. Esppler, A. 3. Davis,
| members of the Region III Midland section Mr. J. H. Sniesek of IE,-

4 and Messrs. J. Selby, J. Cook and others of the licensee's staff. 'Ihe
! purpose of the conference was to discuss the results of the special team

inspection of the Diesel Generator Building. -

Based on the licensee's comments regarding the IFIN issue, members of the
Midland Section subsequently interviewed thirteen QC inspectors to deter-4

j mine the standard practice used by QC inspectors in closing open Inspection
Reports which had open IPIN's. The results of these interviews are dis-

! cussed in Section 5.c of this report.

i

.

1

\.

\
*

.

'
t
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; ,
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.
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. UNITED OTATES kg,gga.f..

F, NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
,,,

.
,,

'

3 I '

REGION lil- -
'

Q- o
799 MoOSEVELT McAoYOV *

OLEN ELLYN. ILUNQl3 80137
*esee-. .

. ., .

DEC.sogg[ -.

-
.

.
. .

''

. Docket No. 50-329. .- *
. .

Docket No. 50-330 * '

.
,

.

Consumeirs Power Company
.

i
'

i ATTN:. Mr. James W. Cook
. .,

'
'

'Vice President -

-

Midland Project
,-

'

1945 West Parnall Road.
.

Jackson, MI 49201 .

,-

*

. Gentlemen:, .

,

This letter confirms the d'iscussions conducted during the meeting on December 2,!

1982 between Mr. R. F. Warnick and others of this office and Mr. J. W. Cook and
-

.others 'f your' staff regarding the new Construction Coiispletion Plan Consumerso

Power Company has developed to address the problems identified by Region III
;.
i

during the October through November 1982 inspection of the Diesel GeneratorBuilding.
,

1

As a result of our discussions, we understand that you have taken or plan to'

take the following actions:

(1) Halted safety-related work at the Midland site with the exception of thefollowing:.

(a) Systes layup activities
! ,

,

(b) Hanger and cable reinspection activities
.

I

(c) Post turnover work activities (not to include design changes)
. ..

| .

.

.

] ' .

.

.

/
,

-

.

r# . . . lpoIO 4 6 2[,.

t
-

.
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'

.

(d) Zack HVAC work (subject to resolution of welders"qualificaticas issue)
.

.

(e) B&W construction activities-

, ,

'

(f) , Remedial soils. activities.
. '

.

(s)' Bechte1 engineering activities *,

.

An integrated Qd/QC 'rganization will be identified and implemented(2) o

and all QC per.sonnel previously certified by Bechtel will be trained*

and recertified by CPCo to meet CPCo proceduces and commitments..

.

;

(3) Teams comprised'of engineering and construction personM 1 will be!

organized, each responsible for the satisfactory completion of one or
-

*

more safety, systems..

' -

.

(4) . A reinspection program will be developed to provide a s'ystem by systes
,

, . reinspection of all safety related systems. *

We understand that you will submit a written plan to the NRC describing in
*

detail the actions encompassed by CPCo's' Construction Completion Program.
We request that this' plan also identify the i.terrelationship between the
Construction Completion Plan and your proposed plans for third partyindependent assessments.i

,

*

After receipt of your submittal we will hold a meeting with CPCo in the
,

j Midland 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..

Follcuing our review of your submittal, including consideration of comments
'

offered by members of the public, we will make a determiaation on the accept .
ability of your program and will determine the appropriate method of

.

! documenting your commitments.
!

..
,

I

!

1

*

e .
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.

Should you have.*any questions regardiing this . letter please contact,

Mr. R. T. Warnick of my staff.*
.

-

,. Sincerely, '
, ,

;
.

.

,.
, .

Original signed by '

*

James G. F.sppler. *
.

- -
..

James G. Keppler
j Regional Administrator

'
-

, , .
,

.-
.

DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)cc:.

Resident Inspector,.RIII
.

The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer ASI.B.-

! The Honorable Jerry Harbour, ASI,B
~

.

, The Hencrable Frederick P. Cowan, ASI,B.

,

.The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASI.B ,-

.

William 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.)

-

!

.

2

|
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.
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January 10, 1983

. .

1

~

.

Mr J G Keppler, Administrator, Region III..

Nuclear Regulatory Commission '

.799 Roosevelt Road.

. Glen Ellyn, II,60137 '
.

MIDI.AND NUCHAk C0 GENERATION PI. ANT
' MIDI.AND DOCKET NOS 50-329, 50-330.

.

CONSTRUCTION C0'fPETION PROGRAM
FIH 0655 SERIAL 204,28 -

REFERENCE ETTER TO J WT00K, DATED DECEMBER 30, 1982, ROM NRC REGION III
REGARDING CONSTRUCTION COMPETION PROGRAM.

on December 2, 1982, Consumers Power Company met with Mr Warnick and other
members 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 considerable developnent and
evolution. Details have been supplied and sore specific objectives and -

implementing methods have been established. Further details are still being
developed. While the Company expects the Program, as presently constituted,
to be a workable and sufficient framework for future action, revisions may be
necessary as future needs and experience dictate.

.

The Construction Completion Program is a positive step in the overall
advancement of Project goals. It represents the best efforts of Project
management, 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. Other aspects of the Program, including the measure to improve ongoing
inspections and scheduling interfaces, should contribute to that result. This
Program, together with recent Consumers Power Company commitments regarding
quality assurance and remedial soils work, can establish a basis for. improved
relations between the Company and the NRC Region group assigned to inspect
Midland. The Construction Completion Progras demonstrates the Company's

.

responsiveness to both NRC concerns and the particular needs of this Project. -
It is our expectation that the Program, created out of a desire to enhance the
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hieve it's intended purpose and
s

,

orderliness and qualzty of construction, will aclead to the successful " completion of construction" of the M
f

. .

idland Plant in j

accordance with regulatory requirements, for written int ruation
,
'

3.

We hope that this submittal fulfills pur requestConsumers Power Company is |.
j

regarding the Construction Completion Program. ting proposed for January
26, 1983 in -~

:

, prepared to support the public mee
.

.

,,
. .

, Midland , Michigan. I
,, .

u W -

-

.
.

.

-

JVC/DNB/c1 .
.

l Board
. Atomic' Safety and I.icensing Appea'CC

CBechhoefer-

TPCowan, ASI.B
JHarbour. ASI.B

-

DSHood, NRC
MMCherry

:,
RWernan, NRC
RJCook, Midland Resident Inspector

| TSKelley
HRDenton, NRC
WMarshall .
WDPaton, NRC
WD$hafer, NRC:

-

RDiarnick, NRC
BStamiris
MSinclair '
IJ. Bishop .

-

<
.

.

..

*

,

I

|

.

.

.

-

.
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.

Midland Units 1 and 250-329. 50-330 f
*

' .

Docket No 10, 1983
Dated January ~

-

' Letter Serial 20428
.

uan't to the A'tomic Energy Act of.
- .

Act of 1974, as amended and theAt the reque'st of the Commission and pursi s thereunder, Consumers Power Company submits~

.

1954, and the Energy Reorganization
i

. ''

. Commission's Rules and Regulat on
,

.

its Construction Completion Program.
*-

.

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY
," *

. -

.

/s/ J V Cook.
-

3yN6ok .vice Presteent
,

- Projects,, Engineering and Construction
.

..

b -

daf of _
Sworn and subscribed before as this ___,

.

Bay County, Michigan '
_

i
.My Commission EXP res _
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Construction Completion Progras ,

Executive Summary' -

|
-

-
1 .

|
-

| The Construction Completion Program has been formulated to provide guidance in
'

| the planning and. management of the design and quality activities necessary for
'

completion of the construction of the Midland Nuclear Cogeneration Plant.
Construction cespletion is defined in this Plan as carrying all systems to the

,

j
-

point they are turned over to Consumers Power Company for component checkout'

i and preoperational testing. The Construction Completion Progras does, not .

include the Remedial Soils Program which is treated in separate interactions'

|- between Consumers Power Company and the L clear Regulatory Commission.
'

'
;. *

Background ,

! . The Construction Completion Program was . developed in response to a number of
J, management concerns that have been identified during the period preceding the|,- The Midland Project had been proceeding at a high
1 initiation of the Program.

level of activity as it approached completion. The final transition from areai

construction to system completion, using punch lists, has been difficult for
j most nuclear projects. The Midland Project has not escaped these difficulties

which have been compounded due to the congested space and the continuing,

auserous design changes, both generally attributable to the age of the
These factors lead to the need for improved definition of work.

Project.
status, increased emphasis on everall Project objectives as well as continued

i

focus of construction and inspection resources on completion of systems for
short-term milestones and increased effort to complete engineering ahead of

! -

field installation.
i .

The Midland Project has been criticized by the NRC regional office as not
i having met their expectations for implementation of the Project's quality
! The result has been that the Project management has tooAssurance Program.
| 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, management has concluded that a change in
approach uns needed to effectively complete the Project while maintaining highi

quality standards.
'

.

Obiectives ,

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

In order to develop the Program theproblems currently being experienced. *

following overall objectives were established under three general headings.'

The Program must:
,

.

Improve Project Information Status Ev

Preparing an accurate list of to-go work against a defined baseline.
'

-

.

* .

mi1282-3449b100
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Bringing inspections up-to-date and verifying that past quality issues (
.

-

have been or are being brought to resolution..

, . .
Maintaining a current status of work and quality inspections as the'

-

Project proceeds.
. ':

Improve Implementation of the QA Program By:
.

Expanding and consolidating Consumers Power Company control of the
-

'.- .

quality function.. .

Improving the primary inspection process.-
6

Providing a uniform understanding of the quality requirements among all
,

-
*

'

parties. ,'

Assure Efficient and Orderly Conduct of the Project By:
:.

*

Establishing an organizational structure consistent with the remaining.

-
,

work.

Providing sufficient numbers of qualified personnel to carry out the-

l program. .

.

Maintaining flexibility to modify the Plan as experience dictates.
.' -

*
.

Description

The Construction Completion Program entails a number of major changes in theconduct of the final stages of the construction process and can be describedi

|
in summary as a two-phase process. .

'

First, after certain necessary preparations, the s'afety-related systems andThis first phase will be
.

-

areas of the plant will be systematically reviewed.
-

' carried out on an area-by-area basis, but will be accomplished mainly by teams
organized with systems responsibility and a separate effort to verify theThe product from this phase of the program will be a clear -|

!

status of remaining installation work and a current inspection status whichcompleted work.'

The teams organized to

provides quality verification of the existing work. carry out this first phase will continue to function in the second phase as
;

|

the responsible organizational units to the complete the work.
'

In order to achieve its complete set of objectives, the Progran contains aj
ausber of activities and elements that support and are linked to the two ma orThe major components of the Plan, which are discussed|

phases described above.in more detail in the balance of this report, can be described as follows:
,

>

A significant reduction in the construction activity in the safety-related pertion of the plant, saterial resoval and a general cleanup
,

i
.

will be carried out in preparation for installation and inspection
status assessment and quality verification activities. *

.

nil 282-3489b100 .
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t status to assure that the proped to, protect the equipment until..

. 'A. review will be made of equipmenlay-up precautions have been implemente
.

J

'
d

the ,iastallation work is complete .into the Midland Project
mers Power Company

The integration of the Rechtel QC functionQuality Assurance Department (MPQAD) under Consuecertification program o'f
. .

.

. . . '[
..

* management will be completed.'

The Consumers Power Company is carrying out rf the inspection procedures to be-
.

.

, ,,

Bechtel QC inspectors, and a review o ,
.

.- .-
|

staffed and trained'utilised..

i d

The system completion teams will be organ ze , define the team's work process.
.

' .
, ,

according to procedures developed tolish installation and

-

i
.

|.

The systems completion teams will 1) accompystems construction
-

|
f rmance and 3) determine thatinspection status assessment, 2) perform s

!

completion and construction quality per oto functional turnover for test.
' *

|
.

i

all requirements have been met pr or
! -

*

rried out in parallel
.* <

.

and operatten.|

Quality verification' of completed work will be catus activities of the systes
-

| ,

with installation and inspection sta!
.

|

completion teams. ied out to carefully monitor'

A series of management reviews will be carrd to revise the plan as appropriate.!

lated either
! the conduct of the Program an

will proceed on outstanding issues reentation as raised by the NRC er
.

|
Review and resolution l

to QA program or QA program imp emthird party overviews of the Pro ec .monitor Project performance

;

! j t.

!
,

'

Third party reviews will be undertaken tofor independent design
'

j ,

and to carry out the NRC's requirements .
?' .

. ..

|, verification.
.

certain ongoing
1982 by liscias s

rations for the phase-ene work of statuSchedule Statur
The Program was initiated on December 2,Since the Program also has,

safety-related work and starting prepato the NRC during the past few
i

activities. into

assessnest and quality verificationcommitaasta such as QC integrationrs, had been initiated prior totacorporated a number of commitments made
months, activities in support of theseMPQAD and the recertification of QC inspecto

enumerated in the test.
i

,

l
tivities are underway and wild troisingDecember.

status and schedules for each element of the Plea area pilot team to develop the precedures anIt is espected that the first
>

In general, preparation for the Fbase 1 ac
,

;
'

continue through January. requirements will be fattiated during
January. I

-

Ie
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.

areas to undergo Phase I status assessment will be defined and teams mobilized
.

;

i ,

i during March..

Quality verification of' completed work will start in late January or early
; .

Tebruary. -
'i

i. .

The Progran provides for the Phase 1 results on a system or partial system to
-

.

.

,

**

be reviewed and evaluated prior to initiating Phase 2 system completion work

i.
on that system or partial system. Management will monitor both procesa

,-

readiness and Phase 1 evaluation results.
.

|
.

The major areas of continuing safety-related work are NSSS construction as''

performed by B&W Construction Co, HVAC work under the Zack subcentract, the
-

i

"*

Resedial Soils Progras and post-turnover punch list work released to BechtelThe Zack work is currently limited]
. construction by Consumers Power Company.i. until a recently identified question on welder certification is resolved.

*
.

During the implementation of the Program in 1983, the NRC Resident Inspectorsi
*

| can use the Plan to monitor safety-related construction activities at the'

| Since a substantial portion of the. Plan directly relates to commitments'
site.
made to NRC management, Consumers Power Company intends to schedule' periodicj

i

i reviews of Program status and progress with the NRC.

!
-

'
.

*

;
'

.

,

.

*

i

-.

I

i -

1
-

! *

.

.

.

* .

.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
.

The Construction Completion Program has been formulated to provide guidance'in
the planning and quality activities necessary for completion of the'

construction of the Midland Nuclear Coseneration 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 and.
'

preoperational testing. The Construction Completion Program does not include
,the Remedial Soils Prograa which is treated in separate interactions between i

consumers Power Company and the Nuclear Regulatory .Coannission. The
Construction Completion Program will be referred to as the Program in this

'

document which contains the Plan for Program development and implementation.-

! Backaround
.

-..

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

i high level of activity as .it approached completion. The final transition from
) . area construction to system completion,' using punch lists, has been difficult

for most nuclear projects . The Midland Project has not escaped these:

j difficulties which have been compounded due to the cong'ested space and the
j 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, increased emphasis on overall Project objectives as well as continued
focus of construction and inspection resources on completion of systems for.

short-ters ailestones 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 Assurance Program. The result has been that the Project *

j aanagement has 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 '

saintaining high quality standards.

Objectives

The development of the Program has considered the Project's current status and-

I recent history and attempts to address the underlying or root causes of the
l' problems currently being experienced. In order to develop the Program, the

following overall objectives were established under three general headings.
The Program must: -

|
.

1
'Improve Project Information Status By:,

.

Preparing an accurate list of to go work against a defined baseline. !
-

|
'

.
.

mi1222-4106a-66-102.
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. Bringing inspections up-to-date and verifying that past quality issues
have been or are being brought to resolution.

Maintaining 's current status of work and quality inspections as the-

Project proceeds.
,

~! Improve Implementation of the QA Program By:-

Exp'anding and consolidating Consumers Power Company control of the.-,

,

quality function.
.

-

Improving the primary inspection process.- - -

-

Providing a uniform understanding of the' quality requirements among all
parties..,, .

,.

.

-
Assure Efficient and Orderly Conduet of the Project By: '

Establishing an organizatIional' structure consistent with the remaining-

work.
,

'

ProvidingsufficieE~tnumbersofqualifiedpersonneltocarryoutthe-
,

Program.

Maintaining flexibility to modify the Plan as experience dictates.-

.

PI.AN CONTENTS

The Program was initiated on December 2, 1982 by limiting on going work on
Q-systems to pre-defined tasks and preparing the major structures housing
Q-systems for an installation and inspection status assessment and
verification of completed work. The relationship 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 Pl. ANT (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 new QA organization that integrates the QA and QC functions under a
*

Consumers Power Company direct reporting relationship is being
established., As a part of this transition, the Bechtel QC inspectors
are being racertified to increase confidence in the quality inspection
performance.

.

.

r.

. .

I

mil 282-4106a-66-102
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PROGRAM PI.ANNING (Section 4.0)

The overall Plan for the Program is being developed in two majorphases.;

: *

The~first phase includes:: .
.

A team. organization assigned on the basis of systems is being
-

i developed to determine present 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 construction contractor and Consumers Power
. Company (QA/QC, testing and construction) will improve quality

.

performance, '
.

4

.

.

| The quality verification of completed work will be based, in part,
-

!
on'a sampling technique using re-certified inspectors as described
in Section~3.0.

s i

; The second phase includes:,
1

,
.

Following installation and inspection status assessment the tema
-

*

: organization will retain responsibility for systems completionj work.
*

The QC inspection process of new work will be integrated with the
-

;

systems completion work to ensure adequate quality performance.
;

PROGRAM IMPIZMENIATION (Section 5.0)
i -

; The first phase implementation of the Program will be initiated with a
review of the process, procedures and team assignments that will bei used. The plan for verification of completed work will be reviewed,

separately. The teams will conduct the installation and inspection
status assessment; verification of completed and inspected work will

-

proceed, as planned, in coordination with the team effort. Following; ; phase I completion of the first work segment, a management review of
the plan effectiveness will be made.

,

In second phase Program implementation, the assigned team will plan
.

and schedule the remaining work needed for completion including QCinspections. *

QUAI,1TY 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 reviewers. The results of|

'

| these reviews will be considered as part of the management review that
-

;

are a part of the Program implementation (Section 5). '

.

.

mil 2 2-4106a-66-102 i
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THIRD PARTY REVIEWS (Section 7.0) '

t |
'

*

Independent assessments of the Midland Project will provide nanagemen|..

and NRC with evaluations of Project performance.
-

' SYSTEM I.AT-UP (Section 8.0)
The on-going work to protect plant equipment and systems will be

-

protection during
. augmented as necessary to provide adequate

*

implementation of this Plan.
-

*

CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES (Section 9.0) This

Work on Q-Systems has been limited to specific activities. limitation pemits important work to proceed while allowing buil
ding

'
*

iiis
preparation for status assessment and verification act v t e .

r

SUMMART i tion

Each section of this Plan presents detailed objectives, a descr pjor
of the., activity involved, and a schedule for achieving maThe Program, however, is still in an evolutionary state

'
'

!
Power Company

and revisions to the Plan nay be necessary as Consumersmilestones.
l ts.

gains experience in the impienentation of Progras e emen

'

.

.

' .

*
..,

.

.

.

-;

|

.

. .

.-

.
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. FIGURE 1-1 -

'

|
~

-

\
.

, - '

| CONSTRUCTION COMPLETlON PROGRAM SCHEMATIC !.
'

;
.

.
-

.

! PHASE 1 PHASE 2 ~

'
- |

{ ' SECTION PLANNING IMPLEMENTATION - PLANNING IMPLEMENTATIO. |
|*

| -
, ;

. .
-

-

|
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2.0. PRIPARATION OF THE PI. ANT.
, ,

'
'

2.' 1 Introduction .

'

.

The preparation of the Plant will clear the auxiliary, diesel.

generator and containment buildings and the service . water pump
structure of materials, construction tools and equipment and
temporary construction. facilities.

. .

*

2.2 Objective-
-

. .

.

To allow improved access to systems and areas for the Program.

.

activities.
'

*
,

.

2.3 Description- -

The preparation activities minimize obstacles and interferences for
the Program activities. This is_being accomplished through the.

following steps. .
.

, .

1. Limitation of Q-work to_ activitiac and areas defined in*

Section 9 resulting in substantial work force reduction.

2. Removal and. storage of construction tools and equipment, and
temporary construction facilities (scaffolding, etc) from the
buildings identified in Section 2.1.

3. Removal, control and storage of uninstalled materials from the
buildings identified in Section 2.1.

4 Appropriate housekeeping of alI~ area's following material and
equipment removal.

The preparation for each area vill be complete before initiating
further Program activity. The on going work described in Section 9
will continue as scheduled during the preparation.

.

2.4 Schedule Status .

,
.

The preparation of the Plant began on December 2, 1932. It will b'e
complete by January 31, 198*i.

.

.

.

'

l
, '

<
.

.

l
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i 3.0 QA/QC ORGANIZATION CHANGES [,

-

3.1 Iotroduction -

The Consumer Power Company's Hidland Project Quality Assurance ,

Department (MPQAD) is being expanded to assume direct control of
Bechtel QC activities. The new organization and the plan for the |transition ar's described below. The transferred QC Inspectors will
be recertified as part of this transition.

_

'

3.2 Objectives

Establish New QA/QC ornanization )
Establish an* integrated organization which includes the transition J)of Bechtel QC to MPQAD while accomplishing the following objectives: i

Establish dire'et Consumers Power Company control over the QC , f,

1.
inspection process.

.
.

Establish the responsibilities and roles of the QA and QC2.
Departments ~in the integrated organization.k

Use qua'lified personnel from existing QA and QC departments and'

3. contractors to staff key positions throughout the integrated ,

organization.
,

Recertify QC Inspectors

Ensure that those Quality Control inspection personnel transferring!

to MPQAD from Bechtel will be trained and racertified in accordanceF -

with MPQAD Procedure B-3M-1.
e

3.3 Description

Establish New QA/QC Ornanization ..
,

A new organization will be implemented under Consumers Power Company '

and will be described in appropriate Topical Reports (CPC-1A and BQ-
70P-1) and quality program manuals (Volume II, BQAM and NQAM),
Changes to these documents will be subeitted to NRC.4

Features of the new organization include:
.

Eead QC Supervisors report directly-to a QC Superintendent who
_1. Any required supportreports to the MPQAD Executive Manager.

from Bechtel Corporate QC and QA functions (except ASME N-Stamp
activities) is provided at the level of the NPQAD Executive ,

Manager. ,.

The MPQAD Executive Manager will review the performance of lead2.
personnel in his department. J

.

.

mi1232-4104c-44-102 ,,
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; 3. QA will develop a'nd issue Quality Centrol inspection plans and.

be responsible for the technical content and requirements of-

such plans. QC will be responsible to implement thes.e plans.,

.

4. QA will continue to monitor'the Quality Control inspection
process to insure that program requirements are satisfactorily-

implemented.,

'

. -
.

.

MPQAD will continue to use Bechtel's Quality Control Notices
.

.

5.
Manual (QCNM) and Quality Assurance Manual (BQAM) as approved'

for use on the Midland Project.'
,

.

6. ASE requirements imposed upon a contractor as N-Stamp holder
-

will remain with that contractor. MPQAD QA will sonitor the
implementation of ASE requirements.

''
.

. .

An organization chart (Fig 3-1) showing reporting relationships in
.

the new organization is attached.
'

Recertify QC Inspectors

The training and-recertifica' tion process for QC inspectors has been
revised to include commitments made during the September 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-3M-1. Upon satisfactory completion of the
training and examination requirements, inspection personnel will be
certified for the Project Quality Control Instructien(s) (PQCI(s))
they are to implement. Inspection personnel will be certified on a
sche; ale which supports ongoing work and system completion team
activities.

2.1 Schedule Status
.

Establish New organization
'

Advise NRC of the structure of the integrated organization'. 12/15/8,2

Transfer the Bechtel QC Organization to MPQAD. 1/17/83

Submit changes to Topical Reports and quality program manuals to
NRC. 2/17/83

Reeertify QC Inspectors
,

Specify the revised training and examination 10/25/82
requirements for certification (B-35-1).

Complete reeertification 4/01/83
.

*
,
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4.0 PROGRAM PLANNING
~

.* -
t

-

4.1 Introduction...

.

The detailed planning for. the major portion of the Construction
.. .- .--

,

, Completion Program,is described in this section.
.

*
~

Planning in support of Phase.1 consists of the activities to set up''
'

a team organization to assess the installation and inspection' status--

of Q-systems within major structures (Section 4.2) and to verify the
~

,

adequacy,of completed inspection effort (Section 4.3).
*

The Phase 2 planning effort covers the process and procedures that
will be used by the team organization for systems completion work

-

., '

The procedures to integrate the quality program.(Section 4.4).
requirements with.continu'ing systems completion work will be

.

*

developed (Section 4.5).
-

*

~ ..

4.2 Team Organization'(Phase 1)

4.2.1 Introduction
Organize'and train teams and prepare procedures fos an
installation and inspection status assessment.

4.2.2 Objective

Establish and implement a team organization ready to1.
inspect and assess systems for installation and

'

inspection status.

Develop the organizational processes and procedures2.
necessary to implement the team approach for status
assessment.

Provide training to ensure reqsired inspection and3.
installation status assessment activities are.

| satisfactorily performed. ..

-

4.2.3 Description*

The team organization structure will vary depending upon.~ 1. The organization willthe assigned scope of work..

consist of a team supervisor and personnel as appropriate.

from field engineering, planning, craft supervision,' .

project engineering, HPQAD and Consumers Power Company
''

.

Site Management Office. .1mur team may be augmented by
procurement personnel, subcontract ' coordinators and'

'

* -

| turnover coordinators.'

. Teams will be assigned a~ specific scope of work and held
O

'-

accountable for status assessment and overall completion,

within this scope. The scope includes the requirements
, , .

-

|

mil 2:2-41064-66-102
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' to develop.a viable working schedule and insure,early'

*

.ident'ification and resolution of problem areas. Project
processes and procedures will be reviewed and modified to
incorporate the team organization. The team NPQAD.

.
representative is responsible for providing the QA/QC.
suppor.t for the team. He receives scheduling direction*

from the Team' Supervisor and technical direction from.

':MPQAD. For his team's work, he analyzes the quality' *

. requirements and plans the QC activities to integrate
. .

' '

them with the team effort. He assures the necessary
,

-

PQCI's and certified inspection personnel are available
;

,
-

for performing the inspections. He maintains cognizance
of the quality status of the verification activities.

-.

The Washington Nuclear Plant #2 (WNP-2) team organizat'oni

v111'be used as a starting point.for a Midland specificapproach., ., ,

.- ,'

-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 input to assure that-

efficient and workable methods are used.
,

, Team members will be physically located together to the,

extent practicable to taprove communication, status
assessment, problem identification and problem
resolution.,

2. Training for inspection and installation status
assessment will be provided to team members. It will
include responsibilities, reporting functions,-

indoctrination of project processes and procedures and
familiarization with the project quality program to

, ensure effective implementation. .

!
t

, 3.
| A separate organization of design engineers (presently

.

existing) will coordinate spatial interaction, review andI

examination with the activities of these teams. '

.

4.2.4 Schedule Status

Designate pilot team..

1/21/83

Complete grouping of systems for assignment 2/28/83
..

to tea .

Complete assignment of team supervisors and 3/31/83'

.

members to designated systems.
! .

*.

.

.

.
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4.3 Quality Verification (Phase 1) ,

.

~

4.3.1 -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..
*

'

'

'4.3.2 Objectives'

.

.The objectives of the verification program are to:

Review existing PQC1's and revise as necessary to assure.
-

that:

Attributes important to the safety and reliability of' a.
specific components, systems, and structures are.

identified for verification..

b. Accept / reject criteria are clearly identified.

Appropriate controls, methods, inspection and/or .c.
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 work which considers:

a. Re-inspection of accessible items.

b. Review of documentation for attributes determined to
be inaccessible for re-inspection. -

c. Sampling techniques using national standards.
.

4.3.3 Description,

PQCI'e will be revised as necessary to meet the objectives in
Section 4.3.2. Verification of the quality of accessible
emapleted contruction, which has been previously inspected
will be performed by use of sampling plans. based on
MIL-5-105D (1963) or other acceptable methods. Attributes
determined to be inaccessible for direct re-inspection due to

-

embedment or the status of completed construction or
installation (eg, weld preparation of completed welds,
reinforcement in placed concrete, installed anchor bolts,,

'

etc) will be verified as appropriate, by examination ofI

records.-

-

| .

.
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4.3.4 Schedule Status
,

Complete review and revision of PQCI's. (Date to be, .

determined.).
-

i
,

Establish verification inspection plan for completed. .
" ,

, . (Date to be determined.), Iwork.
, -

.'

4.4 -System Completion Planniha (Pha'se 2)

/. 4.1 Introduction

Establish the processes for system completion, prepare.

procedures and expand training to cover systems completion
work.,

-

4.4.2 Ob'jective
-

The objectives of the systems completion planning are as
-

,follows:
'

Establish processes and interfaces for systes completion..

Prepara procedures defining tasks of each system.

completion team.

Train team members by expanding upon training received
.

.

Previously for inspection and status assessment.-

|

Establish scheduling methods to be used during system.
!

completion activities..

4.4.3 Description *

The team organization (developed in Section 4.2) and the '

processes and procedures will be extended to accomplish the
systems completion work.

Training vill be conducted to assure that supervisors.

understand the team objectives and their role. Emphasis
will be placed on completion of all work in accordance
with the design requirements, the change control process
used when the design must be modified, and changes to the
established team processes and procedures.

4.4.4 Schedule Status

| Complete team preparation for systems completion; work..

(Date to be determined.) .

,

.

.
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(P'hase 2)4.5 OA/QC Systems Completion planning -
-

. .

.
-

4.5.1 Introduction -

The QA/QC systems' completion activity covers'the planning to
support of system completion work.

'

4.5.2 Objectives ,.
' -

,
,

Establish inJ rocess inspection program and complete reviewp
.and modification of PQCIs.

.

4.5.3 Description

..
The QC in process inspection program will.be directly
coordinated with future installation schedules to insure that
inspe'ction points,. identified by MPQAD QA in the'PQCI's, are
integrated with the installation schedule. .The identifi-*

~

cation'of applicable PQCI's and required inspection points
will be used by system completion teams to insure 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 insure
that proper attributes are being inspected, that inspection

.

plans are clear and concise, that inspection points are
specifically scheduled with installation activities and that
inspection results are properly documented. MPQAD QA vill 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
will be used to conduct inspection of future installation
activities.

' '

4.5.4 Schedule Status
-

Issue procedure for integrating inspection points into the
construction schedule. 2/22/83

.

.

.

.

.
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5.0 PROGRAM IMPLEMINTATION '.
-, ,

,

i

5.1 Introduction
'

|
The implemestation of the Phase 1 Con'struction Completion Program !activities will be initiated after a management review of the
,overall process insures that Project performance and quality
objectives have been addressed. The Phase I 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 systems completion work. The
Phase 2 work will then be initiated on that system or partial,,

system.
.

'

5.2 Objectives _ . -
,

,

~

The objectives to be met are: -

Establish the present installation completion and quality.

status.,
.

'

Integrate thf construction and quality activities for all.

remaining work.

Improve performance in demonstrated conformance to quality goals.

in a11 system completion work.,

,

5.3 Description
,

Management Reviews
.

Project management will conduct fccmal review of the plans for
Laplementation activities prior to initiation of team activiti~es for
the Phase I work. These reviews will ensure that identified project
management and quality issues have been adequately addressed by

; specific actions and that Program objectives are met. The reviews'

will cover the process for both 1) the verification of completed --
inspection activity and 2) the installation and inspection status

| activity.

The installation and inspection status assessment will be performed
on a system and/or area 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
review, a work segment will be released for systems completion.,

| Subsequent status assessment results will be reviewed by site
management prior to initiation of additional systems completion
segments. Reports will be made to Project management at regularly
scheduled meetings.

, .
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. :Phase 1 Implementation
4 i-

.

,
.

The existing installation and inspection status will be established |
Ja accordance with the plan presented in Section 4.

Evaluate Phase 1 Results *

MPQAD will review the status assessment results to determine if any
programmatic or implementation changes must be made. Verification 3,

.

scope will be adjusted, as necessary, based on evaluation results.-

;Also, the evaluation will check for reportability to the NRC (as -! -

required by 10 CPR 50.55(e)) and Part 21..
.

Phase 2 Implementation

This activity starts systems completion for turnover. Work will be
scheduled as installation and inspection statna assessments are-

completed and reviewed. Correction of identified problems will be
given priority over initiation of new work, as appropriate, and the
system completion teams will schedule their work based on these
priorities.

.
,

.

5.4 Schedule Status -.

,

Comolete Management review and initiate impienentation of plan
-

.

for verification of completed inspections. (Data to be
determined.)

Complete Management review and initiate implementation of plan.

for status assessment. (Date to be determined.)

Complete Management review of initial installation and.

inspection status results and initiate systems completion work.-
(Date to be determined.)

-
.

M.

.

$

.

* 4

.

O

w

8
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6.0 QUAI.ITY PROGRNf REVIEN N
M6.1 Introduction. "

.

7.

The. adequacy and completeness of the quality program is reviewed as
-f,

part of th,e ongoing Project management attention to quality. These a
-

-

reviews consider any questions raised by NRC inspections or findings --"

raised by third party evaluations.-

,

, ,

,

6.2 objective
{

Address issues raised by internal 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.- "
.

6. 3' Description f-
'

,

~Consumers Power Company believes Hidland QA program is sound. From
time to time, questions arise on detailed aspects of the program or -

_

program implemen't'ation. 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 generator building has raised,
;

several issues of programmatic concern. These are in the areas of -

material traceability, design control process, Q-system related -

requirements, document control and receipt inspection. Project j
management has directed that MPQAD provide an expeditious evaluation "

of these issues to be considered as part of the management review 4
prior to initiation of Phase 2. Once the NRC inspection report is

_received and specified items are identified, these items will'be :
addressed and resolved through the normal process ef closing the iinspection findings. Any corrective action or program changes will -

be implemented as appropriate in Project work on a schedule provided T
in the inspection report response. M--

y
The Project will also receive, from time to time, findings from j
third party assessments (Section 7). These findings or g
recommendations may also result in program modification or e
adjustments. Corrective action taken by the Project will be $;
implemented on a schedule stated in the response to these findings. f

?
-

&
n

y-g
th '

.

.
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7.0 THIRDPARTYREVIENS '

'
7.1 Introduction

This section describes third party evaluations and reviews that have -

been performeid and are planned to assess the effectiveness of design~.

*

and construction activity implementation. Third party reviews being iconducted as part of the Remedial Soils Program are not included in I

this activity. -

,
,

7.2 Objectives -

. . .
To assist in improving Project implementation and assessment of
Midland design and -construction adequacy, consultants will be

, utilized in order to: -
.

.

*

Achieve a broad snapshot of current Project practices and
performance in relation to a national ' rogram.p

,

*

Provide continuous monitoring and feedback to' Management of
Project performance.

I *

Identify,any activities or organizational elements needing,

improvement.

*

Improve confidence (including the NRC's and the public's) in, ,

overall Project adequacy.

7.3 ' Description -

The use*of consultants to overview Project design and construction '
activities with particular emphasis on construction is part of the
effort to improve the Project's implemer.tation of the quality
program. Specifically, the plan overview employs the use of
consultants for three separate functions: (1) To carry out a self-
initiated evaluation (SIE) of the entire Project under the INP0
Phase I progras, (2) to utilize a third party overview of ongoing -

! site construction activities to provide monitoring of the degree of
implementatica success achieved under the new program and (3) to
conduct a third party Independent Design Verification (IDV) Program.

; 1. The INP0 self-initiated evaluation was planned as part of an
industry commitment to the NRC in response to concerns over
nuclear plant construction quality assurance. For the Midland
SIE, the evaluation was contracted to be carried out entirely by
third party, experienced personnel from the Management Analysis
Company.

.

The evaluation was performed by a team of 17 consultants
~

'

familiar with the INP0 criteria and evaluation methodology.
Over a period of a month they interviewed Project personnel at
various locations and observed work in progress.. The initial
results of their evaluation have been presented to the Company

mi1282-41061-66-102
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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 first ['to INPO and then to the NRC Region III Administrator, together
with the Ih*FO overview.

|
A third party installation implementation overview is being.2.'

undertaken using, as a model, the program developed specifically'

Thefor the underpinning portion of the soils remedial work.! overview will be initiated by retaining'an independent firm,
.

.
'

having considerable experience and depth of personnel in the
-

-

nuclear construction field. The consultant's overview team will
be located at the Midland Plant site and will observe the work

;

i activities being conducted in accordance with this Plan on
The overview will continue for a period. safety-related systems.

of six. months, after which the Project's cumulative performance
will be evaluated. Based on the overview team's findings, a ,

.

|determination will be made by the Company's top management on ,'
'

what modification, if any, should be made to'the consultant's
-

Findings identified by the' installation overviewscope of work.
team will be made available to the NRC in accordance with the
procedures established for the conduct of independent,

' ~

verification programs.

An Independent Design Verification (IDV) is being conducted by3.
Tera Corporation.

The IDV is directed at verifying the quality of design and
construction for the Midland Plant. The approach selected is a,

review and evaluation of a detailed " vertical slice" of. the
Project design and construction. The design and as-built
configuration of two selected safety systems will be reviewed to
a-sure their adeguacy to function in accordance with their
safety design bases and to assure applicable licensing .

commitments have been properly implemented. The field work done,

in support of this activity will not take place until after,

Phase I implementation (Section 5) has been completed on the'

systems being reviewed. ..

The Unit 2 Auxiliary Feedwater System (ATW) plus another system
to be selected with NRC concurrence, will be reviewed to fulfill
the requirements of the IDV.

|

i

.

.
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, . ' 7 .'4 Statius/ Schedule
* 1. 'INPO Construction Project Evaluation

.
,

Select consultant and conduct Complete
* evaluation

Submit report to INPO Jan 20, 1983
.

2. Independent Construction Overview

, Define' scope Dec 30, 1982
Select consultant , Jan 31, 1983-

Hobilize assessment team (Date to be determined),,

Receive assessment-team (Date to be deter =ined)'

report "

*

.
..'

3. IDV-
-

Select 2 Systems .

.AW System Complete.

.0btain NRC concurrence (Date to de determined)
for second Tystem.

),

. .
,

Complete Evaluation (Date to be determined)

,
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test work. protect equipment dare provided in the T
'

associated withThese will beuring theturnov
on going installationesting Programensureder periods the- Program impleextendedto coverare

erification procedurthrough existing pcovered.mentation. special consideration
v .

andSystem

and component integriBoth the pre andrograms sIn es.
and implementation

Engineers to completsummary, these proced
post-

ty is

of control anddiesel generato ures and
e walkdowns instructionsthat arepump structure),r

paying particularand containment buildiof Q-Systems (in the :require
Testopen to the

have been hydrotestedmissing spools, disco
ngs and

service waterauxiliary, ,atmosphere (eg openattention tothe
nnected instrument linended pipes, ems / components

require syst

system toaction to place thebut are
not currentlyes, etc). open tanks,

moisture and closingsystem but in general
remove

system in layup. in controlled layupSystems that8.4

system from thewill consist of air blImyup will vary froh the
owin m

Start extended layu atmosphere.g to
.

.

Issue walk down
p activities.

schedules
Complete the layup 1/15/83

.

,

preparation walkdown 1/15/83

i

-

%e

2/28/83

.
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CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES
. ..

'

_

9.1 Introduction
.

This sec~ ion describes the activities th
t*

accordance with previously established. at are proceeding in'implementation of the Program commitments during the.

9.2 Obiectives ,

_

Maintain installation and support effort
. .

..

alleviate work interference in congested po tion work that will
and facilitate completion and protection

..
,

r

turned over to Consumers Power compa
ons of the plant ,

of equipment on systemsny..

!

Meet previous NRC com=itments on activiti
.-

the execution of the Program es which do not impede
,

.

resolution of identified issuesProvide desia' n support for orderly syst'em
.

completion work and
.

.

Establish a management control to initi
.

work that can
activities "~' proceed outside of the systems completionate additional specified'

9.3 Description'

,,

Program implementatioThose activities that have demonstrated
Construction Program.n will continue during implementation of theffectiveness in the Quality

e
These are:.

1.
NSSS Installation ci syste
B&W Construction Company. ms and components being carried out b

. y2.
EVAC Installation work being performed b
problems are resolved. activities currently on hold will be resum dy Zack Company.Weldinge

as the identified3.
Post system turnover work -

established work authorization proceduresConsumers Power Company, w,ill be releas dwhich is under the direct control ofe
as appropriate using'4

Banger and cable re-inspection's which will
.

separately established commitments to NRC proceed according to
5.

Remedial soils work which is proceeding
.

as authorized by NRC.

.

. $

mil 2:2-4106h-66-102 e
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1. .
,

.
-

,. .
,

-
q. . .

,

. \.
. .

2ir R C DeYoung
Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement,

.

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission .
~ *

.

.

Washington, DC 20555
' '

'

'HIDLAND ENERGY CENTER PROJECT -
*

DOCKET NO 50-329 AND 50-330 - IfIDLAND PROJECT RESPONSE -

TO NRC NOTICE OF VIOLATION,EA83-3 DATED FEBRUARY 8, 1983 -' *
-

yIII Ot.85.16 SERIAL 21775
-

-

,
,

Attached is Consumers Power Company's (CP Co) Response to the Notice of'

.

Violation (" Notice") transmitted by J G Kappler's Tsbruary 8,1983 letter to'
1 J D Selby. In addition to this cover letter, the. response consists of attach-.

ments in accordance with 10 CFR 2.201, addressing the two violations
(Attachments 1 and 2), and a request for mitigation of the civil pensity under
the General Statement of Policy and Procedure for Enforcement Actions-

'477ED. REG. 9987 March 9, 1982 (Attachment 3). .
,

Attachmut 1, in adds,tice to specifically providirs the items of information
.

requested on page 9 of the " Notice", reports on the results of the Company's
investigation into In Process Inspection Notices (IPIN's) and answers the

-

questions on page 2 of Mr Keppler's letter. The Company found that.all
*

quality control disciplines had been given the option to terminate an * ::!

inspection (tthan moltiple nonconforming conditions were observed), document
,

observed findings of the partial inspection on IPIN's, and return work to
construction. The Company also found that some individuals would limit .

rein'spection to reported deficiencies. As noted in Attachment 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 MRC
,

reconsider the amount of the penalty in light of the corrective actions the
,

[ Company has taken, as set forth more fully in Attachment 3. In late 19L.!, -'

upon receipt of preliminary information concerning NRC inspection findings,*'~

the Company took maior corrective actions. We halted most Category I work of
the prime contractor pending initiation of an effort to verify previous
inspections and statusing of incomplete work.' We initiated steps to, correct
the deficiencies &nd, as part of an overall program revised production and

-

. .
,

-
-

>
' * * *
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6. Design' engineering which will continue for the Midland Plant'as
will engineering support of other project activites.

,

Additional activities related to the systems completion effort, may
-

be initiated, as appropriate, to support orderly completion of the-

o.verall Project. Any activities in this category that are initiated
prior to release of an area for systems completion work will be'

reviewed with the NRC Resident'Inspecto'r before initiation..
,

9.4 Status schedule
'

.
'

These activities are proceeding with schedules that are independent
of this Plan...

.

.

t

.
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. quality processes, changed and realigned the c:anagement team, and expanded
project resources to ce=plete' the job. The description.of this effort is-

/ described in my letter to Mr J G Keppler dated January 10, 1983, regarding the ,

Midland Project Construction Co=pletion Program. We are confident that as we 1

,-

_implemmnt these corrective actions the Midland Project will achieve'co:pliance |
.

*

'with regulatory requirements.
.

'

-

...

'

JWC/JE3/dla- . .

.

CC J G Keppler
J V Cook, P26-3363
R Warnick, h'RC Regi' n III

-

o

W D Shafer, NRC Reg $on III.

R N Gardner, NRC Region III-

R J Cook, NRC Resident Inspector Hidland Site
R 3 I.andsman, NRC Region III
3 L Eurgess, NRC Midland Site

- .

-
.

.

.

.

.

.

l

*

..

;
. .

.

.
.

*

.

.

.

.

.
,

-

,

|
-

t

|

\
-

.

|
'

i -

.

-

.
-

.
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OL/0.4 SER'/ICI LIST-

~
.

,
-

Mr Charles Bechhoefer, Esq '
.

Administrative Judge
'

Mr Trank J Kelley, Esq
U S Nuclear Regulatory CommissionAtomic Safety & Licensing Board Panel

. .
. .

.
*

Attorney General of the
State of MichiganWashington, DC .20555

Mr Stewart H Treeman, Esq
Assistant Attorney General

.
'

- .-.

. Environmental Protection Div -
,

.

720 Law Building

Dr Frederick P Cowan Lansing, MI 48913
Administrative Judge , '..

6152 N Verde Trail Mr Myron H Cherry, Es'q
-

Cherry & FlynnApt B-125 .

Boca Raton, IL 33433 3 First National PlazaSuite 3700*

Mc Michael Miller, Esq Chicago, IL 60602
Isham, Lincoln & Beale
3.First National Plaza Mr Wendell H MarshallRID 10Suite 5200
Chicago, IL 60602 - Midland, MI 48640

- . ,-
.

- i
'

Mt-D F Judd, Sr Proje* t Ma
'

c
The Babcock & Wilcox Company ,Mr John Demeester

.ser '

P O Box 1260
Lynchburg, VA 24505 Dow Chemical Building

-

,

Michigan Division

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Panel
Midland, MI 48640

E 5 Nuclear Regulatory Commission
.

Ms Mary SinclairWashington, DC 20555
5711 Summerset Street

U S Nuclear Regulatory CommissionAtnmic Safety & Licensing Appeal Acard
Midland, MI 48640, .

'

,

Mr Steve GadlerWashington, DC 20555
~2120 Carter Avenue

Mr William D Paton, Esq St Paul, MN 55108 .

~

Ca' unsel for NR0 Staff Mr Lee L BishopE5 Nuclear Regulatory Commission Harmon & Weiss

,

.

Washington, DC 20555 *

1725 I Street, NW #506
Nr Barbara Stamiris Washington, DC 20006

2795 North River Road
..

Route 3 Mr C R Stephens,

' -

Freeland,'MI 48623 Docketing and Service Station*

- Office of the Secretary
,

-

Dr Jerry Harb:ur U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission
i

Washington, DC 20555U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission
'

-

Washington, DC 20555~~ Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Panel.
'

,
*

.

.

- .
.
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CONSLT.:.RS PCLT.R COMPA!.T.

Midland Units 1 and 2-

Docket No 50-329, 50-330.
,

.
,

.

-
.

Letter Serial 21775 Dated 3-10-83-

'*
..,

'.

. At the~ request' of the Commissi.on and pursuant to the Ato=ic Energy Act of
'

'1954, and the Inergy. Reorganization Act of 1974, as' amended and .the ,

Commission's. Rules and Regulations thereunder, Consumers Power Company submits
.

the response to Notice of Violation. *

.

CONSUMERS Poku COMPAhT
*

., .
-

.
'

By * /s/ J W Cook '

J W Cook, Vice, President
Projects, Engineering and Construction

,

.

j g

Sworn and subscribed before~~me this 10th day of March 1983 .
*

.

' * /s/ Patricia A Puffer
Notary Public.

Bay County, Michigan
.

h*y Commission Expires 3-4-86
*

.

. .

.

.

*
.

.

.

.

. .

.

',. -

.

'
.

.

|

-
.

. .

.

.

-

.
,

I

\ ..

.

.

'

.

.
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ATTAC.WINT 1.

.

, RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF VIOI.iTION ITEM A
. .

STATEMENT OF VI0I.ATION (Item A)
*

..

"NRC.. inspectors determined that quality, control inspei: tors were'not
-

, , ,

documenting as nonconformances all of the deficiencies which they observed
|

'
-

during their inspections'. Inspections were susp' ended by the QC inspector if ''

too many'nonconformances were observed. In process inspection notices (IPINs)
associated with suspended inspections, identified as nonconformances only a.
Portion of the observed deficiencies. Supervisory QC personnel stated that ~

they directed QC inspectors' to limit the number of nonconformances documented
during an inspection. This directive was verified by discussions with QCinspectors. Several QC inspectors interviewed, confirmed that inspections
were closed after reviewing only' the deficiencies documented on the IPIN. As
a result,' measures were not established to prevent the continued installation-.

and use of these nonconforming items. In additien, corrective actions were
not implemented to prevent recurrence of these nonconformances."

. '-

SUMMARY OF RESPONSE TO VIDIATION (Item A),

!
I The' violation is admitted.|

*

.

-

2.. The reasons for the violation are as follows: (1) failure of QC manage-'

ment (a) to recognize potential for adverse impact, on the inspection
-

''

process, of terminating inspect; tons 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 in
i

procedures defining resporsibilities of Quality Contr'ol Engineer's, (QGs)
signing off on Inspection Report activities; (3) lack of full under .
standing ameng all Q3s of responsibilities for inspecting all multiple. .

items before closing IR line activitias when conducting follow-up -

inspections on activities subject to an IPIN.

3 Corrective action in place is as follows: IPINshavebeendiscontinuedSti.he Midland site. QCIs have been instructed by memorandum to complete all
m,

I

activities which have been submitted for inspection regardless of number
of' nonconforming conditions observed and to document findings on noncon-
formance reports (NCR's).

A Planned or in process corrective actions:
,

(a) Procedures PSP 6.'1 and PSP 3.2 are being revised in accordance with
*

the direction given in Paragraph .3 above.

(b) QCIs will be trained in the revision to the procedures in accordance'
with the general training procedure B-3M-1. During this training,
emphasis will be placed on the requirement described in Paragraph 3
above. .

-

-

.

, .aia283-0357a100-12' .
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(c)
.

All closed inspection
.-

issued will be verified
-

report activities upon which IPIN
. ongoing to detemine whether closed Insp

- ,"

An investigation of Deficie's have been

.

by this problem. ;

5.
Dates lor full complianc

ection Reports wncy Reports * is
.

2
ere affected

,

,

e

Item'a - by March 22, 1983
,

-

.. -
,

-

. .

Item b
start training April 1.

Item , 1983e

as part of the verificatio
- .

*

Program
!.

-*

Fac'lifro W iEformatien
n step in the Construction Compl ti- DETAIIID RESPONSE

.

e on.

Control Instructions ' (PQCIs) Inspection activities are defi
.

--

ned in specific'instructionsThese instructions describe,hProject Quality. carried out and the attributes to bdocumented on an " Inspection R
.

initialed by the individual--Q l
,

e inspected.
Each inspection activity isow inspections areinspection and only aft ua ity Control Engineer (QCE)eport," (IR) which contains bla kz ~

to one correspondence beter completing the inspection
t nIR.

When all activities on th
spaces to be

activity.who conducts thisween activities defined in th
i

reviewed and " closed out" by a Q(
There is a one-

e IR are appropriately initial duality Control Engineer Ievel IIe PQCI and listed on the
j

a designated line on the IR's last .

page. e , the IR is
two basic types of reportIn-Process Inspection Notice

,

by signing on.

s used to document nonconformis (IPINs), instituted on June 1document deficiencies whichduring primary inspections at, 1981, werethe Midland jobsite.Nanconformance Reports (NCR IPINs cculd be used tong conditions observed
one of

were found prior to
ctspleted work. nonconforming conditions, we)r,e

~

the other basic means of facceptance of completed work
'If,'. during the used either before or after accormally reporting

.

.-

'

eptance of,

specifically allowed a QCE twas h quired to document thecourse of an inspection' activity
-

condition.
Prior to June 1,1981, proced, a QCE found a deficiency, h4without documentation, providi

o return certain deficiencias t
..,

secs shift.
corresponding toThe procedures would not allng the deficiency could be construction

ures,

o

\ . van corrected by project construction osuch an activity on the IR unlow the QCE to initial the spaccorrected within the' rec 2rded on an NCR
,

he: *cpen."
r the condition had been p,roperless and until the deficiency.\

,

the activity could not be " lActivities on an IR that were
e *

Because.
J

!

identified problem (or submi
basis for controlling deficiession of an NCR), the "open"until correction ofnot initialed were said to

> y
c osed"

{
ncies identified during inspectiactivity formed a any\

, _ .

ons. *

0*Ih3 Deficiency Repo t ( j

it is warranted.such is under investigation to d"DR") is a predecessor docum
r .

,

etermine if corrective action r, and ~asent to IPINs
anc283-0357a100-22 egarding

. . _ _ ,
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The IPlN procedure was designed to provide construction with pronpt f
,

.

of infomation concerning deficiencies or incenplete work. eedback-

IPIN:
Fhen construction made necessary correctionswas sent icnediately after issuance to construction for dispositi

A copy of all
.

on.

Control, indicating that the hardware was rea,dy for further inspectithe IPIN was returned to Quality
Subsequent inspections which detemined that the problem docunented o

n
. on.

would result.in further IPINs or NCRs. .In any case, an IR activity wo ldIPIN had not been corrected, or that other conconfoming conditions exist d
n the

e,

remain open until QC had verified all problems were corrected or an NCR wasu
' submitted. -

-- .
,

The particular practice giving rise to the Notice of Violation involved the
'

-

temination of inspection activities when multiple 'nonconfosci{ vere observed part way through an inspection. ng conditions'

inspection detemined that parts or ce=ponents covered by a given inspectiIf a QCE conducting an initial
activity had' a large number of nonconforming conditions, he had the option to

,

on

terminate his inspection befcre completing the activity, document the
.

deficiencies observed to that point on an IPIN and return the hardware toconstruction ("the return option"). Region III detemined that items not
inspected initially when this return option was exercised may have escaped
later inspection. The postulated mechanism for this outcome is as follows:

.

As previously described, once construction had corrected a problem noted on
IPIN, the IPIN was transmitt'ed to Quality Control for further inspections,an

Procedures then required that the QCE inspect the hardware to detemine that.

corrections 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 option had been exercised, then before closing out the

,

.

on the IPIN, but also all others which he had not satisfied himself as beingactivity, a QCE would have to inspect not only those hardware items written up
previously inspected before the initial inspector terminated his inspection
Region III concluded that this may not have been done in all instances .

'resulting in a possible missed inspection.
i

,

Region III also faulted the
process by pointing out that items beyond those noted on an IPIN which were
inspection were not itanized andcorrected by construction following a return of the item after a partial

.

}

submitted for trending analysis.

.C?coINVESTIGATIONFINDINGSANDRESPdNSETONRCQUESTIONS
t

..

The' Notice of Violation asks the Company to conduct an inspection to detamine
,

(1) the extent to, which QC supervisors at the Midland site have been instrue--
ting QC inspectors to limit findings of deficiencies and (2) the extent to
which QC inspectors have been conducting reinspections based only on reported ,deficiencies.

- -

'

The Company was informed on January 18, 1983, that the use of the IPIN was a
.

major NRC concern.
force was chartered to start an immediate investigation.In response to this meeting on inspection findings a task .
composed of a project attorney and two consultants. The task force was

'

>

When the NRC inspect 1'on report was received on Tebruary 8,1983, the task
~ t

force was directed to carry out the specific inspection requested by NRC.
task force work involved interviews with all QC supervisory personnel and a

,

The

miD283-0357a100-12 .
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majority of the QCE staff. The task force also debriefed the 13 QCIs
interviewed by Region III.

-
,

It reviewed and evaluated existing quality assurance and quality control-

procedures and instructions, .in light of other infor=ation obtained. Finally,
.

-
.

in conjunct' ion with MPQAD, it recommended and initiated corrective actions.
|,

As a result'of the IPIN task force's extensive efforts, the Company has a good
understanding of particular inspection practices regarding use of I?IN's at-

the Midland site.'

.

Virtually all nuclear construction projects have some means of documenting .
inspections conducted while construction work is in process. IPIN's, used for -.

that purpose at Midland, were established under a' system of closed loop
: procedures requiring that documented conditions be returned to construction, I.

,
.

reworked, and then reinspected by QC to verify the implementation of .
| ,

corrective. action. The concept behind 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 construction, when a QCE would otherwise have to occupy,

' valuable time inspecting and documenting a large number of nonconforming -
,

| conditions (referred to herein as "punchlisting"), * on a hardware item which .

! was actually not ready for inspection. The option permitted the QCE to return
the work to field engineering, which had the responsibility for checking the
item and ensuring its readiness for inspection in the first instance. Thus,
the option was motivated by legitimate concerns and objectives.*

Although the option was not established for the purpose of " limiting findings
of deficiencies" by QC, obviously, to the extent deficiencies existed in the-

uninspected portien of the work, they were not recorded during this initial
inspection, nor could they be accounted for in the trending analysis. The
return option was used in all disciplines, although some supervisors within-

1 - disciplines elected not to use it in their particular area.

The return option, by itself, would n6t result in a missed inspectio'n covered
'

by a closed IR activity, so long as the inspector closing out the IR satisfiaid
himself that all items not encompassed by the IPIN and included in the
activity were inspected, either by him or by the previous inspector. 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 something he has not verified,

" , , , either by documentation, inspection, or sont 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 misunderstandings which existed.

! As part of its corrective action, described more fully above, the Company will
ensure that procedural shortcomings in defining the requirements for QCE

-
.

.

.

siO283-0357a100-12-
,.:

..



1.

|
-

-) ]
. Al-5~~

~ '

.

.
.
*

\-
.

.

- -. - .

closure of IR activities are corrected, and will retrain QCIs, e=phasizing
.

their responsibilities to conduct full, complete inspections and document all I.

The Company also-11ecided to
, deficiencies before signing off IR activities. discontinue the " return option" at 2fidland and require that all initial'The

inspections be completed with non-conforming conditions fully documented.,

IPIN form has also been eliminated and all deficiencies v2.11 be documented on(The particular findings of the extensive Company
-

a revised NCR form.
investigation into the use of IPINs are recited.more fully below under J

. responses to the NRC's', questions contained in'the Notice of Violation.)
-

*
.

Question 1

" Determine the extent to which QC Supervisors at the Iiidland Site have been
instructing QC Inspectors to limit findings of deficiencies."

.

.

There are two aspects to this question.' A first aspect concerns the extent to
QC Inspectors were instructed not to completely inspect activitieswhich* A second aspect relates to

prior to turning work back to construction. directions, if any, given to QCEs, not to document deficiencias actually
*

observed. Regarding the first aspect, the Company found that QCEs were
i

. directed to use a " return option" which resulted in initial inspect onWith regard to the second aspect of the. activities not being completed.
question, QC management intended that, in the exercise of a return option, all

- .

deficiencies actually seen would be reported on an IPIN. Project management
personnel encouraged the use of a return option and QC management, instructed
QC leads, who reported directly to them, in its use.

.

TheQCmanagementinterviewedbyth[taskforcestatedthattheoptionwas
intended to provide a means for returning work to construction and avoidThere was no intentoccupying QCE's time punchlisting work for construction.
to avoid reporting deficiencies, although the inadvertent result of the
practice was that deficiencies on the portion of the work not inspected before
return would not be documented. QC leads who instructed their personnel to

,

use the option agreed with the QC management's purpose in using the option.
-

of the 16 QC leads and supervisors interviewed, one individual was in the
..

* documentation area, for which the return option was inapplicable, and eight
etated either that the option was not applicable to their activity, or thatOf the latter, one stated that he had
they h'ad not used it for other reasons.

.

never been told to use the return option. ,

One of these'Baa ' stated that their group had used it only infrequently.
understood that all observed deficiencies were to be documented but could notThe other indicated that therecall whether he had so instructed his group.
nnly instance when an inspection was halted before completion was when it was
obvious that cable insulation damage would require a completely new

-

i

In this instan'ce the inspection for other terminationtermination.
deficiencies would not be performed, but the observed damage would be

~

documented.
.

One stated that he hadThree individuals indicated regular use of the option.
instructed his subordinates to document all observed nonconformances, one

.

s
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practice was to document all observed nonconformances and cne knew that thatcould not recall giving specific instructicas but knew that his subordinate's
was the proper practice, ' assumed that' his subordinates-did it that way

,

could not recall whether he had so instructed them.
.

, but
. .

>

'

'Two other individuals were relatively new in the position.

the practice of his predecessor (no longer at the plant).it|vas his practice to document everything observed but. that it had~ not been
One indicated that !

the practice of his previous supervisor to document all observationsThe other continued

'The task. force found that from a quarter to a half of the individual
.

'
,

made use of a " return option". inspectors (QGs) contacted, depending on the discipline, were aware of and
'

,
-

"

A few individuals stated that they documented
seme, but not all, deficiencies observed in an inspection in which the returnoption was used.*

The company's corrective action on this point is described above.
.

'

considers it of fundamental importance that all QGs and supervisorsThe company

been submitted for inspection rather than using an " oral" communicationunderstand the requirement to document deficiencies observed when an item has -
.

, process.
This aspect will..be emphasized in training on the new procedures.

,.

Question 2

inspections based only on reported deficiencies."" Determine the extent to which QC inspectors have been conducting re-
.

,

Tba Coupany determined, based upon investigation, tnat almost all QGs at
Ifidland were completing their inspections preparly., Nowever, because a few'

that the NRC inspection finding was valid. individuals may not have completed inspections fully, the Company concluded'
''

The precise quebtion to be addressed %ere is, whether 'and to what extent QGs
-

~

. ~ -

i
closed out inspection record activities subject te sIPINs which do not

:enccmpass the entire activity, without fully' inspecting the activity,

The
V, )

..
t "

. , ...

* Approximately one-half cf the QGs contacted also indicated that in some
Jperiod oficircumstances they allowed repairs or reworks to take place within a fixed

j. initial inspection. time without documenting the deficiences observed during the~

.

ladvised,by their supervidord to do so. Virtually all of thosec utilizing this practice had been,,

s

Thire pra:ctice was specifically allowe' prior to June 1,1981, and through
%,6-

d-

. , an apparent lack'of clear communication continued after the option was
.' removedifrca QC procedures on this date.. The upper tier policy document"

allowed theipractice on a one , shift basis until February 1983.
this practice would not lead to missed inspectirins with regard toSince

use of IPINS,iit wa'i not addressed further as part.cf the task force
'inNestigation. " An'NCR was written on December - 10/1982regarding the
options 2 practica not to. document deficiencies corsected.during a one

, shift period; ifPQAD'will'further track and dispesition this issue
' utilizing the results of the takdorce investisa' tion.

i

s: I '
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'IPIktaskforcedeterminedthatalthoughafewindivid'ualsstatedtheywould-
not necessarily reinspect all'ite=s before clor sg out th.e IR activity. Therewere several reasons for this response. Some..would not lead to an inspectionmiss.,

. ' When asked to describe the types of inspections for which they would not
reinspect all examples, it became evident that nearly all individuals followed ".

*

practices which would not have led to an inspection failure; Many individuals
stated that they did not reinspect all items when they conducted the initial

| inspection and remembered items they had previously inspected. 4thers
'

answered that they limited their reinspection to items covered by the IPIN,
but only when the activity covered only one item. Still others limited their*

reinspection if the inspe'etion of all other items w'as documainted. Thus, in
.

'

specific circumstances an inspector following all applicable procedures could
have limited his reinspection to hardware items enco= passed by the IPIN and
accomplished .a complete inspection of the activity. Only a few individuals
appeared to lack sufficient understanding of the requirement that the.

reinspection verify inspection of all items within an activity.

The IPIN task force concluded that not more than ten percent of the
individuals contacted' reported unacceptable practices. 11though the task
force's conclusions on this question were more positive than NRC's from a.

c,statistica;l. standpoint, the task force concluded that NRC's inspection finding
-

..

and notice of violation were valid. -

'It i's the Company's conclusion that the cause of this violation was unclear
management direction regarding documentation associated with use of the,,

" return option". -

*

.

.

-
~

,
--

|
.

,

.

|
.

,

1
. l

..

.

.

-
, .

'
.

,

.
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ATTAC'9'.ENT 2.,
. ",

RISPONSE TO NOTICE '0F VIOI.ATION ITEM E
* * '

~f_-.

; -
?-^

OVERVIEV '-
__

;

As a result of the Company's assessment of overall project status in the fall,

of 1982 and based on infor=ation regarding the identified findings from NRC ;.

inspections and their generic i=plications, Project management carefully
-

evaluated the needs for corrective actions. The Construction Completion
Program (CCP) was conceived to address all identified concerns and to achieve = 9

desired improvements in project performance. -
- ;

* ' -

.

,
-

The project presented the Construction Co=pletion Program concept to. ~
'

Region III personnel on December 2,1982 after having initiated action to.

i=plement the plan the previous day. A description of the CCP was sent to the - -

a

XRC is our January 10, 1983 letter and a public meeting was held with the NRC '

on February 8, 1983 to discuss the plan. . This overview summarizes how major
-

portions of the CCP cover the individual findings of the Notice of Violation
_ ;

-

*

and the generic implications of these findings.
- 5

.

The specific portions of the CCP that address the generic implications of the '

NRC Diesel Generator Building Inspection are as follows:.
,

1

A. System Team Organization
.

*

The organization for completion of construction is being reorganized to - i

emphasize a systems approach. A team made up of construction and,

engineering personnel (with close QC coordination) will be assigned to - "
-

_

complete all work on a specific system or systems. This team concept will -

also be applied to remai=ing area work.,

- ;
| The team concept provides for very close coor'dination between all major - t

- activities required to produce and demonstrate a quality product. The . j
i

development of this organization involves a review of existing field -

procedures and preparation of i= proved procedures for defining work ;

requirements. A major element of this approach will be preparation of '

expanded instructions to the crafts that will improve performance to,

: ;design and specifications and will insure proper coordination with
-.

qinspection as the work proceeds. The team members will be trained in the jnew procedures.
,

n assessment of current system construction 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
. _problems to be identified and corrected. '

.

,
-

*

e

.. -

$

sp e

-

- ;
.

- - -

O -
*
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The specific NRC inspection findings * cevered by this activity are:
.

. .

*-

, .
. .'B-lb, B-Ic, B-Id, B-lh, B-lj, B-11 through p, B-1q, B-4a and B-6.

B. Review PQCI's and ihdate' As Required '

The procedures for carrying out inspections (PQCI's) are being reviewed to
insure all importanc inspection attributes are specifically described and,

-

to the extent practicable, all reference material is incorporated.directly !in the PQCI. .

.

The specifi'c NRC inspection report findings covered by this , activity are:
,

B-la, B-lb, B-Ic, B-4a, B-4b and B-8a.
.

. -. .

C. Review the Inspection Process (See note below on inspection backlog)

The inspection process including construction procedures for initiating *

inspections will be modified. so that:
-

,

'

1.. The procedure for documenting non-conformances ensures that all non-
conforming, conditions are properly identified and tracked.

.
.

. .,

2. . The process for providing instructions for construction a tivities.

ensures all required' inspections are performed when required.,.

-.

The specific NRC inspLtion report findings covered by this activity are:
.

3-11 p, B-4b, B-8b(1) and B-8b(2),

.-

D. QC Training and Certification

The QC Depar1Ement has been reorganized under direct Consumers Power
Company control. All QC personnel have been or are undergoing a training
prc,gran leading to re.-certification to the revised PQCI's.

The specific NRC inspection report findings covered by this activity are:
B-11 p and B-4b. '

,

:::

E. Program Reviews -

General QA Program reviews have been initiated in the areas identified
below in addition to the specific responses required from the inspections *

findings. The results of these reviews add any requirements for program
revision will be incorporated in CCP activities..

.

1. Receipt Inspection Review covers findings B-13 and B-3.
I
f 2. Material Traceability Review covers findings B-le, B-1f, B-2a 'and

B-Ba. '

_.
.. .

.
.

'

* Findings are identified by tire item designation in the Notice of Violation
transmitted by the NRC and letter of February 8,1983 J G Xeppler to J D Selby. .

.

niQ383-4030a-66-44
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3,. Design and Docu:nent Control keview covers findings B-li, B'-lj, 3-Ik,
'

|,' B-2b, 3-2c, B-2e, B-3 and B-7. *
, ,

,

F. Safety-related classification. -

'

The NRC is reviewing the project licensing position on this issue. This
covers findings B-2d and B-2f.

.

The response to each individual finding follows:
.

. .

.

* s
,

.
,

-
. .

* *

, .

.

-
. .,

.

-

.

-
.

.

'
. .

,

~ ~
.

-.

-
-

.

; .
.

,

.

', ** Note on inspection backlen.

The Company'specifically reviewed the NRC concern'regarding, "...a backlog
of almost 16,000 inspections...", the status of inspection records (IR) as

'of November 26, 1982 was actually as follows:

IR Issued 190,000; IR Closed 174,000;,IR "Open" 16,000 -

..

The 16,000 "Open" IR are categorized as follows:

(I) Opened in anticipation of an inspection request but cons' ruction nott
yet ready for inspection, 7,200.,

CZ1 Fully ready for inspection,1,200.. . ~

.(3) open but waiting for next , complete' step in construction, 5,700.,

%) Op'en pending NCR/IPIN disposition, 800.
.

'

(S)' Open pending I.evel III approval, 700.

(61 Hiscellaneous, 400.

Therefore, the actual backlog of inspections is more correctly identified
hy the 1,200 irs where construction is done and waiting for inspection.

,
.

|
.
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NOV I' tem B - 1.a (82-22-02A)
'

.
-

,
. -

. .

" Installation of diesel. generator engine control panels IC112, 2C111, and
2C112 was not in accordance with the requirenents delineated on foundation-

.
~

Drawing 7220-M18-250 in that the foundation bolt washers required by the
subject draw 15 were not' installed."

.

'

-|
. .

,

*
. *. ;

. I

l
- 1. The violation is admitted, in part. ~ !

*
*

. . .
,

. . . .,

'

2. (la) No Electrical or Civil QC instruction required specific verification
of the bevelled washer insta11stien. Therefore, documented proof
that bevelled ~ washers were installed could not be provided since the-

-

foundation is. grouted. . (bevel washers) .--

.
,

(2a) The inspection records for panels IC-112, 2C-111 and 2C-112 are open
with att'ributes such as washers and torquing not yat inspected.
Therefore, this.is not a violation. (flat washers)

'

. -

-.
.

.

.

. -

3. (la) NCR M01-9-2-138 was written by IfPQAD on October 15, 1982 to document
the non-conformance and was closed on December 8, 1982. (bevel' ' ~

washers) ..

(Ib) FCR M-7026 was written on November 10, 1982 to make the bevelled
washers optional, because in this case, bevelled washers did nothing
to aid in support or leveling of the panel. The ICR was approvad-

November 23, 1982. (bevel washers)

(2a) Due to insu2ficient quantities of flat washers and nuts this portion
of the installation was not completed. The field has subsequently
procured sufficient quantities to complete the bolt down and are

' ..

_ awaiting Construction Completion Program approval to install them.1
'

(flat washers)-

,

; -

.

~

.

4. Electrical and Civil PQCI's will be revie*ed and revised as applicable to,

'

include specific verification for mounting requirements and will incor-
'

porate applicable hold points.
.

l

. .

5. QC inspection plan E-6.0 and C-1.10 (if required) shall be medified to '

. incorporate full-' inspection and hold points for all un-installed
| electrical equipment by March 28, 1983 and required training to the

revised plan is scheduled for completion by April- 11, 1983., (bevel
washers)

| ..

.

min 383-4019a-66-44
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KOV Item B - 1.b (82-22-023)
'

-
.

* - .
. ..

. _

"1:sscheduled pull box associated with cenduits 23N006, 23N007, and 23DA002 was
not sized in accordance with the requirements delineated on Sheet 42 of
Drawing I-42 in that the 12" x 12" x 6" as-built dimensions of the subject+

pull box did not conform to the 13 1/2" x 12" x 6" dinension requirements
delineated on Sheet 42 cf Drawing 42."

-.

,

- .
.

,

-
.

* -
. ..,

-
.

*
.

. .

'

. 1. The violation is admitted.
.

..
.

-

.

.

1. (1) Tailure.of Field Engineering to specify correct size pull box for
Construction to install..

.

(' ) Failure of QC, during'inspe'etion of conduits'2BN006, 2BN007 and2.
,

2BDA002, to identify non-conforming condition.
1

! .

.

*
3. ICR I-3157 was written on November 8, 1982 and approved on November 17,

1982. This ICR clarified the intent of I-42(Q) SH 42 to include =4n4--
band radius as a criterion for pull box sizing. Given the revised*

criteria, the pull boxes cited conform to the requirements, as documented
in an NCR vritten by MPQAD on March 7, 1983. '

.--

'
.

4. (1) PQCI I-1.0 vill be revised to verify and record pull box size and ..
bend radina of cable will be verified on applicable PQCI's. '-,.

(2) Team training programs, required by the Construction Completion
,| Program,till emphasize the importance of following all requirementa~.

of design documents.
: .-

.

-
. .

>i -
.

,

5. (1) PQCI E-1.0 to be revised by March 29, 1983 and required training is-
scheduled for-completion by April 29, 1983 to verify and record pull--

box size.-

.
_.

(2) Reinspection of installed work will be carried out during the
implementation of the Ccastruction Completion Program.

. .

.

miD383-4019a-66-44- .. .
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'

NOV Ite= E - 1.c (82-22-02C) '
-

.
. -

, . . ..

"The l'-10" vall to suppott dimension required by raceway support Drawing
I-796(Q), Sheet 2 of 2, Revi~sion 5, for hanger No. 86 was not correctly
translated into the as-built installation of the subject hanger in that the
as-built vall to support dimension was 2'-I 1/2" in lieu of,the required
l'-10"."

'

..

.
* *

.

.

-
.

e

, .. . .

1. The violation is admitted.
*

*
.

...

. '
.

.

2.. Craft, Supervision, Tield 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.
. .-

-
.

.

.

. .

3. ICN E-7040 was written to approve installed conditions and has been
incorporated. NCR E01-9-3-084 was written by MpqAD on March 7, 1983 to'

j document this condition, and for purposes of trending.
.

.

.

. .

d. (1) Revise PQCI I-2.1 and provide QC training to properly inspect
supports.

.

(2) Tean training prograns, required by the Construction Con:pletion
Program will e_phasine the l=portance of following all requirements.'

of design documents. '

*

.

.

. .

.

5. Revision of I-2.1 and required qualification training is estimated to be
complete by May 15, 1983.

-
.

t

e.

. -

,

.

.

.
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.. .

'

NOV Item B - 1.d (82-22-02D)
'

,

"The 6'-6" wall to support di:;ension required by raceny support Drawing.

*

.E-796(Q) Sheet 1 of 2, Revision 11 for hanger No. 14 was not correctly
translated into the as-built installation of the subject hanger in that the'

as-built wall to support dimension was 5'-5" in lieu of the required 6'-6"."
'

. -
,

*
.

'

..

.

* *
. .

'
. .

.

1. The violation is admitted. *..
-

,

-.

*
.

2. (1) E-796(Q) SH 1 shows the prcper dimension for Bay 4 but is incorrect
'

.

'

for Bay 3. -The dimension shown for Bay 3 is a drafting error.
.

.,"

(2) The Field Engineer failed to write a 13 to correct drawing for Bay '

3 prior to comp 11 ting the installation of the support.,
,

. -
. .

*

.

DCN d16 to Drawing E-796(Q) 5H 1 was prepared and approved on November 9,3.
*

1982 to correct the drafting error. Incorporation has taken place. An '

NCR war written by MPQAD on Ifarch 7,1983.
*

. .
.

.

.

4. Team training programs, required by the Construction Completion Program
-

will emphasize the i=portance of following all requirements of design
documents.

*
,

.

"
..

5. Specific compliance will be achieved when team training is completed'under
-

the Construction Completion Program.
v-

- e.,
. . s

-
..

.

'
. .

.

-.
,

.

.
.

.

. .

,

'
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''

NC ' Item B - 1.e (82-22-05A)
,

'

"The inspecto s identified high strength steel plate placed in. the laydevn,

area which was not marked with the material type and grade as required by,

Field Instruction FIG-9.600, Revision 1."
.

.

'

.

-
.

- -
.

.

-
.

1. The' violation is admitt'ad. '

,

-

_

.
.

2. !! cst steel was properly marked and some markings were not exposed,.

*

however, some pieces of high strength steel were not properly marked-

through failure to follow procedures.
.

.

,

-
..

, ,

'

-
. -

.
.

3. All steel was re-marked with paint as to clearly show any grades other
than A-36. QC insiections have been increased from monthly te weekly. An

.
,,

NCR was written by 2fPQAD on 2farch 8, 1983. Procurement personnel
responsible for the marking of steel have been retrained to the,

requirements of yIG-9.600.
..

.

t

& N/A

:

.

~5. Complete. ' '

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

t

e.
=

. .

,

*

.

-.
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*

,,XCV Item B - 1.f (82-22-053)
.

.

"The inspectors identified various stock steel shapes in the "Q" area with.

yellow-colored paint on the ends (indicating the material was "non-Q") and
various steel stock shapes in the "non-Q" area withou .. tinted ends
(indicating "Q" material), contrary to the requirements of Field InstructionTig-9.600, Revision 1." '

.

.

. - *
.

*
.

.

.
. .

. ' '. .

*
, . .

.

.. . - -
,

1. The violation is admitted, in part.,

'

. .

-
. .

All steel in "Q" a"rea was identified in accordance with procedures but2.
some manufacturers markings led to confusion.

Some steel in "non-Q" areas
.

1

was not marked in accordance with procedures. ,

-
. *#

-.

.

, .
.

- 3. All steel in "non-Q" area was painted or repainted yellow as to conformwith the procedure.
QC inspections have been increased from monthly to

weekly. To avoid confusion, manufacturers color coding was removed from
,

the ends of steel in question in the "Q" area. An NCR was written by*

MPQAD on March 8, 1983.. Procurement personnel responsible for the marking*

of steel have been retrained to the requirements of TIG-9.600(Q).
-

*
!

*

.

; 4. Field Instruction IIG-9.600(Q) will be revised to designate the marking
requirement for non-Q steel to be's Q attribute.:

-

1 ..

.

"
~

5. The required procedure revision will be completed by May 1,1983.
-~

':
-. .

.

.

*
.

. .

.. .

.

*
.

*
. .

,

'
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NOV. Item B - 1.7 (S2-22-09A)
.

'

~ ' '

"Tse slots in the cuffler support plates were not machined but were deter =ined
~ '

to be irregular and flame cut, leaving rough slot edges not in confor=ance
with design Drawing M18-425(5)-1."

.

.

'

-
.

- . .

. ..

.

; ; - -
.

., .

1. The violation is admitted. ~ '

.

. . . .

.

*

2. These. slots were manufactured incorrectly by the vendor prior to receipt
'-

'

at the jobsite. The slots in Diesel Generator muffler 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 currently being reviewed by Project Engineering and the
vendor.

.

.

,

,5 . NCR 4693 expected to be dispositioned by April 1, 1983.
,

,,

.. .

g .' #

| .
t

i
*
.

I

)*
.

-.
.

1
--

. .

# -

%

'
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,

'

NOV Iten B - 1.h (82-22-093)
'

.

-

" Jacking plates were not installed beneath the center support plates of' Bay 1
diesel generator muffler as required by Drawing M18-250-6."

:

. *
,

,

.

1. The violation is admitted.
|

*. -
,

,

-

.
-

. .

.

2. Jacking plates for Diesel Generator muffler supports were not installed in.
' T *

Bay I beneath the center support, as shown in vendor drawings, due to
#ailure to install according to the design drawing.

.
' .

t,

.

I

'
. \

. . - - -

5 3. Following the NRC inspection an NCR was written against the condition'.
subsequent NCR was also written aiter the NRC inspection, based on

. A>

inspections of other Diesel Generator mufflers which resulted in .

; identification of similar deficiencies in Bays 3 and 4. Both NCRs were
,

-

l
-

dispositioned "Use As Is", since loadings from the jacking screws on the'

concrete were acceptable.
.

.

-

.

. .

4 Team training programs required by the Construction Completion Program,

will emphasize the impe,rtance of following all requirements of vendor
-

, drawings.
-'
g .

. -
,

. - ,

_- . . -

y 5. The implementation of the disposition of NCRs will provide full compliance
for the "As Built" condition. Subsequent revision to vendor drawings
required to complete NCR 4738 follow-up actions is forecast for completion

'

by April 1, 1983. Specific compliance will be achieved when team training,,

is completed under the Construction Completion Program...,
_

,

_
-

.

..

e

-
'

; -

_. .
-

.
.

_-
.

.

, . -

-
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A2-12
, .

'

NOV Item B - 1.i ($2-22-18A)9 .

" Procedure F E-2'.100,.(Outstanding FCR/FCN Retirement), Revision 2 was
inadequate in.that the design drawings were not changed when an FCR/FCN had
been 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 not be traced to the design drawing to ensure acomplete quality .' record."
*

.

...
,

-
.

. .

.

, .
. . .

.

l.. The violation is admitted.
.

.

'
!- .

F'ield Procedure T D-2.100(Q) was inadequate in that it did not contain'a
2.;

requirement to provide for indication on design drawings that applicable
FCNs and FCRs had been-retired. Retired FCR/TCNs address one time

..
- approved deviations to generic design which are not incorporated into base

design drawings due to their applicability to a limited number of
locations. (It is'noted that this procedural deficiency is not the reason

.

, the FCR was lost. The ICR wa's lost due to a clerical error and a copy wasi

obtained from the design office within twenty-four hours. It is also,

noted that the ICR could be traced to the design drawing through the
;

ICR/FCN' retirement computer printout.)
.

.

Field Procedure FE-2.100(Q) was revised to formalize the practice of3

requiring design drawings to be anrotated with a circled letter "R"
.

'

denoting a retirement. The Field
performed a 100*. review of all dra, Document Control Department has

wings, with retired FCR/FCNs against-'

them, to verify c'ompliance to this new requirement. :

< *
.

'
.

. -

E., N/A *-
*

-
.

! L. Complete. ' '
'

*
..

_,

.

!
. .

.

.mig 383-!.019a-66-44
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A2-13 I

. - .

NOV Item B - 1:3 (82-22-183) ,

.. .

'" Field Sketch' CY-1035 which illustrated the bactem gusset plates for HVAC fan
drawing on the sketch as required.by Procedure FPD-5.000, (Preparation ofsupports was not identified as

"Q",
nor was the: e a reference to the affected

Field Sketches.)"-
. . -

'

. .

-

,
,

!
*
..

'-
.

,

- -
1 , . . .

.,

1. The violation is admitted.,

i '-

.

. -

..
2.

.The requirement for this designat' ion and reference is contained in Field
-

Procedure TPD-5.000 and was not followed.
-

Diesel Generator Building HVAC support steel gusset plate was notTield Sketch CT-1035 for the
-

designated "Q",
nor referenced to the original design drawing. ..

; -
.

. . -
.

-.

-

.

'
.

3.
Field Sketch CT-1035 has been revised and designated "Q", and referenced

.

to design drawing C-1004. NCR B01-0-2-155*

the identified discrepancy. was issued by !!PQAD to document

deternihed to be adequate in regard to the stated requirement. Field Procedure FPD-5.000 was reviewed and,

-
.

Training of responsible personnel in the spec'ifies of FPD-5.000 has been'

conducted..

|
'

:-

'
-

..,
- .

i 4. .

A review of other FSKs will be conducted by field Engineering forcompliances with FPD-5.000.
. -

*

.
.

-

5.
The review by Field Engineering vill be completed by April,

22, 1983.
.

. .

.

*
, .

-
..

!

.

.

. -

.

,
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7' l ^2-15. ..
. .

I
'

NOV Item 3 - 1.1,m,n.o.e (82-22-16) '
.

,

~

"(1) The eight bracing tcp gusset plates identified on Drawing C-1004,
Revision 10, as 5/16" thick were measured by the inspectors to be 1/4"

-

thick in all four diesel generator bays. This change was neither
reviewed nor properly authorized.

(m) The, a's-built gusset plate connections in Bay I were not built as
identified on Detail 3 of Drawing C-1004.- The angle braces were welded', together as ' opposed to having separate welds for each brace. This
change was neither reviewed nor properly authorized.,

*

, , ,.
,

(n) None of the sixteen 1/4" bracing angles identified on Drawing C-1004 . '-

were constructed utilizing 1/4" material. This change was neither '

reviewed nor properly authorized.
-

(o) Drawing C-1004,' Detail 2,. required the W10 beam-to-beam connection to be
.- welded. In Bay No. 3, a bolted connection'was constructed in lieu of

the required welded connection, without review nor proper authorization.
'

.
,

(p) The column cover plate identified on ICR C-4401 was not constructed 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 violations are admitted.
*

.
'

.

Z. Diesel Generator Building HVAC fan. support steel installation was not done*

in accordance with the drawings due to a lack'of attention to detail
during construction and inspection for Items '(1), (m) and (n). For Item
(o), the specific item was constructed to an earlier appreved drawin ands,- failure to identify the discrepancy occurred during the inspection '

*

process. For Item (p) the finding was due to the lack of attention to
detail during construction. *

.
,

.

(1) With regard to the undersized gusset plates, a subsequent evaluation2.

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 4690. -

^

(m) The gusset plate connection in Bay 1 has been removed and will be '.

*

reworked per NCR 4690. *
'

.
.

,

(n) The 5/16" and 3/8" bra'cing angles. have been removed and will be
reworked per NCR 4690.,

(o) After the NRC inspection, CR 4690 was written and dispositioned "Use
As Is" for bolted connections constructed in Bay 3. It should be,

noted tha.t these connections were constructed to design drawings
approved at that time which allowed bolted connections.

.

miO383-4019a-66-44'
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E0V ' Item B
1.k (82-22-18C)

.

A2-14~
'

" Procedure FPD-5.000, (Prcp
' -

cos:plete qualitj record." require design drawings to refere
aration

nce appropriate field sketches toof Field Sketches), Revision 1 didnot'

ensure a
.

.. . .

_

"

. *
,

,

.

I*
The violation.is admitted,. '

'
-

-' .

. .
*

-

2. ' Although fitid procedures do n t
.

*
.

drawings, no cross reference. o
'

log existed tocontrol what is placed on design
. what Field Sketches (FSK's) apply't

* -
.,

o each design drawing. enable one to readily find
*-

.

.
.

.
-

,
-

3. . .

steel FSK's for each civil design dA reverse reference log was creat d l
. -

.

e

isting a~ pplicable civil miscellan
rawing depicting miscellaneous steel

..

eous -

- .

4. ..

remainder of all FSK's prepared in aReverse reference legs listing appli
i

ccordance with FPD-5 cable ISI's will be created for thewill be revised to address the req iI

u rements for reverse r.000.eference loss.0
1 FPD-5.00,

:

,3.
IPD-5.000 will be revised by Aprii 15

* .

and i :

, loss.ncluding an effectivity date of June 15, 1983, addressing these requirements
,

, 1983 for reverse reference.
-

., *-'
.

.
-

.
_

,

'
,

\.

--
'
.

:
~|

* ..

*
.

,

atA383-401pa.gg.y:
I-

n *



.z::- .- . - - - - -

- -.

. . .
. .. . .

. .m ..

. . g

#*

A2-16.
,

'

NOV Item B - 1.1.m.n.e.p (82-22-16) Certinued
*

(p) NCR 4690 dispositioned 'the cover plate on the steel column to be
" reworked".

.

4. Team training programs, ' required by the Construction Co::ipletion Program
will emphasize the importance of following all requirements of design
documents. In addition,' as part~of.the Construction Completion Program, a
review of PQCI's is being done to assure that correct design requirements,

are specified for inspectors. The Program also calls for a QC inspector
- ,

racertifi' cation program. '

,

' . . ..

5. Specific compliance will be achieved when rework is completed under the
Construction Completion Program.

- -. .
. . .

.
.

~

.
.

.
.

. -
. -

. .
,

-
.

. . .

.

..

.

.

!
.

.

. ...

*

.

*
. .

'
,

l
.

*
. .

,
,

.

I

\ .

t
--

,.

. .

.
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A2-87. .

-

..

' '

NOV Item B - 1.0 (82-22-24)

"A sectics (approxi=ately 18 x 10 x 4 inches deep) of the primary containment
vall in Containment Purge Room 702 was removed (by chipping) without obtaining
approval as required by FIG-1.111, Revision 4, Concrete Drilling Permit."

.

. .

-

.
.

.

-

. .

.
. .

,

1. The violation is admitte'd. '

-

.

.
.

.

~

2. Field procedures (IIG-l'.111, Revision 3) in affect at the time of work did-

not require concrete drill permits for chipping because damage to-

reinforcing steel and other embedded items is not as likely as'with ,

drilling.
,

o -
.

. -

3. (1) Tield Procedure IIG-1.111, Concrete Drill Permits, has been revised
.

*

and approved to include chipping. ,

*

(2) Steps have been taken to insure concrete chipping repairs ar.e
performed using approved guidelines. FCR C-5206 was prepared and has -

been approved by Project Engineering to establish guidelines for*

concrete chipping repair. This FCR has subsequently been
incorporated into Specification 7220-C-231(Q). Field Procedure IPT-
3.000, has been revised to specifically include inspection of repairs

* '

to chipped areas as part of area turnover. This procedure is being
'

designated as Quality Related, and is currently under review.

(3) The above steps are summarized on NCR 801-2-154 which was issued by.-

'

HPQAD to request process corrective action. The Project Ingineering,.

response to this NCR concludes there is no safety impact, or affect
on quality of the structure, due to the chipping of concrete
identified in the Containment Purge Room 702..

3 .

. *
.

. .
.

4. (1) Field Procedure FPT-3.000 requires approval.-

'

(2) The chipped area in question requires repair.

(3) NCR H01-9-2:154 requires closing. i

.

-. .

.

mig 343-4019a-66-44'
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A2-18. -

NOV Item B' - 1.o (82-22-2t.) Continued
*

5. (1) April 15, 1983.

(2) Specific. compliance wil'1 be achieved when the rework is completed
under the Constructien Corepletion Program.

.

,

,

~

(3) Following rework. '

. .

. .

*-
. . . .

'

. .

. . ...

.

.

-

.

.

-
. .

-
.

-
.

.

-
.

. .-
-.

,

.

.

.

- -
.,,

..

-

.

. .

.

.

.

:-

.

..

. .
.

.

. . .

.

. .

'..

-
.

. .

-
.

:
..

,

. .

s

.

.

'*
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A2-19. ,

'

. .
,

'' ,

; NOV Item B - 2.a (82-22-08) - *

.

" Measures were not established for the selectica and review for suitability of
;

*

application of "Q" materials associated with the diesel generater exhaust
muffler in that design drawings and specifications did not indicate the {;

material identity of the installed muffler saddle supports and plates."
;

. .
,

*
.

. .

.

. .

-

. .
*

i . .
-

| 1. The violati'on is indeterminate at this time.
*

,. *

-o

4

. .

1
'

2. Material specification and identification is the responsibility of the.

emergency diesel generator prime vendor. No documentation w's availablea

on site to show that the material used in the fabrication of the Diesel '

Generator exhaust silencers met the requirements for seismic Class I '

installation.,
, , ,

.,. .

.

'
.

.

3. The vendc.r has been requested to provide the necessary documentation for! a

material traceability and identification of applicable QA requirementsapplied to the exhaust silencers.
*

.
-

,

-
.

l

4. A status update and identification of any corrective steps which may be
-

required will be provided by Project Engineering by May 2,1983.-
.

:-
.

, . ..
; .. ..

4

5. To be determined by results Project Engineering report of May 2,1983.,

* *

| .

; *

! g=
.

. .

* - -

1 .
-t .

*

.

\

I '
.

..

.

. -

:. .
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A2-20
*

.,

NCV It'em 3 - 2.b (82-22-15B)

" Design Drawing C-147 required bolted bracing cennecticas for the diesel
generator building HVAC bracing gusset plates. Field Sketch CY-1035 was used
to change the design to welded cennections in lieu of the specified beltedcennections. This design change was neither properly reviewed nor approved."

.

.. .

. *
. .

*
. ..

'
- -

.
., .

I. The violation is admitted.. -
. - -

,

r

i

.

'

2. Note 14 on drawing 7220-C-547 was not clear. It'has always been the. .

. intent of Project Engineering to allow Field Engineering to substitute;

welded for bolted connections when detailing steel bracing connections,,
'

however, no specific instructions were provided.
- ",

. .

.

. '

.

; 3. FCR C-5174 was issued and approved to clarify that Note 14 on drawing
7220-C-147 is applicable to bracing connections.,

..

.

'
4. None required. *

*
;

.

.

5. Completed. ',,

-.

.

*
. ,

'
.

.

. .

'

4
- -

.

.

|
-

. .

'
..

-
.

# .

6

9
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A2-21. .
,

'

NOV Item B - 2.c (82-22-15C)>

" Design Drawings C-1004 -and C-147 did not specify the sizes of the diesel
.

'

generator building hTAC fan gusset plates. A " combo" shop 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 only identified on a' field fabrication shop work order. The field-

sketch for this work 9as inadequate in that it did not contain necessary
details for fabrication. '

.

- -.
-

. -

.

7. 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 connections.
.

.

.

! 4, Review all civil miscellaneous steel field sk' etches to assure that proper
information for gusset plates is itcluded and specified in accordance with,

ICR C-5174.
* -

,
-

i .,
.

.

[
. ..

5. day 2, 1983. -

.' .

O h

k** *
.

.

.

'

e
|

|
*

| .

*
*..

e

$
e

. -

" '
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A2-22' ' '-

NOV Item B - 2.d (82-22-15A)
.

.

' "The licensee failed to analyze the four diesel generator b ildi.

Guide 1.29, in Appendix 3A of the FSAR."as seismic Category I as described in their commitment to R
,

u ng monorails
. egulatory

-

.

.

.

'

.
.-

*
. - ,

'

1.

been analyzed seismically through the normal project desiThe violation is admitted in that the. Diesel Generator Mono ail h d
-.

.

., ,

'

r a not
after the initial walkdown under specification gn process, or
performed to verify project compliance to Regulatory Guide 1297220-1-001(Q) h d ba . een-

commitments.!- Program. described in SpecificationThe Proximity and Seismic Category II/I Site Walkdown
.

'
~

where non seismic Category I dommodities are installed aboidentification, evaluation and resolution of all potential 7220-1-001(Q) provides m th d f
'

e o or
situations;

related systems, components or structures. - . ve safety
-

;
-

.

_

.

.

'-

-,

i 2.

The Diesel Generator Building monorails were reviewed during th
-

.

;

preliminary walkdown, but were not identified for further analy i
.

a
the walkdown teams verbal understanding that the mono

*

s s due to
seismically analyzed previously,. rails had been.!

.

.

1

1
*

.

. 3.

Diesel Generator Building monorails. Seismic anabis was subsequently performed addressing ad
.

)

equacy of the

of the monorails under seismic loading would not occurThe analysis concluded that failurei .
; .

-

4 ' .

The training program for all walkdown teams was revised to re
safety related structures, systems or components are documenteds' eismic analysis on non-seismic components that would potentiall

quire that.

y effect

documentation'is not available at the time of walkdown then th.If

interaction must be identified on an interaction identificati
.

e potential

accordance with applicable walkdown progr'am requirements.on sheet in *

.

-
.

All areas walked down prior to the revised training program wer
to assure that any other non-seismic components that coulde revalked
seismic analysis on file.effect safety related st'ructures, systems or components had docume t dpotentially

ne
,

.

..

. '
.

,

.

miD383-4019a-66-44 .
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A2-23--
1 .. .

,

.

4

*

NOV Item B - 2.d (82-22-15A) Continued |
*

*
. -

..

-
,

'

!
-

. . .

.
.

.

'

4. Engineering records will be compiled to support valkdown teams,
.

- .
. . .

-
. .

.

5 May 15; 1983 ' ' ~
.

. . .
. .

... .
.

.
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.
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A2-24.. .
.

b *

,

!*

NOV Item B - 2.e (82-22-11)
,

"The licensee designed and constructed thirty-two diesel generator building
'

exhaust system hangers witho'ut ensuring that the applicable requirements for
j "Q" components sere included in the design documents."- -

-
*

; .

-
. .

,

; .- - *

). .

.
i .

,

! 1. The violation is ada tted.- -

~
. . . .

.

. . ..
* * 2. (a) All design documents associated with installation of the Diesel' '' -

Generat.or . exhaust (331.1) pipe hangers were not identified as "Q"' *

even though the P&ID identified the piping as " Seismic Category 1"
and the F.SAR specified the Diesel Generator exhaust system to be -

safety related. *

,

. .-

(b) In accordance with proj.ect connitments any structure system or
.

components identified " Seismic Category 1" is considered "Q" and
project quality assurance program requirementa should be applied. In

.
-

'

general, only ASME III hangers are "Q", however, because of the
-

uniqueness of " Seismic Category 1", 331.1 hangers, Projact' *

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 documented in
I the isometric M-652, SH I and P&ID 7220-H-452 Sht 1A & 13. The

.

-

applicable hanger sketches have subsequently been revised to identify
the supports as "Q". 3echtel Specification 7220-H-326(Q) has been ..,

revised to provide special pr, visions for QC inspections of the "Q"~-o
', 331.1 support and lists the pipe hangers in question. A review has

been performed which determined that no other situation similiar to
the Diesel Generator exhaust piping (331.1-Seismic category 1) exists
in the plant. In. addition project confirmed that no other unique

-
'

situations in the plant exist where Seismic Category 1 structures,
systems or components are identified and the quality assurance,

program requirements had not been applied. There were several
instances of drawing inconsistencies that require correction as
result of project r,eviews, and NCR 501-5-2-166 was written by MPQAD
to document this ites. ,

-

I . .

..
..

-
.

,

!
.

1
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[ NOV Item B - 2.e (82 ~!2-11) Continued '

4. (a) Project drawing changes are required to correct. inconsistencies
identified during project review for B31.1 piping in other project.

; areas that. were Seismic Cater'ory I without being identifed as "Q".
*

(b) QC inspection of Diesel Generator exhaust system hanger. will be.;
<

required in accordance with project specification 7220-M-326(Q).
4

. .

. . .
. .

. .

5. (a) Project drawing correction will be complete by June 1,1983.
~ ..

.

(b) Required Diesel Generator exhaust system hanger inspections and.

i closure of NCR M01-5-2-166 will be completed when the Construction
-| Conr21stion Program is ' initiated.. -

,
. .

,
.

.

-
.

.

-
.

.

-

.. .,. .

.

.

. .

!

4

. .,

'
.

:

.
. -

.

.

-

i
.

'

i .-- -

,

.

.

. .
.

, . . .
-..

.

' '

:.

-
, .

..
'

.
. .

*
.

.
.

1 .

.

.

'

.

*
, .

. . .
. . -

,

~ ' '
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A2-27,

'

NOV Ite.a 3 - 3. (82-22 01) -

" Source inspections at the panel supplier facility and receipt inspections at
the Midland site failed to ensure conformance of the internal wiring within,

diesel generator engine control panels IC111, IC112, 20111, and 2C112 to Pro-
curement Specification 7220-G-5, Revision 1. Paragraph 6.0 of Specification.
7220-G-5 states "All electrical wiring . . . within the board enclosure shall .'
conform to the highest industrial standards of design and workmanship." An
ERC inspection. on October 15,1982 identified the following examples of

,, defective terminations o.f internal wiring within the subject panels.

'.
. .

.

.

. -

a. The output lead on the Relay Tach device had numerous broken strands
at the' termination lug.

.

. ,
.

.
,

b. The K1 lead on the Relay Tach device had two broken strandr resulting-

in a potential short circuit between the Il lead and an adjacent
conductor.-*

.

,

The 1 .les'd on the CB-1 device did not have all strands inserted intoc.-
. ,

the.comprassion lug;''
.

*
.

*

.

'

I. The violation is admitted.

* *
, .

. .

s

I The violation occurred due to poor electrical workmanship at the vendors
* '

facility,' inadequate vendor QC inspection plus inadequate source
inspection. Although MPQAD performed an overinspection on the four Janels
in question, the discrepant conditions had been missed. *

.

,

,
. -. .

.*
,

3. (1)' MPQAD initiated a 100% 'overinspection program (011-73) in July,1980
to verify workmanship according to vendor workmanship standards and
the technical specification. During the overinspection 27 NCR's were.

written,'and 14 have been clos,ed. Seven QAR's were written, and 5.

,

c'losed. The lack.of identification of conditions in this violation
'

by the overinspection program has been investigated and is felt to be
'

an isolated case. *
.

.

.

e. . ,

.

.

-

1.

. .

.. .
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* ' ''

-

,
NOV Ite n 3 - .f (82-22-26)

' '

'-
..

.,

1 - - - : . .'' '
"The licensee purchase.d A:mer Stene for a "Q" portion of the*p'eri=eter dike

.

'

vithout; trar.nlating the applicable regula:.ory requirements into appropriate<
,

spacificatians and design dectnents.a. '..

,
-

. .; -

' '

. . - . .. . . .
, .,,

' :. :.: .' -

.
, . . .,

. . .= .-. . . .

*

G. '*
.

... .
' ,

*

.. . ...
. . .

'

.. 6 , s c.
'

. ' ., . *
. .v .

1. The violation is' admitted. '- '' ' * *

, .[ ,
.

' .

. . ' . '. '.
. . - - -

. ~
,

.'
-

x. . .

.' .
+

_. L.
*.. .

-..
..

'*
. .

. . - .

2. Part 7..of enclosure 7 of the E.C letter on Completion of Soils Remedial
. . .

, .
,*

Activities Review dated May 25 1982 required.that the activities.cf the'
- : ,

,*

'Armorstone placement program be "Q" centro 11ed. The Project failed to
* . -

.

-'

translate this. requirement into the, design and procurement documents for.

this usterial due ta a misunderstanding of NRC requirements.~
',

-.

.- ,

*
,

C.' ', . '

l
. .. *

.
.

,

. . ,, .
*,

, , . . .-
t .,

,
.

,

3. 3echtel drawings C-45, C-109, C-111 and C-112 have been revised to
' '

.

/ designate the total area 'of the dike adjacent to the ultimate heat sink as*

"Q" as opposed to that while was. designated "Q" in the initial,

' -

implementation of the NRC re.quirements.
,

. .

-
.

.
. .

-

,

..
-

-

. . . , .
- 4. Technical specification C-209 uill be revised as "Q" and will identify the .portion of installation work to be done as "Q"., In addition, 3echtel,

'
-

' drawing C-1096 will be revised to s1,acify the ' Installation of Armorstone '~
~

to be "Q" in the;"Q" designated dass of the dike. No Armorstone has yet'

been placed in these areas. * i ' ;.
,

- ~ - -
-

,

.3...
'

,

- , - . - .
,

- .
..,

'

L ,+; .

5. Full compliance will be achieved when applicable specifications and
. , drawings referred to above are revised as "Q". This will be done by' , , June 1, 1983.4

.. .

| x- 4
/

.
,..

.

.: - *
-

'. -.:. -
."--

,
. . , -

-

L. . .

.

-

,!
-.

.
-: .,. . .

.
i') , 3 , .

,

.. -- -
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. . A2-28.

*

NOV ! tem B - 3. (82-22-01) Centinued
.

(2) NCR'M01-9-2-139,. dated Octobe'r 22, 1982, was issued to track.these
four panels. MCAR 66 was prepared on Dece=ber 30, 1982 with Interim
Reportsi No 1 & 2 submitted to NRC Region III on December 30, 1982 and -<- February 25, 1983, respectively. The scope of the
is to review the NCR's and QAR's written, verify th,MCAR 66 Task Forceat Project -

: Engineering disposition is consistent between vendors and formulate
an action plan that will preclude any further recurrence... . ,

,

*

,. ..
-

.
,

-
. -

,

4. Implementation at the.' vendors facilities of I-24 Revision.0'
'

"Overinspection of Vendor Supplied Printed Circuit Board Assemblies" and
E-25 Revision 0, "Overinspection of Vendor Supplied Ilectrical.

Equipment / Components" will' be carried out by MPQAD and Project Supplier
Quality,for the few future precurements ' shipped to the jobsite. Project.

*

representatives will witness in process' fabrication, functional testing
and final inspection prior to release for shipment depending on the nature"

-

of the commodi.ty. E-24 an'd I-25 were approved February 21, 1983 and
-

February 18, 1983 respectively and have been issued for use.
, . .-

'

! . - -

. *

, . .

~5. (1) For equipment on site, MPQAD has inspected nearly 2007, of all "Q"
electrical panels and eatinets. MPQAD overinspection will centinue
until the source inspection. program is fully implemented - forecast

-

completion of overinspection is July 1,1983.

(2) Programs are now in place to prevent recurrence of poor vendor
workmanship for remaining panels and cabinets that are yet to be
shipped.

(3)
.

Full compliance vill be achieved upon the closure of MCAR 66. ~

. .

.
. .

_

.

.

. -

!
-

|
-

'
-

. ,

'

.

.

.

.

:
_., -

i

'
.

,

*

.
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NOV item B - 4.a (32-22-25) ' ' ~

.
.

'
'

"An inspection program wa's not established to ensure segregation of cables'

installed in hori2cntal trays which used metal dividers to segregate control-

and instrumentation cables in accordance with design requirements."
-

.
.

, ,
. .

.

-
. ..

.. .

. .

-
.

, .

. -
, s

1. The violatilon is admitted. .The violation' involved three cables that had .' '

*
been inadvertantly looped in and out of the incorrect side of a divided,

tray section. -

"

-
.

,

.

The cables in question could'have been improperly segregated in the2.*

raceway for a variety of reasons: temporary rework situation,,

installation techniques, etc.. s

. -.

. -

Although there was no formal program to " train" or tie down cables in
horizontal tray sections the current cable reinspection program should

-

,

have found the discrepant condition. The reinspection program had not yet
been implemented in this speci,fic area.,

.

. .

.

.

.

3. (1) .NCP M01-9-2-151 was issued November 1, 19'82. Supervision was verbally
, informed and the non-conformance was immedittely corrected. **

'

(2) Generic resolution involves revision of Field Procedure IPI-4.000
(pending approval) which will. require an even distribution' 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.

*

.
.

~~
.

'4. (1) Cable reinspection that is now 'ngoing is verifying 'the routing as ano*

inspection attribute. Information developed from the cable*

reinspection program will be used' to verify voltage segregation.
.

l -
.

,

. .
.

-
. .

.

. . .

.

mis 383-4019a-66-44
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A2-30-. .
.

~..

NOV Ite B - 4.a (82-22-25) Centinued
*

-
*

. .
.

(2) Final training and tie down of cables vill be accomplished (per
' TPE-4.000) when "Q" cable pulling resumes, at the time the last "Q"

cable is pulled through a tray section.-

*

. .

,

~

5. (1) MPQAD reinspection is estimated to be complete by June 14, 1983.-
Review re,sults of. reinspection by July 1,1983.

.-

,
,

(2)' Approval of Field Procedure FPE-4.D00 scheduled for March 18, 1983.-
'

.

.
. .. .. .

,
.

. .

. .

-.
,

.

.

-
.

.

.
.

,

.-

-.
.

.

. -
.

.

., .

..

'. .

.

:-

.

.
. .-

. .
,

. .

.

.

*
. .

.

.

W

.
, .

:
..

, ,.

\
* '

.
.

.

.
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A2-31, ,
* -

, .

' '
'

NOV Ttem B - 4.b (82-22-17)- . .

'

" Quality Control (QC) inspcctions failed to ensure that activities affecting
quality conformed to design documents in that QC inspections performed on-

July 1, 1981 and documented on QCIR C210-172 failed to detect and identify.
nonconformances 3.1.(1) through (o) of this Notice of. Violation. These.

noncenformances were associated with installation of the diesel generator,

'

building HVAC fan support steel."
*

|.

-

.
-

.
-

.
. .

,

- -
.

.

., . .

.- - .
,

.

1. The violation is admitted.
..

-
.

.
,

.

.
..

'2. In general, the violation occurred because of a lack of attention 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 inspection. '

_

.

.

"
3. The Construction Completion Program has been instituted.

'
-

.
.

,

.

4. As part of the Construction Completion Program, a review of PQCIs is being.' done to assure that essential design requirements are specified for
'

* inspectors. In addition, the Program calls for a QC inspector
recertification program. The verification portion of the Program will
verify quality of completed work.'-

..

..

'
.,

. .

| 5. Full complianace will be achieved when PQCI reviews and QC inspector
i

-
recertifications and the verification program are complete..

. . -

-
. .

.

*

.,

*

, .

|
'

.

'
-

..

.

. -

. . .

miC383-4019a-66-44'
.

-

?
*

-.

L
.

, .. _ . . :'__. _ .._



.. .

.. -

; -., .. . ..
,.,

' '
' ''

A2-32 |,

.

'

NOV Item B - 5. (82-22-10) -

.

^

"The licensee did not" i=plement a maintenance progra= to preyent five of
sixteen ' installed diesel generator slide bearing muffler plates from ;

accumulating.diit and dust as required by the vendor's manual."
.

.

-

.

-

,
. .

,

- .-

1. The violation is admitted.
'

- -

*
. . . .

.

.
,

-

'

2.. The requirements to specify cleanliness of these bearing plate surfaces,

was not established upon receipt of this material. The vendor documents
' supplied to Project Engineering did not contain a requirement -for bearing.

plate maintenance. '

.
.

-

. . -
.

.

3. Bechtel has initiated a storage maintenance program for the exhaust
.

silencer bearing plates. An NCR was written on March 9, 1983 by MPQAD to
track thia item.

.

.-

.

I. . Direction has been given to develop an installation and maintenance
program for all flourocarbon bearing plates on site.

.
-

.

- .

5. The maintenance program for the bearing plates will be fully implemented
under the Construction Completion Program in conjunction with the closure
of NCR 4693 which allows access to the bearings plates.

. ..

*
. .

.

.

.
-

'

:

:
..

, .

. .

._

.

.

.
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A2-33. ,
,

*
.

. .

' ' 'NOV Item B - 6. (82-22-13)
. -

"During velding of .the diesel. generator building exhaust piping hanger support
-

steel, the licensee did not verify prehest of existing safety-related,

structural steel at a temperature of 70'F as required by site specifications
-

and the AVS 1974 Code." -

- '

. .

|.

- '

.

-
. ..

,

.
-

..,

-'
~ ''

1. The violation is admitted. *

-

.

. .

. -

,.
.

.2. The ambient temperature was not verified for the welding,' operation
-|

,.

'

observed by the NRC inspector. Documentation for preheats of all welds '

made between 32' and 70* were covered by the random preheat verification
program contained in PQCI W-1.60. The program in place requires 100% '

verification for preheat temperature over 70'..
,

.

. -

'
.

.

3. Bechtel's "Instuctions to Welders" have been revised to provide preheating*

instructions, and each welder signs for receipt of these instructions.
The welder's rod withdrawal requisitions are also stamped in red with
preheat instructions. The in place verification program will be"

- continued.
.'

-

.

',- -
.

. .
.

4. All Bechtel site welders will be retrained in the site preheat .

requirements, and all new welders' vill have this preheat training.
,

emphasized as part of their indoctrination. ..
-

.

.

.

l '

5. All Bechtel site welders will be re-trained by May 1, 1983.; ..

. . .

-
.

. ,
,

.

I
.

|
*

..

.

. .

-
. . .

,
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.

'

KOV Item.3 - 7. (32-22-21)

" Measures were~not-established to centrol the distribution of changes (red
~

lines) to hanger isometric drawings in that changes to Drawing 1-652-2-25 (Q)
were not controlled utilizing the Site Document Control Center."

i
.

. .

.
. . .

-

.

.
. .

I. The violation is admitted.
-

.

. .
. . .

.

-
\.

'

\-

1. The control of Redline changes to work prd.nts was not performed through*

.the Construction Document Control Department, however, it was being done -

in accordance with established field procedure's.
. -

,

-

~ .
.

. .-.

3. Revisions to Bechtel 7 18 Procedures now require all changes (redlines)
to piping isometri'es and hanger drawings to be controlled utilizing the

.

'

site Document Control Center.
, -

. . .

4. N/A *

-

. .
.

.

E. Complete. -

,

,
.. .

,

-
..

..

.

| ..

l
.

-

.

-
.

.

-
, .

, . .

..
. ,

- -
-

_

t
-

.

*
.
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A2-35,

. s .

'

NOV Item B - 8.a 32-22-23),

" Measures were not established or i=plemented to determine if =aterials.

,

ultimately restricted (per Nonconfor=ance Report No 3266) from installation or,

use in ASME Class I' systems were actually. installed or used in Class I
systems."

-
. .,

.

.

.'
*- -

.
. .

,

1. The violation is adimitt.ed. ~
,.

',

.

.

'

2. Failure to initially apply QC hoid tags on suspect material, and failure.

to implement disposition of the NCR;in a timely manner.
.

.

.

.-
* .

.3. A letter.was provided to B&W Construction Company, a subcontractor at~ the
Midland jobsite responsible for the majority of Class I piping and hanger

.

|

installation, on December 11, 1981, identifying restriction on usage of
subject material from heats identified on NCR 3266 for Class I use.-

. ~

-
.

.

1007,of all completed Class I P-2.20 PQCIR documentation packages stored-

in the 'ault were reviewed for identification'of the nonconformingv

material identified in NCR 3266. B&W has subsequently re-reviewed their
documentation records to ascertain if any of the discrepant material .
identified through the PQCIR review was installed in the field. Any'of- -

'

the discrepant matierial is to be removed and replaced with acceptable
material.

,

.
. .

''

..

4. A specific review by a level II QCE of all future Class I P2.20 PQCIRs for
discrepant matarial identified on NCR 3266 is being performed before final
acceptance and their subsequent storage in the QC vault.

- '
. .

.
..

.

A QA survey of al1* applicable NCRs will be performed in accordance with QA
Checklist 3-23 to assure that material control procedures ~have been
adequately implemented and subsequent actions associated with applicable
NCR dispositions have been implemented.

.

. .

.

. .. .

ado 383-4019a-66-44'
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A2-36

.' ..

NOV-Item B - 8.a (82-22-23) Continued'
.

Alth'ough not related directly with the above effo'rt or this identified
discrepancyi a complete material verification documentation review dith'

special emphasis for ASME NCA 3700/3800 compliance for p
material is in process en the project by Bechtel procureipe support

,

, ment supplier
quality group to assure acceptable material documentation for the MidlandProject. Miscellaneous material such.as rebars, paint, etc, are excludedfrom this review. '

,

.

;. .
-

.

*

.

-

j . - * *

.

5. Tull compliance with be obtained as follows:
,

-
.

'

.
*

.
,

'

, Specific Actions - 1). Rework required on Class I supports in field to be
complete by. March 15, 1983..

,

-

~2). Review of all new P-2.20 PQCIRs.is ongoing.
.

.

.

..

Generic Actions - 1) Review of all applicable project NCRs by QA to be
completa by June 24, 1983.,.

2) Tollow-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 considered -*

additional effort not directly related to
resolution of the identified discrepancy. ''

,

-
.,

.
.

.

:
_.

,

. .
.,

.

s
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,

,
.- -. .

%

NOV' Item B - 8.b(1) ('82-22-12AY
'

"As of November 10, 1982, two.ncmconfor=ing conditions identified by the KRC
on.0ctober 12, 1982, and confirmed by the licensee on October .19 and 25,.

'respectively, had not been documented on a nonconfor=ance report a quality,

assurance teport or other appropriate report. The two conconforming
conditions. vere: .

.

.- (1) The diesel generator exhaust hangers were not classfied, designed, or built
as "Q" as committed to in the ISAR. (See item 2.'e) ..."

. -
.

...
,

,

-
. .

'

-

.

I. The violation is admitted. .

. . .
,

,

-
.

-
.

*.s .

.

" 2. An NCR was not issued because MPQAD failed to act in a timely manner.-
,

.

.. -
'

- . -
.

was ' ritten by EPQAD on November 16, 1982 to document the3. NCR M01-5-2-166 v
'

hangers listed on SCN #36 to Specification M-326 as being nonconforming as
a result of their original "non-Q" designation.,

~
. .

.

9

Complete.-* *

,

,

-

..
,

%
..

5. Ccaplete. -

.
'

*
s-. . ~ -u. .

. * *
,

. -

-
*. . ,

.
-

.
,

9

9

.

ge

e

.
.

e

o e

.

.
I
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, A2-38,
.

. .

- . . . ..

~'

NOV Item 3-S.b(2) (82-22-123).

. .

.
. .

"As cf November 10, 1982, two.nonconfor=ing conditions identified by'the NRC
on October 12, 1982, and confirmed by the licensee on October 19 and 25,
respectively, ha'd not been documented on a. nonconformance report, a quality

-
.

assurance report or other apprcpriate report.
. conditions were: '

The two nonconforming
'

' '

*
.

- ..

(1) The design of the diesel generator menorail was.not analyzed to seismic...
,

Category I design requirements as'comnitted to.in.the ISAR. (See
.

-
.

item 2.d.)"
-

*
'l

.
, ,

-
. . . .

.

.

.

. -

1. The violation is admitted.
'

-

, ,
.

-
.

-.,. .

.

.- *
.

,4"
.

2. There was a misunderstanding over whether a nonconforming condition
.

actually existed. '

..

3. On November 16, 1982, a Quality Action Request (QAR) was written to
document the condition. A subsequent seismic analysis has been done (Calc
#G-44(Q) Revision 1) which documents the acceptability of current design

'

i of the subject monorail.
.

.

.

. -

.

'4. Complete. '

.

-
\

.

.

5. Complete. *
- -

.

,
.

l .

.

.
, .

.

:
_.

..

-.
.,

|
~

-miO383-4019a-66-44
.

-

.s-
.

*
I

.- . . - . _. , . -. - .-. ~ -.- -- . _ . ,



. .
.

:-. . ,- '
.

- - -

,

, .

a- ,.te * *

.

'
. .

.

'

ATTAC~OfENT 3
- *

. ,
,

REQUEST FOR REDUCTION OF CIVIL PENALTY,

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.205, consumers Power Ccmpany respectfully requests that
.the NRC reebasider the amount of civil penalty proposed tu CPCo for the.

violations cited in the NRC's letter, dated February 8,1983, J G Keppler to
J D Selby. The Company does not contest the validity of the violations and
agrees that a civil penalty is warranted,'but believes that certain mitigating
factors.'should be considered. - -

,- -,

~ '

The NRC's criteria for enforcement actions (at 4'7. Federal Register page 9991,'
.

Harch 9,1982) sets forth specific criteria for increasing or reducing base
civil penalties,. and provides in part as follows:i

' ~

'-
-

.

."2. Corrective Action to Prevent Recurrence. Recognizing.

that corrective' action is always required to meet regula-
tory requirements', the. promptness and extent to which the

l licensee takes corrective action, including actions to $-*

prevent recurrenc;e may be considered in modifying the'

civilpenaltytolbeassessed. 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 =N=11y acceptable. In weighing this factor
consideration will be given to , among other things, the
timeliness of the corrective, action, degree of licensee-

initiative, and comprehensiveness of the corrective action
- such as whether the action is focused narrowly to the

-
cpecific violation or broadly to the general area of ,,

. .

concern."

We believe that our actions to correct the situation at issue have been timely
and have been conceived and organized mainly through our own initiative. Edst
important, however, is that our program to correct these deficiencies is
comprehensive and far reaching. *

.

, . .

Shor'ly after receiving feedback on *he NRC's inspection findings, the Companyc

launched major, extensive corrective. action. The Company halted the majority
.

- - of the Category I,vork of its prime contractor, and laid the groundwork for a -

". verification of past inspections and statusing of incomplete work The work.

stoppage resulted in the layoff of more than 1,000 workers. The Company also,

initiated major, generic corrective action addressing the specific areas of
RRC inspection findings. The Company's entire plan is entitle'd the -

Construction Completion Program, and included steps responding broadly to the
NRC's and Company's. press of' concern. This was addressed at length in the
Company's letter of January 10, 1983, J W Cook to J G Keppler and further
discussed at a Public Heeting with the NRC at' Midland on February 8,,1983.

-

. .
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' The corrective ' action undertaken by the Company was not =arrowly focused on
.

,

the specific. violations identified by the NRC. The work reduction extended to
-

'all major safety related structures on-site, not merely the diesel generator
building which was the' focus of NRC's inspection. The verification program
begins in the auxiliary building, includes the reactcr build'ings and diesel

. generator building as well as the servica. water pump structure.
-

- .

.
. .

The Construction Completion Program, which is' the organizationni basis' for the ..

generic corrective action, will encompass and structure the remaining pre- ~
, -

. turnover systems' and area work to be done at the liidland site, (excepting
-

soils, HVAC and NSSS work). The Company's, willingness to accept the NRC's '
,suggestion that we take direct control of the project QC staff formerly under

i. Bechtel supervision extends broadly to the entire job, and involves a major
commitment of additional manpower and resources in recertification, training,and. inspection activities.g .

-
-

g -

*

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. consideration.be given 11 determining the amount of.

-
the penalty to the. corrective action taken and planned by the Company.
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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 PENCIPAL STAFF
50-330 OM & OL v*A E

(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2) O/RA 4!$C1' fd6f
A/PA H @O
DDRPh |S LO,

SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF JOHN W. GILRAY, ROSS LANDSMAN DWAI W l

AND WAYNE SHAFER WITH RESPECT TO THE QUALITY ASSURANCE
DRMSFj | |

PROGRAM FOR THE UNDERPINNING ACTIVITIES OF THE DE- i i

SERVICE WATER PUMP STRUCTURE AND AUXILIARY BUILDING ML I,

GL . F I LU7g.

Q1. Please state your names and positions with the NRC.
.

A1. My name is John W. Gilray. I am a Senior Quality Assurance*

! Engineer, Quality Assurance Branch, Division of Quality Assurance, -

Safeguards arid Inspection Programs, Office of Inspection and

Enforcement, NRC.

.

My name is Ross B. Landsman. I am an inspector for the NRC

(RegionIII).
.

'

.

My name is Wayne D. Shafer. I am the Chief of the Midland Section.

Office of Special Cases for the NRC (Region III).
"

Q2. Have you previously submitted professional qualifications in this

_

proceeding?
.

A2. Yes..

DSo?
-

.

. .

.
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Q3. What is the purpose of this testimony?
'

A3. Since the October 29, 1982 filings of the "NRC Staff Testimony of

i John W. Gilray Relative to the Quality Assurance Program For the1

i Midland Project Underpinning Activities of the Service Water Pump

Structure and Auxiliary Building" and the "NRC Staff Testimony of R.
.

J. Cook, R. B. Landsman, R. N. Gardner and W. D. Shafer With Respect ;

i

. 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.
"

-

Q4. Nhat are the most recent revisions to the MPQP-1 and MPQP-27
'

.

A4. The most recent revisions are MPQP-1, Rev. 5 and MPQP-2, Rev. 1.'

'

(Attachmentl).

9

Q5. 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. O. Have you reviewed any subsequent revisions to

i those plans? -

4

A' . No. The responsibility for reviewing revisions subsequent to MPQP-1,5
4

Rev. 3 and MPQP-2,,Rev. 0 has rested with Region III. I am, however,

familiar with MPQP-1, Rev. 5 and MPQP-2, Rev.1.
,

!
-

|' Q6. Dr Landsman and Mr. Shafer, have you reviewed revisions subsequent
I

to MPQP-1, Rev. 3 and MPQP-2 Rev. 07
,I

i

I
.

*

.

*
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A6. Yes. We have reviewed all subsequent revisions, including the most

recent revisions, MPQP-1, Rev. 5 and MPQP-2, Rev. 1.

Q7. Dr Landsman and Mr. Shafer, do you find MPQP-1, Rev. 5 and MPQP-2,'
1Rev. I to be acceptable?
1

A7. Yes.

.

Q8. Dr. Landsman and Mr. Shafer, please describe any significant changes

to MPQP-1 and MPQP-2 since MPQP-1, Rev. 3 and MPQP-2, Rev. O.

A8. One change has been significant. All QC responsibility has

been removed from Bechtel and now rests with MPQAD. While QC

inspectors are still employed by Bechtel, it is our understanding

that MPQAD will be responsible for the QC function. In particular,
.

MPQAD will be responsible for hiring, discharging, training, and
'

certifying QC inspectors.

We find this change to MPQP-1 and MPQP-2 to be an improitement to
i

the plans. ,.

-
.

." Q9. Mr. Gilray, has CPC revised its QA Program, Topical CPC-1-A to

L reflect CPC's assuming responsibility for the quality control
I *

' , - function?
?

A9. Yes. That change was made in Revision 13 to the topical.
1*

.

p Q10. Mr. Gilray, do you find that change acceptable?

A10. Yes..

.

|

..

i
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Q11. Mr. Shafer, on November 9,1982, the Board requested clarification

of a letter, dated October 22, 1982, from you to D.B. Miller of

Consumers Power Company. Please discuss this metter.

All. 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. Miller that

" organizational and ' typographical changes" to the MPQP's need not

receive prior Region III approval. However, changes in the " intent" '

,

of 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 ny October 22, 1982 letter. (Attachment 3).

In particular, the Board was concerned that by saying that

" organizational chan'ges" need not have prior Staff approval, we
'

might have been referring to structural changes to the quality

assurance organization.

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 III approval (Attachment 4). In

ny 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 include 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 approvt.1.

i

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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