UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of: ) Docket Nos. 50-329 OM
) 50-330 OM
CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY ) Docket Nos. 50-329 OL

TESTIMONY OF
BRUCE H. PECK

My name is Bruce H. Peck. I am Construction
Superintendent at the Midland Plant. I received a B.S. degree in
Physics from Illinois Institute of Technclogy in 1965, and a MBA
Degree from Central Michigan University in 1975. From 1965 to
1970 I was an officer in the United States Navy in the nuclear
submarine program. In 1970 I joined Consumers Power Company and
served in various capacities in Company's construction program.
For the first two years I held a supervisory position in the
construction of a fossil plant at Bay City, Michigan. For the
past eleven years I have held a number of construction
supervision positions in the Midland Project. For the past year
and a half I have been Construction Superintendent.

Shortly after the NRC issued the Notice of Violation
and Report on the diesel generator building inspection on
February 8, 1983, Mr. Cook asked me to take the lead in develop-
ing the Company's Response to the specific items identified in

Part B of the Notice of Violation. I and several members of my
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staff investigated the circumstances of each of the 32 individual
items of non-compliance identified in Part B and developed first
draft responses for those items. We went through several review
cycles in which members of MPQAD, Eechtel Construction, Bechtel
Engineering, Bechtel Project management, and Consumers project
management reviewed the drafts for accuracy and completeness.

Az a result of our discussions with the NRC staff in
meetings in November and December of 1982 and January, 1983,
conce:ning the October, 1982 to November, 1982 inspection we
identified a number of areas of programmatic concern. Our
analysis of the 32 specific items set forth in Part B of the
Notice of Violation indicated that the items with programmatic
implications fell under areas of programmatic concern which the
Company had already identified as a result of the meetings with
the staff. The Construction Completion Program has been
specifically tailored to address all identified concerns and
achieve the necessary improvements. In Attachment 2 of the
Company's Response we indicated how the specific portions of the
CCP address the generic implications raised by specific remedial
actions to be taken to address the individual items. Further
details are contained in Attachment 2 of the Company's Response,

which is appended to this testimony.
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March 10, 1983

Mr R C DeYoung iy

Director, Office of Inspection and Eaforcement,
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555

MIDLAND ENERGY CENTER PROJECT -

DOCKET NO 50-329 AND 50-330 - MIDLAND PROJECT RESPONSE

TO NRC NOTICE OF VIOLATION EA83-3 DATED FEBRUARY 8, 1983 - L
TILE 0485.16 SERIAL 21775

Attached is Conosumers Power Compazy's (CP Co) Response to the Notice of
Viclation ("Notice") transmitted by J G Keppler's February 8, 1983 letter to
J D Selby. In addition to this cover letter, the response comsists of attach-
ments in accordance with 10 CFR 2.201, addressing the twe viclatiozs
(Attachments 1 and 2), and a request for mitigation of the civil pezalty under
the General Statement of Policy and Procedure for Eaforcement Actions
L7FED.REG. 9987 March 9, 1982 (Attachment 3).

Attachment 1, in addition to specifically providing the items of information
requested on page 9 of the "Notice", reports on the results of the Company's
investigation into Ia 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 optiom to terminate an
inspection (whez multiple noncenforming conditions were observed), document
observed findings of the partial inspection om IPIN's, and return vork to
construction. The Company also found that some individuals would limit
reinspection to reported deficiencies. As noted in Attacamest 2, the Company
admits to the noncompliances listed under Violatiom B.

The Company admits the two violations and does not contest the basis for
imposing a civil pesalty, although we respectfully request that the NRC
reconsider the amount of the pemalty im light of the corrective actions the
Company has taken, as set forth more fully in Attachment 2. Ia late 1982,
upon receipt of preliminary information coocermiag NRC iaspection findings,
t3e Company took major corrective actions. We halted mos: Category I work of
L2e prime comtiractor peading igitiation of an effort to verify previous
~aspections and statusing of incomplete work. We initiated steps ¢ correcs
the ceficiencies and, as par: of an overall prograc revises producsion and
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quality processes, changed and realigned the managemext team, and expanded
project resources to complete the job. The description of this effort is
described in oy letter to Mr J G Keppler dated Jamuary 10, 1583, regardicg the
Midland Project Comstruction Completion Program. We are confideant that as we
implement these corrective actions the Midland Project will achieve compliance

with regulatory requiremeats. »

JWC/JEB/dln

CC J G KReppler
J W Cook, P26-336B
R Warnick, NRC Region III
W D Shafer, NRC Regiom III
R N Gardoer, NRC Regioa III
R J Cook, NRC Resident Iaspector Midland Site
R B Landsman, NRC Regicn III
B L Burgess, NRC Midlaand Site
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BCC R C Bauman, P14-314B
W R Bird, P14-418A
E Brunoner, M1079
W Buckman, P14-113A
M Budzik, 2124-517
L Curland, MPQAD
E Davis, Bechtel
A Dietrich, Bechtel
D Field, Union Electric ’ 5y
S Firlit, JSC236A
E Gibbs, IL & B, Chicago
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D Greeawell, Bechtel AA
C Hollar, Bechtel AA
E Horn, Midland
LaVelle, Bechtel
E Marbaugh, QA
W Marguglio, JSC220A
K Meisenheimer, MPQAD Civil
B Miller, Site Manager (3)
A Mooney, P14-115A
C Correspondence File, P24-517
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Whitaker, MPQAD

Williams, IL & B, Washington
Hughes, Bechtel AA

Swanberg, Bechtel AA
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CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY
Midland Units 1 and 2
Docket No 50-329, 50-330

Letter Serial 21775 Dated 3-10-83

-

At the request of the Commission and pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, and the Energy Reorganizationm Act of 1974, as amended and the

Commission's Rules and Regulations thereuader, Consumers Power Company submits .
the response to Notice of Violatioa.

CONSIMERS POWER COMPANY

By /s/ J W Cook
J W Cook, Vice President
Projects, Engineering and Coastruction

Sworn and subscribed before me this 10th day of March 1983 .

/s/ Patricia A Puffer
Notary Public
Bay County, Michigan

My Commission Expires 3-4-86
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ATTACERMENT 1

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION ITEM A

STATEMENT OF VIOLATION (Item A)

"NRC inspectors determined that quality control inspectors were not
documeating as nenconformances all of the deficiencies which tley observed
during their inspections. Inspections were suspended by the QC imspector if
too many ponconformances were observed. Ia-process inspection notices (IPINs)
associated with suspeaded inspections, identified as nonconformances only a
pertion of the observed deficiemcies. Supervisory QC personnel stated that
they directed QC iaspectors to limit the cumber of smoncoznformaaces documented
duriag an inspection. This directive was verified by discussioas with QC
inspectors. Several QC iaspectors interviewed, confirmed that ianspections
wvere closed after reviewing only the deficiencies documented oz the IPIN. As
a result, measures were not established to preveat tle costinued installatiocn
acd use of these nonconforming items. In addition, corrective actions were
aot implemented to prevent recurrence of these nonconformaaces.”

SUMMARY OF RESPONSE TO VIOLATION (Item A)

1. The viclation is admitted.

2. The reascns for the violation are as follows: (1) failure of QC manage-
ment (a) to recognize potemtial for adverse impact, on the iaspection
process, of terminating inspections om activities with multiple
deficiencies and partially documenting findings on IPINs, ("return
option")*, (b) to communicate specific direction on the use of the "retum
option" to avoid adverse impacts; (2) lack of sufficient specificity ia
procedures defining responsibilities of Quality Control Engineer's, (QCEs)
signing off on Inspection Report activities; (3) lack of full uader-
standing among all QCEs of responsibilities for imspecting all multiple
items before closing IR line activities when conducting follow-up
inspections on activities subject to an IPIN.

3. Corrective actiocn in place is as follows: IPINs have been discontinued at
the Midland site. QCEs bave been instructed by memorandum to complete all
activities which have been submitted for inspection regardless of gumber
of nonconforming conditions observed and to document findings oz noncom~
formance reperts (NCR's).

4. Planned or in-process correcfive actions:

(a) Procedures PSP 6.1 and PSP 3.2 are being revised in accordance with
the direction given in Paragraph 3 above.

(b) QCEs will be trained in the revision to the procsdures in accordance
with the geseral training procedure B-3M-1. Duriag tiis training,
emphasis will be placed on the requiremeat descr.oed i Paragraph 3
above. .
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(e) All closed inspection report activities upoz which IPIN's zave been
issued vill be verified. An iavestigation of Deficiency Reports™ is
ongeing to determine whether closed Inspection Reports were affected
by this problea.

S. Dates for full compliance
Item a - by March 22, 1983
Itema b - start training April 1, 1983

~Item ¢ - as part of the verification step in the Comstruction Completion
Program .

DETAILED RESPONSE
Background Information

Inspection activities are defined in specific iamstructions, Project Quality
Comtrel Instructions (PQCIs). These instructions describe how inspections are
carried out and the attributes to be inspected. Each inspection activity is
documented on an "Iaspection Repert," (IR) which contains blank spaces to be
igitialed by the individual Quality Control Engineer (QCE) who conducts this
inspection and only after completing the inspection activity. There is a one-
to-one correspcudeance between activities defined in the PQCI and listed on the
IR. Whez all activities on the IR are appropriately initialed, the IR is
reviewed and "closed out” by a Quality Control Engineer Level II by signing on
a desigzated line on the IR's last page.

In-Process Inspection Notices (IPINs), instituted om June 1, 1981, vere ome of
two basic types of reports used to document nonconforming conditions observed
duriag primary iaspectioas at the Midland jobsite. IPINs could be used to
document deficiencies which were found prior to acceptance of completed work.
Nonconformance Reports (NCR), the other basic meaas of formally reporting
sonconforming conditions, were used either before or after acceptance of
completed work. -

If, during the course of an inspection activity, a QCE found a deficiency, he
vas required to dvcument the condition. Prior to Junme 1, 1981, procedures
specifically allowed a QCE to return certain deficiencies to comstruction
without documentation, providing the deficieacy could be corrected within the
same shift. The procedures would not allow the QCE to initial the space
corresponding to such an activity on the IR unless and until the deficiency
was corrected by project comstruction or the condition had beea properly
recorded on an NCR. Activities on an IR that were not initialed were said to
be "opea." Because the activity could not bde "closed" uatil correction of aay
identified problem (or submission of an NCR), the "opea" activity formed a
basis for controlling deficiencies identified during inspec-ioms.

The “e‘zc.-nc' Report ("DR") is a predecessor documeat to IPIlNs, aad as
fuct .s under .avestigation to determime if corrective action regicding
;% is warzanzed. .
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The IPIN procedure was designed to provide comstruction with prompt feecback
of information concernming deficiencies or incomplete work. A copy of all
IPINs was sent immediately after issuance to comstruction for dispesition.
Whes constructioz made necessary corrections, the IPIN was returmed to Quality
Comtrol, indicating that the bardware was ready for further inospection.
Subsequent inspections which determined that the problem documented om the
IPIN had not been corrected, or that other nomcozforming conditions existed,
would result ia further IPINs or NCRs. In aay case, an IR activity would
remain cpen until QC bad verified all problems were corrected or an NCR was
submitted. ‘

The particular prastice giving rise to the Notice of Violation invelved the
termination of iaspection activities when multiple noaconforming comnditions
were observed part way through an inspection. If a QCE conducting an izitial
inspection determined that parts or components covered by a given iaspectiocn
activity had a large sumber of ponconforming conditions, he bad the option to
terminate his inspection before completing the activity, document the
deficiencies observed to that point on as IPIN and return the hardware to
construction ("the returm option"). Regicn IIT determined that iteas not
inspected initially when this return option was exercised may Bave escaped
later inspection. The postulated mechanism for this outcome is as follows:
As previously described, once comstruction bad cor:ected 2 problem noted om an
IPIN, the IPIN was transmitted to Quality Comntrol for further igspectiozs.
Procedures then required that the QCE inspect the hardware to determine that
corrections of the IPIN-idestified deficieacy were carried out and that all
other items had beez inspected before closure of the activity om the IR.
Thus, if a return optionm had been exercised, then before closing out the
activity, a QCE would have to imspect not only those hardware iteams writie: up
on the IPIN, but alsc all others which he bad mot satisfied himself as being
previously inspected before the initial inspector terminated his inspecticn.
Region III concluded that this may oot have been done in all imstaaces,
resulting in a pessible missed inspection. Region III also faulted the
process by pointing out that items beyond those noted om an IPIN which were
corrected by comstruction following a return of the item after a partial
inspection were not itemized and submitted for trending asalysis.

CPCo INVESTIGATION FINDINGS AND RESPONSE TO NRC QUESTIONS

The Notice of Viclation asks the Company to conduct an inspection to determine
(1) the ersent to which QC supervisors at the Midland site have been imstruc~
ting QC inspectors to limit findings of deficiencies and (2) the exteat to

which QC imspectors have been conducting reinspections based oanly on reported

deficiencies. a

The Company was informed on January 18, 1983, that the use of the IPIN was a
major NRC concern. In response to this meeting on imspection findings a task
force was chartered to start an immediate iaovestigation. The task force wvas
composed of a project attorney and two comsultaats.

waen the NRC isspection report was received on February 8, 1983, the task
‘erce was directed to carry out the specific inspectica requested by NRC. Tle

task force work iavolved imterviews with all QC supervisory personcel acc a
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majority of the QCE staff. The task force also debriefec the 13 (iIs
iaterviewed by Region III.

It reviewed and evaluated existing quality assurance and quality ceatrol
procedures and instructions, in light of other information obtained. Finally,
in conjunction with MPQAD, it recommended and ipitiated corrective actioas.

As a result of the IPIN task force's extensive ‘efforts, the Compaacy has a good
understanding of particular inspection practices regardizg use of IPIN's at
the Midland site.

Virtually all ouclear construction projects have some meaas of documenting
iaspections conducted while comstruction 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 returnmed to comstructienm,
reworked, and thea reinspected by QC to verify the implementation of
corrective action. The coucept behind the use of IPINs is fundameztally
sound, and is founded on recognized QA/QC principles, although specific
problems existed in comnectioa with the use of a "returm option” at Midlazd.

The return option (defined above) was established to provide a meazs of
returniag work to comstruction, when a QCE would otherwise have to occupy
valuable time inspecting and documenting a large oumber of nooconforming
conditions (referred to herein as "punchlisting”), om a bardware item which
was actually oot ready for inspection. The option permitied the QCZ to retur:n
the work to field emgineering, which had the responsibility for checking the
item and easuring its readiness for inspection in the first isstance. 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 exteant deficiencies existed iz the
uninspected portion of the work, they were not recorded during this imitial
inspection, nor could they be accounted for in the treading amalysis. The
return option was used in all disciplines, although some supervisors withia
disciplines elected not to use it in their particular area.

The return option, by itself, would not result in a missed inspection covered
by a closed IR activity, so long as the inspector closing out the IR satisfied
himself that all items not encompassed by the IPIN and included in the
activity vere inspected, either by him or by the previous iaspector. 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 prisciple of quality
control that an inspector should not sign for something he has pot verified,
either by documentation, inspection, or some other meaas. 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 itess 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 haadled,
either initially or im closing out IR activities, and thus may have
“ontributed to anoy misunderstandings which existed.

.5 part of its corrective action, described more fully abeve, the l:izpany will
ezsure that procedural shortcomings in defizing the requiremests fc: QCE
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c.csure of IR activities are corrected, and will retraim QCEs, emphasizizg
their respoasibilities to conduct full, complete inspecticas and documes: all
deficieacies before signing off IR activities. The Compazy also dezided to
discontinue the "return option" at Midland and require that all imitial
inspections be completed with non-conforming conditions fully documented. The
IPIN form bas also beea eliminated and all deficiencies will be documented on
a revised NCR form. (The particular findings of the extessive Compaay
igvestigation into the use of IPINs are recited more fully below under
responses to the NRC's questions contained in the Notice of Vielationm.)

Question 1

"Determine the exteat to which QC Supervisors at the Midland Site have beea
isstructing QC Inspectors to limit findings of deficiencies."

There are two aspects to this question. A first aspect conceras the exteat to
which QC Iaspectors were iastructed not to completely inspect activities
prier to turming work back to comstruction. A second aspect relates to
directions, if any, given to QCEs, not to documeat deficieacies actually
observed. Regarding the first aspect, the Company found that QCEs vere
directed to use a "return option" which resulted in isitial iaspection
activities got being completed. With regard to the second aspect of the
question, QC macagement intended that, in the exercise of a retura eption, all
deficiencies actually seen would be reported on an IPIN. Project mazagemeat
personnel eacouraged the use of a return option and QC masagement, iastructed
QC leads, who reported directly to them, in its use.

The QC macagement interviewed by the task force stated that the option was
iotexded to provide a means for returning work to comstruction and aveid
occupying QCE's time punchlisting work for comstruction. There was mo istent
to avoid reporting deficiencies, although the inadvertent result of the
practice was that deficiencies oo the porticn of the work sot iaspected before
return would not be “ocumented. QC leads who instructed their persoznel to
use the option agreed with the QC management's purpose ia using the optica.

Of the 16 QC leads and supervisors interviewved, one individual vas ia the
documestation area, for which the return option was inapplicable, and eight
stated either that the option was not applicable to their activity, or that
they bad oot used it for other reasons. Of the latter, ome stated that he had
sever been told to use the return option.

Tvo stated that their group had used it only infrequently. One of these
usderstood that all observed defi®iencies vere to be documented but could ot
recall vhether he had so instructed his group. The other indicated that the
ouly instance when an inspection vas halted before completion was when it vas
obvious that cable iasulation damage would require a completely new
termination. Ino this instaance the inspection for other termisation
deficiescies would not be performed, but the observed damage would be
documented.

Tiree individuals indicated regular use of tie option. One stated tzat ke uad
isstructed his subordinates to document all observed popc:zfcrmances, one



could mot recall giviang specific iastructionms but kaew that his subordinate's
practice was to document all observed nonconformances and one knew that that
was the proper practice, assumed that his subordinates did it that way, but
could not recall whether he had so lustructed *hen

Two other individuale were relatively new in the position. One indicated that
it was bis practir document everything observed but that it had pot been
the practice of bis ,vedecessor (no longer at the plazt). The other contizued
the practice of his previous supervisor to dccument all observatioss.

The task force found that from a ‘quarter to a half of the individual
iaspectors (QCEs) coastacted, depending om the discipline, were aware of and
macde use of a "return option”. A few individuals stated that they documeated

some, but oot all, deficiencies observed in an inspection in which the return
option was used.* :

The company's corrective actionm on this poiat is described above. The company
considers it of fundamental importance that all QCEs aand supervisors
understand the requirement to document deficiencies observed whes an item has
been submitted for inspection rather than using am "oral" communication
process. This aspect will be emphasized in trainiog on the new procedures.

Questiog 2

"Determise the exteat to which QC imspectors have been cénducting re-
iaspections based only on reported deficiencies.”

The Compacy determined, based upon investigation, that almost all QCEs at
Midland wvere completing their inspections properly. However, because a few
individuals may not have completed inspections fully, the Company comcluded
that the NRC inospection finding wvas valid.

The precise question to be addressed here is whether and to what extest QCEs
closed out iaspection record activities subject to IPINs which do mot
encompass the eatire activity, withdout fully iaspecting the activity. The

* Approximately ome-half of the QCIs contacted also indicated that in some
circumstances they allowed repairs or reworks to take place within a fixed
period of time without documenting the deficiences observed during the
initial iaspection. Virtually all of those utiliziag this practice had been
advised by their supervisors to do so.

-

This practice wvas specifically allowed prior to Juse 1, 1981, and through
a2 appareat lack of clear communication contioued after the option vas
resoved from QC procedures on this date. The upper tier policy document
allowed the practice on & ome shift basis ustil February 1983. Since
this practice would got lead to missed imspections with regard to

ise of IPINS, it was oot addressed further as part of the task force
-avestigaticn. An NCR was vritten on December 10, 1582 regarding the
‘Pricsal practice oot to document deficiencies corrected during a ome
$3:ft peried; MPQAD will further track and disposizica this issue
<%..iziag the results of the task force iavestigatios.
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IPIN task force determined that although a few individuals stated they would
Zot pecessarily reiospect all items before closing out the IR activity. There
were several reasons for this response. Some would mot lead to an iaspection
miss.

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 wkich would not have led to an inspection failure. Many individuals
stated that they did not reinspect all items whea they conducted the imitial
inspection and remembered items they bad previously inspected. Others
aaswered that they limited their reinspection to items covered by the IPIN,
but only when the activity covered only one item. Still others limited their
reiaspection if the inspection of all other items was documented. Thus, in
specilic circumstances an isspector following all applicable procedures could
bave limited his reinspection to hardware items encompassed by the IPIN aad
accomplisbed a complete inspection of the activity. Only a few individuals
appeared to lack sufficient understanding of the requiremeat that the
reiaspection verify iaspection of all items withia an activity.

The IPIN task force concluded that not more than ten perceat of the
individuals contacted reported unacceptable practices. Although the task
force’'s conclusions on this question vere more positive than NRC's from a
statistical staandpoint, the task force concluded that NRC's igspection fiading
and notice of violation were valid.

It is the Company's conclusion that the cause of this violation was unclear

magagement directiocn regarding documentation associated with use of the
"return option”.

Thaealle03570:i00-12
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ATTACIMENT 2

RESPONSE TO ﬁOTICE OF VICLATION ITEM B

OVERVIEW

As a result of the Company's assessment of overall project status in the fall
of 1582 and based on information regarding the identified findings from NRC
inspections and their gemeric implicatiocns, Project management carefully
evaluated the needs for corrective actions. The Construction Completion
Program (CCP) was conceived to address all ideatified concerns and to achieve
desired improvements in project perfcrmance.

The project presented the Construction Completion Program comcept to

Region III persomnel on December 2, 1982 after having initiaged action to
implement the plan the previous day. A description of the CCP was seat to the
NRC in 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 zajor
porticns of the CCP cover the individual findings of the Notice of Violatiom
and the generic implications of these findings.

The specific portions of the CCP that address the generic implicaticns of the
NRC Diesel Generator Building Inspection are as follows:

-~

A. System Team Organization

The organization for completion of comstruction is being reorganized to
emphasize a systems approach. A team made up of comstructionm and
engizeering personnel (with close QC coordination) will be assigned to
complete all work on a specific system or systems. This team coucept will
also be applied to remaining area work.

The team coancept provides for very close coordination betwees all major
activities required to produce and demonstrate a quality product. The
development of this organization isvolves a review of existing ficld
procedures and preparation of improved procedures for defiming wozk
requirements. A major elemeat of this approach will be preparation of
expanded instructions to the crafts that will improve performance to
design and specifications and will insure proper coordinatiom with
inspection as the work proceeds. The team members will be trained in the
gev procedures.

An assessment of current system comstruction and inspection status will be
made by the team prior to initiation of comstruction activities. This
will provide a baseline of extsting quality and allow any existing
problems to be ideatified and corrected.
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The specific NRC inspection findings™ covered by this activity are:
8-1b, B-lc, B-1d, B-1k, B-1j, B-11 through p, B-1q, B-sa and B-5,

B. Review PQCI's and Update As Reguired

The procedures for carrying out iaspections (PQCI's) are being revieved to
igsure all impertant inspection attributes are specifically described and,
to the exteat practicable, all reference material is incorporated directly
ian the PQCI. - -

The specific NRC inspectionm report findings covered by this activity are:
B-la, B~1b, B~1lc, B-4a, B-4D and B-8a.

C. Review the Inspection Process (See note below on iaspection backlog)

The inspection process including comstruction procedures for initiating
inspections will be modified so that:

1. The procedure for documenting non-conformances emsures that all non-
conforming conditions are properly identified and tracked.

2. The process for providing instructions for comstructien activities
easures all required inspections are performed whea required.

The specific NRC inspection report findings covered by.this activity are:
B-1l-p, B-4b, B-8b(1) and B-8b(2)
D. QC Traiging and Certification

The QC Department has been reorganized under direct Consumers Power
Compaay comtrel. All QC peirsonnel have been or are uncergoing 2 traising
program leading to re-cer.ification to the revised PQCI's.
The specific NRC inspection report findings covered by this activity are:
B-1l-p and B-4b.

E. Program Reviews

General QA Program reviews have been initiated in the areas ident:fied
below iz addition to the specific responses required from the inspections
findings. The results of these reviews and any requirements for program
revision will be incorporatedein CCP activities.

1. Receipt Inspection Review covers findings B-1g and Be3.

2. Material Traceability Review covers findings B-le, B-1£f, B-2a and
B-8a. -

“Findicgs are identified by the item designatisn in the Noiice of Vislaties
transmiited by the NRC and letter of February 8§, 1983 J G Xeppler :: J D Selby.

mi23il=wl30a-60 44
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3. Design and Documeat Contrel Review covers findiags B-1li, B-1j, B-lk,
B-2b, B-2c, B-2e, B-5 and B-7.

F. Safety-related classification.

The NRC is reviewing the project licensing position oz this issue. This
covers findings B-2d and B-2f.

The response to each individual finding follows:

#*Note oo iaspection backlog.

Tie Compaoy specifically revieved the NRC concern regarding, "...a backlog
of almost 16,000 inspectioms...”, the status of inspection records (IR) as
of Novembder 26, 1582 was actually as follows:

IR Issued 150,000; IR Closed 174,000; IR "Opea" 16,000

The 16,000 "Opex" IR are categorized as follows:

(1) Opened in anticipation of an inspection request but comstructioz mot
yet ready for inspectionm, 7,200.

(2) Fully ready for inspectiom, 1,200.

(3) Open but waiting for pext co:;lcto step in comstructiocm, 5,700.
(4) Opero pending NCR/IPIN dispositioni 800.

(3) Opea peadizg Level III approval, 700.

(€) Miscellaneous, 400.

?he:eforc. the actual backlog'of inspecticns is more correcily ide...fied

<7 the 1,200 IRs where construction is done and waiting for izspecti‘s.

222283-6030a-60-ud



%27 Teem B - 1.a (82-22-024)

“oastallation of diesel gecerator engine coztrol pazels 10112, 2Ci11:, aaéd
20122 was pot in accordance with the requirements delineated on foundation
Draviog 7220-M18-250 in that the foundation bolt washers required by the
sudject drawiag were not installed.”

1. The viclation is admitted, in part.

2. (la)
(2a)
3. (la)
(1)
(2a)

No Electrical or Civil QC iastruction required specific verification
of the bevelled vasher installatica. Therefore, documented procf
that bevelled washers were installed could not be provided since the
foundation is grouted. (bevel washers)

The iaspection :ccord; for panels 1C-112, 2C-111 and 2C-112 are open
with attributes such as washers and torquing oot yet inspected.
Therefore, this is not a violation. (flat washers)

-

NCR M01-9-2-138 was written by MPQAD om October 13, 1982 to documest
the non-conformance and was closed on December 8, 1982. (bevel
washers)

FCR M-7026 was written on November 10, 1982 to make the bevelled
washers opticnal, because in this case, bevelled washers did nothing
to aid ia support or leveling of the pasel. The FCR was approved
November 23, 1982. (bevel washers)

Due to insufficient quantities of flat wvashers and puts this portion
of the installation was not completed. The field has subsequesntly
procured sufficient quantities to complete the bolt down and are
avaiting Construction Completion Program approval to install them.
(flat washers) -

4. Electrical and Civil PQCI's will be revieved and revised as applicable to
include specific verificatioo” for mounting requirements and will incor-
porate applicable hold poiats.

~

3. QC iasspection plas E-6.0 and C-1.10 (if required) shall be modified to
iacorporate full iaspection 23l hold poisnts for all un-installed
electrical equipment by March 28, 1983 asd required traic.ng to :he
cevised plan is scheduled for completion by April 11, 1362. (bevel
~ashers)



N3 Izem B = 1.5 (82-22-028)

“"Uascheduled pull box associated with conduits 235006, 2BNCO7, and 2BDA0C2 was
not sized in accordance with the requirements delineated on Sheet 42 of
Drawing E-42 io 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" dimension requirements
delineated on Sheet 42 of Drawing 42."

1. Tue violation is admitted.

2. (1)

(2)

Failure of Field Engineering to specify correct size pull box for
Comstruction to imstall.

Failure of QC, during iaspection of comduits 2BN0O06, 2BNOO7 and
2BDA002, to identify mon-conforming cosdition.

.

3. FCR E-3157 was writtea on November 8, 1982 and approved on November 17,

1582.

This FCR clarified the iutent of E~42(Q) SEH 42 to include minisum

bend 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 writtea by MPQAD on March 7, 1983.

6. (1)
(2)
5. (1)
(2)

PQCI E~1.0 will be revised to verify and record pull box size aad
bend radius of cable will be verified on applicable PQCI's.

Team training programs, required by the Comstruction Completion
Program, will empbasize the importance of following all requiremeats
of design documents.

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,

Reinspection of installed work will be carried out durisg the
implementation of the Construction Complet.on Program.

 2:0183+60190 86wk



NSOV Item B - 1.c (82-22-02C)

"The 1'-10" wall to support dimension required by raceway support Drawing
E-796(Q), ket 2 of 2, Revision 5, for banger No. 8¢ was oot correctly
translated iato the as-built imstallation of the subject banger in that the
as-built wall to support dimension was 2'~1 1/2" in lieu of the required
1'.10"."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. Craft, Supervision, Field Eagineerisg and QC did not provide sufficieat
attention to detail to assure correct locations of P1001 strut om tube
steel as delineated on Drawing E<796(Q) SH 2 detail 1.

3. FCN E-7040 was written to approve isstalled conditions and has been
incorporated. NCR M01-9-3-084 was writte by MPQAD om March 7, 1983 to
document this comdition, and for purposes of trending. '

4. (1) Revise PQCI E-2.1 and provide QC training to properly inspect
supports.

(2) Team training progrims, required by the Construction Completion
Program will emphasize the importance of following all requirements
of design documents.

5. Revision of E-2.1 and required qualification traiazing is estimated to be
complete by May 15, 1983-

a;:z‘z..c; “H0*ue P TN
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NOU Tsee B - 1.d (82-22-02D)

"The 6'-6" wall to support dimension required by raceway suppert Driwing
£-796(Q) Sheet 1 of 2, Revision 11 for hanger No. 14 was not correc:ly
translated into the as-built installation of the subject hanger iz t2at tle
as-built wall to support dimension was 5'-5" in lieu of the requirei 6'-6"."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. (1) E=-796(Q) SH 1 shows the proper dimensios for Bay 4 but is incorrect
for Bay 3. The dimension shown for Bay 3 is a drafting ercror.

(2) The Field Eagineer failed to write a FCN to correct drawizg for Bay
3 prior to completing the installation of the suppoit.

3. DCN #16 to Drawving E-796(Q) SH 1 was prepared and approved ca N:vember 9,
1982 to correct the drafting error. Iacorporation has taken plice. Az
NCR vas written by MPQAD on March 7, 1983.

4. Team training programs, required by the Comstruction Completion Prograz
vill emphasize the importance of following all requirements of cesign
documents. - ‘

-

S. Specific compliance will be achieved whea team training is comp.eted uzder
the Construction Completion Program.

-
-
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NCU Item B - 1.e (82-22-0%4)

"IThe inspectors identified high streagth steel plate placed in the laydewn
area which was pot marked with the material type and grade as required by
Field Instruction FIG-9.600, Revision 1."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. Most steel was properly marked and some markizgs were zot exposed,
however, some pieces of high strength steel were not properly marked
through failure to follow procedures.

3. All steel vas re-parked with paint as to clearly show any grades other
than A-36. QC inspections bave been increased from mozthly to weekly. Aa
NCR was written by MPQAD on March 8, 1983. Procuremen: personpel
responsible for the marking of steel have been retrained to the
requirements of FIG-9.600.

4. N/A

S. Complete.

L)
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NCV Item B - 1.f (82-22-05B)

"The inspectors identified various stock steel shapes in the "Q" area with
yellow=colored paint on the ends (indicating the material was "noon~(") and
various steel stock sbapes in the "non-Q" area witbout painted ends
(indicating "Q" material), costrary to the requiremeats of Field Imstruction
Fig=9.600, Revision 1."

The violation is admitted, in part.

.

All steel in "Q" area was identified in accordance with procedures but
some manufacturers markings led to confusion. Some steel in "zon=-Q" areas
was not marked in accordance with procedures.

All steel in "pon-Q" area was painted or repainted yellow as to conform
with the procedure. QC inspections have been increased from mocthly to
weekly. To aveid confusion, manufacturers color coding was removed from
the ends of steel in question in the "Q" area. Aan NCR was written by
MPQAD on March 8, 1983. Procurement personnel responsible for the marking
of steel have been retraised to the requirements of FIG-9.600(Q).

Field Instruction FIG-9.600(Q) will be revised to designate the marking
requirement for non-Q steel to be a Q attribute.

The required procedure revision will be completed by May 1, 1983.

s
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NIV Item B - 1.g (82-22-094)

"The slots in the muffler support plates were not machines but were determined
to be irregular and flame cut, leaving rough slot edges nmo: in conformance
with desiga Drawing M18-425(5)~1."

1. The violation is.adaittod.

2. These slots vere manufactured incorrectly by the vendor prior to receipt
at the jobsite. The slots in Diesel Gemerator muffler supports are
required for thermal expansion. The vendor drawing calls for these slcts
to be machined, but they were torch cut and exceeded required dimensions.

3. Follow.ng the NRC inspection, Bechtel NCR 4693 was wristen to determine
if, as fabricated, the slots would perform their iatended fuactioa.

4. NCR 4653 is currently being reviewved by Project Engineering and the
vendor.

5. NCR 4693 expected to be dispositioned by April 1, 1983
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Niv Itez B - 1.h (82-22-098)

"Jacking plates were not icstalled bemeath the center support plactes of Say 1
diesel generator msuffler as required by Drawing M18-250+6."

: 1. The violation is admitted.

2. Jacking plates for Diesel Generator muffler supports were not isstalled is
Bay 1 beneath the ceater support, as shown in veador draviogs, due to
failure to install according to the design drawing.

3. Following the NRC inrpecticn an NCR was writtes against the condition. A
subsequent NCR was also written after the NRC inspection, baded on
inspections of other Diesel Generator mufflers which resulted ia
identification of similar deficiencies in Bays 3 and 4. Both NCRs were
dispositioned "Use As Is", since loadings from the jacking screvs on the
concrete were acceptable.

4. Team traiginsg programs required by the Comstruction Completion Progras

will emphasize the isportance of following all requiremeats of vendor
dravings. .

5. The implementation of the disposttion of NCRs will provide full compliance
for the "As Built" condition. Subsequent revisiom to vendor draviags
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 Coastruction Completion Program.

22834010066 0a



"Procedure FID-2.100, (Outstanding FCR/FCN Retiremest), Revision 2 was
inadequate in that the design dravings vere not changed whea an FCR/FCN had
been retired and no further reference to the FCR existed on the revised
draving. As a result, the retired FCR C-2103 relating to HVAC structural
steel vas lost and could not be traced to the design drawing to easure a
complete quality record.” .

1. The viclation is admitted.

2. Field Procedure FID=2.100(Q) vas isadequate in that it did sot contais a
requiremeat to provide for indication on dolt,n dravings that applicable
FCNs and FCRs bad been retired. Retired FCR/FCNs address one time
approved deviations to gemeric design which are not incorporated into base
design dravings due to their applicability to a limited number of
locations. (It is soted that this procedural deficiency is mot the reason
the FCR was lost. The FCR was lost due to a clerical error and a copy was
obtained from the design office within twenty-four hours. It is also
noted that the FCR could be traced to the design drawing through the
FCR/FCN retirement computer priatout.)

3. TField Procedure FID=2.100(Q) vas revised to formalize the practice of
requiring design dravings to be ansotated with a circled letter "R"
denoting 4 retirement. The Field Document Control Department has
performed a 100% reviev of all dravings, vith retired FCR/FCNs against
them, to verify compliance to this nev requirement.

4. N/A

5. Complete.
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VU Item B - 1.4 (82-22-18B)

“Field Sketch CY-1035S which illustrated the botiom gusset plates for HVAC faz
supports was not identified as "Q", mor was there a refereance tc the afiected
drawing on the sketch as required by Procedure FPD-5.000, (Preparatiom of
Field Sketches.)"

1. The violation is admitted.

2. The requirement for this designation and reference is contained in Field
Procedure FPD-5.000 and was not followed. Field Sketch CY-1035 for the
Diesel Genmerator Building HVAC support steel gusset plate was not
designated "Q", nor referenced to the original design drawing.

-

3. Field Sketch CY-1035 has been revised and designated "Q", and refereaced
to design drawing C-1004. NCR M01-0-2-155 was issued by MPQAD to documeant
the identified discrepancy. Field Procedure FPD-5.000 was reviewed aad
determined to be adequate iu regard to the stated requirement.

Training of respomsible personnel in the specifics of IPD-5.000 has been
conducted.

4. A review of other FSKs will be conducted by Field Engineering for
compliances witl 1PD-5.000.

5. The review by Field Engineerilg will be completed by April 22, 1983.




NIU Item B - 1.k (82-22-18C)

“Procedure FPD-5.000, (Preparation of Field Sketches), Revision 1 ¢id not
require design drawings to reference appropriate field sketches to ensure a
complete quality record."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. Although field procedures do not control what is placed on design
drawings, no cross reference log existed to enable cnme to readily fiad
what Field Sketches (FSK's) apply to each design drawing.

3. A reverse reference log was created listing applicable civil miscellaneous
steel FSK's for each civil design drawing depictizg aiscellaneous steel.

4. Reverse referenmce logs listing applicable FSK's will be created for the
remainder of all FSK's prepared in accordance with FPD-5.000. FPD=-5.000
will be revised to address the requirements for reverse reference logs.

S. FPD=5.000 will be revised by Abril 15, 1983, addressing these requirements
and including an effectivity date of June 15, 1983 for reverse reference
logs.
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ttem B~ 1.1.m,8,0,p (82-22-16)

"(1)

(m)

(n)

(o)

(p)

*-.‘

The eight bracing top gusset plates ideatified om Drawing C-1004,
Revisioz 10, as 5/16" thick were measured by the imspectors to be 1/4"
thick iz all four diesel generator bays. This change was geither
revieved aor properly autborized.

The as-built gusset plate comnections in Bny 1 were pot built as
idestified on Detail 3 of Drawing C-1004.° The angle braces were welded
together as oppesed to having separate welds for each brace. This
change was neither reviewed nor properly authorized.

None of the sixteen 1/4" bracing angles identified on Drawini'c-1006
were constructed utilizing 1/4" material. This change was peither
revieved nor properly authorized.

Drawing C-1004, Detail 2, required the W10 beam-to-beam comnection to be
welded. In Bay No. 3, a bolted connection was constructed in lieu of
the required welded connection, without review nor proper authorizatiocm.

The column cover plate identified on FCR C-440]1 was 20t comstructed in
Bay No. 3 as required. The plate was slotted instead of solid as
required. This change was aeither reviewed nor properly authorized.”

.-

The violations are admitted.

Diesel Generator Building EVAC fan support steel installation was pot doze
in accordance with the drawings due to a lack of attentica to detail
during comstruction and inspection for Items (1), (m) and (z). For Item
(o), the specific item was constructed to an earlier approved drawing and
failure to identify the discrepancy occurred during the iaspection
process. For Item (p) the finding was due to the lack of attention to
detail during comstructiom.

(1) With regard to the undersized gusset plates, a subsequent evaluation
by Project Engineering indicated the smaller 1/4" size plates were
acceptable. Nevertheless, the plates will be replaced with 5/16"
plates by Bechtel per NCR 46%0.

(n) The gusset plate connectfon in Bay 1 bas been removed and will be
reworked per NCR 4690.

(a) The 5/16" and 3/8" bracing angles have been removed and will be
revorked per NCR 4690.

(o) After the NRC inspection, NCR 4690 was writtes ané dispositioned "Use
As Is" for bolted connections constructed in Bay Z. It should be
noted :22t these connections were ceostructed to cesigrn draviags

approves at tiat time which allowcd bol:~d ccmnections

1ie 0102 %0 un
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NCU Item B - 1.1.m.n,0,p (82-22-16) Continued

(p) NCR 4650 dispositioned the cover plate on the steel colums to be
"reworked".

4. Tesm training programs, required by the Conmstruction Completioz Program
will empbasize the importance of following all requirements of desige
documents. In'addition, as part of the Comstruction Completics Program, a
review of PQCI's is being done to assure that correct design rejuireceats
are specified for inspectors. The Program also calls for a QC :imspec:or
recertification program.

)

5. Specific compliance will be achieved when rework is completed uader the
Construction Completion Program. -

L1}
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NeV Item B - 1.q (82-22-24)

"A section (approximately 18 x 10 x &4 inches deep) of the primary ccztainment
wall in Costainment Purge Room 702 was removed (by chipping) without obtaizing
approval as required by FIG-1.111, Revision 4, Concrete Drilling Permit."

1. The violation is admitted.

"

2. Tield procedures (FIG-1.111, Revision 3) in effect at the time of work did
2ot require concrete drill pemmits for chipping because damage to
reinforcing steel and other embedded items is not as likely as with
drilling.

3. Q1)

(2)

(3)

. (1)
(2)
(3)

Field Procedure FIG-1.111, Concrete Drill Permits, has been revised
and approved to include chipping.

Steps have been taken to insure concrete chipping repairs are
performed using approved guidelines. FCR C-5206 was prepared and nas
been approved by Project Engineering to establish guidelines for
concrete chipping repair. This FCR bas subsequently been
incorporated into Specification 7220-C-231(Q). Field Procedure FPT-
3.000, has beea revised to specifically include inspection of repairs
to chipped areas as part of area turnmover. This procedure is being
designated as Quality Related, aud is currently under review.

The abé;c steps are summarized on NCR MO01-2-154 which was issued by
MPQAD to request process corrective action. The Project Engineering
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 Contaiameat Purge Room 702.

Field Procedure FPT-3.000 requires approval.
The chipped area in gquestion requires repair.

NCR M01-9-2-154 requires closing.



S:f lzez B - 1.9 (82-22-24) Continued

i

(1) April 15, 1983.

(2) Specific compliance will be achieved when the rewcrk is completed
under the Comstruction Complietion Program.

(3) Following rework. .

LA
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NOV Item B - 2.a (82-22-08)

"Measures were not established for the selection and reviev for suitability of
application of "Q" materials associated with the diesel generator exhaust
muffler in that design drawings and specifications did mot indicate the
material identity of the installed muffler saddle supperts and plates."

1. The violation is indeterminate at this time.

2. Material specification and identification is the respomsibility of the
emergency diesel generater prime vendor. No documentation was available
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 veador has been requested to provide the necessary documeatation for
material traceability and idestification of applicable QA requirements
applied to the exhaust silencers.

4. A status update and idestification of any corrective steps which may be
required will be provided by Project En’ineeting by May 2, 1983.

5. To be determined by results Project Engineering report of May 2, 1983.



NCOV Item B - 2.b (82-22-153)

"Design Drawing C-147 required bolted bracing comsectioss for the di
generator building HVAC bracing gusset plates. Field Sretch CY-1033
to change the design to welded conmecticas in lieu of the specified

connections. This desigan change was neither properly reviewed nor a

1. The violatisn is admitted.

2. Note 14 on drawing 7220-C-147 was not clear. It has alvays bees
inteat of Project Engineering to allow Field Engineering to subs:
welded for bolted connections when detailing steel braciang conze:
bowever, nc specific instructions were provided.

3. FCR C-5174 was issued and approved ‘to clarify that Note 14 on dr:
7220-C-147 is applicable to bracing connections.

4. None required.

5. Completed.

'’
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ot ltem B - 2.c (82-22-15C)

"Design Drawings C-1004 and C-147 did not specify the sizes of the diesel
generator building HVAC fan gusset plates. A "combo" shop work order request
was used to design the gusset plates without appropriate review and approval.”

1. The violation is admitted.

2. The Diesel Generator Building HVAC fan support gusset plate dimeasions
were only identified on a field fabrication shop work order. Tha field
sketch for this work was inadequate in that it did not contain necessary
details for fabricationm.

3. The fan support gusset plate dimensions have been a2dded 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 coanections.

4. Review all civil miscellaneous steel field sketches to assure that proper
information for gusset plates is included and specified in accordance with
FCR C-5174.

5. May 2, 1983.

-
-
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Ve Teem B - 2.d (82-22-13A)

“The licensee failed to analyze the four diesel generator building momorails
as seismic Category I as described iz thei:r commitmeant to Regulatory
Guide 1.29, in Appendix 3A of the FSAR."

1. The violation is admitted in ‘that the Diesel Generator Momorail bad not
been analyzed seismically through the normal project desigu process, or
after the initial walkdown under specification 7220-1-001(Q) had been
performed to verify project compliance to Regulatory Guide 1.29
commitments. The Proximity and Seismic Category II/I Site Walkdown
Prograz described in Specification 7220-L-001(Q) provides method for
identification, evaluation and resolution of all potential situations
where non seismic Category I commodities are installed above safety
related systems, componeats or structures.

-

2. The Diesel Generator Building monorails were reviewed during the
preliminary walkdown, but were not identified for further analysis due to
the walkdown teams verbal understanding that the mcaorails bad been
seismically analyzed previously.

3. Seismic analysis was subsequently performed addressing adequacy of the
Diesel Generator Building monorails. The analysis concluded that failure
of the monorails under seismic loading would not cccur.

The training program for all walkdown teams was revised to require that
seismic analysis on non-seismic compoments that would potentially effect
safety related structures, systems or componeats are documented. If
documentation is mot available at the time of walkdown then the poteatial
interaction must be identified on an interaction identification sheet in
accordance with applicable va}kdovn program requirements.

-

All areas walked down prior to the revised training program were rewalked
to assure that any other non-seismic components that could poteatially
effect safety related structures, systems or components had documented
seismic analysis on file.
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S0V Item B - 2.d (82-22-15A) Continued

4. Eaogineering records will be compiled to support walkdown teams.

5. May 15, 1983

‘e
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sob Item B - 2. (82-22-11)

"7The licensee designed and comstructed thirty-two diesel geaerator building
exhaust system hangers without ensuring that the applicable requirezents for
"Q" components were included in the design documents."

2.

(a)

(b)

The viclation is admitted.

All design documents associated with installation of the Diesel
Generator exbaust (B31.1) pipe hangers were not identified as "Q"
even though the P&ID identified the piping as "Seismic Category 1"
and the FSAR specified the Diesel Generator exhaust system to be
safety related.

In accordance with project commitments any structure system or
components identified "Seismic Category 1" is considered "Q" and
project quality assurance program requirements should be applied. Iz
general, ounly ASME III hangers are "Q", however, because of the
uniqueness of "Seismic Category 1", B31.1 hangers, Project
Engineering failed to translate the "Q" identification through all of
the sub-tier documents.

The exhaust piping for the Diesel Generators is "Q" as documented in
the isometric M-652, SH 1 and P&ID 7220-M-452 Sht 1A & 1B. The
applicable banger sketches have subsequently been revised to ideatify
the supports as "Q". Bechtel Specification 7220-M-326(Q) has been
revised to provide special provisions for QC inspections of the "Q"
B31.1 support and lists the pipe hangers in question. A review has
been performed which determined that no other situation similiaz to
the Diesel Generator exhaust piping (B31.1-Seismic Category 1) exists
in the plant. In addition project confirmed that no other uanique
situations in the plant exist where Seismic Category 1 structures,
systems or components aré€ identified and the quality assuraace
program requirements had not been applied. There were several
instances of drawing inconsistencies that require correction as
result of project reviews, and NCR M01-5-2-166 was written by MPQAD
to document this item. '



NCYV Ztez B - 2.e (82-22-11) Continued

<. (a) Project drawing changes are required to correct izconsistencies
identified during project review for B31.1 piping in other project
areas that were Seismic Category 1 without being :dectifed as "Q".

(b) QC imspection of Diesel Genmerator exhaust system zangers will be
required in accordance with project specification 7220-4-326(Q).

S. (a) Project drawing correction will be complete by Juze 1, 1983. ’

(b) Required Diesel Gemerator exhaust system banger izspections and
closure of NCR M01-5-2-166 will be completed when the Comstruction
Completion Program is initiated.

L)
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MOV Item B - 2.f (82-22-26)

“The licensee purchased Armor Stone for a "0" portion of the perimeter dike
without translatiog the applicable regulatory requirecents into apjropriate
specifications and design documents."

1. The violation {s admitted.

2. Part 2 of enclosure 7 of the NRC letter on Completion of Soils Remedial
Activities Reviev dated May 25, 1982 required that the activities of the
Armorstone placement program be "Q" controlled. The Project failed to
translate this requirement into the design and procurement documents for
this material due to a misunderstanding of NRC requirements.

.

3. Bechtel drawings C-45, C~109, C-111 and C-112 have been revised to
designste the total area of the dike adjaceant to the ultimate heat sink as
"Q" as opposed to that wvhile wvas desigunated "Q" in the initial
implementation of the NRC requirements.

4. Technical speczification C-209 will be revised as "Q" and will identify the
portion of installation work to be dome as "Q". Ia addition, Bechtel
drawing C~1096 will be revised to specify the installation of Armorstone
to be "Q" in the "Q" designated areas of the dike. No Armorstone has yet
been placed in these areas.

5. Full compliance will be achieved when applicable specifications and
dravings referred to above ark revised as "Q". This will be done by
June 1, 1983.

- =9 B Ll



NCV Item 8 - 3, (82-22-01)

"Source inspections at the panel supplier facility and receipt inspections at
the Midland site failed to easure conformance of the internal wiring withia
diesel generator eagine coatrol pamels 1C111, 1C112, 2C111, 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 eazclosure shall
conform to the highest industrial standards of design and vorkmaaship." An
NRC inspection on October 15, 1982 identified the following examples of
defective terminations of intermal wiring within the subject pacels.

a. The output lead on the Relay Tach device had numerous brokez strands
at the termination lug.

b. The K1 lead on the Relay Tach device had two brokea strands resulting
in a poteatial short circuit between the K1 lead and an adjacent
conductor. '

¢. The 1- lead on the CB-1 device did not have all strands inserted iato
the compression lug."

1. The viclation is admitted.

2. The viclation occurred dus to poor electrical workmanship at the veadors
facility, icadequate vendor QC inspection plus inadequate source
iaspection. Although MPQAD performed an overinspection on the four panels
in question, the discrepant conditions had been missed.

3. (1) MPQAD initiated a 100% overiaspectiom program (01E-7B) ia July, 1980
to verify wvorkmanship according to vendor worksanship standards and
the technical specification. During the overiaspectionm 27 NCR's were
written, and 14 have beea closed. Sevea QAR's were writtes, and 5
closed. The lack of identification of conditions in this violatien
by the overinspection program has been inovestigated and is felt to be
ac isolated case.

» -a. » .-

miCilied0 a8 -4a



. a2-28

WoY Item B - 3, (82-22-01) Contigued

(2) NCR M01-9-2-139, dated October 22, 1982, was issued to track these
four pacels. MCAR 66 was prepared on December 30, 1982 wizh Interinm
Reports No 1 & 2 submitted to NRC Region III on December 20, 15982 azd
February 25, 1983, respectively. The scope of the MCAR 6€ Task Torce
is to review the NCR's and QAR's written, verify that Project
Engineering disposition is consistent betweea vendors and formulate
an actiocn plan that will preclude any further recurrence.

4. Implemeatation at the vendors facilities of E-24 Revision 0
"Overinspecticn of Vendor Supplied Printed Circuit Board Assemblies" and
E-25 Revision 0, "Overiaspection of Veador Supplied Electrical
Equipment/Components"” will be carried out by MPQAD and Project Supplier
Quality for the few future procurements shipped to the jobsite. Project
representatives will witness in-process fabrication, functionmal testicg
and final inspection prior to release for shipment depending on the nature
of the commodity. E-24 and E-25 were approved February 21, 1983 aad
February 18, 1983 respectively and have been issued for use.

-

3. (1) For equipment on site; MPQAD has inspected nearly 100% of all "Q"
electrical panels and cabinets. MPQAD overinspection will contizue
uatil the source inspection program is fully implemented - forecast
completion of overiamspection is July 1, 1983.

(2) Programs are now in place to preveat recurreace of poor veador
workmanship for remaining panels and cabinets that are yet to be
shipped.

(3) Full compliance will be achieved upon the :losure of MCAR £6.

L1
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NOV Item B - 4.a (8§2-22-25)

"An inspection program was not established to emsure segregation of cables
installed in horizoatal trays which used metal dividers to segregate control
and ipstrumentation cables in accordacce with desizs requirements.”

1. The vioclation is admitted. The violation invelved three cables that had
been inadvertantly looped iz and out of the incorrect side of a divided
tray secticn. -

2. The cables in question could have been improperly segregated in the
racevay for a variety of reasons: temporary rework situatien,
installatioa techniques, etc.

Altbough there was no formal program to "train" or tie down cables in
borizontal tray sections the curreat cable reiaspectioa program should
bave found the discrepant condition. The reimnspection program h2i not vet
been implemented in this specific area.

3. (1) NCR M01-9-2-151 was issued November 1, 1982. Supervision was verbally
informed and the pon~coaformance was immediately corrected.

(2) Generic rescluticn involves revisica of Field Procedure FPE-4.000
(pending approval) which will require an even distribution of cables
across the tray, tying cables to rungs witain two rungs of a change in
direction aud Project Engineering dispositicn of cables that exceed
the height of the barrier on a case by case basis.

4. (1) Cable reinspection that is now omgeing is verifring the routing as an
inspection attribute. Information developed frcm the cable
reiaspection program will be used to verify vol:iage segregation.
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SOV Item B - 4.a (82-22-25) Continued

(2) Figal traiging and tie down of cables will be accomplished (per
FPE-4.000) when "Q" cable pulling resumes, at the tize the last "Q"
cable is pulled through a tray sectien.

-
-

5. (1) MPQAD reinspection is estimated to be complete by June 14, 1983.
Review results of reinspection by July 1, 1983.

(2) Approval of Field Procedure FPE-4.000 scheduled for March 18, 1983.

L1
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NOU Item B - 4.b (82-22-17)

"Quality Control (QC) inspections failed to easure that astivities affecting
quality conformed to design documents in that QC inspecticas performed oo
July 1, 1981 and documented on QCIR C210-172 failed to detect and ideatify
penconformances B.1.(1) through (¢) of this Notice of Viclation. Taese
poaconformances were associated with installation of the diesel genmerator
building HVAC fan support steel.”

1. The vioclation is admitted.

2. In geperal, the violation occurred because of a lack of attention to
detail during QC inspections and 2 lack of specificity in the PQCIs. In
one case (item o) an incorrect design drawing was used by the QC imspector
to perform his iaspertion.

3. The Construction Completion Program has been instituted. \

4. As part of the Coanstruction Completion Program, a review of PQCIs is being
done to assure that essential design requirmments are specified for
inspectors. Ia 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
recertifications aad the veri{ication program are compiete.
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NIV Item B - 5. (82-22-10)

"The licensee did npot implement a maiatenaace program to prevent five of
sixteen installed diesel generator slide bearing muffler plazes from
accumulating dirt and dust as required by the vendor's macual.”

1. The violation is admitted.

.

2. The requiremeats to specify cleanliness of these bearing plate surfaces
was pot established upon receipt of this material. The vendor documeants
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 Learing plates. An NCR vas written on March 9, 1983 by MPQAD to
track this item.

4. Direction bas been given to develop an installation and maintenaace
program for all flourocarbon bearing plates on site.

S. 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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NeV Item B - 6. (82-22-13)

"During velding of the diesel generator building exhaust pipiag hanger support
steel, the licensee did not verify prebeat of existiang safety-related
structural steel at a temperature of 70°F as required by site specifications
acd the AWS 1974 Code."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. The ambient temperature was not verified for the welding operation
cbserved 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-1.6C. The program in place requires 100%
verification for prebeat temperature over 70°,

3. Bechtel's "Ianstuctions to Welders" have been revised to provide prebeating
instructions, and each welder signs for receipt of these instructions.
The velder's rod vithdrawal requisitions are also stamped in red wvith
prebeat instructions. The ia-place verification program will be
continued.

4. All Bechtel site welders will be rctraiiod in the site preheat
requirements, and all sev welders will have this preheat training
emphas ‘zed as part of their indoctrination.

5. All Bechtel site welders will be re-~traised by May 1, 1983.

21.283-4015a66-ws
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N ltem B - 7. (82-22-21)

"“easures were pot established to control the distribution of changes (red
lizes) to banger isometric drawings ia that changes to Drawing 1-652-2-25(Q)
weze not contralled utilizing the Site Documeat Control Ceater.”

1. The violation is admitted.

2. The control of Redline changes to work prints was not performed through
the Construction Document Control Department, however, it was beiag dene
in accordance with established field procedures.

3. Revisioms to Bechtel Field Procedures now require all changes (redlines)
to piping isometrics and hanger drawings to be controlled utilizing the
site Document Control Centér.

&. N/A

5. Cemplete.
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SCV Item B - 8.2 (82-22-23)

"Measures were not established or implemented to determine if materials
ultimately restricted (per Nonconformance Report No 3266) from installation or
use in ASME Class I systems wvere actually installed or used in Class I
systems."

1.

The viclation is admitted.

Failure to initially apply QC hold tags on suspect material, and failure
to implement disposition of the NCR in a timely mannper.

A letter was provided to B&W Construction Company, a subcontracter at the
Midland jobsite responsible for the majority of Class I piping and hanger
installatios, on December 11, 1981, identifying restriction on usage of
subject material from heats 1dcntificd on NCR 3266 for Class I use.

10C% of all completed Class I P-2.20 PQCIR documentation packages stored
ia the vault were revieved for ideatification of the noaconforming
material identified in NCR 3266. B&W has subsequently re-reviewed their
documeatation records to ascertain if aany of the discrepant material
identified through the PQCIR review was installed in the field. Any of
the discrepant material is to be rn-ovcd and replaced with acceptable
material.

A specific review by a level II QCE of all future Class I P2.20 PQCIRs for
disciepant material identified on NCR 3266 is being performed before final
acceptance and their subsequent storage in the QC vault,

-
-

A QA survey of all applicable NCRs will be performed in accerdance with QA
Checklist S-23 to assu:r. that material control procedures have been
adequately implemented and subsequent actions associated with applicable
NCR dispositiocs have beea implemented.

202824l 15a-€é~ud
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"0V Item B - 8.2 (82-22-23) Continued

Although pot related directly with the above effcrt or this ideatified
discrepancy, a complete material verification documertation review with
special emphasis for ASME NCA 3700/3800 compliance for pipe support
saterial is in process on the project by Bechtel procuremeat supplier
quality group to assure acceptable material docudmentation for the Midland
Project. Miscellaneous material such as rebars, paint, etc, are excluded
from this review.

.

5. Full compliance with be obtained as follows:

Specific Acticns = 1) Rework required on Class I supports in field to be
complete by March 15, 1983.

-

2) Review of all new P-2.20 PQCIgs_is ongoiag.

Geperic Actions = 1) Review of all applicable project NCRs by QA to be
complete by June 24, 1983.

2) Follow-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 mot directly related to
resolution of the identified discrepancy.

Lad383-4l. ja=56-4d
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40V Item B - 8.b(1) (82-22-12A)

"As of November 10, 1982, two nonconforming conditions ideatified by the NRC
on Octnber 12, 1982, and confirmed by the liceasee on October 19 azd 25,
respectively, had oot been documeated on a nonconformance report, a quality
assurance report or other appropriate report. The two nonconforming
conditions were:

-

(1) The diesel generator exhaust hangers were ﬁot classfied, desigaed, or duilt
as "Q" as committed to in the FSAR. (See item 2.e) ..."

1. The violation is adnittéd.
2. An NCR was pot issued because MPQAD failed to act in a timely maane:.

3. NCR M01-5-2-166 was written by MPQAD on Noveamber 16, 1982 to document the
bangers listed on SCN #36 to Specification M-326 as being nomcozforming as
a result of their original "pon-Q" designation.

4. Complete.

5. Complete.

LY
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NV lzem B-85.5(2) (82-22-12B)

“As of Novexzber 10, 1982, two nonconforming conditions ideatified by the NRC
on October 12, 1982, and confirmed by the licensee on Octcder 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 desigﬁ of the diesel generator momorail was not analyzed to seismic
Category I design requirements as committed to in the FSAR. (See
item 2.4.)"

1. The viclation is admitted.

2. There was a misunderstanding over whether a nonconforming cohdition
actually existed.

3. On November 16, 1982, a Quality Action Request (QAR) was writtea to
document the condition. A subsequent seismic analysis has been done (Calc
#G-44(Q) Revision 1) which documents the acceptability of curreat design
of the subject monorail.

4. Complete.

S. Complete.

L
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ATTACIMENT 3

REQUEST FOR REDUCTION OF CIVIL PENALTY

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.205, Consumers Power Company respectfully requests that
the NRC reconsider the amount of civil penalty proposed to CPCo for the
violations cited in the NRC's letter, dated February 8, 1983, J G Keppler to
J D Seldby. The Company does not contest the validity of the violations and

agrees that a civil penalty is warracted, but believes that cc:tazn mitigacting
factors should be coansidered.

The NRC's criteria for enforcement actions (at 47 Federal Register page 9991,
March 9, 1982) sets forth specific criteria for increasing or reducing base
civil penalties, and provides in part as follows:

"2. Corrective Action to Prevent Recurrence. Recognizing

that corrective action is always required to meet regula-

tory requirements, the prowptness and exteat to which the

licensee takes corrective action, including actions to

preveant recurrence, 3ay de considered in modifying the

civil pesmalty to be assessed. Unusually prompt and exten-

sive corrective action may result in reducing the proposed

civil penalty as much as 5C% of the base value shown in

Table 1. On the otder hand, the civil penalty miy dbe

increased as much as 25% of the base value if initiation of

corrective action is not proupt or if the corrective acticn

is only minimally acceptable. In weighing this factor

consideration will be given to , among other things, the

timeliness of the corrective action, degree of liceasee

initiative, aad comprehensiveness of the corrective action

= such as whether the action is focused nmarrowly to the

specific viclaticn or broadly to the gemeral area of

copcern.”

L]

We believe that our actioas to correct the situation at issue have beex timely
and have been conceived and organized mainly through our own initiative. Most
important, however, is that our program to correct these deficiencies is
comprehensive and far reaching.

Shortly after receiving feedback on the NRC's inspection findings, the Compary
lausched major, extensive corrective action. The Company halted the majorvity
of the Category I work of its p contractor, and laid the groundwork for a
verification of past inspections and statusing of incomplete work. The work
stoppage resulted in the laycff of more than 1,000 workers. The Company also
initiated major, generic corrective action addressing the specific areas of
NRC inspection findings. The Company's entire plan is entitled the
Construction Completion Program, and included steps responding broadly to the
NRC's and Company's areas of concera. This was addressed at length in the
Cczpanv s letter of January 10, 1583, J W Cook te J G Keppler and further
diszussed at a Public Meeting with the NRC at Midland on February &, 1583.



‘Le ccrrective action undertaken by the Company was nct parrowly focused cn
tZe specific viclations identified by the NRC. The werk reduction extended to
all major safety related structures on=site, not merely the diesel gemerator
building which was the focus of NRC's inspection. The verification program
begizs ia the auxiliary building, includes the reactor buildings and diesel
generator building as well as the service water pump structure.

The Coostruction Completion Program, which is the organizational basis for the
geaeric corrective action, will encompass and structure the remaining pre-
turzover systems and area work to be dome at the Midlaad 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
Becitel supervision extends broadly to the entire job, and involves a major
commitment of additional manpower and resources in recertification, training,
and inspection activities. °

The Company dues not contest the NRC's decision to increase the civil pesalty
on tie basis of certain other factors specified in the enforcement guidelines.
We request, however, that coasiderationm be given in determining the amount of
the pezalty to the corrective action taken and placned by the Company.

.- se am* SAs a
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Docket No. 50-329
Docket Ne. 50-330

Consumers Power Company
ATIN: Mr. James W. Cook
Vice President
Midland Project
1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, MI 46201

Gentlemen:

This letter confirms the discussions 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 of your staff regarding the new Construction Completion Plan Consumers

Power Company has developed to address the problems identified by Region III

during the October through November 1982 inspection of the Diesel Generator
Building.

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 Midlaad site with the exception of the
following:

(a) System layup activities
(b) Hanger and cable reinspection activities

(¢) Post turnover work activities (not to include design changes)
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(d) Zack HVAC work (subject to resolution of welders qualifications issue)
(e) BS&W construction activities

(f) Remedial soils activities

(g) Bechtel engineering activities

(2) An integrated QA/QC organization will be identified and implemented
and all QC personnel previously certified by Bechtel will be trained
and recertified by CPCo to meet CPCo procedures and commitments.

(3) Teams comprised of engineering and construction personnel will be
organized, each responsible for the satisfactory completion of ome or
more safety systems.

(4) A reinspection program will be developed to provide a system by system
reinspection of all safety related systoms.

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 iaentify the interrelationship between the
Construction Completion Plan and your proposed plans for third party
independent assessments.

After receipt of your submittal we will hold a meeting with CPCo in the
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.

Following our review of your submittal, including consideration of comments
offered by members of the public, we will make a determination on the accept-
ability of your program and will determine the appropriate method of
documenting your commitments.
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Should you have any questions regarding this letter please contact

Mr.

cc:

RIII

R. F. Warnick of my staff.

Sincerely,

Original signed by

James G. Keppicr

James G. Keppler

Regional Administrater

DMB/Document Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident Inspector, RIII
The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB
The Honorable Jerry Harbour, ASLB
The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLB
The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASLB
William Paton, ELD
Michael Miller
Ronald Callen, Michigan
Public Service Commission
Myron M. Cherry
Barbara Stamiris
Mary Sinclair
Wendell Marshall
Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)

RIII RIII RIII RIII RIII

IE HQ

RE f0r  REDG R Fi ?X
Gafgﬁer/sv Shafer Uiﬁgz%) Lawis l;s Ke e: Snie ek
12/29/82 ;:/ 72 ,.ua.,s.,
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Docket No. 50-329
Docket No. 50-330

Consumers Power Company
ATTN: Mr. John D. Selby
President
212 West Michigan Avenue

Jackson, MI 49201

Gentlemen:

This refers to the special inspection conducted during the period

October 12 through November 25, 1982, and January 19-21, 1983 of activities
at the Midland Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2, authorized by NRC
Construction Permits No. CPPR-81 and No. CPPR-82. The results of the
inspection were discussed during an enforcement conference conducted at the
NRC Region III office on January 18, 1983. The report setting forth the
results of the inspection and the enforcement conference is enclosed.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure
will 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 of
the date of this letter. Such application must be consistent with the re-
quirements of 2.790(b)(1). If we do not hear from you in this regard 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

Office of Management and Budget as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act
of 1980, PL 96-511.
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We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning these inspections.

Sincerely,

James G. Keppler
Regional Administrator

Enclosure: Inspection Report
No. 50-329/82-22(0SC) and
No. 50-330/82-22(0SC)

cc w/encl:
J. W. Cook, Vice President
DMB/Document Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident Inspector, RIII
The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB
The Honorable Jerry Harbour, ASLB
The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLB
The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASLB
William Paton, ELD
Michael Miller
Ronald Callen, Michigan

Public Service Commission
Myron M. Cherry
Barbara Stamiris
Mary Sinclair
Wendell Marshall
Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)

RIII RIII RI

gu; tz/§ Davis 1
chultz/jp pRler
2/2/83 ),\l‘o‘ 1733
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION III

Report No. 50-329/82-22; 50-330/82-22
Docket No. 50-329; 50-330 License No. CPPR-81; CPPR-82
Licensee: 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: Octobct 12 = November 25, 1982 and January 19-21, 1983

’ata

Inspectors: P A(\E;r a-|1-13
\ )
B. L. Durés / 2~ "33
(7
LL)QOOR# ':"-/'23

g“N Gardner 7-/’ /83

f% é‘"h"w“ 2-1-%3
Approved by: éhlf. » Chief .AZJIB.S_

8¢ction 2, Office of
Special Cases

Inspection Summary

Inspection on October 12 - November 25, 1982 and January 19-21, 1983 (Report
No. 50-329/82-22; 50-330/82-22)

Areas Inspected: Licensee actions on previously identified items; special
inspection involving electrical, mechanical and civil components ot the
Diesel Generator Building; control of concrete chipping; control of electrical
cable segregation; review of Remedial Soils requalification activities; peri-
meter dike armor stone activities; prestartup test; ultrasonic testing of hold
down bolts. The inspection anolvod a total of 596 inspector-hours onsite by
five NRC inspectors including 72 inspector-hours onsite during off-shifts.




Results:
tions were identified in four areas.

Of the areas inspected, no apparent items of noncompliance or devia-

ing areas were as follows:
Noncompliance
Criterion III - Failure to establish adequate

Criterion

Criterion

Criterion

Criterion

Criterion

Criterion

Criterion

design control measures

V - Failure to develop adequate
procedures and failure to
accomplish activities affecting
quality in accordance with
instructions, procedures or
drawings

VI - Failure to establish measures to
control the issuance of documents,
including changes

VII - Failure to conduct adequate
component source inspections and
receipt inspections

IX - Failure to establish measures to
control special processes

X - Failure to establish an inspection
program and failure of QC inspections
to identify nonconformances

XIII - Failure to establish measures
to maintain and control the
cleaning and preservation of
equipment

XV - Failure to establish measures to
control nonconforming materials,
parts, or components

Noncompliances identified in the remain-

Report Section

7.a, 8.8, 9, 10.c.(1),
10.c.(4), 25

3.a, 4.a(4), 4.b, 4.c,
6.a, 6.b, 7.b.(1), 7.b.(2),
10.2, 10.b, 10.¢.(2),

10.¢.(3), 17
12

2.b

8.b

10.a, 18
7.b.(3)

5, 8.a, 9, 14.b



DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Consumers Power Company

J. W. Cook, Vice President

Welles, Executive Manager

. Miller, Site Manager

Curland, QA Superintendent
Akers, MPQAD

Balazer, Construction Engineer
Evans, Construction Engineer
Howell, MPQAD

. Johnson, Construction Engineer
ones, MPQAD

Johnson, Construction Engineer
Kreple, Construction Engineer
. Murray, Construction Engineer
Peck, Construction Engineer
Puhalla, Construction Engineer
. Rowe, Construction Engineer
Schaeffer, MPQAD

Sibbald, Construction Engirneer
Spelman, Construction Engineer
. Vokal, Construction Engineer

. Wheeler, Construction Engineer
Wieland, Construction Engineer
Walton, Construction Engineer
Whitaker, Construction Engineer
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Bechtel Power Company

. Wahl, Vice President and General Manager

. Vassar, Manager, Division of Project Operations and Services
. Rutgers, Project Manager

. Davis, Site Manager

. A, Dietrich, MPQAD

. Corcoran, Resident Project Engineer

. J. Gilmartin, Field Engineer

R. Kappel, Resident Engineer

H. Schulmeister, MPQAD

. Smith, PFQCE
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Other licensee and contractor personnel were routinely contacted during
the course of the inspection.

2. Licensee Actions on Previously Identified Items

(Closed) Deviation (50-329/82-11-01; 50-330/82-11-01): The licensee.
failed to use approved installation/coordination forms during the



installation of affected underpinning instrumentation. As documented

in Inspection Report No. 50-329/82-18; 50-330/82-18, the inspector
verified that the licensee was properly documenting the installation of
underpinning instrumentation on &ttached installation/coordination forms.
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 Bechtel procedure was acceptable.

Tunctional or Program Areas Inspected

2.

Electrical Cable Terminations

An inspection of completed Class 1L cable terminations in Diesel Engine
Control Panels 1C111, 1C112, and in Diesel Generator Control Panel 1C231

was conducted. During this inspection internal wiring terminations and

field terminations were observed. The internal w.riug terminations were
accomplished by the panel supplier during the manufacture of the panels

while the field terminations were accomplished by onsite Bechtel electricians.

a. The following field terminations were observed:
Cable Scheme Number Location of Termination
1AA0502M 1C231
1AAQ502R 1C231
1AD1201A 1C231
1AG1101B 1C231
1AG1101C 1C231
1AG1101F 1C231
1AG1102N 1C231
1AG1105B 1C231
1AG1105C 1C111
1AG1113C 1C111
1AAQ001L 1C111
1AA0502G 1C111
1AB5311K 1C111
1AD1115A 1C111
1AG1102G 1C111
1AG1102K 1C111
1AG1102L 1C111
1AG1102M 1C111
1AG1102N 1C111
1AG1105C 1C111
1AG1108C 1C111
1AC1108F 1C111
1AG1109B 1C111
1AG1109C 1C111
1AVO99E 1C111
1AV100E 1C111



The inspector verified that the above 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.

The inspector observed the termination of internal wiring in Diesel
Engine Control Panel 1C112. The inspection revealed numerous instances
where the internal conductors within the panels were damaged or were
not properly terminated. Examples included:

(1) The output lead on the Relay Tach device had numerous broken
conductors at the termination lug.

(2) The K1 lead on the Relay Tach device had two broken strands
resulting in a potential short circuit between the K1 lead
and an adjacent conductor.

(3) The 1- lead on the CB-1 device did not have all strands inserted
into the compression lug.

The above conditions were contrary to the procurement requirements
delineated in Specification 7220-G-5, Revision 1, Paragraph 6.0
which stated, in part, "All electrical wiring . . . within the
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 item of noncompliance with 10 CFR 50
Appendix B, 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 1C111, 1C112, 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 Diesel
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
wiring 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-
censee to document the aforementioned internal wiring separation
deficiencies. The NCR stated that the panel supplier was sending
a representative to the Midland site on November 15, 1982.

On November 18, 1982 the licensee informed the inspector that panel
supplier representatives had arrived onsite on November 16, 1982



and that these representatives had determined that the panels would
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
four diesel generators. The installation requirements for these panels
were delineated on Drawings 7220-M18-83 and 7220-M18-250. During this
inspection the following was observed:

The Diesel Engine Control Panels were not installed in accordance
with foundation Drawing 7220-M18-250. This drawing required the
installation of bevelled washers and flat washers on the foundation
bolts. The flat washers were not installed on any of the four panels.
In addition, there was no evidence that the bevelled washers were
installed before the panels were grouted. This failure to install
foundation washers as required by the pertinent foundation drawing
was considered an item of noncompliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion V as described in the Notice of Violation.

(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.

The Diesel Generator Control Panel base to cabinet hardware installa-
tion was not in accordance with Drawing 7220-M18-83. The drawing
required that the cabinet be secured to the base utilizing 1/2" hex
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 documentec on

an In Process Inspection Notice (IPIN), dated June 14, 1982. On
September 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, Raceway Support Installations

The inspector observed the as-built installation of the type 13
conduit support for conduits 2BN0O06, 2BNOO7 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 E-42. During the inspection of this support the follow-
ing was determined:



(1) The lengths of the support members were determined to be
within the tolerances identified on Dawing E-42.

(2) The base plate dimensions were in accordance with the
drawing requirements.

(3) The support welds were acceptable.

(4) The size of the unscheduled pull box mounted on the conduit
support did not conform to Sheet 42 of Drawing E-42. The
as-built dimensions of the box were determined to be 12" x
12" x 6". The dimensions required by Sheet 42 were 13 1/2"

x 12" x 6". This failure to install the correct size unscheduled
pull box was a further example of noncompliance as cited in
paragraph 3.a above. (50-329/82-22-02B; 50-330/82-22-02B)

b. The inspector observed the as-built installation of tray support
FSK-E-796, Sh 1-86 installed in Bay 4 of the Diesel Generator Building.
The as-built configuration of the support and the as-built support o
dimensions were compared with the requirements identified on Drawing ~
E-796(Q), Revision 5, Sheet 2 of 2. This inspection revealed that
the as-built 2' 1 1/2" wall to support dimension did not conform to
the 1' 10" dimension required 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. 14
installed in Bay 2G11 of the Diesel Generator Building was conducted.
The as-built configuration of the support and the as-built support
dimensions weie compared with the requirements identified on Drawing
E-796(Q), Revision 11, Sheet 1 of 2. This inspection revealed that
the as-built 5' 5" wall 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 Midland
plant. The licensee stated that the seismic analysis was being
accomplished at this time and that the results of the analysis would
be available when completed. This matter will remain open until the
inspector has reviewed the data relating to the seismic analysis.
(50-229/82-22-03; 50-330/82-22-03)

Review of Quality Control Activities

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



their inspections. The QC inspectors were instructed to suspend an
inspection if an excessive number of deliciencies 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 of completed items. IPINs associated
with suspended inspections identified as nonconformances only a portion
ot the observed deficiencies. No record was made of the remaining
observed deficiencies. In addition, the IPINs did not document the fact
that the inspection was suspended due to excessive deficiencies having
been observed. Finally, the criteria to be used by QC inspectors in
determining whether observed deficiencies were excessive was not defined.
As a result of the above, the following was determined:

a. Trend analysis, as identified in Midland Project Quality Assurance
Department Procedure M-2, was designed to serve as a management
tool to detect changes in the rates of nonconformance. For deter-
icorations in quality the procedure required the performance of an
in-depth analysis to determine the root cause of nonconformance.
The failure of QC inspectors to document all observed 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.

b. An additional function of rhe in-depth analysis required by Trend
Analysis Procedure M-2 was the determination as to whether or not
work affected by nonconforuance 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 praventing management from
performing an indepth analysis.

8 On January 19 and 20, 1983, thirteen Bechtel Quality Control (QC)
inspectors were interviewed by members of the Midland Section to
determine the standard practice usod by onsite QC inspectors in
closing open Inspection Reports (IR's) which had open IPIN's. Of
the thirtocn QC inspectors interviewed, eight inspectors stated that
open IR's would be closed after the dcticicncics listed on the open
IPIN's had been reinspected and the IPIN closed. Four 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 interview
can be summarized as follows:

(1) There was no standard practice pertaining to the use of IPIN's
in docunontin; 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.



(<) There was no standard practice pertaining to the closure of open
IR's which had open IPIN's. Some inspectors would reinspect only
the deficiencies identified on the associated IPIN while some
inspectors would reinspect everything pertaining to the IR attri-
bute against which the IPIN had been written.

The failure to establish measures to control materials, parts, or com-
ponents which did not conform to requirements in order to prevent their
inadvertent use or installation was considered an item of noncompliance
with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criteria XV and X as described in the
Notice of Violation. (50-329/87-22-04; 50-330/82-22-04)

During the inspection a determination was made that the licensee had in
the past used another unoffirial document to bypass the IPIN program.

The unofficial document (called Attachment 10) was used by QC inspectors
to identify numerous nonconformances such as equipment not installed,
work not completed, and drawings not updated. These nonconforming issues
were not factored into the Trend Analysis Program and subsequently were
not reviewed for generic implications or root cause so as to prevent
recurrence.

The licensee's QA Audit M-01-333-2, finding 14F, 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 determination of the adequacy of the licensee's
corrective actions in regards to these deficiencies. (50-329/82-22-27;
50-330/82-22-27)

Examination of Steel in Laydown Area

8. During the inspection, the laydown area was examined by the
inspectcrs. 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 Coding
of Field Purchased Pipe, Fittings, Bolting Material, Non-Q Hangers,
Stock Steel, and Component 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
materiisl type and grade. High 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 type and
grade was considered an item of noncompliance against 10 CFR 50
Appendix B, Criterion V and described in the Notice of Violation.
(50-329/82-22-05A; 50-330-82-22-05A)



b. Field Instruction FIG-9.600, referenced above, required that the
ends of all Non-Q steel material be painted yellow with separate
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 steel stock in the Q area was painted on the ends
with a pairt 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 the

Q storage area had been placed on the material by the manufacturer.
The licensee painted the ends of all the material in the non-Q area
aftrr this was identified by the inspectors. Failure to mark and/or
segregate Q and non-Q material was considered an item of noncompli-
ance with 10 CFR 50 Appeandix B, Criterion V as described in the
Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-05B; 50-329/82-22-05B)

¢. The references above to Field Ins*ruction FIG-9.600 pertain to
Revision 1 of this instruction, datea C..cmber 2, 1981. Revision
1 superceded Revision 0 which was dated February 1979. Revision
0 referred only to field purchased pipe, fittings and bolting
material and made no reference to stock steel identificationu. The
inspectors identified (in the laydown area) a nominal 25 foot
length of 12 x 12 WF 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 itenm.
(50-329/82-22-06; 50-330/82-22-06)

d. The inspector requested to see QA audits of material traceability.
The only audits that could be located during the inspection were
of receiving and fabrication of miscellaneous structural steel.
No audits of material traceability could be located during this
inspection. Subsequent communications with the licensee revealed
that an audit had been conducted in September 1982 (M01-332-2).
Pending review of this audit, this is an unresolved item.
(50-329/62-22-07; 50-330/82-22-07)

Diesel erator Muffler Inspect

The inspectors conducted an inspection of the diesel generator muffler
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 subcentractor of Transamerica Delaval, the DG system supplier), and
installed onsite by Bechtel Power Company (BPCo). After onsite receipt
inspection and when construction permitted, the mufflers were installed
in their respective rooms in the DG Building. During installation of

the muffiers, it was noted that the saddle support baseplate holes and
slots would not match anchor bolt locations. FCR M-2283 was written

to modify the saddle support base plates to fit the anchor bolt locations.
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During the inspection the licensee was requested to review docu-
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 of Conformance. The
Certificate of Conformance was written for purchased "Q" material
that was not manufactured to ASME code specifications. The Certifi-
cate of Conformance, did not, however, specify the material used
during the manufacture of the base plates. The inspector and the
licensee reviewed the base plate and muffler saddle support drawings
and specifications for identification of plate material. Muffler
and saddle support material was not specified on the design drawings
and spec’€ications.

FSAR Section 3.2 Table 3.2-1 identifies the Diesel Generator Com-
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 matcrial requirements must be specified to
ensure that the muffler would meet seismic criteria.

10 CFR 5v Appendix B, Criterion III requires measures to be estab-
lished fo. the selection and review for suitability of application
of mater.als that are essential to the safety related functions of
the st.uctures, systems, and components.

The failure 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 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion III, as described in the Notice of Violation.
(50-329/82-22-08; 50-330/82-22-08)

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"
by 1 5/8". In addition, Bechtel Vendor Drawing M18-425(5)-1
required that plate slots used for support plate modifications
be 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 B, Criterion V, which requires that activities
affecting quality be accomplished in accordance with drawings
as described in the Notice of Violation. (50-329/02-22-094;
50-330/82-22-09A)
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Subsequent tc the inspection, the licensee generated NCR 4693
to disposition the slots of the support plates for the DG
muffler.

(2) Vendor Drawing M18-250-6 required that jacking plates be
installed and imbedded in concrete beneath the muffler support
jacking screws.

The inspeciion of the Diesel 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
bays.

Failure to install the jacking plates was considered an item
of noncompliance with 10 CFR Appendix B, Criterion V, which
requires that activities 2ffecting quality be accomplished
in accordance with drawings as described in the Notice of
Violation. (50-329/82-22-09B; 50-330/82-22-098B)

Subsequent to the inspection, the licensee wrote NCR 4694
against the failure to install the jacking plates.

(3) Drawing M18-250-6 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 muffler heatup.
During the rlate 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 tc allow the inclusion
of dirt. Failure of the licensee to protect the bearing sur-
faces from dirt, dust, and other forms of contamination was
considered an item of noncompliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion XIII requiring control of cleaning and preservation
of material and equipment as described in the Notice of
Violation. (50-329/82-22-10; 50-330/82-22-10)

On December 3, 1982, the licensee verbally committed to imple-
menting & 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 Piping Hangers

a. The inspector selected the diesel generator exhaust piping for
review. The latest revisions of applicable design drawings were
compared to the actual as-built configuration of the hangers.

12



From this review, it was determined that the actual configuration
of the hangers did not match the design drawings for the following
hangers:

(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 FCR M6925 instead of an NCR as required by site procedures.

(2) 652-1-510; the welds connecting the hanger base plates to the
support tubes were not constructed as shown on the drawings.
The licensee stated that welding on the hanger 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 documented in the FSAR,
the SER 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 SER were
translated into the design and construction of the exhaust system
hangers was contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, 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 iundeed "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 conditions. The licensee, as
of November 10, 1982, had failed to document this nonconforming
condition through issuance of an NCR. The failure to control
components which did not conform to requirements was contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV as described in the Notice of
Violation. (50-329/82-22-12A; 50-330/82-22-12A)

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" :langes 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 welds. The inspector determined
that Specification FSW Structural-l and the AWS 1974 Code require a
minimum preheat temperature of 70°F. The licensee did not verify the
temperature of the existing structural steel during we!ding. Further-
more, site inspection procedures were inadequate in that they did not
require verification of grch-at temperatures until they reach 150°F.
The failure to verify 70°F preheat temperature requirements was con-
trary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion IX as described in the
Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-13; 50-330/82-22-13)
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10.

Diesel Generator Building Monorail

A review of the monorail installed above each diesel generator was per-
formed in order to determine whether the monorail was designed and in-
stalled in compliance with the requirements in the FSAR and construction
specifications.

The licensee took exception to Regulatory Guide 1.29, Position C.4,

resulting in these monorails not being constructed "Q". The licensee's
plant wide exception to position C-4 of RG 1.29 has been referred to NRR

for review. This item is unresolved pending NRR's response (50-329/82-22-14;
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. The failure to
analyze the monorails to Seismic Category I requirements was contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III as described in the Notice of
Violation. (50-329/82-22-15A; 50-330/82-22-15A)

Subsequent to the inspector's finding, the licensee reported the n.ncon-
forming design on a "Proximity-Seismic Category II/I Interaction Identi-
fication Sheet" instead of a Nonconformance Report. The identification

of this nonconforming item in this manner circumvented the licensee's
nonconformance program. As a result, this concern had not been reviewed
for generic applicability or for potential reportability as of November 10,
1982. The failure to identify and control this nonconforming condition
was contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV as described in the
Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-12B; 50-330/82-22-12B)

Diesel Generator Building HVAC Fan Support Steel

a. An inspection of the as-built structure was made using the latest
revisions of applicable design drawings. From this review, the
inspector determined the following discrepancies:

(1) The eight bracing top 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.

(2) The as-built gusset plate connections in Bay No. 1 were not
built as identified on Detail 3 of Drawing C-~1004. The braces

were welded together as opposed to separate welds for each
brace.

(5) None of the sixteen 1/4" bracing angles identified on Drawing
C-~1004 were constructed utilizing 1/4" material.

(4) Drawing C-1004, Detail No. 2 required the W10 beam to beam
connection to be welded. In Bay No. 3, the inspector observed
that a bolted connection was constructed in lieu of the ree
quired welded connection. ;
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(5) The column cover plate identified on FCR-C4401 was not con-
structed in Bay No. 3 as required. The plate was slotted
instead of sc'id as depicted on the FCR.

The failure of the licensee to ensure that work was accomplished

in accordance with the drawings was an item of noncompliance with
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V as described in the Notice of

Viclation. (50-329/82-22-16; 50-330/82-22-16)

The inspector further determined that QCIR C210-172, Revision 1,
which documented 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 B, Criterion X as described in the Notice of
Violation. (50-329/82-22-17; 50-330/82-22-17)

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/FCN'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 design
requirements. Additionally, as a result of not having adequate
measures to control retired FCR/FCN'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/FCNs on the
appropriate design drawings was an item of noncompliance with 10
CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V as described in the Notice of
Violation. (50-329/82-22-18A; 50-330/82-22-18A)

The inspector questioned the licensee as to the method in which

the bottom bracing connections were made since there were no bottom
bracing gusset plate connection details (weld sizes, plate sizes
and plate thicknesses) identified on Drawings C-1004 and C-147.
There were also no instructions on site to indicate the method or
standard practice to be used to design bracing gusset plates. The
following 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 B, Criterion
II1 as described in the Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-158;
50-330/82-22-158)
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(2) Field Sketch Number CY-1035 which illustrated the bottom
gusset plates was not 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
FPD-5.000, "Preparation of Field Sketches," Revision 1.

The failure to follow procedures was an item of noncompliance
with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V as described in the
Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-18B; 50-330/82-22-18B)

(3) The inspector further determined that the procedure did not
require the drawing to be annotated with a reference to the
field sketches. There was no procedura! requirement or means
to ensure that the existence of a field sketch was annotated
on a drawing. The trailure to develop procedures to adequately
control field sketches was in noncompliance with 10 CFR,
Appendix B, Criterion V, as described in the Notice of Violation.
(50-329/82-22-18C 50-330/82-22-18C)

(4) The inspector determined that the bottom gusset plate sizes
were only identified on a Combo Shop work order sketch. As
a result, the bottom gusset plates were designed in the field
without adequate review and approval. The failure to control
the gusset plate design was in noncompliance with 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, Criterion Il1l 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 plates
appeared to be out of ASTM Specification A6 requirements for rolling
mill tolerances as identified in Table 1 of the ASTM 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).

Pipe Installation Activities

The inspector selected for inspection one of the two pipelines which
connected an air start tank to Diesel 1B11, and the four support hangers
for both pipelines. Diesel 1B11 was located in Bay 2.

Pipeline 1-GCC-1-8-652-2 was specified on Bechtel Drawing No. M-652, 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~1-5-652-2. 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 vendor 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 weld inspection records for the shop welds revealed that
the shop welds had passed radiographic and visual examination. The
visual examination report included fitup, root, intermediate and final
weld passes.

A review of the records for two field welds (M-652-2-7 and M-652-2-11)
indicated that only final visual 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, Article
ND-5220 states, "All pressure-retaining welds in piping, pumps and valves
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 NDE 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 in
diameter, had not been specified. During a telephone conversation on
November 18, 1982, the licensee corcurred that the design code had not
been specified in the FSAR, but stated the design code was specified in
site Specification No. M-324(Q), Revision 1. The RIII inspector confirmed
the licensee's statement. This matter has been referred to NRR and is
open pending further review (50-329/82-22-20; 50-330/82-22-20).

H r De nt

An inspection of four support hangers on Diesel 1G11 pipelines was
conducted. The inspector requested the Bechtel 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) 1-652-2-25(Q), Revision 0
(2) 1-652-2-26(Q), Revision 1F1
(3) 1-632-2-27(Q), Revision 0
(4) 1-652-2-28(Q), Revision 1F1

Drawing 1-652-2-25(Q), Revision 0, was used to check the actual installa-
tion of the respective hanger. The drawing and the actual installation
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 Instruction FIP-1.112 Revision 5, "Field Marking 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. The procedure
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required Resident Engineering approval [or 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 log the red
line changes. Discussions with Field Engineering personnel responsible
for the red line log revealed that the log was not controlled. The log
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 determined that distribution to the Document Control Center
was being bypassed.

Adequate measures were not estab'ished to control the issuance of these
document changes. This was contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion
VI as described in the Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-21;
50-330/82-22-21)

Bechtel Project Engineering Procedure, PEP, No. 4.46.9, Revision 0,
established the controls for red line changes received by Resident
Engineering. The procedure required the cognizant discipline resident
engineer to maintain a log of red lines received. The inspector verified
that two red lines identified on isometric drawing 1-652-2-25(Q) were
properly controlled by the log.

Hanger Installation Activities

The inspector checked the installation of four support hangers against
the respective isometric 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 all hanger welds.

All (approximately ten) of the field welds on the two large hangers
specified on Drawings 1-652-2-26(Q), Revision 1/F1, and 1-652-2-28(Q),
Revision 1/F1, were covered with surface rust. Specification
7220-M-326(Q), Revision 8, paragraph 5.15.1 stated, in part, "All
component 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
protective coating of steel for outside the containment shall be non-"Q".
The licensee stated that non-"Q" meant non-safety related and therefore,
was not required to maintain the safe operation of the plant.

1
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On November 9, 1982, the Bechtel Resident Engineer stated the cognizant

corporate (Ann Arbor, Michigan) engineer's evaluation of the steel

surfaces (welds) 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 weld (1/8 inch) 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.

Additionally, the site construction personnel provided an established

schedule which should assure that the welds were painted before the

plant operates. No items of noncompliance or deviations were identi-

fied.

Hanger Material Traceability

a. Hanger parts, specified on Drawings 1-652-2-26(Q) Revision 1F1
and 1-652-2-28(Q), Revision 1F1, included 1/2" x 6" x 6" and 1/2"
x 4" x 4" tube steel (ASTM A-500, Grade B). The installed tube
steel was not marked with heat numbers. The inspection records
did not identify the heat numbers traceable to the installed tube
steel. The installed tube steel had the letter "Q" stamped on the
individual sections. The licensee 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 FSAR, Table 3.2-4 states that the design and fabrication code
for hangers and supports for nuclear piping is ASME Section III,
Subsection NF, 1974 (no addendum). Subsection NF-4122 states that
material for component supports shall carry identification markings
which will remain distinguishable until the component support is
fabricated or installed. Therefore, the site controls for material
identification for hangers (component supports) appeared to comply
with the ASME code requirements.

b. The inspector reviewed the Hanger Material Log for structural tubing.

The log identified the quantity (in feet), size, material type
(grade), ASME class, heat number, material receipt number, purchase

order number, and relative remarks for the various shipments of tube

steel. The log revealed that only type ASTM A-500 Grade B material
had been received. The log 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 was procured from subvendors who were
not ASME 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 NCR stated "A conditional reiease 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 contamination to associated plant equipment or structure.”" The
conditional release was dated February 5, 1981. The conditional
release was revised (added page 9 to the NCR) on March 25, 1981 to
restrict 37 of the 122 items from use in ASME Section III Class 1
pipe supports. The restricted material was permitted for use in
Class 2 and Class 3 hangers. On June 16, 1981, the NCR was revised
to apparently reject the above 37 items for Class 1 use again. On
July 1, 1981, the NCR 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 items based
on approval of two of the 16 material suppliers, and revised to
reject seven additional items from Class 1 use.

On October 28, 1981, the NCR was resvised 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 Bechtel QC acceptance (page 15) of NCR 3266 stated the resolu-
tions of the 122 items, along with a brief basis for the resolutiocns.
The resolutions were addressed in three categories according to the
bases. The bases for the three categories was as follows:

(1) Certified Material Test Reports, CMTR's, were on file for 19
items and the requirements of ASME 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 ASME
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 ASME
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 1 systems on
July 28, 1982.

Paragraphs (a), (b), and (c) of the ASME Code Section III, Subsection
NF-2610 1974 Edition, Summer Addenda 1576 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
NF-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
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these products, the Manufacturer's or Installer's Quality Assurance
Program (NA 4000) shall include measures to provide assurance that
the material is furnished in accordance with the material specifi-
cation, and the special requirements of this Section.

(c¢) For the purpose of this paragraph, small products are defined
as given in (1) through (3) below:

(1) pipe, tube, pipe fittings, and flanges of 2 inch nominal
size and less

(2) bolting material including studs, nuts, and bolts of
2 inch nominal diameter and less

(3) structural material with a nominal cross-sectioral
area of 2 sq. inches and less.

Subsection NF-2130 states:

(a) All materials used in the construction of component supports
shall be certified. Certified Material Test Reports in accordance
with NA-3767.4 shall be provided for material in Class 1 plate and
shell supports, Class 1 linear supports, and for materials for other

types and classes of component supports when impact testing is re-
quired (NF-2311).

(b)Certificates of Compliance with the material specification,
grade, class, and heat-treated condition, as applicable, may be
provided in lieu of Certified Material Test Reports for materials
for all other component supports.

(c)Copies of all Certified Test Reports and Certificates of Compliance
applicable to each material used in the component support shall be
furnished with the materia'."

The Bechtel QA Manual (ASME III), Revision 2, dated July 1980, paragraph
4322 states, in part "Quality program demonstration is established through
possession of a valid current, ASME Quality System Certificate (Material)
or survey of the manufacturer or supplier by other (Bechtel) Procurement
Supplier Quality Department."

Based on the ASME Subsection NF-2610(b), the first and third resolution
categories to NCR 3266 appeared to be inadequate in that the NCR did not
indicate that measures had been taken at the respective suppliers and/or
manufacturer, or the installer (Bechtel) to provide assurance that the
material was furnished in accordance with the material specification.
The measures were required to verify the validity of the suppliers’
certificates and the effectiveness of the certification system. Note:
Subsection NF-2610(c) which was addressed in the first resolution cate-

gory, defines small products and does not delete the requirements of
Subsection NF-2610(b).

.
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During a telephone conversation on November 29, 1982, the licensee stated
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

had sufficient controls to ensure that their subcontractors (i.e., the
fourteen manufacturers) had acceptable QA programs.

On December 7, 1982, the inspector received from the licensee copies

vf a Bechtel Supplier Survey of Mills Alloy Steel Company dated June 10,
1981; copies of two ASME Quality System Certificate (Materials) for

Mills Alloy Steel Company; copies of two Bechtel Reports of Audit of
Carbon Steel Products 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 Products 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
effective period of the respective purchase contracts which were addressed
on NCR 3266. The above documents indicated that Carbon Steel Products
Corporation was an approved mzterial supplier during the effective period
of the respective purchase contracts which were addressed on NCR 3266.

No documentation was received which indicated that the material manu-
facturers, contracted by Carbon Steel Products Corporation, possessed an
ASME Quality System Certificate (Materials) or were surveyed by the
Bechtel Precurement Supplier Quality Department. The Certificate or
survey was required by the Bechtel QA Manual (ASME III), revision 2,
paragraph 4320, to demonstrate that the manufacturers had an adequate
quality program. The licensee 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
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 measures only controlled the restricted items after
July 28, 1982. Nothing was done to verify whether or not restricted items
had been used in Class | systems 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
basis for the conditional releases stated that, "corrections or removal
(of nonconforming material) can be accomplished . . ." Measures were
not established or implemented to determine if Class 2 and Class 3 mater~
fals were used in Class ] 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 B, Criterion XV as described in the Notice of
Violation. (50-329/82-22-23; 50-330/82-22-23)

The second resolution categery to NCR 3266 appeared to be adequate ip
that the applicable code requirements were indicated as being fulfilled.
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16.

Hanger Weld Inspections

QCIR No. 7220/P-2.10, Revision 9, the hanger inspection record, did not
indicate whether or not any in-process weld inspections had been performed
during the installation of hangers (pipe supports). The licensee pruvided
Bechtel Quality Control Instruction No. 7220/W-1.60, Revision 2. The
scope of the instruction stated that the instruction provided the quality

control verification of in-process inspection activities that were necessary

to ensure that specified welding process requirements were being achieved.
The instruction distinguished between the civil, electrical, component
support, and piping (ASME) weld activites. The instruction and/or the
instruction supplement required the following in-process inspection of
weld activities:

a. Fitup

b. Tack welds

¢. Surface Preparation

d. Preheat

e. Welding Technique

g. Interpass Temperatures and Cleaning

8  Welder Qualification

h. Weld Procedure (addressed in W-1.60 supplements)

i. Established the frequency and number of weld activities required
to be observed.

With the exception of preheat verification, the instruction appeared

to establish suitable controls for the above in-process weld activities.
Most of the controls for preheat verification were defined in instruc~
tions PQCI Cw-1.00, Revision 2, E~2.10, Revision 6, E~1.0, Revision 11,
P-2.10, Revision 10, and PW-1.00, Revision 4 for the respective discipline
activities (i.e., civil, electrical, component supports, and pipe welding).
Inclusively, the PQCI's required verification of preheat requirements in
excess of 70°F for all weld activities and verification on & defined
sample basis for preheat requirements of 70°F and less. As discussed in
Section 8.b of this report, an inadequacy was identified with the preheat
controls for civil (stiuctural) welding.

Anchoring of Hangers

The hangers identified on isometric Drawings 1-652-2-26(Q), Revision 1/F1
and 1+652-2-28(Q), Revision 1/F1 were attached to the concrete super-
structure with grouted anchor bolts., The nuts on the bolts were not
secured. The inspector requested the design requirements for securing
anchor bolts. The licensee provided Specification 7220-C~306(Q),
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Revision 8, Paragraph 5.8. Paragraph 5.8 appeared to establish adequate
methods for securing threaded connecticns. 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 drawings.
Based on the anchor diameter, the bolt embedment could be determined
from Specification 7220-C-306(Q), Revision 8, Appendix B, Table B-2.
Since the bolts had already been grouted into place, the inspector re-
viewed the records (QCIRs) for inspection of grouting and dry packing.
The records indicated that the bolting type and size had been properly
verified.

The inspector reviewed and discussed with the site Resident Engineering
Group, the design calculations for the anchor bolt diameters specified

on Isometric Drawing 1-652-2-26(Q), Revision 1/F1. The caluclations
indicated that the combined stresses for shear and tensile for the specific
hanger required a bolt diameter of 7/8 inch when using 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) wes actually specified on the
drawing.

Concrete Chipping

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 (in some places). There were no markings or tags in the area which

would have indicated that the chipped section was controlled.

A Bechtel 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 drain tubes for tendon sheaths which were inadvertently embedded
in the wall. The inspector observed two drains located just above the
chipped area.

The inspector asked if measures had been established to control the
chipped area since the wall was now in a nonconforming condition. The
licensee prcvided Bechtel Field Instruction No. FIG-1.111, Revision &,
Concrete Drilling Permit. Section 2.0 of this instruction stated, "This
instruction discusses the method of initiating, identifying, approving,
and controlling concrete drill permits . . ." Section 5.0 stated,
"This instruction applies to all concrete drill permits issued by an
discipline for core drilling, chipping of concrete, or drilling for
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installation of concrete anchors." The instruction defined the adminis-
trative process for completing concrete drilling permits. The instruction
appeared to address a method of control which could be used for concrete
chipping activities, such as the one in the containment purge room.
However, the instruction did not establish requirements which stated

when or for what activities a drilling permit must be used. A drilling
permit was not used to control the chipped concrete in the containment
purge room. Therefore, measures were not established to provide controls
over concrete chipping activities which affected the quality of structures.
The Bechtel construction personnel stated that there 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
such as concrete chipping which affects the quality of structures was
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V as described in the

Notice of Violation. (50-329/82-22-24; 50-330/82-22-24)

As a result of this finding, the licensee wrote NCR No. M01-9-2-154
November 14, 1982.

Cable Segregation

In Containment Purge Room 702, the inspector observed cable 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.,
1BTFO1, 1BTFO2 and 1BTFO03; 1BJSO1, 1BJQO2, and 1BJQ03). The RIII inspector
noted that many of the included cables crossed over the dividers or in some
cases were stacked higher than the dividers. The purpose of the dividers
was to provide a barrier between low voltage control cables and instrument
cables.

The barrier/divider was designed to eliminate the possibility of the
electromotive forces of the control cables from inducing noise signals
into instrumen® cables. Since the cables crossed over the divider/barrier
and were stacked higher than the divider, the cables were therefore
misrouted and rendered the barrier ineffective.

PQCI No. E-3.0, Revision 5, Fina) Area Completion Activities of Electrical
Installation, addressed verification of certain cable 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 contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X as
described in the Notice of Violation. (5C-329/82-22-25; 50-330/82-22-25).

As a result of this finding, the licensee wrote NCR No. M01-9-2-151 dated

November 1, 1982 to correct the specific cable tray installations addressed
above.
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Nonconforming Welds in Structural Stee

During the reporting period, the Resident Inspector was aware that the
licensee had overinspected 78 structural beams and that 41 of those
beams had nonconforming welds. More definitively stated, 66 weld joints
of 146 overinspected were nonconforming. As a result of this overin
spection and subsequent findings, Nonconformance Report (NCR) No.
M01-9-2-074 was generated. Weld defects 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 Repurtability
Evaluation Request to determine the reportability and ultimate safety
significance of their findings. This evaluation was intended to be com-
pleted by mid-December 1982. The Resident Inspector examined some of

the nonconforming welds identified in the NCR and concurred with the

findings. This concern was being reviewed and controlled by the licensee's
programs.

Ultrasonic Testing (UT) of Holddown Bolts

During the reporting period, the Resident Inspectors and a Regional based
NDE Inspector measured anchor bolts in the four battery charger rooms,

the Diesel Generator Building and the Service Water Building. Additicnal
measurements using other transducers are proposed in the future to accome-

date more evaluation. These evaluations will be documented in other NRC
Inspection Reports.

Prestartup Test

The inspector observed the initial pump run of Component Cooling Water
Pump 2P-73B on 10/21/82. The observations included a review of the
test procedure OSP-CCW.01, observation of portions of the actual pump

test, and a review of test data to ensure that test objectives had been
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 tc assimilate test data. The following concerns were
noted:

The Vibration Testing Group initially set up on the wrong pump and
had to be told the proper pump locations.

Personnel monitoring bearing and oil temperatures were not aware of
the maximum temperature limits on the pump being monitored.

Minor discrepancies such as broken valve indicators and small leaks

were not documented either on the test summary or on a maintenance
form.

Pump performance curve supplied by the manufacturer referenced only
one of the four component cooling water pump serial numbers.
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An interim exit interview was held on October 26, 1932, with the Technical
Superintendent and his staff to discuss the inspector's testing concerns.
The Technical Superintendent acknowledged the inspector's findings and
stated the concerns would be addressed.

The inspector observed portions of the initial pump run of Decay Heat
Removal Pump 2P-60A. The concerns described in the previous paragraph
(except for item d which was not applicable for this test) had been
satisfactorily resolved for this test. The test was stopped after 90
minutes of pump run time due to high suction differential pressure (DP)
indicating a clogged suction strainer. 0il and bearing temperatures had
not stabilized adequately to satisfy test acceptance criteria. The
strainers were cleaned and replaced and the test restarted. The test
was completed satisfactorily on November 13, 1982.

Drawing C-45

The following concerns were discussed with the licensee regarding the
staff's review of drawing C-45:

a. The perimeter and baffle dikes adjacent to the Emergency Cooling
Water Reservior (ECWR) were not included as "Q" on the drawing.
The licensee subsequently agreed to define these two areas as Q.

b. The licensee was requested to confirm in writing that no seismic
Category I underground utilities extend beyond the "Q" bounds of
drawing C-45.

&, The licensee was also requested to put a note on drawing C-45
indicating that the tunnel under the turbine building was "Q".

The above concerns will be reviewed during subsequent inspections.

Auxiliary Building Instruments

While reviewing the baseline readings on the auxiliary building instru-
mentation, the inspectors observed that the Electrical Penetration Area
(EPA) outboard wings appeared to be moving upwards while the remaining
deep seated absolute vertical readings were downward. The licensee was
requested to provide an explanation of the significance of the Auxiliary
Building movements. Two meetings on the subject have already been held
on site and future discussions are planned.

The upward movement of the EPA outboard wings appeared to be caused by

& decrease in the ambient temperatuie. The licensee was requested to
define the correlation between temperature and upward movement and deter-
mine if a correction factor should Le incorporated into future EPA in-
strumentation datsa.
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24.

25.

26.

Review of Remedial Soils Requalification Activities

During this inspection the inspector reviewed the results of the written
examinations administered to 19 QC inspectors. These written examinations,
which tested the inspectors on QC programmatic requirements, were adminis-
tered as part of the requalification program initiated by the licensee in
integrating all QC functions under Consumers Power Company control. Of
the 19 inspectors who were administered the examination, two inspectors
failed the examination. The inspector informed the licensee that all pre-
vious inspections performed by these two inspectors were required to be
reinspected. The licensee agreed to perform the reinspection.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

Perimeter Dike Armor Stone

During a plant tour the inspectors noted that the licensee was replacing
riprap protection for the eastern perimeter dike. The inspectors deter-
mined that the new armor stone appeared to have weak clay-shale seams in
most of the pieces. This was ccnfirmed by dropping # few pieces and

observing them break apart. The licensee was informed of the inspeccor's
concerns.

Subsequently, the inspector was informed by the licensee that the rock
did not meet the freeze-thaw and gradation requirements of Specification
C-209. The inspector was informed that the nonconforming armor stone
would be removed from the site.

The requirement that the perimeter and baffle dikes adjacent to the
ultimate heat sink be covered by the QA plan is delineated in the

May 25, 1982, NRC to licensee letter and in Section 2.5.6.1 of the SER.
The inspectors determined that the licensee had purchased the armor stone
without establishing controls over the procurement and installationm.

The failure to translate applicable regulatory requirements into design
documents was considered to be in noncompliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix
B, Criterion III as described in the Notice of Violation.
(50-329/82-22-26; 50-330/82-22-26)

Subsequent to the inspectors’' identification of the matter, the licensee
agreed to have all necessary "Q" controls in place before proceeding with
additional armor stone placement.

Site Tours

At periodic intervals during the report period, tours of essentially all
site areas were performed. These tours were intended to assess the
cleanliness of the site; storage conditions of equipment and piping being
used in site construction; the potential for fire or other hazards which
might have a deleterious effect on personnel and equipment; and to witness
construction activities in progress. A system walkdown was performed of
portions of the Diesel Generator and Primary Makeup System. ¥
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Independent Assessment of Auxiliary Building Underpinning

The inspectors reviewed the weekly reports (attached) submitted by
Stone and Webster Engineering Corporation to document the results

of the independent assessment of Auxiliary Building underpinning
activities. No significant concerns were identified in these reports.

Open Items

Open items are matters not otherwise categorized in the report that
require followup during future inspections. Open items disclosed during
this inspection are discussed in Section 4.d and 11.

Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required
in order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items or items of non-
compliance. Unresolved items disclosed during this inspection are dis-
cussed in Sections 5, 6.c, 6.d, 9, 10.d, and 14.b.

Exit Interview

The inspectors met with licensee representatives (denoted under Persons
Contacted) on October 15, 22, 26, 28, November 10 and 23, 1982. The
inspectors summarized the scope and findings of the inspection. The
licensee acknowledged the information.

Enforcement Conference

On January 18, 1983, an enforcement conference was held in the Region
III Glen Ellyn office between Messrs. James G. Keppler, A. B. Davis,
members of the Region III Midland Section, Mr. J. H. Sniezek of 1IE,

and Messrs. J. Selby, J. Cook and others of the licensee's staff. The
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 IPIN issue, members of the
Midland Section subsequently interviewed thirteen QC inspectors to deter-
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.
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 111
799 ROOSEVELY ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 60137

FEB 8 1983

Docket No. 50-329
Docket No. 50-330
EA 83-3

Consumers Power Cocmpany
ATIN: Mr. John D. Selby
President
212 West Michigan Avenue

Jackson, MI 49201

Gentlemen:

This letter refers to the special inspection conducted by the Office of Special
Cases, Midland Section, of this office on October 12 - November 25, 1982, and
on January 19-21, 1983 of activities 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 inspection were discussed with you on November 10 and 23,
1982, on January 21, 1983 at the conclusion of the inspection and on January 18,
1983 in the Region III office during an enforcement conference between you and
others of your staff and me and others of the NRC staff.

The inspection was primarily a physical inspection of installed equipment to
verify conformance to approved drawings and specifications. The results of the
inspection indicate a breakdown in the implementation of your quality assurance
program as evidenced by numerous examples of noncompliance with nine of the
eighteen different criteria as set forth in 10 CFR 50, Appendix B. The breakdown
was caused by personnel who failed to follow procedures, drawings, and specifi-
cations; by first line supervisors and field engineers who failed to identify and
correct unacceptable work; by construction management who failed to call for
quality control inspections in a timely manner, allowing a backlog of almost
16,000 inspections to develop; and by quality assurance personnel who failed to
identify the problems and ensure that corrective actions were taken. As a
result, you failed to fulfill your primary responsibility under Criterion 1 of
Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 to assure the execution of a quality assurance program.
In addition, of particular concern to the NRC is the fact that quality control
(QC) supervisors instructed QC inspectors to suspend inspections if excessive
deficiencies were found during the performance of inspections. Consequently,

not all observed deficiencies were reported, and complete inspections were not
performed by all QC inspectors after the reported deficiencies were corrected.

I understand that, because of our findings, you have inspected other areas of
the plant and found similar deficiencies. As a result of our findings, your
findings, and your assessment of the overall project, you halted certain safety-
related work at the Midland site, reduced the work force by approximately 1100
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Consumers Power Company -

people, committed to building cleanup and system layup, committed to organize
teams of construction and engineering personnel responsible for the completion
of one or more plant systems, and committed to reinspect safety-related systems.
I expect that you will also conduct an inspection to determine the extent to
which QC supervisors at the Midland site have been instructing QC inspectors

to limit findings of deficiencies and the extent to which QC inspectors have
been conducting reinspections based only on reported deficiencies.

To emphasize the need for CPCo management to ensure implementation of an effec-
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 Violation that is enclosed with this letter. The violations in the
Notice have been categorized as Severity Level III violations in accordance with
the General Statement of Policy and Procedure for Enforcement Actions, Appendix

C of 10 CFR 2. The base value for a Severity Level III violation is $40,000.
However, as a result of your past enforcement history involving quality assurance
and the multiple examples of QC deficiencies for the areas inspected, the base
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 describe

the results of your inspections to determine the extent to which QC supervisors
instructed QC inspectors to limit findings of deficiencies, the systems affected,
and your corrective actions to ensure that all affected systems are adequately
reinspected. Your 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. PL 96-511.

Sincerely,

> K

ames G. Keppler
Regional Administrator

Enclosure:
Notice of Violation and
Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION

AND

PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES

Consumers Power Company Docket Nos. 50-329
Midland Nuclear Power Plant 50-330
Units 1 and 2 ; Permit Nos. CPPR-81
CPPR-82
EA 83-3

As a result of the inspections conducted at the Midland Nuclear Plant on
October 12 - November 25, 1982 and January 19 - 21, 1983, the violations of
10 CFR 50, Appendix B listed below were identified. These violations demon-
strate that you failed to exercise adequate oversight and control of your
Principal contractor, to whom you had delegated the work 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.

As described in item A, QC supervisors instructed QC inspectors to suspend an
inspection if an excessive number of deficiencies was observed. Consequently,
there was no assurance that a complete inspection was being performed after
the reported deficiencies were corrected and we have found several instances
in which final QC inspections were based on only the limited deficiencies
reported during the initial inspection. In addition, this failure to report
all identified deficiencies resulted in incorrect data being fed into your
Trend Analysis Program, inhibiting your ability to determine the rcot cause
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 identify 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 were taken.

In order to emphasize the need for improvements in your control of your quality

assurance program, we propose to impose civil penalties in the cumulative amount
of One Hundred Twenty Thousand Dollars ($120,000).

In accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C) 47 FR
9987 (March 9, 1982), and pursuant to Section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended ("Act"), 42 U.S.C. 2282, PL 96-295, and 10 CFR 2.205, the
particular violations and the associated civil penalties are set forth below:
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CIVIL PENALTY VIOLATIONS

A.

10 CFR 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 instructions,
procedures and drawings for accomplishing the activity."

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV requires, in part, "Measures
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, Revision 12,
Paragraph 1.0, requires, in part, "Items, services or activities which

are deficient in characteristic, 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.
Nonconforming items are controlled to prevent their inadvertent installa-
tion or use. Nonconforming items and activities are recorded and are
considered for corrective action to prevent recurrence...."

Contrary to the above, during the inspection conducted between October 12 -
November 25, 1982 and January 19-21, 1983, 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 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 in-
specters to limit the number of nonconformances documented during an in-
spection. This directive was verified by discussions with QC inspectors.
Several QC inspec.ors 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 addition, corrective actions were
not implemented to prevent recurrence of these nonconformances.

This is a Severity Level III violation (Supplement II)
(Civil Penalty - $60,000)

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion II requires holders of comstruction per-
mits for nuclear power plants to document, by written policies, procedures,
or instructions, & quality assurance program which complies with the re-
quirements of Appendix B for all activities affecting the quality of
safety-related structures, systems, and components and to implement that
program in accordance with those documents.
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Cuntrary 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 B as evidenced by the following examples:

3.

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V requires, in part, "Activities
affecting quality shall 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."

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-
tions, procedures...and other forms of documents."

Contrary to the above, the following instances of failure to
accomplish activities affecting quality in accordance with instruc-
tions, procedures, specifications, or drawing requirements were
identified:

a. Installation of diesel generator engine control panels 1C111,
1C112, 2C111, and 2C112 was not in accordance with the require-
ments delineated on foundation Drawing 7220-M18-250 in that
the foundation belt washers required Ly the subject drawing
were not installed.

b. Unscheduled pull box associated with conduits 2BNCO6, 2BNOO7,
and 2BDA002 was not sized in accordance with the requirements
delineated on Sheet 42 of Drawing E-42 in that the 12" x 12" x 6"
as-built dimensions of the subject pull box did not conform to
the 134" x 12" x 6" dimension requirements delineated on Sheet
42 of Drawing E-42.

¢. The 1'-10" wall to support dimension required by raceway support
Drawing E-796(Q), Sheet 2 of 2, Revision 5, for hanger No. 86
was not correctly translated into the as-built installation of
the subject hanger in that the as-built wall to support dimension
was 2'-14" in lieu of the required 1'-10".

d. The 6'-6" wall to support dimension required by raceway 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 dimen-
sion was 5'-5" in lieu of the required 6'-§".
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e. The inspectors identified high strength steel plate placed
in the laydown area which was not marked with the material
type and grade as required by Field Instruction FIG-9.60(,
Revision 1.

f. The inspectors identified various stock steel shapes in the
"Q" aree with yellow-colored paint on the ends (indicating
the material was non "Q") and various steel stock shapes in
the non "Q" area without painted ends (indicating "Q" material),
contrary to the requirements of Field Instruction FIG-9.600,
Revision 1.

& The slots in the muffler support plates were not machined but
were determined to be irregular and flame cut, leaving rough
slot edges not in conformance with design Drawing M18-425(5)-1.

h. Jacking plates were not installed beneath the center support
plates of Bay 1 diesel generator muffler as required by Drawing
M18-250-6.

i.  Procedure FID-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 a
complete quality record.

j. Field Sketch CY-1035 which illustrated the bottom gusset plates
for HVAC fan supports was not identified as "Q", nor was there
a reference to the affected drawing on the sketch as required
by Procedure FPD-5.000, "Preparation of Field Sketches."

k. Procedure FPD-5.000, "Preparation of Field Sketches,” Revision
1 did not require design drawings to reference appropriate
field sketches to ensure a complete quality record.

B The eight bracing top gusset plates identified on Draving 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 as-built gusset plate connections in Bay 1 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.
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n. None of the sixteen 3" bracing angles identified on Drawing
C-1004 were constructed utilizing 4" material. This change
was neither reviewed nor properly authorized.

0. Drawing C-1004, Detail 2, required the W10 beam-to-beam connec-
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.

P The column cover plate identified on FCR-C4401 was not con-
structed in Bay No. 3 as required. The plate was slotted
instead of solid as required. This change was neither re-
viewed nor properly authorized.

q. A section (approximately 18 x 10 x & inches deep) of the
primary containwent wall in Containment Purge Room 702 was
removed (by chipping) without obtaining approval as required
by FIG-1-111, Revision 4, Concrete Driiiing Permit.

2. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III requires, in part, "Measures
shall be established to assure that applicable regulatory require-
ments and the design basis are correctly translated into specifica-
tions, drawings, procedures, and instructions. Measures shall also
be 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 components. 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 organization 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 performing 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 design
responsibility."

Contrary to the above:

a. Measures were not established for the selection and review for
suitability of application of "Q" materials associated with the
diesel generator exhaust muffler in that design drawings and
specifications did not indicate the material identity of the
installed muffler saddle supports and plates. :
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(8]

b. Design Drawing C-147 required bolted bracing connections for
the diesel generator building HVAC bracing gusset plates.
Field Sketch CY-1035 was used to change the design to welded
connections in lieu of the specified bolted connections. This
design change was neither properly reviewed nor approved.

¢. Design Drawings C-1004 and C-147 did not specify the sizes of
the diesel generator building HVAC fan gusset plates. A "combo"
shop work order request was used to design the gusset plates
without appropriate review and approval.

d. The licensee failed to analyze the four diesel generator
building monorails as seismic Category I as described in
their commitment to Regulatory Guide 1.29, in Appendix 3A
of the FSAR.

e. The licensee designed and constructed thirty-two diesel gener-
ator building exhaust system hangers without ensuring that
the applicable requirements for ""Q" components were included
in the design documents.

£. The licensee purchased armor stone for a "Q" portion of the
perimeter dike without translating the applicable regulatory

requirements into appropriate specifications and design
documents.

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VII requires, in part, "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 or subcontractor
source, and examination of products upon delivery."

Consumers Power Quality Assurance Program Policy 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...
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 1C111, 1C112, 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 the highest industrial standards of design and

E
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workmanship." An NRC inspection on October 15, 1982 identified the
following examples ¢f defective terminations of 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 Ki lead on the Relay Tach device had two broken strands
resulting in a potential short circuit between the K1 lead and
an adjacent conductor.

S. The 1- lead on the CB-1 device did not have all strands inserted
into the compression lug.

4. 10 CFR 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 for
accomplishing the activity."

Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program Policy Ne. 10,
Revision 12, Section 1.0 states, in part, "Inspection and surveillance
are performed to assure that activities affecting quality comply with
documented...design documents...inspection and surveillance are
performed according to written instructions."

Contrary to the above:

a. An inspection program was not established to ensure segregation
of cables installed in horizontal trays which used metal dividers
to segregate control and instrumentation 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
B.1.(1) through (o) of this Notice of Violation. These noncon-
formances were associated with installation of the diesel
generator building HVAC fan support steel.

5. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XIII requires, in part, "Measures
shall be established to control the...cleaning and preservation of
material and equipment in accordaace with work and inspection in-
structions to prevent damage or deterioration. When necessary for
particular products, special protective environments...shal! be
specified."
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Consumars Power Company Quality Assurance Program Policy 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 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion IX requires, in part, "Measures
shall be established to assure that special processes, including
welding, heat-treating, and nondestructive testing, are controlled...."

Consumers 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 the
item...accomplish these processes under controlled conditions in
accordance with applicable codes, standards and specifications
using qualified procedures, equipment and personnel." Paragraph
3.3 states, in part, "...Personnel performing special processes
maintain records to varify that the required activities were
accomplished in accordance with qualified procedures by gualified
personnel."

Contrary to the above, during welding of the diesel generator
building exhaust piping hanger support steel, the licensee did
not verify preheat of existing safety-related structural steel
to a temperature of 70°F as required by site specifications and
the AWS 1974 Code.

7. 10 CFR 50, 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 1-652-2-25(Q) were not controlled utilizing
the Site Document Control Center.
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8. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV requires in part, "Measures
shall be established to control materials, parts, or components
which do not conform to requirements in order to prevent their
inadvertea* use or installation."

Consumers Power Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 15, Revision

12, Paragraph 1.0, states, in part, "Items, services or activities
which are deficient in characteristic, documentation or procedure
which renders the quality unacceptable or indeterminate and which is
considered significant to safety are identified as nonconformances.
Nonconforming items...are identified by marking, tagging, segregating
or by documentation. Nonconforming items are controlled to prevent
their inadvertent installation or use. Nonconforming items and acti-
vities are recorded and are considered for corrective action to
prevent recurrence....'

Contrary to the above:

a. Measures were not established or implemented to determine if
materials ultimately restricted (per Nonconformance Report
No. 3266) from installation or use in ASME Class I systems
were actually installed or used in Class I systems.

b. As of November 10, 1982, two nonconforming conditions identi-
fied 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 FSAR. (See item 2.d.)

This is a Severity Level III violation (Supplement II).
(Civil Penalty - $60,000)

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Consumers Power Company is hereby
required to submit to the Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement,

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555 and a copy to the
Regional Administrator, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Ragion III, 799
Roosevelt Road, Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137, within 30 days of the date of
this Notice a written statement or explanaticn, including for each alleged
violation: (1) admission or denial of the alleged viclation; (2) the reasons
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for the violation, if admitted; (3) the corrective steps which have been
taken and the results achieved; (4) the corrective steps which will be taken
to avoid further violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will be
achieved. Consideration 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 be submitted under oath or affirmation.

Within the same time as provided for the response required above under 10
CFR 2.201, Consumers Power Company may pay the civil penalties in the cumu-
lative amount of $120,000 or may protest imposition of the civil penalties,
in whole or in part, by a written answer. Should Consumers Power Company
fail to answer within the time specified, the Director, Office of Inspection
and Enforcement will issue an order imposing the civil penalties proposed
above. Should Consumers Power Company elect to file an answer in accordance
~with 10 CFR 2 205 protesting the civil penalties, such answer may: (1) deny
the violations listed in this Notice, in whole or in part; (2) 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 proposed
penalties, the five factors contained in Section IV(B) of 10 CFR Part 2,
Appendix C should be addressed. Any written answer in accordance with 10
CFR 2.205 should be set forth separately from the statement or explanation
in reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, but may incorporate 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 CFR 2.205, regarding the procedures for imposing a
civil penalty.

Upon failure to pay any civil penalties due, which have been subsequently
determined in accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFR 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.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Regional Administrator

Dated at Glen Ellyn, Illinois
this g%day February of 1983
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MIDLAND ENERGY CENTER PROJECT -

DOCKET NO 50-329 AND 50-330 - MIDLAND PROJECT RESPONSE

TO NRC NOTICE OF VIOLATION EA83-3 DATED FEBRUARY 8, 1983 -
FILE 0485.16 SERIAL 21775

Attached is Consumers Power Company's (CP Co) Response to the Notice of
Violation ("Notice") transmitted by J G Keppler's February 8, 1983 letter to

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 penalty under
the General Statement of Policy and Procedure for Enforcement Actions
47FED.REG. 9987 March 9, 1982 (Attachment 3).

Attachment 1, in addition to specifically providing the items of information
requested on page 9 of the "Noti-e", 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 (when multiple 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
reinspection to reported deficiencies. As noted in Attachment 2, the Company
admits to the noncompliances listed under Violatiom B.

The Company admits the two violations and does not contest the basis for
imposing a civil penalty, although we respectfully request that the NRC
reconsider the amount of the penalty in light of the corrective actions the
Company has taken, as set forth more fully in Attachment 3. In late 1982,
upon receipt of preliminary information concerning NRC inspection findings,
the Company took major 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 and, as part of an overall program revised production and

——— —
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quality processes, changed and realigned the management team, and expanded
project resources to complete 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 Completion Program. We are confident that as we
implement these corrective actions the Midland Project will achieve compliance

with regulatory requirements.

JWC/JEB/d1lm

CC J G Keppler
J W Cook, P26-336B
R Warnick, NRC Region III
W D Shafer, NRC Region III
R N Gardoner, NRC Region III
Cook, NRC Resident Inspector Midland Site
andsman, NRC Region III

RJ
RBL
B L Burgess, NRC Midland Site
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CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY
Midland Units 1 and 2
Docket No 50-329, 50-330

Letter Serial 21775 Dated 3-10~-83

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
the response to Notice of Violationm.

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY

By /s/ J W Cook
J W Cook, Vice President
Projects, Engineering and Construction

Sworn and subscribed before me this 10th day of March 1983 .

[s/ Patricia A Priiex
Notary Public
Bay County, Michigan

My Commission Expires 3-4-86
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ATTACHMENT 1

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION ITEM A

STATEMENT OF VIOLATION (Item A)

"NRC inspectors determined that quality control inspectors were not
documenting as nonconformances all of the deficiencies which they obs=arved
during their inspections. Inspections were suspended by the QC inmspector 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 QC
inspectors. 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 noncouforming items. In addition, corrective actions were
not implemented to prevent recurrence of these nonconformances."

SUMMARY OF RESPONSE TO VIOLATION (Item A)

1. 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 inspections 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
procedures defining responsibilities of Quality Control Engineer's, (QCEs)
signing off on Inspection Report activities; (3) lack of full under-
standing among all QCEs of responsibilities for inspecting all multiple
items before closing IR line activities when conducting follow-up
inspections on activities subject to an IPIN.

3. Corrective action in place is as follows: IPINs have been discontinued at
the Midland site. QCEs have been instructed by memorandum to complete all
activities which have been submitted for inspection regardless of number
of uonconforming conditions observed and to document findings on noncon-
formance reports (NCR's).

4. Planned or in-process corrective actions:

(a) Procedures PSP €.) and PSP 3.2 are being revised in accordance with
the direction given in Paragraph 3 above.

(b) QCEs will be trained in the revision to the procedures in accordance
with the geueral trairing procedure B-3M-1. During this training,
emphasis will be placed on the requirement described in Paragraph 3
above.

mi0283-0357a100-12
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(¢) All closed inspection report activities upor which IPIN's have been
issued will be verified. An investigation of Deficiency Reports* is
ongoing to determine whether closed Inspectior Reports were affected
by this problem.

5. Dates for full compliance
Item a - by March 22, 1983
Item b - start training April 1, 1983

Item ¢ - as part of the verification step in the Comstruction Completion
Program

DETAILED RESPONSE
Background Information

Inspection activities are defined in specific instructioms, Project Quality
Control Instructions (PQCIs). These instructions describe how inspections are
carried out and the attributes to be inspected. Each inspection activity is
documented on an "Inspection Report,” (IR) which contains blank spaces to be
initialed by the individual Quality Control Engineer (QCE) who conducts this
inspection and only after completing the inspection activity. There is a one-
to-one correspondence between activities defined in the PQCI and listed on the
IR. When all activities on the IR are appropriately initialed, the IR is
reviewed and "closed out" by a Quality Control Engineer Level II by signing on
a designated line on the IR's last page.

In-Process Inspection Notices (IPINs), instituted on June 1, 1981, were one of
two basic types of reports used to document nonconforming conditions observed
during primary inspections at the Midland jobsite. IPINs could be used to
document deficiencies which were found prior to acceptance of completed work.
Nonconformance Reports (NCR), the other basic means of formally reporting
nonconforming conditions, were used either before or after acceptance of
completed work.

If, during the course of an imspection activity, a QCE found a deficiency, he
was required to document the condition. Prior to June 1, 1981, procedures
specifically allowed a QCE to return certain deficiencies to comstruction
without documentation, providing the deficiency could be corrected within the
same shift. The procedures would not allow the QCE to initial the space
corresponding to such an activity on the IR unless and until the deficiency
was corrected by project comnstruction or the condition had been properly
recorded on an NCR. Activities on an IR that were not initialed were said to
be "open." Because the activity could not be "closed" until correction of any
identified problem (or submission of an NCR), the "open" activity formed a
basis for controlling deficiencies identified during inspections.

* The Deficiency Report ("DR") is a predecessor document to IPINs, and is
such is under investigation to determine if corrective action regarding
it is warranted.

mi0283-0357a100~-12
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The IFIN procedure was designed to provide construction with prompt feedback
of information concerning deficiencies or incomplete work. A copy of all
IPINs was sent immediately after issuance to construction for disposition.
When construction made necessary corrections, the IPIN was returned to Quality
Control, indicating that the hardware was ready for further inspection.
Subsequent inspections which determined that the problem documented on the
IPIN had not been corrected, or that other nonconforming conditions existed,
would result in further IPINs or NCRs. In any case, an IR activity would
remain open until QC had verified all problems were corrected or an NCR was
submitted.

The particular practice giving rise to the Notice of Violation involved the
termination of inspection activities when multiple nonconforming conditions
were observed part way through an inspection. If a QCE conducting an initial
inspection determined that parts or components covered by a given inspecticn
activity had a large number of nonconforming conditions, he had the option to
terminate his inspection before completing the activity, document the
deficiencies observed to that point on an IPIN and return the hardware to
construction ("the returm option"). Region III determined that items not
inspected initially when this return optinn 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 an
IPIN, the IPIN was transmitted to Quality Control for further inspectionms.
Procedures then required that the QCE inspect the hardware to determine 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
activity, a QCE would have to inspect not only those hardware items written up
on the IPIN, but also all others which he had net satisfied himself as being
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. Regioa III also faulted the
process by pointing out that items beyond those noted on an IPIN which were
corrected by construction following a return of the item z{ter a partial
inspection were not itemized and submitted for trending analysis.

CPCo INVESTIGATION FINDINGS AND RESPONSE TO NRC OUESTIONS

The Notice of Violation asks the Company t: . 'ct an inspection to determine
(1) the extent to which QC supervisors ' . : » land site have been instruc-
ting QC inspectors te lignit findings of - ies and (2) the extent to
which G© inspectors have beea conducting rexnspe( fons based only on reported
deficiencies.

The Company was informed on January 18, 1983, that the use of the IPIN was a
major NRC concern. In respsanse to this meeting on inspection findings a task
force was chartered to start an immediate janvestigation. The t»sk force was
compored of a3 project attorney and two consultants.

When the NRC inspection report uan.received on February 8, 1983, the task

force was directed to carry out tue specific inspection requested by NRC. The
task force work involved interviews with all QC supervisory personnel and a

mi0283-0357a100-12
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majority of the QCE staff. The task force also debriefed the 13 QCEs
interviewed by Region III.

It reviewed and evaluated existing quality assurance and quality control
procedures and instructions, in light of other information obtained. Finally,
in conjunction 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 IPIN's at
the Midland site.

Virtually all nuclear comstruction 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 comstruction,
reworked, and then reinspected by QC to verify the implcmentation 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 "rsturn 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, co the extent deficiencies existed in the
uninspected portion 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
disciplines elected not to use it in their particular area.

The return option, by itself, would not result in a missed inspection covered
by a closed IR activity, so long as the inspector closing out the IR satisfied
himself that all items not encompassed by the IPIN and included in the
activity were inspected, either by him or by the previous 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 some other means. The Company found
that the answers provided by some individuals indicated a lack of a full
understanding of the requirement to satisfy themselves that all items had been
inspected before closing out an IR activity subject to an IPIN. The IPIN
procedures did not specify exactly how a return option should be handled,
either initially or in closing out IR activities, and thus may have
contributed to any 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
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closure of IR activities are corrected, and will retrain QCEs, emphasizing
their responsibilities to conduct full, complete inspections and document all
deficiencies before signing off IR activities. The Company also decided to
discontinue the "return option" at Midland and require that all initial
inspections be completed with non-conforming conditions fully documented. The
IPIN form has also been eliminated and all deficiencies will be documented on
a revised NCR form. (The particular findings of the extensive Company
investigation into the use of IPINs are recited more fully below under
responses to the NRC's questions contained in the Notice of Violation.)

Question 1

"Determine the extent to which QC Supervisors at the Midland 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
which QC Inspectors were instructed not to completely inspect activities
prior Lo turning work back to construction. A second aspect relates to
directions, if any, given to QCEs, not to document deficiencies actually
observed. Regarding the first aspect, the Company found that QCEs were
directed to use a "return option" which resulted in ipitial inspection
activities not being completed. With regard to the second aspect of the
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.

The QC management interviewed by the task force stated that the option was
intended to provide a means for returning work to comstruction and avoid
occupying QCE's time punchlisting work for construction. There was no intent
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
stated either that the option was not applicable to their activity, or that
they had not used it for other reasons. Of the latter, one stated that he had
never been told to use the return option.

Two stated that their group had used it only infrequently. One of these
understood that all observed deficiencies were to be documented but could not
recall whether he had so instructed his group. The other indicated that the
only instance when an inspection was halted before completion was when it was
obvious that cable insulation damage would require a completely new
termination. In this instance the inspection for other termination
deficiencies would not be performed, but the observed damage would be
documented.

Three individuals indicated regular use of the option. One stated that he had
instructed his subordinates to document all observed nonconformances, one
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could not recall giving specific instructions but knew that his subordinate's
practice was to document all observed nonconformances and one knew that that
was the proper practice, assimed that his subordinates did it that way, but
could not recall whether he had so instructed them.

Two other individuals were relatively new in the position. One indicated that
it was his practice to document everything observed but that it had not been
the practice of his predecessor (nc longer at the plant). The other continued
the practice of his previous supervisor to document all observations.

The task force found that from a quarter to a half of the individual
inspectors (QCEs) contacted, depending on the discipline, were aware of and
made use of a "return option". A few individuals stated that they documented
some, but not all, deficiencies observed in an inspection in which the return
option was used.*

The company's corrective action on this point is described above. The company
considers it of fundamental importance that all QCEs and supervisors
understand the requirement to document deficiencies observed when an item has
been submitted for inspection rather than using an "oral" communication
process. This aspect will be emphasized in training on the new procedures.

Question 2

"Determine the extent to which QC inspectors have been conducting re-
inspections based only on reported deficiencies."

The Company determined, based upon investigation, that almost all QCEs at
Midland were completing their inspections properly. However, because a few
individuals may not have completed inspections fully, the Company concluded
that the NRC inspection finding was valid.

The precise question to be addres:ed here is whether and to what extent QCEs
closed out inspection record activities subject to IPINs which do not
encompass the entire activity, without fully inspecting the activity. The

* Approximately one-half of the QCEs contacted also indicated that in some
circumstances they allowed repairs or reworks to take place within a fixed
period of time without documenting the deficiences observed during the

initial inspection. Virtually all of those utilizing this practice had been °

advised by their supervisors to do so.

This practice was specifically allowed prior to June 1, 1981, and through
an apparent lack of clear communication continued after the option was
removed from QC procedures on this date. The upper tier policy document
allowed the practice cn a one shift basis until February 1983. Since
this practice would not lead to missed inspections with regard to

use of IPINS, it was not addressed further as part of the task force
investigation. An NCR was written on December 10, 1982 regarding the
optional practice aot to document deficiencies corrected during a one
shift period; MPQAD will further track and disposition this issue
utilizing the results of the task force investigation.
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IPIN task force determined that although a few individuals stated they would
not necessarily reinspect all items before closing out the IR activity. There

were several reasons for this response. Some would not lead to an inspection
miss.

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. Others
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 inspection of all other items was documented. Thus, in
specific circumstances an iaspector following all applicable procedures could
have limited his reinspection to hardware items encompassed by the IPIN and
accomplished a complete inspection of the activity. Only a few individuals
appeared to lack sufficient understarding 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. Although the task
force's conclusions on this question were more positive than NRC's from a
statistical standpocint, the task force concluded that NRC's inspection finding
and notice of violation were valid.

It is the Company's conclusion that the cause of this violation was unclear

management direction regarding documentation associated with use of the
"return option".
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ATTACHMENT 2

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION ITEM B

OVERVIEW

As a resrnit of the Company's assessment of overall project status in the fall
of 1982 and based on information regarding the identified findings from NRC
inspections and their generic implications, Project management carefully
evaluated the needs for corrective actions. The Construction Completion
Program \CCP) was conceived to address all identified concerns and to achieve
desired improvements in project performance.

The project presented the Construction Completion Program concept to

Region III personnel on December 2, 1982 after having initiated action to
implement the plan the previous day. A description of the CCP was sent to the
NRC in 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.

The specific portions of the CCP that address the generic implications of the
NRC Diesel Generator Building Inspection are as follows:

A. System Team Organization

The organization for completion of construction is being reorgznized to
emphasize a systems approach. A team made up of construction and
engineering personnel (with close QC coordination) will be assigued to
complete all work on a specific system or systems. This team concept will
also be applied to remaining area work.

The team concept provides for very close coordination between ail major
activities required to produce and demonstrate a quality product. The
development of this orgaaization involves a review of existing field
procedures and preparation of improved 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
inspection as the work proceeds. The team members will be trained in the
new procedures.

An 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.
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A2-2

The specific NRC inspection findings* covered by this activity are:
B-1b, B-1lc, B-1d, B-1h, B-1j, B-11 through p, B-1q, B~4a and B-6.

B. Review PQC.'s and Update As Required

The procedures for carrying out inspections (PQCI's) are being reviewed to
insure all important inspection attributes are specifically described and,
to the extent practicable, all reference material is incorporated directly
in the PQCI.

The specific NRC iﬁspection report findings covered by this activity are:
B-la, B-1b, B-lc, B-4a, B-4b and B-8a.

C. Review the Inspection Process (See 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 conditi.ns are properly identified and tracked.

2. The process for providing instructions for construction activities
ensures all required inspections are performed when required.

The specific NRC inspection report findings covered by this activity are:
B-11-p, B-4b, B-8b(1) and B-8b(2)

D. QC Training and Certification

The QC Department has been reorganized under direct Consumers Power
Company control. All QC personnel have been or are undergoing a training
program leading o 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. P:Q;gam Reviews

General QA Program ceviews have been initiated in the areas identified
below in addition to the specific responses required from the inspections
findings. The results of these reviews and any requirements for program
revision will be incorporated ia CCP activities.

1. Receipt Inspection Review covers findings B-1g aad B-3.

2. Material Traceability Review covers findings B-le, B-1f, B-2a and
B-8a. ;

*Findings are identified by the item designation in the Notice of Violaticn
transmitted by the NRC and letter of February 8, 1983 J G Keppler to J D Selby.
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3. Design and Document Control Review covers findings B-1i, B-1j, B-1k,
B-2b, B-2c, B-2e, B-5 and B-7.
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:

**Note on inspection backlog.

The Company specifically reviewed the NRC concern regarding, "...a backlog
of almost 16,000 inspectioms...", the status of inspection records (IR) as
of November 26, 1982 wes actually as follows:

IR Issued 19C¢,000; IR Closed 174,000; IR "Open" 16,000

The 16,000 "Open" IR are categ -ized as follows:

(1)

(2)
(2)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Opened in anticipaticn of an inspection request but comstruction not
yet ready for inspection, 7,200,

Fully ready for inspection, 1,200.

Open but waiting for next complete step in ronstructiomn, 5,700.
Open pending NCR/IPIN disposition, 800.

Open pending Level III approval, 700.

Miscellaneous, 400.

Therefore, the actual backlog of inspections is more correctly identified
by the 1,200 IRs where construction is done and waiting for inspection.
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NOV Item B - 1.a (82-22-02A)

"Installation of diesel generator engine control panmels 1C112, 2C111, and
2C112 was not in accordance with the requirements delineated on foundationm
Drawing 7220-M18-250 in that the foundation bolt washers required by the
subject drawing were not installed."

1. The violation is admitted, in part.

2. (1a)
(2a)
3. (la)
(1b)
(2a)

No Electrical or Civil QC instruction required specific verification
of the bevelled washer installation. Therefore, documented proof
that bevelled washers were installed could not be provided since the
foundation is grouted. (bevel washers)

The inspection records for panels 1C-112, 2C-111 and 2C-112 are open
with attributes such as washers and torquing not yet inspected.
Therefore, this is not a violation. (flat washers)

NCR M01-9-7-138 was written by MPQAD on October 15, 1982 to document
the non-conformance and was closed on December 8, 1982. (bevel
washers)

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 FCR was approved
November 23, 1982. (bevel washers)

Due to insufficient 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.
(flat washers)

4. Electrical and Civil PQCI's will be reviewed and revised as applicable to
include specific verification for mounting requirements and will incor-
porate applicable hold points.

5. QC inspection plan E-6.0 and C-1.10 (if required) shall be modified to
incorporate full inspection and hold points for all un- _astalled
electrical equipment by March 28, 1983 and required training to the
revised plan is scheduled for completion by April 11, 1983. (bevel
washers)
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NOV Item B - 1.b (82-22-02B)

"Unscheduled pull box associated with conduits 2BN006, 2BNN07, and 2BDA002 was
not sized in accordance with the requirements delineated on Sheet 42 of
Drawing E~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" dimension requirements
delineated on Sheet 42 of Drawing 42."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. (1) Failure of Field Engineering to specify correct size pull box for
Coastruction to install.

(2) Failure of QC, during inspection of conduits 2BN006, 2BN0OO7 and
2BDA002, to identify non-conforming condition.

3. FCR E-3157 was written on November 8, 1982 and approved on November 17,
1982. This FCR clarified the intent of E-42(Q) SH 42 to include minimum
bend 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 written by MPQAD on March 7, 1983.

4. (1) PQCI E-1.0 will be revised to verify and record pvll box size and
bend radius of cable will be verified on applicable PQCI's.

(2) Team training programs, required by the Construction Completion
Program, will emphasize the importance of following all requirements
of design documents. :

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 Construction Completion Program.
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NOV Item B - 1.c (82-22-02C)

"The 1'-10" wall to support dimension required by raceway support Drawing
E-796(Q), Sheet 2 of 2, Revision 5, for hanger No. 86 was not correctly
translated into the as-built installation of the subject hanger in that the

as-built wall to support dimension was 2'-1 1/2" in lieu of the required
1.’10"."

1. The viclation is admitted.

2. Craft, Supervision, Field Engineering and QC did not provide 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. FCN E-7040 was written to approve installed conditions and has been
incorporated. NCR M01-9-3 084 was written by MPQAD on March 7, 1983 to
document this condition, and for purposes of trending.

4. (1) Revise PQCI E-2.1 and provide QC training to properly inspect
supnorts.

(2) Team training programs, required by the Construction Completion
Program will emphasize the importance of following all requirements
of design documents.

5. Revision of E-2.1 and required qualification trziniug is estimated to be
complete by May 15, 1983.
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NOV Item B - 1.4 (82-22-02D)

"The 6'-6" wall to support dimension required by raceway 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 proper 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 FCN to correct drawing for Bay
3 prior to completing the installation of the support.

3. DCN #16 to Drawing E-796(Q) SH 1 was prepared and approved on November 9,
1982 to correct the drafting error. Incorporation has taken place. An
NCR was written by MPQAD on March 7, 1983.

4. Team training programs, required by the Construction Completion Program
will emphasize the importance of following all requirements of design
documents.

5. Specific compliance will be achieved when team training is completed under
the Construction Completion Program. )
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NOV Item B - 1.e (82-22-05A)

"The inspectors identified high strength steel plate placed in the laydown
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 admitted.

2. Most 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 inspections have beean increased from monthly to weekly. 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 FIG-9.600.

4. N/A

5. Complete.
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NOV Item B - 1.f (82-22-05B)

"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 without painted ends

(indicating "Q" material), contrary toc the requirements of Field Instruction
Fig-9.600, Revision 1."

1. The violation is admitted, in part.

2. All steel in "Q" area was identified in accordance with procedures but
some manufacturers markings led to confusion. Some steel in "non-Q" areas
was not marked in accordance with procedures.

3. All steel in "non Q" area was painted or repainted yellow as to conform
with 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 F16-9.600(Q).

4. Field Instruction FIG-9.600(Q) will be revised to designate the marking
requirement for non-Q steel to be a Q attribute.

5. The required procedure revision will be completed by May 1, 1983.
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NOV Item B - 1.g (82-22-09A)

"The slots in the muffler support plates were not machined but were determined
to be irregular and flame cut, leaving rough slot edges not in conformance
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 Projec: Engineering and the
vendor.

5. NCR 4693 expected to be dispositioned by April 1, 1983.
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NOV Ttem B - 1.h (82-22-09B)

"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 Gemerator muffler supports were not installed in
Bay 1 beneath the ~enter support, as shown in vendor drawings, due to
failure to install according to the design drawing.

3. Following the NRC inspection an NCR was written against the condition. A
subsequent NCR was also written after the NRC inspection, based on
inspections of other Diesel Generator mufflers which resulted in
identification of similar deficiencies in Bays 3 and 4. Both NCRs were
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 importance of following all requireaents of vendor
drawings.

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.
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NOV Item B - 1.i (82-22-18A)

"Procedure FID-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 FCx C-2103 relating to HVAC structural
steel was lost and could not be traced to the design drawing to ensure a
complete quality record.”

1. The violation is admitted.

2. Field Procedure FID-2.100(Q) was inadequate in that it did not contain a
requirement to provide for indication on design drawings that applicable
FCNs and FCRs had been retired. Retired FCR/FCNs 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 FCR was lost due to a clerical error and a copy was
obtained from the design office within twenty-four hours. It is also
noted that the FCR could be traced to the design drawing through the
FCR/FCN retirement computer printout.)

3. Field Procedure FID-2.100(Q) was revised to formalize the practice of
requiring design drawings to be annotated with a circled letter "R"
denoting a retirement. The Field Document Control Department has
performed a 100% review of all drawings, with retired FCR/FCNs agsinst
them, to verify compliance to this new requirement.

4. N/A
5. Complete.
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NOV ITtem B - 1. (82-22-18B)

"Field Sketch CY-1035 which illustrated the bottom gusset plates for HVAC fan
supports was not identified as "Q", nor was there a reference to the affected

drawing on the sketch as required by Procedure FPD-5.000, (Preparation of
Field Sketches.)"

1. The violation is admitted.

2. The requirement for this designation and reference is contained in Field
Procedure FPD-5.000 and was not followed. Field Sketch CY-1035 for the
Diesel Generator Building HVAC support steel gusset plate was not
desigoated "Q", nor ceferenced to the original design drawing.

3. Field Sketch CY-1035 Las been revised and designated "Q", and referenced
to design drawing C-1004. NCR M01-0-2-155 was issued by MPQAD to document
the identified discrepancy. Field Procedure FPD-5.000 was reviewed and
determined to be adequate in regard to the stated requirement.

Training of responsible personnel in the specifics of FPD-5.000 has been
conducted.

4. A review of other FSKs will be conducted by Field Engineering for
compliances with FPD-5.009.

5. The review by Field Engineering will be completed by April 22, 1983.
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NOV Item B - 1.k (82-22-18C)

"Procedure FPD-5.000, (Preparation of Field Sketches), Revision 1 did not
require design drawings to reference appropriate field sketches to ensure a
complete quality record."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. Although fielc procedures do not control what is placed on design
drawings, no cross reference log existed to enable one to readily find
what Field Sketches (FSK's) apply to each design drawing.

3. A reverse reference log was created listing applicable civil miscellaneous
steel FSK's {or each civil design drawing depicting miscellaneous steel.

4. Reverse reference logs listing applicable FSK's will be created for the
remainder of all FSK's prepared in accordance with FPD-5.000. FPD-5.000
will be revised to address the requirements for reverse reference logs.

5. FPD-5.000 will be revised by April 15, 1983, addressing these requirements
and including an effectivity date of June 15, 1983 for reverse reference
logs.
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Item B - 1.1,m,n,0,p (82-22-16)

"(1) The eight bracing top gusset plates identified on Drawing C-1004,

(m)

(n)

(o)

(p)

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.

The as-built gusset plate connections in Bay 1 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.

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.

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.

The column cover plate identified on FCR 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."

The violations are admitted.

Diesel Generator Building HVAC fan support steel installation was not dome
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 cenctructed to an earlier approved drawing and
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 evaluation
by Project Engineering indicated the smaller 1/4" size plates were
acceptable. Nevertheless, the plates will be replaced with 5/16"
plates by Bechtel per NCR 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" bracing angles have been removed and will be
reworked per NCR 4690.

(o) After the NRC inspection, NCR 4690 was written and dispositioned "Use
As Is" for bolted connections constructed in Bay 3. It should be
noted that these connections were constructed to design drawings
approved at that time which allowed bolted connections.
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NOV Item B - 1.1,m,n,0,p (82-22~16) Continued

(p) NCR 4690 dispositioned the cover plate on the steel columan to be
"reworked".

4. Team training programs, required by the Construction Completion 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
recertification program.

5. Specific compliance will be achieved when rework is completed under the
Construction Completion Program.
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NOV Item B - 1.q (82-22-24)

"A section (approximately 18 x 10 x &4 inches deep) of the primary containment
wall 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 admitted.

2. Field procedures (FIG-1.111, Revision 3) in effect 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.

3. (1) Field Procedure FIG-1.111, Concrete Drill Permits, has been revised
and approved to include chipping.

(2) Steps have becn taken to insure concrete chipping repairs are
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 FPT-
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 MO1-2-154 which was issued by
MPQAD to request process corrective action. The Project Engineering
response to this NCR concludes there is no safety impact, or affect

on quality of the structure, due to the chipping of concrete
ideatified in the Containment Purge Room 702.

4. (1) Field Procedure FPT-3.000 requires approval.
(2) The chipped area in question requires repair.
(3) NCR M0O1-9-2-154 requires closing.
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NOV Item B - 1.q (82-22-24) Continued

5. (1) April 15, 1983.

(2) Specific compliance will be achieved when the rework is completed
under the Construction Completion Program.

(3) Following rework.
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NOV Item B - 2.a (82-22-08)

"Measures were not established for the selection and review for suitability of
application of "Q" materials associated with the diesel generator exhaust
muffler in that design drawings and specifications did not indicate the
material identity of the installed muffler saddle supports and plates."”

1. The violation is indeterminate at this time.

2. Material specification and identification is the respomnsibility of the
emergency diesel generator prime vendor. No documentation was available
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 vendor has been requested to provide the necessary documentation for
material traceability and identification of applicable QA requirements
applied to the exhaust silencers.

4. A status update and identification of any corrective steps which may be
required will be provided by Project Engineering by May 2, 1983.

5. To be determined by results Project Engineering report of May 2, 1983.
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NOV Item B - 2.b (82-22-15B)

"Design Drawing C-147 required bolted bracing connections for the diesel
generator building HVAC bracing gusset plates. Field Sketch CY-1035 was used
to change the design to welded connections in lieu of the specified bolted
connections. This design change was neither properly reviewed nor approved."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. Note 14 on drawing 7220-C-147 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 connectioms,
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.
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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 HVAC fan gusset plates. A "combo" shop work order request
was used to design the gusset plates without appropriate review and approval."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. The Diesel Generator Building HVAC fan support gusset plate dimensions
were only identified on a field fabrication shop work order. The field
sketch for this work was inadequate in that it did not contain necessary
details for fabrication.

3. 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 sketches to assure that proper
information for gusset plates is included and specified in accordance with
FCR C-5174.

5. May 2, 1983.
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NOV Item B - 2.d (82-22-15A)

"The licensee failed to analyze the four diesel generator building monorails
as seismic Category I as described in their commitment to Regulatory
Guide 1.29, in Appendix 3A of the FSAR."

1. The violation is admitted in that the Diesel Generator Monorail had not
been analyzed seismically through the normal project design process, or
after the initial walkdown under specification 7220-L-001(Q) had been
performed to verify project compliance to Regulatory Guide 1,29
commitments. The Proximity and Seismic Category II/I Site Walkdown
Program described in Specification 7220-L-001(Q) provides method for
identification, evaluation and resolution of all potential situations
where non seismic Category I commodities are installed above safety
related systems, components or structures.

2. The Diesel Generator Building monorails were reviewed during the
preliminary walkdown, but were not identified for further analysis due to
the walkdown teams verbal understanding that the monorails had been
seismically analyzed previously.

3. Seismic analysis was subsequently performed addressing adequacy of the
Diesel Generator Building monorails. The analysis concluded that failure
of the monorails under seismic loading would not occur.

The training program for all walkdown teams was revised to require that
seismic analvsis on non-seismic components that would potentially effect
szfety related structures, systems or components are documented. If
documentation is not available at the time of walkdown then the potential
interaction must be identified on an interaction identification sheet in
accordance with applicable walkdown program requirements.

All areas wslked down prior to the revised training program were rewalked
to assure that any other non-seismic components that could potentially
effect safety related structures, systems or components had documented
seismic analysis on file.
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NOV Item B - 2.d (82-22-15A) Continued

4. Engineering records will be compiled to support walkdown teams.

5. May 15, 1983

mi0383-4019a-66-44



A2-24

NOV Item B - 2.e (82-22-11)

"The licensee designed and constructed :‘hirty-two diesel generator building
exhaust system hangers without ensuring that the applicable requirements for
"Q" components were inciuded in the design documents."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. (a) All design documeuts associated with installation of the Diesel
Generator exhaust (B31.1) pipe hangers were not identified as "Q"
even though the P&ID icdentified the piping as "Seismic Category 1"
and the FSAR specified the Diesel Generator exhaust system to be
safety relatad.

(b) 1In accardance with project ciymmitments any structure system or
components identified "Ceismic Category 1" is considered "Q" and
prcject quality assurance program requirements should be applied. In
general, only ASME III hangers are "Q", however, because of the
uniqueness of "Seismic Category 1", B31.1 hangers, Project
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
the isometric M-652, SH ! and P&ID 7220-M-452 3ht 1A & 1B. The
applicable hanger sketches have suisequently been revised to identify
the supports as "Q". Bechtel Specification 7220-M-326(Q) has been
revised to provide special precvisions for QC inspections of the "Q"
B31.1 support and list: the pipz hangers in question. A review has
been performed which ostermined that no other situation similiar to
the Diesel Generator exhaust piping (B31.1-Seismic Category 1) exists
in the plant. In addition project confirmed that no other unique
situations in the plant exist wvhere Seismic Category 1 structures,
systems or components are identified and the quality assurance
program requirements had no’. been applied. There were several
:nstances of dravwing incoasistencies tha: require correction as
result of project reviews, and NCR 1¥01-5-2-166 was written by MPQAD
to document this item.
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NOV Item B - 2.e (82-22~11) 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 Category 1 without being identifed as "Q".

(b) QC inspection of Diesel Generator exhaust system hangers will be
required in accordance with project specification 7220-M-326(Q).

5. (a) Project drawing correction will be complete by June 1, 1983.

(b) Required Diesel Generator exhaust system hanger inspections and
closure of NCR M01-5-2-166 will be completed when the Construction
Completion Program is initiated.
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NOV Item B - 2.f (82-22-26)

"The licensee purchased Armor Stone for a "Q" portion of the perimeter dike
without translating the applicable regulatory requirements into appropriate
specifications and design documents."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. Part 2 of enclosure 7 of the NRC letter on Completion of Soils Remedial
Activities Review dated May 25, 1982 required that the activities of the
Armorstone placement program be "Q" controlled. The Project failed to
translate this requirement into the design and procurement documents for
this material due to a misunderstanding of NRC requirements.

3. Bechtel 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 o the NRC requirements.

4. Technical specification C-209 will be revised as "Q" and will identify the
portion of installation work to be dome as "Q". In addition, Bechtel
drawing C-1096 will be revised to specify the installation of Armorstone
to be "Q" in the "Q" designated 2reas of the dike. No Armorstone has yet
been placed in these areas.

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.
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NOV Item B - 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 1C111, 1C112, 2C111, 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
NRC inspection on October 15, 1982 identified the following examples of
defective terminations of 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 strands 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 inserted into
the compression lug."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. 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 panels
in questicn, the discrepant conditions kad been missed.

3. (1) MPQAD initiated a 100% overinspection program (01E-7B) 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 beeun closed. Seven QAR's were written, and 5
closed. The lack of identification of conditions in this violation
by the overinspection program has been investigated and is felt to be
an isolated case.
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NOV Item B - 3. (82-22-01) Continued

(2) NCR M01-9-2-139, dated October 22, 1982, was issued to track these
four panels. MCAR 66 was prepared on December 30, 1982 with Interim
Reports No 1 & 2 submitted to NRC Region III on December 30, 1982 and
February 25, 1983, respectively. The scope of the MCAR 66 Task Force
is to review the NCR's and QAR's written, verify that 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 E-24 Revision 0
"Overinspection of Vendor Supplied Printed C.rcuit Board Assemblies" and
E-25 Revision 0, "Overinspection of Vendor Supplied Electrical
Equipment/Components” will be carried out by MPQAD and Project Supplier
Quality for the few future procurements 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 commodity. E-24 and E-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 100% of all "Q"
electrical panels and cabinets. MPQAD overinspection will continue
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 2nd cabinets that are yet to ba
shipped.

(3) Full compliance will be achieved upon the closure of MCAR 66.
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NOV Item B - 4.a (82-22-25)

"An inspection program was not established to ensure segregation of cables
installed ia horizontal trays which used metal dividers to segregate control
and instrumentation cables in accordance with design requirements."

1. The violation is admitted. The violation involved three cables that had
been inadvertantly looped in and out of the incorrect side of a divided
tray section.

2. The cables in question could have beea improperly segregated in the
raceway for a variety of reasons: temporary rework situation,
installation techniques, etc.

Although there was no formal program to "traia" 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 specific area.

3. (1) NCR MO01-9-2-151 was issued November 1, 1982. Supervision was verbally
informed and the non-conformance was immediately corrected.

(2) Ceneric resolution iavolves revision of Field Procedure FPE-4.000
(pending approval) which will require an even distribution of cables
acress 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 Lhe barrier on a case by case basis.

4. (1) Cable reinspection that is now ongoing is verifying the routing as an
inspection attribute. Information developed from the cable
reinspection program will be used to verify voltage segregation.
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NOV Item B - 4.a (82-22-25) Continued

(2) Final training and tie down of cables will be accomplished (per
FPE-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 results of reimspection by July 1, 1983.

(2) Approval of Field Procedure FPE-4.000 scheduled for March 18, 1983..
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NOV Item B - 4.b (82-22-17)

"Quality Control (QC) inspections 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 B.1.(1) through (o) of this Notice of Violation. These
nonconformances 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 Coanstruction Completion Program, a review of P(CIs is being
done to assure that essential design requirements are specified for
inspectors. In addition, the Program calls for a QC imspector
recertification program. The verification portion cf the Program will
verify quality of completed work.

5. Full complianace will be achieved when PQCI reviews and QC inspector
recertifications and the verification program are complete.
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NOV Item B - 5. (82-22-10)

"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."

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 this item.

4. Direction has been given to develop an installation and maintenance
program for all flourocarbcn 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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NOV Item B - 6. (82-22-13)

"During welding of the diesel genmerator building exhaust piping hanger support
steel, the licensee did not verify preheat of existing safety-related
structural steel at a temperature of 70°F as required by site specifications
and the AWS 1374 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 will have this preheat training
emphasized as part of their indoctrimation.

5. All Bechtel site welders will be re-trained by May 1, 1983.
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NOV Item B - 7. (82-22-21)

"Measures were not established to control 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."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. The control of Redline changes to work prints was not performed through
the Construction Document Control Department, however, it was being done
in accordance with established field procedures.

3. Revisions to Bechtel Field Procedures now require all changes (redlines)
to piping isometrics and hanger drawings to be controlled utilizing the
site Document Control Center.

4. N/A

5. Complete.
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NOV Item B - 8.a (82-22-23)

"Measures were not established or implemented to determine if materials
ultimately restricted (per Nonconformance Report No 3266) from installation or
use in ASME Class I systems were actually installed or used in . lass I
systems."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. Failure to initially appiy QC hold 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 jolsite 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.

100% of all completed Class I P-2.20 PQCIR documentation packages stored
in the vault were reviewed for identification of the nonconforming
material identified in NCR 3266. B&W has svbsequently re-reviewed their
documentation records to ascertair if any of the discrepant material
icdentified through the PQCIR review was installed in the field. Avy of
the discrepant material is to be removed and replaced with acceptable
material.

4. A specific review by a level II QCE of all future (lass I P2.20 PQCIRs for
discrepant material identified on NCR 3266 is being performed before final °
acceptance and their subsequent storage in the QC vault.

A QA survey of all a olicable NCRs will be performed in accordance with QA
Checklist $-23 to assure that material control procedures have been
adequately implemented and subsequent actions associasted with applicable
NCR dispositions have been implemented. :

mi0383-4019a-66-44



NOV Ttem B - 8.a (82-22-23) Continued

Although not related directly with the above effort or this identified
discrepancy, a complete material verification documentation review with
special emphasis for ASME NCA 3700/3800 compliance for pipe support
material is in process on the project by Bechtel procuremert supplier
quality group to assure acceptable material documentation for the Midland
Project. Miscellaneocus material such as rebars, paint, etc, are excluded

from this review.

Full compliance with be cbtained as follows:

Specific Actions - 1)

Generic Actions -

mi0383-4019a-66-44

2)

Rework required on Class I supports in field to be
complete by March 15, 1983.

Review of all new P-2.20 PQCIRs is ongoing.

Review of all applicable project NCRs by
complete by June 24, 1983.

Follow-up actions as result QA survey to
determined later.

TLe review of all material documentation packages
for proper verification documentation is an c¢ngoing
effort. As stated previously, this is conmsidered
additional effort not directly related to
resolution of the identified discrepancy.




NOV Item B_

"As of November 10, 1982, two nonconforming conditions identified 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 classfied, designed, or built
as "Q" as committed to in the FSAR. (See item 2.e) ..."

The violation is admitted.

An NCR was not issued because MPQAD failed to act in a timely manner.

NCR MO1-5-2-166 was written by MPQAD on November 16, 1982 to document the
hangers listed on SCN #36 to Specification M-326 as being nonconforming as
a result of their original "non-Q" designation.

Complete.

Complete.
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NOV Item B-8.b(2) (82-22-12B)

"As of November 10, 1982, two nonconforming conditions identified 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 design of the diesel generator monorail was not analyzed to seismic
Category 1 design requirements as committed to in the FSAR. (See
item 2.4.)" '

The violation is admitted.

There was a misunderstanding over whether a nonconforming condition
actually existed.

On November 16, 1982, a Quality Action Request (QAR) was written to
document the condi n. A subsequent seismic analysis has been done (Calc
#G-44(Q) Revision i) which documenis the acceptability of current design
of the subject monorail.

Complete.

Complete.
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ATTACHMENT 3

REQUEST FOR REDUCTION OF CIVIL PENALTY

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.205, Consumers Power Company respectfully requests that
the NRC reconsider the amount of civil penalty proposed to CPCo for the
violati.ns 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 47 Federal Register page 9991,
March 9, 1982) sets forth specific criteria for increasing or reducing base
civil penalties, and provides in part as follows:

"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
licensee takes corrective action, including actions to
prevent recurrence, may be considered in modifying the
civil penalty to be assessed. Unusually prompt and exten-
sive corrective action may result in reducing the proposed
civil penalty as much as 50% of the base value shown in
Table 1. On the other hand, the civil penalty may be
increased as much as 25% of the base value if initiation of
corrective action is not prompt or if the corrective action
is only minimally acceptable. 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
specific 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 owa initiative. Most
important, however, is that our program to correct these deficiencies is
comprehensive and far reaching.

Shortly after receiving feedback on the NRC's inspection findings, the Company
launched major, extensive corrective action. The Company halted the majority
of the Category I work 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
NRC inspection findings. The Company's entire plan is entitled the
Construction Completion Program, and included steps responding broadly to the
NRC's and Company's areas 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 Meeting with the NRC at Midland on February 8, 1983.
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The corrective action undertaken by the Company was not narrowly 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 reactor buildings and diesel
generator building as well as the service water pump structure.

The Construction Completion Program, which is the organizaticnal basis for the
generic corrective action, will encompass and structure the remaining pre-
turnover systems and area work to be done at the Midland 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
Bechtel supervision extends broadly to the entire job, and involves a major
commitment of additional manpower and resources in recertification, training,
and inspection activities.

The Company does not contest the NRC's decision to increase the civil penalty
on the basis of certain other factors specified in the enforcement guidelines.
We request, however, that consideration be given in determining the amount of
the penalty to the corrective action taken and planned by the Company.
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION 111
796 ROOSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 60137

MAY 2 3 mg3

Docket No. 50-329 /79
Docket No. 50-330 66} Ll

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

Gentlemen:

This acknowledges receipt of your letter dated March 10, 1983, in response
to the Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties sent
to you with our letter dated February 8, 1983.

We have reviewed your response to noncompliance Items A and B and have
identified the need for additional information regarding Item B.

Regarding Item B.1.a., your response to this item and subsequent items
does not address the measures you have taken or plan to take to provide
training to craft personnel and engineering personnel to ensure that
quality requirements will be recognized and complied with during future
installation/construction activities. A revised response addressing this
training is necessary.

Regarding Item B.2.a., we reiterate our position that the lack of design
documentation which specified the material requirements for the diesel
generator exhaust mufflers constituted an item of noncompliance. Please
provide any additional information supplied by the vendor regarding the
“raceability of the exhaust muffler materials, and as appropriate, your
corrective actions and the results achieved, corrective actions taken to
avoid further ncacompliance, and the date when Jull compliance will be
achieved. ‘

Regarding Item B.2.c., your response does not address any revision to the
onsite practice of utilizing unapproved, unreviewed field sketches or

shop work orders to perform design activities. Please provide an additional
response addressing this concern.



MAY 2 3 g

Consumers Power Company

Regarding Item B.4.a., your response is incomplete in that the corrective
actions delineated in your response do not include the establishment of an
inspection program to ensure required segregation during future cable
installations. Please provide an additional response addressing this concern.

Regarding Item B.6., it is our position that a 100% preheat verification be
accomplished for preheats of all welds made between 32° and 70° until such
time as you establish confidence in the welders' compliance with preheat
requirements. In addition, we request that you supply this office with the
written evaluation of all welds for which preheat verifications were not
previously identified. Please provide an additional response addressing
this concern.

We are continuing our review of your response and will complete the review
when we receive the additional information requested above. We request that
you submit a second letter to this office within 25 days of the date of this
letter responding to our concerns regarding Items B.1l.a., B.2.a., B.2.c.,
B.4.a., and B.6. above. This response should be submitted under cath or
affirmation.

Your cooperation with us is appreciated.
Sincerely,

Oricinal signed by
Jamoes G, Rey=iaf

James G. Keppler
Regional Administrstor

cc w/ltr detd 3/10/83:
DMB/Document Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident Inspector, RIII
The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB
The Honcrable Jerry Harbour, ASLB
The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLB
The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASLB
William Paten, ELD
Michael Miller
Ronald Callen, Michigan
Public Service Commission
Myron M. Cherry
Barbara Stamiris
Mary Sinclair
Wendell Marshall
Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)
Howard Levin (TERA)
Billie P. Garde, Government
Accountability Project

RIII RIII R%’ RIII R %{ W R:;;
G:S:/nc ip ?;:’hv:lu Harrison USIE)& .L Dav?s K:fpier
OS/1R/R2 e
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James W Cook
compaﬂy Vice President - Projects, Engineering
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March 10, 1983 O7/RA s
A/PA A
0=P SLO
o PORMA
L=V5P
5
AL
o7

Mr R C DeYoung

Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement,
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555

MIDLAND ENERGY CENTER PROJECT -

DOCKET NO 50-329 AND 50-330 - MIDLAND PROJECT RESPONSE

TO NRC NOTICE OF VIOLATION EA83-3 DATED FEBRUARY 8, 1983 -
FILE 0485.16 SERIAL 21775

Attached is Consumers Power Company's (CP Co) Response to the Notice of
Violation ("Notice") transmitted by J G Keppler's February 8, 1983 letter to

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 penalty under
the General Statement of Policy and Procedure for Enforcement Actions
47FED.REG. 9987 March 9, 1982 (Attachment 3).

Attachment 1, in addition to specifically providing 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 termimate an
inspection (when multiple 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
reinspection 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 NRC
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 1982,
upon receipt of preliminary information concerning NRC inspection findings,
the Company took major 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
thc_gcftciencion aud, as part of an overall program revised production and

-
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quality processes, changed and realigned the management team, and expanded
project resources to complete 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 Completion Program. We are confident that as we
implement these corrective actions the Midland Project will achieve compliance

with regulatory requirements.

JWC/JEB/dlm
cC G Keppler

W Cook, P26-336B

Warnick, NRC Region III

D Shafer, NRC Region III

N Cardoner, NRC Region III

J Cook, NRC Resident Inspector Midland Site
B Landsman, NRC Region III

L Burgess, NRC Midland Site

J
J
R
W
R
R
R
B
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OL/OM SERVICE LIST

Mr Charles Bechhoefer, Esq
Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Panel
U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dr Frederick P Cowan
Administrative Judge
6152 N Verde Trail
Apt B-125

Boca Raton, FL 33433

Mr Michael Miller, Esq
Isham, Lincoln & Beale
3 First National Plaza
Suite 5200

Chicago, IL 60602

Mr D F Judd, Sr Project Manager
The Babcock & Wilcox Company

P 0 Box 1260

Lynchburg, VA 24505

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Panel
U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Board
U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Hr William D Paton, Esq

Counsel for NRC Staff

U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 2055%

Ms Barbara Stamiris
5735 North River Road
Route 3

Freeland, MI 48623

Dr Jerry Harbour .

U § Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Panel
Washington, DC 20555
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Mr Frank J Kelley, Esq

Attorney General of the
State of Michigan

Mr Stewart H Freeman, Esq

Assistant Attorney General

Environmental Protection Div

720 Law Building

Lansing, MI 48913

Mr Myron M Cherry, Esq
Cherry & Flynn

3 First National Plaza
Suite 3700

Chicago, IL 60602

Mr Wendell H Marshall
RFD 10
Midland, MI 48640

Mr John DeMeester
Dow Chemical Building
Michigan Division
Midland, MI 48640

Ms Mary Sinclair
5711 Summerset Street
Midland, MI 48640

Mr Steve Gadler
2120 Carter Avenue
St Paul, MN 55108

Mr Lee L Bishop
Harmor & Weiss

1725 1 Street, NW #506
Washington, DC 20006

Mr C R Stephens

Docketing and Service Station
Office of the Secretary

U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555



CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY
Midland Units 1 and 2
Docket No 50-329, 50-330

Letter Serial 21775 Dated 3-10-83

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 submzts
the response to Notice of Violation.

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY

By /s/ J W Cook
J W Cook, Vice President
Projects, Engineeriag and Construction

Sworn and subscribed before me this 10th day of March 1983 .

/s/ Patricia A Puffer
Notary Public
Bay County, Michigan

My Commission Expires 3-4-86
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ATTACHMENT 1

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION ITEM A

STATEMENT OF VIOLATION (Item A)

"NRC inspectors determined that quality control inspectors were not
documenting as nonconformances all of the deficiencies which they observed
during their inspections. Inspections were suspended 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 QC
inspectors. 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 addition, corrective actions were
not implemented to prevent recurrence of these nonconformances."

SUMMARY OF RESPONSE TO VIOLATION (Item A)

1. 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 inspections 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
procedures defining responsibilities of Quality Control Engineer's, (QCEs)
signing off on Inspection Report activities; (3) lack of full under-
standiog among all QCEs of responsibilities for iuspecting all multiple
items before closing IR line activities when conducting fcllow-up
inspections on activities subject tc an IPIN.

L

Corrective action in place is as follows: IPINs have been discontinued at
the Midland site. QCEs have been instructed by memorandum to complete all
activities which have been submitted for inspection regardless of number
of nonconforming conuitions observed and to document findings on noncon-
formance reports (NCR's).

4. 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) QCEs 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. -
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(c) All closed inspection report activities upon which IPIN's have been
issued will be verified. An investigation of Deficiency Reports* is
ongoing to determine whether closed Inspection Reports were affected
by this problem.

5. Dates for full compliance
Item a - by Marcch 22, 1983
Item b - start training April 1, 1983

Item ¢ - as part of the verification step in the Construction Completion
Program

DETAILED RESPONSE
Background Information

Inspection activities are defined in specific instructions, Project Qualiiy
Control Instructions (PQCIs). These instructions describe bhow inspections are
carried out and the attributes to be inspected. Each inspection ~ctivity is
documented on an "Inspection Report," (IR) which contains blank spaces to be
initialed by the individual Quality Control Engineer (QCE) who conducts this
inspection and only after completing the inspection activity. There is a one-
to-one correspondence between activities defined in the PQCI and listed on the
IR. When all activities on the IR are appropriately initialed, the IR is
reviewed and "closed out" by a Quality Control Engineer Level II by signing on
a designated line on the IR's last page.

In-Process Inspection Notices (IPINs), instituted on June 1, 1981, were one of
two basic types of reports used to document nonconforming conditions observed
during primary inspections at the Midland jobsite. IPINs could be used to
document deficiencies which were found prior to acceptance of completed work.
Nonconformance Reports (NCR), the other basic means of formally reporting
ncoconforming conditions, were used either before or after acceptance of
completed work.

If, during the course of an inspection activity, a QCE found a deficiency, he
was required to document the condition. Prior to June 1, 1981, procedures
specifically allowed a QCE to return certain deficiencies to conmstruction
without documentation, providing the deficiency could be corrected within the
same shift. The procedures would not allow the QCE to initial the space
corrasponding to such an activity on the IR unless and until the deficiency
was corrected by project construction or the condition had been properly
recorded on an NCR. Activities on an IR that were not initialed were said to
be "open." Because the activity could not be "closed" until correction of any
identified problem (or submission of an NCR), the "open" activity formed a
basis for controlling deficiencies identified during inspections.

* The Deficiency Report ("DR") is a predecessor document to IPINs, and as
such is under investigation to determine if corrective action regarding
it is warranted.
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The IPIN procedure was designed to provide construction with prompt feedback
of infermation concerning deficiencies or incomplete work. A copy of all
IPINs was sent immediately after issuance to copstruction for disposition.
When construction made necessary corrections, the IPIN was returuned to Quality
Control, indicating that the hardware was ready for further inspection.
Subsequent inspections which determined that the problem documented on the
IPIN bad not been corrected, or that other nonconforming conditions existed,
would result in further IPINs or NCRs. In any case, an IR activity would
remain open until QC had verified all problems were corrected or an NCR was
submitted.

The particular practice giving rise to the Notice of Violation involved the
termination of inspection activities when multiple nonconforming conditions
were observed part way through an inspection. If a QCE conducting an initial
inspection determined that parts or components covered by a given inspection
activity had a large number of nonconforming conditions, he had the option to
terminate his inspection before completing the activity, document the
deficiencies observed to that point on an IPIN and return the hardware to
construction ("the return option"). Region III determined 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 an
IPIN, the IPIN was transmitted to Quality Control for further inspections.
Procedures then required that the QCE inspect the hardware to determine 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
activity, a QCE would have to inspect not only those hardware items written up
on the IPIN, but alsc all others which he had not satisfied himself as being
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. Region III also faulted the
process by pointing out that items beyond those noted on am IPIN which were
corrected by construction following a return of the item after a partial
inspection were not itemized and submitted for trending analysis.

. CPCo INVESTIGATION FINDINGS AND RESPONSE TO NRC QUESTIONS

The Notice of Violation asks the Company to conduct an inspection to determine
(1) the extent to which QC supervisors at the Midland site have been instruc-
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. In response to this meeting on inspection findings a task
force was chartered to start an immediate investigation. The task force was
composed of a project attorney and two consultants.

When the NRC inspection report was received on February 8, 1983, the task

force was directed to carry out the specific inspection requested by NRC. The
task force work involved interviews with all QC supervisory personnel and a
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majority of the QCE staff. The task force also debriefed the 13 QCEs
interviewed by Region III.

It reviewed and evaluated existing quality assurance and quality control
procedures and instructions, in light of other information obtained. Finally,
in conjunction with MPQAD, it recommended and initiated corrective actions.

As a result of the IPIN task force's extemsive efforts, the Company has a good
understanding of particular inspection practices regarding use of IPIN's at
the Midland site.

Virtually all nuclear comstruction 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 comstruction,
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 comstruction, when a QCE would otherwise have tc 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 cption was not established for the purpose of "limiting findings
of deficiencies" by QC, obviously, to the extent deficiencies existed in the
uninspected portion 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
disciplines elected ot to use it in their particular area.

The return option, by itself, would noét result in a missed inspection covered
by a closed IR activity, so long as the inspector closing out the IR satisfied
himself that all items not encompassed by the IPIN and included in the
activity were inspecied, 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 some other means. The Company found
that the answers provided by some individuals indicated a lack of a full
understanding of the requirement to satisfy themselves that all items had been
inspected before closing out an IR activity subject to an IPIN. The IPIN
procedures did not specify exactly how a return option should be handled,
either initially or in closing out IR activities, and thus may have
contributed to any 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
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closure of IR activities are corrected, and will retrain QCEs, emphasizing
their responsibilities to conduct full, complete inspections and document all
deficiencies before signing off IR activities. The Company also decided to
discontinue the "return option" at Midland and require that all initial
inspections be completed with non-conforming conditions fully documented. The
IPIN form has also been eliminated and all deficiencies will be documented on
8 revised NCR form. (The particular findings of the extensive Company
investigation into the use of IPINs are recited more fully below under
responses to the NRC's questicns contained in the Notice of Violgtion.)

Question 1

"Determine the extent to which QC Supervisors at the Midland 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
which QC Inspectors were instructed not to completely inspect activities
prior to turning work back to construction. A second aspect relates to
directions, if any, given to QCEs, not to document deficiencies actually
observed. Regarding the first aspect, the Company found that QCEs were
directed to use a "return option" which resulted in initial inspection
activities not being completed. With regard to the second aspect of the
question, QC management intended that, in the exercise of a return option, all
deficieacies 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.

The QC management interviewed by the task force stated that the option was
intended to provide a means for returning work to comstruction and avoid
occupying QCE's time punchlisting work for comstruction. There was no intent
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 unot be documented. QC leads who instructed their personnel to
use the option agreed with the QC mzaagement'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
stated either that the option was not applicable to their activity, or that
they had not used it for other reasons. Of the latter, one stated that he had
never been told to use the return option.

Two stated that their group had used it only infrequently. One of these
understood that all observed deficiencies were to be documented but could not
recall whether he had so instructed his group. The other indicated that the
only instance when an inspection was halted bafore completion was when it was
obvious that cable insulation damage would require a completely new
termination. In this instance the inspection for other termination
deficiencies would not be performed, but the observed damage would be
documented.

Three individuals indicated regular use of the option. One stated that he had
instructed his' subordinates to document all observed nonconformances, one
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could not recall giving specific instructions but knew that his subordinate's
practice was to document all observed nonconformances snd one knew that that
was the proper practice, assumed that his subordinates did it that way, but
could not recall whether he had so instructed them.

Two other individuals were relatively new in the position. One indicated that
it was his practice to Zocument everytning obrerved but thah it had not been
the practice of his predecessor {(no longer at the plant). The other continued
the practice of his previous supervisor to document all observations.

The task force found that from a quarter tc a half of the individual
inspectors (QCEs) contacted, depending oc the disciplipe, were aware of and
made use of a "return option". A few individuals stazted that they documented
some, but not all, deficiencies observed in an inspection in which the return
option was used.*

The company's corrective action on this point is described absve. The company
considers it ¢f fundamental importance that all QCEs and supervisors
understand the requirement to document deficiencies observed when an item has
been submitted for inspection rather than using an "oral" commuaication
process. This aspect will be emphasized in training on the new procedures.

Question 2

"Deteraine the exteat to which QC inspectors have been zonducting re-
icspections based only on reported jeficiencies."

The Company determined, based upon iavestigation, that almost all QCEs at
Midland were completing their imspections properly. However, because a few
individuals may rot have completed inspections fully, the Company concluded
that the NIC inspection finding was valid.

The precise question to %= addressed herz is whether :nd to what extent QCEs
closed out inspection recerd activities subject to iPINs which do not
encompass the cntire activity, without fully inspecting the activity. The

* Approrimately one-half ¢f tie QCEs contacted also indicated that in some
circumstances they allow«d repeirs or reworks to take place within a fixed
period of time without documen:iing the deficiences observed during the
injtial inspection. Virtually all of those utilizing this practice had been
advised by their supervisors to do so.

Thi. practice was specifically allowed prisr to June I, 1981, and through
an spnareat lack ¢f clear coumunication continued after the optior was
removed from QC procedures oo this date. The upper tier policy document
ailowed tie practice on a one shift basis until Fetruary 1983. Since
this practice would not lead to missed inspections with iegard to

use ¢f IPINS, it was not addressed further as part of the task force
iovestigatiopr. An NCR was written on December 10, 1982 regarding the
cpticual practice cot to document deficiencies corrected during a one
shift perind; MPQAD will further track and disposition this issue
utilizing tue results of the task force investigation.
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IPIN task force determined that although a few individuals stated they would
‘not necessarily reinspect all items before closing vat the IR activity. There
were several reasons for this response. Some would not lead to an inspection
miss.

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. .Others
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 inspection of all other items was documented. Thus, in
specific circumstances an inspector following all applicable procedures could
have limited his reinspection to hardware items encompassed 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. Although the task
force's conclusions on this question were more positive than NRC's from a
statistical standpoint, the task force concluded that NRC's inspection finding
and notice of violation were valid.

It is the Company's conclusion that the cause of this violation was unclear

management direction regarding documentation associated with use of the
"return option".
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ATTACHMENT 2

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION ITEM B

OVERVIEW

As a result of the Company's assessment of overall project status in the fall
of 1982 and based on information regarding the identified findings from NRC
inspections and their generic implicaticas, Project management carefully
evaluated the needs for corrective actions. The Construction Completion
Program (CCF) was conceived to address all identified concerns and to achieve
desired improvements in project performance. ’

The project presented the Construction Completion Program concept to

Region III personnel on December 2, 1982 after having initiated action to
implement the plan the previous day. A description of the CCP was sent to the
NRC in our January 10, 1983 letter and a public meeting was held with the NRC
oo 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.

The specific portions of the CCP that address the generic implications of the
NRC Diesel Generator Building Inspection are as follows:

A. System Team Organization

The organization for completion of comstruction is being reorganized to
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
alsc be applied to remaining area work.

The team concept provides for very close coordination between all major
activities required to produce and demonstrate a quality product. The
development of this organization involves a review of existing field
procedures and preparation of improved procedures for defining work
requirements. A major element of this approach will be preparation of
expanded instructions t¢ the crafts that will improve performacce to
design and specifications and will insure proper coordination with
inspection as the work proceeds. The team members will be trained in the
new procedures.

An assessment of current system construction and inspection status will be
made by the team prior to initiation of comstruction activities. This
will provide a baseline of existing quality and allow any existing
problems to be identified and corrected.
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The specific NRC inspection findings* covered by this activity are:
B-1b, B-1lc, B-1d4, B-1lh, B-1j, B-11 through p, B-1q, B-4a and B-6.

B. Review PQCI's and Update As Required

The procedures for carrying out inspections (PQCI's) are being reviewed to
insure all important inspection attributes are specifically described and,
to the extent practicable, all reference material is incorporated directly
in the PQCI.

The specific NRC inspection report findings covered by this activity are:
B-la, B-1b, B-1c, 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 activities
ensures all required inspections are performed when required.

The specific NRC inspectio. report findings covered by this activity are:
B-11-p, B-4b, B-8b(1) and B-8b(2)

D. QC Training and Certification

The QC Department has been reorganized under direct Consumers Power
Company control. All QC personnel have been or are undergoing a training
program 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 frnm the irspections
findings. The results of these reviews and any requirements for program
revision will be incorporated in CCP activities.

1. Receipt Inspection Review covers findings B-1g and B-3.

2. Material Traceability Review covers findings B-le, B-1f, B-2a and
B-8Ba.

*Findings are identified by the item designation in the Notice of Violation
transmitted by the NRC and letter of February 8, 1983 J G Keppler to J D Selby. .
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3. Design and Document Control Review covers findings B-1i, B-1j, B-1k,
B-2b, B-2c, B-2e, B-5 and B-7.
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:

**Note on inspection backlog.

The

Company specifically reviewed the NRC coucern regarding, "...a backlog

of almost 16,000 inspections...", the status of inspection records (IR) as
of November 26, 1952 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:

(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Opened in anticipation of an inspection request but comstruction not
yet ready for imspection, 7,200.

Fully ready for inspection, 1,200.

Open but waiting for next complete step in construction, 5,700.
Open pending NCR/IPIN disposition, 800,

Open pending Level III appéovll. 700.

Miscellaneous, 400.

Therefore, the actual backlog of inspections is more correctly identified
by the 1,200 IRs where construction is done and waiting for inspection.
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NOV Item B - 1.a (82-22-02A)

"Installation of diesel gensrator eangine control panels 1C112, 2C111, and
2C112 was not in accordance with the requirements delineated on foundation
Drawing 7220-M18-250 in that the foundation bolt washers required by the
subject drawing were not installed."

1. The violation is adamitted, in part.

2. (la) No Electrical or Civil QC instruction required specific verification
of the bevelled washer installation. Therefore, documented proof
that bevelled washers were installed could not be provided since the
foundation is grouted. (bevel washers)

(2a) The inspection records for panmels 1C-112, 2C-111 and 2C-112 are open
with attributes such as washers and torquing not yet inspected.
Therefore, this is not a violation. (flat washers)

3. (1a) NCR M01-9-2-138 was written by MPQAD on October 15, 1982 to document
the non-conformance and was closed on December 8, 1982. (bevel
washers)

(1b) 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 FCR was approved
November 23, 1532. (bevel washers)

(2a) Due to insufficient 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.
(flat washers)

4. Electrical and Civil PQCI's will be reviewed and revised as applicable to
include specific verification for mounting requirements and will incor-
porate applicable hold points.

5. QC inspection plan E-6.0 and C-1.10 (if required) shall be modified 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)
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NOV Item B - 1.b (82-22-02B)

"Unscheduled puli box associated with conduits ZBN0O06, 2BNOO7, and 2BDA002 was
not sized in accordance with the requirements delineated on Sheet 42 of
Drawing E-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" dimension requiremeats
delineated on Sheet 42 of Drawing 42."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. (1)

(2)

Failure of Fisld Engineering to specify correct size pull box for
Construction to inmstall.

Failure of QC, during inspection of conduits 2BN006, 2BNOO7 and
2BDA002, to identify non-conforming condition.

3. FCR E-3157 was written on November 8, 1982 and approved on November 17,

1982.

This FCR clarified the intent of E-42(Q) SH 42 to include minimum

bend 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 written by MPQAD on March 7, 1983.

4. (1)
(2)
5. (1)
(2)

PQCI E-1.0 will be revised to verify and record pull box size and
bend radius of cable will be verified on applicable PQCI's.

Tesm training programs, required by the Construction Completion
Program, will emphasize the importance of following all requirements
of design documents.

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. f

Reinspection of installed work will be carried out during the
implementation of the Construction Completion Program.
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NOV Item B - 1.c (82-22-02C)

"The 1'-10" wall to support dimension required by raceway support Drawing
E-796(Q), Sheet 2 of 2, Revision 5, for hanger No. 86 was not correctly
translated into the as-built installation of the subject banger in that the

as-built wall to support dimension was 2'~1 1/2" in lieu of the required
1.-10"."

The violation is admitted.

Craft, Supervision, Field Engineering and QC did not provide sufficient
attention to detail to assure correct locations of P100]1 strut on tube
steel as delineated on Drawing E-796(Q) SH 2 dotail 1.

FCN E-7040 was written to approve installed conditions and has been
incorporated. NCR M01-9-3-084 was written by MPQAD on March 7, 1983 to
document this condition, and for purposes of trending.

Revise PQCI E-2.1 and provide QC training to properly inspect
supports.

Team training programs, required by the Coastruction Completion

Program will emphasize the importance of following all requirements
of design documents. .

Revision of E-2.1 and required qualification training is estimated to be
complete by May 15, 1983.
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NOV Item B - 1.4 (82-22-02D)

"The 6'-6" wall to support dimension required by raceway support Drawing
E-796(Q) Sheet * 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 proper 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 FCN to correct drawing for Bay
2 prior to completing the installation of the support.

3. DCN #16 to Drawing E-796(Q) SH 1 was prepared and approved on November 9,
1982 to correct the drafting error. Incorporation has taken place. An
NCR was written by MPQAD on March 7, 1983.

4. Team training programs, required by the Construction Completion Program
will emphasize the importance of following all requirements of design
documents.

5. Specific compliance will be achieved when team training is completed under
the Construction Completion Program.
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NOV Item B - 1.e (82-22-05A)

"The inspectors identitied high strength steel plate placed in the laydown
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 admitted.

2. Most steel was properly marked and some markings were not expcsed,
however, some pieces of high strergth steel were not properly marked
through failure to follow procedures.

3. All steel was re-marked with paint as to clearly show any grades ciher
than A-36. QC inspections have been increased from monthly to weekly. An
NCR was written by MPQAD on March 8, 1983. Procurement personnel
responsible for thke marking of steel have been retrained to the
requirements of FIG~9.600.

4. N/A

5. Complete.
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NOV Item B - 1.f (82-22-05B)

“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 without - _..d ends
(indicating "Q" material), contrary to the requirements of Field Instruction
Fig~9.600, Revision 1." :

1. The violation is admitted, in part.

2. All steel in "Q" area was identified in accordance with procedures but
some manufacturers markings led to confusion. Some steel in "non-Q" areas
was not marked in accordance with procedures.

3. All steel in "non-Q" area was painted or repainted yellow as to conform
with 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 FIG-9.600(Q).

4. Field Instruction FIG-9.600(Q) will be revised to designate the marking
requirem.nt for non-Q steel to be a Q attribute.

5. The required procedure revision will be completed by May 1, 1983.
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NOV Itew B - 1.g (82-22-09A)

"The slots in the muffler support plates were not machined but were determined
to be irregular and flame cut, leaving rough slot edges not in conformance
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.



NOV Item B - 1.h (82-22-09B)

"Jacking plates were not installed beneath the center support plates of Bay 1
diesel generator muffler as required by Drawing M18-250-6."

The violation is admitted.

Jacking plates for Diesel Generator muffler supports were not installed in
Bay 1 beneath the center support, as shown in vendor drawvings, due to
failure to install according to the desiyn drawing.

Following the NRC inspection an NCR was written against the condition. A
subsequent NCR was also written after tae NRC inspection, based on
inspections of other Diesel Generator mufflers which resulted in
identification of similar deficiencies in Bays 3 and 4. Both NCRs were

dispositioned "Use As Is", since loadings from the jacking screws on the
concrete were acceptable.

Team training programs required by the Construction Completion Program

will emphasize the importance of following all requirements of vendor
drawings.

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.




NOV Item B - 1.i (82-22-18A)

"Procedure FID-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 a
complete quality record."

The violation is admitted.

Field Procedure FID-2.100(Q) was inadequate in that it did not contain a
requirement to provide for indication on design drawings that applicable
FCNs and FCRs had been retired. Retired FCR/FCNs 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 FCR was lost due to a clerical error and a copy was
obtained from the design office within twenty-four hours. It is also
noted that the FCR could be traced to the design drawing through the
FCR/FCN retirement computer printout.)

Field Procedure FID-2.100(Q) was revised to formalize the practice of
requiring design drawings to be annotated with a circled letter "R"
denoting a retirement. The Field Documeant Control Department has
performed a 100% review of all drawings, with retired FCR/FCNs against
them, to verify compliance to this new requirement.

Complete.
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NOV Item B - 1. (82-22-18B)

"Field Sketch CY-1035 which illustrated the bottom gusset plates for HVAC fan
supports was not identified as "Q", nor was there a :12ference to the affected

drawing on the sketch as required by Procedure FPD-5.000, (Preparation of
Field Sketches.)"

The violation is admitted.

The requirement for this designation and reference is contained in Field
Procedure FPD-5.000 and was not followed. Field Sketch CY-1035 for the
Diesel Generator Building HVAC support steel gusset plate was not
designated "Q", nor referenced to the original design drawing.

Field Sketch CY-1035 has been revised and designated "Q", and referenced
to design drawing C-1004. NCR M01-0-2~155 was issued by MPQAD to document
the identified discrepancy. Field Procedure FPD-5.000 was reviewed and
determined to be adequate in regard to the stated requirement.

Training of responsible personnel in the specifics of FPD-5.000 has been
conducted.

A review of other FSKs will be conducted by Field Engineering for
compliances with FPD-5.000.

The review by Field Engineering will be completed by April 22, 1983.
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NOV Item B - 1.k (82-22-18C)

"Procedure FPD-5.000, (Preparation of Field Sketches), Revision 1 did not
require design drawings to reference appropriate field sketches to ensure a
complete quality record."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. Although field procedures do not control what is placed cn design
drawings, no cross reference log existed to enable oue to readily find
what Field Sketches (FSK's) apply to each design drawing.

3. A reverse reference log was created listing applicable civil miscellaneous
steel FSK's for each civil design drawing depicting miscellaneous steel.

4. Reverse reference logs listing applicable FSK's will be created for the
remainder of all FSK's prepared in accordance with FPD-5.000. FPD-5.000
will be revised to address the requirements for reverse reference logs.

5. FPD-5.000 will be revised by April 15, 1983, addressing these requirements
and including an effectivity date of June 15, 1983 for reverse reference
logs.
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NOV Item B - 1.1,m,n,o0,p (82-22-16)

"(1) The eight bracing top 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.

The as-built gusset plate coonections in Bay 1 were not built as
identified on Detail 2 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.

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.

Drawing C-1004, Detail 2, required the W10 beam-to-beam connection to be
welded. In Bay No. 3, a bolted comnection was constructed in lieu of
the required welded connection, without review nor proper authorization.

The column cover plate identified on FCR 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."

The violations are admitted.

Diesel Generator Building HVAC fan support steel installation was not donme
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 approved drawing and
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 evaluation
by Project Engineeriug indicated the smaller 1/4" size plates were
acceptable. Nevertbzless, the plates will be replaced with 5/16"
plates by Bechtel zer NCR 4690.

The gusset plate connection in Bay 1 has been removed and will be
reworked per NCR 4690.

The 5/16" and 3/8" bracing angles have been removed and will be
reworked per NCR 4690.

After the NRC inspection, NCR 4690 was written and dispositioned "Use
As Is" for bolted connections constructed in Bay 3. It should be
note¢ that these connections were constructed to design drawings
approved at that time which allowed bolted connections.

mi0383-40192-66-44
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NOV Item B - 1.1,m,n,0,p (82-22~16) Continued

(p) NCR 4690 dispositioned the cover plate on the steel column to be
"reworked". '

4. Team training programs, required by the Construction Completion 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
recertification program.

5. Specific compliance will be achieved when rework is completed under the
Construction Completion Program.
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NOV Item B - 1.q (82-22-24)

"A section (approximately 18 x 10 x 4 inches deep) of the primary containment
wall in Containment Purge Room 702 was removed (by chipping) without obtaining
approval as required by FIG-1.111, Revision 4, Concrete Drilling Permit."

The violation is admitted.

Field procedures (FIG-1.111, Revision 3) in effect 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.

Field Procedure FIG-~1.111, Concrete Drill Permits, has been revised
and approved to include chipping.

Steps have been taken to insure concrete chipping repairs are
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 FPT-
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.

The above steps are summarized on NCR M01-2-154 which was issued by
MPQAD to request process corrective action. The Project Engineering
response to this NCR concludes there is no safety impact, or affect
on quality of the structure, due to the chipping of concrete
identified in the Containment Purge Room 702.

Field Procedure FPT-3.000 requires approval.

The chipped area in question requires repair.

NCR M01-9-2-154 requires ciosin;.
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NOV Item B - 1.q (82-22-24) Continued

5. (1) April 15, 1983.

(2) Specific compliance will be achieved when the rework is completed
under the Construction Completion Program.

(3) Following rework.
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NOV Item B - 2.a (82-22-08)

"Measures were not established for the selection and review for suitability of
application of "Q" materials associated with the diesel genmerator exhaust
muffler in that design drawings and specifications did not indicate the
material identity of the installed muffler saddle supports and plates."

1. The violation is indeterminate at this time.

2. Material specification and identification is the responsibility of the
emergency diesel generator prime vendor. No documentation was available
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 vendor has been requested to provide the necessary documentation for
material traceability and identification of applicable QA requirements
applied to the exhaust silencers.

4. A status update and identification of any corrective steps which may be
required will be provided by Project Engineering by May 2, 1983.

5. To be determined by results Project Engineering report of May 2, 1983.
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NOV Item B - 2.b (82-22-15B)

"Design Drawing C-147 required bolted bracing connections :or the diesel
generator building HVAC bracing gusset plates. Field Sketch CY-1035 was used
to change the design to welded connections in lieu of the specified bolted
connections. This design change was neither properly reviewed nor approved."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. Note 14 on drawing 7220-C-147 was not clear. It has always been the
intent of Project Ergineering 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.
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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 HVAC fan gusset plates. A "combo" shop work order request
was used to design the gusset plates without appropriate review and approval."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. The Diesel Generator Building HVAC faa support gusset plate dimensions
were only identified on a field fabrication shop work order. The field
sketch for this work was inadequate in that it did not contain necessary
details for fabrication. v

3. 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 sketches to assure that proper
information for gusset plates is included and specified in accordance with
FCR C-5174.

5. May 2, 1983.



NOV Ttem B - 2.4 (82-22-15A)

"The licensee failed to analyze the four diesel generator building momorails
as seismic Category I as described in their commitment to Regulatory
Guide 1.29, in Appendix 3A of the FSAR."

The violation is admitted in that the Diesel Generator Momorail had not
been analyzed seismically through the normal project design process, or
after the initial walkdowu under specification 7220-L-001(Q) had been
performed to verify project compliance to Regulatory Guide 1.29
commitments. The Proximity and Seismic Category II/I Site Walkdown
Program described in Specification 7220-L-001(Q) provides method for
identification, evaluation and resolution of all potential situations
where non seismic Category I commodities are installed above safety
related systems, components or structures.

The Diesel Generator Building monorails were reviewed during the
preliminary walkdown, but were not identified for further analysis due to
the walkdown teams verbal understanding thav the monorails had been
seismically analyzed previocusly.

Seismic analysis was subsequently performed addressing adequacy of the
Diesel Cenerator Building monorails. The analysis concluded that failure
of the monorails under seismic loading would not occur.

The training program for all walkdown teams was revised to require that
seismic analysis on non-seismic components that would potentially effect
safety related structures, systems or components are documented. If
documentation is not available at the time of walkdown then the potential
interaction must be identified on an interaction identification sheet in
accordance with applicable walkdown program requirements.

All areas walked down prior to the revised training program were rewalked
to assure that any other non-seismic components that could potentially

effect safety related structures, systems or components had documented
seismic analysis on file.

mi0383-4019a-65-44
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NOV Item B - 2.4 (82-22-15A) Continued

4. Engineering records will be compiled to support walkdown teams.

5. May 15, 1983
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NOV Item B - 2.e (82-22-11)

"The licensee designed and constructed thirty-two diesel generator building
exhaust system hangers without ensuring that the applicable requirements for
"Q" components were included in the design documents."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. (a) All design documents associated with installation of the Diesel
Generator exhaust (B31.1) pipe hangers were not identified as "Q"
even though the P&ID identified the piping as "Seismic Category 1"
and the FSAR specified the Diesel Generator exhaust system to be
safety related.

(b) In accordance with project commitments any structure system or
components identified "Seismic Category 1" is considered "Q" and
project quality assurance program req:'rements should be applied. 1In
general, only ASME III hangers are "Q", however, because of the
uniqueness of "Seismic Category 1", B31.1 hangers, Project
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
the isometric M-652, SH 1 and P&ID 7220-M-452 Sht 1A & 1B. The
applicable hanger sketches have subsequently been revised to identify
the supports as "Q". Bechtel Specification 7220-M-326(Q) has been
revised to provide special provisions for QC inspections of the "Q"
J31.1 support and lists the pipe hangers in question. A review has
been performed which determined that no other situation similiar to
tne Diesel Generator exhaust piping (B31.1-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 reviews, and NCR M01-5-2-166 was written by MPQAD
to document this item.
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NOV Item B - 2.e (82-22-11) 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 Category 1 without being identifed as "Q".

QC inspection of Diesel Generator exhaust system hangers wi'l be
required in accordance with project specification 7220-M-326(Q).

Project drawing correctioa will be complete by June 1, 1983.

Required Diesel Generator exhaust system hanger inspections and
closure of NCR M01-5-2-166 will be completed when the Construction
Completion Program is initiated.
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NOV Item B - 2.f (82-22-26)

"The licensee purchased Armor Stone for a "Q" portion of the perimeter dike

without transiating the applicable regulatory requirements into appropriate
specifications and design documents."

The violation is admitted.

Part 2 of enclosure 7 of the NRC letter on Completion of Soils Remedial
Activities Review dated May 25, 1982 required that the activities of the
Armorstone placement program be "Q" controlled. The Project failed to
translate this requirement into the design and procurement documents for
this material due to a misunderstanding of NRC requirements.

Bechtel drawings C-45, C-109, C~111 acd C~112 have been rev.sed 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 requirements.

Technical specification C~209 will be revised as "Q" and will identify the
portion of installation work to be done as "Q". In addition, Bechtel
drawing C-1096 will be revised to specify the installation of Armorstone

to be "Q" in the "Q" designated areas of the dike. No Armorstone has yet
been placed in these areas.

Full compliance will be achieved when applicable specifications and
drawings referred to above are revised as "Q". This will be doue by
June 1, 1983.




YOV Item B - 3. (82-22-01)

"Source inspections at the panel supplier facility and receipt iuspections at
the Midland site failed to ensure conformance of the internal wiring within
diesel geuerator engine control panels 1C111, 1C112, 2C111, and 2C112 to Pro-
curement Specification 7220-G-5, Revision 1. Paragraph 6.0 of Specification
7220-G-% states "All electrical wiring . . . within the board enclosure shall
consorm to the highest industrial standards of design and workmanship." An
FRC inspection on October 1I, 1982 identified the following examples of
defective terminations of intermal wiripg within the subject panels.

The cutput lead on the Relay Tach device had nuwerous broken strards
at the termiration lug.

The K1 lead on the Relay Tach device had two broken strands resulting

in a potential skort circuit between the Kl lead and an adjacent
conductor.

The 1+ lead on the CB-1 device did not have all strands inserted into
the compression lug."

The violation is admitted.

The violation occurred due to poor electrical workmanship at the vendors
facility, inadequate vendor QC inspe~tion plus inadequate source
inspection. Although MPQAD performed an overinspection on the four panels
in question, the discrepant conditions had been missed.

MPQAD initiated a 100% overinspection program (01E-7B) in July, 1980
to verify workmanship according to vendor wockmanship standards and
the technical specification. During the overiaspection 27 NCR's were
written, and 14 have been closed. Seven (AR's were written, and 5
closed. The lack of identification of conditions in this violation

by the overinspection program has becen investigated and is felt to be
ar isolated case.
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NOV Item B - 3. (82-22-01) Continued

(2) NCR M01-9-2-139, dated October 22, 1982, was issued to track these
four panels. MCAR 66 was prepared on December 30, 1982 with Interim
Reports No 1 & 2 submitted to NRC Region III on December 30, 1982 and
February 25, 1983, respectively. The scope of the MCAR 66 Task Force
is to review the NCR's and QAR's written, verify that Project
Engineering disposition is consistent between vendors and formulate
an action plan that will preclude any further recurrence.

Implementation at the vendors facilities of E-24 Revision 0
"Overinspection of Vendor Supplied Printed Circuit Board Assemblies" and
E-25 Revision 0, "Overinspection of Vendor Supplied Electrical
Equipment/Componants"” will be carried out by MPQAD and Project Supplier
Quality for the few future procurements 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 commodity. E-24 and E-25 were approved February 21, 1983 and
February 18, 1983 respectively and have been issued for use.

For equipment on site, MPQAD has inspected nearly 100% of all "Q"
electrical panels and cabinets. MPQAD overinspection will continue
uatil the source inspection program is fully implemented - forecast
completion of overinspection is July 1, 1983.

Programs are now in place to prevent recurrence of pcor vendor

workmanship for remaining panels and cabinets that are yet to be
shipped.

Full compliance will be achieved upon the closure of MCAR 66.
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NOV Item B - &4.a (82-22-25)

“"Au inspection program was not established to ensure segregation of cables
installed in horizontal trays which used metal dividers to segregate control
and iostrumentation cables in accordance with design requirements."

~

1. The violation is admitted. The violation involved three cables that had
been inadvertantly looped in anl) out of the incorrect side of a divided
tray section.

2. The cables in question could have been improperly segregated in the
raceway for a variety of reasons: temporary rework situation,
installation techniques, etc.

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 specific area.

3. (1) NCR M01-9-2-151 was issued November 1, 1982. Supervision was verbally
informed and the non-conformance was immediately corrected.

(2) Generic resolution involves revision of Field Procedure FPE-4.00C
(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 ongoing is verifying the routing as an
inspection attribute. Information developed from the cable
reinspection program will be used to verify voltage segregaticn.
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NOV Item B = 4.b (82-22-17)

"Quality Control (QC) inspections failed to ensur: 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 B.1.(1) through (o) of this Notice of Violation. These
nonconformances were associated with installation of the diesel genmerator
building HVAC fan support steel."

The violation is admitted.

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.

The Construction Completion Program has been instituted.

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 cails for a QC inspector
recertification program. The verification portion of the Program will
verify quality of completed work.’

Full complianace will be achieved when PQCI reviews and QC inspector
recertifications and the verification program are complete.

mi0383-4019a-66-44
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NOV Item B - 5. (82-22-10)

"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."

The violation is admitted.

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.

Bechtel has initiated a -torage maintenance program for the exhaust

silencer bearing plates. An NCR was written on March 9, 1983 by MPQAD to
track this item.

Direction has been given to develop an installation and maintenance
program for all flourccarbon bearing plates on site.

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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NOV Item B - 6. (82-22-13)

"During welding of the diesel generatcr building exhaust piping hanger support
steel, the licensee did not verify preheat of existing safety-related
structural steel at a temperature of 70°F as required by site specifications
and the AWS 1974 Code."

1. The violation is admitted.

2. The ambient temperature was not verified fur the welding operation
observed by the NRC iaspector. 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 instructionms.
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 will have this preheat training
emphasized as part of their indoctrination.

5. All Bechtel site welders will be re-trained by May 1, 1983.
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NOV Item B - 7. (82-22-21)

"Measures were not established to control the distribution of changes (red
lines) to hanger isometric drawings in that changes to Drawing 1-652-2-25(Q)
were not controlled utflizing the Site Document Control Center."

The violztion is admitted.

The control of Redline changes to work prints was not performed through
the Construction Document Control Department, however, it was being done
in accordance with established field procedures.

Revisions to Bechtel Field Procedures now require all changes (redlines)
to piping isometrics and hanger drawings to be controlled utilizing the

site Document Control Center.

Complete.




NOV Item B - 8.a (82-22-23)

"Measures were not established or implemented to determine if materials
ultimately restricted (per Nonconformance Report No 3266) from installation or
use in ASME Class ] systems were actually installed or used in Class I
systems."

The violation is admitted.

Failure to initially apply QC hold tags on suspect material, and failure
to implement disposition of the NCR in a timely manmner.

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.

100% of all completed Class I P-2.20 PQCIR documentation packages stored
in the vault were reviewed for identification of the nonconforming
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 material is to be removed and replaced with acceptable
material.

A specific review by a level II QCE of all future Class I P2.20 PQCIRs for
discrepant material identified on NCR 3266 is being performed before final
acceptance and their subsequent storage in the QC vault.

A QA survey of all applicable NCRs will be performed in accordance with QA
Checklist S-23 to assure that material control procedures have been
adequately implemented and subsequent actions associated with applicable
NCR dispositions have been implemented.
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NOV Item B - 8.a (82-22-23) Continued

Although not related directl: with the above effort or this identified
discrepancy, a complete material verification documentation review with
special emphasis for ASME NCA 3700/3802 compliance for pipe support
material is in process on the project by Bechtel procurement supplier
quality group to assure acceptable material documentation for the Midland
Project. Miscellaneous material such as rebars, paint, etc, are excluded

from this review."

5. Full compliance with be obtained as follows:

Specific Actions - 1)

2)

Generic Actions - 1)

2)

General - 1)

mi0383-40192-66-44

Rework required on Class I supports in field to be
complete by March 15, 1983.

Review of all new P-2.20 PQCIRs is ongoing.

Review of all applicable project NCRs by QA to be
complete by June 24, 1983,

Follow-up actions as result QA survey to be
determined later.

The review of all material documentation packages
for proper verification documentation is an ongoing
effort. As stated previously, this is considered
additionzl effort not directly related to
resolution of the identified discrepancy.
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NOV Item B - 8.b(1) (82-22-12A)

"As of November 10, 1982, two nonconforming conditions identified by the NRC
on October 12, 1982, and confirmed by the licensee on October 19 and 25,
respectively, had not been documrnted 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 classfied, designed, or built
as "Q" as committed to in the FSAR. (See item 2.e) ..."

1. The viclation is admitted.

2. An NCR was not issued bec.use MPQAD failed to act in a timely manner.

3. NCR M01-5-2-166 was written by MPQAD on November 16, 1982 to document the
bangers listed on SCN #36 to Specification M-326 as being nonconforming as
a result of their original "non-Q" designation.

4. Complete.

5. Complete.
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NOV Item B-8.b(2) (82-22-12B)

"As of November 10, 1982, two nonconforming conditions identified by the NRC
on October 12, 1982, and confirmed by the licensee on October 19 and 25,
respactively, had not been documented on a nonconformance report, a quality
assurance report or other appropriate report. The two nonconforming
conditions were:

(1) The design of the diesel generator monmorail was not analyzed to seismic
Category I design requirements as committed to in the FSAR. (See
item 2.4.)"

1. The violation is admitted.

2. There was a misunderstanding over whether a nonconforming condition
actually existed.

3. On November 16, 1982, a Quality Action Request (QAR) was writtem to
document the condition. A subsequent seismic analysis has been done (Calc
#G-44(Q) Revision 1) which documents the acceptability of current design
cof the subject monorail.

4. Complete.

5. Complete.
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ATTACHMENT 3

REQUEST FOR REDUCTION OF CIVIL PENALTY

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.205, Consumers Power Company respectfully requests that
the NRC reconsider the amouant of civil penalty proposed te 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 47 Federal Register page 9991,
March 9, 1982) sets forth specific criteria for increasing or reducing base
civil penalties, and provides in part as follows:

"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
licensee takes corrective action, including actions to
Frevent recurrence, may be considered in modifying the
civil penalty to be assessed. Unusually prompt and exten-
sive corrective action may result in reducing the proposed
civil penalty as much as 50% of the base value shown in
Table 1. On the other hand, the civil penalty may be
increased as much as 25% of the base value if initiation of
corrective action is not prompt or if the corrective action
is only minimally acceptable. Ia weighing this factor
consideration will be 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
specific 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. Most
important, however, is that our program to correct these deficiencies is
comprehensive and far reaching. :

Slortly after receiving feedback on the NRC's inspection findings, the Company .
launched major, extensive corrective action. The Company halted the majority
of the Category I work 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
NRC inspection findings. The Company's entire plan is entitled the
Construction Completion Program, and included steps responding broadly to the
NRC's and Company's areas 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 Meeting with the NRC at Midland on February 8, 1983.
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The corrective action undertaken by the Company was not narrowly 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 genmerator
building which was the focus of NRC's inspection. The verification program
begins in the auxiliary building, includes the reactor buildings and diesel
generator building as well as the service water pump structure.

The Construction Completion Program, which is the organizational basis for the
generic corrective action, will encompass and structure the remaining pre-
turnover systems and area work to be done at the Midland site, (éxcepting
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
Bechtel supervision extends broadly to the entire job, and involves a major
commitment of additional manpower and resources in recertification, training,
and inspection activities.

The Company does not contest the NRC's decision to increase the civil penalty
on the basis of certain other factors specified in the enforcement guidelines.
We request, however, that comsideration be given in determining the amount of
the penalty to the corrective action taken and planned by the Company.
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS, REGION 111
799 Roosevelt Road, Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137

NEWS ANNOUNCEMENT 83-08
CUNTACT: Jan Strasma 312/9Y32-2674
Russ rlarubito 312/932-2667

NRC STAFF PROPOSES $120,000 FINE FOR QUALITY ASSURANCE VIOLATIONS
AT MIDLAND NUCLEAR POWER STATION

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Region III Office has proposed
a $120,000 fine against Consumers Power Company for an alleged breakdown
in the quality assurance program at the Midland Nuclear Power Station
construction site in Midland, Michigan.

An NRC inspection of equipment installation in the plant's diesel
generator building between October 12 and November 25, 1982, identified
numerous items of noncompliance with NRC Quality Assurance requirements.

The proposed fine consists of two alleged violations, each carrying
a $60,000 penalty.

The first violation is for multiple examples of plant personnel
failing to follow procedures, drawings and specifications in the installa-
tion of equipment. 1In one instance, an inspection program was not
established to ensure the segregation of electrical cables in accordance
with design requirements. 1In other cases, changes in drawings or specifi-
cations were made without proper authorization.

The second violation was the result of the NRC's determination that
quality control supervisors instructed quality control (QC) inspectors to
suspend inspections when excessive numbers of deficiencies were obs~=rved.

The construction being inspected was then turned back to the
construction staff for rework. The intent of this practice was to improve
construction quality prior to the QC inspections. In some cases, however,
the follow-up QC inspections focused only on the previously identified
deficiencies, instead of conducting a full reinspection. This practice,
therefore, provided no assurance that unreported deficiencies were later
identified or repaired. Reinspections will be required for those areas
where this QC practice was utilized.

This inspection practice also resulted in incorrect data being fed
into the licensee's Trend Analysis Program, thereby inhibiting the utility's
ability to determine the root causes of deficiencies and to prevent their
recurrence.

In a letter to Consumers announcing the proposed fine, Regional
Administrator James G. Keppler said the violations demonstrate the company's
"failure to exercise adequate oversight and control" of its principal
contractor (Bechtel Power Corporation), which had the responsibility for
executing the QA program.

Keppler added that the QA breakdown, in part, caused Consumers to halt
some safety-related construction work at the plant last December, and to
take "other significant actions to provide assurance that safety-related
structures and systems are constructed as designed."

As part of its cerrective action, Consumers has proposed a "Construction
Completion Program," outlining the steps it will take to complete the Mid-

-More-
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION 111
799 ROOSEVELY ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 60137

FEB 8 1983

Docket No. 50-329
Docket No. 50-330
EA 83-3

Consumers Power Company
ATIN: Mr. John D. Selby
President
212 West Michigan Avenue

Jackson, MI 49201

Gentlemen:

This letter refers to the special inspection conducted by the Office of Special
Cases, Midland Section, of this office on October 12 - November 25, 1982, and
on January 19-21, 1983 of activities 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 inspection were discussed with you on November 10 and 23,
1982, on January 21, 1983 at the conclusion of the inspection and on January 18
1983 in the Region III office during an enforcement conference between you and
others of your staff and me and others of the NRC staff.

The inspection was primarily a physical inspection of installed equipment to
verify conformance to approve<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>