April 6, 1983

Note to: Darl Hood (NRR)

J. darrison (Reg. III)
Wiiliam Paton

SUBJECT: INTERVENOR REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY IN THE MIDLAND QA HEARING

This is to confirm information we discussed at length on Wednesday,
April 6, 1983.

On Tuesday, April 5, 1983, a conference call was held between the Licensing
Board and &11 parties to the Midland OM proceeding. The subject was dis-
covery requests by Intervenor Stamiris. We have been engaging in informal
discovery with Mrs. Stamiris, but the process has brokan down. Intervenor
is not satisfied with the discovery she has received to date.

Intervenor Stamiris is now represented by the attorneys for the Government
Accountability Project. They indicated to the Board during the conference
call their dissatisfaction with the discovery they had received to date and
indicated that if they could not obtain the discovery they feit they needed
that they would ask to delay the QA hearing which is now scheduled to being
April 26, 1983. Mr, Eisenhut has recently indicated very strongly that this
proceeding should not be delayed.

The Board urged the Staff to do everything possible to satisfy Intervenors'
discovery requests.

Intervenors have agreed to have their formal discovery request in the Staff's
hands not later than Friday, April 8, 1983. Pursuant to Board Order the Staff
is to file its response not later than Friday, April 15, 1983. The purpose

of this memo is to alert all concerned that OELD will distribute copies of

the formal discovery requests as soon as possible after receipt on Friday,
April 8th. We hope all parties will be able to give the matter immediate
attention to avert any possibility that the Staff causes a delay in the
proceeding by reason of our inability to respond to discovery.

2D -

William D. Paton
Counsel for NRC Staff

. Adensam (NRR)

. Hernon (NRR)

. Warnick (Reg.

. Shafer (Reg. I
S. Lewis (Reg. II
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TCTPAL ST NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
S ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD
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ot Before Administrative Judges ...”;,
. Charles Bechhoefer, Chairman wolcout
DOr. Freg:rick"P. Cowan
L Dr. Jerry Harbour
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ASLBP Nos. 76-389-03 OL
80-429-02 SP

In the Matter of Docket Nos. 50-329 OL

50-330 OL
CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY
Docket Nos. 50-329 OM

(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2) ; s ' 50-330 OM

April 5, 1983

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
{Telephone Conference Call, April 5, 1983)

On April 5, 1983, the Applicant initiated a telephone c¢onference
cail, in accordance with the agreement reached at the evidentiary
hearing on Friday, April 1, 1983. In addition to the Board hembers,
the following participated:

N. Paton and M. Wilcove, for the NRC Staff

D. Stahl, P, Steptoe, R. Laver, and J. Srunner for the Applicant

L. Bernabei and B. Stamiris, for Ms. Stamiris

M. Sinclair, pr¢ se

1. At the hcaring on April 1, the Board heard argument concerning
the Applicant's objections to one of Ms., Barbara Stamiris' discovery
requests (7Tr. 14188-196). Ms. Stamiris had previously regquested

documents discussing, dnter alia, “any findings or recommendations” of a
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1980); see aiso Consumers Power Co. (Midland Plant, Units 1 ard 2),

ALAB-691, 16 NRC __ , __ fn. 27 (September 9, 1882); and

(4) that there has nct thus far been an adequate showing, as
contemplated by 10 CFR § 2.740(b)(2), that Ms. Stamiris has a
*substantial need" for the drafts and is “unable without undue hardship
to obtain the substantial equivalent of the materials by other means.®
We perceive that there would be a2 “"substantial need"” for these drafts
only if they included material facts additional to those in the final
report which, we understand, has been made available to Ms. Stamiris.
The Applicant claims that the material 1s cumulative. If this be so, we
believe that the work product privilege should be upheld.

As a result, we ruled that the Applicant should provide an
affidavit to support its claim that the material is cuﬁu!ative--jég;.
that the drafts include no material facts additional to those in the
final report. (In 1ts affidavit, the Applicant ,i11 set forth its basis
for determining materiality.) Assuming the Applicant provides such an
affidavit, we deny the requested production of documents. (If the
Applicant cannot or will not provide the affidavit, we find that the
necessary showing of "substantial need” will have been satisfied and
that the documents should be made available to Ms. Stamiris.)

2. During the conference call, we also discussed a dispute
between Ms. Stamiris and the NRC Staff concerning the Stafr's response
to discovery regquests. Ms, Stamiris has apparently not been able to

obtain documents from the Staff through informal discovery. -The Staff
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cited the“broadness of the requcst; and the burden of compliance.
Ms. Stamiris claims that her recuests have been considerably narrouta
during th; past week.

We approved the following procecdures for settling tnis

dispute: -

1. Ms. Stamiris will provide her narrowed discovery request
to the Staff, in writing, io be received by no later than Friday,
April 8 (and by Thursday, April 7 if possible).

2. During the week of April 11, Ms. Stamiris' counsel will -
meet with the Staff and negotiate concerning the narrowed request.

3. The Staff will have in the Board's hands by Friday,

April 15, 1ts response to those aspects of the discovery request

which remain ir dispute.

4. The Board will review the request and response during the
week of April 18-22 and inform parties of its ruling no later than
April 22.

§. The parties should keep in mind the possible effect of
open discovery requests in scheduling particular witnesses,

3. Mr. Stahl informed the Board that the Applicant intends to
exercise tﬁé‘Subpoenag previcusly fssued by this Board on July 8, 1962
for pur{g;;s of depos;ng rmercers of the Government Accountability
Project (GAP) concerning mat:ars at issue in this proceeding that are
lllege;-in confidential «fficavits to GAP, The Applicant reiterated
that it does not seek to learn the fdentity of the confidential affiants
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to GAP at this 'éim. bu.t. that 1t ﬁay move at a later date to learn the
names of, and depose, the confidential affifants. The Staff indicated
that 1t had ro objection to the Applicant's proceeding at this time to.
depose the GAP representatives prior to completion of the Staff
investigation of the matters alleged in the conf_f_dgnth‘l affidavits,

The Board noted that two of the persons f0r~uhom 1t had 1ssued
sulbpcenas had subsequently entered their appearance as counsel fecr
Ms. Stamiris and that questions of privilege u_ﬂghlt be present with
respect to certain areas of inquiry. The Board will resolve disputes of
this nature if any such gquestions arise as a ;-esuIt of the depositions

we have authorized,

IT 1S SO ORDERED.

FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND
LICENSING BOARD

4

Charles Bechhoefer, Chairman
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE




The Staff understands this request to be for documents associated

with the formulation of the program.

This 1isting of documents 1s through March 25, 1983, It does not
include certain internal documents which are repetitive of
information contained in the documents which are included in the
listing. /43/4 = £ GT €/ [;
A//:CCL/iJJL Ni§ = 830717

1. Ltr; J.W. Cook to J.G. Keppler and H.R, Denton, dtd
September 17, 1982, subject: Independent Asse.sment, Pg. 4.

2. Ltr; J.W. Ccok to J.G. Keppler and H.R.Denton, dto September
17, 1982, subject: Additional Assessment Programs, Pg. 2.

3. Ltr; J.W.Cook to J.G.Keppler and H.R.Denton, dtd
October 5, 1982, subject: Independent Review Program.

4. Memorandum T.M.; Novak to RiH. Vollmer, dtd October 7, 1982,
subject: Independent Review Program - Midland Units 1 and 2.

5. Ltr; B.P. Garde to J.G. Keppler and H.R. Denton, dtd
October 22, 1982, subject: Independent Review Program.

6. Memorandum to Docket from D.S. Hood, dtd November 8, 1982,
subject: Summary of October 25, 1982 Meeting on Independent
Design Verification Program.

7. Ltr; B.P. Garde to J.G. Keppler and H.R. Denton, dtd November
11, 1982, subject: Independent Review Program.

8. Ltr; J.E, Brunner to W.D. Paton, dt. November 8, 1982, subject:
Stone and Webster.

- -



10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

18.

16.

..2-'

Memorandum to Docket from D.Hood dtd November 22, 1982,
subject: Summary of November 5, 1382 Meeting on Independent
Assessment of Auxiiiarj Underpinning.

Ltrkla.w. Cook to J.G. Keppler and H.R. Denton dtd December 3,
1982, subject: Midland Plant Independent Review Program.

Ltr; J.W, Cook to J.G. Keppler, dtd December 6, 1982, subject:
Third Party Independent Assessment.

Ltr, J.G. Keppler to B.P. Garde, dtd December 14, 1882,
subject: Third Party Design Review.

Analysis of _onsumers Power Company's Proposed Construction
Completion Plan By the Government Accountability Project
Citizens Clinic on behalf of the Lone Free Council, presented
to the NRC at Midland, Michigan, February 8, 1983, prepared by
B.P. Garde.

Ltr; H.A, Levin to J.G. Keppler and D.G. Eisenhut, dated
February 9, 1983, forwarding Revision 1 of Tera Corporation's
Project Quality Assurance and Engineering Program Plzas for the
Midland Independent Design and Construction Verification
Program,

Memorandum to Docket from C.Hood dated February 22, 1983
docket.n3z. H. Levin letter of February 9, 1983.

Ltr; H.A. Levin to J.G. Keppler and DiG. Eisenhut, dated
February 17, 1583, subject: Midland Independent Design
Verification Program, and forwarding Revision 2 to the Project

Quality Assurance Plan,



17.

18.

19,

20.

2l.

~
ro
-

23,

24,

- P

Memorandum to Docket from D.Hood dated February 23, 1983
docketing H.A. Levin 1tr of February 17, 1983.

Memorandum to‘Docket from from D.Hood dated March 2, 1983
docketing two pages omitted from memorandum of February 22.
1983,

Ltr; B.P. Garde to J.G. Keppler dated March 10, 1983, Subject:
Construction Completion Plan,

Memorandum T.M. Novak to R.J. Mattson, R. Volimer, R.E.

Warnick, J.M Taylor, F. Speis; dated March 11, 1983; Subject:
Request for Review of Tera's Engineering Program Plan and
Project quality Assurance Plan for Midland Independent Design
and Construction Verification Program.

Ltr; H.A. Levin to J.G. Keppler and D.G. Eisenhut; dated

March 18, 1983 forwarding additional information on Midland
IDCV Program regarding independence, qualifications, scope,
reporting and status.

Memorancum to Docket from D.Hood dated March 21, 1983 docketing
H.A. tevin 1tr of March 18, 1983.

Ltr; H.A, Levin to J.G. Keppler &nd D.G. Eisenhut; dated

March 18, 1983 forwarding information on independence and
qualifications with respect to independent overviewx of the
Midland Construction Compie ion Plan.

Ltr; D.G. Eisenhut to J.W, Cook, dated March 22, 1983, subject:
Selection of Additional System for Midland Plant Independent

Design and Construction Verification Program.




25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

1.

32.

33.

ois

Transcript of NRC Commission Meeting/Public Meeting on
March 14, 1983 regarding briefing on interim independent degign
verification program.
Ltr; B.P Garde to D.G. Efsenhut, dated March 7, 1983 commenting
on February 8, 1983 Meeting and Construction Completion
Program.
Memurandum to Docket from D.Hood dated March 14, 1883 docketing
B.P. Garde 1tr of March 7. 1983.
Ltr; J.G. Keppler to B.P. Garde, dated March 25, 1983, subject:
Response to ietter of March 10, 1983.
Ltr; J.G. Keppler to J.W. Cook dated February 24, 1983
approving Stone and Webster to perform independent assessment
of soils remedial work activities and requesting expanded
scope.
Ltr; J.W. Cook to J.G. Keppler dated February 11, 1883,
subject: INPO Self-Initiated Evaluation.
Motice of Significant Licensee Meeting on February 8, 1963 to
discusc Midland integrated Construction Completicn Program and
third party assessment effort, ¢ated January 11, 1983,
Ltr; J.G. Keppler to J.W. Cook acknowledging receipt of
January 10, 1983 1tr and confirming meeting of February 8,
1983. :

o
Ltr; E, Adensam to H. Levin dated March 23, 1983, subject:

Service List for IDCV Program Correspondence.
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A1l of these documents eicept those preceded by an asterisk (*) are
available in the local public document room in Midland, Michigan and
in the public document room in Washington, D.C. Those documents

preceded by an asterisk (*) are enclosed.



-
f v
/ 4 : al B
ey —Q'b'. ¢ : et | N e .
b _~ . Vekr Propdest = Froecls, Sapmeenng
-

ond Congimztion

Sacerni Ofisear 1945 Waet Pavapl Resd, Jaekacn, Wi 43301 « (317} 7383383

Dacember 3, 1982

Harold R Daanton, Director

Offics of Nuclear Resctsr Regulaction
Division of licaasiag

US Nuclsar Regulatory Cemmissiosn
Waskiagsea, D¢ 20353

J & Kegpler

Adzisdiatcation, Regios IIT

US Nuclsar Rezulatory Commissicn
799 Rocsevelt Road

Glas Ellyn, IL 60137

MIDLAND NUCLZAR COGENERATION PLANT
MIDLAND DOCKET NOS 50-223, 30-230
HIDLAND PLANT INDEPENDENT REVIZW FROCRAM
FIIE: '31.1.5 SERIAL: 18750

PEITERENC2S: (1) J W COOX LSTTER TO E R DENTON 2D J 6 K2PPLER,
SERIAL 18879 DATZD 10/3/82

(2) ¥RC SUNMARY DATED 11/8/82 CF 10/23/32 XEETING
ON INDEPINDENT DESIGN VERIFICATICON

Reforanca (1) psevided a description of the Midland Plamt Iadepsndant Review
Program, Reference (2) suzmarized tha Ccsobar 25, 1332 meeting wiereis
Consuners Power Compzay and thair comtracrors, Managssent Asalvais Coopany
(MAC) sod Tera, discussed in more detail the Independent Revisw Drograa.
Duriag this meeting, questicns posad by the Staff were responded to by the
Cerpany and it cootractarss.

At the end of the meetiag, Cosauzers Powar Company requested the Staff to

p ovida the applicant with peolicy tuidagce on the proposed Independent Raviev
Progzam. The Staff agreed to prov.de preliminary fz2ddack to Cozsumers Powver
Company by Octoder 29, 1382 and to arransge for additicpsl meetizgs as deemed
appropriate, Thias was subsequently done and sn aéditiopal meeting was beld o2
November 5, 1982 te provide the NAR Stafl more details of the Stona acd
Webster third party assasspment o the icplesentation of the seils uadsrpinning
work.

| -
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Based upsa the mesting of October 25, 1982 and subsaguest faaddack from the
VRO Svaff, Consumers Power proposes tRe following changes to tns Indepeadent
Zevisw Program as submitied in Refarepce (1) agd discuzsed at the Qctoder 23,
1982 ceesizg:

(1) The threa specific svaluati.as will pot be comdinad into a sizgle prograz
with ceardinmation of the individual reporis by MAC.

(2) The Tera Indasendent DJesiga Verificatics (ID7) effo=t will bs complataly
sepavate frem t2a MAC effozt with neithar subccatracier Raving mamoals

from theis compasy iavelved ia the otlas coopsny's efforis.

(3) The Tezs IOV will be oa =he Auxiliazy Tasdwater Svatem (AF4S) as
origizally plaaned, and will slso be izplamsaced on anotlar _yitenm waich
eha Staff is to salect based on three candidates provided by Conauzers
Powar Coopasy ok 3 risk assgisment besis. The thoee candidase sysieas
proposed by Consuzers Power Company are:

a. Elsesric Power Svatem (Diesel Qanazasor)
b. Safeguards Chilled Watezr Syssexz
e, Contaipoent Iaclatica Systes

(4) Tha Tera IDV »ill be expazded to iaclude a more im-depth ravisw of
esastruction activities o provide assurznce of as~built comstrustion
adequacy of the systess iacluded 42 tle Tecza (IDV).

(3) For taa IDV, asy discussions baetwaen project persenzel and Teaca on
confirmed findizgs will take place iz formal maetings with tha NAC beizy
sotified of the zeetings is time to attesd, if they desize.

(6) For the INPO Comstruction Project Evaluatios, a copy of the fizal report
will be givez ton the NRC whea it is geat to IN?0. 4

We Belisve that this lattar documents the conclusicas reached batwasan our
organizatioss regardiag the Midlsad Iadependsnt Revwiew.

CC Atemic Safaty and Liceasdsg Appeal Board

CBechhoefer, ASL3

MWilherry, S0q

FTPCawaa, ASLB .

RJCsok, Midlaed Resideas Inspector
Dackar, ASL3

S3sdlaz, Z8q

Jiarbeur, ASL3

Ciarstesd, Harstead Rngineering

JUC/68K/b )b
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Consumers Pover Company todsy announced new dates for the comwpletion of
the Midland Nuclear Cogeneration Plant and 2 nev cost estimste for the project. &

Lo

The cowpletion of Unic 2, the plent's lead wnit, will be shifted by 14
months from late July 1983 until the first of October 1984. The commercisl
operation date will likewise shift by )4 wmonths, until February 1985. The Unit
1 fuel load dste is nov February 1985, s change of 13 wonths and its commercial
operation date is projevted for August 1955, a change of 12 months.

The cost of the project 1# nov estimated at $4.43 billion.

The newv cost and schedule vere announced this sfternoun in Jackson st the
Company's annual wmeeting by John D. Selby, chairman of the board. A press confer-
ence wvas held in Jackson folloving the meeting.

Selby said the principal reasons for the changed schedule were che suxiliary
building underpinning program and the remaining work te complete the plant and
implement revised quality control and quality sesurance rrograms to weel require-
ments and expectations of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. . "

In remarks to the media, Vice President James W. Cook sald.

"The development of the nev project schedule is the result of » complete
anzlysis of project status and the evaluation of our plr ~iing and work performed
over the past several vyears. Our srevious schedule was set in June 1980 and
at that rime we projected Unit 2 fuel loed in July 1983. Manv of the condirions
ve evaluared at that time have changed significantly and our nev dats reflects
our re-analysis. The wost significant single factor tied to profect completion
is the remedial soils work on site. The evolution of regulatory reviev and
construciion status of this ascrivity has developed into the pacing dtem for
plant gompletion.” el

§. 3

Site Manager Don Miller said that the Company staff that will ‘aperare the
plant {e¢ almosr fully essembled and is supporting testing and preoperationsl
prograns., g .

"The eeplovees ot Midland have shown their dedication and commitment to
support sucrcessful completion and plant operstion and their continued “ef{forts

T will be evident in the final pheses of completing the project,” he said.

"We hove & procedure in place wvhereby we request authorization fros the
NRC to proceed with soils work activities. For those scrivities suthorized,
ve have reached and sustained excellent production rates and have proven we
can have an effective quality prograe overseeing the soile work. Six of the
57 tewmporary piers have been or soon will be completed., We hav~ requested author-
ization on asdditional work. There remains & great deal of wvork to be done with
the remedial so‘ls program, but we have not experienced any unexpected problems
vith wvork accomplished to dete.”

4-12-83
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< September 17, 1981,,_; PRINCIPAL STAFF
A Y "
Harold R Denton, Director \lﬁﬁu« | Vor %
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 3 T Ry —loim>
Division of Licensing T Tl S— o~y
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission f‘_‘}“f""-:';5"j 1
Washington, DC 20555 EEL 1S -
Lol ’
James G Keppier T ( }_l z
Regional Administrator - ! A

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region III

794 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, TL 60137

MIDLAND NUCLEAR COGENERATION PLANT
MIDLAND DOCKET NOS 50-329, 50-330

CE PROCRAM IMPLEMENT: ON
FILE: 0485.17 IAL: 18850

REFERENCE: CPCo Letter Serial 18845, 9/17/82, "Quality Assurance Program
Implementation for Soils Remedial Work"

The referenced letter summarized Consumers Power Company's discussions with
the NRC management regarding the implementation of the Quality Assurance
Program for the Midland soils remedial work. In addition to the discussions
specifically related to soils, the total Midland Quality Assurance Program
laplementation was reviewed and areas were identified where additional efforts
should be directed to insure successful overall project implementation and the
performance of the primary .aspection function (QC) on site. In response to
these concerns Consumers Power mad two significant new commitments which are
conceptually described in the following paragraphs. Additional documentation
will be provided as the details of these commitments are worked out.

Quality Control Function

In order to improve the performance of the Quality Control function and to
make it more responsive tu direction from the Quality Assurance organization,
the responsibility for directing the entire Quality Control function will be
assumed by Consumers Power. The Quality Control group will functionally
report to MPQAD. The programmatic aspects now in place will continue to be
used and the combined inspe-tion resources of both Bechtel and CPCo will be
integrated. This reorganization will be fully implemented as soon as the
appropriace procedural changes are finalized. The integration of the QC
resources fur soils into MPQAD has already been accomplished as a separate
action.

0c0982-4024a-66-100 SEP 22 wg
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Independent Verification - Total Project

Consumers Fower proposes a new and expanded approach for verifying the overall
quality of the project. This approach will give a broader overview than the
assessments currently being recommended by the NRC for other NTOL plants. The
assessment which is suggested for Midland is to combine an INPO type
construction project evaluation, which is a broad "horizontal" type review of
many aspects of current project operations with the detailed "vertical slice"
review of all aspects, current and historical of a critical piant system or
subsystem. The entire review will be performed by one or more independent
contractors who are currently being selected. With the assistance of the
selected contractors, the detailed plans for this extensive independent
assessment will be finalized and presented to NRC management shortly for their
concurrence prior tc initiating the major work activities.

The INPO portion of the program will be initiated im—=diately at least through
the planning phase to comply with the INPO schedule aad industry commitments
to the NRC. The INPO construction program evaluation for Midland will differ
from the majority of the industry's self-initiated evaluations in that an
independent contractor rather than utility personnel will carry out the INPO
evaluation. The results will then be overviewed by the INPO staff to assure
adequacy and consistency with other evaluations.

Additional Assessment Programs

In addition to the above, Consumers Power has proposed to retain a qualified
third party for an assessment of the underpinning activities as detailed in
the referenced letter.

Consumers Power Company has also initiated other appraisals to assess the
adequacy of the Quality Assurance Program. Two major recent examples of this
practice that have occured are as follows.

In 1981, Management Analysis Company (MAC) conducted an assessment which
focused on performance in three major areas as follows:

1. Adequacy and timeliness of both part .nd process corrective actions taken
on a sample of the historical hardware problems that have been identified
at Midland over its lifetime.

2. The degree to which the physical characteristics of selected supplied
components and parts meet their respective qua’ity requirements.

3. The overall adequacy of the Quality Assurance Program with particular
emphasis in corrective actions, effectiveness of the supplier
documentation review efforts and personnel qualifications.

This assessment has been completed, the results were positive and all open
items have been resolveé and closed. The final report has been previously
submitted to the NRC.

A Bechtel Corporate Staft project evaluation was initiated in April 1982. A
report on the resulis of this assessment is being finalized at this time. The

0c0982-4024a-60-100
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purnose of this evaluaticn was to review the Midland engineering activities to
det:rmine if design criteria have been implemented and if the design
assumptions, design methods, and the design processes are satisfactory.
Bechtel Corporate Management was asked to initiate this assessment in order to
certify that the Midland project met all the standards expected of any Bechtel
project. To carry out this assignment the assessment team was specifically
chosen to be independent from the Bechtel Ann Arbor Power Division. The team
consisted of senior experienced personnel with appropriate expertise having
previously perform.d similar work on other projects. A Consumers Power
representative was a direct participant on the assessment team. The final
report will be sent to the NRC upon completion and whatever other
documentation or discussion as may be requested will be provided.

Conclusion

Based on the cCiscussion outlined above and in the reference letter, Consumers
Power believes that steps have been taken to .nsure both the successful
implementation of the remaining work to complete the plant and a verification

program, including quality records, test program results, and third party
assessments, that will certify the adequacy of the plant as constructed.

?.W . (et

JWC/JAM/bjw

0c0982-4024a-66~164
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CC Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board
CBechhoefer, ASLB
MMCherry, Esgq
FPCowan, ASLB
RJCook, Midland Resident Inspector
RSDecker, ASLB
SGadler
JHarbour, ASLB
GHarstead, Harstead Engineering
DSHood, NRC (2)
DFJudd, B&W
JDKane, NRC
FJKell.y, Esq
RBLandsman, NRC Region III
WHMarshall
JPMatra, Naval Surface Weapors Center
WOtto, Army Corps ol Engineers
WDPatton, Esq
SJPoules, Geotechnical Engineers
FRinaldi, NRC
HSingh, Army Corps of Engineers
BStamiris
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CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY
Midland Units 1 and 2
Docket No 50-329, 50-330

Letter Serial 18850 Dated September 17, 1982

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

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY

Sworn and subscribed before me this ‘tjdxy of , . .2

.

Notary Public
Bay County, Michigan

.- r

My Commission Expires - -/

mi0982-0000a100~-164



consumers
Power Jomes W Cook

mmuaw Vice President - Projects, Engineering

and Construction

General Offices: 1945 West Parnsll Road, Jeckson, M| 49201 « (517) 7880453

eptembér 17, 1982 i ey g

Harold R Denton, Director

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation - o 2 i&g
Division of Licensing : L ool
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission : eI el
Washington, DC 20555 i
J G Keppler : 3 _,é.. 4.:-.)

Administrator, Region III

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

MIDLAND NUCLEAR COGENERATION PLANT
MIDLAND DOCKET NOS 50-329, 50-330

3UALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION FOR SOILS REMENIAL WORK
: 0485.16 SERIAL: 18845

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

BACKGROUND

The 1980/1981 SALP Report, presented to Consumers in late April of this year,
indicated that activities in the soils area should receive more inspection
effort on the part of both the NRC and CP Co. Follow-up discussions with the
NRR staff and Region III Inspectors led to the conclusion that the Quality
Assurance Program and its definition was adequate; however, there was concern
that certain aspects were not being or might not be satisfactorily
implemented.

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

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

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

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

(3) Creating 2 "Soils" project organization with dedicated employees .ad
single-point accountability to accomplish all work covered by the ASLB
order;

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

(5) Developiug a quality improvement program (QIP), specifically for soils
remedial work;

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

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

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

DESIGN ADEQUACY AND IMPLEMENTATION

The design for the required remedial activities is in an advanced state;
design details and adequacy have been reviewed by numerous organizations. A
special ACRS Subcommittee reviewed the soils activities and commented
favorably on the thoroughness and conservatism of the review and remedial
approaches. Numerous submittals to the NRC have been presented to clarify the
design intent. It is our understanding that the Staff is cowpleting its
detailed review of all design aspects and is in the process of issuing an
SSER. This advanced state of design has permitted the early development of a
thorough planning effort and assisted in the organization and development of a
detailed training effort. Following-up on design activities, the Project has
assigned to the site a design team comprised of experienced structural and
geotechnical engineers under the Resident Engineer. This team will monitor
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and review the field implementation as specified in design documents, resolve
on a timely basis routine construction questions requiring engineering
response and administer the specific contingency plans immediately if any
problem should arise during the underpinning work. Additional engineering
resources for the soils work will continue to be located in Ann Arbor.

IMPLEMENTATION OF DESIGN FEATURES AND COMHITMENTS

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

To further assure that commitments made to the NRC are properly accounted for
in design documents, Consumers Power and Becht2l review the .-itten records of
commitments and insure that they are being incorpor. ted into c2sign documents.
The Project is currently undertaking an additional review of past
correspondence to create a computer listing of commitments. This computer
list will be periodically reviewed to insure that commitments are incorporated
in design or comstruction documents in a timely fashion.

PERFORMANCE OF PROJECT CONSTRUCTION, QUALITY ASSURANCE AND QUALITY CONTROL
ACTIVITIES

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

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

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

The majority of the personnel associated with Remedial Soils work have

attended a special Quality Assurance Indoctrination Session. The QA
indoctrination has been provided to Bechtel Remedial Soils Group, CPCo
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Construction, QC, QA, Mergentime and Spencer, White and Prentis (SW&P)
personnel down to the craft foreman level. This training consists of one
three-hour session covering Federal Nuclear Regulations, the NRC, Quality
Programs iu general and the Remecial Soils Quality Plan in detail.

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

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

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

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

INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT

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

design, will evaluate the auxiliary building underpinning construction work at
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the site. If significant problems or adverse trends are observed, the third

party assessment program will be extended in both scope and duration until a

satisfactory conclusion can be drawn. The initial evaluation wilil be carried
out over a three-month period.

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

ORGANIZATION, MANAGEMENT INVOLVEMENT AND NRC OVERVIEV

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

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

Complementing the CPCo management role, NRC Region Management overview of the
construction process will be enhanced by monthly meetings, agreed upon by the
Region, to overview the results of the quality program and the progress of the
soils project. These meetings will cover any or all aspects of the project of
general or special interest to the NRC management.

CONCLUSION

Based on the discussion outlined above, CP Co believes that the soils program
has been thoroughly and critically evaluated and that all prerequisites for
successful implementation have been or are being accomplished. The Company's
program, with the initial overview from the independent implementation
assessment, and the continuing overview by the NRC staff and management should
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provide adequate assurance that the remedial soils activities will be
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CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY
Midland Units 1 and 2
Docket No 50-329, 50-330

Letter Serial 18845 Dated September 17, 1982

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

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY

-

J W Cook, Vice President
Projecks, Engineering and Construction
/

B *

“ . ks
Sworn and subscribed before me this // —day of __ 7 /7 7.
: 7

\/PL';LKS’ €L 7 :/ ’(L /’./‘z
Notary Public® -
Bay County, Michigan

eyt
My Commission Expires =~ &~ /.-
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UNITED STATES . _“_""'*‘ '—'_"I
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSINN \&:i;:::lﬁljrsmn,‘
REGION it

799 ROOSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINCIS 80137

August 18, 1982

MEMORANDUM FOR: Region III Files
FROM: Robert F. Warnick, Acting Director, Office of Special Cases

SUBJECT: MEETING BETWEEXN NRR AND REGION III RE CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY
PERFORMANCE AT MIDLAND (DN 50-329; 50-330)

On July 26, 1982, R. F. Warnick and James G. Keppler met with E. G. Case,
D. G. Eisenhut, R. H. Vollmer, R. 0. Tedesco, T. H. Novak, W. D. Paton, and
J. Rutberg to discuss the performance of Consumers Power Company at the
Midland site.

During the meeting reference was made to information contained in two memos
from the RIII staff. The first memo dated June 21, 1982 is from

C. E. Norelius and R. L. Spessard and concerns suggested cnanges for the
Midland Project. The second memo dated July 23, 1982 is from R. J. Cook
and concerns the licensee's performance at Midland. Copies of the memos
are attached. -

The meeting resulted in the following recommendations:
(1) Region III should obtain the results of the recent audit by KMC.

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

(3) The licensee should obtain an independent design review. (A vertical
slice from design thru completicn of corstruction.)

(4) The licensee should obtain an independent third party to continuously
monitor the site QA implementation and provide periodic reports to
the NRC. Region III is to provide a suggested outline for the contin-
uous monitoring functiom.

ﬁﬂn&yvfﬁ‘n2i144~t;‘

Robert F. Warnick, Acting Director
Office of Special Cases

Attachments: As stated

cc w/attachments: Meeting
participants




UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION I
799 ROOSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 60137

June 21, 1982

MEMORANDUM FOR: James G. Keppler, Regional Administrator

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

SUBJECT: SUGGESTED CHANGES FOR THE MIDLAND PROJECT

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

Current Problem

The current problem was caused by a major breakdown in the adequacy of
soils work during the late 1970's. Because of the increased regulatory
attention given the site, we expect that exceptional attention would be
given to this activity and that licensee performance would be better than
other sites or areas which have not had such significant problems and
therefore have not attracted t.is level of regulatory attention. However,
that does not appear to be the case and Midland seems to continually have
more than its share of regulatory problems. The following are some of the
specific items which are troublesome to the staff.

Technical Issues

1. In the remedial soils area, the licensee has conducted safety related
activities in an inadequate manner in several instances - removal of
dirt around safety related structures, pulling of electrical cable,
drilling into safety related utilities.
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<. 1In the electrical area, in trying to resolve a problem of the adequacy
of selected QC inspectors' work conducted in 1980, the licensee
completed only part of the reinspectior even when problems were
identified, and appears inclined to accept that 5% of electrical cabies
may be misrouted (their characterization of "misrouting" may imply
greater significance than we would attach to similar findings).

3. In the pipe support area, in trying ts resolve a problem of the
adequacy of QC inspections conducted in 1980, the licensee has
portrayed only a small percentage of defects of "characteristics"
identified and has not addressed the findings in terms of a large
percentage of snubbers which may be defective because of the
characteristics within each snubber that may be defective (e.g., if
only one characteristic was defective out of 50 reviewed on a single
lLianger, the percentage is small; but if the one defective characteristic
makes the hanger defective the result would have a much greater
significance level). The licensee had done a detailed statistical
analysis in an attempt to show that the small percentage of characteristics
were found rather than broadly approaching the problem with significant
reinspections to determine whether or not construction was adequate.

Communications

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

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

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

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

4. Recently a Region III inspector in closing out and exiting from his
inspection described the exit meeting as being the most hostile he
had ever participated in.
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3.

The responses to any Region II] enforcement letters issued to
Midland are more lengthy and are argumentative than are any other
responses from any other licensee in Region III. This point was
made in the SALP response provided by Midland K and the SALP response
in itself from Midland is an example of the type of response which
ve commonly receive from the site. The length of the response is
at least as long as the initial SALP report.

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

Staff Cbservations

3.

With regard to corrective actions of identified noncompliances, the
Midland response seems to lean towards doing a partial job and then
writing up a detailed study ro explair why what they have d-ne is
sufficient rather than doing a more complete job and assuring 1002
corrective action has occurred. In the detailed writeups that are
prepared, it is the staff's view that the licensee does not always
represent the significance properly and the analyses and studies
often raise more questions than they solve; thus time appears to have
been wasted in writing an analysis rather than in fixing the problea.

Midland site appears to be overly conscious with regard to whether

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

effort on defending whether or not something should be noncompliance

as opposed to focussing on the issue being identified and taking
corrective action. This appears in part to be due to their sensitivity
of what appears in the public record as official items of noncompliance.
This sensitivity may have resulted from the extended public visibility
which has attended construction of the facility. The staff's view is
that the Midland site would look better from the public standpoint and
be more defendable from NRC's standpoint, if they concentrated on fixing
identified problems rather than arguing as to the validity of citationms.
This type of view was expressed by the utility during a recent effort
to clarify in detail that certain construction items on the soils
remedial work should not be subject to NRC's regulatory action.

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

two units of the site simultaneously and additionally have an underpinning
construction effort which in {tself is probably the equivalent of building
a third reactor site. The massive construction effort and the various
stages of construction activity which are involved make the site
extremely compliated to manage. This activity appears to cause a lot of
pressure on the licensee management.
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Mr. J. Cook, the Vice President responsible for the Midland site

is an extremely capable and dynamic individual. However, these
characteristics in conjunction with the complexity and immenseness

of operation as set forth in 3, above, may actually be contriluting
to some of the confusion which seems to exist. The staff views that
(1) he is too much involved in detail of plant operations and there are
times when the working level staff appears to agree and be ready to
take action where Mr. Cook may argue details as to the necessity for
such action or may argue as to the specific meaning of detailed work
procedures, (2) this kind of push may lead to such things as letters
both signed and unsigned appearing in NRR and causing confusion,

(3) this push may lead to some animosity at the licensee's staff level
if NRC activities are looked on as slowing progress of construction at
the site.

Recommendations

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

l.

3.

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

We should question whether or not it is possible to adequately manage
a construction program which is as complex and diverse as that which

currently exists at Midland. We would suggest specifically that the

following activities be considered:

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

b. That they have a separate management group all the way to a
possible new Vice President level, one of which would manage the
construction of the reactor to get it operational and the second
to look solely after the remedial soils and underpinning activities.

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

'(" { 'nn".-',&h--

C. E. Norelius, Director
Division of Engineerin; and
Technical Programs

N Apesaet

R. L. Spessard, Director
Division of Project and
Resident Programs
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION Il
799 ROOSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, [LLINOIS 60137

July 23, 1982

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

Staff
FROM: R. J. Cook, Senior Resident Inspector, Midland Site
SUBJECT: INDICATORS OF QUESTIONABLE LICENSEE PERFORMANCE - MIDLAND
SITE

As per our conversation of July 21, 1982, the following is a list of those
items; that various inspectors consider to be indicative of questionable
licensee performance:

1.

One of the leading items is the over-inspection performed on electrical

QC inspectors which was done in response to NRC concerns icdentified in

the May 1981 team inspection. The licensee found weaknesses in the
inspections performed by some electrical QC inspectors pertaining to not
identifying the mis-routing of cables. This item culminated in an item

of noncompliance. The licensee did not expanrd the overview activity to

a degree necessary for an acceptable resolution to the idertified weak-

ness - even after a meeting in RIII. This item has not been resolved to

the sacisfaction of the NRC although our position his been clearly defined.

As a partial response to the team inspection concern, the licensee presented
the NRC with an audit report which would demonstrate a response to our con-
cern of questionable zlectrical QC inspections. However, the audit report
stated that it (the audit report) did not address the NRC concerns.

During the dialogue for the underpinning and remedial soils work, a large
amount of emphasis has been placed on the settling data for the structures
involved. During a meeting in HQ on March 10, 1982, the need for QC require-
ments on remedial soils instrumentation were explicitly delineated. However,
one week later, the NRC inspectors found soils work instrumentation instal-
lation was started the day after the March 10, 1982 meeting without a QC/QA
umbrella; that the licensee's QA Auditor and QA Engineering personnel were
not approached pertaining to the .need for QA coverage for this soils settle-
ment instrumentation; that there were strong indications that the licensee
had mislead the NRC in relating that the work was essentially complete when
indeed it was not; and presently, the licensee management informs our inspec-
tor that items are ready for his review when in actuality they are not. Our
conversations with 'icensee personnel - other than management - confirm that
the items are not ready for review.
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3.

‘.

Historically, one of the NRC guestions has been, "Who is running the

job - Bechtel or Consumers?" The following example would allow one to
believe it is Bechtel: As a part of the resolution to our findings in
the soils settlement instrumentation installation, the NRC insisted that
the licensee generate a Coordination/Installation Form to cover interface
between different evolutions of instrumentation installation. The licen-
see would call our inspector for his concurrance on the adeguacy of the
form - the inspector would approve Consumers Power Company's form, but
then would find out that Bechtel did not want to work to Consumer's form -
the form that was generated to resolve regulatory concerns. This event
has occurred twice and was considered as a deviation during a more recent
inspection. The opinion of the staff is that if Consumers generates a
form that will aid them in nct incurring regulatory difficulty, and which
has had NRC input, the licensee should demand that the contractor comply
with these policies instead of the contractor dictating the regulatory
environment under which they will work.

Deficiencies in material storage conditions has continually been a concern
to the NRC and has resulted in items of noncompliance. To the inspectors,
the ability to maintain quality storage is indicative of how rigorous or
slipshod the constructor's attitude is towards construction. The licensee
has attemted to entice the constructor to do better in maintaining the
material storage conditions, but still the licensee's auditors and the
NRC have negative findings in material storage conditions and negative
discussions with the contractor about the validity of the finding.

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

a partially installed status. This is also another indicator of slipshod
workmanship which has been brought to the constructor's attention at various
times, but was last noted during a recent inspection.

In the area of instrumentation impulse line installation and marking, the
licensee has had separability violations which has required removal of all
installed impulse lines. Also, the NRC, because of this and significant
adverse operational conditions, insisted that the installed impulse lines
be identified. Although the licensee plans to mark the impulse lines,
there was an inordinate amount of resistance to marking the lines - even
though there had been instances of mis-matched channels because of iden-
tification confusion.
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An example of reluctance in placing the responsibility for quality work-
manship at the foreman and/or worker level has recently been identified.

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

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

Late in 1981, the licensee decided to move the QA Site Superintendent into
another position and cover this site function by sharing the site t. . be-
tween the QA Director and the QA Manager. After a January 1982 meeting with
the NRC at RIII, the licensee opted to fill the QA Superintendent spot with
another person. In the spring of the year, the NRC inspectors were following
up on welding allegaticns and approached the QA Superintendent. The QA
Superintendent was familiar with the alleged poor welding and had established
what the NRC inspectors determined to be a responsive plan to resclve the
questionable QC welding inspe~.ions. At the Exit Interview, the QA Director
did not appear to back the QA Site Superintendent's proposed plan which had
tacit NRC approval. The NRC inspector classified in writing and with just
cause that the Exit Interview was the most hostile exit interview he had
ever encountered.

During a recent inspection, it was noted by the NRC inspector that fill dirt
was piled and being covered with a mud mat at a nominal 1l:1% horizontal to
vertical slope whe.. the specification called for a 1%:1 horizontal to verti-
cal slope. A constructor Field Engineer witnessed the wrong slope being
installed and justified and defended the slope after being informed of the ¢
specification requirement. This is another example of the constructo:

having an attitude which precludes quality workmanship.

M different times, NRC inspectors have experienced difficulty in getting
information which is controlled by the contractor, such as supporting cal-
culations and qualifying information to justify a given installation. A
recent example is: the NRC inspector informed the licensee and the contrac-
tor he wanted to see resumes of persons .nvolved in the remedial soils work.
There is an obligation to the NRC to supply a precise number of “"qualified"
persons on the soils work. The inspector was informed he could not get these
reccrds as they were personal. The inspector ultimately did get the informa-
tion after bringing it to the attention of licensee upper management. How=-
ever, this indicates an implied unwillingness of the constructor to share
information with the NRC and somet.mes with the licensee.
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The licensee oftentimes does not demonstrate a "heads up" approach to
their activities. The following are examples of the licensee operating
in an environment using tunnel vision - "blinders".

a) During a recent NRC inspection, the inspector challenged the ability
to maintain the proper mix ratio on high pressure grout. This was
done after the inspector noted that the operator could never maintain
the proper mix ratio without continual manual contrel - which was not
available when the grout is applied. The licensee's apathetic atti-
tude di¢ not allow them to stop the grout application until the next
day when this beczme an issue at the exit interview.

b) At cne point in time, the company doing drilling on site for the
remedial soils work cut into a safety related duct bank between the
diesel generator building and the service water building. The Consu-
mers Power Site Manager's Office (the production people) stopped work
because - from a quality standpoint conditions were so deplorable.
However, the Site Manager's Office did not have responsibility in this
area - the Midland Project QA Department had this responsibility and
did not invoke their authority to prevent the drilling work from get-
ting out of control - or to bring it back into control. .

¢) The NRC inspector recently witnessed the licensee setting up to drill
a well hole in safety related dirt using a technique which was not
authorized. If the inspector had not brought this to the licensee's
attention, the licensee would have violated an Order addressing reme-
dial soils work and alsc the Construction Permit. Wwhen the licensee
was queried as to the availability of the QC/QA personnel who would
prevent such activity from happening, the NRC inspectcr was informed
that this was (another) misunderstanding.

The NRC inspectors have been informed by our contacts on site that there
are memces written to the effect that "peripheral vision" sghould be cur-
tailed and communication with the NRC stiffled. The NRC has not read
these memoes yet - but plans to in the near future, provided they really
exist and infer what we have been informed.

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

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

c)

d)

~

has the advantage wf the NRC inspector'sc technical and regu'atory
basis for supporting his (the inspector's) position, and therefore
avoids mention of this during the discussions with NRR. However,
the licensee's QA program, which has olready been approved by NRR,
states that all the remedial soils work is Q unless RIII approves a
relaxation on a case by cese basis. It appears the licensee does
not wish to acknowledge the prior agreements wiil the NRC.

Since the failure of auxiliary feedwater headers in B&W steam genera-
tors, discussions have ‘ranspired between the NRC inspectors snd the
site personnel. These discussions have indicated that the licensee
was maintaining a conservative approach and were sntertainine the
ccncerns expressed by the NRC which were stimulated primarily by gross
mistakes in attempting the mo .fication at operating B&W plants. The
licensee's corporate personnel were annoyed that the NRT inspectors
would not give approval to start the modification until all the pre-
paratory work had been accomplished as this would tend to impact the
schedule and the wodification to the steam generators could become a
scheduling nuisance. The licensee corporate personnel contacted the
NRC inspectors involved to "reason with them". However, the corpor-
ate personnel, (including a representative from B&W) were unable to
answer the concerns of the NRC inspectors but did mention that the NRR
Operational Project Manager indicated that it was alright to proceed
with the modification. The licensee corporate personnel could not
state what the position of the NRR Construction Project Manager was on
this issue ~ only that they had found some form of approval from some=-
one in the NRC. !

At times, when Immediate Action Letters or other forms of escalated
enforcement become imminent, the licensee attempts to “"appeal” their
case with individuals in the regional management who are removed from
the particulars of the tentative enforcement action. The licensee at-
tempts to get these persons to agree to specific portions of the issue
which would indicate that the licensee is "really not all that bad".
However, the "real” issues, as identified by the NRC inspectors are
being masked.

During inspections of the remedial soils work, the NRC inspector has
been informed by the licensee that certain findings and areas of inspec~
tion were not within the purview of his (the inspector's) inspection
program because they were in essence considered non-Q and that by virtue
of prior agreement with the Regional Administrator were excluded from
enforcement action. However, the NRC inspectors would subsequently find
that there was no such agreement between tlie Regional Administrator and
the licensee - only a philosophical discussion as to what, in general
terms, constituted an item of noncompliance.
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The above indicators support the reputation the licensee has for being
argumentative. Their apparent inability to accept an NRC position with-
out diligently searching to find a "softened" position results in numer-
ous hours of frustrated conversations between all parties involved to
resubstantiate (usually the original position) a position based on tech-
nical and regulatory prudency.

3. The licensee has been classified publicly by the NRC as being argumenta-
tive. The licensee continues to exhibit this trend, as evidenced by the
following examples:

a) Essentially every item of noncompliance receives an argumentative
answer which addresses only the specificity of the item of noncom=-
pliance and selectively avoids any concept which would support the
essence for the item of noncompliance. For example - in the instance
of the improperly installed drop-in anchor mentioned above, it was
the fact that QC had not inspected the installation of the bolt which
was .mportant to the licensee. However, the real enforcement issue
was that components were being improperly installed.

b) The Cycle II SALP made critical evaluations of the licensee's perfor-
mance in several areas. The licensee's response to this SALP report
was argumentative over specific details and did not seem to acknowl=-
edge that the consensus of opinion of the NRC inspection staff was
that there were areas where the licensee's performance was weak. The
licensee's argumentative position is in the form of "we really are not
all that bad" when the records, findings and observations of the NRC
inspectors support just the opposite position.

¢) The "Q-ness” of the remedial soils work has continually been an argu~
mentative topic of discussion which ultimately resulted in a HQ meeting
on March 10, 1982. At this meeting, the "Q-ness" of the remedial soils
work was specified and later documented with the meeting minutes. How-
ever, the licensee did not wish to abide by this position and a subse-
quent meeting was held in RIII to further claiify the NRC position.
Still, the topic of "Q-ness" is being argued by the licensee, even though
the ASLB has issued an Order further defining the "Q-ness" of the soils
work. It might be noted that a hearing is in process over this soils
issue and the NRC's position on "Q-ness” has been expressed during these
testimonies.

14. During a recent episode, the licensee wanted to continue excavation of soils
in proximity to the Feedwater Isolation Valve Pit (FIVP). However, the licen~
see wanted to perform this evolution without determining that the temporary
supports of the FIVP were adequate. Making this determination would have an
impact on schedulinj, as stated by the licensee. The FIVP supports were
installed without a Q umbrella and subsequent inspections did reveal several
discrepancies in the installation of the support structure.
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15. During the limited remedial soils work which has transpired, the licensee
has managed to penetrate Q-electrical duct banks, a condenser header drain
line, an abandoned sewer line, a non-Q electrical duct bank and a 72-inch
circulating water line. All of these occurances have happened because of
a lack of control and attention to details. Whenever approached by the
NRC as to the adequacy of review prior to attempting to drill, the NRC
receives responses which strongly suggest that the time was not taken to
perform these reviews - perhaps taking this time would impact on the
schedule.

16. By virtue of an earlier ALAB Order, the licensee is required to perform
trend analyses for nonconforming conditions. These trend analyses have,
in the past, masked the data such that obvious trends are not obvious and
has resulted in negative findings by the NRC. This was addressed in one
of the earlier SALP meetings. Recently, while performing a review of
hanger welding data, the NRC inspector found that the statistical cata had
been diluted to the point that the number of unsatisfactory hangers could
not be determined from the trend analyses or tha type and degree of non-
conforming conditions which were being identified pertinent to the hanger
fabrication.

17. The licensee continually would use the NRC staff as consultants and clas-
sifies a regulatory and enforcement position as counter productive. This
is reflected by the licensee not wishing to perform Q-work without obtain-
ing NRC prior approval and then addressing only those areas where the NRC
has voiced a regulatory concern - provided it is convenient to the licensee.
This attitude has particularly prevailed in the remedial soils issue and to ~
a lesser degree in the electrical installation areas. The preferred NRC
inspector mode would be for the licensee to generate his program to asta-
blish quality and then the NRC would approve or disapprove. However, the
ilicensee requires consultation with the NRC to establish his level of
quality requirements.

The above is not intended to be a complute list of all discrepancies which indi-
cate questionable licensee performance as this would require a more extensive
review of the records and inspection personnel involved than time permits. Alsc,
there has been no attempt to systematically document the enforcement and unre-
solved items list as these are contained in other information sources. However,
the listing is rather comprehensive of the types of situations and attitudes which
pravail at the Midland Site as obutv_od by the NRC inspector staff.

when considering the above listing of questionable licensee performance attributes,
the most damning concept is the fact that the NRC inspection effort at Midland has
been purely reactive in nature for approximately the last year, and that these
indicators are what have been observed in approximately the last six months. If
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these are the types of items that have become an NRC nuisance under a reactive
inspection program, one can only wonder at what would be disclosed under a
rigorous routine inspection and audit program.

Sincerely,

,é/ -y

R. J. Coock
Senior Resident Inspector
Midland Site Resident Office

cc: W. D. Shafer
D. C. Boyd
R. N. Gardner
R. B. Landsman
B. L. Burgess
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MEMORANDUM FPOR: R. F. Warnick, Director, Enforcement and Investigations

Staft
FROM R. J. Cook, Senior Residant Inspector, Midland Site
SUBJECT : INDICATORS OF QUESTIONABLE LICENSEE PERFORMANCE - MIDLAND
SITE

As per our conversation of July 21, 1942, the following is a list of those
itamg that various inspectors consider to be indicative of questionabls
liconses performance:

1. One of the leading items is the over-inspection performed on slectrical
QC inspectors which was done in response to NRC concerns identified in
the May 1981 tesm inspection. The licenses found weaknesses in the ,
‘w-’u!ouunmo cal QC inspectors pertaining to nege
{dentifying the mis-routing of cables. This item culsminated in an items
of noncompliance. The licenses did ngt expand the overview activity to
.mmtu-mumm*umsmuuuu-
ness - even after a meeting in RIIJ. This item has not been resolwed to
the satisfaction of the NRC although our position has been clearly defined.

As a partial response to the team inspection concern, the licensee presented
the NRC with an sudit report vhich would demonstrate a responye to our con-
cern of questionable electrical QU inspections. However, the audit report

stated that it (the audit report) did not address the NRC concerns.

2. During the dislogue for the underpisning and remsdial soils wog), & large
amount of emphasis has been placed on the settling data for the structures
involved. During a meeting in HQ on March 10, 1982, the need for OC require-
ments on remedial soils instrumentation were explicitly delineated. However,
one week later, the NRC inspectors found soils work instrussntation instal-
lation was started the day after the March 10, 1982 meseting without a QC/QA
usbrella; that the licensee's QA Auditor and QA Engineering personnel were
not approached pertaining to the need for JA coverage for this soils settle-
mant instrumentation; that there were stromg indications that the licenses
had mislead the NRC in relating that the work vas sssentially complete wvhen
indeed it was not; and presently, the licensee ms agement informs our inspec~
tor that itess are ready for his review vhen in actuality they are not. Our
conversations with licensee parsonnal - other than management - confirs that
the i{tems are not ready for review.
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- Bachtsl or The f{ollowing example would allow one to
bealieve it is Bech As a part of the resoiution to our findings in
thnihml-uh-u-uua installation, the NRC insisted thi:
the licenses generate a Coordination/Installation Form to cover interface

between different evolutions of instrumentatios installation. The licen-
ses would call our inspector for ris concurrance on the adequacy of the
d.’m Consumers Power Company's form, but

q-nty oucq. is ln‘luunolh.umct
slipshod the comstructor's attitude is towards constructiog. The licenses
has attested to sntice the cons to do better in maintaining the
material storage condi s but still the licenses's suditors and the
NRC have negative fiodings in material storage conditions and negative
discussions with the contractor about the validity of the finding.

At periodic intervals, the support of JENIIC particularly in the control
room area, vhich are avaiting further routing or termination, has met with
the disapproval of the NRC inspectors. These discrepancies also include
mummqum-muwummm.ﬂu
a partially installed status. This is also another indicator of slipshod
workmanship which has been brought to the constructor's attantion at various
t_,htv.l.tm“hh' mm.

In the area of ispulse line installatigy and marking the
licensee has had violations wvhich has req removal of all
installed impulse lines. Also, the NRC, becawse of this and significant

adverse operational conditions, insisted that the installed impulse lines

be c-n.um nmmumpu-u-nmwur.
there vas an lsordinate smount of resistance to sarking the lines / even
Mmms-tumawummutw

HiH
é




R, F. Varmmick 3 July 23, 1982

7. An sexample of reluctance in placing the responsibility for quality work-

" 77" manship st the foreman and/or worker level has recently been identified.

M e o mmmmdt.ham“u-d-n:nwum
- led| and cbviously did not adhere to the installa procedures. The

v - Heensee's sttitude indicated this was not a valid finding because (X
mw&u! The NRC inspectors treat this as indicative tha

tolar in the hopes that QC will find the mistakes.

to move the

QA Sits Superintendent into
on by sharing tha sits tise be-
After a Januvary 1982 meeting with

twean the QA Director the QA Manager.
the NRC at RIXII the licensee opted to fill the QA Superintendant spot with
another person. In the spring of the year, NRC inspectors were following

7~ . up om welding allegations and approached the QA Superintendsnt. The QA
Superintendent was familiar with the alleged poor welding and had established
wvhat the NRC inspectors determined to be a responsive plan to resolwve the
the Exit Interview,

X aid muh@&ﬂ“uwom
’ L& m:? The WRC inspector classif in writing with just
cause that the Exit Interview was the most hostile exit interview he had /

i
:
8
§
;
5
i
§

9. During a recent inspection, it was notad by the NRC inspector that fill dirt
vas piled and being covered with a sud mat at a nominal 1:1% horisontal to
. vartical slope whan the specification called for a 14:1 horizontal to verti-
7 cal slops. A constructor Piald Engineer witnessed w slogh being
soe "installed and j-&ugq r'hlubl the slope after T
specification requ . This is another example of the constructer
having an attitude which precludes quality worksanship.

10. adifferent times, WAC inspectors have experienced difficulty in getting
0" nd information which {s controlled by the contractoy, such as supporting cal-
P culations and qualifying information to justify a given installation. A
recent example is: the WIC {inspecior informed the licenses and the contrac-
be wanted to see resumes of persons involved in the remedial soils work.
is an cbligation to the NRC to supply a precise number of “qualified”
on the solls vork. The inspector was informed he could not get these
a8 they were personal. The inspector ultimately did get the informa~
tion after bringing it to the attention of licensee upper managsment. MNow-
evar, this indicates an isplied wwillingness of the constructor to share
information with the NRC and sometimes with the licensee.

¢

I
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Problems-As Perceived or Identified by Region 111

1.
2.
kN

10.
1.
12.
13,
14,

5.

16.
17.
8.
19.

Responses - failure to address root cause and take full and decisive action.

Bechtel over-ruling Consumers

Material storage

Cable support and storage

Impulse line separation and identification

Drop-in anchors not properly installed

QA Lirector failed to support QA Site Superintendent

Constructors field engineer failed to take action when out of spec
condition was identified.

Bechtel reluctant to give informatior to NRC

Licensee wears blinders in addressing problems - grout & drilling

Licensee seeks NRC opinion and plays one part of NRC against another.

Licensee is argumentative

Feedvater lsolation Valve Pit excavation

Driliing into underground pipes and duct banks

Hangers - Licensee tried to minimize significance and extent of
problem. Ap;roximately 43X have deficiencies.

Licensee using NRC as consultants

Electrical cables - 51 misrouted

Soils = NRC keeps finding problems

Reluctance to put responsibility of quality work on construction foreman.
They want to inspect quality in, rather than build it in,

QC failing to identify problems.



1CAT I OF | T ITY INSPECTIONS AT MI

Electrical (April 28, 1981 to Present)

Noncomp | lance 329/81-11-03: Fallure of Quality Control inspections to
identify inadequate iInternal seperation of Class If and non-class IE
electrical cables (one example).

Noncomp | iance 330/81-12-07: Failure of Quality Control inspections to
identify a violation of the minimum bend radius of a Class IE cable.

Noncomp | lance 329/82-06-01; 330/82-06-01: Fallure of Quality Control
inspections to identify 55 misrouted Class IE cables and 66 nonconforming
cet'e reel numbers.

Noncomp | lance (Report not complete): The noncompliance pertains to non-
conforming separation of Class I cables. The root cause was determined
to be due to inadequate design control, however, approximately 30 Class IE
cables had previcusly been installed and inspected without Cuality Control
identifying the rwonconforming separations.

Mechanical (May 18-22, 1981)

Noncomp | lance 329/81-12-12; 330/81-12-13: Fallure of Quality Control
inspections to identify that 6 of 7 previously Inspected large bore plpe
restraints, supports and anchors had not been Installed In accordance with
design drawings and specifications.
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The Midland Section recommends that the following actions be considerd
by Region 111 in an effort to (1) improve the Licensee's regulatory attitude
and pertormance, and (2) provide increased assurance that completed and

ongoing construction work 1s acceptable.

1. Establish an augmented inspection effort by the NRC,

A. Inspections should be concentrated in the following ten areas!

(1) Seoils

() Electrical

(N 18¢

(&) MWigh Pressure Piping

(5) Hengers and Supports

(6) Corrective Action System = including identification,
documentation, resolution, and prevention of future events,

(7)) Receipt, Storsge, and Mandling

(8) Structural Steel

(9) Subcontractor Welder Qualification

(10)  Management Overview System

B. The effert s inftially conceived will Last from 6 to 12 months
but 1t could Last Longer,



Lh

Ce It is prorosed that the inspect .ons be performed by the

Midland Section and 5 contract inspectors assigned full~
time to the Midland Section and lLocated onsite, The Midland

Section would be as follows!:

(1) Shater

(2)  Gardne-

(3 Landsman

(4) Cook

5) Burress

(6) welding & NODT=Contracted
(7)  Mechanical=Contracted
(8) Electrical=Contracted
(9 1 6C ~ Contracted

(10) Startup & Test=Contracted
(11)  Secretary (Full Time)

Require the Licensee to have an independent third party ook at a

vertical siice of & safety~related system from design through com~

pletion of construction,

Require the Licensee to have all GC inspectors report to CPCo,

Convince CPCo tha. Curland should be n charge of QA onsite and
that he should report directly to Cook,



5.

6.

7.

Conduct NRC exits with Construction Manager (Don Miller) and QA

Manager.

NRC should get commitments in writing and should give release on

hold points in writing.

CPCo should convince Bechtel that quality must be built intc the
plant. It cannot be inspected into it. If Leo Davis is convinced
this is the most important thing his management wants, then it

will be done.
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June 21, 1982

MEMORANDUM FOR: James G. Keppler, Regional Administrator

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

SUBJECT: SUGGESTED CHANGES FOR THE MIDLAND PROJECT

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

Current Problem

The current problem was caused by a major breakdown in the adequacy of
soils work during the late 1970's. Because of the increased regulatory
attention given the site, we expect that exceptional attention would be
given to this activity and that licensee performance would be better than
other sites or aress which have not had such significant problems and
therefore have not attracted this level of regulatory attention. However,
that does not appear to be the case and Midland seems to continually have
more than its share of regulatory problems. The following are some of the
specific items which are troublesome to the staff.

Technical Issues

1. In the remedial soils area, the licensee has conducted safety related
activities in an inadequate manner in several instances - removal of
dirt around safety related structures, pulling of electrical cable,
drilling into safety related utilities.
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2. In the electrical area, in trying to resolve a problem of the adequacy
of selected QC inspectors' work conducted in 1980, the licensee
completed only part of the reinspection even when problems were
identified, and appears inclined to accept that 5% of electrical cables
may be misrouted (their characterization of "misrouting” may imply
greater significance than we would attach to similar findings).

3. In the pipe support area, in trying to resolve a problem of the
adequacy of QC inspections conducted in 1980, the licensee has
portrayed only a small percentage of defects of 'characteristics"
identified and has not addressed the findings in terms of a large
percentage of snubbers which may be defective because of the
characteristics within each snubber that may be defective (e.g., if
only one characteristic was defective out of 50 reviewed on a single
hanger, the percentage is small; but if the one defective characteristic
makes the hanger defective the result would have a much greater
significance level). The licensee had done a detailed statistical
analysis in an attempt to show that the small percentage of characteristics
were found rather than broadly approaching the problem with significant
reinspections to determine whether or not construction was adequate.

Communications

Multiple misunderstandings, meetings, discussions, a.d communications seem
to result in dealing with the Midland Project. Some examples are:

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

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

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

4. Recently a Region III inspector in closing out and exiting from his
inspection described the exit meeting as being the most hostile he
had ever partici:ated in.
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5. The responses to any Region IIl enforcement letters issued to
Midland are more lengthy and aré argumentative than are any other
responses from any other licensee i Region III. This point was
made in the SALP response provided by Midland, and the SALP response
in itself from Midland s an example of the type of response which
we commonly receive from the site. The length of the response is
at least as long as the initial SALP report.

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

Staff Observations

1. With regard to corrective actions of identified noncompliances, the
Midland response seems to lean towards doing a partial job and then
writing up a detailed study to explain why what they have done is
sufficient rather than doing a more complete job and assuring 100%
corrective action has occurred. In the detailed writeups that are
prepared, it is the staff's view that the licensee does not always
represent the significance properly and the analyses and studies
often raise more questions than they solve; thus time appears to have
been wasted in writing an analysis rather than in fixing the problem.

2. Midland site appears to be overly conscious with regard to whether
or not something is an item of noncompliance and spends a lot of
effort on defending whether or not something should be noncompliance
as opposed to focussing on the issue being identified and taking
corrective action. This appears in part to be due to their sensitivity
cf what appears in the public record as official items of noncompliance.
This sensitivity may have resulted from the extended public visibility
which has attended construction of the facility. The staff's view is
that the Midland site would look better from the public standpoint and
be more defendable from NRC's standpoint, if they concentrated on fixing
identified problems rather than arguing as to the validity of citationms.
This type of view was expressed by the utility during a recent effort
to clarify in detail that certain construction items on the soils
remedial work should not be subject to NRC's regulatory action.

3. The Midland project is one of the most complex and complidcted ever
undertaken within Region III. The reason is that they are building
two units of the site simultaneously and additionally have an underpinning
construction effort which in icself is probably the equivalent of building
a third reactor site. The massive construction effort and the various
stages of construction activity which are involved make the site
extremely complfated to manage. This activity appears to cause a lot of
pressure on the licensee management.
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6.

Mr. J. Cook, the Vice President responsible for the Midland site

is an extremely capable and dynamic individual. However, these
characteristics in conjunction with the complexity and immenseness

of operation as set forth in 3, above, may actually be contributing
to some of the confusion which seems to exist. The staff views that
(1) he is too much involved in detail of plant operations and there are
times when the working level staff appears to agree and be ready to
take action where Mr. Cook may argue details as to the necessity for
such action or may argue as to the specific meaning of detailed work
procedures, (2) this kind of push may lead to such things as letters
both signed and unsigned appearing in NRR and causing confusion,

(3) this push may lead to some animosity at the licensee's staff level
if NRC activities are looked on as slowing progress of construction at
the site.

Recommendations

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

1.

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

complete and timely manner. f:;r':fia9 431374,4,,( 5&4‘“

a construction program which is as complex and diverse as that which

We should question whether or not it is possible, to adequately manage “jzu;eL‘ﬁgr
A"
¢

currently exists at Midland. We would suggest specifically that the
following activities be considered:

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

b. That they have a separate management group all the way to a
possible new Vice President level, one of which would manage the
construction of the reactor to get it operational and the second
to look solely after the remedial soils and underpinning activities.

Consumers Power Company shnuld develop a design and construction
verification program by an independent contractor. This would provide
an important additional measure of credibility to the design and
construction adequacy of the Midland facility.

.
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We would be happy to discuss this with you.

LY Nivoiiane
C. E. Norelius, Director

Division of Engineering and
Technical Programs
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R. L. Spessard, Director

Division of Project and
Resident Programs



