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Magring Between NRC and Intervenors Regarding Midland
,

'

Os ?~
'

(8/11/83)
'

|" Opening Remarks-

[
. 2

% ,
--

,

7
-j . Good afternoon. We are meeting here today with representatives of the inter-
~j % enor groups to discuss the Construction Completion Program for the Midland

~

|" | Nuclear Facility. This evening there will be a public meeting at the Valley.

- w i Inn to obfain comments from other members of the public on the Construction<-

I . fA Mompletion' Progrars.and if time permits we will try to respond to questions on
" = ,0'% wany'other iatcers relative to Midland.

~ ,.

s . ,s

By way of background, Consumers Power Company developed a formalized Construc-
,

4 ~ tion Completica Program and submitted that program for NRC review on January4

10, 1983.. This program was an'ontgro'wth of concerns expressed by NRC last fall
! 1 to ConstSrs Power Manageme'nt over" continuing quality related problems at

I~ Midland,4the: findings of-the'NRC'h inspection of the diesel generator building'

which disclosed numerous QA deficiencies, and additional inspections performed
by CPCO which disclosed similar problems. A meeting was held with Consumersi

Power Company here in Midland on February 8 to review Consumer's proposed CCP
program and that was followed.by a meeting with the public in the evening to-

allow opportunity for pubnc'eomment on that program. Since that time much
effort has been underway to get a program that the NRC believes it can approve.

1 Consumers submitted upgraded ve'rsions of the CCP on June 3 and again on June 10
and vi are now close to the point ~that we feel we can approve the CCP. In
trying to arrive at our position we have had numerous working level meetings-.,

with the utility and its contractors, we've met on two occasions with Ms. Garde
of the GAP organization and"we'G' carefully considered the public comments
we've received concerning t$e CCP. We're here today to discuss with the
intervenors to review the proposed CCP'as it stands today, to make sure we-

appreciate fully any rea d ing concerns for public comment in view of the many4 ,

changes that hava taken place since 'the February 8 meeting. All comments
g received today will be carefully co~niidered before approval of the CCP is,

| given.*
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PUBLIC MEETING
8/11/83 7:00PM
Valley Plaza - Great Hall

|

NRC ATTENDEES:

.

Darl Hood
Jim Partlow,

Jim Stone
Ron Cook
Tom Novak - -

Jim Lieberman,

Darrell Eisenhut
Jim Keppler
Bob Warnick
Elinor Adensam
Jay Harrison .

Ron Gardner
Russ Marabito

Keppler - Opening statement - Thirty people signed up to make statements.
Please limit yourself to three minutes and try to speak only on
the CCP.

.

Jay - History and description of CCP and S&W qualifications and duties,
TERA qualifications and duties. Points raised by GAP and NRC
response.

Keppler - . Reverification program requirement by CPCo, third party overview,
and overview by NRC versus third party reverification and NRC
overview. Point of controversy. Coments would be appreciated.

R. Tomachek -Prepared statement - Industry needs the plant. ' If license denied,
Michigan industry would be at a severe disadvantage. Industries
would not build in an area where energy was not available.,

-4

| .F. Bramman - 300,000 people will benefit from completion of plant. Bay Area
j Exec. Dir. Chamber of Commerce endorses plant. Position has not' changed.

Bay Area Progress is never easy.'

Ch. Comm.

t
'

G. Foster - No distrust in community. Saginaw and Eay County Labor Councils
* Pres.,. Sag. endorse raclear plant. Only Lone Tree Council wishes to discredit

|*

Labor Council plant. Pamphlets are misleading. Only individual members of groups
AFL/CIO are against plant - not any unions that he knows -of. <

i
i S. Long - Business person - Member of Midland Chamber of Commerce. Midland

{
j plant needed.

!

~S.'YEung - ' Supports completion of the plant. Putting together tri-county
,

i

V.P. ' Sag Co. program to support completion of plant. Necessary to future growth .)
Ch. of Comm. of tri-county araa. ' Trust NRC to innsure safe construction of plant.

i ,

I i

, , , , .- . . --- - . . . -
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L. Romo - All need jobs and energy. Based on construction record of CPCo,
plant cannot be built safely. Rates will go up at least 30-35%.

;

! Businesses will not be attracted to area and homeowners cannot
afford it. CCP leaves identification of problems to CPCo. Third'

party should be identifying problemsT

J. Dumlar - Supportive of forum - Serious doubts about viability of plant in
community and state. Can justify licensing of plant for presumed
benefit of public. Site too close to dense population and is there-
fore not safe. Evacuation - Construction problems - Silence from
licensing board. Divisive atmosphere in community. Adequate health

,

I and safety of public must be assured. Plant cost - Plant safety -
Citizens confidence.

Darl Hood - Evacuation (Emergency Planning) calls for a drill of evacuation
plan for area. Drills are at least one year away. Those factors
are taken into consideration. Siting was considered during construc-
tion permit stage. Plant was justified for this site and plant was
approved.

Eisenhut - Citizen confidence - Reason for meetings - why we're here. Confidence
serious question for us, too.

G. Yobst - Midland Resident 4 1/2 years. head letter from another pipefitter.
Pipefitter First-clash workmanship. Need plant.

T. Miller - Integrity impugned by previous speaker. Don't have total community
support, but our support is not marginal. Do not consider ourselves
splinter group. We are an outreach group. What is behind all the
problems?

Keppler - Seems to be implementation of the programs. Third party overview
will remain until we have confidence in CPCo. Management is ulti-

mately responsible. .'
i

l
Wm. Welch - No single issue more important to our community than the completion

_

Exec. V.P. and licensing of the plant. Not experts on nuclear safety, but trust

Midland NRC.to see that plant is built safely. Seems to be a great deal of

Ch of Com quibbling between NRC and CPCo of non-substantive issues. Impose
reasonable standards on CPCo, but get it done. We all contributed i

i
to the cost by. allowing the process to drag out for so long. Issues*

i are talked about.in irrational terms. Trust NRC to expedite comple- 1

|i tion of the plant.

A. LaBrose - Quality - can't insulate until all welds are checked. Have been i

insul- checked, re-checked and re-checked,

ator

G. Wilson - Plant wasn't needed. - Will be too costly to afford. Plant badly
'

Sag. Auto built. Plant 'should be closed down. If it has to be built, build

worker it safely.

_

t

S

-- --- . , . _ . _ _ _ _. . , _
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M. Corbett - Last man lied. Men know what they're doing. Men take pride in
their job and try to do their best.

j L. Hallberg -Jobs are important in area right now. Jobs have been lost because

[
of impact of plant on Dow. NRC pointing finger at CPCo management.
CPCo has not earned the_ confidence of the people. If CCP fails,

{ CPCo can just come up with a new plant.'

Our view is not whether it should or should not operate, but thatKeppler -
it operate safely. Two yeartr ago, I was extremely down on CPCo
operating plants, particularly Palisades. They've turned that

' around. We're hoping they do the same at Midland.

! B. Wilson - Don't represent anyone. Member of Lone Tree Council Have heard
I attacks here on people like Terry Miller. I think their concerns

are genuine and they have no ax to grind. Am concerned over cost
,

of nuclear plant. Safety will lose out against almighty buck.

Eisenhut - Program will not be rammed through because of financial considera-
tions. Has been going on for many months much to dismay of CPCo. ,

R. McCauley -People who are eventually going to ' live in community are best quali-
plant fled to inspect the plant.

worker ,

R. Young - Quality of workmanship couldn't be better. Why depend on other coun-
Electrician tries for fuel. Why not depend on ourselves.

E. Ivey - Has interest in economic welfare of this community. Would be economic'

disaster for community if plant is not licensed.

B. Garde - Soil settlement, cadweld problems not Terry Miller's fault or anyone
.

GAP elses. CCP is plan that a lot bf people have put effort into.
,

Ms. Rosingard - CCP - Bear in mind that a system of checks and balan'ces does not
work very well when it is within one entity. Decision for third
party overview a good decision, but may be too late.

G. Carson - Commend NRC for effort to ensure safety.of. plant. Need the power.
Midland No acid rain from nuclear plant. Clean energy is needed for this

No reason to expect why we cannot in time learn to use this' Molecular area.
j Institute energy.

| D. Ellis Need to attract new business to Michigan. Completion of plant is I~

8' U of M needed for development of Michigan economy. Some of cost increases
Flint Camp. are due to hearings such as this.. GAP is supported by IPS which is
Econ Prof an organization of very far.left. GAP may have a hidden agenda.

'
;

|
Sister Platte- Assured us that there would be. independent audit - open process.

! Sag City Coun- Dead now that after CPCo sights the problems, then there wouId be.

i cil- a solution to them. Pressure on us is enormous because there~are
not enough woman. Have to be conunitted to the little people of
the community in order to restore credibility. Must' assure us
that the waste can'be disposed of safely.

,

$ e

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

Keppler - Allegations have been, are being, or will be investigated by the
NRC. We believe that the CCP should be a viable program.

- }
Platte - Think you need a more independent process for CCP.

S. Black - Need necessary energy for welfare of Michigan. To put Michigan!
|
! Cor.un. for To put Michigan citizens back on the job. ,

Jobs &
Energy

- D. Erskine - We need the safe nuclear power plant in Midland,
f farmer
4

J. Tanner - Will employ those people until plant is completed. Atty General
Lone Tree says there will be a 65% increase in rates. How will this affect

4

Council jobs? Decrease after plant is built. Aug. 2 Wall Street Journal
says " Nuclear power is twice as expensive as coal-fired plants and
can't be operated efficiently". - Will have 54% more energy than
needed when plant is completed.

Eisenhut - Avg. plant has 50% efficiency rate?

Tanner - Yes - stated in' article.
.

Eisenhut - 54% too much energy? What were you referring to?

Tanner - Mr. Miller says 83% is plant operates.

i Eisenhut - Must have enough to cover peak load, so if average is considered, of
,

|
course, it would be in excess.4

Siebert - Can hear warning system very well in house with windows closed.
;

j plant work- Live seven miles from plant.
; er

Cameron - Born and raised in Midland. Want plant completed, built and'

operated safely.

M. Kearn - Plant has been constructed under a microscope. Have confidence inJ

Pres., safety of plant. Asset to business growth. Get on with the task.
I Freeland

Area Ch
of Comm.

(No name) Plant built by organized labcr. No one would be fired for complaining
Hemlock about shoddy work.

V. Castellano - Ingersoll Township goes on record as being 'against the Midland
! plant until all safety issues are resolved. . Mismanagement. Since
| .

Dow has terminated contract, they will. continue with their H plume

{
(thermal discharge) . We will now have two thermal plumes in the
Tittabawassee River. Higher toxicity on aquatic life.

- - ~ .. . . _ -. . , _ ,
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'
4

'

Kappler - Not prepared to respond to this. We will get back to you later.

; J. McFarland-Don't worry about cost. I work under tightest rules I've ever worked
Plant under. Watched too close to get away with anything. I believe it'sj

" ' '

! worker safe.

s .

There{ J. Secord Am relieved to hear a more balanced viewpoint than in the past.' .

will always be someone who is unhappy. Can't wait to please everyone.
,

P. Sole - Regarding Sister Ardith Plattef a comment;s regarding pregnant women.

pregnant being worried about plant. I'm not worried. I work with these people'

i CPCo worker and know they're qualified. Ne need this plant.

E' Eisenhut - Two sides to every argument. Appreciate sincere comments made.
*

Some things are beyond NRC control. A lot of questions inferring
that CPCo management is the problem. Would like to ask Jim Cook to

* connent.
I

J. Cook - Difficult to give single response. Been a very changing business.'
4

i Much more sophisticated. Impressed with resiliency of the people
who are there. Proud of training center we have built. Same kind of4

dedicated people on construction site as there are in operations dept.

i Kappler - Have been receiving CCP since beginning of the year and have resolved

{ a lot of problems. Would-like to hear your articulation of what

! you believe the problems are at Midland.

| J. Cook - Have not met our .cwn expectations. The plant / hardware is as stout
2 -

i as anyone around, but not everyone can know all the ramification of
f i workmanship not exactly matching drawings. Think .that is our main

problem now. Other problems over the years have been fully addressed*

j and solved as they occurred.
!

Eisenhut - Regarding comment about people feeling pressure of losing their jobs..

? Do you feel you have a system in. place where the worker can feel
!

comfortable coming forth to management without any reprisals?
i
'

J. Cook - I believe we do. Don Miller' and his staff have an excellent rela-
tionship with the crafts people. Also have a formal system far

j j investigating concerns. Also would like to offer my own telephone
number to anyone who feels they are not getting a positive response.'

,

Will set up a system and post it around the site.

1 Kappler - Thank you for coming tonight. Planning to hold working level meetings
-in the area monthly.

'

,

'

. .

.i

4
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PUBLIC MEETING
' 8/11/83 2:00 PM l

Qur.lity Inn Conf. Room
,

|

NRC ATTENDEES: INTERVENOR ATTENDEES:
.,

Darl Hood B. Stamiris
Jim Partlow Lucy Hallberge
Jim Stone Leo Romo
Ron Cook B.' Garde *'

{ Tom Novak Terry Miller
! Jim Lieberman Kathy
| Darrell Eisenhut Joel Tanner
- Jim Keppler

Bob Warnick
'

Elinor Adensam *

Jay Harrison
Ron Gardner
Russ Marabito

.

.

.

i Keppler - Opening statement - Close to approving CCP. All comments today
; will be considered.

S'ide presentationlJay -
,

!

} Stamiris - Where are you in CCP approval? .

i
B. Garde - Will want more details on first phase

Keppler - In Mgmt & Review Phase now?

Jay - Yes.

Eisenhut - Schematic laid out by CPCo and added to by NRC?

Jay - Yes.

Eisenhut - h ese are things to ha done to make'the CCP acceptable.

Jay - Have proposals which have not yet been made to CPCo and CPCo will
have a chance to rebut.

', B. Garde - Want time for written comments.

Kappler - If CPCo adopts suggestions, NRC will approve unless substantive
connents.

,, - , ~ ~ , ._. _ .. ._,,._m..__, . _ _ _ _ _

. (P
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|

4

Jay - NRC hold points . required:
Training /recertification of QC inspectors

Prior to initiation of Phase I'

"'

Prior to initiation of Phase II

! Hold points will be in place until wdre satisfied.

B. Garde - What are you going to look at? Pipe hangers?

;
. .

Jay - Already started pipe hangers. Will be looking at -- hangers as well.

B. Garde - Hanger reinspection for example - More scrutiny on first than on later?'

| Jay - Not going to tell them what we're going to do.

B. Garde - How is public going to $tnow your inspection is adequate? If you only
spot check?

i

Jay - Don't know how much will be inspected. Won't know until we reach a
'

confortable point. ,,

B. Garde - Management review or paperwork review?

3 - Jay - Did manacJement review last week. Everything o.k. Found problems
,

with procedures.

t

Keppler - Will go into this with enough depth to have confidence in CPCo. Hold
'

i

monthly meetings to give public confidence and be able to assess how-

j things are going.

I
| B. Garde - Perfectly reasonable. Don't like' announced inspections, but that's

assuming Sr.W is looking closely at CPCo.'

<

Jay - When we're satisfied - we'll lift the hold points and CPCo will be
able to continue. Do not want to have to approve every step such
as we are doing in soils.

B. Garde - That's what I would like.

B. Garde - Describe second hold point.

Jay - After completion of all these activities will start on Phase 2.

B. Garde - Saying NRC will take team in on each system?

Jay - No - not 100% inspection. Just want to know system is working.
To do what you want would require one on one. -Random checks. 'When
confident - will lift hold point and go into normal inspection mode. I

t . 1

1, . .

Will check heavily at first and then back off. Placing a lot of )Keppler -,

emphasis on third party and very thorough review before lifting |

1; hold points.
!

i
h
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i

i
-B. Garde - You trust CPCo. We don't. Don't feel Jay's explanation is adequate.

Keppler - What do you want? --

B. Garde - Explained in 6/13 letter. Want to wait until Jay is done.
,

Keppler - Don't want to' argue. Want to hear your views. Maybe comments by
S&W.

- .

j S. Baranow - We believe it is an adequate program.

!
B. Garde - Rev. 17j

'
S. Baranow - Yes. Management Review meetings and training is our involvement now.

'
S. Baranow - Intend 100% evaluation of inspection training. Adequate so far.

How many on staff?
.

S. Baranow - Nine.

B. Stamiris -Same nine people who are reviewing soils?

.

S. Baranow - No.
,

Eisenhut - What will S&W's role be to verify that CPCo has done adequate job?

! S. Baranow - Have developed check lists which will be used in each room to physically
verify that CPCo did an adequate job.

.
Eisenhut - What kind of inspections. Give me a flavor.'

!
S. Baranow - Developed addressing all the important points of PQCI.

Eisenhut - Make determination that CPCo has done an adequate job?

S. Baranow - Yes.

L. Itallb' erg- Will have more than nine? How many.

S. Baranow - As many as necessary. If fifty are needed, will get fifty.

' Jay - Next step will'be to bring staff up to fif teen.

Baer - No restrictions on budget or personnel.

B. Stamiris - What assurance that HVAC as-built is adequate?

Jay - NRC and TERA and S&W are ,looking at them.
,

i

!
r
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I
Keppler - Concerns about Zack date back in time. Assigned group to look

at Zack from OSC. Onsite inspection going on right now. Interviews

with people who have concerns. .

!

B. Stamiris -Why did it not stop. Why exempted?

| Keppler - We found CPCo was controlling it. No basis to stop work on it.

Warnick - Good reports from inspectors.' No. history of problems.

Keppler - If we need to include it in CCP, we will,
.

Jay - R. Cook,very satisfied with welding procedure.
I

j B. Garde - How much has been ripped *out since 1979/80?
I

.

R. Cook - Work looked at by CPCo. Guess would be 1/3 torn out and a lot
i reworked since the 1980 period. CPCo doing QA/QC. Didn't work when

Zack did their own. CPCo doing 100% inspection.

B. Garde - How much has had to be redone. Will that be in Zack report?

Warnick - Yes
,

B. Garde - Going to put procedures checklist in PDR7 -

Jay - Yes.
.

|
; Leo Romo - What will be verified under Phase I?

i
I Jay - Reinspection of work already inspected,

i
L. Romo - S&W7

B. Garde - Does S&W methodology describe how much will look at?

Baer - Not 100% - Random sampling.

B. Garde - Does detail how much to look at?

Baer - No.

S&W putting it's reputation on the line.----

B. Garde - Think S&W reputation already tarnished by work done at other sites.
Will trust because work is adequate not because of reputation.

1 Eisenhut - If sample not good enough.- will~ increase sample. Difficult to
! instill confidence once lost.
!

1

i

:
,
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i

{ B. Garde - Pleased with TERA's methodology. Have confidence in Jay and the
team. I trust them. Public has lost confidence and wants to know
what's out there. Working out problems on :nethodology will prevent
having these meetings. --

Eisenhut - Will be heavy amount of overview but process will not work perfectly *

! j from the beginning.

Kathy - We are confident in NRC, Midland. When,will there be more?
'

Keppler - Seven more people for Midland and Zinsner working out of Illinois.
[ t.

Maybe one more resident at Midland.

j Kathy - Time frame?

; Keppler - No. '

r

B. Garde - Battered out over about 6 months the TERA program.
; Jay - Seven months on CCP already.

.

B. Garde - Only three pages on S&W to look at.
'

Jay - Will give pample procedures for you to look at with S&W approval.
,

4
Jay -

Correction - Something less than 100% of Zack reinspection by NRC.
a

;

} } GAP 2.206 request (1) Don't feel modifying CP is needed at this time.
(3) Do not intend to reject either (4) Will not require because'

{ would take NRC out of regulatory posture. - (5) Will make increase
i in staff. (6) Issues have been reopened. Task force put together! and issues will be reviewed.
l

I
.i Jay - _ Conclusions

?}
t

B. Garde - Focus comments around issues raised in 2.206. Major problem with
CCP as presented and your review goes back to quality verification
of CCP Review.

! Feel' confident of training, team training and
,

statistical sampling plan. Not a lot of rrom for negotiations or;
presentation you have made, original request for third party review'

; still needed. Want to know methodology. Will do conscientious!. a
review. S&W not adequate. Teams spotcheck o.k.

!

Keppler - S&W material will be put in PDR.

Terry Miller - Want to thank NRC, 'etc. Opposed to plant. Unnecessary, costly.
Endorsed by mayors of' Bay City and Saginaw.. This company should
not be allowed to verify their own construction. ' We have no trust

; in this company.

Keppler - 'Could comment on overviews?
.

,

!- I Miller -
Extremely impressed. Many things excellent., Third party shotEdsuper- - -

vise the continuing construction. Public is aware CPCo is'und
er the

.
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gun as far as cost and scheduling. In paper daily. Tri-county
,

consnunity skeptical about program allowing utility to oversee ;

their own construction. j.

i
'

Kathy - Education campaign started in June. Brochures (Cost, Danger in |
! Operation) . People feel impotent to fight.

4

I

Tanner - Soils settlement problem. Will NRC make their data available to
an outside consultant.

- -

,

!

- Eisenhut - Is all CPCo data.

B. Garde - What kind of input would that expert have if we could raise the
,

money to get him?!

; *

; Eisenhut - Provided resumes of five individuals who are noted in their field,
,' brought in by Brookhaven Labs. , and two other specialists. Will

'

look at all records and information available - go out to the site.
,

Am sure they will be happy to meet with your expert. Cannot commit'

beyond that.

Tanner - Will he have available to him, every bit of data he will need?
,

$ Eisenhut - It's all in the PDR.
, .

,

B. Garde - Can let us know in a day or so the boundaries of his involvement?
i

B. Stamiris -Opinion on D. G. Bldg.)
t

! Eisenhut - Congressional hearings first time I heard views against D. G. Bldg.

| Asked everyone else if they disagreed and no one else did.

'

Romo - People in Tri-cities have lost trust in CPCo. Outline shows why.
,

| What about that which is not accessible? How can that be reviewed
and what is percentage?

Jay - Can only look at records on some things. Program set up on hcw to
administer.

B. Garde - Outline of CCP is not specific on what is and is not accessible.
What plans have CPCo put forth to --- . Why do you think docu-.

mentation review is acceptable?

Jay - Can't assume everything inaccessible is unacceptable. Will have
to see what documents show us.

; Keppler - 'If five of fifteen accessible welds are bad - something would have
! to be done. If all fifteen' were good, assumption would be that
i . inaccessible welds would be good as well.
i

-

t
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|

!
B. Garde - Have considered a CAT inspection?

Keppler - No. Have other plants that need to,be looked at.
Jay - Dedicated staff such as we have is much more effective. Reinforcing

steel .many of the problems were way back when. Can't assume whole
plant is bad because of what happened in D. G. Bldg.

; Lucy - Will we ever know what percentage of problems are inaccessible?
-

.

Keppler - Oh sure.

Lucy - How does Zinumer QCP compare to CCP7

Warnick - Both require backward look. Both require work to be done by the
utility. Identified over 15,000 nonconforming conditions. Stopping

{ work not related to QCP

Keppler - QCP working so well, it was almost a chaotic situation. Trying to
fix things up before ----,

! Luch ' Why not take away.QA/QC from CPCo now.

Keppler - Must instill in utility a sense of responsibility to do the job.,

Eisenhut - Not in charter to overview or supervise. If it is completed, CPCo3
' *

will have to operate it and you have to have confidence in them.
s i

j | Romo - What will happen if CPCo messes up again.
i !
, -i Kappler - Things will come to a halt again.I

!
'

Eisenhut - Won't get a license if NRC doesn't have confidence.

.Stamiris - Isn't the close scrutiny by the NRC and the CCP itself a testimonial
to your lack of confidence?

Eisenhut - . Not at all. ------No confidence without third party r'eview.
l

stamiris - Ibn't you feel that allowing CPCo to go in to identify problems that
; , exist poses an inherent conflict due to their financial problems?

Eisenhut - (Couldn't get it)
r

.

B. Garde - Summary comments - CPCo .shoud not be trusted. Until public and you!

know inhat is on that site ~~~ Not totally comfortable with S&W.
Can't make committments to rest of program until we know -- . CPCo

- developing plan to meet your requirements not to deal with the problem
that is out,there. NRC hold points were not in first couple of -; ~

'

! versions of CCP. If plant operates one day, cost can be put in rate
base .'

,

-

%
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I Keppler - Jim Cook, do you have anything to say?

TeamthatisonsiteiseagertoturnopinionaroundohNRCandJ. Cook -
public. Will try to show all of you'with our actions.
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Consumers came close'

.

| By PAUL RAU
oaiiy se.s staft.riter Midland.

Consumers Power Co got about a D
on its Midland nuclear plant soils work Nuclear
in a report card delivered today And the

'

teacher said only the closest super- p|gn{,,

,

vision kept the utility from flunking.'

I

I Thereportcard-theSystematte As-
-

,

sessment of Licensee Performance -
,

e
' ~

(SALPwishanded outby the U.S. Nu- - '

'

clear Regulatory Commission to alli

U.S. nuclear plants. "We're still not happy with the wa.v CONSUMERS POWER Vice Presi-
Consumers received another nega- the work is going in the soils area, and dent James W. Cook said the utility has 8

tive government rating for its per- it's going at a snail's pace because of no major objections to the NRC's new'
formance in meeting government rules that," Keppler said after issuing the SALP ratings. but will provide wt itten .

the project, and the rating for.the comments telling the goverment howon,ls work almost fell otT the low end of. new SALP rating forthe Midland plant. lie said it will be que,:tinnd.lethe utility plans to improve regulatorysoi

the scale. "whether this plant will ever be com- performance at theMidland plant...
James G. Keppler. Region 111 admin- pleted"if the stringent controls fail to

,

istrator for the NRC said the only make the soils work satisfactory. The Cook said that whi'e "nobody is sat-
1

reason the utility warranted even the controls include audits by third parties isfied'' with the soil wurk,he said a grea.
lowest rating for the soil work is that the and authorization procedures to make deal ofcare is being taken to im prove it.
NRC has put stringent controls on the sure Consumers gets prior NRC ap- "It's very true that we have the bur-

;

j work. provalforsoilswork. den of rebuilding the confidenee of the

j , ,- . s m . . . ; ,m r. u.-.:.,s

People talk, NRC listens... '
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!' ' .A George Yost (standing, I

h Local 85. Plumbers and Ste:
< ., ,
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*
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h, . .. %
- Nuclear Regulatory Comn,.

the electricity which will be, ,

a 9 . . .-
i'

j g * - .. .- ;; , t - ,., . land nuclear plant is necess:
,

,

,f. . ' Ing in this area. IIe was one'

' *4.N- -

.

spoke upin favor of the plas
p * '

.

$;P ,** 'U- ;'
y

ment session at the Great, s ., ~,; o .. ,

' x: /'. 1 .

' listened to commenta from
. NRCofficials(seated onthe

,

i

, th ' . - ' $M .~ N ~. . - 250 people for more than two
i . ,

'

s ' '" , %g ,# ..
.

Dalb News by Hrin. Trompp, - ' ' "
,

ca
.
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NRC and the public. The goal is abso- egory 3. or minimally acceptable, for ta decline of one rating category from
, lute perfection, and that's what we're soils and foundations work. the last SALP); and adequate for a
j shootme for," Cook said. The utility also received a category 3 range ofI consing activities (un-*

i - fornoilsworkinthelastSALP but NRC changed).
| The soils work is intended to correct officials made it clear that the new rati-

foundation problems caused by poorly ong is a "very low 3"and represents a de . . THE SOIL WORK is critical. Delays
compacted soil under some structures at chning trend. in it could push back plant operation

; the n uclear plant. and to assure that the dates,

l plant can safely survive an earthquake.
The SALP report issued today said The work is unprecedented in the nu-

.

THIS IS THE THIRD SALP rating the rating is due to "the continued lack . clear industry, and Keppler said SALP
issued for the Midland project. In the of attention to detail and the continuing board members were " clawing at each
first, which covered work from inablility on the part of the licensee other's throats" before.they agreed on
mid-1979 to mid-1980, r'onsumers (Consumers Poweri to implement prop. the minimally acceptable rating.
Power was rated below average" com, erly the requirements of the Midland "We probably could not let the work
pared to 11 other nuclear units in near. QA (qualityassurance) program.". continue" without the strict ecntrol
by states. ..

measure 6,hepplersaid.
In the other three areas, CPCo was . Intervenor BarbaraStamiristoldthe

The secondSALP,covermg mid-1980 rated adequate, category 2, for work NRC it should halt the soils work until4

to mid-1981, was termed " fairly nega. done by Babcock & Wilcox Co. on nu. satisfied with it, but Keppler said her
tave"by Kepoler. clear steam supply systems and piping suggestion would be " totally punitive"'

and supports (the same rating as last and unnecessary because the NRC hass .
s

The new'S' ALP covers or.ly four work time, although the NRC cited detdriora- assumed almost more control over the
areas from mid-1981 to March 31 of this , tion in the work); adequate for heating, work than is proper for a regulatory
year. Consumers Power was rated cat- ventilating and air conditioning work agency.

_ _ .

' ~'

NRC almost readyto OK
N plant completion plan

'
'

M.- L
,

i By L'ORIE SILANE of the Lone Tree Cottncil, an area envir.

? -
y'.'' Daily Newsstaff writer onmental group. s

?

I Fed'erp! regulators said Thursday John Dumler,5505 Drake,said he be.:
. t they are nearly ready to approve plans lieves the plant is too close to a densely.

.qg ) for finishing the Midland nuclear plant. populated area; questioned the justifi.:

i Approval would give Consumers cation oflicensing a project which hasj
" e~

f Power Co. the go-ahead to reinspect experienced more than 1,000 percent
i

past work and later to continue building cost over-run; and said the plant is cre-a

i .the project. ating a " divisive atmosphere"in the l
,

1 The.U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com- Midlandcommunity. )mission said at two meetings here that, Others pointed out that electric rates
'

. ,

M --? pending resolution of various minor will increase and deter business when
- %)# '

items, it will approve Consumers'" Con ' theplantgoesonline.
' * ' ; . struction Completion Plan (CCP)." Environmentalists said they think,

y/ e
- i to the continual quality.related prob.. sumers. .

I The CCP was drawn up as a response the NRC should be tougher on Con-.

i
.? gI

'W@F@I]
lems at the plant, accordi"ng to NRC in. "We come to this table not trusting!

'

spector JJ. Harrison. The plan calls for Conspmers PowerCo.We think they've~

%G Consumers to re-inspect many of the been given enough chances," Billie,
|! safety-related systems that aiready are Garde said at the afternoon meeting
|eft), vice president of built in order to find and correct any with citizen intervenors. Ms. Garde is '

*nfitters, totd the U.S. ' deficiencies. If that reinspection with the Government Accountability
' receives NRC approval, the utility will Project (GAP), a Washington,'D.C.,.ifssion Thursday that '

generated by the ,ilid. be allowed to go ahead with building the publicinterestorganization.
p; ant. GAPhas beeninvestigating workers'

'

try to get industry rgil- . Consumers has been waitingfoi NRC allegations of poor quality work at the'i
of about 20 people who L action on the CCP for about seven plant, and also is working with the Lone

; it during a public com. t months. The utility stopped nearly all TreeCouncil
l llall in Valley Plaza. { work on safety-rela ted systems late last Given past problems, Ms. Garde and
i stage in photo at right). y year, after the NRC found safety vio. Lone Tree Council members said, Con-
| the audience of about i lations in the plant's diesel generator sumers should not be trusted to re-

s hours. (Photos for the t buildmg. Inspect the plant on its own. They-

'

suggested an independent group bee

|
!!er)

,

TOP LEVEL NRC officials lidened brought in to find past deficiencies.
- *

I to commenh for twn ba= A' *
*
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Consumer.s denying all.

By LORIE SIIANE
Daily Newn staff writer A O

Consumers Power Co. gave the Dow illi(llam!* - i
Chemical Co. *true and accurate" in- i

N, }clegg .iformation about the Midland nuclear
. c ,; g*

plant before the two companies signed a tu
an agreement for Dow to buy steam

. 'p| y3[ -
from the plant, Consumers claimed Fn. ..

a . .'in response to a Dow lawsuit. -

Outlining how it will defend itself
agairst the Dow suit. Consumers said in

.

court documents that it denies all of
Dow's allegations of misrepresen tation, sum'ers' control, such as delays caused Dow.
breach of contract and negligence. The by U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com. The suit seeks ajudgment that Dow's
utility also claims that Dow has mission regulation. action to terminate the contract is not
breached the steam purchase contract That excuses Consumers from any valid, and that the utility be awarded
between the two companies by not pay- liabihty to Dow. Consumers says. the full $44Q million termination pay-

: mgConsumern a termmation payment. Also,Dow took the risk that the plant ment as well as otherdamages and court
Dow filed suit in July over a 1978 , would not be finished on time, Con- costa.*

agreement tinder which Dow was sup- sumers says. Since Dow now is seeking Consumers is being represented in
posed to buy steam from the n.aclear to terminate the steam purchase con- the case by the Detroit law firm Barris,,

tract, it is barred from seeking other Sott. Denn & Dnker. Attorney Eugeneant uppl er to ta m
types ofrelief, the document s.1y,s. 13riker signed the responae andp ,

Consumers is asking the court to re. countersuit.
* *

. ers ta nd to ey f . "WE ARE not surprised byany ofEhe '. rmi at on ymen1,

currently estimated at $440 million, allegations raised by Consumers,"Phil-
but Dow is asking the court to cancel TIIE UTILITY also has filed a lip L. Schneide.r said this morning,
that contract obligation. It also is ask- countersuit alleging Dow's t4 rmination Schneider is manager of media re. I
ing for$60 millionindamages. of the steam purchase agreement is "in.

lations a nd issues for the Dow Chemical 'i I
efTective" because Dow didn't meet the Co. "Obviously those will be resolved

IN ITS DEFENSE Consumers says terms of the agreement. It ciaims Con. when the issue comes to trial. We stilli

I any delay or failure on its part to meet rumers has sutTereddamages in excess steadf astly adhereto our contentions as
i the terms of the stam purchase agree- of $10.000 because of Dow s action, and outlined in our complaint, namely that

e

titfed to the termmation payment fromsumersja c n ractuaHy en-through misrepresentations andsa sI ment we,re due to causes beyond Con-
, breach of contract . . we considpr the

!

I
1

| |
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! of Dow''s allegatibns .

, ,
,

1978 contract to be void and therefore *Consumersdenies Dow'sclaim that said. The response says Consumers has
the basis for.vartermination ofit. there was a " fiduciary relationship" be. fulfilled all the duties required ofit

'

tween the companies. Dow has claimed underthe 1978 agreement.
HERE ARESOMEofthe main points there was such a relationship because it Further, Driker said, the court orjury,

made in Consumers' response and placed its com plete -faith, trust and con. in this case must look at the relative
countersuit: fidence'in the utility. fault of each party and " apportion the

"A fiduciary relationship is ... be. blame among allparties."-

o Consumers denies Dow's allega. tween a guardian and a ward, if you
Any delays or failures in Con.

.

tions of misrepresentation, seymg "all will," attorney Driker said in a tele _ e

information provided by it to Dow in phone call this morning. " Consumers sumers' performance under the 1978
connection with the 1978 agreement Power Co. was not Dow Chemical Co.'s agreement were due to "causes beyond

was true and accurate * to the best of the trustee. Dow was and did look after it. the reasonable control of Consumers
- utility's knowledge and belief. self and certainly wasn't relying on Power," the response says. That mainly

Dow has ' laimed that Consun.ers Consumers to look after its (Dow's) refers to delays due to N,RC re.c
misled rt into signing the 1978 agree. business." quirements,Driker said. -

ment and, later, into not terminating There is a clause m the 1978 agree.
,

I the agreement, by failing to disclose Driker said the only relationship be- ment which says Dow and Consumers
tween Consumers and Dow was the one both are excused from performance de.

! . problems which would delay com.
j pletion of the plant. outlined in the 1978 agreement. . lays or failures which are due to "ex.

* Consumers was not negligent, as ercise of authority or regulation by*

Dow would have terminated the
agreement earlier - and would have. . Dow has claimed, in the planning, governmental or military authorities.*
been required to pay less'-Ifit had supervision and construction of the The same clause excuses both parties

,

known about schedule delays caused by Midlandfacility. from delays due to acts of God | war, ae.

such things as soil problems, according "We don't think that Consumera tion of the elementa, storm or flood. fire,
to the Dowlawsuit. Power Co. is negligent at all," Driker riot.labordisputeordisturbance. '.

j ,

- - - p- me tuu'maric
| .. . ,

I' Sunday, with Boise the hotteet at 306i
*

degrees. That set a gity record for the

| I date, breaking an 18. year old record by
,

s

} threedegrees. . .~'d; ,

Itwaseven hotteratMountainilome, Wa you md a Pali la".'

I idaho, over the weekend. That com. ~ c POI *. "*. '' #8

" . **' ""@W*
d*munity hit 111 degrees Saturday and . ..

N *"' M'followed with 104 on Sunday. lewiston, #

"d d'"''
Idaho and Ontaria. Ore. hit 1,05 S.unda.y.
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Public's chance tonigh
,
i

By LORIESIIANE everyoneachancetospeak accordingto plantand handrawn upthe CCPtodem-
And PAUL RAU the NRC. onstrate to the NRC how it will finish

Daily News staffw riters The public may observe but not com- the plant.The utility is waiting for NP4
appro' al before continuing the safety

! The public's' chance to comment on ment during a 9 a.m. Friday meeting at v

: Consumers Power Co.'s plans for fin- the Quality Inn,1815 South Saginaw. work.

ishing the Midland nuclear plant is to. At that session, the NRC will announce In the CCP, Consumers promises to
!

Consumers Power's new Neport cani' improve its quality assurance programnight.
Officials from the U.S. Nuclear Regu. on some work at the Midland plant. - the internalinspection program des-

latory Commission will be in Midland to igned to make sure the plant is built ac-

discuss Consumers' Constmetion Com. The CCP has been formulated, ac- cording to requirements. One im-
pletion Plan (CCP), which outlines the cording to Consumers,"to provide guid- provement is shifting the quality con-
steps the utility will take to determine ance in the planning and management trol function from contractors directly
the current status of the plant and what of the design and quality activities to Consumers, accordir;to the written
hastobe done to finish it. necessary for completion"of the plant. CCP. -

The meeting begins at 7 p.m. in the TheCCPwasdrawnupafterthe NRC The CCP goes on to explain horv Con-j

Great Hall in Valley Plaza,5221 Bay found problems during inspections of sumers will re-inspect much of the work
City Road.The NRC will start the meet- the plant's diesel generator building. that already has been done to make sure

ing with a discussion of the CCP. fol- Those problems led to a finc against the it meets requirements, and how Con-
lowed by aa opportunity forthe public to utility for safety vie!ations. sumers has decided t.* undergo third
comment.Timelimits may be placed on Since then Consumers has stopped party reviewsbyindependent firms.
commenting individuals to allow nearly all safety-related work at the The NRC wants to get public com-

wmen deals with Biblical themes ~ .
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ta Consumers'Nuclearplant completion plan
open for comment at Valley Plaza meetinga

'
ment on the plan before' approving all or ofthis year. mind; we've made up our mind.,1 don't,
parts of it, according to NRC inspector Only four areas will be rated- soils expect any changes,"Strasma said.

,

j J J. Hamson. work, licensing activities. piping and
The NRC also was to hold a special supports and Zack Co. welding work on CONSUMERSPOWERhasnot fared'

meeting with local intervenors today, ventilation systems. Categories will be well in past SALP ratings. The utility a'

The intervenors are those citizens who 1,2 and 3, ind'icating respectively a high regulatory performance in building the
; have been participating in the federal level of performance, satisfactory per. Midland plant was rated "below aver-

hearings on whether to license the formance and minimally satisfactory age"during the Grst SALP period from
mid-1979 to mid-1980.planL performance.

Consumers Power has known the re.
FRIDAY'SNRC MEETING concerns sults of the new SALP since July 21 The second SALP rating to mid-1981

a grading system called Systematic As- when the.NRC mailed a preliminary also was fairly negative. Consumers
sessment of Licensee Performance copy. But the publie will learn of the re- Power was rated minimally satisfac.

i

(SALP) which the NRC uses to judge sulta for the firsttime Friday. tory m five work areas, satisfactory in
.

five ther areas and earned only two' regulatory performance at all U.S. nu- The utility may file a written dissent
clearplants. after the meeting, but that likely won't satisfactory ratings.

,

| The pubhc may attend but not com- lead to changes in the SALP report, ac-
; ment. cording to NRC spokesman Jan Only one nuclear plant received a

in this cycle, Consumers Poweris be- Strasma. worse rating in the NRC's Region 111,
ing graded for activities at the Midland "We're not meeting with Consumers . which covers about a dozen nuclear uni-
plant between July 1961 and March 31 to get their comments and change our ta under construction in eight states.

-- . . _ . . ,,
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Friday, August 12,1983 Midlend Daily News*

Nuclear plant delay may be
even longer, regulator says

i
; By LORIESHANE beyond the second quarter'of 1986." October 1984 schedule is optimistic by

i DailyNews staffwriter which is about a year beyond what the abouta year,
' The Midland nuclear plant may take NRC saidTuesday. He said he used thatfigureinstead of

even longer to complete than the U.S. ' "I'he issue is still open. 'ntis may be the 1986 figure because not everyone'

Nuclear Regulatory Commission an. correct," Novak said, referring to the within NRC has had achance to review
nounced earlier this week, an'NRC ofn. 1986'date, but the NRC won't make that- the panel's work.
cial said Thursday. official until it has a chance for a more He said the agency feel firmly that

The NRC already has saidit believes detailed review. there will be at least a year's delay, but

the first reactor of the Midland nuclear The document is a draft letter from isless firm about the 1986 figure.
plant will take at least a year longer to Novak to James W. Cook, Consumers' Novak and Darrell G. Eisenhut, di.

finish than the Consuniers Power Co. vice president in charge of the Midland rector of the division oflicensing, each
estimates. project. The letter was written in May, said the agency may chan ge its estimate

Consumers' estimate is October 1984; about two weeks after several NRC offi- after meeting with. Consumers in Sep-
the NRC estimate would shift that to ciais on a caseload forecast psnel visited tember. The meeting is to allow Con.

i date for fuel loading, not the date for atthe plant.
'

sumers to present moreinformation.October 1985. Both figures refer to the ' Midland to hear an update on progress
The NRC has said it believes Con-

! commercial operation, which is typi- The panel concludes that some '"* ,3; gh fo
: ally several months after fuelload. months beyond the second quarter of pre-o o al tane, g 1

Even the one-year delay may be op- 19861s the earliest date that completion which involves testing each plant sys'
timistic on the NRC's part, according to of Unit 2 can reasonably be expected," tem to make sure it will work before fu. *
Thomas M. Novak,the NRC's assistant thedraftlettersaid." Unit 1isexpected * el nguptheplant.
directoroflicensing. to be completed about six to nine months

Novak was asked about an internal thereafter." Consumers has estimated that will
,

NRC document which states that some Hovak said that letter was never . take 14 months butthe NRCsaysexpe-
NRC officials predict the first reactor mailed. In a letter Tuesday, however, rience at a single-unit plant shows it
will not be finished until some months Novak wrote thatthe NRC believes the will take 24 months. j

i

Citizens speak 60t on .n-plant. l
'

!
Continued from page 1 "Give us the opportunity to change your . Cook said lie believes workers can re-'

- mind." '

port construction problems to manage.) that *the team that is on that site now is , . During the evening meeting, Cook ment without fear of losing their jobs.
-

,

very eager to go out and try toturn the said Consumers wants to finish the Any workerwho doesn'twantto use the
opinion around because we think we plant"to the satisfaction of all and oper- current system can call Cook dinctly,
can do it.

ate it as an asset to industry." 'ast prob-
he said.

"Let us try to show you " Cook said. Askedforhisassessmentofp Many of the public comments heard
lems, he acknowledged the utility has Thursdaygvemng can't be given much,

7"pis| san]|| m |s, - cot met its own expectations in terms of weight by the NRC, Keppler said after-

s a u Qs L4 I IE a sWiia y discipline and rigor. the meeting, because it is not the NRC's
He said he believes past problems job to consider the economics of the1

yQh j hh .|Q have been fully addressed and resolved plant or to consider whether the plant-
,

and what the utility now must do is should be built.
I make sure the as. built con'dition of the Still, he said, it is valuable for the

j WaSie IaWSUit plant andthe detailed designmatch. NRCtohearthepublic's opinion.
I
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g="r |NRC thiaks
.

IiETitoll . AP Cun-umer*1'uwer
.. $ 4in mdlu.n rauniercinem to a
6 rtecnnsat t o law-mt and plan > tu
r..hne chttruits ut the utihty's Mid ,

a nd nuclear pla n, t m it h hteam. , |

encratirir equipment have imprmed y

hn-u meri ctedit uut loo k.olucials aaid f
'

|\ *'

I nesda v. .

Standard & l'uuri Corp. on Friday
emoved Con,umere from its Crede By thRIE SilBE conducteuch' testa theletternaid.

. Watch h>t. where it had been since I'*D N'*sstaff uriter Preeperatwnal testing ss a sort of dry
lialv t& 'I he CreditWatch had been an- !

The first reactor of the Ehdland nu. run. Each plant system is tested alone,
i,uunced in the wake of Dow's can.
i ellat mn ot a umt ruct to purchaw . team

ek ar plant wdl take at least one year followed by tests of systems working
lanFer to build than Censumers Ibwer together Saari explained The testa areanditafihngof alawsuit. Co. now estimates, accordmg the U.S. to make sure the systems are working

-That contract repre%ented a poten- ; Nuclear Regulatory Commission. cormtly prior to fuel load. Sorne of hlid.
i ut f or r&covery of custs a%oriated w it h ,

a significant part of that plant." said
llomever, the NRC is gomg to give the land's systems already are bems tested.

Wilham J. Siow,a ratmg* spec.alest ut utihty a chance to prove them wrong. Saarisaid Consumers doesn1beheve

standard & Pouri. *In revwaing the In a letter to Censumers Tuesday,the the NRQ " fully understands what our
NRC's assistant director for hcensing program is," for pre operational tes.ituation me find there in a *ttong said the utahty's plan to load hhdland's ting.That's why Consumers wante to

p,s,utahty of that rnosery from other first reactor with fuel by October IPM is meet with the commission asaan, he

ConsumJrs' credit' rating ntill re. *nptimintic by at least a year."
,

said.nurces.

mams one step heluw investment grade.
Consumers han nand atcanload fuelby Novak encaon tosaythatConsumers'

usit has Mnce Januart. Stow said
that date, and will put the reactor into schMule does not reahstically account

Dow's lawsuit weeks $60 milhon
a commercial operation by February for large uncertainties"in work which

19 4. must be done before some systems can
damagts and releu,e from a $440 md. Bawd on the NRC letter. however, be tested.hon termination p nalis in the con. the reactor would be loaded arnund Oc. NRCprowetmanagerDarillood aid
tract The chemical giant clasns Cun.
,umyrs delas ed the planti cumpletion toher 19M. followed by com.mernal op. this morning that refers to the re.

crat son m 19M6 inspection and possible re. work which
and boo ted it co-t. and acto,ca the The letter does noL meniion must be done at the plant. Consumers
utility of "retkicunem and neg. bhdland a second reactor.That unit has agreed to re. inspect much of its
hgenecy now is scheduled for commernal oper. safety.related systems because of prob-Consumer,' counterciarm. hk<l Fr,. abon in October 1985. but Consumers lems identified during an NRC inspec.
dav, seek. 544is milhon from Lbw and maid recently the schedule may be revm. tionlast fall.
alleges the h!idland.beed hrm em. Ed- ."The question is how much ro. work
properly canceled it, tuntr.ict tu pur. wd1 come out of that re-innpection." he ,

,

chase steam. Tile NRC hannaid forseveralmonths said. "They iConsumersidon't beheve a
gr Consumeri. i> euccewtul with it=

enunterciann. "t% effect ofINw a can.
that Cennumera' schedule was tno opti. great deal of re. work will be needd. I,

mistic, but never stated its own enti. guess we tend to be a httle less opts.
cellation con let mgmntantly rtsluted.- mate until Tue=fav's letter, signed by mistic?
St uw said

*Of cour-e.we'reth k hC ron.umer, amatant director Thomas 11. Novak. , Any re-work would add time to the

,4=ke-man Mnhael K. I;lombach wid The letter meta up q September meet. schedule. Novak pomted out in the lot.
ing het ween the sadan soConsumerscan ter.Tuendas of the Standard A l'onr ,

uttion. "We tully espected thi- to hap. try to prove its own estimates are cor.
tert. At that meeting. Novak said, the bla GARDE said she has an internal

pen of ter me fded our an.wer totheIbu NRC aim would hke more informatnon NRC memo which indicates that NRC
law aunt ." alw ut Connumers' plans to revne the inspectors eshmated in & lay that the .*

Consumerm i, m sesugutmg 's w hole schafule for the suond reactor, due to ' first reactor would not be fimnhed until *

garnut of alters.ath ci to wthng stearn. the rectnt losia of its maj'or steam cup. * nome months beyond the second quar.meluding ronversion of the steam.
tomer.the Dow Chemical Co. ter of 19A6." and the second reactor six

generatmg equipment to produttion of a Can*umers spokesman Norm Saart to ninemonthalater. *

* clutricit3,a utihty sinkraman maid. | Said this morm ng t he utihty has knownThe memo. handw ritten from Novak.

MnreJune that the N RCdi4 agrees with to Connumers, cites the same uncer.~ - *

Consumers' schedule. Consumers b,. ta.nty of re work that Novak wrote' 6
heves, however,that the NRC does not about in Tueeday'sletter. .

liuod and Ronald Gardener,one of tho'fully understand the utshty's plans. he e

emd and will try to explain that at the NRC innpectors who reviewed Con.
Srpiember meeting sumers' completion schedule, s(id this

In Wanhington, D C Novak's letter . morning they had no coirment bn the
has angered the director of the Govern. memo. .'
ment Accountabahty Project (GAPI. a

bhc mterest neganization which has Cardener said there was a draft
en nventigahng the bl dland plant memo issued by NRC inspectorn almut

Tmf pnnrquehty workm.n=i"p the completion schn!ule but that "I'd
Director Bilbe Garde claimed in a rather not discussit,smce it a a draft'*

telephone call this mornmg that the "The cost and templetion da e is
NRe knewitanwn complet.on estimate wrong and the NRC knows it's wron '*

in Rhy. and should have made it pubhc &ls. Garde said. "That's f atoleral
then She said the pubhe deserves such This Ischeduhngt la one of the bi st'
information in order to make cost. quntions about the khdland plant'
benefit analysesof the plant. She said the NRC's information

sh uld have twn mbde known to the .

NOVAKE LETTERsaid Consumers, pubhe and to federal administrative
estimate that it will take 14 months to * N * E
enmplete pre +perational and ac.ce t. n n e a Nant. It also
ance testing te" unduly optimantic. should have been madi known to Con.

Past esperience at a single.umt plan' d
'

" " * '"8*
.

showa H mill take at least 24 months to on the n !a sh
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M-plant completion plan
fly LOltIE RilANE of the kneTrte Council, an area envar-

DailyNemsstaff ariter onmentalgroup. \

Federpi regulatora said Thurulav JohnDumler.5505 Drake saidhnbe-*

,
they are nearly ready to apprnvc plans lieves the plant is too clone to a rk nelv.

', for finishmg the Midland ruclear plant. populated area; questioned the justifi-
Approval would give Consumers cation of heensing a project which has

Power Co. the go ahead to reinspect esperienced more than 1,000 percent
past work andlater tocontinue buildmg cost over.run; and said the plant is cre-
the project. ating a " divisive atmosphere"in the

The U S. Nuclear Regulatory Com- Midland commonity. .

mission said at two meetmgs here that, Others pomted out that electric rates
pending resolution of various minor will increase and deter business when
items. it will approve Consumers * * Con- the plant goeson hne. .

. struction Completion Plan tCCPL" Environmentalists said they think
The CCP was drawn up as a response the NRC should.be tougher on Con-

to the continual quahty related prob.. sumers. .

lems at the plant, according to N RC in. "We come to this table not trustm, g

spector J J. Harrison. The plan calls for ConspmersPower CowWe think they've
Consumere to re-inspect many of the been given enough chances," Billie
safety-related systems that already are Garde said at the afternoon meeting
built in order to find and correct any with citizen intervenors. Ms. Garde is
deficiencies. If that reinspection with the Government Accountability

pubhcinterestorgantrat,ington, D.C.,
Project tGAP), a Washreceives NRC approval,h utshty will

on-be allowed to go ahead with building the
plant. GAPhasbeeninvestigating workers,

I Consumershasbeen waitingforNRC allegations of pnor quahty work at the -
i action on the CCP for about seven plant.and elnois working with the kne

manths. The utility stopped nearly all Tree Council,-

i work on safety-related systems late last ' Given past problems, Ms. Garde and
4 vear, after the NRC found safety vio. Ione Tree Council members said. Con-

lations in the plant's diesel generator sumers shoull not be trusted to re.
i building. -- inspect the plant on its om n. They

suggested an independent group bee

1 TOP LEVEL NRC ofDeials h tened brought in to find past deficiencies.3
to comments for two hours from more
than 250 people during the evenmg flOWEVER, JAMES G. Keppler,the
meetmg at the Grea t ilall in Valley Pla- NRC's chief regional administrator.
as They had met aarherin hday wnh said the amount of scrutiny the Midland.

Busmens, labor and environmental , plant will get 'during the CCP processcitarenintervenort
will be *almost precedent eetting." Not.

groups all spoke up, most of them not ontf will Consumers itself re-inspect-

commentingspecificallyonWCCPbut the past work, but an independent con-
repeating positions they have held for sultant will then check Consumers'
years for or against the plant. Of the work and the NRC willthen check both
more than 30 people who addreened the parties'was k.
NRC,about22 urged themto hcense the The consultant la the Stone b Web.
fecihty, while about Il spoke against it. ster Corp, a nat6cnal architecture and

Labor representatives - many of engineerms firm.
them plant employees - maid they re . . Keppler said the NROdoes not have
sent imphcations that b plant is not complete confidence in Consumers;
safe. that's why it insisted on the thiad party

*l take pride in my)ob. We tryla do review and en incremaad NRC inspec-
our best," said Marc Corhat of Bav City, tions.
a foreman with the Mergentime Corp.,a He said seven people willbe added to
subcontractor at the plant. "I don't the NRC's regional staff in nacal year
know where you people come up with 198184 to concentrate on Midland and ,
this stuff. It makes you med." a nuclear plant in OtAa. Also, the NRC

One worker said his work has been may begin holding regular monthly
'' checked and re checked and re- meetinge in Midland to update the pub.
checked,I een't tell you how enany be en work at the plant. ,

times,Thequehty le there." Ms Garde pomtad out that neither
Businese representatives - In'. the Stone & Webster review nor the-

eludmg people from seen Chambers of NRCrev6ewwillhe a 100percentcheck
Commeren and cannomte i _t af Caneumers work.
corporations - eaid the plant ie nooded . N.HC officials schnowledged they
to etsmulate growth in the Tri County may not do a 100 percent check, but
area. A long-term supply of electrical streened that they wtli not let work pro-
energy will attract businees, which esad until they are entisfied ht all past
means ' they said. . . denciencies have been found and cor-

"We hevethatnoshesingleleeue rected.>

le more important than the completion Keppler amid h NRC and h pubile -
and beens6ng of the Midland nuclear have pot to be able to trust Conseeners
plant " said Wilham Welch, essentave and the best eey toget that trwtis to
v6ce pres 6 dent of the Midland Area let the utshty se back te work and prove
ChamberofCommeree. Meandethejob. .

They truet h NRC se guarantae W .

P ant se safe, welch and othere ea6d. J ables,W. COOK, Censumers' , icel
pree6 dent in charge of the Midland pre.

SPEAMING AGAIN87 the plant ject, eand durina the aherneen meetma
m ere erveral local catisens and members Cent 6nueden page s

.
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'o UNITED STATES

! NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION -

,,

g' ,e REGION ills
8 o, f 7te ROOSEVELT ROAD _

o'' GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 60137s

**..*

AUG 1 9 E83:
i

1

3

1

! Docket No. 50-329'
Docket No. 50-330

Consumers Power Company
ATTN: Mr. James W. Cook

-

Vice President '

Midland Project' ~1

1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, MI 49201

Gentlemen:

By letter dated June 10, 1983, Consumers Power Ccapany (CPCo) submitted its,

proposed Construction Completion Program (CCP) for the Midland Nuclear
facility. The program as submitted was a compilation of all prior CPCo>

submittals witn revisions incorporated.

The NRC has completed a review of the June 10, 1983, CCP submittal., As a,

result of this review, the following comments were developed. Prior to final
approval of the CCP, the responses to these comments must be incorporated

! into the CCP. .

j - .

A. Comments on Construction Completion Program

1. Executive Summary

The scope of the CCP is not clear. The statement in the first
; paragraph of the Executive Summary appears to be in conflict with

the penultimate paragraph on page 4 and the Description Section
1 (9.3) on page 34. In addition, the relationship of the Quality
! Verification Program to the CCP is not clear. Clarify the scope of

the CCP and define the relationship of the Quality Verification -

Program to the CCP.

'

2. Page 2

Page 2 of the CCP states that, " safety-related systems anda.
* areas of the plant will be systematically reviewed." Define

or identify what is meant by the term " safety-related-

systems and areas."
,

' b. As stated in the CCP, phase 1 implementation will be on an
area-by-area basis, but will be accomplished ma, inly by teams.

*
! organized with systems responsibility. Our concern deals with

the interface between the area-by-area basis and the systems .

basis. Provide assurance that all safety related systems and
components of the plant are covered during phase 1.

i

h -[[~-
_

-
-

-
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Consumers Power Company -2-
j

F

; 3. Pate 3
i

The description of the major components of the CCP does not include
i NP.C Hold Points. Describe the NRC Hold Points to be covered prior

to initiating phase 1 and phase 2 activities.'

a

4. Pate 44

'

As stated in the CCP, the major areas of continuing safety-a.
related work outside the CCP includes post-turnover punch
list work. Provide assurance that these post-turnover list ,

activities'are minor and not major.
I

f

b. This section states that CPCo intends to schedule periodic
reviews of Program status and progress with the NRC. Provide,

assurance that such meetings will be noticed such that members,
s'

of the public and interested parties will be provided the
opportunity to attend as observers.

5. Pane 7

As stated in the CCP, during phase 2 implementation the assigned
i

team will plan and carry out the remaining work needed for comple-
tion including QC inspections. Since we understand that QC
inspections will not be performed by the CCP teams, clarify the
teams involvement in QC inspection activities during phase 2.

~ .

6. Page 8

In describing the limitation to work on Q-Systems, the CCP states
that this limitation permits important work to proceed outside the,

CCP. Describe the measures to be taken to prevent nonconforting
items, in areas covered by the CCP, from becoming inaccessible due

,

to ongoing work.

7. Figure 1-1

*The CCP schematic does not identify the NRC Hold Points. Revise
this schematic to include the phase 1 and phase 2 Hold Points.

8. Pane 11 - Section 3.1-

'

As stated in the CCP, MPQAD was expanded to assume direct control of
'

QC except ASME. Clarify the boundaries of MPQAD and CCP controls~

over "N" stamp activities and non "N" stamp activities.
-

.

e

!

,
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9. Pane 12 - Section 3.3.5

As stated in the CCP, MPQAD will continue to use Bechtel's Quality
j Control Notices Manual (QCNM) and Quality Assurance Manual (BQAM).
j Provide clarification as to the decision not to use the Consumers

QA manual. In addition, describe the measures taken to providei

! assurance that the Bechtel and Consumers manuals are in agreement.

10. Pane 13 - Paranraph 2 and Paranraph 3.B
*

.Regarding the , revision to PQCI's, identify in the CCP:
;

That the documentated basis for the determination of the need4.

(or lack thereof) for pilot runs will be available for review
by the NRC.,

b. That the documented basis for the determination of the need
(or lack thereof) for retraining or recertification of
affected QC inspectors will be available for review by the
NRC.

11. Pane 17

Desertoe the criteria to be used in determining the need and extent
for reinspection of the past work of an inspector-failing any part
of the recertification process. Also identify who will make the.

.

determination and the manner in which the determination will be
documented. g

4

< 12. Pane 19'
i
4 e
; a. As stated in the CCP, the scope of team work activities

includes the requirements to ensure early identification and
-

', resolution of problem areas. In view of the fact that phase 1 *

allows only the identification (and not the resolution) of
problems, clarify this statement.

.

b. In the discussion of the team MPQAD representative, it is
stated, "He assures validation of NCR's." Explain what this

; statement means.

| 13. Pane 20
!

~

As stated in the CCP, tool box training sessions will bea.
conducted at least monthly. Addrece the adequacy of the tool
box training sessions and the manner in which the sessions will
be documented.'

,

4

.

i

4

6

|

4

.
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|
.

b. As stated in the CCP, nonconformances are documented in,

| nonconformance reports. Identify how incomplete items
j (system status) will be documented.

>

}
14. Pane 21 - Section 4.3.2.b

!

Although not quantified, it would appear that a significant portion
of the CCP will be involved with verification of acceptability of

,

inaccessible attributes. This is predominantly a paperwork review, ./-"'

but "if requir,ed" will be supplemented by NDE techniques and
|! destructive examination. In view of past documentation problems t'

and the extent of inaccessible items, emplata why the CCP should
not include some NDE of inaccessible itema on a sampling basis. *

Also define "if required." '

15. Pane 24 - Section 4.5.4

Identify the critical systems referred to la this section.

16. Pane 28 l

'

, Identify the composition of project management, site management sad
| Y

management teams. Also clarify the scope of the phase 2 masasementI .

reviews.
.

. . .'17. Pane 32
I 6

Identify whether the CIO review of site construction activities:

! ! will include systems escluded from the CCP.
| |.

.

| 18. Pane 33 *

i
Clarify the extent of measures taken to maintain and protect '

equipment la system layup.

.| 19. Pane 34 - Section 9.2 *

i
t Clarify the second sentence.
I

! Ii' 0 Pane 352
!
t

; a. . Clarify the estent to which the third party CCF everview will' ,

address the three systeme la the TERA scope and revise, if
necessary, the statement en page 32 et the CCF which states
that the CIO will met f actude as overview of the other third '

,

i party evaluations belas C*aducted.
.

e

#*s
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!
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'l

,n i

Pro $2de your rationale for not including in the CCP systems
^

b.

,a and equipment that are important to safety but that are not*

' safety-related.-s_
t

Provide a definition of your understanding of the term; c.

.
" systems important to safety."

- %.

21. Pag'e )6 .Section 10.3
-, 3% --

Clarify this soction to provide assurance that changes to the CCP -

will not be implemented without prior NRC review and approval.
,

<

U. Comments on Qua'lity Verification Program (QVP)'

B

1. Page 1 - Section 2
1

-

. . .
t

Clarify, the scope of the QVP in regards to the implementationa., ,

' ' of IPIN's in Edils, HVAC, and B&W work activities.

Clarify the Seinspection requirements for partially completedb.

IR's.
,

2. Page 9
*

m

Clarify the statement " System / area reinspection will bea.

supplemented by'-andom plant-wide inspections as appropriate ,

,, basis."to establish a valid quality baseline on an expeditious+
-

t .

. % i

| b,- As stated in the CCP, any nonconforming condition observed
'-

,

j during the implementation of'this program other than those
'

,

j s previously identified on nonconformance reports will be-
,

i identified by a nonconfo'rmance report. Clarify this
r? statement %to provide assurance that the nonconforming

condition need not be documented only if there is an open,

I d' NCR on the same item.-

j - 3 '
~

{ 3. Page 10'- Section 5.3.1'

'

. As stated in the CCP, any deff eiencies, other than those previously.

;,' -- '"

rde ntified on nonconformance reports as a result of prior inspec-
?' tion s, will be identified on a nonconformance report. Clarify thise

'

t.g ;, stat ement to previde assurance that the deficiency need not be
documented only if there is an open NCR on the same item..,' ,, ,* * .' %;, ,

7 g ] 4. Pag 13 'Section 6.4
' t e+

Nif
*

!

. Identify whether material traceability aspects are to be covered-

4
' by this program.

E N ,d'
, ,

I \ y w. E C. * * *
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! C. Comments on Appendix B

1. Page 1

Provide clarification as to the reason why PQCI's associated with
I the remedial soils program are listed since the CCP excepts that

activity.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter please contact
Mr. R. F. Warnick of my staff.

.

''

; Sincerely,
.

: Original signed by
dar.as G. Keppler

.,

| James G. Keppler
'

Regional Administrator,

cc: DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident Inspector, RIII
The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB
The Honorable Jerry Harbour, ASLB .

The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLB
The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASLB
William Paton, ELD '

- .

Michael Miller
Ronald Callen, Michigan &

Public Service Commission
Myron M. Cherry

i Barbara Stamiris *
*

Mary Sinclair
Wendell Marshall
Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)
Howard Levin (TERA)
Billie P. Garde, Government

.

Accountability Project
Lynne Bernabei, Government
Accountability Project

.

-|
-. . '

t.
.

RIII RIII.. RIII RIII' ^ ELD IE NRR 'RIII . RIII,

hN% - 4'RV $$ WG W|@ Hoo$/E5TensamWW N 'i.@ '

Warnick Lew c Cuocco Stone davis K pler, Gardner/jg Harrison
8/d /83 8/ ///83 8////83 8/f 83 8////83 8/O'/83 8////83 8//f/83_ 8/ /7/83,
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PEMORAriDUM FOR: R. F..Warnick,. Di rector
Office of Special Cases, Region III

, ,

FRCM: James M. Taylor. Director -
*

Division of Quality Assurance. Safeguards,
and Inspection Programs

Office of Inspection and Enforcement.

S'.'3J ECT: MIDt.AND CONSTRUCTION COMPLETI0ti PROGRAM
(DOCKET NOS. 50-329/330)'

' e have reviewed the Consumers Power Ccnstruction Completion Program for,

!iciand as requested in your June 23, 1983'm porandum. Our connents are
er-losed. The m.ajority of the cocrnentsiwere discussed with J. Harrison on
JJiy 6; 1983.

c addition we have reviewed the Stone & Webster proposal to conduct the~

Wed par y assessment of the Construction. Ccmpletion Program. We have
cce.cludec that Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation has sufficient
indecendence and competence to perform the third party assessment of the
Construction Completion Program. However, there is a concern that the
sf:e of the proscsed Stone & Webster staff te perform the third party
assessment is too small. Some assurance that an adequate staff will be
available to conduct the third party assessire.nt is needed.

:' you have any questions abcut the connents please call.
1

'
,

- v
J E 6.. aylor, Director

v.isiet/cf' Quality Assurance Safeguards
and *r.spection Programs'

,

Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Inciesure:
'

3- ents.4

cc w/ enclosure:
' . Eisenhst,f.RR
7. Novak, NRR
E. Adensam, tiRR

%.

..

_ 9 jfA'n W f 7| -

,
,

i
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CCINENTS ON MIDLAND CCNSTRUCTION CCMPLETION PROGRAM

I. Comments from Reactor Construction Prograns Branch

A. Comments on Construction Completion. Program

1. Of concern was the integration of the QA/QC function into the
various. teams. We now understand that the MPQAD representative
is performing a liaison function between the team and MPQAD
and actual inspections will not be performed by the MPQAD team
representative. The CCP should be unambiguous concerning the
function and duties of the team MPQAD representative.

2. Page 11 and Page 12 -

Will completed ASME Code work, including N-stamp work, be
subject to the reverification program? If so, this should be
clearly stated.

3. Page 12

What are the differences between (a) Quality Control inspection
plans, (b) Project Quality Control Instructions (PQCI's) and
(c) Quality Work-Plans (QWP) (referred to on page 24)?

4. Page 12

Under training of MPQAD Perscr.nel- the statement is made "Early
in 1983, MPQAD decided to terminate recertification of old
PQCIs except in selected cases, ...". What old PQCIs have
been retained and will theyibe used in the CCP program?

'
5. Page 19

In the discussion of the tean M:0A3 representative it is stated-

"He assures validation of NCR's". Please ' Explain what this
statement means.

,

6. Page.20

Ncnconformances are documented'in Nonconformance Reports (NCRs),
how will incomplete items (systen status) be documented?-

7. Has Region III reviewed the-tnree procedures listed in
. Figure 4-1, Dage 26?
t

! 8. Paoe 28
s

.Under Evaluationi ano Management.- PhM5e 2, need further clari-,

fication of the meaning of. "The first management review for work
release will be done by the. management team. Subsequent status
assessment results will be released by site management prior
to initiation of additional completioni segments."

.

O

&
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9. Page>33

System Layup - Is equipment requiringiinert gas cover being
checked and maintained as recorraended by the manufacturer?
Is normal preventive maintenance (shafts rotated, heat applied,
etc.) being performed on the equipment?

10. 'Page 36 -

*
Fon changes to the CCP does Region III feel being informed
before implementat:f on is adequate?

B. Cex.ents. en Quality Verification Prooram (Apoendix 1)

1. Pace 9

::eed clarification of the statement " System / area reinspection
will be supplemented by randon plart-wide i:spections as
appropriate to establish a valid qsality baseline on an
expeditious basis."

2. Page_9

Last line, insert between the words " reports" and "will" the
folloi<ing : "that have not been dispositioned". This is to
clarify that the nonconforming' condition need not be reported,

only if there is an open _NCR on the same item.

3. Page 10

Section 5.3.1, third sentence, insert between the words " reports"
and "as" the following: "that-have not been dispositioned".
This is to clarify that the. nonconforming ccndition r.eed _not
ce reported onlyiif there is an open NCR on the_ same item.

t
4 Sa;e 13, Section 6.4

,

Are raterial traceability aspects to be covered ':y this
program?

! C. Cc : ents on Appendix B

1. Pa;e 1

I ' hy are PQCIs associated with remedial soils program listed?,

| The CCp excepts that activity..

II. Covents fron Quality Assurance Branch4-
N .s

'- Page four of the plan identifies four major safety-related work items
outside~the scope of the CCp. However,. Section 9 of the plan-(page 34)

~
.

.

/
*/
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describes activities associated with these four areas. In this regard ,

it is recc m ended that: J

1. The extent Section 9 is or is not part of the CCP be clearly
stated.

2. Additional iriformation be provided wilich led Consumers Power to
determine that those activities, identified in Section 9.3 (page 34) -

of the plan have demonstrated effectiveness in the Quality Program.

icplementation.

3. The quality assurance program and organization be described for *

centro 11ing those activities identified in Section 9.3 (page 34).
(tonsumers Power could referenceipreviously established commitments.)

If nct already prcvided, Consumers Power should provide clear justification
as :: wny the activities described in Section 9.3 neec not be part of the
C'P arc *,hy additional quality assurar.ce controls are not necessary
curir.g the completion of these activities.

,
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Administrator, ML

FROM: Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing, NRR

SUBJECT: NRR COMMENTS ON MIDLAND CONSTRUCTION
COMPLETION PLAN

In response to your memorandum of June 23, 1983, Enclosure 1 provides
NRR's comments on the Midland Construction Completion Program (CCP),

submittal of June 10, 1983.

We understand that NRR and I&E coments will be combined with any
Region III coments since March 28, 1983, and an NRC package of coments
will be issued to CPCo. This will be followed by a public meeting which
will be held prior to final NRC approval. CPCo will also be required
to update the CCP to reflect NRC coments prior to final NRC approval.

We have reviewed I&E's comments provided to R. Warnick on July 8,1983,
and consider them to be appropriate. In fact, two NRR comments in
Enclosure 1 (Coments 10 and 12) correspond to similar coments made by
I&E.

We have also reviewed the Stone & Webster documents dated April 1,
April 11, and May 19, 1983, for Stone & Webster's acceptability as
a third party overviewer of the CCP. We conclude that Stone & Webster is
appropriately independent and qualified. Earlier concerns about the
qualifications of two individuals on the Stone & Webster team have been
resolved through the provision of missing pages from one of the

i submittals.
|

{ Should you have questions regarding Enclosure 1, contact Licensing
Branch No. 4.'

s

Idl ( f
| Darrell G. Eisd ut, bkr.Lector
' Division of Licensing

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
As statedi

~

AUG 8 1983

Junw a io
a
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:

NRR Comments on Construction Completion Program
(J. W. Cook letter to J. Keppler dated June 10,1983)

| (1) Page 2 & 35

Page 2 of CCP notes that " safety-related systems and areas of the plant
will be systemati.cally reviewed." CPCo should define or identify what it

,

means by safety-related systems.

j The brief discussion on the top of page 35 identifies a " separate organiza-'

i tion" to carry out a spatial systems interaction (SSI) rcview, and notes
that the SSI represents the Project response to the generic licensing

1

issue of "important to safety" that is being handled outside of the CCP
wi.th NRC/NRR. CPCo should provide a clear definition of systems "important
to safety", but not safety-related, and a description of the process they

;
' (CPCo) used to decide that systems "important to safety" can be excluded

!

| from the CCP.

(2) Page 4 - Last paragraph

'This section notes that CPCo intends to schedule periodic reviews of Program,

status and progress with the NRC. Such meetings should be noticed and
members of the public and interested parties should be provided the oppor-
tunity to attend as observers.

1

(3) Page 4 8 34
i

{ The scope of the CCP is not clear. The statement in the first paragraph of ,

the Executive Summary appears to conflict with the penultimate paragraph on,

page 4 and the Description Section 9.3 on page 34. The relationship of the'

Quality Verification Program to the CCP is also not clear, although iti

appears to be part of it.'

(4) Page 17 - Second paragraph

Who will determine the need and extent for reinspection of the past work of
an inspector failing any part of the recertification process? What criteria
are used for these decisions? What information is provided to RIII to
justify the decision? -

;

i (5) Page 21 - Section 4.3.2.b.
I

Although not quantified, it would appear that a significant portion of the
CCP will be involved with verification of acceptability of inaccessible
attributes. This is predominately a paper work review, but "if required" |

-will be supplemented by NDE techiques and destructive examination. Define.
"if required". In view of past documentation problems and the extent of )

inaccessible items, the CCP should include some NDE of ~ inaccessible items
,

on a sampling basis,

~

a

-- - . . _.. -._ , ,
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| NRR further suggests that RIII consider auditing / supplementing the Appli-
! cant's NDE conclusions with its own findings based on use of the NRC's
j NDE mobile van.

i (6) Page 28 - Section 5.3.2
,

The composition of " site management", " Project management", and " management
team" should be defined if not already done elsewhere.

(7) Page 32 - First paragraph
4

Because we do not have access to the protocol for communications used on
the soils remedial activities, we are unable to comment on the appropriate-
ness of using +. hat protocol in dealing with the CIO team.

| (8) Page 32 - Third paragraph

Will the overview of site construction activities include systems excluded' '

from the CCP?-

(9) Page 32 - Fourth paragraph

Justification shculd be provided for the size of the S&W staff for the CIO
outlined in their April 1,1983, letter to J. Cook. What criteria were
used, and by whom, to establish the proposed number of S&W personnel? What
restrictions and lead times would exist in the event S&W should identify
the need to increase its staffing levels?

.' (10) Qualifications of CIO Overviewers
!

i We recommend that provisions be made for the NRC to review the experience'

' records of all personnel added to the S&W Team in the future.

(11) Page 34 - Section 9.3.1
i

Item 1 under Section 9.3 excludes NSSS installation by B&W as part of the
CCP. Staff acceptance of this exclusion has been noted in the hearing to

,

'

depend upon results of a future NRC audit of B&W work areas. Staff accep- !

tance of this item should be acknowledged to be conditional. In the
interim, the basis for CPCo's decision should be provided for NRC review.

i

|

'
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| (12) Page 35 - First paragraph and Page 32 - Third paragraph
1

The spatial systems interaction (SSI) is proposed to be overviewed by
the CIO reviewer, S&W. As indicated at an April 13, 1983, meeting, the
staff understands TERA will audit portions of the Systems Interactions

! activities applicable to three systems. On page 32, CPCo states that
the CIO will not include an overview of other third party evaluations
being conducted. CPCo should clarify to what extent the CIO effort will
address the three systen.s in the TERA scope. They should further verify
whether or not TERA will audit those portions of the SSI review applic-
able to the three systems under the TERA scope.

.

I
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l
l Docket No. 50-329

Docket No. 50-330,

Consumers Pouer Company
ATTN: Mr. James W. Cook

Vica' President
Midland Project

1945 West Parnall Road
'

; Jackson, M1 49201
4

Gentismen:

BRC Region HI has completed a preliminary review of your June 10, 1983,
submittal regarding the Construction Completion Program (CCP). Based on
this review the Region has authorised Con ==,rs Power Company (CPCo) to
initiate CCP team training activities; this authorization was made per
teleconference to Mr. D. Miller of your staff by Messrs.1. Gardner andJ. Barrison of my staff on June 20, 1983.

A complete revier and approval of the CCP final submittal will be required
by the NRC prior to granting CPCo authorization to further implement the
Construction Completion Program. The team training that was authorized
by the NRC is at CPCo risk pending CCP approval.

Your cooperation with us is appreciated.

Sincerely,

bCMAl NN
& $}) * hM%

.

~) R. P. Warnick, Director
-,

Office of Special Cases

cc w/1tr dtd 6/10/83:
See attached distribution list

'
1
1
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cc w/1tr dtd 6/10/83:
DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)

: Resident Inspector, RIII
The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer ASLB
The Honorable Jerry Harbour, ASLB
The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLB
The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASLB
William Paton, ELD
Michael Miller "'

Ronald Callen, Michigan
Public Service Commission

Myron M. Cherry,

Barbara Stamiris
Mary Sinclair
Wendell Marshall
Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)
Howard Levin, TERA
Billie P. Garde Government>

Accountability Project
Lynne Bernabei, Government

Accountability Project

.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: D. G. Eisenhut, Director, Division of Licensing, NRR

( J. M. Taylor, Director, Division of Quality Assurance,
' Safeguards, and Inspection Programs, IE

i
! FROM: R. F. Warnick, Director, Office of Special Cases

!
( SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR REVIEW OF CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY

FINALIZED CONSTP.UCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM

!
t

i The attached CPCo Construction Completion Program submittal of June 10, 1983,
I is forwarded for your review and approval. Please provide any comments or
| questions to me by July 1, 1983. The program as submitted is a compilation

of all prior CPCo submittals with revisions incorporated. The review
*

and approval of the CCP Quality Verification Plan Statistical Sampling
Plan, Appendix C, is not needed at this time. This sampling plan should,

' however, be reviewed and commented on by September 2,1983.

Region III has completed a preliminary review and has given the licensee
permission, on June 20, 1983, to begin team training at their risk pending

,

final program approval by tha NRC.

Your cooperation with us is appreciated.

. . M
.
'

R. F. Warnick, Director
j Office of Special Cases
.

Attachment: As stated
,

l cc w/o attachment:
DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)
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'V Jernes W M

Vice President - Projects, Engineering
and Construerson

oeneral Ctfices: 1946 West Parno64 Road. Jackson MI 49201 * (S17) 788 0453

June 10, 1983

#

a

Mr J G Keppler, Administrator, Region III
j Nuclear Regulatory Commission
j 799 Roosevelt Road
; Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

!
| MIDLAND NUCLEAR C0 GENERATION PLANT

MIDLAND DOCKET NOS 50-329, 50-330
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM
FILE 0655 SERIAL 23255

,

' Reference

, n 1. Letter to Mr J G Keppler dated January 3, 1983, from Mr J W Cook regarding
' '

Construction Completion Program._.

The enclosure to this letter is a revision to the Construction Completion
Program description submitted on June 3, 1983 (Reference 1). The revisions

| incorporate the comments and changes suggested by Region III staff.

f NRC release points following Project Management review of plans and
j performance on major activities are incorporated directly in the body of the
; text (Section 5). In addition, an expanded description of special activities,

such as installation of pipe hangers and watertight doors is provided
(Section 4.5). Other changes were made to provide clarification; the intent
of Reference I has not been changed. All changes are indicated with a margin
slash to facilitate identification.

The Quality Verification Program which is included as an appendix to the
"

Construction Completion Program has been revised to provida a 100*e_verifica-
tion program for accessible portions of items associated with .the use of the _

'

Attachment 10 form.
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i k'e trust that these revisions fulfill your request for clarification and,

j incorporation of the NRC release points in the Construction Completion Program
document.

*

JWC/DMB/kle

| CC Atomic Safety and" Licensing Appe Board
i CBechhoefer'

FPCowan, ASLB
j JHarbour, ASLB
j DSHood, NRC

MMCherry
! Rhiernan, hTC
{ RJCook, Midlan! Resident Inspector

FSKelleyi .

| HRDenton, NRC
; hEMarshall

WDPaton, NRC
JJHarrison, NRC
P_Warnick, NRC
BStamiris
MSinclair

; rw LLBishop
-)-

.
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CONSUMERS POER COMPAW,

Midland Units 1 and 2
Docket No 50-329, 50-330

'
Letter Serial 23255 Dated June 10, 1983

. . - .

At the request of the' Commission and pursuant to the itomic 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
Revision 1 to its Construction Completion Program.

i
|

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY,

tu'.-
,

,, n-

/ J W Cook, Vice President
! Prpfects, Engineering and Construction
!

r] Swornandsubscribedbeforemethis// day of J 1983..

'
,

| .

JJ /L b d
Alva C Robinson - Notary Public

Jackson County, Michigan

My Commission Expires [N1 /, [f[b
,
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CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM. .

Executive Summary

The Construction Comp 1'etion Program has been formulated to provide guidance in
| the planning and management of the construction and quality activities

~

necessary for completion of the construction of the Midland Nuclear
Cogeneration Plant. Construction completion is defined in this Plan as'

' carrying all systems to the point they are turned over to Censumers Power
Company for component checkout and preoperational testing. The Construction
Completion Program does not include the Remedial Soils Program which is
treated in separate interactions between Consumers Power Company and the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

'

Background

.

The Construction Completion Program was developed in response to a number of
; management concerns that have been identified during the period preceding the4

i .t initiation of the Program. The Midland Project had been proceeding at a high
.

! level of activity as it approached completion. The final transition from area
j | construction to system completion, using punch lists, has been difficult for

most nuclear projects. The Midland Project has not escaped these difficulties-

'

which have been compounded due to the congested space and the continuing-

' > numerous design changes, both generally attributable to the age of the
Project. These factors lead to the need for improved definition of work
status, increased emphasis on overall Project objectives as well as continued
focus of construction and inspection resources on completion of systems for

' short-term milestones and increased effort to complete engineering ahead of
field installation.

*
t

The Midland Project has been criticized by the NRC regional office as not'

* - having met their expectations for implementation of the Project's Quality
Assurance Program. The result has been that the Project management has too
often, during the months preceding this Program, been in a reactive rather
*han proactive posture with regard to quality assurance matters.

In recognition of these conditions, management has concluded that a change in
approach was needed to effectively cooplete the Project while maintaining high
quality standards.

Ob_iectives

The development of the Program has considered the Project's current status and
recent history and attempts to address the underlying or root causes of the
pztblems currently being experienced. In order to develop the. Program the

' following overall objectives sere established under three general headings.,

The Program Must:
,

s .

s

I
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j Imorove Project Information Status By:

Preparing an accurate list of to-go work against a defined baseline.-
r

,
.

Bringing inspect' us up-to-date and verifying that the quality of-

completed work acceptable.

Maintaining a current status of work and quality inspections as the-

} Project proceeds.

Imorove Isolementation of the QA Program By:+

Expanding and consolidating Consumers Power Company control of the'-

quality function.

,

j Improving the primary inspection process.-

k
i Providing a uniform understanding of the quality requirements among all-

parties .1

Assure Efficient and Orderly Conduct of the Project By:

Establishing an organizational structure consistent with the remaining-

work.
. (~*

'

Providing sufficient numbers of qualified personnel to carry out the-

'
program.

Maintaining flexibility to mcdify the Plan as experience dictates.-

:

}[
Descriution

'

'

The Construction Ccmpletion Program entails a number of major changes in the
conduct of the final stages of the construction process and'can be described
in summary as a two phase process.

~

First, after certain necessary preparatiens, the safety-related systems and
areas of.the plant will be systematically reviewed. This first phase will be
carried out on an area-by-area basis, but will be accomplished mainly by teams
organized with systems responsibility and a separate effort to verify the
completed work. The product from this phase of the program will be a clear
status. of remaining installation work and a current inspection status which

i provides quality verification of the existing work. The teams organized to
carry out this first phase will continue to function in the second phase as
the responsible organizational units to complete the work.

In order to achieve its complete set of objectives, the Program contains a
number,of activities and elements that support and are linked to the two major.,

phases described above. The major components of'the Plan, which are discussed-
in more detail in the balance of this report, can be described as follows:

4 s

Y+

I
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A significant reduction in the construction activity in the safety-*
.

related portion of the plant, material removal and a general cleanup
has been carried out in preparation for installation and inspection -
status assessment and quality verification activities.

! * A review har been made of equipment status to assure that the proper
! lay-up precautions have been implemented to protect the equipment until
- the installation work is completed.
1

j
' * The integration of the Engineer /Censtructor QC function into the

; Midland Project Quality Assurance Department (MPQAD) under Consumers
Power Company management has been completed.1

I
j MPQAD is carrying out a recertification program of QC inspectors, and*

j review of the inspection procedures to be utilized.
:
I The completion teams are being organized, staffed and trained according*

; ; to procedures developed to define the team's work process.

The completion teams will 1) accomplish installation and inspection*
,

.
' status assessment, 2) complete installation and ensure quality

; inspections are performed and 3) determine that all requirements have
been met prior to functional turnover for test and operation.

.
,

" '
* Quality verification of completed work will be carried out in parallel- -

with installation and inspectica status activities of -the completion
teams.

4

; A series of manager.ent reviews are being carried out to carefully*
,

' '

monitor the development and conduct of the Program and to revise the
1 plen as appropriate.

'

Review and resolution wi11' proceed on outstanding issues related either*

to QA program or QA program implementation as raised by the NRC or
third party overviews of the Project.

i

Third party reviews are being undertaken to monitor Project performance*
'

and to carry out the NRC's requirements for independent design
verification.

Status

The Program was initiated on December-2,1982 by limiting certain ongoing
safety-related work and starting preparations for the phase-one work of status
assessment and quality verification activities. Since the Program also has
incorporated a number of commitments made to.the NRC during the period prior
to December 2, 1982, activities in support of these commitments such as QC
integration into MPQAD _ and theLrecertification of QC inspectors, had been.

initiated prior to December.

3 ---

i Milestones for each element of the Plan are enumerated in the text. In
'

'
general,' preparation for the Phase 1 activities are in place and the
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nanagement reviews are being held. A pilot team is developing the procedures
and training requirements. It is expected that the Phase 1 will begin

j{ shortly,

i

The Program provides for the Phase 1 results on an area, system, or partial
system to be reviewed and evaluated prior to initiating Phase 2 system

| completion work on that system or partial system. Management will monitor
' both process readiness and Phase 1 evaluation results.

The major areas of continuing safety-related work outside the Construction
Completion Program are NSSS construction as performed by B&W Construction Co,

; HVAC work under the Zack subcontract, the Remedial Soils Program and post-i

i turnover punch list work released to Bechtel Censtruction by Consumers Power
j Compiny.

! , During the continuing implementation of the Program in 1983, the NRC
'

Region III can use the Plan to monitor safety-related construction activities
; at the site. Since a substantial portion of the Plan directly relates to

commitments made to NRC management, Consumers Power Company intends to'

schedule periodic reviews of Program status and progress with the NRC.
F
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! 1.0 INTRODUCTION

,
.

The Construction Completion Program has been formulated to provide guidance in
the planning, and implementation of the construction and quality activities j
necessary for completion of the construction of the Midland Nuclear --

|
Cogeneration Plant. Construction completion is defined in this Plan as |

'

carrying all systems to the point they are turned over to Consumers Powerc. |

; Company for component checkout and preoperational testing. The Construction
Completion Program does not include the Remedial Soils P,rogram which is
treated in separate interactions between Consumers Power Company and the'

r

{ Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The Construction Completion Program will be
referred to as the Program in this document which contains the Plan for
Program development and implementation.

,

i

Background
,

; The Construction Completion Program was developed in response to a number of
~

management concerns that were identified during the period preceding the,

initiation of the Program. The Midland Project had been proceeding at a high3 ,

'

level of activity as it approached completion. The final transition from area
,

construction to system completion, using punch lists, has been difficult for
.

! most nuclear projects. The Midland Project has not escaped these difficulties
_

which have been compounded due to the congested space and the continuing
; numerous design changes, both generally attributable to the age of the,

j /7 Project. These factors lead to the need for improved definition of work
; '/ status, increased emphasis on overall Project objectives as well as continued;.

focus of construction and inspection resources on completion of systems for,
; short-term milestones and increased effort to complete engineering ahead of4

; ) field installation.

1

The Midland Project has been criticized by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
regional office as not having met their expectations for implementation of the
Project's Quality Assurance Program. The result has been that the Project4

; ; management has too often, during the months preceding this Program, been in a
reactive rather than proactive posture with regard to quality assurance
matters.

,

. In recognitica of these conditions, Consumers Power Company concluded that a
i change in approach is needed to' effectively complete the Project while

maintaining high quality standards.
.

Ob_t ectives

The development of the Program has considered the Project's current status and
recent history and attempts to address the underlying or root causes of the
problems currently being experienced. In order to develop the Program, the

. following overall ebjectives were established under three general headings.
The Program must:.

Improve Proiect Information Status By

' #
Preparing an accurate list of to go werk against a defined baseline-

!

*
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Bringing inspections up-to-date and verifying that 'the quality of-

completed work is acceptable.

Maintaining a current status of worli and quality insjections 'a's the
~

-
;

Project proceeds. - -

.,

Improve Imolementation of the QA Program By:
,
; \ .

} Expanding and consolida' ting Consumers Power Company control of the ~-

|
quality function.

~ ~
-

,

Improving the primary inspection process.
~ '

-

,

~ -

Providing a uniform understanding of the quality requirements among all; -

i | parties.
! j -

.i Assure Efficient and Orderly Conduct of the Project By: - 1

I
'

Establishing an organizational structure consistent with the remaining-

work.
1

Providing sufficient numbers of qualified personnel to carry out the-

Program.
,

r 0-' xa1=tainin fiaxibilie7 to modify the Plan as exve=ience dictates.-

t -

Plan Contents

I, The Program was initiated on December 2, 1982 by limiting on-going work on
! Q-systems to pre-defined tasks and preparing the major structures housing

- : Q-systems for an installation and inspection status assessment and
j verification of completed work. The relationship of the major elements of;

: the Plan is shown in Figure 1-1. The sections of the Plan address the
following major activities:1

Tae buildings are being prepared for a status assessment of incomplete
work and verification of completed work.

.A new quality organization that integrates the QA and QC functions
under a Consumers Power Company direct reporting relationship has been -

~

established. As part of this transition, the Engineer /Ccustructor QC
inspectors are being recertified to increase confidence in the quality
inspection performance.

The overall Plan for the Program is being developed in two major
phases.

,

!

The first phase includes: i
-

I.

| A team organization assigned on the basis of systems developed to
'

-
-

,e determine present installation and inspection status. The
' installation status assessment includes a comparison of partially;

i

,
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installed work to current design and identification of remaining
work items for completion. The inspection status assessment
includes the Team Quality Representative requesting MPQAD to
perform additional inspections using recertified inspectors on
partially completed or completed work to bring inspections up to

~

date. A closely coordinated effort involving the
-*

Engineer / Constructor and Consumers Power Company (QA/QC, testing
and construction) personnel will improve quality performance.

; - Separate teams are also being assigned to work area type
commodities such as cable trays and doors.' . (ie, commodities not

i related to a particular system.)- -

!
,

The quality verification of completed work- initiated on a-

100% basis using re-certified inspectors.

The second phase includes: . _ . - ... -_

f
'

*

-' Work completien, following quality verification, installation and
I inspection status assessment under responsibility of the team,

organization. .

,
-

. ..

1 An integration of the QC inspection process for new work with the-

i completion work to ensure adequate quality performance.
.

The first phase implementation of the Program will be initiated with a
review of the process, procedures and team assignments that will be
used. The plan for verification of completed' work will be reviewed.
separately. Verification of completed and previously inspected work
will be carried out by MPQAD in accordance with the Quality,

i Verification Plan, in coordination with the team effort. The teams,

! will conduct the installation and inspection status assessment; as
'

part of this effort MPQAD will be requested to bring inspections up to
: date on partially completed or completed work. Following Phase 1
'

completion of the first verification and status assessment segment,
.

a
management review will be made of the evaluation of the initial
Phase 1 results and the process and procedures for Phase 2 activities.
In second phase Program implementation,.the assigned team will plan
and carry out the remaining work needed for completion including QC
inspections.

~
The adequacy and completeness of the quality program will be reviewed,-

as appropriate, on an ongoing basis, taking into consideration
questions raised by NRC inspections and findings by third party
reviewers.

, Independent assessments of the Midland Project will provide management'

and NRC with evaluations of Project performance.

The on going work to protect plant equipment and systems will be
augmented as necessary to provide adequate protection during;-

!
',
'

implementation of this Plan.

|
n
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Work on Q-Systems has been limited to specific activities. This
limitation permits important work to proceed outside of the
Construction Completion Program while allowing building preparction
for status assessment and verification activities on that work which
is under the Construction Completion Program.

i
-

| Summarv

; j The program'is a comprehensive plan to complete the Midland Nuclear
~

j Cogeneration Plant in a manner that assures the licensibility of the
! plant when construction is complete. Cost and schedule for completion

| of the Midland Project are also a concern for Consumers Power Company.
! The Company believes that the most efficent way to project completica
i is to understand the current plant status, establish the requirements
i to finish the project and complete the work according to these
i requirements. Thus the theme of the Construction Completion Program
i to verify past work and proceed on future work with improved

j performance is consistent with this philosophy.

?
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*' FIGUhd 1-1 '' |

CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM SCHEMATIC-
'

'
.

PHASE 1 PHASE 2
-SECTION PLANNING lMPLEMENTATION PLANNING IMPLEMENTATION.

*

!

: PREPAR ATION .2,

OF THE PLANT i
,

-

-
, ,

OA/QC )
REORGANIZATION .

| PHASE 1 PHASE 24
PLANNING PLANNING ''

:

VERIFICATION| MANAGEMENT op -
'

REVIEW
_

COMPLETED
_

,

INSPECTIONS EVALUATION SYSTEMS
|' 5 'AND COMPLETION'- -

INSTALLATION REVIEW WORKMANAGEMENT
_

REVIEW INSPECTION
STATUS n d-

. ,

,

1 .

; 8 QUALITY PROGRAM REVIEW
7 THIRD PARTY REVIEWS

8 SYSTEM LAY UP
. .-

.

2. 9 CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES ,

-
O
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2.0 PREPARATION OF THE PLANT.

2.1 Introduction

The preparation'of the Plant cleared the auxiliary, diesel generator,

; and containment buildings and the service water pump structure of .
materials, construction tools and equipment and temporary1

constructi.on facilities.

2.2 Objective

J

j To allow improved access to systems and areas for the Program
activities.

,

2.3 Description
.

The preparation activities minimize obstacles and interferences for,

; j the Program activities. This is being accomplished through the
: following steps,
i

1. Limitation of Q-work to specific activities and areas defined in
'

Section 9 resulting in substantial work force reduction.,

1 2. Removal and storage of construction tools and equipment, and
' ~'; temporary construction facilities (scaffolding, etc) from the

i I ''
buildings identified in Section 2.1.

'

|

| 3. Removal, control and storage of usinstalled materials from the
buildings identified in Section 2.1.

.

4 Appropriate housekeeping of all areas following material and,

| equipment removal.

The preparation for each area will be complete before initiating
further Program activity. The cn-going work described in Section 9~

will continue as scheduled during the preparation of the Plant for.

CCP activities.

2.4 Milestones
,

Complete preparation of affected areas of the plant. (Complete)

1
|

.

)
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3.0 QA/QC ORGANI2/. TION CHANGES
1 n, . ,

3.1 ,I g c u,ction
g, s

Th2 consumer Power Company's Midland Project Quality Assurance
Departmedt (MPQAD) was expanded to assume direct control of site
profedO qtality functions including Engineer / Constructor QC except-

,

: ASME. The.new organization is described below. The transferred QC4

Inspectors are being recertified as part of this transition.

s
3.2 Ohiectiiep .

, , ,

Establish New QA/QC Organization
..

. .
,

f d ablish an integrated organization which includes the transition~

.

of Engineer / Constructor QC to MPQAD while accomplishing the
' '

following objectives:. ''. t .>

,3 , - >

' ] 1. Establish) direct Consumers Power Company control over'the QC-
) inspection process.

*

( ,? ,

,j'' ,' 2. Establ. ids the responsibilities ard roles of the QA and QC
,

y. ] Departmunts in the integrated organization.
^'

-
'

3. Use qualified personnel from exis ing QA and QC departments and
% contracters to staff key positions throughout the integrated,.

I organization." ',

| % ; .

A ? Rebrtify QC Insoectors*

m

s, <

% Ensure that those Quality Control inspection personnel transferring
to MPQAD will be trained and recertified in accordance with MPQADj ,

Procedure B-3M-1.p ,

*
1 't

3.3 Description .
,

>
,~

1" . s g
- Establish 4New QA/QC Organization'' "

A n w organization was implemented under Consumers Power Company and-

KC has'been described in the appropriate Topial Report (CPC-1A), the
FSLFand quality program manuals (Vol'a , n, BQAM and NQAM).i

Ch'anges to CPC-1A were approved by M4 1 M4-ch 14, 1983.
/

, , - Features of the new'organizatL>n .w'- -

'
:G

'' '

;l'' Lead [QCSuperv:Aors report u a QC Superintendent who reports to
the MPQAD Executive Manager. Any required support from Bechtel'

*,. , ; . Corporate QC and QA functions (except ASME N-Stamp activities)
^ is pzcVidedist the level of the MPQAD Executive Manager.

,

y' - n. |
| ' , ,f 0 2. '' The MPQAD Executive , Manager will review the performance of lead1

7, ,- ~ personnel in his department..

~ ,) f'3 ; .tv
;
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. 3. QA will develop and issue Quality Control inspection plans and
'be responsible for the technical content and requirements of
such plans. QC will be responsible to implement these plans.

4. QA will continue to monitor the Quality Control inspection
process to insure that program requirements are satisfactorily
implemented.

5. MPQAD 'will continue to use Bechtel's Quality Control Notices
Manual (QCNM) and Quality Assurance Manual (BQAM) as approved
for use on the Midland Project.

f 6. ASME requirements imposed upon a contractor as N-Stamp holder
| will remain with that contractor. MPQAD QA will monitor the
: implementation of ASME requirements.
,

} An organization chart (Fig 3-1) showing current reporting
~

j relationships is attached. The official organization chart is
j contained in project procedures.
4

Training of MPQAD Personnel

MPQAD initiated a program in late 1982 to retrain and racertify allL
Engineer / Constructor QCE's (Inspectors) to existing PQCIs. A significant
number of QCE's have been recertified under this process. Early in 1983,-

; MPQAD decided to terminate recertification of old PQCIs except in selected--

cases, focus efforts on completing the review and' revision of PQCIs, and then'

train and recertify to the new PQCIs.*

,

i

MPQAD current rians are to re-train and re-certify all inspectors to-the
revised PQCIs. As a part of this activity, the Project Quality Control

: Instructions (PQCI) are undergoing a complete review to assure:
!

Attributes that affect the safety and reliability of specific components,.
systems and structures are identified for verification.

Accept / reject criteria are clearly identified.

Appropriate controls, methods, inspection and/or testing equipment are
specified.

|
Requisite skill levels are required per ANSI N45.2.6 cr SNT-TC-1A.'

After the PQCIs are revised as necessary, Quality Control Engineers.
(Inspectors) are being trained-and must pass an examination and demonstration
-test to assure their proficiency in utilizing the new -instruction. Upon
successful completion,'each inspector is being certified to perform,

, inspections to those PQCIs in which he was trained.|
|~

|

(> J
i

~
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| f The adequacy of PQCIs prior to training is assured by the following
| 1 programmatic requirements:

!
| 1. The PQCI evaluation effort is being conducted undar the direction of

MPQAD-QA personnel. MPQAD Procedure E-3M was issued April 11, 1983 !
and establishes the responsibilities and requirements for the |,

! preparation, revision, and control of PQCIs by QA personnel. I

i
; As a part of the initial PQCI revision process, Project Engineering
' does a review of the PQCI for MPQAD to assist in ensuring that
j attributes that affect safety have been identified for inspection,
j and further to ensure that the PQCI is consistent with the

specification requirements and that clarifications are made to
specifications wherever necessary. The final responsibility for the
content of the inspection plan remains with MPQAD-QA.;

!

; 2. Whenever a PQCI is revised, the revision is evaluated to determine
! if a pilot run for testing the implementing capability of the PQCI

is required. If a pilot run is required, the PQCI is tested by a
team from QA, QC and Training. Based on this pilot run, the PQCI
may be further revised.

3. Once the PQCI is ready for issue, an effectivity date is established
t

,
in conjunction with the Training Department.

' ' . A. For PQCIs on which training was not previously conducted, the
training and certification process is then started.

B. For PQCIs on which training and/or certificatien was previously
conducted, a determination is made as to the need for retraining-

or racertification. When a revised PQCI is issued, it is
evaluated in accordance with established procedures to determine
if retraining and recertification is required. Based on this

3 evaluation, appropriate action is taken.
;

4. During the t aining process, student questions (see below) are
solicited and monitored. Based on this, further revision to a PQCI

, .may be initiated.

'

Steps taken to ensure all questiens raised during PQCI training sessions are,

resolved prior to certification include:
.

I 1. The development of an MPQA~ Department " Statement of Training
| Policy." A copy of the current Policy is included as Figure 3-2.
.

2. The Policy Statement is handed out at the start of each class and
reviewed with the trainees.

1 .

3. Statement 2 of the Policy deals with student questions. Instructors
handle many questions as a routine part of a class. However, whens

; an instructor is faced with questions he cannot answer, he makes''
note of them for subsequent resolutien with the students.

Revision 1
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4. When the instructor determines the need, a QA Engineer,!
Project / Resident Engineer or other resource person is scheduled to
participate as part of the class and answer questions raised by the
students.

; 5. If there are unanswered questions at the end of the scheduled class
time, an evaluation is made by the instructor as to whether training
can nevertheless be considered complete and the examination given
without jeopardizing the students opportunity to satisfactorily
writw the exam.

,

!
; 6. Even if the examination can be given, prior te answering questions,

the questions are still tracked and answered prior to certification.

! 7. When a trainee indicates that he is not prepared to take an

| examination or a performance demonstration, he shall not be
: administered the examination or performance demonstration until his
I specific concerns are resolved.

:

i . _ .-

i

l
i
i

4

!

|
l

,

.

|
'

.

j l ,

1 (

l i

i'
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FIOURE 3-1.

MPOAD OI1GANIZATION

: DECilTEL.

', PRINCIPAL MIDLAND PROJECT*

AU Y QC PROGRAMMATIC
I QUALITY ADVISOR , , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ASSURANCE DEPT. SUPPORT
EXECUTIVE
MANAGER ASME

; ASSURAHr.E I -

| ..)MANAGER
(OFFSITE) g

'

i
: I

I-

*

I
I
'

I
.

< ADMINISTRATION GENERAL QA SOILS QA/QC SITE QC
'

| & TRAINING SUPERINTENDENT SUPERINTENDENT SUPERINTENDENT

.

'

s

; .
-

IIVAC QA/OC OA ASSISTANT PAPE/MECil/ WELD -

ASSIS TANT SUPERINTENDENT civil QC ELECTRICAL QC QC )
SUPERINTENDENT (ASME)

~

y

r NOTE: Tilts CIIARY la It! TENDED TO
'

INDICATE ONLY Tilt 8NTEGRATION
OF Tale SECitTEL OC FutaCTION.

I

i
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3QA CEPARTMENT^ STATEMENT OF 7AINING POLICY..

.

i

M 3t?.E 3-2
, .

.. is the objective of the MPQAD Training Depar.se== co provide ::aining chat
meets :he needs of the crainees. To help meet these needs the following

; policies apply:
*

; | 1. Personnel wh 2 crc eccuired to c::ted classr em c sining shall not be ~

l aduinistered an exa=inacion withouc 1007. classroon at:endance. 100~..

Y acta.nd:=ce is definod.c: tocc1 classroom ci:ie less instructor excused
abecscas for brief periods of time. A lesser perce=: age may be requested, ,

; is writi=g by the~ trainees supervisor and approved by the appropriate
. ,

! Tra1=ing Supervisor..
. .

4

:

| 2. Een trainess have pertinent questions chac relace to .che training 8
'

} subject =acter the instructor shall take action :o answer che quescious
or obtain the ansvers and provide che= co.che students prior to final
-e :Lon or certi. fica ica as appropriate.- a

.

. 3. The ti=a required for self-scudy prior to exa=ina': ion shall be decer=ined
I and scheduled by the appropriate Training Coc:disacor, based on the

duration of the lessen and ecmplexity of the subjec:.
,

4 The instructor vill review the class evaluation sheets or a ccuposi:e to
! dece==ine che acceptabili:7 of the training price to ad=isistering ths

exam to the class. If judged unacceptable, 'che exam vill noe be ad=is- .
*

. ; istered.u=:il appropria:e ac:fon has bees taken.

5. Wen a craises i= dica:es that he is not prepared :o cake a= exa=i=ation,

or a perfor=ance de=onstra:Lon he shall not be ad=i=istered the exa=ina-;
' cien or perfor=a ce de=onscra:ios until his specific concerns are resolved.
.

:
J .

'
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Recertify QC Insoectors'

The training and racertification process for QC Inspectors as just
discussed satisfies commitments made during the September 29, 1982

; .public meeting with the NRC. Thesa inspectors transferred from the
{ Engineer / Constructor to MPQAD are trained and examined in accordance

'

{ with MPQAD Procedure B-3M-1. Upon satisfactory completion of the
training and examination requirements, inspection personnel will be

i certified'for the Project Quality Control Instruction (s) (PQCI(s))
they are to implement. Inspection personnel are certified on a

; j schedule which supports ongoing work and system completion team
a activities.

.

Where individual inspectors fail any part of the racertification
process an evaluation will be made of the cause of the failure and
based on that evaluation, a determination will be made of the need

$ and extent for reinspection of the individual inspector's past work.4

4

j 3.4 Milestones
'

Establish New Organization

Transfer the Bechtel QC Organization to HPQAD. Complete

Submit changes to Topical Reports and quality program
*

(, manuals to NRC. Complete

Recertify QC Insoectors

'

, Specify the revised training and examination requirements for
4 certification (B-3M-1) Complete

.

t
,.

J-,

a

|

i

- !

l |
*

.- 1
i

h

'.

3
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*.0 PROGRAM PLANNING

.

4.1 Introduction

'!
' The detailed planning for the major portion of the Construction

Completion Program is described in this section.
s

Planning in support of Phase 1 consists of the activities to set up
t a team organization, process and procedures to assess the

j installation and inspection status of Q-systems, Q-components and
j Q-structures (Section 4.2) and to verify the quality status of
- hardware installed and inspected prior to December 2,1983,

(Section 4.3).*

,

'

The Phase 2 planning effort covers the process and procedures that
; will be used by the team organization for completion work
j (Section 4.4). The procedures to integrate the quality program
! requirements with completion work are covared (Section 4.5).
t

4.2 Team Organization (Phase 1)

4.2.1 Introduction

The planning for team organization consists of procedures
preparation and team organizatien and training for an'
installation and inspection status assessment.

4.2.2 Objectives

'

Establish and implement a team organization ready to1.,

inspect and assess work for installation and inspection
! status.

t

I, 2. Develop the organizational processes and procedures.

! necessary to implement the team approach for status
assessment.

3. Provide training to ensure required inspection and
installation status assesseent activities are

I satisfactorily performed.

4.2.3 Descrietion

i

| Team Organization
,

The team organization structure will vary depending upon the
assigned scope of work. The assigned scope of work will be
made on the basis of syrtems, specific items such as hangers

j and commodities that are installed and tracked en an area-

' basis such as conduit, cable tray supports and watertight
; doors. (For example, see Bechtel Field Procedure FPG9800,s

" Bulk Hanger Organization Charts".) The organization will

Revision 1
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' censist of a team supervisor and personnel as appropriate
l' from field engineering, planning, craft supervision, project

.| engineering, MPQAD and Consumers Power Company Site,

'
.

Management Office. The team may be augmented by procurement.!
| personnel, subcontract coordinators and turnover

j |_ coordinators.

Teams are assigned a specific scope of work and held
i accountable for. status assessment and overall completion;

' within this scope. The scope includes the requirements to,

develop a viable working schedule and insure early#

identification and resolution of problem areas. Project
processes and procedures are being reviewed and modified to
incorporate the team organization. The team MPQAD
representative is responsible for providing the QA/QC support
for the team. He receives scheduling direction from the Team

,

t Supervisor but receives all other direction from and reports
to management within MPQAD. To support the team, he analyzes-

'
the quality requirements and plans the QC activities to
integrate them with the team effort. He assures the

- necessary PQCI's and certified inspection personnel arv
I available for performing the inspections. He assures
!- validation of NCR's. He maintains cognizance of the quality
'

status of the verification activities.
.

; Pilot teams are being utilized to develop and test processes,

and procedures during the development stage to assure that
Program objectives can be met. This also provides practical
field input to assure that efficient and workable methods are.

,
used.

I
i

i Team members are physically located together to the extent
' practicable to improve communication, status assessment,

? problem identification and problem resolution. The MPQAD,

representative, however, will continue to report to MPQAD
management and will maintain a permanent physical assignment
within the MPQAD area.

' Team Traininz

The construction training -procedure (FPG-2.000) ' has been :'

revised to incorporate the training requirements of the CCP.
The procedure sets down specific requirements for type of-,

training and subject matter for each organization element.
- The training requirements by type and subject are defined in
a matrix for each organization, management and r eaff level
including craftpersons. The training matrix will- be. approved :
by Consumers Power Company,,

t

.

a'

I
.? ;
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! The team training includes the major elements described
- below:

1. General training will be provided in
,
1 i

'

A. Quality requirements for nucle ar work
,

B. Requirements of the CCP
.

C. Safety orientation

! D. Inspection and work procedures
I

! Training in Items (A) through (C) and selected parts of
'

-(D) will be conducted in a formal setting and will be
given to all personnel including the craftpersons.

.

In addition, a " tool box" training session will be
| conducted at least monthly for the craftpersons by the,

i foreman. The subject matter will be developed by the
l training coordinator, and will include information

regarding quality issues across the job.
.

2. Training in the procedures used to govern the parformance
of work will be conducted for designated field,

( ,) engineering, support personnal and craft personnel as'

'

defined in the training matrices.t

.

Formal training will be conducted for identified
i procsdures that define the control 'of designated work
; processes, procedures for control of special processes

and requirements for inspection and acceptance of
completed work. Formal training includes classroom or
-field demonstration / discussion sessions.

Documentation of Nonconformances

Non-conformances on the finished portion of partially
completed work identified during the status assessment will
be documented on Non-conformance Reports (NCR's).

4.2.4 Milestones
.

Complete assignment 'of team supervisors and Complete.

members to designated systems.
,

Complete organization description and pro- Complete.

cedures for team functions.
.

Set up training program for teams.4 .

Iy
i s.)
1
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4.3 Quality Verification (Phase 1)

4.3.1 Introduction

The verification program is the activity undertaken to
! establish, using a variety of methods, that the hardware

installations completed and inspected prior to December 2,
i- 1982 have an acceptable quality status and that prior
' inspections were performed in an acceptable manner.
i

.{ 4.3.2 Obiectives

The objectives of the verification program are to:'

; Develop and implement a verification inspection plan*

using reviewed / revised PQCI for completed and inspected-

work which considers:

| a. Re-inspection of accessible items for quality
i. verification.

b. Verification of acceptability of inaccessible
attributes by a review of documentation, over-
inspection results and past corrective actions and
supplementary to these reviews, if required, by NDE-,

| s_) techniques and destructive examination.
.

I 4.3.3 Quality Verification Program Description

The Quality Verification Program is provided in Appendix 1 of
this document.,

I

',
8 The quality verification program is based on a 100%

reinspection of accessible attributes and review of
documentation for inaccessible attributes. At some future-
date, once the quality level of completed work has been
established, Consumers Power Company will make a
determination as to whether or not further verification
efforts can appropriately be based on less than a 100%
reinspection program.

When Consumers Power Company believes that sufficient
justification exists for a reduction in the 100% commitment,
it will recommend such a reduction to the NRC in accordance
with the statistical sampling plan described in an appendix

; to the Quality Verification Program.

4.3.4 Milestone
.

i * Issue Quality Verification Plan Complete

.

f
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4.4 Completion Planning (Phase 2)'

4.4.1 Introduction

Establish completion processes, prepare procedures and expand;
training to cover completion work.

,

4.4.2 Objective
.

The objectives of completion planning are as folicws:

Establish processes and interfaces for work completion.*

Prepare procedures defining tasks of each completion*

team.

Train team members by' expasding upon training received-
' * +

previously for inspection and status assessment.

Establish scheduling methods to be used during completion*

activities.

4.4.3 Description

i
i The team organization (developed in Section 4.2) and the --() processes and procedures will be extended to accomplish the
*

completion work.

Training will be conducted to assure that supervisors
j. understand the team objectives and their role. Emphasis will
I be placed on' completion of all work in accordance with the

design and procedural requirements, and the change process to
be used when the design or the procedures must be modified.

Completion work will be identified and released for
construction using a controlled process to ensure that new

. work does not cover up existing nonconformances or items that
have not been inspected or re-inspected. This process is
described in' Section 4.5.3 and 4.5.4.

4.4.4 Milestone

Complete team procedures and training program for*

initiation:of completica work.

4.5 QA/QC Comp 1.etion Planning (Phase 2)
,

4. 5 .1 - Introduction
-c

The QA/QC completion ac-ivityfcovers .the planning to support
) completion work.

-

"'
Revision 11

_
miO683-4033a-66-168

'

.

-

a

-

.

:- . . . . - . . -., - . - .

. _
,



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

._ _ _ _ . . . _ _

m ,.
>

23
-

,

I j .

m
i

'

j 4.5.2 Obiectives"

Establish in process inspection program and complete review
'and modification of PQCIs.

4.5.3 Description

The QC in-process inspection program will be directly
'

coordinated with construction work plans for new work to
insure that inspection points are integrated with the
installation schedule. The identification of applicable |

t PQCI's and required inspection points will be used by systes
! completion teams to insure that QC inspections are' adequately
| scheduled into the process. The completion team quality

{ representative will be responsible for providing the
interface between the completion team and MPQAD to insure
that quality requirements- are satisfied.; ,

Procedure for Control and Release of New Vork
,

: The process for release of work will be controlled by
j . procedures that ensure that the requirements of the
; Construction Completion Program are met prior to initiation

{ of new work. The requirements for release of work include;4

checking, review and approval to ensure that verification and4

*
j status assessment activities are completed and that the new,

| work activity will not cover up (make inaccessible) items-

that have existing nonconfermances. These procedures are;

j identified in Figure 4-1. They define the overall process
'

for identification and approval prior to release of work..

,
These procedures require an identification of equipment or

; iteras that may be affected by the new work package and a
| check to see that there are no existing nonconformances or'

i incomplete inspections on these items.

] The interactions between project management, the completion
!- team and the QA/QC organization are as follows. Prior to

Phase 1, quantification of Q items will be performed by the
completion team. The completed items will be identified to
the QA/QC organizatica for the. association of closed irs and

,

subsequent verification during Phase 1. The remaining items
will be placed in an incomplete category and will be the4

basis for the status assessnent by the completion team during i

Phase 1. A commodity list will be prepared as the Phase 1 ;

verification and status assessment activities are carried out-
and will result in a documented status for each system / area.,

1

This documented status will form the basis for site
management review prior to release for Phase 2 completion-

' work. Construction work plans (C'a'Ps) for new work will be4 ,' . ,

prepared based on the lists as they are developed. j4

,

j !
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There are several major steps in the preparation and approval

* of the CVP. Each CWP will have a comparable Quality Work
Plan (QWP) that defines the quality activities. Inspection
hold points will be identified and included in the CVP.
Following initial preparation of the CWP, the package is
taken by the team quality representative. The inspection

,

hold points are reviewed and approved according to MPQAD-

procedure and a QWP is initiated for this work activity. The
QWP contains the inspection records that will be i,equired for
that work activity. A review will be performed to ensure
existing nonconformances or uninspected work are not covered
up. The review will be based on the steps in the three
procedures identified in Figure.4-1. After the CVP is
returned to construction, and the QWP is prepared, stork can

4 proceed. ,
'

4.5.4 Special Procedure.s. *

As the detailed planning for CCP implementation has
developed, it has become apparent that certain activities
involving installation of some bulk commodities can be '

performed most efficiently if performed by a specialized team
( set up for that specific caemodity.

'

A team organization for status assessment and subsequenth. . iLitallation of pipe hangers has been formed. This team will;
#

work under procedures that provide for meeting all conditions
imposed on the system team organization. The same procedure '

for control and release of new work described in
Section 4.5.3 will be in effect for.this activity. Since the

'

g status assessment and verification of all items in an area
1 will not be complete prior to initiating hanger: work, the' area release-contains special provisions to ensure existing

non-conformances or uninspected work is not cove:ed up. Es-
sentially, each Construction Work Plan (CWP) will contain a
specific review and check that the new work will not effect
status assessment or verification'for existing installation.

The installation of water tight doors can also be performed
outside the system team organization but'will be governed by

,the same procedures for centrol and release of new work.
These procedures will ensure that there is no coverup of
existing non-conformances or uninspected work.

.

It will also be desirable to allow installation of specific
items on systems critical to the turnover schedule prior to
full release of an area'for Phase 2 work. .In these limited i

cases, the procedures identified in Figure 4-1, provide for a '

full examination in the CWP of each item and identification*

of items that might be covered up. This information will'be

] used by MPQAD and the team organi:stions to ensure each item
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I that might be covered up will be status assessed and/or
' '

| inspected and completed prior to release,of the CVP.
1

. In each of the cases described above, management reviews will
! be held, third part) and NRC release points identified in,

Section 5.0 will be adhered to. These activities all meet'
'

the requirements identified in Section 10.0 for CCP.
i activities.

,

4.5.5,. Milestone

* '
* Complete procedures for integration of inspection points

with construction work process.1

3 Complete procedures for control and release of new work.*
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FIGURE 4-1
,

Procedures for Controlling Release for New Work

Procedure Organization Purcose
Area Release Construction
for Construction

| (FIG 7.500) These three procedures together
ensure proper completion of
verification and status assessment

Construction Vork Construction activities prior to initiation

Plans (FPG 7.300) of new work and ensure no
cover-up of existing nonconformances

Control, Release and MPQAD
-

Handling of Construction
Work Plans and Qualicy.,

Work Packages (T-3)'

4

f i

: . . . '
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_j 5.0 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION,
)

'

5.1 Introduction

The implementation of the inase 1 Construction Completion Program
activities will be initiated after management reviews of the overall
process insures that Project performance and quality objectives have
been addressed. The Phase 1 work will then be carried out by the
various teams and inspection personnel in accordance with thei

;
procedures described in the preceding sections. The verification

i and installation and inspection status assessment of an area, system
or partial system will be followed by a review of results and a
second management review before initiating the Phase 2 completion
work. NRC hold points have been placed in the process. These hold
points have been established to give the NRC confidence in the

.
effectiveness of the CCP implementation. Third party (Section 7.0)

! hold points will be determined after the NRC has approved the
,1 contractor,

i
5.2 Obiectives

The objectives to be met are:
f

f Establish the present installation completion and quality*

} status.
,

( Integrate the construction and quality activities for all*

remaining work.
*

.

! Improve performance in demonstrated ccnformance to quality goals*

4 .in all system completion work.
'

Establish a management involvement that ensures program*

committments are properly defined and carried out.
,

Provide NRC with confidence in the projects ability to complete*

the plant.

5.3 Descriotion

The preceding sections have objectives that establish the
prerequisites for the implementation of the Construction Completion
Program. The Project Management reviews (identified in Figure 1-1)
and NRC release are described in this section.

5.3.1 Management Review - Phase 1 1

Project management will conduct formal reviews of the plans
for implementation activities prior to initiation of team
activities for the Phase 1 work. Each major activity

*
(systems and area completion, pipe hangers, etc) described in
Section 4.0 will be reviewed. ,These reviews will ensure that -

*') identified project management and quality issues have been
- adequately addressed by specific actions and that Program

]
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i !

!. objectives are met. The reviews will cover the process for4.

;- , both 1) the verification of completed inspection activity and
j 2) the installation and inspection status activity.

,
. .

NRC Hold Point
. f
I

# Upon completion of each Phase 1 management review and
! resolution of open items, NRC will release the activity to

proceed. This process will allow the Project to establish

i NRC confidence in the project's preparation and ability to ,

'
! proceed. '

J

} Phase 1 Implementation

The existing installation and inspection status andd

j' verification of completed work will be established in ,

,

accordance with the plan presented in Section 4 !

'

I 5.3.2 Evaluation and Manatement Reviews - Phase 2
.*

i
,

{. The installation and status assessment will be performed on a
system and/or area basis. Prior to the start of Phase 2 a

*i review will be held of the CCP activities to date and of the ,
; results of the initial verification and status assessment

'

'
! activities. In addition, the plans and procedures for
i Phase 2 implementation will be reviewed. This evaluation
- assures management that the project is prepared to release

'

,

new work. The first management review for work release will-
; be done by the management team. Subsequent status assessment ,

results will be released by site management prior to;

i initiation of additional completion segments. Reports will

{ be made to Project management at regularly scheduled
; meetings. !

l ,

j KRC Mold Point j
! ,

f NRC will release Phase 2 activities to proceed following I'

completion of the Phase 2 management reviews and releasess

i described above. i
3

'

' Phase 2'Isolementation
J -

-

. .

'

j This activity starts completica for turnover. Work will be.
j scheduled as installation and inspection status assessments _. .

; are completed and reviewed. Cerrection'of identified
problems will be given priority ever initiation of new work,' *

,

| as appropriate, and the completica teams wi.'1' schedule their .

I4 work based on'these priorities.
V c

'

} The plant will be divided into many distinct modules' and the
' * CCP sequence will be applied to each module. As a result, '

there will be situations in the plant where Phase 2i

i( activities will be occurring i= mediately adjacent to an area
undergoing Phase 1 activities.

,
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f- Third Partv Construction Imolementation Overview

(
'

The Phase 1 management reviews and the initial Phase 2
,

management review will be audited by the Construction ;
Implementation Overview Third Party as described in -

,
~

Section 7.3.

5.4 Milestones
,

Complete Management review and initiate implementation of*

plan for verification of completed inspections.

Complete Management review and initiate implementation of I*

plan for status assessment. !

!
Complete Management review of initial verification and*

installation and inspection status results and initiate
. systems completion work. i,

i Satisfy the NRC hold points.*

I
! Establish third party hold points.* -

1 i
, ,

$

'

!
(' ,i

i

.

i
'

.

i

d

]

i

I

j - ,

,

i

i.

|
'
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6.0 QUALITY PRDGRAM REVIEW4 a
t

*

: . 6.1 Introduction

!-
1 The adequacy and completeness of the quality program is reviewed as

part of the ongoing Project management attention to quality. These
;.
' reviews consider questions raised by NRC inspections or findings

raised by third party evaluations.

.I

L 6.2 Objective
J. .

Address issues raised by internal audits, NRC inspections and third,

j party assessments. Program changes, if needed, will be evaluated
; and, as findings are processed, will be factored into the Project
j . work.

1
1 6.3 Description

i .*

j Consumers Power. Company believes Midland QA program is sound. Froe |
' time 'to time, questions arise on detailed- aspects of the program or .

. program implementation. The normal process of addressing these ,

i issues ensures that all necessary information is provided to NRC and ,

j that internal confidence in the program is maintained.
1

The recent inspection of the diesel generator building has raised
several issues of programmatic concern. These are in the areas of :

) ('' material traceability, design control process, Q-system related i
'

." requirements, document control and receipt inspection. Project*

'

; management has directed that an expeditious evaluation of these
i issues to be considered as part of the management review prior to
i initiation of Phase 2. Items identified in the NRC D/G Blds
j inspection report are addressed and being resolved through the

normal process of closing the inspection findings. - Any corrective

{ action or program changes will be implemented as appropriate in
j Project work on a schedule provided in the inspection report

response. gi

! I

The Project will also receive, frem time to time, findings from !j
~

?
1 third party assessments (Section 7). These findings or

: recommendations may also result in program modification or
'

adjustments.. Corrective action taken by the Project will be'

implemented on a schedule stated in the response to these findings. ,

I
~

.

1

i
' '

e

t
'

'
t

.
,

A

?

( |
'
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7.0 THIRD PARTY REVIEWS

7 ~.1 Introduction

| This'section describes third party evaluations and reviews that are
~

planned to assess the effectiveness of design and construction
activity implementation. Third party reviews being conducted as
part of the Remedial Soils Program are not included in this
activity.

<

7.2 Objectives

|
, To assist in improving Project implementation and assessment of i
' Midland design and construction adequacy, consultants will be i

utilized in order to: j

Provide continucus monitoring and feedback to Management of f*

Project perfornmce.

Identify any' activities or organizational elements needing I*

j improvement. 4

Improve confidence (including the NRC's and the public's) in*

overall Project adequacy.
(

h7.3 Description, %

i '

j The usa of consultants to overview Project design and construction i

activities with particular emphasis on construction is part of the i3

j effort to improve the Project's implementation of the quality
program. Specifically, the plan overview employs the use of j4

i. consultants for three separate functions: (1) To carry out a self-

| initiated evaluation (SIE) of the entire Project under the INPO
,

Phase I program, (2) to utilize a third party Construction ;

3 Implementation Overview (CIO) of ongoing site construction -

activities to provide monitoring of the degree of implemen:ation f
' success achieved under the new program and (3) to conduct a third
f party Independent. Design Verification (IDV) Program. Only the CIO
; is described in this settion. [ ,

,
c

.

Construction Imolementation Overview |;

3 . r

A third-party Construction Implementation Overview (CIO)is being L
undertaken using, as a model, the program developed specifically for '

the underpinning portion of the scils remedial work. The overview
-

I was initiated by retaining an independent firm, having considerable
experience and depth of personnel in the nuclear construction field.
The consultant's overview team-is-located at the Midland Plant site'

and observe the work activities being conducted in accordance with
this Plan. The overview will continue until Consumers Power and the

( NRC have confidence in the adequacy of the implementation of the i
,

Consumers' Quality Assurance Program for the Midland Project.'
r

I-
,
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(
Findings identified by the installation overview team will be made ,,

available to the NRC in accordance with established procedures. The
protocol for communications between the parties will be the same as
used on the soils remedial activities.

In order to ensure the Project's readiness to undertake the major
steps in the Construction Completion Program (CCP), the CCP includes
provisions for managecent review at key points in the process. The
review will examine plans for future implementation and ensure that .

programs and processes are thorough, complete and correct. To ;

provide the NRC with additional assurance that the CCP processes
have, in fact, been and will be implemented as described, the duties
of the third party CIO will include responsibility for audits of
Project performance of these management reviews of the CCP process.
The CCP implementation will not proceed beyond these points until
the third party overviewer has documented their satisfaction with
our readiness to proceed, including satisfaction with our initial
response to any audit findings, in their weekly reports or other
memoranda.

The CIO will also overview site construction activities while in
residence, although the significant focus will be on the
implementation c8 the CCP. The exception is that the CIO will not
include an overview of the other third party evaluations being
conducted.

,

Consumers Power Company has proposed that Stone and Webster (S&W) be
the organization to perform the CIO. This is based on the fact that
S&V is considered technically capable to perform the activities both
in terms of the individual team proposed and in the corporate depth
to support-this effort. They are presently conducting an j.
independent overview of the soils remedial activities and have been

[
found acceptable by the NRC for corporate independence.- j

*

7.4 Milertones

i.

| Construction Implementation Overview {
i
*Define scope Complete

Select consultant Complete ?
Mobilize CIO Team. Complete '

i-

t

.
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(._ 8.0 SYSTEM LAYUP

8.1 Introduction

Perfore systen lay-up activities to protect plant equipment. '

:.

8.2 Obiectives ,

| Expandtheprotectionofcompletedand'partiallychletedplant
r

| systems and components until plant start-up, to take into account
.

! any special considerations during the status assessment. L-

8.3 Description

Procedures and instructions are provided in the Testing Program
Manual to protect equipment during the on-going installation and
test work. These were extended to cover special considerations
associated with the Program implementation. Both the pre- and post-
turnover periods are covered. System and component integrity is
ensured through existing progress and implementation of control and
verification procedures.

6

In suonary, these procedures and instructions require: Test
Engineers to complete walkdowns of Q-Systems (in the auxiliary, r

diesel generator and containment buildings and the service water L

(' pump structure), paying particular attention to systems / components t [
that are open to the atmosphere (eg open ended pipes, open tanks, '

.

sissing spools, disconnected instrument lines,-etc). Systems that
have been hydrotested but are not currently in controlled layup .

,

!

! require action to place the system in layup. Layup consists !

checking to ensure that systen. water conditions are within i
specification followed by noisture removal and closing the systes

'

from the atmosphere. ,
!. L

8.4 Milestones
|

Complete the layup preparation walkdown Complete |
*

..

,

. . .

*
i

I

I
,

t.

'
,

;

, '% m

|
r

,
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|. . -( 9.0 CONTINUING VORK ACTIVITIES '

'

9.1 Introduction

This section describes'the activities that are proceeding in
accordance with previously established commitments during the ;

implementation of the Program. '

9.2 ~0bjectives - !

IMaintain installation and support effort that will alleviate*

work interference in congested portions of the plant and
facilitate completion and protection of equipment on systems
turned over to Consumers Power Company.

Meet previous NRC commitments on activities which do not impede*

the execution of the Program..
-

.

Provide design support for orderly system completion work and*
'

resolution of identified issues ;

i
9.3 Description

|

r

Those activities that have demonstrated effectiveness in the Quality
Program implementation will continue during implementation cf the

'Construction Program.

These are:

1. NSSS Installation of systems and components being carried out by
B&W Construction Company.

2. HVAC Installation work being performed by Zack Company. Velding f
activities currently on hold will be resumed as the identified ;
problems are resolved. t

3. Post system turnover work, which is under the direct control of h
Consumers Power Company, will be released as appropriate using
established work authorization procedures. '

4. Manger and cable re-inspections which will proceed according to e

separately established commitments to NRC.
-

1

5. Remedial Soils work which is proceeding as' authorized by NRC. I

6. Design engineering which will continue for the Midland Plant as
will engineering support of other project activites. [

!

Other programs that are not a part of the Construction Completion _ ,
''

Program (CCP) will be integrated with.the CCP effort as required for |

overall project coordination and control by Midland Project Site ;

(. Management Office.
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! (~ A separate organization of design engineers (presently existing) !

will carry out spatial systems interaction (SSI) review ands

examination. Although not part of the CCP, this will be done in l

coordination with the activities of the CCP. The conduct of the SSI
is not a prerequisite to either Phase 1 or Phase 2 of the

; Construction Completion Program. This program is being overviewed
by the CIO as described in Section 7.3. The SSI represents the

4

Project response to the generic licensing issue of "important to |- - - - - safety" and is being handled outside of the CCP with .NRC NRR. i
4 i

-'-9.4 Milestones

i These activities are proceeding with s,chedules that are independent
of this Plan.

i

|

!

.|<

.

i i

!

.

,

.

'
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i

:

a
.

! t
'
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e 10.0 CHANGES TO THE CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM
| k. i

i . 10.1 Introduction

'

The mechanism for obtaining-approval- to initiate activities that
do not meet the requirements of the CCP is described in this '

section.
*

$ ' 10.2 - Objectives ' -

| Establish a' management control to ensure that any activities that
do not meet the requirements of the CCP are reviewed and approved
prior to initiation.

4

10.3 Description
;

A procedure (MPPM-19) is being issued to control changes to the
CCP. The procedure will provide that Q work activity outside the .

exceptions defined in Section'9.0 will meet the requirements of
the CCP. Any changes to the. defined CCP process will receive
management review and approval for any deviation from the CCP
requirements. The requirements that must be maintained for work .

activities under the CCP are:*

A. Management reviews are scheduled and held of.(1) activity
planning for verification and status assessment and (2) .

'

( results of status assessment and clanning prior to new work
activity.

*

S B. A process is in place to ensure that no existing
nonconformances will be covered up by new work activities..

i

C. Procedures to control work definition and release including ;

| definition of inspection requirements and inspection hold
points are in place.

D. Inspection and constructica personnel involved must have
received all required training. j

!
Any work activity that does not meet these conditions will be

|considered a change. A change will be reviewed by the ;

Ccnstruction Implementation Overviewer. The NRC Region III
management will be informed prior to implementation.

, ,

i

!

|

|

f
( i

!
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MEMORANDUM FOR: R. P. Warnick, Director Office of Special Cases

i

FROM: J. J. Harrison, Chief. Section 2 Midland*

SUBJECT: MIDLAND CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM

The Midland Section has reviewed the licensee's June 10, 1983 submittal
'

of the Midland Construction Completion Program (CCP). We have the following,

' comments:

A. Comments on Construction completion Program

1. Page 2 - Description

As stated in the CCP, phase 1 implementation will be on an area-
,

by-area basis, but will be accomplished mainly by teams organized
with systems responsibility. Our concern deals with the interface
between the area-by-area basis and the systems basis. We should
require assurance that all parts of the plant are covered during
phase 1.

2. P_ ate _3,

In describing the major components of the CCP, the licensee did
not describe the NRC Hold Points to be observed prior to initiating

i phase 1 and phase 2 activities.

3. Page 4

As stated in the CCP, the major areas of continuing safety-related
work outside the CCP includes post-turnover punch list work. We,

should require the licensee to provide assurance that these post-
turnover punch list activities are minor and not major.

,

! 4. Page 7
!
'

As stated in the CCP, during phase 2 implementation the assigned
team will plan and carry out the remaining work needed for comple-<

'
i tion including QC inspections. We should requ!.re the licensee to

clarify the teams' involvement in QC inspection activities.
,

5. Page 8
l

*In describing the limitation to work on Q-Systema, the CCP states|
' that this limitation permits important work to proceed outside of i
,

'the CCP. Our concern deals with the measures the licensee would
l take to prevent nonconforming items from being covered up, i
'

. !

.

.



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

!.
,

!
>

/~

. . q -.
,

!

OUL 2 7 y
,

R. F. Warnick -2-
i
*

.

!

] 6. Fiaure 1-1 ,
,

i i
1 The CCP schematic does not identify the NRC Hold Points.4

~

!
; 7. Pase 11 - Section 3.1

As stated in the CCP, MPQAD was expanded to assume direct control
of QC except ASME. We view the boundaries of MPQAD control to bea

between "N" stamp activities and non "N" stamp activities and
should require the licensee to clarify this matter. .

| 8. Pase 11 - Section 3.2.14

; We should require the licensee to clarify the statement concerning
direct CPCo controls over QC.

i

9. Pase 12 - Section 3.3.5

| As stated in the CCP.,MPQAD will continue to use Bechtel's
' Quality Control Notices Manual (QCNM) and Quality Assurance Manual

(BQAM). We should require clarification as to the reason for not'

using the Consumers QA manual. . We also should require the licensee
2 to assure that the Bechtel and Consumers manuals are in agreement.

10. Pate 13 - Parasraph 2
;

We should require that the licenses provide documentation regarding.

I! future PQCI revision and the requirement for a pilot run.

11. Pase 13 - Parasraph 3.5
i

We should require the licensee to document their basis for ,

determining the need for retraining when PQCI's are revised.
3

12. Pase 17 $-

We should require the licensee to document their basis for'
>

!. determining'the need to reinspect the work inspected by QC
| inspectors who fail racertification' exams.

13. Pass 19
< .

| As stated in the CCP, the scope of team work activities includes
! the requirements to' insure early identification and resolution of
l problem areas. In view of the fact that phase 1 allows only the
; identification (and not the resolution) of problems, we should

require the licensee to clarify this statement.'

,

;
|,

Iv
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i 14. Page 20;

As stated in the CCP, tool box training sessions will be conducted
I at least wouthly. We should require the licensee to address the
i adequacy of the tool box training sessions and the manner in

which the sessions will be documented.'

~

15. Page 27 - Section 5.3.1

4

We should require the licensee to define the term project management
,

and site management. /

,1

) 16. Page 28 - Section 5.3.2_'

WW should require the licensee to clarify the extent of the
phase 2 management reviews.

17. Pags 29

We siould require the licensee to clarify the extent of Stone and
Webster audits of phase 1 and phase 2 management reviews.

'

18. Page 34 - Section 9.2

The second sentence needs to be rewritten due to obvious misvording.

B. Quality Verification Program

w

. 1. Page 1 - Section 2 < -

t

!

! We stiould require the licensee to clarify the scope of the
Quality Verification Tirost. a (QVP) in regards to the implementation
of IPIN's in Soils, HVAC, and B&W work activities. We also should
require the licensee to clarify the reinspection requirements fori

' ' partially closed 1K's.. ,
''I
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OUALITY VEMF! CATION PROCFJL'(
MIDLAND STCLIA3 COGCiEI' TRN PLAST C.ITS 1 /J.T 2m

Inde:c of Topics
~

1. $ur$ose - ;- * - -
~ *

2. Seone
~

-

2.1 Remedial Soils Activities - |

2. 2 ' EVAC Activities

2.3 Cable Routing and Identificatien Keinspection

2.4 ASME Hanger Ecinspecticn

2.5 3&'J Construction Activitics '
!
.

!3. References
|

4. Definitions
~

i
5. Prograr. Content j

,-

! t

5.1 Detailed Scope-
,

I5.2 Methodology

5.3 Idantification of Deficiencies

5.3.1 Deficiencies Yound During 7.winspection of Accessible Attributcr.

f.3.2 Deficiencies Found During ?. cit.spection of Inaccessible Attritutes
i

i6. Special Prcgram Eicnents

6.1 Catle F.cintrection ;

I

!6.2 In Process Ins;ecticn hetices and Diserapancj Lapere.r
I
i
j6.2.1 Attachnent 10 Fernt . .

3 i
6.3 E::ceptiens to this Plan

-.

6.4 Puretsced 1:sterial

6.5 Inaccessible Attribu:es.

.

!'
.

l

6
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CUAL1TY VERIFICATION PROC?M
EIII/JT >TCLEAR COGENERATION PLANT LETS 1 A.% 2

.

Index cf Tepics

7. Docuw.entatien and Reports

7.1 Documentation of Results

7.2 Documentation of Nonconferecnces

7.2.1 Trending

7,. 3 Reports

7.3.1 Kaperts to I.xecutive Manager - MP@.D |-

.

7.3.2 Ecports from Executive Manager - ::FQAD

7.3.3 Reports to NRC and Construction Icplementation Overvice Te m -

8. Implementation.

!<

8.1 Organizational Responsibilities

8.1.1 MPQAD - 30P QA ;-

8.1.2 ' !!PQAD - POF QC
,

8.1.3 17QAD - Site Audit Section ;

t-
8.1.4 M?QAD - QA Administration and Training i

t

9. Apeendices . |
i

A. List of PQCIs f
n

3. PQCIs to be Veritied'by Documentation Kevice - I

C. Statistical Sa:npling Plcn
4

. .

6

|
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CUALITY V:"R 7!CATICN PRCCRAM
i

Midland Nuclear Corener.-tien Plant Units 1 and 2

1. Purpose: To ccnfirm through a verification progrs= under the direction of
|Consu= cts Power Cc=pany, the acceptatie quality status of safety related -

procurement and constructien activities cc:pleted and inspected by the

Engineer-Constructor quality control ;ersonnel prior to December 2,1902.

2. Scepe: This program will cover c11 clched Inspection Records of in-
.

spections performed by the Enginect-Constructsr quality centrol personnel

on safety relcted enterial, systems, ce=ponener end structures of the [
iMidland Suclear Cogeneration Plant Units 1 and 2 prior to Dececher 2,
|

^ |i
1982, except:

,

!
!

*

i

2.1 Tar.edici Soils Work, which has been und<r the direction of Con-
.

sumers Power Ccepany Quelity Assurance (QA) personnel since august,

1982.'

:-
!
e

1

2.2 hVAC ucrk, vhich has been under the direc:1cn of Consumers Power f.
l.

. Company QA perscr.nci since the major reorganizetf en ir. *ur.e 1981. !

t

i

2.3 Verificaticr. cf ccble routing, identificatier. cr.d cther accessible !
t-

attribut6s which is being done on a 100% reirs;ceticr. tesis it. '

*

accordance with Pqc1 E-l..r.

*

i
. I

< )-

''
.

;

Rev. 2, 6/10/A3

PROL E2-0012.a-CiC 7.

1

-e, r--e ~ s

a

.



)
-. . . - _ . _ . _ _

,
. .

.

q

2 i

i i

!
i

!-

.1 i-s
2.1 Vcrificaricn of ASME hangers which till be dene under a separate

,

reinspection program as prcviously cetritted to the SEC on Nosenber

15, 1951 and March 29, 1983. Itis pregran requires 100% reinspec-

tion of all hangers with closed IR's as ci Lace =ber 1962. This

program will be conducted under the direction of Censumers Pcver

Company QA personnel. ;

2.5 B&W Construction Compan; activities which have be c. perforned under
~

thw ELL' Quality Assurance Progra=.' .

.

,

3. References!

,

!

3.1 Regulatory Guide 1.58, Rev 1. Quc11fication cf Suelear-Fever
,
,

%

Inspectien, Exar.inatien and T.: ting Persennel.
_

5.2 MPQAL Procedure E-3U, Preparction and Approval cf Project quality I
e

Control Instructions

4 Definitions:

Attach =cn: 10 a Lors previcusly u:ilited te Decurcr.t

.i
Valkdcen statusing en specified j

I
p ping systems pric: to_

|

1:ydrostatic.or Pneuratic 7crting.

.

_

l-.s
.

0. NO. 4

,

t

.%3-

4
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.-. .



-.

. , - .

t
' '

%

,#

3 I
*

i
t
i

. _ .

- .. |
ticerapency Report (DR): A forn sin 11:: to the iP1:s previously

.

used to report inprocesa noncenfer-

nances.,

Inaccessible: An ites or artribute of an item which,

due to its physical location er ccnfig-
.

uration, cannet be physically or visual-

ly reinspected without removirg and

thereby invalidcting installed kerh.
.

Under the Qtclity'Verificatien Progran,

this includes these itete c.r t.ttributes -

,

nornally inspected in precess'and which
i

subsequent censtruction processing r.akes '

t
inaccessible, eg, piping fit-up, rect

. _

-vcid end subsequent layers under the
t
P

cover pcss, anchor bolt hele' drilling,

internal cleanliness, anbednent in- f
I

cercrete, etc. Inaccessible does net , _|

include these items .which ccn reatcnslly

be reached by sesffcid erectien, limited-,

access (renete',. sisar which require the
'

l...

physical si:e ef1the inspectien pctson-
~

nel to te lintted cr these.itens that s

[
can be.vievedLby renoval'ef secest ec s o l

*
c. 1..t..lc, eg,Lelectrical etnse'.,.

.

jn entine.ts, cenduit_ teres, etc..

w

1.cv. 1, l't :C'.*F.*
'

-
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The inaccessibility cf attributes*

covered by insulation or coatings will

be handled on a case by case br.ris. -

tihen such ccvetings can be practically

removed and replaced and where their

particular reinspection is required te

establich an acceptable level of con-

fidence of the quality of a p :ticu-lar
.

attribute, the coverings will be re- |
t

moved. Itecs which fs11 inte this

category and are scheduled for verifi-

cation in accordance with plan require- |
t

ments will not be ccusidered inaccessi- |

t
,

'- - ble unless se cpproved en a case by case [
I.
Ibasis by the Executive hat.ager - ::?QAD. -

,

'
I

In Frctest Inr.cecticn A form previously used tc rscord noncon- j
'

.

!kticc (I?IN): forming conditicer er errh returned to
,

ccustruction forces for raucrh prfer to-

F
conpletier. cf intpecticn activities fer

.
i

1 I

the iten in'questien. f
- l.

. ,
e i

.

Inspection by'Attritttcc: -inspectien whereby the iten er

attribute is cit.frified'si: ply as-

- centersing c ncnce:.icr in; witicut '
,

raord J,: -1.s c'.rtrtr cf nencenfe :sr:,.
,.

-

. v . . ,' C . C, v3ea . .
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.

$ e

J

| (_, */-
. . p

- . _ _ _ .

-



------- - .

,

O. it
w, {

l

5
.

,

Inspec:icn Recere (IL;: A report that secpes the inspection to

be perferred, :cicting it to a specific
-

PQCI and a sys:es, cc=ponent, s true'ture

or portion thereof and which records the

results of inspecticus.

Nencenic :ance: A deficiency in characteristic, docu:en-
t,

f
tation or pr::tdere which renders the <

,

quality cf cn ite un ccepts.b!c c [
s
i

indeter=insec. *i
!

|

Nonconformance Report (NCR): A document ustd ic reporting noncen-

/~ forning conditiens.
s

i*

.

t
:

Icpulation: The entire qucntity of clesed j
r

Inspectics F.ccerds (IP.) as of Decembe ;
'

:

2, 1982' relating to a. specific PQCI. I
i
t-

Project (tality Centrol The docusent : hat prevides C;uclity

Instruc51on _ (?QC ): Ccr.trel Engineers (QCEs) sith cpecific
'

directien es ta a:::1~:c:es ts be verifi-

.. 1
ed, hev they are :c b'e tarified anc the - ;

.

c:ceptance cri: aria.

.

.

.

i
.

i.ev. 2, Fl? t:lf.~
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Reinspectier: /.: used in this Verification Progran,-

reinspection eccr.. a cenplete review of
.

requisite documentatien :nd a physical

or visual recheck of accessible in-

spection attributes covered by a speci -

fic PQC1 or a review of applicable

inspection records and related quclity

doctmentacien where attributes are net
*

accessible.
.

Verification: As used in this progran, verificcticn
.

refers to the overall process of estab- ,

,

("- lishing the quality acceptance cf the
n.

totc1 population of completed and

inspected work th:cush ccttir.ctierr ,' er

applicable, of efferts such as re-inspec- -
b

tien, docunentatien review, review of j.
Cpast (iforts to investigcte and resolve-

,

- probices. cnr.lyrir ef past overin-

spection results and, -: nececsery, NEE

'tachnic,ner and destructive excnincticn..-

.!
-

.

_. . . .

,
- .

w

.,.. .

.(w
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5. Preeram Centent: As identified in Section 2, Scope, Censumers Pcver

Company (CPCo) vili concuct a Quality Verification Fregram of safety
..

related procurerent and constructicn work in which the prier 100" in-

spections have been performed under the direct supervisien of the Engi-

neer-Constructor. Such inspections were perforned in acccrdance with .

approximately 100 YQCIs, as listed in ippendix A, that specified the {

inspection requirements te be achieved by Quality Control (QC) Personnel.

As noted in scetion 5.1, this listing includes cl1 inspections completed

by the Engineer-Censtructcr prior to December 2,1982, including these>

,.

Ic:ccluded frem this program for reasons steted herein. The Quality Verifi-
,

cation Program has the purpese of establishing a quality baseline for the

cenplacion of.censtruction of the Midland Project.

-

.

5.1 Detailed Seepe: The program vill include apprcxicately 100,900 irs
,

I
cubject to the Quality Verificaticn Pregram, for which the Engi- i

neer-Constructor hes a rcccrd of completei inspections as decunent- j.
ed by closed Inspection Records '(IR) and for which ne ether 100%

verification activity has t'aken place er is scheduled'to take
.

place. There are apprexim tely 167,500 closed irs of which ap-
>

proximately 14,700 were for'rcinspections which eccurred due te

design chcege, ccustructica revnrk, etc.;, enc.ap;rexi stely 31.900
~ i'

;

wh1ch are excludec..due to: previous ce==itments'under'the Eccedial

Scil, ~ hVAC, Cible reuting and identificatien ar. ;,.EEILhanger
. ---- .. . . . . _ .

'ir:graAs. Uhera a reinspection has.cccurred cr. a +pscific iten er

.

(_. *

i

'

<

l

Rev. 2, 6/10/51
!'
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?- - attribute the verification vill relcte to the latest IR. In !t

-(.
'

'. ndditien, prior to the use of PQC!s, Material Receipt Inspections

,.

; (ERI), Field Inspection Plans (FIP) and k'elding Ins;eetien 1:n-5
.

forms were ured se e,cality instructions and cccrds. These also
i

vill be used for quality.verificatien. Vhere applicable,'thej

results of the inspecticns vill be grcuped with like PQCIs. Other-

vise they will be trccted as separate populations.
I

a.

?

5. 2 Methodolora: This program vill confirm the acceptable quality

status of cceplettd t.ork and establish the validity cf prier

I

inspecticns. Oc cccomplish this, accessible attributes ef items ;

i

covered by ccepleted irs vill be reinspected to the lastest design

| requirements with PQCI's which have been reviewed and/or revised as

necessary to assure clarity of acceptcnce criteria and uniformity
'

cf implementation. 'For inaccessib*e attributes, the-criginal.

inspection documents vill be reviewed for evidence cf secepte-
t

bility, ar.d justificatien vill-be developed ac d==cribed in section
i

6.5 to establish hardware quality and suppert the validity of
~

inspections assccisted with such P(Cis. -Ench IR relates to a

specific PQCI. PQCIs are erganized by discipline and further-

: structured ' te activities within that discipline , e.g. . there :sre

separate.PCCIr-and cc respending irs:for preplacenant, pin'cenent-
'

and post-placenint-inspecticns of concrete. 'C16 sed.IF.s related to ,

4 . . . -

each PQC1 p;cvide afpopulation of like activitias. Clesed irs are

- those where the Engtnecr-Codat:rcters,'CC?. inspectic: cf f c.cn-

; - at ction ancLir.sttlltd herb Are has -been cenplete!.-

'

(.. . .'

d .11,'b/*0/d3:.
. .

TLCITJ-C0li A-C1C? T l
i

.

'

h

, n . 4' a <m+ .
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To assess the vr.lidity of these past cceple:sc inspec icns, and

verify the hardware que.11ty, CECO will initiate 6 100% =cirspectien

ef the population to provide adequat. cenfidence that safety
..

related systems ce=penents cnd s:ructures will perform satis-
1 i

facto:11y in service.

The initial 100% reinspection effor: will be bcced en-a sys--

ter.s/arca orientation to provide a quality baseline for subsequent

constructica completion activities. System / area reinspectient will ;
I

be supplemented by random plant-wide inspecticns as appropriate to j
t

establish a valid quality bercline en an expediticus basis.

<- !.c sece futura date, ence the quality level of completed werk has -
U

been established. CPCc will cake a de:erminatien as to whether or'

i

not further scrificatien efforts can approprictcly be base'd en less
,

!
than a 100% :einspecticn pregro.. ,

t
!-
,

-

. |-
When C?Ce believes'that sufficient' justification' e::ists for a -

reduction in the 100% cc nitecnc, it will raccc=end such a re-
1-

duction te 1;lue %KC in cccc dcnce with the statistical saepling plan -
, i

g..

.actached c: /.Tperdix C.

5.3 Identificatien of Deficiencies: Any n: :enferting condi:1cn'

etse: sed during the ir.ple enta:icn ef thit p cgran c: hor than thosa

prev cusly identified c:. t c:cerferrance reperts, til!' be 'idct.c.ctse-

!"
J*

%.r'.

.

JRav. 2, 6/10/53 . .,'
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N._ 'by a ncncenformance report and vill be dispecitioned in accordance
,

with established procedurac.

.

5.3.1 Deficiencies Found Luring Keinseection of Accessible

Attributes: Reinspections will be conducted in accordance
I

with PQCIs which have been reviewed and/cr revised since ,

implementation of the Constructicn Ceeplation Progran (CCP)

cnd in recordance with current design drawings and specifi-

cations. An_seceptable reidspection vill velidate toch the
. .

hardware quality and the prier IP.. Any deficiencies, cther .

.

p

than these previcusly identified on nonconfornance reports

as a result of prior inspections, vill be-identified on a t-

ncnconfernance report which vill be traceable to both the
,-

verification and original IR and the item cr attribute in

questien. tihen a ncncenfermance decurents c difference e

_t
i

between the as built conditien cf the unit and the refer- i
i

r

enced design drawinE or specification, a further chech will- [
t

be made to deternine the design 'casis cgainst which the iP.

was originally cenpleted, as well as the current stage of

constructicn, to further establish the validity of the

original IR.

-
.

5.3.2 Deficiencier Feuhd Durine Reinseectien cf Decutentatien

fer Inaccessible attri_butes: ~hc.verificaticn precess for

ina .cctr.!ble attributes is discursad i:. fectic: c.5. As.

(̂
~

nev. 1, 0/10/83-
ThCf!~-CCla)-OLO7-

.
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noted in that section, any decu:.entatica deficiencies will

he reccrded en the new 1R, entered en a ncncenferrer.ce

.

report and c css referenced to the original IR. ''

O. Special Program Elenents

6.1 Cable Reinspection: As noted in See:icn 2, Scope, reinspection cf

routing and identificcticn of installed cables is underway cnd is |

|
being perferred 100% fe: all accessible a::ributes per FQC1 E-4.0. j

i

Other electrical sc:h, including cable tensiening and terminations, ,

|
'

on which inspec:1 ens have been completed by the InCineer Con- ,

I

structor will be handled in accordance with this progrs=. This- j

,

includes ?QCis E-1.0, E-1.1, E-1. 60, E-2. 0 E-2.1, E-3.1, E-5.0, . |.
)

i
E-6.0, E-6.2, E-6.6 and E-6.6.1. These ?QCIs are fur:her defined-

and af fected quar.tities of irs are shcvn in 1.prer. dix A.

.

6.2 IPIN and DFt I:. acec dance with ap;;ov.C p ccedures the QC inspec-
-i

tien p cccsa h s usac in the pas: In ? ccess Ir.cycetier. Fotices I

(I?IF) cnd Dicerepancy Reports (DK) rather thcr. Nenconfermance

Reperts (NCR) te record ncnctnic r.ing cenditiens noted by the . I
1

inspector on work returnes cc cor.st te: ion f or rework. The procert
i

:cquired that ! PINS be dispositiencd laic:e-the.Inspecticn Record f'

I-could be cicacd. Eccause the use of IPINs and DTs reiter tl.c *

pcssibili y thc: a cer.p?cte inspectien =ay not hcre bcc:. yeticined

cn itet.c c at:-lh ::es ccvered by I?s with cer.r.cic:cd !?!Ns c: Dis..

.
l

!

!
. . Rev. 2, 6/10/53

. ,
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(
all such irs will te ciected as a unique pcpulatien and vill be.

; reinspected 100%. IPIKs are ne longer used in the inspecticn

ptocccc. Discrepancy Reports (DF) were used prior to the use of

the IP15s. They are no longer in ute, but are recorded and will be

treated the same as the IPIN.

.

I |6.2.1 Attcchnent 10 Forms: Attachment 10's were used in cen- ; .

I
junction with hydrostatic / Pneumatic Test Procedures as a :

punchlistforadefinedHyd$ostaticorPneutaticTest, and *

.
Iincluded line numbers, drawing nurters cnd test bcundaries.
[
!

The Attachment 10 was not intended to te the quality docu- |
. .

ment that identified documented acceptance by the QCE of ',

g- subsequent action taken to correct punchlist deficiencies
(

identified during the sc1kdevn process. These deficiencits

were intended te te tracked on other quality decurents, such
3

as Nenconformance Reports, Inspecticn Reports, etc. In ,

y order te verify that this use of the /.ttacbeert 10 did not ; ,
t-

ccepretire the quality of installed hareware, all conpleted

j hardware inspections docu:ented on closed irs falling within

ii the system bcundaries identified on existing Attachment 10 ,

g

oferns vill be ICC* verified'during the Quality Verification i

Prograc. -

;

.

,
,

V. ..

'},

?.ev. 2, 6/10/03 .h
'
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6.3 Exceptions to this Program: Exceptiens to this Progrt: shall not

be taken ur.less such excepticas can be fully justifieu. Cne such

exampic veuld be a case where objective evidence is available of a
''

C?Co overinspection of the the Engineer-Constructor's inspections !
t
!

and which de=enstrates effective quality control and provides the ;

basis to verify acceptability cf the iters or attributes covered by

these past IKs.

"Where such excepticns cre prepesed to be taken, a specici report

vill be prepared by the MPQAD-CA Gerer:1 Superintenden:.for. review i
:
'

' and approval of the Executive Meneger-MPRAD. This reper: will .
,

I

contain full justification for the exception and decustn'tation of [
t
'objective evidence to support the exceptien. The Executive Mana-c. ,

t e
s .. t

- - ger-MPQAD vill inform the NRC Region III whenever he hcs =ade a j
I-

decision to allow such cn exception tc the Progran pric te imple- '

centing the exception.

,

h

:
.-

6.4 Purchased Material: purchased safety related =cterici and'ce -

= pcnente whether cource inspected or irspectcd upon receipt are ,

,

i
subjec: to this Program fcr verificatien of completed.receip: +

- incpecticns performed by :he frtincer-Constructor prior to Oecetter i,

2, 1551. In many cases, purchased itcen hsve been ins:alled'and -

are no: fully accesribic for reinspe:: ion; however inacccccible

interfacas dIli EEVe~been desensira:ed and 'thc'ir firc:ietk1 *cceepta-
~ ^

bilityLproven threup.h int::alla:1:r. and: subsequent :ss:in;. Acces:-.

ibic fusturca vi.1 be.r. ins;ected in necercr.r.cc 'rier rFf s P cgrc=.
;-

m

|
Rev.-2,16/10/83 s
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The totc; nunber of irs associated with PQCI F.-l.CC, Material*

Receiving Inspectict, ic cypreximately 12,000. In additien, prior
.

to the introduction of PQCI R-1.00, s.ppro::inately ISC MRIs and IO

FIPs were used for receipt inspectien, cevering approximately 700

itecs. Based upon further revicu, receipt inspections covered by

MRIs ui1* either be grouped with like itens cevered by PQCI R-1.00

or be reinspected separately. FIPs were also used for ccnstructicn ,

activities and wi'l be treated separately under this plan. Where

'

; materials cuch as rebar, certain structural conbers or features of
i

components are inaccecaible for reinspection, decutentstien will be

reviewed in accordance with this P:cgran.

i-
6.5 Inaccessible Attributes: There are 57 PQCIs which ccvc: cctivities ;,

I -

. that are deemed to be inaccessibic for reinspection. .These -

|
T

include rebar installed in placed cet. crete, centtinnent building

,

tendon reinspecticn, and PQCIs relating to surveillance cf sub-

r
centracter cetivities. A complete listing cf cl.ese is given in

-

Appencix ; ce this Prog:cn. A brief staterert as te why attributes

of these irs are considered intecessible and why verificatien by [
>

dccutentation review is apprepriata c;t.uars in Appendix 3. Eccu-

tentatier. re-lating to there FC.C!r. vill te reviewed as indicated in
.

.

this Pro-gran, in accc dence with a revised PQCI.o: checklist
,

specificclly develeped for review of decutentetf or. These PQCIs. |
. '

either fr.-dividualDJ er by grcups, vill be revie td and spee'ific I

'
detailed f urtfilc::ist. sii; he devele;ed te vc . , he e,r'fty

-,

:( .

i
Rev. 2, 6/10/S3
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ecatus of associated hardware. This will ha done by a cc=bination ,

et methods, applied as necessary te achieve verificatien, including

vclidatien of prior inspecticns thrcush dccumentation review, reir.-
-

specticas of attributes that car still be accessible, a review ef

past everinspecticns, a. review of past activities to resc1ve .

problets, cnd if required, applicatien of NDE technicuer er limited

!
destructive ext.cinctions. This justificatien, or raccc:endations

for additional verification activities, where this justification

carnet be established, will be provided by the M7qAD-QA General

Superintendent 'o the Enceutive Eanager-MPQAD for decision nr.d j
i

i approval. Deficiencies ir. decutentation will be reported er

nonconformance reports, the dispositien cf which vill determine

further actions necessary. These actions will include specici

testing progrces as required to satisfactorily actchlish the--

i

[ quality accepts.r.cc.cf this category of PQCis. |
i

|

!

1

7. Documentation and Kerorts: :
i.

I-
i
'

.
7.1 Docunentation of Results: Results of reinspections ard docu: cit

!

|

reviews will be recorded en.new IAs cpened specifically for'this
, ,

i i
' purpose. .Each such nev 1K vill be trest-reference to the closed ,

s

. crigfr.cl 1R. A proper notatien vill be =ade en.the ncv 1R to
'

idencify whether the entsting criginal inspectica covered by the IR

vos validated, rejectec or is indeter-inate. The new 1R vill

;re'.i/,c tle btrie to doeurent the cuality a tttus gcf the iters er.

..

attributes beirt rein.nps.cted.

v

r.cv. 1, 6/10/S3 j
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I ,- 7.2 Documentation of Kencenferrances: Nenconferrirt. cenditiens eb- |
|

served durit.g reinspection activities vill he'decvrented on a )
|

nonconferer.nce report and appropriately analyzed for canagement '

|

attention. This includes instances where a design cr cenceruction

modification has occurred since the Inspection Record was closed

and a new IR not yet opened. (Note discussion in Section 5.3.1) i

7.2.1 Trending: Deficiencies noted during the verificatien

process will be trended as ap;reprinto fot analysis and

i
~

manageecnt information, t

7.3 Reports:

C
7.3.1 Reports te Executive Manager-t:PCAD: A weekly status rey rt

,
I

will be maae jointly by the CPCc BOP Quality Centrol (QC) f

3

Superintendent and Cuality Assurance . (QA) Cencral Super- !
e

intendent to the Executive Mar.cscr - Midland Project Quality

Assuratice Lepartment (MPQAO) sunnari:irt tre results of the-

pregrAn. The repo:t will note the completed Inspection

Reports by the unique PQCI nu=bcr. henconfernance Reporto.
.

issued and idsntification of attribute (s):crucing.t!.o ;-

t

nonconformancats). . i"

;
.

,

..

I.m
*

.,

.

.

_

Rev.'2. 6/10/E3 'l
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7.3.0 Ectorts from Executive Manscar-YSCAD: The Ixecutive Mana-

ger-MPCf.D will inform the C?Co Site har.ager, the Engineer-
.

Constructor Project Manager, and the Vice Presider.t, Pro-

jects. Engineering cr.d Construction, of the statu:- of the

quality verification pregra= cn a biveekly basis and will

provide thts with a formal monthly repcrt cf the verifi- ,

i

cation effort. As appropriate, he t,'ill also report c the i

cceeptebility of ccepleted verk as ir uay be impacted by

r.cnconformances.
i

7.3.3 Reoerts to NRC and Consr uctier. In;1ecentation Overviev-
,

!

f.
Team: The Executive Manager-MPQAD will provide cepies of the

.
-- monthly reports noted in section 7.3.2 to NRC Regien III and

!

the Construction Iepictentation Overview Team. [
'

,

|
I..

8. Inolenentation: This progra:n vill be implemented under the direct cer.trel

.

of E.7ki.D threugh precedures approved and issued accciding to norcal

programmatic requirencnte.

i.
I

2.1 Organizational Res;ctsibilities: . The Ixecutive Manager-!TQAL has
.

4:
tota * cverall responsibility and aethe:it; for t!.e development and '

1

implementation of al'. qua.lity reIcted espects of this verificution i

pregrr.n. He vill be responsible fer sceing that the implementatics

ph r= cf the pres:am is' coordin:.tcL 5:f rF erl er preject depart =onte '
~

as required te cssure t rc 3r. r.t4 Tert ice.. this pian ec t.er.surttu
~

.

i
*

with c .:r..~._. rre,4c t ;c tis ..,

'!
w.

,
.Le . '., 6; Rib 3 f
7:.CLE:-C014-OLO7 - q-.

.:'-
~ . . .
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8.1.1 MPQAD - BOP OA: is responsible for the presta:: tic elements

-

of the verification program includir.g tut ret limited te,
~

precedure develepnent, ?QCI review suc approvel, nonconfor-

mance review, analysis cf results, justification for docu- r
!

'
ment review, verificction of inaccessible attributes,

program content nedifications and certifying that the -

t ,

verification has been ccepicted for a giv.en area or syste=,

I,cnd pcrfur= ng management overview of the reinspectien
-

,

I

process with appropriate docunentation of results.
. !

i -
)
.

*E.1.2 MPCAD - BOP OC: is respcnsible for progrsm impic=cntstien

including, but not limited to, cceducting the reinspection

activities. with CC persennel that satisfy F.egulator/ Guide

1.50, F.ev 1, which requires personnel certificatic- '-+

I
1

# acccrdance with ANS1 :;a5.2.6.(no persen vill reinspec.

activities fer uhich 1.e performed the original inspection), i

reporting resities to the Executive Kanager-!.F(AO, repcrting }'
nonconformances to Ne(AL-IO? QA, and coordinating with

Constructien Services and' Consumers Site linsge:ent Office
- e

'
.

tc establish schedule priorities for reinspectica a:tivt-

ties.
- .

.i

8.1'.3. M?OAL - Site Audit scetien: tu rc=pensible for fornsi s.udits

cf the overcil vsr ficr.tien proEran it;lementatier.
.

y
\ . *

~,

*
|1

'.!.

T.cs . 1, b/10/ 51 .
'
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6.1.4 IGQAD - QA Administratien and Training: 5.?QAL Trecedures

will be develeped in accordance with p:cg::x:.:at c require-
..

ments to direct imple:entction of this plan.

.

,

i
I
t
t
J,

t

,

!

!

i
i

r

(
V

I
,

n

.

t

I
:t

.

i

t
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APPENI)IX A
'

l' age I of 20 i

e >

A I.1ST OF AI.T. PQCI'S WITil QllANTITY AND REINSPECTION 'INFORtIATION .

1

PQCI I PQCl TITI.E QtlANTITY DOC'T llARDWARE REMARKS

.C-l.02 Compacted Backfill till

~

liardware & documentation
.p under remedial soils program

sm~ kta
%xw.a

C-l.09 Inspection of liardware & documentation 58 9
Crack for EWST under remedial soils program

' d'

Foundat Ion iting 17all 5 O
C"D 4

map -

C-l.10 -Insp of Grouting Surface condition and g, m.,
and 11ry Packing 18'13 1 1 documentation mq

c1rr,;:rj
i gs4 #

C-l.Il prIIIJng A Crouting
I- .)-.

*

Rchar M i x g'":.a.ws
_. _ y
C-l.2n Concrete Preplacement inspection of remaining (qq

Inspection 767 i i unplaced concrete areas
plus past documentation -

.

C-l.21 innpection of Inspection of accessible
Steinforcing Steel 259 i i rebar plus past documentation

C-1.22 Inspection of Reinforcing inspection of accessible
Steel at Construction rebar at remaining joints

]
.foints 19 1 1 plus past documentation

Rev. 2. (>/10/83
PI:0483-On l 4 F-8)l.07 KEY:

1 pocument-Review documentation for completeness
t liardware-Reinspect accessible attributes
x liardware-Attributes not acessible for reinspection

*
.

, ..g .> eg..o m %y. ..%..e ouv. . . . ese,p..,.m.,.-% +.e-. _ ,,%.g.,.

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



, _ _ _ - .. ,

? p n.,,,

. .

AITENDIX A
. Page 2 of 20

. .

A I.1ST OF AI.I PQCI'S WITil QilANTITY AND REINSPECTION INFORHATION

t

i
,

.

PQCI I PQCI TITI.E QifANTITY IX)C'T IIARDWARE RFJfARKS

C-l.30 concrete Placement
inspection 780 1 x

.

C-l.31 Inspection of
Concrete Activities 2!.6 i x

C-1.40 Concrete Post Inspection of concrete
11acemen t Inspection 1002 i i surfaces plus documentation

,

C-l.50 Installation and Testing Inspection for proper
of Expansion Anchorn 4982 i i installed condition ,

C-1.51 Herent Verificatton of
Drop In Expansion Anchors 54 1 x

0
C-l.52 Reint[peertionofSeirimic

Cater.ory I l'ipe Support

Expansion Anchoss 29/ 1 x

.

C-l.53 Itcinspection of
Expanulon Anchors for
Seismic Cat I Support O' .

Rev.'2. 6/10/81
PI:048'l-0014 F-QI.07 KEY:

1 Document-Review documentation for completeness
i liardware-Reinspect acceanible attributes
x Ilardwarc-Attributes not acessjhle for reinnpection

.

. ,,..-w. , - . . %, 9,...... ,- ---.----*--e ..~.,.~w...--w-.---, e % w - + . ~
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APPENDIX A'
Prge 3 of.20

. '

A I IST OF AI.I. PQCI'S WITil Qt!ANTITY AND REINSPECTION INFORMATION .

6

PQCI # 1*QCI TITI.E QllANTITY lx)C'T liARDWARE REllARKS

C-l.56~ Neinspection of Rock
I;ol t Installation 20 i x

.3
7 ,

t'C-l.60 Concrete 11 rilling and

Cutting Heluforcing
Steel 325 i x

c

.

C-I.70. InstallatJon of Pressured'
'

-Concrete Pipe 2 i x
,

C-l.HO Innta11ation of
.

Concrete tinit Hasonry 102- 1 x

C-1.HI Installaticu of Concrete
linit Hasonry' 139 i x

.. ..

C-l.90 installatinn of SUI
sluice Cates O

C-2.00 Plant Aren liewatering 59 'llardware and documentation
under remedial soils program

'
.

4

i rev. ;', f,/lu/81

Pt04 ft'l-f Hil 4 F-tyi.Il7 KEY:
i Document-Review documentation for completeness
i liardwarc-Reinspect accessible attributes

,
x liardwarc-Attributes not acessible for reinspection

I
.
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APPENDIX A
Page 4 of 20

e

A I.TST OF Al.i. PQCI'S WITil QilANTITY AND REINSPECTION INFORMATION

f

'I
t

PQCI I PQCI TIT 1.E Qt!ANTITY 00C'T IIARDWAR E REHARKS

C-2.02 Permanent Gravet liardware and documentation
,

. Packed Uc11s 17 under remedial soils program.j
!

.C-2.03 . Drawdown. Recharge One time test under remedial
Test I soils program

1-
.. ;

,
C-2.05 prilling Q-l.fsted

Areas for IInderpinning
f. Operations 14. Remedial Solls Program
4
.I

C-2.10 P.tructural Steel Inspection of accessible ,

Erection 121 1 1 attributes plus documentation

*

.i

t C-2.Il installation of s

.

Watertight and'

'

Airtight iloors O

C-2.20 Field Fabrication of
IIIscellaneous Steel 1502 1 x.i

-|

C-2.21 Field and Offaite
Fabrication of

| Reinforcing Steel 0

Rev. 2, f>/10/fl3

PRU4 H 3-Olll 4 F-Ql.07 KEY:
1 Document-Review documentation for completeness
i liardwarc-Reinspect accessible attributes
x Ilardware-AttrJbutes not acessihic for reinspection *
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APPENhlX A
Page 5 of 20

.

.

[ A 1.TST OF A1.1. PQCI'S WITil QUANTITY AND REINSPECTION INFORMATION ,

i
.

PQCI I PQCI TITI.E QUANTITY DOC'T llARDWARE REHARKS

C-2.56 I.nad Honitoring of the Remedial Soils Program

h', V. I' ock Bolt 0

.

C-3.01 Installation Inspection Inspection of accessible
'of Spent Fuel Storage attributes plus documentation.

{. 1:acks 20 i i

..

. C-3.02 Installation Inspection Inspection of accessible
of Spent Fuel Storage attributes plus documentation

i Racks- 8 + +

!
*

:) _

:

! C-3.03 Inspectlon of Tout for
Acceptability of the
Spent Fuci Rack Cells 0

ji ..

h'

'
C-4.10'. Hatch Plant lunrection' 929 1 x

>

;- C-5.10 Shear connector-

| Installation 503. i x
.
*

. .

I

C-6.00: Hechanica1. Splicing of
Reinforcing Rars 787 i x.

l Rev. 2, 6/10/1r1

! . PR04 R 3-0014 F-QI.07 KEY:
i nocument-Review alocumentation for completeness.1

i liardware-Reinspect accessible attributes
x Ilardware-Attributes not acessible for reinspection

' -
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APPENDIX A
.Page 6 of 20'

e .

..

i'
>

A I.IST OF AI.T. PQCI'S WITil QUANTITY AND REINSPECTION INFORMATION

,

~

PQCI f PQCI TITI.E OllANTITY DOC'T IIARDWARE REHARKS

^
C-7.00 Erection of Reactor

(Building 1.iner Plate 10 1 x,.

D'.

|-
'h C-8.50 Inspection of Surface

!- Preparation' Application
.L Touch Up & Repair of
"I Coating 908 i x
-}

.,

-C-8.51 Inspection of Inspection of surface.

Decontamination Coat . condition plus documentation

,
for. concrete 17 1 2

'} . +

::
'j C-H.60' Inspectfun of Surface

Preparation Application

'
.

Touchup & Repair of'

is Coatings Reactor HIsig
I.Iner Plate 0

.

, C-9.00 Installatinn-Post

| Tennioning.ComponenLs 40 1 x

y -

.. C '.f.10 Post Tensioning

!
'

System Stressing 309 1 x

' Rev.'?, 6/10/83
f , PRO? fibfH)I /s F-Ql.07 KEY:

,j i Document-Review documentation for completencun

;- i liardware-Reinspect accean1bic attributes

tL x Ilardwarc-Attributes not acessible for reint:pection

- x .. t
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_A 1.1ST OF AI.L PQCI',S UlTil QUANTITY AND REINSPECTIOt8.1N10RMATM -
^ '

.

-g ) 2 , # % ,

;- y .

, .. ,,',
, s , ..

f&
,

g.
,

I < ' ',j

''
% s'' . ,% g!_ PQt:1 # PQCI 7ITII- <

'
..

-bOC'T llARDWAP,E REMARKS ,
'''

+ ~ , .
"'

g. QUMrrITY
~7 '/ q...

' '

J-9'.20 Cont'aintneur 35.ig - _
%*

,

'" '~~

+,)
. Tanston Heinsp Ii 1 x S ' -

,r, -
,

L;- ~~ - e , ,

_ , . z
'

1., . * . :ss

C|.'
'- CW-l .00 Lic 191ng A NIL,_,'

inspectica of surface, ,
,

of"Q"j.fstedNon ~
s cSndition and radiogrSphs.'

y /L ; N ,

331 + +'j. Af.HE It cm r, ( .',c
..

-tp:M
plus documentation

'_ w ~ s ~
,

4 ^'

W:[ 4 (', . _ .y '
[-- x +

W-- -

- y.

-Install.ition of..E-l.0
. . ,

incpection of accessible'

, , .i Co. ,ndult .,lloxes and ' ? attributes plus documentation1 ,
.

, . s
' "

-

.g .. ; ^;;Supportrr 4716 1 1
m,y. -c

, . -

,
s

E-l.1 Installation of Inspection of accessible.

Boxes 9 1 i attributes plus documentation

i. '-( 3 'E-l.60 In Process Inspection
v of Electrical Item

Inntallationn 85 i x

E-2.0 Installation of - Inspection of accessible
Cable' Tray and attributes plus documentation
Wireway 1368 i i

.j E-2.1 Installation of Inspection of accessible
.

; Tray Supports 799 1 1 attributes plus documentation

L I!cy . 2, 6/10/a3 KEY:

' I R0481-0014 F-QI.07 1 Document-Review doc'umentation for completencus-

i liardware-Reinspect accessible attributes
'

x Ilarilwarc-Attributen not acessible for reinspection

-
-__ - -_______
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JI
A I.IST OF AI.I. PQCI'S WITIl QIIANTITY AND REINSPECTION INFORMATION

t

'
PQCI'# PQC1 TITI.E QtfANTITY DOC'T IIARDWARE REMARKS

E-3,0 Final Electrical

g;. Area Completion Activity 0
,V

.;-

' jf E-3.1 Electrical System
: Turnover Activities 108 1 x

. E-4 . U' Installation of Inspection of accessible
Electric Cahics 7954 1 x attributes has been - -

accomplished under cabic
:i routing & ID program

'

s

1-
.

E-5.0 Cahic Terminations 12361 1 1 Inspection of accessible
'

.
,

attributes plus documentation

i
O " - E-6.0 ' Installation of Inspection of accesalbic
! . Electric Equipment and attributes plus documentatf m

Instrumentation 346 1 1

'i

|- 'E-6.1 Hodification of Combine with RW l.10
i -Electric Equipment 209 1 1 Inspect accessible

attributes plus documentation

t
*

,

i

Rev. 2. 6/10/113
' PR0483-0014F-Ql.07 KEY:

~
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x'siardwarc-Attributes not acensible for refuspection
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A 1.IST OF AI.T. POCI 'S WiTil UANTITY AND REINSPECTION INFORMATION'
.

. . ,

i
;

i

PQCI'# PQCl TITI.E QllANTITY DOC'T llARDWARE RDfARKS

.E-6.2- Installation of Inspect accessible
Terminal Boxes 108 1 1 attributes plus' documentation

._.-

E-6.6 Installation of Inspect accessible
Elcetric Penetrations 127 1 1 attributes plus documentation

!
i

I E-6.6.1 Installation of Feed ; Inspect accessible,

> - | Through Assy's.for ! attributes plus documentation

| Elec Penetration 388 i i

hnspectaccessibleE-6.7.1. Installation of
P.atteries & Racks 9 1 1 attributes plus docum.mtation

4

:

RW-1.10 Hodification to Combine with E-6.1
Electrical Equipment 144 . i i Inspection of accessible ,

attributes plus documentation- "

I-l.10 Installation of Inspection of accessible
Inst ru.acnts - 159 1 1 attributes plus documentation-

11-l.00 Installation of= Inspection of accessible
Hechanical Equipment 11 1 2 attributes plus documentation

,

- g:
- I
'1 Fev. 2. 6/10/33
| '' PI:04Wl-0014 F-Ql.07 KEY: . .

'

1 Document-Review documentation for completeness
i liardwarc-Reinspect accessibic attributes
x liardwarc-Attributen not acessible for reinspection
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*
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*

A I.TST OF AI.I. PQCI'S WITil QUANTITY AND REINSPECTION INFORMATION

PQCI i PQC1 ~ TITI.E QUANTITY DOC'T llARDWARE REHARRS

- LH-2.00 installation of 28 1 1 Inspection of accessible
+- : kotating Equipment attributes plus documentation

LH-3.10 Installation of Inspection of accessible
Cranes 1 1 i attributes plus documentation

.

.H-4.00' Complete Installations Inspection of accessible
of Hechanical attributes plus documiintation

~

E(luipment 2 i i

^

HP-l.00 Dinansemh'y Renssenshly Inspection of accessihicl .

i- nini Hodification of attributes plus documentation
JSystems and Componentu 4 1 1 ,

'% HU-1.00 Helding and NDE-. -

!'
.

-

1:cv_ l of Hechanical.Kquipment -0 '

. . .

.

P-l.00' Piping Completell Inspection of accessible

! I.ine'Insta11ation fl0 1 1 attributes plus documentation t

<-

.. .

g
'

.P-l.10 Piping.Siihassembly Inspection of accessible

Fleid Installation RW 1858 i i attributes plus docuwentation

.

.t . Rev. 2, 6/10/83

PR04 tt'l-0014 F-Ql.07 KEY:
1 Document-Review documentation for completeness
i liardware-Reinspect accessible attributes
x Ilardwarc-Attrihntes not acessible for reinspection
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.' !! A 1.TST OF AI.I. FQCl'S WlTil QllAI4TITY AND REINSPECTION JNFokMATION. ; .

!

' I
|:

- PQCl ~# PQCI TITI.E QtlANTITY DOC'T llARDWARE RIHARKS

P-l.20 Piping Subasseawbly' Inspection of accessible
,

-Shop Fali f. 1:cwork 994 1 1 attributes plus.Jocus.culation

'

p-1.30 Valve and Inline Inspection of accessible
Component Install 1247 2 2 attributes plus documentatfon

P-l . t:0 - In Process Insp

' Fab / installation
. I'cwork of ' Piping 1(>7 1 x,.

-t,
t ,

f

i . P-2.00 Pipe Component Inspection of accessible
Supportn Final Setting 5 2 i attributcu plus documentation

T -2.10 Pipe.(Component) ,

''! Support Installation / O',7

i O
I
a P-2.20 Pipe (Component) lunpection of accessible

Steppor t r. Palericat inn b4hD 1 1 attributes plus documentation

. - - -

I r-- 2. ~to P.ipe ' (Component)- Closed IR's from P-2.10 and
Support P!19/P129
Walkdown.

, P-2.20 will be reinspected
O to requirements of P-2.30

where installed

KEY:
~

.!:ev. 2,.u/lu/to' .
s'l:04!!3-11014 F-QLO 7 2 Docum.ei.t--P.evf ou . documentation for completencouj

i fiardwnre-F.cinspect accessible att,ril>utes
x liardwarc-Attributes not accunible. .for reinspection

g' e
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r

A I.IST OF AI.I. PQCI'S WITil QUANTITY AND REINSPFCTJori INFORMATION

1

'PQCT I PQCI TIT 1.E QUANTITY DOC'T IIARDWARE RFJIARKS

i
PF-l.10 Pipe. Flange Installation Inspection of accessible

.

and Rework 820 t i attributes plus documentation ,

PI-l.40 Field Fabrication and Inspection of accessible
installation of Piping attributes plus documentation
Related Instrumentation 204 1 1

1

~

.PI-2.40 Off-Site Fabrication / Inspection of accessible
Weld'of Pipe Related attributes plus documentation

,
Instrument Supports 84- 1 i

!

' '

P1W ' Welding and NDE of Inspection of accessible

l.00 ' Instrument Tubing and attributes plus documentation
.

'

Fittings 642 1 2.

'!
'l

'

PW-l .bd Fab / Weld /llent Treat Inspection of accessible
,

' and NHK of ASMK lli attributes plus documentation
31014 i ij . Piping .

.1
i

y| - R-1.00' Haterial Receiving Inspection of accessible

j -Inspection 12007 1 2 attributes plus documentation
'

I:ev. 2, 6/10/83
#

. PHU483-0014 F-QI.07 KEY:
i Docuaient-Review documentation for completeness

,,

i liardware-Peinspect accessible attributes ;

x llardwarc-Attributes not acessible for reinspection
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APPENDIX A
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}

!
A I.1ST OF ALI, PQCT 'S WITil QUANTITY AND REINSPECTION INFORMATION ,

*

'I

l'QCI # PQCI TITI.E QllAllTITY IX)C' T llA1:DWARE REMARKS

R-1.60 Recelwing Area and Walk through of existing
Storage Facilitjes conditions plus documentation

- inspection 45 1 x

R-2,00 . Receiving inspection
for HSSS Equipmesit 198 1 x

'i

.

R-2.IO Receiving Inspection for
NSSS Equipuent 42 i x ,

R-2.20' Receiving innpection
j for.HSSS Equipment

Documentation 217 i x
,

.S-l.00 Storage Arca/ Walk through of- ~ .
; s

[ . -Facilities Surv 67 1 x existing conditions plus
'

.|_
review of documentation

i

SC-l.05 Haterial Testing
? Services 306 i x

!

n

Rev. 2, 6/10/83-:

'? . PI:048:1-0014 F-QI.07 KEY:
1 Document-Review documentation for. comp,leteness
i liardware-Reinspect accessible attributes
x Ilardwarc-Attributes not acessible for reinspectJon
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! A 1.iST OF AI.I. PQCI'S WITil QUANTITY AND REINSPECTION INFORMATION -

PQC1 i PQCI TITI.E -QilANTITY DOC'T llARDWARE RENARKS

SC-l.06'Recoating Work of Cont
- . .lildg Liner Plate..

'

.
Hisc Steel, and Pipe
lianger Attachment 0

,

SC-l.07 Agreement for Tech
|, Services for Soils

1.aboratory Testing 0

SC-l.10 Farthwork Subcontract
Surveillance 0,.

]- .

. ,

SC-l . ll' Concrete and linJ r
Hasonry Surface Sub/

. Contract Surv. 406 i x

l

| SC-l .14 Subcontract Si:rveillance
of Installation of

. Linderpinn ing 0

1

I

.jI SC-1.16 Ficial Erected Storage
..

. Tanks / Subcontract
Surveillance 108 i x

-Rev. 2, 6/10/H3

PI04HI-0014F-Ql.07 KEY:'

1 Document-Review documentation for completeness
i liardwarc-Reinspect accessible attributes
x liardwarc-Attributen not acessible f or reinspection
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.
A I,lST OF AI.I. PQCI'S WITil QUANTITY ANI) RETHSPECTI'ON INFORMATION''

.

!'

1*QCT f PQCI TITI.E QUANTITY DOC'T llARDWARE HEHARKS

SC-H.00 Subcontractor Sury1

I. .. of Installation of -

i
- 8 Soil and Crack

.

Honitoring Devices 58 Remedial Soils Program

i SE-l.00 Heasuring and Testing

i. E|uipment I.aboratory -
! Survelilance InspectJon 31 1 x i

.

SM-l .03 IIca t , Ventilation

and Air Conelitioning

j. Subcontact Surveillince .828 2 x'

,

,

SH-l .04 Field Erected Component
Cooling Water Surge Tanks

_,

'l. ~5 .: Subcontracts Surveillance 108 i x

.i !
!' '

. , ,

SH-l.17 Field Fabricated Incore . .

Installation Tanks
-Subcontract Surveillance 183 1 x

j _ _

-t
' SW-l.01 NUE-Subcontractor

Surveillance 120 1 x

!!
. Rev. ' 2, (>/10/8'l

"

i

PI 04H3-0014 F-Ql.07 KEY:
,

2 Document-Review documentation for completeness
i liardwarc-Reinspect accessible attributes
x liarduarc-Attributes not acensilile for reinspection
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.

I A 1.IST OF Al.l. PQCI'S UITil QllANTITY AND REINSPECTIt .1 INFORMATION
!

POC1 # PQCI TITI.E QllANTITY DOC'T IIARDWARE REHARKS

.

T-l.00 Ilydrostatic and
! ~, Pneumatic 1.eak Testing 460 1 x
'

T-l.10 Final Cleaning of
Interior Surfaces of

,
' Piping. Hech Equipment 't

I and instrumentation 0

. _

~T-5.00 1.ift Test for Cranes O

c

W-l.On Welding;. I! cat Treat- Inspection of accessible .

ment anil Non Dentructive attributen, radiography phis
~ Examination 20251 1 1 documentation

.'

f-. U-l.60 Area inspection Of
' In Process Activities For.;

i Uclaling Q-I. lated
And ASHE Ill items 164 i x . . . .

.

j .C-1.01 Excavation in Q-Soil
Arco NA Remedial Soils Program

.i 'rev. 2,(>/10/83

PR04M'l-0014 F-Ql.07 KEY:'

! 1 Document-Review documentdtlon for completeness
i Ilardware-Heinspect accessible attributes
x Ilardware-Attributes not ocessible forirainspection
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.

A LIST OF Al.I. PQC1'S WITil QUANTITY AND REINSPECTION INFORMATION ,

I

:

POct i PQCI TITI.E QUANTITY DOC'T llARDWARE REMARKS

C-2.01 Gravel Packed Wells 224 Documentation and hardware is
under remedial sof ts program

| C-2.22 Field Fabrication Of. O
i Ruinforcing Steel

C-3.05 Inspection'Of The Remedial Soils program .

Feedwater Inolation
I Valve Pit Jacking

,

Opera t Ion NA

Eti-1.0 Installation Of Conduit Documentation and hardware
a llox For Under is under remedial soils
Pinning Data Aquisitions program
System 61

EU-4.0 Installation of Electrical Documentation and liardware la
Cables For lInder Pinning under remedial soils program

t Data Aquisition System 117

;|
,

1 Ell-5.0 Cable Termination For Under Documentation and llardware is<

Pinning 1)ata under remedial soils program
Aquisition System 178

i

! Rev. 2, 6/10/83

! PRH4113-0014 F-QI.07 KEY:
1 Document-Review' documentation for completeness!

i Iiardware-Reinspect accessible attributes
- x Ilardwarc-Attributes not acessible for reinspecrlon
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.

A I.IST OF A1.1. PQCI'S UITil QtIANTITY AND REINSPECTION INFORMATION

IYiCT I PQC1 TITI.E QUANTITY DOC'T llARDWARE REMARKS

1:18- 6 . 0 Installation Of Instruments Documentation and liardware is<

For Under Pinning under remedial * soils program
O. Data Arpsinitions

System 25

E11-6.1 Installation of Instrument Documentation and liardware is
' Supports For Under under remedial soils program

Pinning Data Arguisitions
,

System 29
,

1C-1.0 Instrument Checkout 67 Documentation and liardware is
under rmedini anila program, ,

i -
- __

.I:H-1.00 Storage & Haintenance Remedial soils program
Of Haterial Released

. To Mergentinc NA

RS-1.00 Storage & Ilaintenance Remedial soils program
Of Hatcrial Released
To Spencer. HA

Wl:1te & Prentis

4

Rev. 2,f/10/8"I g *

PR0483-00 t 4 F-Ql.07; K EY:,

8 1 Ilocument-Review documentation for completeness
| 1 liardware-Reinspect accessible attributes
*

x liardwarc-Attriinitcu not acessilile for reinspection
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,' A I.1ST OF AI.I. PQC1 'S Wl'kII QUANTITY AND REINSPECT ON INFORMATION ,;'

i

.

.'{

.>.
'

PQCT i PQCI TITI.E QUANTITY DOC'T' HARDWARE RFHARKS

SGI-l.0 Crack Honitoring Of Documentation and Itardware is
,

.Q-
The Feedwater Isolation under remedial solla prograai.

Valve Pits Sub-
i '

- Contract Surveillance 36
:

.' tjc
i SD-l.0 Honitoring, Reducing and Documentation and IIstdware is

Reporting Under Pinning under remedial soils program
Instrument Data Sub- .

Contracts Surveillance. 189
j

l'
- UP , Documentation and llardware is s'

C-l.004 Welding And NDE Of under remedial sofis program*

'"Q" Haterial 8-

IIP Documentation and liardware is
j' C-1.008 Excavation And I.agging under remedial soils program

hsI Of Access Pits i

Piers and Drif ts For IIP I
.

j tir
.

.
Documentation and liardware is

' C-1.010 Field Fabrication Of Steel under remedial soils prograus
Sets For linder
Pinning of Aux RIlg
& FIVP 5

.Rev.-2, 6/10/M3
; PRO 4fl3-00 4r-Qt.07 KEY:
I i Document-Review ' documentation for completeness

i liardwarc-Reinspect accessible attributes
x liardware-Attributes not ncessible for reinspection
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A 1.IST OF AI.I. PQCI'S WITil QUANTITY AND RF. INSPECTION INFORMATION
.

' Tlee kemedial Soils Program has initiated the following additional PQCI's for which there are no Engineer-Constructor
IR's. Inspections have all been conducted by CPCo supervision

L UP-C-1.002 Ur-C-l'.011' -UP-C-1.019 S0-2.0
:+- IIP-C-1.003 UP-C-1.012 UP-C-2.003
# IIP-C-l .005 UP-C-1.013 UP-C-2.004 -

h IIP-C-l .006 Ur-C-1.014 UP-C-2.005
IIP-C-1.007 UP-C-1.015 UP-C-2.007
Ur-C-1.009 UP-C-1.016 IIP-C-2.008

' lir-C-I . 01 I IIP-C-1.017 UP-C-2.009
,

IIP-C-l.019 IIP-C-1.018 UP-C-2.010 -

.| IIP-C-l.020 Ur-C-2.019,

'

IIP-C-l.023 Ur-C-2.042 .

,

UP-C-2.150
Ur-C-3.001
RH/RS-l.00 ,

$ =

,

.

'

,

.

;-
,

1-

; j-
!~

2,([/In/M3. Re v.
PR04 ftl-INil4 F-Ql.H7

, . . _ _
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Page 1 of 10 |
APPENDIX B

l r

's.
. .

PQCIs To Ee Verified by Review of Decu=entation Oniv
.

~
.

The following PQCIs are dee=ed inaccessible for attribute reinspection.

Hardware acceptability will be established by documentation validation

where possible and by supplemental verification efforts where docu=ent-

ation review alone does not establish hardware acceptability:

1. Rehedial Soils Procran .

.

|-
C-1.02 - Compacted Backfill

e
,

'

C-1.09 - Inspection of Crack for BUST Foundation Ring Wall

C-2.00 - Plant Area Dewatering

( C-2.01 - Gravel Packed Wells

C-2.02 - Permanent Gravel Packed Wells

C-2.05 - Drilling in Q-tisted Areas for Underpinning Operations

EU-1.0 - Installation Of Cenduit and Boxes For UP Data Acquisitten Systes
,

1
EU-4.0 - Installation Of Electrical Cables for UP Data Acquisition System

EU-5.0 - Cable Termination for UP Data Acquisition Systen

EU-6.0 - Installation Of Instruments For UP Data Acquisition System

EU-6.1 Installation Of Instru=ent Supports For UP Data Acquisition

Systen
.

IC-1.0 - Instrument Checkout For UP Data Acquisition

... . SCM-1.0 - Crack Menitoring Of .TV. Iso . Valve. Pits Subcentractor Surveillance

.

.

{
f

P.ev 2. 6/10/S3 '!
PRCaS3-0013A-Qto,
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Page 2 of 10 | i

SD-1.0 - }!onitoring, Reducing and Reporting CP Inst. Data Subcontractor

Surveillance
..

UP,-C-1.00.4 - Welding And NDE of Q->!ateria1
, ,

UP-C-1.008 - Excavation & Lagging of Access Pits Piers and Drif ts For UP

UP-C-1.010 - Field Fabrication Of Steel Sets for UP Of Aux. Building and

FIVP. . ,

The above PQCIs relate to the recedial so'11s program which has been

5established as a separate project and for which inspections have been .

. performed under the direction of !!PQAD since August 1982. Soils work and {

related documentation have been reviewed by 1:?QAD for acceptability and

|
corrective measures instituted where required. ;

I

h
'' ' .

2. Reinspection of Expansion Anchors and Rock Belt Installation.

!

C-1.51 Retest Verification of Drop In Expansien Anchors
,

C-1.52 - Reinspecticn of Seismic Category I Pipe Support Expansion g.

| Anchors.

C ,1.56 - Reinspection of Rock Eolt Installation ,
6

e

i
,

' The abcVe PQCIs relate .to reinspections which have been ecepleted and

| results reported te the NRC.* '

|

3. In-Process Activities.

.

Kev 2,'6/40/83 {
*
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i i

-!
%

E-3.1 - Electrical Systes Turnover Activities.

E-1.60 - In Process Inspection of Electric Item Installatien
.

R,1.60 - Receiving Area and Storage Facilities Inspection

W-1,60 - Area Inspection Of In Process Activities For Welding

Q-listed and ASME III Items ,

5-1.00 - Storage Area / Facilities Surveillance

P-1.60 - In Process Inspection of Fabrication / Installation Rework of

Piping.

*
.

i

The above PQCIs relate to in-process activities where affected work would

now be completed and any reinspection vould be of ce=pleted work covered
~

I
{
l

by other PQCIs, e.g., PQCIs E-6.0, W-1.00 and PW-1.00. In the cases of

C.
R-1.60 and 5-1.00, these are an inspection or surveillance of general I

facilities maintenance which can be repeated, but not on a basis which !

vould have any ceaning relative to conditions existing when the in-

spections were made. In short, a single inspection can attest to con-

dicions existing today without relation to past conditions.
t

4. Surveillance of Subcontractor Activities. t

,

SC-1.05 - Material Testing Services

SC-1.11 - Concrete and L' nit Masonry Surf ace Scheentract' Surveillance '

SC-1.16 - Tield Erected Storage Tanks Subcentractor Surveillance

. .

r* * *

!
Rev 2, 6/10/83 '
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i

SC-8.00 - Subcontractor Surveillance of Installation of Soil ~and Crack

Monitoring Devices
'

_

SE-1'.00 - Measuring and Testing Equipcent Laboratory Surveillance
..

, '

Inspection
' "*

SM-1.03 - HVAC Subcontract Su'rvei11ance '
''

SM-1.04 - Field Erected Component Cooling Water Tank' Subcontractor

Surveillance
. .

SW-1.01 - NDE Subcontractor Surveillance'
~

SM-1.17 - Tield Tabricated Incore Installation Tank Sube^ontr' actor -

-|.
Surveillance

'
-

..

!

The above PQCIs all relate to surveillance of subcontractor activities, j

Where work has not been completed, such surveillance activities can be

repeated when safety related work resumes. Otherwise, they can be evalu-

ated only by a review of documentatien and a single walk dcwn of affected
~

,

.

areas for assessment of current inplace conditions, but not of past [
t

activities. In additica, SM-1.03 - HVAC Subcontractor Surveillance,

relates to activities outside the scope of this quality Jerification
~

program.' In" depth participation by CPCo continues.in this work.

*

f,5. Hydrostatic and Pneumatic Leak Testins.
-

f

.

T-1.00 - Hydrostatic and Pneumatic teak Testing -

,

.

CpCe has already cenducted an extensive evaluatien of hydroststic and
,

~ (( pneuestic le.k testing and corrective actions relative to cuch evaluaticn

are being cenducted separately frc: this rainspection pregram.
,

Rev 2, 6/10/63
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;,

il

6. Special "One Time Oniv" Testing. -
-

, .- .

.

C-2.03 - Drawdown Recharge Test. -
~

- .
-

.

This is a test required to have been performed once and which demonstrated

acceptable results. The remedial soils progra: which is not within the

!scope of this verification program would provide any necessary justifi-

cation for a repeat of such a test.
'

.

7. Previousiv Documented Responses to the NRC.
. ;

,

I
r

C-6.00 - Mechanical Splicing of Reinforcing Bars i

l. '
(*

*

.I
!s

This PQCI relates to necessary inspections of the ''Cadweld" process of t
i

mechanically splicing reinforcing steel. The censtructor's processes were I

the subject of extensive investigation by the NRC in 1973 and 1974 which ,

determined that corrective action had been identified and i=placented

including requalification of personnel, review ef work instructions for

Class I work, CPCo QA review of work procedures, and audits of Class-I

verk. Af f ected techanically spliced rebar is nov inaccessible due to '

concrete placement. CPCo everinspection of'any centinuef use of this
.I

process in remaining construction _ vill be a centinuing' precess. ,

C-7.00 - Erectien of Reacter Buildin: tinar Plata
.

(s
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, .

'i-?R0aS3-0013A-QLG7_ (~
\- V

-

-

'

6
.

.
.



-.

*
,

. . - .. m - -. ~ . - .. .. . . - . . . . . . - --. ~. .- .. -.

m,
O,

:
.. ..

APPENDIX B !

Page 6 of 10 |
' *

1

.b-
This PQCI relates to the preparation and installation of steel plates

'

which provide the inner surface for the contain=ent building. The liner
-

is now inaccessible, being backed up by reinforced concrete en the ou't- I

side and nuclear coated on the inside. Extensive review was cade by CPCo

in 1974 of the accuracy of liner plate records. Controls implemented

af ter NRC investigation were evaluated and found satisfactory. In 1977, a

deformation of liner place occurred due to freezing of an embedded con-

struction water line. This resulted in selected renoval and replacement

'

of steel liner plates. Quality of the . liner place installations have been

verified through radiography, and extensive C?Co involve ent in the'

installation and repair. The NRC has reviewed actions taken and closed
i

its reports on the installation of steel liner plates.

.P:. v. ; ' o
.

C-1.11, - Drilling and Grouting of Rebar

!
n

This PQCI provides documented instructions for the drilling and grouting I

of reinforcement steel'and in itself is a corrective action for previously.

cited deficiencies that such a procedure did not enist. Its usage is
' '

,

documented evidence of the implacentation cf corrective action.

i

E

C-5.10 - Shear Cennector Installation 1

:.

.
. I-

'-This PQCI is used to assure that the proper i stallation of shear connect-

ors-has been accomplished which tie the sup;rrting bea=s', steeliand-
''

concrete fleer _ decking into a.cenpesite ser: ture.. Sincel.hs shear.
.

. ~
,

a
~' :Rev 2, 6/10/S3'
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(

connector serves as concrete reinforcenent, it is not visible once the-

concrete-is placed. NRC reviewed corrective actions relative to in- [

stallation problems with Nelson stud shear connectors and closed reports

relative to this problem. PQCI 5.10-irs document accomplishment of
.

required inspections.

C-8.50 - Inspection of. Surface Preparation Application Touch Up and
f

Repair of Coating.

.

' This PQCI addresses the preparation of concrete surfaces and the appli-
*

cation of a coating to seal the surface to prevent contamination being i
I-

absorbed into the concrete. Once the coating is applied, the surface {; ..

t ,

,

preparation cannot be examined. The final coating can be exanined for ~

1 presence but not for the process steps that applied the coating. I
I

1

'

C-1.60 - Concrete Drilling and Cutting Reinforcing Steel

I

!
f

This PQCI describes the quality control steps necessary in drilling !.
, t

! concrete to minicite cutting of reinforcing steel. Completien of the

i
PQCI-IR identifies whether proper inspections were cade and results

i

encountered and documented. .Since the holes will have been drilled,'and

I

items either ocunted in the holes or-the holes grouted, it is not possible p

; to physically inspect the concrete or the reinforcetent. This is par-

ticularly- true where expansien anchors have been used which cannet be

* nondestructively teneved.
,

i
,

'
>

|
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8. Post Tensiening Recuire ents. :,

.

C-9.00 - Insta11atien-Post Tensioning Cc=ponents

C-9.10 - Post Tensioning System Stressing

C-9.20 - Containnent Building Tension Reinseection

These PQCIs document the re-routing of tendon sheathing, tendon install-

at. ion and tensioning. CPCo identified a proble: to the NRC in 1977
"

indicating the misplacement of two tendon sheaths and the cuission of two '

sheaths. The misplacement of the two sheaths brought about approved

re-routing of the tendens. The omitted sheaths were repl ced. The NRC !
!
!

conducted a special investigation of the corrective measures in May 1977

and deemed them acceptable. A fital 50.55(e) r port was issued by CPCo in
''

August 1977.

I

l

9. Concrete Pisce=ent Activities.
t

C-1.30 - Concrete Placement Inspection f
C-1.31 - Inspectica of Concrete Activities

!

i
The PQCIs relate te inspecticas during placement ef concrete. Were j

iconcrete has been placed, inspections vill be made in accordance with

C-1.40 "Cencrete Post Placement Inspection." Were cencrete has net been

placed, a preplacement inspection vill be required before plectrant when

censtructien is resumed..

k. '

.
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.

,_

,> h

C-1.80 Installation of Concrete Unit Masonr,r

C-1.81 LInstallation of Concrete Unit Masenry
.

.

These PQCIs relate to the installation of ccncrete block walls many of

which have been removed as a result of subsequent plant modifications.

The remaining walls can be inspected for presence of the vall and visual

- quality but not for the process controls necessary to properly erect them.
i
,

C-4.10 - Batch Plant Inspection

This PQCI was prepared for necessary controls of concrete batch pisnt

activities. The batch plant has now been removed from the site. Concrete

{ necessary for completion of the plant is procured from an offsite suppli- g.
~. ,

er. Currently cenerete'is procured only for the Soils program and fer

ncn-Q construction. Reinspection is limited to review of docu=ents of
,

i

-past operations. Adherence to this PQCI will be enforced en procured-
,,

concrete for balance of plant safety related constructicas when cen-
|

.

struction is resumed.

10. Field Tabr'ication

!,

C-2.20 - Tield Tabrication of' Miscellaneous Steel. *

.

This PQCI addresses fabrication of steel which vill have been censuced and
'

erected into fitees which vill be inspected if accessible, ur.dar cther,
.

-PQCIs.<

,

-Rev 2,'6/10'/83 |
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.

L11. NSSS Receiving Inspection Activities.

..

R-2.00 - Receiving Inspection for NSSS Equipment

R-2.10 - Receiving Inspection for NSSS Equipment
'

R-2.20 - Receiving Inspection for NSSS Equipment Documentation 6-

These PQCIs addreas the constructor's receiving inspection of ccaponents

and materials used by the 5555 supplier c'enstructor. In general, the

items vill have been installed by that centractor. Any accessible attri-

butes will have been confirmed by activities of the ::SSS constructor.
,

i
i

!

12. Other. 3

'
(:?

,

I
C-1.70 - Installation of Pressured Concrete Pipe ;'

,

,

This PQCI covered the installation of the main water line from the river

to the cooling pond. This line is now submerged as the pond is full.

Inspection of internal surfates ceuld be perfor=ed threugh use of divers.

Integrity has been de=onstrated through use of the systen.
-

.

E-4.0 - Installation of Electrical Cables-

..

.

One hundred percent reinspectian of installed cables has been completed

and reported under a separate pregran. Deettentatien has not yet been,

retieved,

t

.!Kev-2, 6/10/83 /! '
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STATISTICAL EMC3 TING PLA''

'

INDEX OF TOPICS

1.0 Purpose .-

2.0 Scepe

3.0 References

4.0 Definitions

5.0 Plan Content

5.1 -Detailed Scope

5.2 Description of Sampling

5.3 Sampling Process

5.4 Sampling Tables

5.5 Determination of Lot Sizes |

f5.6 Sample Selection

b 5.7 Substitution

t-

5.8 Increased or Reduced Sampling i
i

5.9 Treatment of Reinspection Deficiencies ,

5.10 Deficiencies Found During Reinspectica cf Decumentation,

6.0 Documentation and Reoorts
,

6.1 Docamentation of Results

6.2 Documentatien of Nonconformances

6.3- Reports j

7.0 Implementation I

.

i

.
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SAMPLING PLAN FOR CPCo OL'ALITY VERITICATION PROGRAM*

.

1. Purpose:.
/.

To provide a statistically valid method, under the direction of Consumers

j. Power Company, of confirming the acceptable quality status of safety
,

related procurement and construction activities ce=pl.eced and ins,pected by,

the Engineer-Constructor Quality Control persennel prior to December 2,

1982.
.

2. Scope:

'

1 This plan applies to closed Inspection Records (IR's) related to-specific-

Project Quality Centrol Instructions (PQCI's) where the quantity of closed
. . be' IR's is in excess of one hundred and for which there are noL other ongoing. ;-

-

[.s

or planned pregrams to confirm quality.

3. References:
;

s

MIL-STD-105D Change Notice 2-(March 1964), Sa:pling Procedures and Tables

for Inspection by Attributes,

j- US Tuu: ISE Bulletin 79-02, Rainspection of Anchor-Bolts.
.

MIL-F.DEK-53-1A 1 TE3 1982 - Guide for Attribute Let Sanpling and

MIL-STD-105.
~

.

, .

+

4.- Definitions:
'

Population: The entire quantity'of closed

* (IR's) relating to a specifi:.PQCI.

'{,

tev. 2,16/10/83 . , ,
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. - |
~ ~

. . .

. j

_ _. _ _ . _ _ . . . ___ _ __.m
^

_ ._ __ ___ . _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ __ . _ _ . . . . _ . _ _ _ . .



_, ...m .-~7 x . -. _ _ . - - - + - . . --

p
'.k ) {-v

* APPENDIX C
Page 3 of 16 !

f'w

Time Centered: The term used to describe the ordering

of lots, and items within a lot, based -

-upon the time sequence in which an IR

was initiated

Homogeneity: Homogeneity implies that a series of

units of product should be alike or

similar in nature. Hoeegeneity under

'this plan will be achieved'by utilizing

specifie. project Quality Control In-

struction (PQCI) categories covering

like activities end generally within a i_

'f' l
A, defined ti=e period.

Acceptance Number (AC): The number of nonconfor=ances per=itted
>

to be found in a sanple of a lot without [
. rejecting the lot for a specific accept- f
able quality. level.

Rejection Number-(Re): 'The nur.ber of noncenfer:ances found in a.

sample of a lot that requires rejection-

.

cf the lot for a specific acceptable
.

qualit.y level.

.

-

.

,- ..

_.

I.

PT.0483-001s t-Q1.07
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Acceptable Quality Level (AQL): The AQL is the maxi =un percent of l

nonconfersances that, fcr the purpose of
.

sampling inspection, can be considered

satisfactory as a process average.

Attribute: An attribute is a characteristic or*

property which is appraised in terms of

whether,it does or does not comply with
*

.

a given requirement.

-
t

Inspection by Attributes: Inspection for which the ites or i
I,

attribute is classified simply as

( '; conforming er nonconforming without'

regard for the degree of ncnconformance.

Limiting Quality (LQ): The term applies to sampling plans that j .

provide not less than a specified

percentage of quality protection.

' Consumers Pever Company has selected an

LQ of five percent which provides 95%

confidence that at least 95*. of inspec-
*

1
tion elenents of the lot /pepuistien trill

be acceptable.
. ... -. . - - ..... ......

.

.
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.
_

,

* ~

' \ A quantity of items, such as cocpletedLot:
s-

,

4 'y inspection reccrds covering the sa=e
,

.s . .

activity, equal to or less than the/' .
, r.

.f
'j *L * total population and representing a

,

i"
,

'

' i u +

i'

subdivision of that population.,e
,

, - g ,'%

.\ ' . ,
.r -

_ ;t : -

N he'ncenforsaned A deficiency in characteristic, documen-

t, tation or procedure which renders the
,

''
f quality cf ar. item unacceptable or t

'[<
v' i'

;

. ' inde t ermi:'a t e. |
/\ i

,t- s
, t

>c. . t..' Pa - Probabilic'f, of Acceptance: The = probability of accepting a lot with I',,
,. .

h- )/ [, a predetermined percent defective, when
s ?

.- p
\

4 ^ h; /
.

a given sa:ple plan is used.
.

~r
,

> >+

l ij ' ' 3 i

A sanpIe taken frc= a pcpulatien or lotRandoJSuple: - -

\ *
,

A[ s 1 in which each of the items has an equal
;1 i i;

chance of being selected, regardless ofg ,,

I '

, ,

;C~ f''<' its quality. If the units in a lot have ,

;) -p i

been arranged without bias as to their {s.is
s '

1, ' , , ,j quality'a sa=ple drawn anywhere in the ; |-,,

'

3 >E -

|
'

_.
<

a 't
.

'

-p 3.g g: let will =eet the requirements for i.
s

7: randemness 1
1 - +

i?QCl s are logged in, ,
,

P-i~ ., , . - ,

af - 7 accordance with the date they vare9

TC . . -1-

# ,V "

m %, ..

cpened, t tally independant of the j0
. -

$* '
Y- /

(ra -
t- / ,

c .
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.(1_1:11-Edth - 53 -la Para 12.2) -
? h-

^y ,.

' FF,04 S3-Odi42-QLC7 y g/.,$/) .
-

Kev.2.6/l'0/S3 y. j
/' J-

+ - , :r
,w. - , t<

.

. .
t[ . ,,

- y. . . ,
* # ,

.- - ,

;- , 'h* :
'

f '

'' - Y ,} i>f"|''f
' * **

:



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

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

* ,m

(.
!

APPENDIX C -
>

'Page 6 of 16
}

b
resulting quality, thus sampling by |

-

logged date or other ceans n.eets this
.

. require =ent..

Sampling Plan: A sampling plan indicates for a given

lot size the number of items or compo-

nents from each lot'(sample size or a

series of sample sizes) which are to be
.

inspected from the lot and the criteria
"

for determining the acceptability of the

: .

'-
lot.

.-

1

a

.

- t.
!
I

.

1
; e

n.

.

-

- ,

%

'
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.

5.0 Plan Content !
i

|

5.1 Detailed Scoce: This saepling plan applies to closed-

Enginecr-Constructor IR's related to specific Project Quality.

Control Instruction (PQCI's) for Balance of Plant safety related

materials, components, systers and structures, which are not

covered by other ongoing progra=s to confirm quality. It is

app 11 cable to closed IR's where the quantity of closed irs for a
i

given PQCI is in excess of 100 and where it has been demonstrated
I,

by one hundred percent inspection of a signifi. ant portien of each i

t

population that the accepted quality level of that population has !

|

been established. The specific PQCIs and quantities of closed irs

{ that make up this total population are identified in Appendix A.

That appendix also indicates whether both hardware and document-
,

ation are planned to be verified or whether documentatien alone is
|
.

planned to be reviewed because of inaccessibility of hardware |
t

features.
'

.

. 1

5.2 Descriecion of Sateling: Sampling inspectica is that type of - '

activity in which units of product are selected at randen and {
l

examined for one or = ore quality attributes. Sampling inspecticn f*
;

is an acceptable way cf determining the confor=ance er noncon-
!

for=ance of iters to specified quality. require =ents. The amount of

inspection can be increcsed where the preduct cuality is deterior-
'

ating or redu:ed where the level of quality is high .

k,

(2 :!il-P.dok - 53-1A)
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!

Statistical sampling methods force one hundred percent verification '

of quality whenever the required quality level has not been at- -

tained. The statistical methods proposed herein are designed to

provide 95 percent confidence that the inspectable elements of the
!
'

entire population are acceptable based upon the acceptability of

items or attributes previously 100 percent inspected to provide a

satisfactory quality baseline. This is consistent with past KRC

recossendations related to reinspections of safety related items
;

I
and will produce results at least equivalent to those expected from

{
!

100% inspection.
|
!,

,
,

The statistical quality control methods proposed are in accordance
('.

.

f
1

with MIL-STD-105D Tables I, IIA and VIIA. MIL-STD-10$D is probably a
'

; the most widely used sa:pling standard in the United States. This }
t-

'

Progra: is a rigorous applicaticn of statistical quality centrol

' - methods to assess the quality of nuclear power plant censtructien. j

-

1,

(3 NCR II.E Bulletin 79-02. Appendix.A)

t-
. _

.

.'
_

J

b
_ j
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5.3 Samplicit Precess: The application of statistically valid sampling

plans requires lot sizes to be large enough to.per=it taking of a
..

sample quantity sufficient to limit the risk of accepting none'on-

*ihen quantities are not large enough, one hundredforming items. .

percent reinspection will be parformed. Because of the Limiting'

Quality planned to be used, populations of PQCI items.are required
a

to be greater than 50 to be eligible for sampling further; however,

CP Co has committed to performing 100 percent inspection of PQCIs

having 100 or less IP.s. In addition, populations to be sampled

must be first qualified by having deconstrated acceptable quality

i

.
levels through one hundred percent inspection of a quantity of

3

items sufficient to provide adequate confidence the existing |

!
.

quality level is acceptable. lhen 100% inspections have estab-

lished this confidence, CPCo will consider that the one hundred

'

. percent inspection of a significant portion of each PQCI has
i

established a valid basis for statistical sacpling of any remain-

ing quantities. ;

I

[.
,.

The statistical sa:pling plan will be conducted as fcilows: |
. j-

Two lots for each PQCI will be sampled at normal sa:pling levels in j.
. .

.
.

;

accordance with MIL-STD-105D Tables' I, IIA and VI!A to a limiting
[

~

quality of 5 percent at a 95 percent confidence 1evel. If these '

two successive lots validate that the required level cf quality has

been maintained, ramt.ining lets will be . sampled to the same crit-

'

erin, but at reduced -sampling levels par mil-STD-;05D, Table IIA.
.

.s

Rev. 2, 6/10/83
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The Executive Manager may rece==end to the NP.C discontinuance of

further sampling where quality levels have demonstrated that past
-

Engineer-Constructor inspections have provided acceptable control

of quality.

5.3.1 Switching: The sampling plan vill include switching pro-

cedures to provide Consumers Power Company the protection

provided by the tightened plan, when evidence that the
,

desired quality level is below prescribed levels and the ;

advantage of the reduced plan, when evidenc'e that the - f
desired quality levc1 has been achieved. Due to the known j

!

quantities of specific PQCI's available for sa=pling (non- |

_ {', continuous production run) the following switching rules [

vill be implemented: .
>

,

o Establish acceptable base quality level through 100%

reinspection. f

o Single nor=al plan for two lots.

o From single normal, switch to single reduced, after acceptance

I'

of two consecutive lots. Switch back to single normal af ter

the first rejected lot. I

'o From single normal', switch to single tightene'd, after the'.first

rejected _ lot for two consecutive lots, then switch back to
_ __

single normal if both lots are acceptable, if'cither or both ,

).

of the single tightened lots are rejected switch te 100* ~

. I

{' inspection of lots, until two consecutive lots are accepted. '|
,

1s

Rev. 2, 6/10/83 {
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5.4 Sacoling Tables: The follcwing tables indicate sampling inform-

ation for Single Normal, Single Re'duced and Single' Tightened

sampling plans: -

.
-

SINGLE NOPJ!AL

Pepulation Sample Accept Reject
tot Size Size Number Number

N n Ac Re

2-50 ALL 0 1

51-500 50 0 1

501-1200 80 0 1

['1201-3200 125 2 3
3201-10,000. 200 3 4

10,001-00 315 7 8

i

SINGLE REDUCED
.

'.s

2-50 'ALL to 20 0 1

51-500 10 0 1

501-1200 32 0 1
'

81201-3200 50 1 2
'

3201-10,000 80 1 2
10,001-00 125 3 4

1 i

fSINGLE TICHTENED-

i
i-

0-80 -All 0 1 -!.

80-500 80 0 1 -

'

500-1200 125 0 1
-

1201-3200' 200 3_ 4 !
3201-10,000- 315 5 6 '-

10,001-00 .500 10 l'
*

,

.-

'h

Rev. 2, 6/10/83 '
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;
,

"

The specific PQCIs and total quantities of closed Inspection

Records to which these lot and sa=ple sizes apply are included in -
,

Appendix A to the Quality Verificatien Program. -
-

5.5 Determination of Lot Sizes: A reinspection lot is a collection of

units of product (closed inspection records of like activities)

from which a sample is drawn and inspected to determine conformance

with the acceptance criteria and may differ from a collectica of
,

units designated as a lot for other purposes such as production or j
'

4
procurement . The size of the lot is one of the factors that -<

.

determines the sample size to be used in sampling inspectien. For
t

this program the formation of each lot is planned to be at least i

4 ' -.- equal to the normal sample size fer'the entire population;, thus for !.,

a population of 1000, the minimum lot size would be 80; th'e op- [
i

timal lot size vould be 281 or greater. {
t

f'

!

. Normally the total quantity of th'e pepulatien vill not be a direct -
.

multiple of the lot size. After dividing the population quantity '!. |

,

.

(4 Mil-Edbk - 53 Para 6.L.1)

.

. -

,.,

. ,e

, ,

,

Rev.' 2, 6/10/83
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b i

by the lot quantity, any residual quantity may be ccubined with the
,

last lot, or be treated separately for saepling convenience so long,

.

as the samp.le size,is in accordance with MIL-STD-105D. Lots vill
_

be time centered. The purpose of this is to further enhance homoge-

-neity for each lot and to identify and isolate conditiens which may

j have occurred in specific time periods during construction of the

Midland Plant. This method of stratifying samples and lots, yields
- -

g,
.

1 .
imore information for corrective action than sampling the entire'

;
'

population. Quantities used for determining lot sizes will exclude

inspection records where reinspections have occurred, since this

will preclude counting the,sace item twice. A limited number of'

PQCI's cover like activities. These vill be grouped, where appro-

( priate, to provide a single population. An example of such group- {,

|~ t
ing would be PQCI's E-6.1 and RW-1.00, " Modification of. Electrical ;

1-

!
Equipment." {

5.6 Sample Selection: Samples will be selected by dividing the lot

size by the sample si:e indicated by MIL-STD-105D Tables I and IIA<

for normal sampling. For example, for a lot of 500, the -sample _ [
l'

size is 50. In this_gase any of the.first 10 irs and_.every tenth
{

IR for a specific PQCI would be selected for re'.*erification. This
;

assures randomness, since the manner of filing is totally indepen--

' dent of the . quality of the item and of .the person selec:ing:the

sample, and all irs have an equal chance of selection. It.alse

4 _ provides.a cross sectica as related to time, since the-irs are 1e
.

3 .

,

,.
Rev. 2, 6/10/83
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*

logged by the date they were opened. Where there are cultiple lots

of the same size, the same =ethod may be used, so that each sequent-
.

-
ial lot is ti=e_cente_ red vi_th t.he preceding lot and each item'

- -- . :-. .

sampled is time sequenced within the lot.

5.7 Substitution: Where accessibility is.found to inhibit inspecticn

cf attributes of ,a specific item intended for saeple reinspection,

the Executive Manager-MPQAD has sole authority to direct the
.

selection of a substitute random ites for reinspection from the

same lot, or in the evert that no item (s) is accessible for rein-

t

spection, a documentation review of the inaccessible item (s). i
, i

fJustification for this substitution vill be documented.

.(
s.

5.8 Increased or Reduced Samuling: The Executive Manager-M?QAD has

authority to direct 100% reinspectica at any point where the

ability to conduct a valid sample reinspection is determined to.be f

. impractical. Switching to reduced er tightened sampling vill -

require prior approval by the Executive Manager-MPQAD in accordance ,.

i

i
with criteria described in this plan. i-

I

i;
i

5.9 Treateene of neinsteetion Deficiencies in verification Sateling

i
Program: Deficiencies identified by reinspections vill be recorded '

.

on_ a nonconfor:cnce report and preeptly reported to M7QAD-QA and

others fer processing per procedure. The pcrty respensible for
.

recc= ending the initial disposition of the nonctnferrance vill |

|
-I |

' .. .

' t 1

I |
,
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,

*review the intended disposition with MPQAD-QA prior to further

processing of the nonconfor=ance. The purpose of this MPQAD-QA
_

review is to insure proper treat =ent of the nonconformance in the !
!

sampling analysis. Deficiencies determined to be acceptable to !
l

"use as is" will be evaluated by Project Engineering to determine !

whether the design criteria requirenent which the attribute failed

to meet will be modified to clarify the inspection requirement. If
I

Project F.ngineering modifies the requirenent on a generic basis, |
'the deficiency will be censidered " acceptable" for purpcscs of
i

sample analysis. The final decision as to whether the deficiency

censtitutes a sample defect will be made by the Executive Man-

ager-MPQAD. This decision anu its justification will be docu-
r

, mented.

5.10 Deficiencies Found Durine Reinsnectice of Documentation fer

Inaccessible Attributes: The verification process for inaccessible

attributes is discussed in Secticn 6.5 of the Quality Verification

Plan. 's n)ted in that section, any documentation deficiencies |.

will be noted on he verificatic: I?., entered on a ncnconformance i

repert and cross referenced to the origincl IR. The treatment of

sampled lots containing noncenfer:ances vill be. determined on a j

c'se by case basis 'and further verification requirements will be

deternined taking into account the' disposition of the nonconfor -

ing ccedition. f
,

- (- !

*

Rev. 2, c/10/83
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.

i'6.0 Documentation and Recorts

.

6.1 Documentation of Results: Results of sampling reinspection will be

documented on IR's and statused to specifically identify the PQCI,
1

the lot number, the quantity in the lot, the quantity inspected,

the quantity found acceptable, the NCR's identifying any deficien-

cies and the results of the nonconforcance disposition, and accept-

ability of the lot. *
.

t

|
6.2 Docunentation of Nonconf or=ances: Noncoefor=ing conditions will be . |

i .
!

reported and dispositioned in accordance with approved procedures.
'

"

.

Disposition of the nonconformances will include necessary actions,,

' '

; to be taken on the balance of the lot; e.g., screen balance of the

lot for the rejected attributes, or 100%. inspect the balance of the

lot. .

,

!
. . .. . :

6.3 Resorts: The results of the sampling plan for each lot related to

each PQCI will be included in reports cade by the CPCo 50F Quality .4 .
!.
9

'

; Control Superintendent and the Quality Assurance General Super-
" ~

!intendent QA as described in section 7.3 of the Quality Verifi- }
'

cation Program. ;-

,

7.0 Inplementation: This plan will be imple=ented as. directed by the'~

Executive Manager MPQAD. The organizational responsibilities cre the same
~

,

_
'as shevn in secticn S of the Quality Verification.?regra=. In additien, .|

( i

y2QAD E0? Quality Control shall have the respensibility cf sele: ting the - ].'"

IR's _ to be .sa: pled f rom lot 'si es predeter ined bv MPQAD-QA.

Rev.-2, 6/10/83 .
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: - VIEWGRAPH 1

!

**
.

i

NUCLEAR FACILITY INFORMATION

' UNIT 1 UNIT 2
.

; UTILITY CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY

i

| CPPR DATE 12/15/72 12/15/72
!

. ! POWER LEVEL 504 MWE 852 MWE
'

2452 MWT 2452 MWT-

REACTOR TYPE PWR PWR

ARCHITECT / ENGINEER BECHTEL BECHTEL

(ANN ARBOR) (ANN ARBOR)

NSSS VENDOR B&W B&W

CONSTRUCTOR BECHTEL BECHTEL;

i (ANN ARBOR) (ANN ARBOR)

!

| LOCATION ADJACENT TO SOUTHERN CITY LIMITS OF
i MIDLAND, MICHICAN

!
: DOW CHEMICAL COMPANY (IN CITY LIMITS)
I ACROSS RIVER FROM NUCLEAR FACILITY

2000 INDUSTRIAL WORKERS WITHIN ONE 111LE
*

51,000 RESIDENTS WITHIN FIVE..llILES

i

|

.

*e-- a%,++iy ws
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VIEWGRAPH 2;

'-

..
,

!

!

LICENSING SCHEDULE-
;

!
! UNIT 1 UNIT 2
2

|

|- SSER 8/83 (3RD SUPPLEMENT) SAME

'
HEARING IN PROGRESS SAME

(QA, S0ILS)
,

CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION

APPLICANT 2/85 10/84
,

NRC UNCERTAIN UNCERTAIN-

!
i APPLICANT'S PERCENT 85 85

CONSTRUCTION COMPLETE

1

4

f

4

- > + , ~ , - . .s ', , . . . . s , _ _ , , ,,

, . . - .. - . .- . . _ . . . , , . . ._ . _ -.
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VIEWGRAPH 3
-

.

!

CURRENT FACILITY STATUS

REMEDIAL S0ILS PROGRAM IN PROGRESS.

PERFORMED BY QUALIFIED SUBCONTRACTOR.

A/E BY BECHTEL.

QA/QC BY CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY (CPC)-

| THIRD PARTY OVERVIEW BY STONE AND WEBSTER.

i NRC CONTROL 0F WORK ACTIVITIES (ASLB ORDER).

t

OTHER SAFETY RELATED WORK STOPPED BY CPC ON 12/2/82 EXCEPT.

NSSS WORK.

HVAC WORK (NOW ALSO STOPPED).

POST SYSTEM TURNOVER WORK.

HANGER AND CABLE REINSPECTION.

DESIGN ENGINEERING.

SYSTEM LAYUP.

THIRD PARTY ID/CVP - THREE SYSTEMS-

! AFW SYSTEM (TERA CORP.) ( IN PROGRESS).

DG STANDBY ELECTRICAL SYSTEM.

CONTROL ROOM HVAC.

CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM (CCP) BEING DEVELOPED.

'

LATEST REVISION SUBMITTED TO NRC 6/3/83.

MAJOR CCP OBJECTIVES ARE:|
.

DETERMINE PRESENT INSTALLATION AND INSPECTION; ..

i STATUS; BRING INSPECTIONS UP TO DATE

VERIFY QUALITY OF COMPLETED WORK..

COMPLETE REWORK AND NEW WORK IN A QUALITY MANNER..

; INSPECTIONS BY CPC.MPQAD

A/E AND CONSTRUCTION BY BECHTEL.
,

THIRD PARTY OVERVIEW (STONE & WEBSTER PROPOSED)-

!

, 4

a . . . _ .~

m -
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's VIEWGRAPH 4'-

.

<
.

!

COMMISSION NOTIFICATIONS

, PN 03/79 SETTLEMENT AT DIESEL GENERATOR BUILDING

! EN & 12/79 ORDER MODIFYING CONSTRUCTION PERMITS

i NRC NEWS (SETTLEMENT OF DIESEL GENERATOR BUILDING)

! RELEASE
:

i

EN a PN 01/81 CIVIL PENALTY, HVAC, $38,000

ASLB ORDER 04/82 NRC AUTHORIZATION REQUIRED FOR NEW SOILS WORK
,

PN 06/82 CONSTRUCTION HALT REQUESTED PENDING NRC,

INVESTIGATION OF ALLEGATIONS

PN 08/82 STOP WORK ON REMEDIAL SOILS WORK

PN 09/82 STOP WORK ON REMEDIAL SOILS WORK'

PN g 12/82 MAJOR REDUCTION.IN SAFETY RELATED WORK

TELECON TO

COMMISSIONERS';

| ASSISTANTS

PN g EN 02/83 NRC STAFF PROPOSES $120,000 FINE FOR

QA VIOLATIONS AT MIDLAND:

|

| |
! l

|

I

|
1

-

. . . -... ._ .. . _. .
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VIEWGRAPH 4

: i

"
i

HISTORY AND HIGHLIGHTS

j SFRIES OF QA/QC PROBLEMS - 1972 THRU 1982 RESULTED IN:-

| ESCALATED ENFORCEMENT ACTION.

HEADQUARTERS NOTICE OF VIOLATION..

ASLB ORDERS; ..
,

ORDER TO MODIFY CONSTRUCTION PERMITSi ..

j CIVIL PENALTY..

EXTENDED SPECIAL INSPECTIONS.

! FREQUENT RIII MEETINGS WITH CPC TOP MANAGEMENT-

QA PROGRAM MODIFICATIONS MADE TO RESOLVE EACH MAJOR PROBLEM.

NRC/ LICENSEE BELIEVED EACH MODIFICATION WOULD-

RESOLVE DIFFICULTIES
!

JOINT INSPECTION BY RIII, RI, AND HQ PERSONNEL OF QA,'
.

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION - 5/77
,

: FOUND MIDLAND TYPICAL OF PLANTS IN OTHER REGIONS.

EARLY ASSIGNMENT OF RESIDENT INSPECTOR - 7/78-

EXCESSIVE SETTLEMENT OF SAFETY RELATED BUILDING FOUND.

BY LICENSEE - 9/78 l

!
RIII INITIATED REVIEW 0F MIDLAND STATUS AND RIII ACTIONS |

>
.

'
BY IE, NRR, ELD - 2/79

!. DETERMINED PROJECT WAS BEING PROPERLY HANDLED.

!
. NRC ORDER ISSUED ON SETTLEMENT OF SAFETY.RELATED STRUCTURES - 12//9 1

CPC CONTESTED ORDER AND REQUESTED HEARING-

CONSTRUCTION CONTINUED PENDING HEARING-

,

'

.- . . - - . . .-
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! VIEWGRAPH 5

..

HISTORY AND HIGHLIGHTS (CONTINUED)
&

,

SPECIAL NRC QA INSPECTION - 5/81' .

,

ASLB HEARING ON S0'IL SETTLEMENT AND QA COMMENCED - 7/81.

|

REGION III TESTIFIED TO ASLB - 7/81.

STATED QA PROBLEMS NOT INDICATIVE OF BREAKDOWN OF.

QA PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ,

!

ASLB ORDER REQUIRES CLOSE CONTROL OF REMEDIAL S0ILS WORK-

i BY NRC - 4/82
!
' SALP 2 - REVIEW HIGHLIGHTED ADDITIONAL, SIGNIFICANT QA/QC.

PROBLEMS, 4/82 )
:

RIII INITI ATES REVIEW OF ACTIONS TO DETERMINE CAUSE OF GA.

i PROBLEMS - 4/82

!

! ASLB NOTIFIED PREVIOUS NRC TESTIMONY ON QA WOULD BE f10DIFIED - 5/82.

1

FULL ACRS C011MITTEE BRIEFED ON HIDLAND QA - 6/82.

RIII CREATES MIDLAND SECTION - 7/82-

RIII/NRR MEET TO DISCUSS MIDLAND QA PROBLEMS - 7/82
{

.

RIII/NRR MEET WITH CPC TOP MANAGEMENT TO DISCUSS QA PROBLEMS -.

' 8/82 AND 9/82

STONE a WEBSTER BEGINS OVERVIEW 0F REMEDIAL S0ILS WORK - 9/82-

f. MIDLAND SECTION DOES EXTENSIVE INSPECTION OF SYSTEMS / COMPONENTS.

j IN DIESEL GENERATOR BUILDING - 10-11/82 -

!

!
.. . - . _. -. .
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VIEWGRAPH 6s

t

:. l

|

!

!

| i
i -

| HISTORY AND HIGHLIGHTS (CONTINUED)

LICENSEE STOPS SAFETY RELATED WORK, COMMITS TO CCP AND ID/CVP - 12/82.

,

LICENSEE SUBMITS PROPOSED CCP - 1/83.
, ,

4

NRC PROPOSES CIVIL PENALTY OF $120,000 FOR QA PROBLEMS - 2/83.

,' PUBLIC MEETING IN MIDLAND, MICHIGAN TO DISCUSS CCP - 2/83-

.

RIII APPROVES STONE AND WEBSTER CORPORATION FOR S0ILS THIRD.

PARTY OVERVIEW - 2/83

NRR APPROVES ID/CVP FOR AFW SYSTEM BY TERA CORPORATION - 5/83-
.

|'
,

a

'

s

'. |

|

l

t-
,

,

.
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VIEWGRAPH 7

.

,

'|

|
;

|

!

CONCLUSIONS-
|

:;

MIDLAND HAS EXPERIENCED REPEATED QA PROBLEMS-

!

NRC/ LICENSEE HAVE TAKEN ACTIONS TO RESOLVE THESE-

QA PROBLEMS AS THEY OCCURRED

AFTER SOME NECESSARY CHANGES, THE CCP WITH THIRD-

PARTY OVERVIEW AND NRC INSPECTION SHOULD IDENTIFY

| QUALITY PROBLEMS IN EXISTING CONSTRUCTION AND
: PROVIDE QUALITY IN NEW CONSTRUCTION AND ANY

NECESSARY REWORK

REMEDIAL SOILS WORK, AS PRESENTLY CONDUCTED WITH-

THIRD PARTY OVERVIEW AND APPROPRIATE NRC INSPECTION,

SHOULD BE ACCEPTABLE

i

i
.

.
-

,

y
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i
HISTORICAL PROBLEMS

'

1

i 1973 CADWELfS--

1976 REBAR--

.

1977 TENDON INSTALLATION--
,

BULGE IN CONTAINMENT LINER<

,

f 1978 -- S0ILS SETTLEMENT

HVAC |1979 --

i REACTOR ANCHOR STUDS

PIPE SUPPORTS AND HANGERS1981 --

ELECTRIC CABLE' ROUTING

QC INSPECTIONS (QC SUPERVISORS INSTRUCTING QC1982 --

INSPECTORS TO SUSPEND INSPECTIONS IF EXCESSIVEi

DEFICIENCIES WERE FOUND)
:

I BREAKDOWN IN QA

'

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BRAWINGS AND AS-BUILT

CONDITIONS OF PLANT
,

DESIGN DOCUMENT CONTROL PROBLEMS

DESIGN CONTROL PROBLEMS

CONTROL PANEL TERMINATION PROBLEMS

ELECTRICAL CABLE SEPARATION PROBLEMS

CONTROL 0F WELDING PREHEAT TEMP
2

- CONTROL 0F NONCONFORMING CONDITIONS

.

'I

' h' .

i*

.
. - . . .. -. - -
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TYPICAL HARDWARE PROBLEMS

FOUNDATION BOLT WASHERS NOT INSTALLED

i

ELECTRICAL . PULL BOXES WRONG SIZE

RACEWAY SUPPORTS WRONG SIZE

j DIESEL GENERATOR MUFFLER SUPPORT BOLT SLOTS FLAME CUT

!
DIESEL GENERATOR MUFFLER JACKING PLATES NOT INSTALLED

!

| GUSSET PLATE THICKNESSES WRONG

;

I GUSSET PLATES WERE WELDED INSTEAD OF BOLTED

!
!

BRACIllG ANGLES WRONG SIZE

BEAM-TO-BEAM CONNECTIONS WERE BOLTED INSTEAD OF WELDED
,

COLUMN COVER PLATES NOT INSTALLED PROPERLY
'

RIP-RAP BREAKING APART

ELECTRICAL TERMINATIONS HAD BROKEN STRANDS

i 4
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l
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ENFORCEMENT NOTIFICATIONS (1980 - 6/83)-

, 4

f JANUARY 2, 1981 EN 80-58 ZACK HVAC $38,000

!

i FEBRUARY 3, 1983 EN 83-07 QA BREAKDOWN $120,000
|, INSPECTIONS
.

I
i

!
'

1
!

!

.

e

-!
;
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PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATIONS (3/80 - 12/82) )

MARCH 26, 1980 FIRE IN TRAILER C0f1 PLEX

MAY 2, 1980 FAILED PIPE WHIP RESTRAINT BOLTS

?
' MAY 30, 1980 INCONSISTENCIES IN ENGINEERING DRAWINGS

| JANUARY 19, 1981 FAULTY INSTALLATION OF INTERNAL VENT VALVES

i
I MARCH 23, 1981 BOMB THREAT

:

JUNE 28, 1981 CONSTRUCTION HALT REQUESTED PENDING NRC

INVESTIGATION OF ALLEGATIONS

JULY 22, 1982 NEWS MEDIA INTEREST IN HVAC ALLEGATIONS

JULY 30, 1982 ZACK COMPANY DOCUMENTATION PROBLEMS

i

-| AUGUST 12, 1982 STOP WORK ON REMEDIAL S0ILS WORK
i

j SEPTEMBER 20, 1982 DEFECTIVE RADIATION MONITORING MODULES

SEPTEMBER 27, 1982 STOP WORK ORDER ON REMEDIAL S0ILS WORK

OCTOBER 29, 1982 IMPROPER ELECTRICAL CABLE SUBSTITUTIONS

|
DECEMBER 1, 1982 INADEQUATE HVAC WELDER CERTIFICATION AND

PROCEDURE QUALIFICATION

DECEMBER 3, 1982 MAJOR REDUCTION IN SAFETY-RELATED WORK

|
:

|
I

.,. . . . . . . . .
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PRESS RELEASES (8/82 - 6/83)

AUGUST 3, 1982 NRC PREHEARING CONFERENCE FOR MIDLAND

t
I AUGUST 10, 1982 NRC ISSUES FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

ON MIDLAND

!
| OCTOBER 26, 1982 NOTE TO EDITORS AND NEWS DIRECTORS:

ASLB HEARING RESUMED

JANUARY 29, 1983 NOTE TO EDITORS AND NEWS DIRECTORS:;

; MEETING IN MIDLAND (ENFORCEMENT)

; FEBRUARY 8, 1983 NRC STAFF PROPOSES $120,000 FINE FOR

j QA VIOLATIONS AT HIDLAND

i APRIL 5, 1983 NOTE TO EDITORS: HEARING RESCHEDULED

i

.
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BOARD NOTIFICATIONS (9/82 - 6/83)
' -

SEPTEMBER 1, 1982 RECOMMENDATION FOR NOTIFICATION OF LICENSING BOARD

REGARDING A POTENTIAL PART 21 REPORT FROM THE ZACK
COMPANY

SEPTEMBER 28, 1982 BOARD NOTIFICATION (82-98) REGARDING QC
RECERTIFICATION PROGRAM

! SEPTEMBER 28, 1982 BOARD NOTIFICATION (82-90) REGARDING WELDS IN THE
MAIN CONTROL PANEL

NOVEMBER 1, 1982 RECOMMENDATION FOR NOTIFICATION OF LICENSING BOARD

REGARDING THE INSTALLATION OF UNDERSIZED CABLES
.

| NOVEMBER 24, 1982 BOARD NOTIFICATION (82-105) REGARDING AN ALLEGED

DESIGN DEFICIENCY IN ASME CODE CLASS 1 PIPING

i
DECEMBER 1, 1982 RECOMMENDATION FOR NOTIFICATION OF LICENSING

'

BOARD REGARDING HVAC WELDER QUALIFICATIONS AND

PROCEDURES

DECEMBER 3, 1982 RECOMMENDATION FOR NOTIFICATION OF LICENSING

BOARD REGARDING THE REDUCTION IN THE AMOUNT

OF SAFETY RELATED WORK DUE TO DIESEL GENERATOR

BUILDING INSPECTION

DECEMBER 3, 1982 BOARD NOTIFICATION (82-125) REGARDING THE ACRS
EVALUATION OF PWR FLOW BLOCKAGE

DECEMBER 7, 1982 BOARD NOTIFICATION (82-126) REGARDING WORK

STOPPAGE OF HVAC WELDING AND REDUCTION IN

OTHER SAFETY RELATED WORK

DECEMBER 30, 1982 BOARD NOTIFICATION (82-122) REGARDING THE USGS

POSITION ON THE CHARLESTON EARTHQUAKE-

.

e.4%. ew ,-,-,# = = + - --
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}' JANUARY 7, 1983 BOARD NOTIFICATION (83-02) REGARDING APPARENT

DEFICIENCIES IN CLASS 1E CABLE TRAY AND CONDUITi

SUPPORT MATERIAL :

j JANUARY 11, 1983 BOARD NOTIFICATION (82-123) REGARDING USGS

j OPEN FILE REPORT ON "PROBABILISTIC ESTIMATE OF,

MAXIMUM ACCELERATION AND VELOCITY IN ROCK IN'

'
THE U.S."

FEBRUARY 17, 1983 BOARD NOTIFICATION (83-13) REGARDING EGsG

i DRAFT REPORT

;
! FEBRUARY.18, 1983 FOLLOWUP INFORMATION ON APPARENT DEFICIENCIES

i IN CABLE TRAY AND CONDUIT SUPPORT MATERIAL

FEBRUARY 18, 1983 BOARD NOTIFICATION (83-16) REGARDING THE
NOTICE OF VIOLATION AND PROPOSED IMPOSITION

'

OF CIVIL PENALTY

i FEBRUARY 18, 1983 BOARD NOTIFICATION (83-21) REGARDING THE

EFFECTIVENESS OF AUXILIARY FEEDWATER PIPING

f MARCH 18, 1983 RECOMMENDATION FOR NOTIFICATION OF LICENSING
;

BOARD REGARDING THE MAC REPORT'

;

MARCH 23, 1983 BOARD NOTIFICATION (83-39) REGARDING THE MAC

REPORT

:

APRIL 4, 1983 BOARD NOTIFICATION (83-44) REGARDING UNRESOLVED

SAFETY. ISSUE A-17_ |
|

MAY 3, 1983 BOARD NOTIFICATION (83-57) REGARDING DIFFERING

PROFESSIONAL OPINION CONCERNING SYSTEMS

i'- INTERACTION AND SAFETY CLASSIFICATION =
t

MAY 13, 1983 RECOMMENDATION FOR NOTIFICATION OF LICENSING'
'

BOARD REGARDING REMEDIAL SOILS CONCERNS

.
.

:

. . . - r
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MAY 2% '1983 RECOMMENDATION FOR NOTIFICATION OF LICENSING' 'l'
'! BOARD REGARDING REMEDIAL SOILS CONCERNS,

T. , t
,

. . -. .

. _ ,
1 , ,,

'MAY 24, 1983 FOCLOWUPEVALUATIONANDRESOLUTIONTOBOARD-.

N'0TIFICATION (83-21) ;
'

i

) -

BOARDNOIIFICATION(83-70)REGARDINGTHE

- ,

MAY.;2, 4, 1983' 7.t, .

o -

VIOLATION OF HOLD TAGS DURING REMEDIAL S0ILSi i
,

W'RK
.

>'? ' e ,1 O
'

3

>
>

, ., ;,.

?,, : .

' JUNE 1,1983' FOLLOWUP INFORMATION ON ZACK PART 21 REPORT
'

'

,' REGARDING WELDER RECORD DISCREPANCIES
'

'
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I- DAILY REPORTS (6/82 - 6/83)

JUNE 4, 1982 NON-CLASS 1E TRANSMITTERS MOUNTED ON NON-SEISMIC

BRACKETS WHICH HAVE IMPULSE LINES CONNECTED TO1
'

PRIMARY COOLANT SYSTEM

AUGUST 5, 1982 PUBLIC SALP MEETING
,

,

AUGUST 10, 1982 ENFORCEMENT CONFERENCE TO DISCUSS THE APPARENT
'

BOARD ORDER VIOLATION

AUGUST 11, 1982 MEETING REGARDING THE APPARENT BOARD ORDER

VIOLATION

AUGUST 26, 1982 MEETING REGARDING THE MIDLAND 0A PROGRAM

!

SEPTEMBER 2, 1982 MEETING TO DISCUSS THE LICENSEE'S REGULATORY

IMPROVEMENT FROGRAM

i

SEPTEMBER 8, 1962 MEETING IN HEADQUARTERS TO DISCUSS S0ILS ISSUES

SEPTEMBER 15, 1982 MEETING TO DISCUSS S0ILS ISSUES
,

SEPTEMBER 20, 1982 50.55(E) REPORT REGARDING THE VICT0REEN

RADIATIOyMONITORINGSYSTEM

'

SEPTEMBER 27, 1982 LICENSEE ISSUED A REMEDIAL S0ILS STOP WORK
:

SEPTEMBER 29,-1982 MANAGEMENT MEETING TO DISCUSS MIDLAND QC-

AND ORGANIZATION

.

OCTOBER 13, 1982 DIESEL GENERATOR BUILDING INSPECTION ANN 0UNCEMENT
!

OCTOBER 25, 1982 MEETING TO DISCUSS THIRD PARTY REVIEW

OCTOBER 29,-1982- 50,55(E) REPORT REGARDING UNAUTHORIZED
.

! SUBSTITUTION OF CLASS 1E ELECTRICAL CABLES :|
~

l

_ . . .
I

. _ - . . _

_ -
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I. NOVEMBER 8, 1982 50.55(E) REPORT REGARDING A NONCONSERVATIVE

DESIGN UTILIZING SHEAR LUGS

NOVEMBER 17, 1982 50.55(E) REPORT REGARDING FRAZZLE ICE IN THE
SERVICE WATER POND

t

| NOVEMBER 17, 1982 50.55(E) REPORT REGARDING THE POTENTIAL
OVERPRESSURIZATION OF AFW SUCTION PIPING.

DECEMBER 2, 1982 50.55(E) REPORT REGARDING HVAC QA INADEQUACIES

DECEMBER 3, 1982 REDUCTION IN THE AMOUNT OF WORK ON SITE

DECEMBER 6, 1982 50.55(E) REPORT REGARDING VENDOR SUPPLIED

ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT'

i

i DECEMBER 13, 1982 SIX SECURITY GUARDS SUSPENDED OR DISMISSED
'

DUE TO DRUG USE

DECEMBER 13, 1982 PIER 12 S0ILS WORK AUTHORIZED

JANUARY 5, 1983 50.55(E) REPORT REGARDING TINNERMAN SPEED NUTS,

JANUARY 12, 1983 INDETERMINATE MATERIAL FOR AFW HEADER

JANUARY 13, 1983 50.55(E) REPORT REGARDING THE SEISMIC

QUALIFICATION FOR ELECTRICAL CABINETS IN
THE CONTROL. ROOM

JANUARY 17, 1983 50.55(E) REPORT REGARDING OPERATIONS' WAREHOUSE

FACILITIES

APRIL 8, 1983 DRUG USE-IN PARKING LOT

j APRIL 12,'1983 TOOLS CONFISCATED FROM EMPLOYEE'S RESIDENCE

1

|
APRIL 12, 1983' LAY 0FF 0F ZACK WORKERS DUE TO LACK 0F WORK

' APRIL 13, 1983 MEETING TO DISCUSS THE TERA . PROPOSAL-

. - - - - . .

_

%
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* ' APRIL 19, 1983 CASELOAD FORECAST PANEL MEETING

! APRIL 20, 1983 50.55(E) PEPORT REGARDING UPPER CDRE BAflREL

SUPPORT BOLTING

MAY 16, 1983 SUSPENSION OF REMEDIAL S0ILS WORK DUE TO

! HOLD TAG VIOLATION

MAY 18, 1983 STATEMENT BY EMPLOYEE REGARDING B0MB IN BRIEFCASE

!
'
.
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HISTORY OF THE HIDLAND PROCEEDING PRIOR TO
THE 12-6-79 ORDER MODIFYING CONSTRUCTION PERMITS

1/13/69 - application for construction permits.

6/21/71 - 7/23/71 - C.P. safety hearing.
;

5/17/72 - 6/15/72 - C.P. environmental hearing.
4

12/14/72 - C.P. Initial Decision - 5 AEC 214.
|

12/15/72 - construction permits issued.

3/26/73 - the Appeal Board issued ALAB-106, 6 AEC 182, commenting
adversely on QA at Midland and imposing reporting QA
requirements.

4

| 5/18/73 - ALAB-123, 6 AEC 331 - decision on the merits of the
' construction permit proceeding.

I

i 5/23/73 - construction permits amended with respect to QA reporting
requirements.

;- 7/16/74 - 7/18/74 - Show Cause proceeding - QA and cadwelding,

i

9/25/74 - Initial Decision in the show cause proceeding. There is,

i
_

reasonable assurance that QA will be in compliance with the.
Commission requirements. LBP-74-71, 8 AEC 584.

7/21/76 - Aeschliman v. NRC, 547 F.2d 622. Intervenor's appeal of the
December 14, 1972 Licensing Board Initial Decision authorizing
the issuance of construction permits. For a variety of
reasons, the Aeschliman court remanded the case to the NRC.

.-

11/30/76 - 5/13/77 - the " suspension proceeding" which was held to
- determine whether to continue, modify or suspend the
construction permits pending the outcome of the " remand
proceeding" ordered in Aeschliman. The " remand proceeding" was

| to address the merits of the issues remanded in Aeschliman.

9/23/77 - LBP 77-57, 6 NRC 482,- the licensing board decision related to
,.

, ,. 4.m. - - . ....+---.4 > .-=.,ww. U w.-w ww w -*- *m + '~ +**M-**^^-- '**

t -

e - , - - - - , - -- - --n y ,n.-w ---- . , ~ . - a.-



_ - - _ . _ _ _

.

*
.

.

,

-

.. .

|

' -2-

the " suspension proceeding" - no suspension was ordered
"pending the outcome of the remand proceeding." In this'

decision the Licensing Board referred to evidence that the
licensee had considered conducting its share of the suspension
proceeding in such a way as to not disclose important factc to
the Board.i

!

; 2/14/78 - ALAB-458' 7 NRC 155, affirmed LBP-77-57. The Appeal Board,

stated its " expectation" that the matters referred to by the
Licensing Board in LBP-77-57 would be " fully aired andt

resolved."

f 4/3/78 - Vermont Yankee v. NRDC, 435 U.S. 519, reversed and remanded the
July 1976 Aeschliman decision but had no impact on the' ;

j " expectation" expressed by the Appeal Board in ALAB-458.
$

[
July 1978 - soil settlement problem discovered by Consumers Power

| Company.
1

'
,

' August 1978 - NRC was advised by CPC of the settlement problem.

i 7/2/79 - 7/31/79 - the "resand proceeding" which " aired" the matter
'

referred to by the Appeal Board (ALAB-458) involving possible
license misconduct.

i
: 12/6/79 - Order Modifying Construction Permits.

9/9/82 - ALAB-691 affirmed Licensing Board decision not to impose
sanctions.

-

..

,
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SIGNIFICANT EVENTS DURING THE MIDLAND OL-0M EVIDENTIARY PROCEEDING*

1 December 6, 1979 Order Modifying Construction Permits '

{ (This is the Order that started this Proceeding)
i ,

! October 24, 1980 Prehearing Conference Order ruling on contentions
and on consolidation of proceedings. OM/0L
proceedings are consolidated. Stamiris admitted to
OM proceeding. Sharon Warren also admitted into OM
proceeding with three contentions. (She later
withdrew from proceeding.) Mr. Marshall's admission
in OM proceeding denied but as a party to the OL'

proceeding was permitted to participate in OM
proceeding to the extent the two proceedings were

j consolidated.
,

.

i February 27, 1981 Prehearing Conference Memorandum (conference held
! January 28-29, 1981). Sets schedules for discovery,
1 motions for summary dispositions and hearings.

May 5, 1981 Prehearing Conference Order (conference held April 27,
} 1981). Ruled on Applicant's motion to defer consi-

deration of seismic issues until the OL, Recognized
i Sharon Warren's withdrawal as an intervenor.

June 12, 1981 Memorandum and Order resolving discovery disputes
between Applicant and Ms. Stamiris and establishing
deadline for filing TMI-related contentions.

July 7-17, 1981 Evidentiary hearina on Intervenor contentions.

- August 4-13, 1981 Evidentiary hearing on Intervenor contentions.
I

1 October 13-16, 1981 Evidentiary hearina on Midland site specific response
spectra, stability of cooling pond dikes slopes.

October 27, 1981 Licensing Board memorandum and order granting-
Applicant's request that hearing scheduled for
November 16-24, be postponed until 1982.

December _ 1-3, 1981 Evidentiary hearina involving remedial measures for
- the auxiliary building and feedwater isolation valve
pits.

Dec. 14-17, 1981' Evidentiary hearina involving the dynamic and static-
models for Category I structures founded on fill-
material. Testimony on the SALP program and .
testimony on QA program._-

-

s

!

~
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February 2, 1982 A one day session limited to addressing the recent
reorganization of the Midland project quality
assurance department.

Feb. 16-19, 1982 Evidentiary hearing involving remedial measures for
the borated water storage tanks (BWST); static and
dynamic bearing capacity of the footings of the
borated water storage tanks; long term settlement of
.the tanks under design load; evaluation of borated'

water storage tanks for stresses incurred under
uneven support with conditions resulting from soils
settlement and consequent distortion of the ring
walls that support the BWSTs; the present condition
of the underground seismic Category I piping at the
Midland plant regarding the ability of the piping to
withstand postulated design conditions, including
design basis SSE and regarding the ability to monitor;

the piping over the life of the plant.;
'

t
'

April 30, 1982 Memorandum and Order resulting in construction permits
being amended to require that the permit holder obtain
explicit prior approval from the NRC Staff before

i proceeding with certain soils-related activities and
that these activities shall be controlled by a,

i staff-approved quality assurance plan.

June 29, 1982 NRC Staff counsel's letter to the Licensing Board
advising that it was Region III's opinion that the

i Staff's QA testimony of the summer of 1981 must be
j supplemented.
j

- I July 7, 1982 Memorandum and Order reopening the record on QA
matters and establishing schedule for prehearing
conference and discovery with respect to either newly
proposed OL contentions or contentions to be
rewritten after discovery.

August 14, 1982 Prehearing Conference Order ruling on new
contentions.

Nov. 15-23, 1982 Evidentiary hearina involving the bearing capacity,
seismic shakedown of the DGB, piping (corrosion)
the service water pump structure, liquifaction and
dewatering.

Dec.'6-10, 1982 Evioentiary hearina involving the adequacy of the
diesel generator building.

! December 30, 1982 Memorandum and Order ruling on rewritten contentions
'

!- of Mary Sinclair. (Originally submitted in the OL
proceeding and considered by the Board in its'

, - - ,
,
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February 23, 1979 OL prehearing conference order).

Feb. 14-18, 1983 Evidentiary hearing involving Judge Harbour's
questions concerning quality assurance in the

j underpinning; drilling incidents; loose sands;
seismic shakedown of auxiliary building; and seismici

i, Category I analysis of duct banks.
,

; March 8-11, 1983 Ividentiary hearing involving 2 OL issues: 1)
|
,

.

cooling pond thermal performance and the effects of ,

i fogging and icing, and 2) water hammer. '

i March 28 -
;

April 1, 1983 Evidentiary hearing involving 2 OL issues:' i

1) severe accident evaluation, and 2) steam tube*

,
'

| integrity.

} April 27 -
I May 6, 1983 Evidentiary hearing involving supplemental testimony

of Cook, Gardner, Landsman and Shafer with respect to
quality assurance and the testimony of James G.
Keppler with respect to quality assurance (this is4

| the testimony that the Staff filed on October 28,
1982 and supplemented again on March 25, 1983 witht

respect to the reopened quality assurance hearings).
,

June 1-10, 1983 Evidentiary hearing involving the continuation of the
testimony of Landsman, Cook, Gardner and Shafer.

i Also, the testimoy of Gilray, Landsman'and Shafer
| with respect to MPQP 1 and HPQP 2 QA program,

specifically with respect to remedial soils. On
June 4, 1983 CPC testimony concerning MPQP 1 and MPQ
P 2 and the testimony of James Mooney to describe
third party overview of QA and to bring up to date
the current status of soils construction. On
Wednesday, June 8, 1983 NRC began testimony with
respect to the cable pulling or instrumentation and
whether or not the NRC was mislead by the statements
e! Bechtel employee Boos.

|
. 1

l

|
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February 23, 1979 OL prehearing conference order). ;

i

Feb. 14-18, 1983 Evidentiary hearing involving Judge Harbour's
1 questions concerning quality assurance in the
] underpinning; drilling incidents; loose sands; |

i seismic shakedown of auxiliary building; and seismic
i Category I analysis of duct banks.

|
March 8-11, 1983 . Evidentiary hearing involving 2 OL issues: 1)

.

i cooling pond thermal performance and the effects of
fogging and icing, and 2) water hammer.

March 28 -
, i
t i April 1, 1983 Evidentiary hearing involving 2 OL issues:

1) severe accident evaluation, and 2) steam tube
,

|
integrity.

.

| April 27 -
' May 6, 1983 Evidentiary hearing involving supplemental testimony

of Cook, Gardner, Landsman and Shafer wita respect to
,

quality assurance and the testimony of James G.,

Keppler with respect to quality assurance (this is,
'

j the testimony that the Staff filed on October 28,
1982 and supplemented again on March 25, 1983 with

,

respect to the reopened quality assurance hearings).

June 1-10, 1983 Evidentiary hearing involving the' continuation of the.
testimony of' Landsman, Cook, Gardner and Shafer.'

j Also, the testimoy of Gilray, Landsman and Shafer-
! with respect to MPQP 1 and MPQP 2 QA program,

,

I specifically with respect to remedial soils. On
J June 4, 1983 CPC testimony concerning MPQP 1 and MPQ

P 2 and the testimony of James Mooney to describe
third party overview of QA and to bring up to date
the current status of soils construction. On.

Wednesday, June 8, 1983 NRC began testimony with
respect to the cable pulling or instrumentation and
whether or not the NRC was mislead by the statements

j of Bechtel employee Boos.
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ANALYSS
:

!
of

CONSUMERS POWER COMPAb Y'Si

,

PROP'OSED CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PLAN

i

By the

GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT

CITIZENS CLINIC

On behalf of the

LONE TREE COUNCIL

Presented to the

! NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
i
j AT MIDLAND, MICHIGAN
!
' ~ February 8.1983

Prepared by:

Billie Pirner Garde Director, Citizens Clinic
Thomas Devine, Legal Director'

Marya C. Young, Investigative Staff-

Govemment Accountability Project of the*

Institute for Policy Studies
1901 Que Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20009
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ANALYSIS

.

I Of

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY'S

PROP'OSED CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PLAN

.

By the

GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT

CITIZENS CLINIC

On behalf of the

LONE TREE COUNCIL

Presented to the

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
i

! AT MIDLAND, MICHIGAN
!

|
February 8.1983

Prepared by:

Billie Pirner Garde. Director, Citizens Clinic
Thomas Devine, Legal Director
Marya C. Young, Investigative Staff-

. Govemment Accountability Project of the*

Institute for Policy Studies
.

1901 Que Street, N. W.

f
Washington, D. C. 20009
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program of multi-level assistance for government employees, citizens and corporate

employees who report illegal, wasteful or improper actions. GAP also regularly monitors
,

! governmental reforms,' offers expertise to Executive Branch offices'and agencies, and state
i

I and local governmental bodies, and responds to requests by Congress and state legislatures

for analysis of legislation to make government more accountable to the public.

| In March 1982, GAP's Citizens Clinic became cctively involved with the Midland
I

Nuclear Power Plant, The Lone Tree Council asked GAP to pursue allegations from'

,

workers of major problems at the Midland plant. _After our preliminary investigation, we

compiled six affidavits which we filed with the NRC on June 29,1982 Since then we have

filed four additional affidavits resulting from the heating / ventilation / air conditioning (HVAC)
I system % quality assurance breakdown revelations. We are also preparing an expanded

affidavit from one of_our original witnesses, Mr. E. Ear 1 Kent, who has alleged serious
,

.

geldine constyrtfon problems at the Midland site. Other alarming allegations, ranging
1 i

from security system breakdowns to worker safety problems, have come to our attention

recently. As a result, we have expandsd.purlnvestigat_lon of the Mid_ land plant.
,

In October and November 1982, GAP participated in two other public meetings at

NRC offices in Bethesda, Maryland. These meetings dealt with Consumers' proposals to
i

the NRC Staff on a soils remedial construction implementation audit and an independent

review program that was to assure the Staff of construction quality and the "as-built"

i condition of the facility. GAP submitted its analysis of the September 17 and October 5

proposals in October 27 and November 11 letters, respectively. The GAP comments re- -

vealed substantial weaknesses in the programs, inadequate information to judge program
4

adequacy, and basic lack of independence of the proposed main independent review con-

tractors.

Following those meetings, the NBC Staff-- (1) rejected the Management Analysis

(N o Corporation (MAC) due to lack of independence; (2) requested that the Terra Corporation
eV review a second safety system in its " vertical slice" plan; (3) requested expansion of the.

review of the "as-built" condition of the plant; and (4) failed to take a position on the Stone -

& Webster audit of soll underpinning work.
,

In late November the NRC Region III Special Section on the Midland plant completed

.
an extensive inspection of the hardware and materials in the nuclear plant's diesel gene-

[ rator building. According to NRC public statements, this inspection revealed major
i

.
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problems related to the quality assurance of the plant and included an extensive backlog

of quality assurance / quality hontrol documentation,' inability to provide materials trace-
j
- ability, unquallfled and/or uncertified welders, and other serious problems.
I
i Yet, in spite.of the major revelations of inadequate construction practices, in late

December QStaff permitted soils remedial work to begin., It is GAP's position,

)V well known to the Staff, that this premature approval violates the June 1982 request of the

Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACBS) to NRC Chairman Nunzio Palladino.

The June 8 letter further states that ACRS would defer its own " recommendation regarding

! operation at full power until we have had the opportunity to review the plan for' an audit of

plant quality... ." This assessment, according to the letter, should include "... Midland's

design adequacy and construction quality with emphasis on installed electrical, control,

i and mechanical equipment as well as piping and foundation... design and construction

problems, their disposition, and the overall effectiveness of the effort to assure appropriate

quality. "

Finally, in the past two months GAP has continued its attempt to determine the

seriousness of the situation and the adequacy of proposed solutions for the Midland plant.

Our efforts at working with the Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE) and Office of

Investigation (OI) staffs have been frustrating. For example, although NRC letters and

public presentations responding to GAP's October 22 and November 11 requests were

informative, they failed to provide the key methodology.necessary to assess the adequacy

of the program. When GAP investigators attempted to pursue the questions at the public

1 meeting, they were told "to allow the NRC time to ask for those documents." (NBC Public
,

Meeting, Bethesda, Maryland, November 5,1982.) Subsequently, GAP repeated the request
, '

>

in its November 11 letter. Over two-and-one-half months after the original request, GAPq

t ' finally received the NRC's response: "You may wish to request access to the documents
p~ #

j s

, from Consumers Power." (December 14, 1982 letter fr'om James G. Keppler to Billie'

. b Garde.) - -

- It is clear that the NRC Staff plans to evade or ignore public requests for the minimum

information necessary to complete e responsible review of the proposed independent audit..
I

Our experiences at the William H. Zimmer, plant in Ohio and at the LaSalle plant in-
|

Illinois have led us to be extremely skeptical of the NRC Staff's conclusions about the

i- -- safety of nuclear power plants. In those cases the Staff either deliberately covered up or -
' !

!
'
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missed major OA violations at plants 97% and 100% complete, respectively. To illustrate,
' '

after the Staff virtually' ignored GAP analysis and granted approval for full power operations;

f at LaSalle, the plant was able to operate for less than 24 hours before being shutdown due
' to a hardware breakdown. At Zimmer, the Staff-epproved Quality Confirmation Plan was

so ineffective that on November 12,1982 the Commission suspended all safety-related

construction..

As a result, there is no basis for confidence in an NRC-approved CCP on faith.
~

|
The basis for this extraordinary remedy must be full disclosed, as well as the methodology

for an independent review. In order to accomplish this goal, he Regional Administrator

should be suspending all construction until the above recommendations (infra, at 1) are
,

e incorporated into the Construction Permit ~

II. GROUNDS FOR SUSPENSION OF A CONSTRUCTION PERMIT

A. Legal R equirements

The law gives the Commission broad discretion to revoke, suspend or modify the

construction permit of an NRC licensee. 42 U.S.C.12236 states that:

A license or construction permit may be revoked,' suspended or
modified in whole or in part, for any material false statement in the
application for license or in the supplemental or other statement of'

fact required by the applicant; or because of conditions revealed by
the application for license or statement of fact or any report, record,
inspection, or other means which would warrant the Commission to,

I refuse to grant a license on an original application; or for failure to
construct or operate a facility in accordance with the terms of the
construction permit or license or the technical specifications in the
application; or for the violation of or failure to observe any of the
terms and provisions of this chapter or of any regulation of the
Commission.t

Part 50.100 of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations states the same criteria fori
"

the revocation, suspension or modification of a construction permit.

The NRChhas a mandatory duty to exercise this authority when necessary. According

to the decision in Natural Resources Defense Council v. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis-

|
sion, 582 F.2d 166 (2nd Cir.1978), under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, the NRC is |

|
required to determina that there will be adequate protection of the health and safety of the

public. The issue of safety must be resolved before the Commission issues a construction'

permiti- (Porter Cty. Ch. of Izaak Walton League v. Atomic Energy Commission, 515 F.2d Ii
. t

s
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513, 524 (7th Cir.1975).)

B. Criteria to Exerci e Discretion-

According to 10 C.F.R. 52.202, the NRC "may. institute a proceeding to modify,

suspend, or revoke a license or for such other action as may be proper by serving on the

licensee an order to show cause which ' vill: (1) allege the violat!ons with which the licensee
,

is charged, or the pote.ntially hazardous conditions or other facts deemed to be sufficient

ground for the proposed action." As interpreted by the Proposed General Statement of

Policy and Procedure for Enforcement Actions, published in the Federal Register, 44 Fed.

R_eg 66754, Oct. 7,1980 (10 C.F.R.Il2.202, 2.204), suspending orders can be used to

remove a threat to the public health and safety, the common defense and securityor the

) environment. More specifically, suspension orders can be issued to stop facility con-

f struction when further work would preclude or signiticantly hinder the identification and

correction of an improperly constructed safety-related system or component; or if the

licensee's quality assurance program implementation is not adequate and effective to provide

confidence that construction activities are being properly carried out. Moreover, orders

can be issued when the licensee has not responded adequately to other enforcement action

or when the licensee interferes with the conduct of an inspection or investigation or for anyi

,

reason not mentioned above for which license revocation is legally authorized. In order to

I,

help determine the significance of violations within this list, the Commission established

" severity categories" ranging from the most fundamental structurat flaws (Severity I), to

minor technicelities (Severity VI). 44 Fed.R_eg. at 66758-59.

Region III's enforc'ement criteria are consistent with these guidelines. For example,

in a February 26, 1981 meeting on the Zimmer plant, Regional Administrator Keppler

explained that if there is faulty construction and the program to control the problem is i-

inadequate, there is no choice but to stop the project. This criterion was illustrated'

through the example of an across-the-board breakdown in a quality assurance program.

(February 26,1981 Transcript of Taped Meeting Between Members of the Region III Staff
I ~ of the Government Accountability Project and Mr. Thomas Applegate,and Representative

at 127,129.)

f C. Specific Bases for Suspension

The Region III Staff has characterized the problems at Midland as both extremah* $'

serious and directly relating to a quality assurance breakdown. (Detroit ,Fru Press,

. .

$ 1
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December 5,1982.)

In light of two previous amendments to Mr. Keppler's testimony before the Atomic
'

Safety and Licensing Board and a pending third revision, it is apparent that the only course
' of action available to the NRC is to modify the construction permit now, before construction

resumes.

!,

1. Safetv-related defects

GAP's review cd inspection reports, interviews with nuclear workcrs, and review of

the ASLB hearing testimony reveals an historical pattern of increasingly significant safety-

f related problems at Midland, including failures to comply with the law and NBC regulations,

| as well as to correct past non-compliances.

Although the GAP investigation and analysis of NRC records is far from complete,*

'

significant threats to the safety of the Midland plant include the following:

a. Welder qualification

10 C.F.R. 50, Appendix B, Criterion IX requires--

Measures shall be es.tablished to assure th9t special processes,
including weldirg, heat treating, and nondestructive testing, are
controlled and accomplished by qualified personnel using qualified
procedures in accordance with applicable codes, standards, spect-
fications, criteria, and other special requirements.

At Midland welder qualification problems are well known to the public. On December 2,

{
1982 Consumers laid off all of the welders of the Zack Company. They were trained by a

| vendor, Photon Testing, that was not NRC-approved. Althougn Consumers has publicly

characterized this as "only a paper work problem" (Norman Saari to local NBC Channel 5

television, January 1982), it remains a serious unanswered question about the Midland

plant. Until the public knows the extent of " uncertified / unqualified welders, it is virtually _

; impossible to determine the adequacy of any plan -- short of a 100% reinspection of all __-

unqualified welds performed by welders whose qualifications have not been verified.

2 Documentation and care of welding equipment

| As seen above, Criterion IX requires careful verified maintenance of welding
i

j equipment. For example, portable ovens, or " caddies," must be plugged in at all times,,

except during transport to and from the rod shock. Affidavits submitted by G AP in June

reveal serious problems with welding equipment, welding rods, and a failure to comply

.

~ .._m_ . _ . . .
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|

with either professional co,de.s or NRC requirements.

! !
In fact, the NRCis own report into the initial Zack allegations conilrmed that the

welding rods had not been adequately controlled by attendants. Attendants did not even

i know that the weld rods were to be heated. At least one caddy wan slightly warm and
~

another "relatively cold." The ovens apparently had been unplugged for "quite a while."

The QC inspector also found welding equipment that was uncalibrated. /
.:

3 Inadequate corrective action for welding vio19tions

Of course, once violations are identified, the utility is legally obligated to correct
,

,

! them. 10 C.F.R. 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, requires, in part--

Measures shall be established to assure that conditions adverse to
quality such as failures, malfunctions, deficiencies, deviations,

,

! defective material and equipment, and nonconformances are promptly
i identified and corrected. In the case of significant conditions adverse

to quality, the measures shall assure that the cause of the condition is .

determined and corrective action taken to preclude repetition.

It is all too clear that Cons.umers did not take seriously the $88,000 fine for identified

Zack deficiencies or the order to ensure compliance with the law. The December 1982

Zack wclder lay-off may be prophetic of what the public can expect if Consumers is put

in charge of the plant's completion.
?

I

4. Electrical cables

10 C.F.R. 50, Appendix B, Ccitarion XV requires--

Measures shall be established to control materials, parts, or
4

components which do not conform to requirements in order to pre-
vent their inadvertent use or installation. These measures shall
include, as appropriate, procedures for identification, documen-
tation, segregation, disposition, and notification to affected or- .

ganizations. Nonconforming items shall be reviewed and accepted,
rejected, repaired or reworked in accordance with documented
procedures.

GAP witnesses revealed widespread inaccuracies in the use of electrical cables

critical to safe operation of the plant, .and shutdown in case of an accident. In September |
1982 the' NRC ordered 100% reinspection of all cables on site. Currently, the public has

no idea how many nonconforming cables are being found on site. Witnesses inside the

plant have reported to GAP that only a small percentage of those discovered are being.
,

I ej
i - NRC Region III investigation into allegations .of Mr. Dean Darty,' . March 1979.
l

.
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' reported. In one affidavit, a witnessereported that others have been replaced without
- , ..

)cumentation. . :'

|

| The violation' summarized above provide only a few examples of the suspect safetys

5 -components at Midland. Other whistleblowing disclosures to, Region III referred to welding'

| standards below ASME specifications; undersized welds; anchor bolts improperly installed;
i

excessive weight on electrical conduits; hollow walls; corrosion in the small bore piping;

unapproved design modifications; and other safety defects,
t

i Even if management systems and r* curity measures were sound, the physical
.

i
! deficiencies already documented at Midland justify a suspension of construction. Before'

permitting work to continue, the Commission should thoroughly assess the damage through
i

independent tests; monitor the results of a comprehensive, independent audits; and modify

I the construction permit to include the changes.

,

i. D. Quality Assurance

A licensee's quality assurance program is its internal structure of checks and

balances to guarantee safe operations. Every applicant for a construction permit is re-1

..î

quired by the provisions of10 C.F.R.150.34 to include in its preliminary safety analysis

report a description of the quality assurance program to be applied to the design, fabri-

f' f cation, construction and testing of the structures, systems and components of the facility.

|
Quality assurance comprises all those planned and systematic actions necessary to provide

adequate confidence that a structure, system or component will perform satisfactorily in

service. Each structure, system or component must be documented, inspected and
,

periodically audited to verify compliance with all aspects of the quality assurance program.

The cause of the safety defects described above is an inadequate quality assurance

program,' which has been in shambles for a decade. In fact, in 1973 the original Midland'

licensing appeal board members felt so strongly about QA violations that the Director of

Regulations pointed out that even though the Appeals Board could not take action on the.

IE findings--

-[H]sd the construction permit proceeding still been before our Board
at the time that the results of the Noveinber.6-8 inspection were an-
nounced, it is a virtual certainty th'at we would have ordered forth-
.with a cessation of all construction activities.....

I (November 26,1973 Letter from L. Manning Muntzing, Director of Regulations, re:
,

Quality Assurance Deficiencies Encountered at Midland Facility, p.'2.).
.

:
s

E
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I The 19'73 warning should have served as nctice to both Bechtel and Consumers Power

to resolve their QA problems. Quite the contrary, however, they ignored the. notice. So

; did the NRC Staff' . The OA problems at Midland continued unabated.
,

j. Both the 1979 and 1980 Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP)

reports give notice of further and expanded problems at Midland. The problems identified,

| j then (lack of qualifications of QC inspectors, continuation of work prior to corrective action)
' are similar to those cited as causes in the recent stop-work order. The reports also

'

included acknowledgements of excessive QA backlogs and lack of timeliness. (SALP

Report 1980.) Consumers' failure to learn from its mistakes passed the stage of
4
'

accidental oversight long ago.

The lack of quality assurance at Midland has been a continuous concern to Region III.

In the spring of 1982 at the release of the 1981 SALP rating, Mr. Keppler publicly reported
'

j that it was necessary to change previous testimony before the ASLB which had provided a

f
" reasonable assurance" that the plant would be constructed in accordance with nuclear

construction regulations. The revised testimony was submitted October 27,1982 Although*

the original testimony was not mbdified substantially, it is clear that QA problems at;
~

! Midland are unresolved.
I Unfortunately, the Region III Staff seems satisfied with the basis upon which the

i Construction Completion Plan is developed: put Consumers in charge of the program.-

The public already has had an opportunity.to preview the results of Consumers'
- i
j

_| internal policy with the Zack debacle over the past three years. Its performance has .

been disappointing, at most.
;

.
Although the NRC fined Consumers $38,000 for Zack's non-compliance with federal

! regulations and forced a major QA reorganization, further actions by the utility revealed

a determinatton to hide problems -- regardless of the consequences. In fact, a Decem-
,

ber 22,1982 NRC report about the revelations of a quality assufance breakdown'at Zack

headquarters acknowledges the role that Consumers played in the response to the 1979
J.
' citation:

On September 2,1981, the services of a' Senior Quality Assurance
Engineer from Project Assistance Corporation (consultants) were
retained by Consumers Power Company for assignment at Zack .
for the purposes o_f establishing a formal dooument control system L

.

! and performing an indepth review of the conditions described by
i Zack in their September letter (Zack notified Consumers of[a]
'

10 CFR 50.55(e) on August 28, 1981).-
,

(

J
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Consumers Power Company, unlike the two other utilities receiving materials from Zack,

did not notify the NRC about the major problems in QA documentations. Those problems

included falsified and altered documentation.'

This example of the utility's response to the discovery of any major problems com-
,

pletely undermines the assumption upon which the Construction Completion Plan is based --

|
voluntary disclosure of QA violations. This assumption is both historically inaccurate and

structurally flawed.
,

,

D. Maximizing Human Errors
!

! i " Human error" recently has been recognized as the Achilles Heel of even the most
1

well-constructed plants. At Midland the phrase " comedy of human errors" would be more'

appropriate if the potential consequences were not so disastrous.

A key cause of human error is intoxication, which the NRC recognized last summer

in proposed fitness-for-duty regulations. Our disclosures have reported widespread

drunkenness on the job. Witness after witness has confirmed the routine of red-eyedj *

f

employees who did their work under the handicap of an alcoholic stupor. Witnesses have
i

j also confirmed the frequent use of marijuana and stronger drugs. Intoxication weakens
,

the capacity to install safety components,just as it debilitates the ability to drive or toi

engage in almost any other activity. At a minimum, the widespread use of drues and

liquor on-the-job increases the significance of a superficial quality control program.,

| There are likely to be more defects A nuclear plant constructed by drunken employees
'

is likely to stagger into an accident.
4

i

HI, RESTRUCTURE THE MULTIPLE AUDIT / THIRD-PARTY REVIEWS -

INTO ONE COMPREHENSIVE, INDEPENDENT REVIEW

In October and November 1982, two meetings were held to review Consumers proposedi

,

resolution for major quality assurance problems. These proposals and subsequent com-

ments provided by Gala were made prior to completion of the major NRC inspection in

November. Presumably, the audit suggested in the Construction Completion Plan (see
1

j- CCP, at 16 and Figure 1.1) willincorporate those audits already discussed last fall.

However, the CCP as proposed fails to resolve basic third-party review questions.

.I '

i

1
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The CCP states: 'This section describes third party evaluations that have been
~

performed and are planned t'o assess the effectiveness of design and construction activity

implementation." Yet, closer scrutiny of the proposal shows that it falls to include even

the most basic information about the promised third-party review. In fact, although the

CCP states that an INPO evaluation has been completed, there is no indication of what that;

report revealed.

Most significant, the entire CCP is premature until all the third parties eventually

chosen have completed their evaluations. The point of the third-party reviews is to define

j the QA violations,and deficiencies at \tidland. By rushing into the CCP before that process

has begun in some areas, the utility is putting the cart before the horse. In effect, the

utility's CCP is competing with the third-party program. A* best, the two " reforms" will

be operating simultaneously, stumbling over each other. Depending on the results of the

outside reviews, CCP work may have to be redone -- consistent with the costly tradition

at Midland of doing the same work over and over,
i

A. The INPO Construction Evaluation .

This evaluation is limited by definition. It is only a "self-initiated evaluation."

Neither the NRC nor GAP found the Management Analysis Corporation (MAC) adequately

independent to provide a truly independent review of the problems at Midland. In fact, they

have been involved in at least two other major audits of the plant -- neither of which turned
.
,

up any of the significant construction deficiencies now facing Consumers.

A December 14,1982 Region III letter to GAP underscored the NRC position on MAC:

i The INPO and biennial QA sudit are not an acceptable substitute for
the third party review. ... Questions were raised concerning whether
Management Analysis Company was sufficiently independent to assume
lead responsibility for the independent review.

Although the MAC analysis may have provided a tool for Consumers to judge the quality

of the plant, it simply is not an independent third-party evaluation. Instead, it was a test

ofINPO's ability to assess the "as-built" condition of the plant. Its adequacy is completely

unknown, because the public does not even know if the INPO evaluation discovered the same

Saws that the NRC found in its inspection,

,

s
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B. The Independent Construction Overview
: , , . _ _ _ -

This is the " meat" of the third-party review plan, yet it remains an ambiguous
1

promise from Consumers to the NRC. Although the schedule (CCP, at 18) indicates that

the scope has been defined and the consultant selected, this information has not yet been

! shared with the ptblic. IJntil and unless the scope of the third-party review has been
,

! defined and the audit contractor selected, it is premature to make any judgments on the

I role sad adequacy of the third-party review. Further, it is clearly inappropriate to indi-

cate that a legitimate third-party review has been in place from the beginning of this

| ; reform effort, ,as Figure 1-1 suggests.

At Diablo Canyon the Commission set out very clear criteria by which an independenti

|
auditor would be chosen. / At Zimmer GAP and the NRC are currently embroiled in a

' .

-

|

.

debate over the applicotton of these guidelines in the selection of Bechtel for that role.
,

'

At Midland we again request that the NRC reestablish the fading legitimacy of the
!
4

Commission's third-party reform efforts by requiring Consumers to provide the details

of the selection process, the identification of the third party and the methodology by which'

it will accomplish its review.
We are alarmed that even in the sketchy details provided in the CCP, the proposed

4

third-party review is only to be conducted for six months, " top management" will deter- -'

i mine Nhat modificatiot, If any, should be made to the consultant's scope of work." At a'

f minimum, the NRCsshould recognize that any Construction Completion Plan must be based
,

! on the results of completed third-party findings, as well as an ongoing commitment for

the duration of the project. The third-party review program must provide a comprehensive-

v!ew of the as-built condition of the plant, and an independent assessment of all future
4

;

; construction. Nothing less will provide the public with any assurance that the Midland

! plant can operate safely,
i

In a letter of February 1,1982, Chairman Palladino explained to Congressmen
Dingell and Ottinger the criteria according to which an independent auditor would be chosen-

st'Diablo Canyon:
i (1) Competence: Competence must be based on knowledge of and experience ,

with the matters under review, i'

1

(2) Independence : " Independence means that the individuals or companies
; 4

-

i
selected must be able to provide an objective, qspassionate technical judgment,
provided solely on the basis of technical merit. ' Independence sloo means that'

the design verification program must be conducted by companies or individuals*

not previously involved with the activities...they will now be reviewing."i

(3) Integrity : 'Their integrity must be such that they are regarded ast

respectable companies or individuals."-

.. .m - . _ ,,2 . ._ .. .. a _ . _ _
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!C. The Independent Design Verification (IDV)
~

The Tera Corporation already is conducting the " vertical slice" of the project.
,

Because the auxiliary feedwater system selected by Tera has already been the subject of

numerous audits, GAP suggested that it is not representative of potential problems at

Midland. The NRC agreed and required Ters to review a second system.

! Although that system has not yet been selected, we understand that Consumers has

nominated three systems for review, of which one will be, chosen by the NRC. Since

October 22, GAP has recommended that the second system should be a safety system

with a history of QA violations. Specifically GAP suggested the HVAC system. Certainly

if the CCP's third-party review is to determine the plant's safety, it should be able to,

; account for the most troubled systems.

In Mr. Keppler's October 12,1982 letter to Billie Garde, he agreed with that

position:

My decision regarding the independent audit of Zack work at Midland
will be based on findings of[NBC inspections] and the licensee's third
party independent assessments.

. . . . .

The fragmented and overlapping approach of the NRC, the utility and the " independent"
I auditors is self-defeating. It must stop, if Midland is to progress from a theoretical design

to an operating plant. A truly independent, objective review must first be completed. Only

then can a CCP begin to operate legitimately, with ongoing oversight from the outside

i auditore and the hTC.
I
i

IV. REJECT CONSUMERS' CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PLAN

On April 8,1981 Region III management overruled its investigative staff's recom-
'

mendations to suspend construction at the William H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station near

Cincinnati, Ohio. Instead, the ??C lesued an Immediate Action Letter which, later alls,

required the Cincinnati Gas ir Electric Company to develop a Qnality Confirmation Program

(QCP). On November 12,1982 the utter failure of the QCP forced the Commissioners to

suspend all safety-related construction at Zimmer. Unfortunately, the Construction
;

|
1
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| Completion Plan proposed for Midland bears a striking resemblance to the key flaws that

doomed the QCP.. In some cases, the CCP exacerbates the painful mistakes of Zimmer.

More specifically, the Construction Completion Plan--(a) is permeated by an'

inherent conflict-of-interest; (b) institutionalizes a lack of organizational freedom for the' '

' ! quality assurance department; (c) falls to specify inspection procedures and evaluation1

criteric; and (d) is not comprehensive.
'

i

A. Inherent Conflict of Interest

i The foundation of the CCP is to complete " integration of the Bechtel OC function
,

into the Midland Project Quality Assurance Department (MPQAD) under Consumers Power#

'

[ Company management...." (CCP Executive Summary, at 3.)

i SInce Consumers has always played a significant role in the MPOAD, in effect the

" reform" calls for the utility to second-guess its own previous decisions. This is thej

; equ'ivalent of the fox offering to do a better job of guarding the henhouse. If anything, the

CCP intenstfies the conflicts of interest in the QCP. At Zimmer the utility only imposed
.
i

! quality assurance violations clandestinely; at Midland the utility has openly participated 'r.

decisions to break the law.

4

'

B. Lack of Organizational Freedom for the Quality Assurance Department.
.

'

The organizational premise of the CCP is a " team" concept that integrates construction,'

engineering and quality assurance personnel. The " team msnbers will be physically located
.

together to the extent practicable... ." Although the proposal does not specify the identity'

of Team Supervisors, there is only one MPQAD representative among six specified in the

| plan. (CCP, at 8.) -

f The CCP supposedly is the reform to compensate for a quality assu nce breakdown. .

Unfortunately, the plan would violate the criteria of 10 C.F.R. 50, Appendix B, Criterion I

! even for a healthy nuclear construction organization. The regulations require organizational

freedom for QA functions. The QA department is required by law to serve as an independent

check and balance on the construction program. The CCP turns that premise on its head by
'

i

reducing CA represeraatives to a token minority on construction-dominated " teams."

f

î

,

..
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C. Failure to Specify Inspection Procedures and Evaluation Criteria

The proposal promisets_to develop and revise the procedures that will be used to

conduct the reinspectiods. (CCP, at 8-9,12.) Neither the procedures nor the evaluation-

: criteria for the inspections are specified, beyond vague references to professional codes.

This issue is the heart of the quality verification program. Unfortunately, at present the
;

I
i methodology of the program is a mystery. As a result, it is impossible to judge whether.

! the CCP will represent a thorough reinspection or a superficial skimming. Further, the
'

|necessity to establish new QC procedures casts a shadow over all the current inspection

procedures. j
1;

! i
'

D. Lack of Comprehensiveness'
i

! CCP reinspections will only cover " accessible" completed construction, an undefined.

| term. " Inaccessible" items will be handled by paperwork reviews. (CCP, at 10.) Further,

f the proposal defines-out from coverage "[t] hose activities that have demonstrated effective-
;

j ness in the Ouality Program implementation...." (Id ., at 20.) Included to this latter

category are activities such as "HVAC Installation work being performed by Zrck Company,"s

and "[r]emedial [slolls work which is proceeding as authorized by NRC."4

This piecemeal approach effectively surrenders any pretentions that the CCP will

1 provide a definitive answer to the Midland QA problems, even if the program were other-

wise legitimate. To illustrate, the necessity for the reinspections in the first place is the

inaccuracy of current quality records. Paperwork reviews will not contribute anything new.
,

The list of systems that have " demonstrated" quality effectiveness suggests the utility

has completely lost touch with reality, or expects that the NRC Staff and the public have

! taken leave of their senses. Both the Zack HVAC and boils remedial work have been

! among the most, scandal-ridden embarrassments of the Midland project. The crude
f
' deficiencies and violations have led to fines, multiple criminal investigations, and public

humiliation for Consumers. The utility has only been able to continue soils remedial'
.

I work by manipulating the public hearing process to circumvent NRC Staff enforcement
qs

4 orders. The list of " proven" systems proves only that Consumers is determined to

l impose the same nightmare on Midland that the Quality Confirmation Program represented
'

at Zimmer. Hopefully, the NRC Staff will not be fooled agala.s

!
l i,

(. Y

t
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D. Flaws in the CCP Program Implementation and Quality Program Review

By their terms, Section 5 (Program Implementation) and Section 6 (Quality Frogram

Review) indicate that the CCP simply reflects the " status quo" attitude of Midland's
i ,

management that propelled Consumers into this psrticular construction / regulation night-'

!

! mare in the Srst place.

Although the CCP proposal is premature, inadequate, and fatally flawed, the language

of the proposal reveals that management believes the Midland plant's CA program is
I " basically sound" (CCP, at 15), even in the face of deliberations by legal and advisory

'

;

. | bodies on Consumers' ability to adequately implement any QA plan, no matter how sound.'

The amount of management influence and interference has already been a subject of
'

(See NHC Memorandum from C. E. Norelius and R. L. Spessard to JamesNRC concern.

E. Keppler, June 21, 1982.) Yet, the CCP proposes as an answer to increase management
,

,

involvement at every step of the implementation process (CCP, at 13-15). Further, the

implementation falls to refer to how the inevitable conflicts between management officials*

watching the calendar and conscientious QA officials trying to do their jobs will be resolved.

The only clue that GAP has as to how Consumers plans to change the mindset of its

demoralized workers is the Quality improvement Plan (QIP) mentioned extensively in the
,

fall proposals. This plan, referred to as the catalyst for ensuring new commitment and
i

i
compliance to quality standards on the Midland site, is, according to the NRC officials

' familiar with it, an incentive-bonus concept for construction workers who "do the job

right the first time." (NRC-GAP Telephone Conversation, January 27, 1983.) Like the

Bechtel cost-plus contract, the Quality Improvement Plant is a series of rewards for
,

doing the same job a worker was hired to do right in the first place. A quality improvement

! plan that bases critical construction adequacy on " prizes" given to its workers reveals a

serious misunderstr.nding on the part of Consumers about the ultimate value of its work.

V. IMMEDIATELY HALT THE ONGOING SOILS WORK UNTIL THE
QUALITY ASSURANCE IMPLEMENTATICE AUDITOR IS APPROVED

Two sign 10 cant milestones in the soils work have now been approved to proceed

| . underneath the turbine building. This Staff approval is entirely inappropriate given the
,

legal and advisory controversy over this operation. It is inexcusable to allow work to.

| .
t

I

i .

!
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proceed without the independent audit upon which Mr. Keppler based his " reasonable

assurance" testimony (Octobir 27,1982 Testimony to the Midland ASLB), and upon which

the ACES is depending to complete their own technical assessment before granting a full |

power license. Further, in light of administrative hearings which cover the adequacy of,

the soils quality assurance implementation (OM Proceedings), the NRC Staff approvalis ,
*

I

f
an insult to the court and to the citizen intervenors struggling to achieve a measure of

fairness in the proceeding. {

GAP's view on Stone & Webster, the proposed third-party for OA implementation I

' audit, is documented in our October 22,1982 letter. As en update and summary we believe

that Stone & Webster meets only one of the three criteria for a legitimate third party. |

| Yes, Stone & Webster has demonstrated economic independence from Consumers, dis-
? closing other minor construction contracts with Consumers as well as their financiali

independence. But, Stone & Webster has not demonstrated its competence. Its long

| history of nuclear plant construction includes massive cost overruns, major Quality )
i

Control problems, significant design errors and poor construction management. Further, i

|Stone & Webster's corporate integrity remains the subject of much skepticism, particularly ;

in light of its six-month involvement on the Midland site without NRC approval of their

work.
However, if the NBC is going to approve Stone & Webste. -- as seems obvious --

,

and hold it responsible under 10 C.F.R. Part 21 for reporting violations or OA failures,

then the Region should so so. Someone other than Consumers must watch the OA imple-
;
' mentation of critical soils work.

1

. :

VI. ENCOURAGE CONSUMERS TO RELEASE THE NEW COSi ESTIMATE |

AND PROJECTED COMPLETION DATE INFORMATION

Although neither cost nor scheduling is an NRC concern, both are critical concerns*

of the residents of Centrdl Michigan who must constantly balance the risks and costs of

this nuclear plant. If pubile confidence is ever to be restored in the Midland facility, it

will come after Consumers demonstrates candor and openness with the public. It would

benefit everyone to have the yoke of the December 1984 "on-line target date" removed as

-

1
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soon as possible from the necks of the nuclear workers.

Likewise, the neul cost projection is unknown by local residents. GAP sources
.

indicate a $4-billion-plus price tag, Sut that was an estimate which did not include the'

major stop-work order in December of last year. -

If the plant is ever going to be included in the Michigan rate base, Consumersi

should begin today to adopt a new and candid approach to all of its problems. Public

trust simply cannot be restored on anything less than honest admissions.

i
'

.t

VII. CONCLt'5 ION'

There are too many questions about the Midland Nuclear Power Plant left unanswered'

at this time. These questions are forming the basis for growing public skepticism about
'

the NRC's ability or willingness to regulate nuclear power. In Central Michigan this'

uneasiness and distrust have led previously inactive citizens and local government bodies

to become involved in their own protection. The citizens' desire to be informed about the

ultimate safety of the Midland plant led them to request assistance from the Citizens

Clinic of the Government Accountability Project. Our investigation into worker allegations
,

and analysis of the situation confirms the needs for a comprehensive answer.

Midland needs a verification program implemented by a truly independent company

with no stake in the outcome of its audit. This independent third party is not serving a

client's regulrements, but rather the public interest in ensuring the quality of construction
;

at the plant. That third party must be accountable only to the NRC and the public.

. . . . .
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! Docket No. 50-329
i Dock'et No. 50-330
) EA 83-3

Consumers Power Company
A'ITN: Mr. John D. Selby

President,

212 West Michigan Avenue ..
l;

j Jackson, MI 49201
|
| Gentlemen:

.

This letter refers to the special inspection conducted by the Office of Special
Cases, Midland Section, of this office on October 12 - November 25, 1982, andon January 19-21, 1983 of activities at the Midland Nuclear Power Plant, Units
1 and 2, authorized by NRC Construction Permits No. CPPR-81 and No. CPPR-82.
The results of the inspection were discussed with you on November 10 and 23,1982, on January 21, 1983

1983 in the Region III office during an enforcement conference between you andat the conclusion of the inspection and on January 18,
others of your staff snd me and others of the NRC staff.

The inspection was primarily a physical inspection of installed equipment to
verify conformance to approved drawings and specifications. The results of theinspection indicate .4 breakdown in the implementation of your quality assurance
program as evidenced by numerous examples of noncompliance with nine of the ,

eighteen different criteria as set forth in 10 CFR 50, Appendix B.
The breakdown

was caused by personnel who failed to follow procedures, drawings, and specifi-
.

cations; by first line supervisors ar.d field engineers who failed to ' identify and
correct unacceptable work; by construction management who failed to call for
quality control inspections in a timely manner, allowing a backlog of almost
16,000 inspections to develop; and by quality assurance personnel who failed to

i

identify the prcblems and ensure that corrective actions were taken. As a
result, you failed to fulfill your primary responsibility under Criterion 1 of
Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 to assure the execution of a quality assurance program.}
In addition, of particular concern to the NRC is the fact that quality control|
(QC) supervisors instructad QC inspectors to suspend inspections if excessive| ;
deficiencies were found during the perfermance of inspections. Consequently,
not all observed deficiencies were reported, and complete inspections were not
performed by all QC inspectors after the reported deficiencies were corrected.

I understand that, because of our findings, you have inspected other areas ofj the plant and found sisilar deficiencies. As a result of our findings, yourj

findings, and your assessment of the overall project, you halted certain safety-
related work at the Midland site, reduced the work force by approximately 1100|

.
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people, committed to building cleanup and system layup, committed to organize'
teams of construction and engineering personnel responsible for the completion

i of o,ne or more plant systsms, and committed to reinspect safety-related systems.
I expect that you will also conduct en inspection to determine the extent to
which QC supervisors at the Midland site have been instructing QC inspectors
to limit findings of deficiencies and the extent to which QC inspectors have
been conducting reinspections based only on reported deficiencies.

Te emphasize the need for CPCo management to ensure implementation of an effec _
tive quality assurance program that identifies and corrects construction defici-
encies, we propese to impose civil penalties for the items set forth in the
Notice of Violation that is enclosed with this letter. The violations in the
Notice have been categorized as Severity Level III violations in accordance with
the General Statement of Policy and Procedure for Enforcement Actions, Appendix

e C of 10 CFR 2. The base value for a Severity Level III violation is $40,000.
However, as a result of your past enforcement history involving quality assurance,

and the multiple examples of QC deficiencies for the areas inspected, the base
civil penalty for each violation is being increased by fifty percent.

After consultation with the Director of the Office of Inspection and Enforcement,
I have been authorized to issue the enclosed Notice of Violation and Proposed
Imposition of Civil Penalties in the cumulative amount of One Hundred Twenty
Thousand Dollars ($120,000).

You are required to respond to this letter and should follow the instructions in
the Notice when preparing your response. In your response you should describe
the resu.'ts of your inspections to determine the extent to which QC supervisors
instructeo QC inspectors to limit findings of deficiencies, the systems affected,
and your corrective actior.s to ensure that all affected systems are adequately

-

reinspected. Your reply te this letter and the results of future inspections will
be considered in determining whether further enforcement action is appropriate.

;
In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2c Title
10 Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the enclosures will

)
+

be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosed Notice are not subject
to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required
by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, FL 96-511.

Sincerely,

: SN
| ames G. Kepp er
'

Regional Administrator

Enclosure:
,' Notice of Violation and -

Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties

.
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION

E
PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES ~

t

*
. .'

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

EA 83-3
.

As a result of the inspections conducted at the Midland Nuclear Plant on
October 12 - November 25, 1982 and January 19 - 21, 1983, the violations of; -
10 CFR 50, Appendix B listed below were identified. These violations demon-
strate that you failed to exercise adequate oversight and control of your
principal contractor, to whom you had delegated the work of executing the
quality assurance program. Your failure manifested itself in a breakdown in
the implementation of your quality assurance program and, at least in part,
caused Consumers Power Company to halt some safety-related work and take
other significi.nt actions to provide assurance that safety-related structures
and systems are constructed as designed.

As described in item A, QC supervisors instructed QC inspectors to suspend an
inspection if an excessive number of deficiencies was observed. Consequently,
there was no assurance that a complete inspection was being performed after
the reported deficiencies were corrected and we have found several instances
in which final QC inspections were based on only the limited deficiencies'

reported durir.g the initial inspection. In addition, this failure to reportj all identified deficiencies resulted in incorsect data b,eing fed into your'

Trend Analysis Program, inhibiting your ability to determine the root cause'

of deficier.cies and prevent their recurrence.
>

j As illustrated in the numerous examples set forth in Item B, personnel failed
to follow procedures, drawings, and specifications; first line supervisors
and field engineers failed to identify and corre:t unacceptable work; construc-
tion management failed to call for quality control inspections in a timely
manner, allowing a backlog of almost 16,000 inspections to develop; and quality
assurance personnel failed to identify the problems and ensure that corrective
actions care taken.

i

In order to emphasize the need for improvements in your control of your quality'
; assurance program, we propose to impose civil penalties in the cumulative amount

of One Hundred Twenty Thousand Dollars ($120,000).

In accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy (10 CFR Part 2. Appendix C) 47 FR
9987 (March 9,1982), and pursuant to Section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1

1954, as amended ("Act"), 42 U.S.C. 2282, PL 96-295, and 10 CFR 2.205, the
particular violations and the associated civil penalties are set forth below:i

Sk

-. .
-

gvo / / u s e ;/~ -
. -

,

h



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

.
.

2
m
'

(
. '

,
* a

1
., 1

-

Notice of Violation -2-
l

_

CIVIL PENALTY VIOLATIONS

1 A. 10 CTR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X requires, in part. "A program for 4. inspection of activities affecting quality shall be established and -

;executed...to verify conformance with the documented instructions, -

procedures and drawings for accomplishing the activity."
,

'

10 CTR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV requires, in part, " Measures -

shall be established'to control materials, parts, or components which
do not conform to requirements in order to prevent their inadvert,ent

_

$

-

use or installation."
b

Consumers Power Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 15, Revision 12, 1Paragraph 1.0, requires, in part, " Items, services or activities which '

are deficient in characteristic, documentation or procedure which renders '

the quality unacceptable or indeterminate and which is considered signi- ;
,

'

ficant to safety are identified as nonconformances. Nonconforming items... B
are identified by marking, tagging, segregating or by documentation. I
Nonconforming items are controlled to prevent their inadvertent installa- '*

tion or use. Nonconforming items and activities are recorded and are
considered for corrective action to prevent recurrence...." ;

-

Contrary to the above, during the inspection conducted between October 12 -
November 25, 1982 and January 19-21, 1983, NRC inspectors determined that [quality control inspectors were not documenting as nonconformances all of athe deficiencies which they observed during their inspections. Inspect-
ions were suspended by the QC inspector if too many nonconformances were

f} observed. In-process inspection notices (IPINs) associated with suspended -I

inspections, identified as nonconformances only a portion of the observed -

deficiencies. Supervisory QC personnel stated that they directed QC in-
.

spectors to limit the number of nontenformances documented during an in- j
;spection.

|
This directive was verified by discussions with QC inspectors.

| Several QC inspectors interviewed, confirmed that inspections were closed
-

1after reviewing only the deficiencies documented on the IPIN. As a result, ;measures were not established to prevent the continued installation and -

use of these nonconforming items. In addition, corrective actions were 9
not implemented to prevent recurrence of these nonconformancas.

E
!

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

! =
IB. 10 CPR 50, Appendix B, Criterion II requires holders of construction per-

mits for nuclear power plants to document, by written policies, procedures, i
or instructions, a quality assurance program which complies with the re-
quirements of Appendix B for all activities affecting the quality of

=

safety-related structures, systems, and components and to implement that
program in accordance with those documents. >

! .
]
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Notice of Violation 3--,

I

Contrary to the above, Consumers Power Company and its contractor did not
adequately implement a quality assurance program to comply with the require-

; ments of Appendix B as evidenced by the following examples:
( . .

1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V requires, in part, " Activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions,
procedure.s, or dravings of a type appropriate to the circumstances
and shall be accomplished in accordance with these instructions,
procedures, or drawings."

Consumers Power Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 5, Revision 12, ~
Paragraph 1.0 states, in part, " Instructions for controlling and
performing activities affecting quality of equipment or activities
such as... construction, installation...are documented in instruc-
tions, procedures...and other forms of documents."

*

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

,

identified:

Installation of diesel generator engine control panels IC111,a.

IC112, 2C111, and 2C112 was not in accordance with the require-
i ments delineated on foundation Drawing 7220-M18-250 in that
: the foundation bolt washers required by the subject drawing
! were not installed.
t
'

b.
I Unscheduled pull box associated with conduits 2BN006, 2BN007,
!

and 2BDA002 was not sized in accordance with the requirements
2

delineated on Sheet 42 of Drawing E-42 in that the 12" x 12" x 6"
,

'

as-built dimensions of the subject pull box did not conform to,

the 13)" x 12" x 6" dimension requirements delineated on Sheet
42 of Drawing E-42.

The l'-10" wall to support dimension required by raceway supportc.

Drawing E-796(Q), Sheet 2 of 2, Revision 5. for hanger No. 86*

was not correctly translated into the as-built installation of
the subject hanger in that the'as-built wall to support dimension.

was 2'-13" in lieu of the' required l'-10".

d. The 6'-6" wall to support dimension required by raceway support
i Drawing E-796(Q) Sheet 1 of 2, Revision 11 for hanger No. 14
I was not correctly translated into the as-built installation of

the subject hanger in that the as-built wall to support dimen-
sion was 5'-5" in lieu of the required 6'-6".

i

}
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Notice of Vio'Istion -4-

The inspectors identified high strength steel plate plarsde.
|' in the laydown area which was not marked with the material - ~

type and grade as required by Field Instruction FIG-9.600,!

Revision 1., ,

i

f. The inspectors identified various stock steel shapes in the'

"Q" pres with yellow-colored paint on the ends (indicating
| . t the material was non "Q") and various steel stock shapes in
| the non "Q" area without painted ends (indicating "Q" material),,
'

i contrary to the requirements of Field Instruction FIG-9.600,
_Revision 1.

,

3 The slots in the muffler support plates were not machined but
| were determined to be irregular and flame cut, leaving rough

slot edges not in conformance with design Drawing M18-425(5)-1,
4

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

\ .

1. Procedure FID-2.100, " Outstanding FCR/FCN Retirement," Revision
2 was inadequate in that the design drawings were not changed
when an FCR/FCN had been retired and no further reference to'

the FCR existed on the revised drawing. As a result, the
retired FCR C-2103 relating to HVAC structural steel was lost

t and could not be traced to the design drawing to ensure a
.

'

complete quality record.
I
; j. Field Sketch CY-1035 which illustrated the bottom gusset plates;

for HVAC fan supports was not identified as "Q", nor was thers
a reference to the affected drawing on the sketch as required
by Procedure FPD-5.000, " Preparation of Field Sketches."

, n

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

1. The eight bracing top gusset plates identified on Drawing C-1004,
'

Revision 10, as 5/16" thick were measured by the' inspectors to
be 1/4" thick in all foar. diesel generator bays. This change,

-j was neither reviewed nor properly authorized,

The as-built gusset plate connections in Bay 1 were not builtn.

as identified on Detail 3 of Drawing C-1004. The angle braces
were welded together as opposed to having separate welds for
each brace. This change was neither reviewed nor properly

;.- authorized.
' , -

.
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Notice of Violation 5--

None of the sixteen i" bracing angles identified on Drawingn.
C-1004 were constructed utilizing i" mat cial. This change
was neither reviewed nor properly authorized.

.

Drawing C-1004, Detail 2, required the W10 beam-to-beam connee-o.'

tion to be welded. In Bay No. 3, a bolted connection was con-
structed in lieu of the required welded connection, without~

review nor proper authorization.

p. The column cover plate identified on FCR-C4401 was not con-
structed in Bay No. 3 as required. The plate was slotted ~

'

instead of solid as required. This change was neither re-
viewed nor properly authorized.

' -

i q. A section (approximately 18 x 10 x 4 inches deep) of the
j primary containment wall in Centainment Purge Room 702 was
I removed (by chipping) without obtaining approval as required
-

by FIG-1-111, Revision 4, Concrete Drilling Permit.
,

2. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III requires, in part, " Measures
shall be established to assure that applicable regulatory require-
ments and the design basis are correctly translated into specifica-,

tions, drawings, procedurs:, and instructions. Measures shall also
be established for the selection and review for suitability of
application of materials, parts, equipment, and processes that are
essential to the safety-related functions of the structures, systems,* i and components. Design changes, including field changes, shall beI

subject to design control measures commensurate with those applied
to the original design and be approved by the organization that
performed the original design unless the applicant designates'

another responsible organization."

Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 3
Revision 12, Paragraphs 3.3 and 3.5 state, in part. "Each group
or organization performing detailed design translates the applic-
4ble regulatory requirements, design bases, codes, standards, and |

,

design criteria into design documents, such as... drawings....
1

3

Changes 'to the design require the same Yeview and approval as the '

original design by the group or organization delegated lead design
,

responsibility."
{!

! Contrary to the above:

Measures were not established for the selection and review fora.

'
suitability of application of "Q" materials associated with the

- diesel generator e haust suffler in that design drawings and
specifications did not indicate the material identity of the

| installed muffler saddle supports and plates. .

|| ,

i .I !
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! Notice of Violation 6-
'

-

b. Design Drawing C-147 required bolted bracing connections for
the diesel generator building HVAC bracing gusset plates. -

Tield Sketch CY-1035 was used to change the design to welded
connections in lieu of the specificed bolted connections. This. .

design change was neither properly reviewed nor approved.
,

i Design Drawings C-1004 and C-147 did not specify the sizes ofc.

| the diesel generator building HVAC fon gusset plates. A " combo"
shop work order request was.used to design the gusset plates
without appropriate review and approval.

_

' .d. .The licensee failed to analyze the four diesel generator
.I building monorails as seismic Category I as described du

! their commitment to Regulatory Guide 1.29, in Appendix 3A
of the FSAR.

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

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

'

f
requirements into appropriate specifications and design
documents.

i

! 3. 10 CFR 50, Appendix P, Criterion VII requires, in part, " Measures
; shall be established.to assure that purchased... equipment...cenforms

to the procurement documents. These measures shall include provisions,'

as appropriate, for... inspection at the contractor or subcontractor
; source, and examination of products upon delivery."

Consumers Power Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 7. Revision 12,
Paragraphs 1.0 and 3.4, state, in part, "The Midland Project Office
and the Midland Project Quality Assurance Department verify that
procurement requirements are met. This is accomplished through...
source evaluation and inspection... receipt inspections are made to
verify that the items... conform to procurement requirements not

{ veriffen by source surveillance or inspection. . . ."
!

. Contrary to the above, source inspections at-the panel supplier
! facility and receipt inspections at the Midland site failed to

ensure conformance cf the internal wiring within diesel generator
engine- control panels IC111, IC112, 2C111, and 2C112 to Procurement
Specification 7220-G-5, Revision 1. Paragraph 6.0 of Specification
7220-G-5 states, "All electrical wiring...within the board enclosure
shall conform to the highest . industrial. standards of design and

'

i ,

4

* '|
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' Notice of Violation -7-

I

workmanship." An NRC inspection on October 15, 1982 ide'ntified the
following examples of defective terminations of internal wiring . . - -
within the subject panels.

|
^ '

The output lead on the Relay Tach device had numerous brokena.
} strands at the termination lug.

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

-

!
The 1- lead on the CB-1 device did not have all strands insertedc.

I into the compression lug.
-|.

; 4. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X requires, in part, "A program for
j inspection of activities affecting quality shall be established and
; executed. . .to verify conformance with the documented. . . drawings for;

secomplishing the activity."

Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 10,
Revision 12, Section 1.0 states, in part, " Inspection and surveillance,

are performed to assure that activities affecting quality comply with
documented. . . design documents. . . inspection and surveillance are
performed according to written instructions."

i
'

Contrary to the above:

An inspection program was not established to ensure segregationa.
of cables installed in horizontal trays which used metal dividers,

! to segregate control and instrumentation cables in accordance
i with design requirements.
I
' b. Quality Control (QC) inspections failed to ensure that activi-

ties affecting quality conformed to design documents in that
-QC inspections performed on July 1,'1981 and documented on
QCIR C230-172 failed to detect and identify nonconformances
B.1.(1) through (o) of this Notice of Violation. These noncon-
formances were associated with installation of the diesel. ;

j . generator building'HVAC fan support steel.
'

'
,

5. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XIII requires, in part, " Measures
shall be established to control the... cleaning and preservation of
material and equipment in accordance with work and inspection in-
structions to prevent damage or deterioration. When necessary for

-

particular products, special protective environments...shall be
specified."

'

,
,

'

,
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Notice of Violation -8-

Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 13
Revision 12, Paragraph 3.3, states, in part, " Suppliers provide' ' ~
plans... maintain and control items upon arrival at the site."

.

Contrary to the above, the licensee did not implement a maintenance;
'

program to prevent five of sixteen installed diesel generator slide
bearing suffler plates from accumulating dirt and dust as required
by the vendor's manual.

,

6. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion IX requires, in part, " Measures,

i shall be established to assure that special processes, including
_

{ welding, heat-treating, and nondestructive testing, are controlled...."
|

Consumers Fower Company Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 9,1

I

Revision 12, Paragraph 1.0 states, in part, "Where the required
level of quality cannot be measured by inspection only of the
item... accomplish these processes under controlled conditions in,

;
accordance with applicable codes, standards and specifications
using qualified procedures, equipment and personnel." Paragraph"3.3 states, in part, ... Personnel performing special processes
maintain records to verify that the required activities were
accomplished in accordance with qualified procedures by qualified
personnel."

,

Contrary to the above, during welding of the diesel generator
~

building exhaust piping hanger support steel, the licensee did
. not verify preheat of existing safety-related structural steel

. j to a temperature of 70*F as required by site specifications and
! the AWS 1974 Code.4

t

; 7. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VI requires in part, that " Mea-
i

I
sures shall be established to control the issuance of dccuments,
such as instructions, procedures, and drawings including changes
thereto, which prescribe all activities affecting quality...."

The Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 6
Revision 12, Paragraph 1.0 states, in part, " Measures are included
to assure that documents, including changes,...are distributed.

according to a controlled distribution to the user functions."
t i

Contrary to the above, measures were not established to control the
distribution of changes (red lines) to hanger isometric drawings in
that changes to Drawing 1-652-2-25(Q) were not controlled utilizing
the Site Document Control Center.

F
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j Notice of Violation -9- -

;

! .

! 8. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV requires in part, "Heasures
shall be established to control materials, parts, or components - -
which do not conform to requirements in order to prevent their
inadvertent use or installation."

, ,

Consumers Power Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 15. Revision
' 12, Paragraph 1.0, states, in part, " Items, services or activities

which are deficient in characteristic, documentation or procedure
which renders the quality unacceptable or indeterminate and which is

; considered significant to safety are identified as nonconformances.
'

Nonconforming items. . .are identified by marking, tagging, segregating-
or by documentation. Nonconforming items are controlled to prevent

i their inadvertent installation or use. Nonconforming items and acti-
; vities are recorded and are considered for corrective action to

prevent recurrence...."i

,

Contrary to the above:
!
I a. Measures were not established or implemented to determine if

materials ultimately restricted (per Nonconformance Report
No. 3266) from installation or use in ASME Class I systems
were actually installed or used in Class I-systems.

b. As of November 10, 1982, two nonconforming conditions identi-
! fled by the NRC on October 12, 1982, and confirmed by the
j licensee on October 19 and 25, respectively, had not been
; documented on a nonconformance report, a quality assurance
~

report, or other appropriate report. The two nonconforming
conditions were:

,
'

| (1) The diesel generator exhaust hangers were not classified,
' designed, or built as "Q" as committed to in the FSAR.
'

(See item 2.c.)

(2) The design of the diesel generator monorail was not
analyzed to seismic Category I design requirements as

*

committed to in the TSAR. (See item 2.d.) ,

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

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Consumers Power Company is hereby
required to submit to the Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement,
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555 and a copy to the
Regional Administrator, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region III, 799
Roosevelt Road, Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137, within 30 days of the date of
this Notice a written statement or explanation, including for. each alleged
violation: (1) admission or denial of the alleged violation; (2) the reasons,

| -t

I
'
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA [[$
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION ' _

fu ; ecsyw&p,,

, mai sto,V '
: BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD ppy tsto i ,j'

3:ceA I?c y ?
DRMSF I

,

In the Matter of ) 1 t '

CONSUMERSPOERkOMPkNY Docket Nos. 50-329 OM & OL OL FIL d
~

-

50-330 OM & OL.

(MidlandPlant, Units 1and2)

'

NRC STAFF RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES SUBMITTED BY
BARBARA STAMIRIS WITH RESPECT TO HER CONTENTION 3.

(AS RENUMBERED BY BOARD ORDER DATED DECEMBER 30,1982)i

1. INTRODUCTION

On August 30, 1982, Intervenor Barbara Stamiris filed "Stamiris

Interrogatories and Document Requests to Nuclear Regulatory Cor.raission."

; On November 3,1982 and January 14, 1983, the Staff provided partial

responses. We now provide responses to those interrogatories which

pertain to Ms. Stamiris' Contention 3 (as renumbered by Board Order dated

j December 30,1982). Except for responses to interrogatories which
,

pertain to Stamiris Contention 2 (as renumbered), this completes the
,

Staff's responses to the interrogatories contained in Ms. Stamiris'
_

August 30, 1982 submittal. The remaining responses will be filed at a

later date. Also, "Intervenor Barbara Stamiris' Request for Production
!

! of Documents to the Nuclear Regulatory Comission Staff," dated April 7,

,1983, will be addressed by a separate filing.
-

.
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II.. RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES*
-

.-

Question 1

Does the NRC Staff have the authority to require that thes

i independent design and construction audit sought by the ACRS be
! performed by a firm of their choosing - and according to their
j criteria? If yes, are there any such intentions?

J

j Response .
-

Yes. The NRC, however, will not choose the firm that does tne work,

but will determine its acceptability. The criteria for selecting a

third party independent assessment are described in the response to

interrogatcry 3. The criteria by which the work will be assessed
.

will be the same criteria (the regulatory rules, codes, and stan-'

dards) that were imposed on the construction work. As for the

second part of this question, there will be a third party

independent design and construction assessment.
;

f Ouestion 2

| Explain the method by which the NRC intends to assure itself of the
necessary independence, objectivity, and thoroughness of the audit.

1

Resoonse
!

! The independence of the tudit will be assessed by Staff review of,

the Applicant's proposed program for the audit. As discussed in the , l

response to question 3, the Staff will use the guidelines described

by Chairman Palladino in his letter to the Honorable John D.

Dingell.
,

.

.. .

Also, as part of its review of the Applicant's recommendations for

third parties to perform the audit, the Staff has held pubile

j meetings (October 25 and November 5,1982) to discuss the

Applicant's recommendations.' Because of information provided at

;

*
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those meetings, we rejected the Applicant's first choice for the
,

third party aud'it.
'

Another public meeting was held on February 8,1983 to discuss the

integration of the third party independent assessment effort with i

the Applic$nt's' Construction Completion Program. The NRC will
'

develop a position on the Construction Completion Program at a later
,

! date. .

;
, .

-j .

| With respect to assessing the objectivity and thoroughness of the

! work, several checks and balances are in place. Regio'n III

inspections will [o$tinue and these findings should assist in

evaluating the third party effort. Similarly, all of reports done
;

{ by the third party, including the documentation of nonconformances,
! will be sent directly to the NRC, with copies to the Applicant.

Question 3

Explain the criteria by which the NRC will evaluate the choice of
the firm to conduct the audit, the scope and depth of the audit, and
the methodology to be employed.

Response

The NRC has no specific criteria for evaluating the cFoice of the

firm to conduct the audit. We are however, using as guidance the

criteria described by Chairman Palladino in his letter to The

Honorable John D. Dingell, dated February 1,1982, attached to
,

,

" Supplemental Testimony of James G. Keppler with respect to Quality

Assurance," dated March 25,1983.

.
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Question 4
i

,

-

'

To what extent.will CPCo be involved in the setting up of the audit,
i its scope, depth, and methodology and selecting the firm for the
i job?
I
j Response
.

CPCo will propose the firm to do the audit. However, as previously
.

discussed the NRC will approve the firm. The scope, methodology

and depth of the audit will be proposed by the firm that will do the,

audit. However, the NRC will approve the proposals. .'

.

I
i
i Question 5
I
; Provide any documents or correspondence on the subject of this audit

(beyond the Tedesco July 9,1982 letter) initiated or received by
the NRC. -

Response-

,

! This request is encompassed in "Intervenor Barbara Stamiris' Request
'

for Production of Documents to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Staff," dated April 7,1983, and will be addressed in our response,

,
to that document request.

..

Question 6
l'

1

What is the NRC reaction to my suggestion that this independent i

audit be performed by Brown and Root (who was replaced b)y Bechtel
|,

| under similar, but reversed circumstances at South Texas to obtain 1

I the optimum effort in this audit?

' Response
|

CPC has not suggested Brown and Root to conduct the independent

audit. As discussed in the response to Question 1, CPC chooses the
! i
I

! firm and the Staff determines its acceptability,
i

I

fg
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Ouestion 7 j
, ,

Explain in detail how the NRC intends to review and evaluate these.

audit results.

Response

As stated in the response to Question 2 above, the NRC inspection
.I

| effort will continue as the third party assessment progresses. The
_

findings from thesrt NRC inspections will provide some insight-

.

'
.

regarding the quality of performance. These findings will be

compared to the third party assessment findings. An$ difference
+

} will be carefu1*,y evaluated.
i

! Question 8
. t
'

Who would be responsible for making a judgement [ sic] about plant'

operation licensing if this audit should reveal significant design
and construction errors?

Resoonse,

The NRC Staff has that responsibility.

! Ouestion 9

! Does the NRC envision a followup on the resolution of 50.55(e)
} reports involving construct h n and design errors as a part of this
; incependent audit?
.

Response

The third party independent assessment team may address specific J

50.55(e) reports appropriate to the effort. However, followup of

j - 50.55(e) reports is the responsibility of the NRC Staff. These

reports are being tracked and will be appropriately addressed prior .;
' ' to the issuance of an operating license. j

Respectfully submitted,

\

Michael N. Wilcove-
Counsel for NRC Staff

| Dated at Bethesda.. Marylandj . this 13th day of April 1983

4
,

. ._ -
.

- . -

.f

.



!

c' o '

.. *
. . .. -

. . . . ..a. s .-. ~ =G.E4. a.3.m du ., ' . . . : s. .il.S ~ . Eu u&
^

a., .

'

:.
. ..

o
'

-
- -

-.

. AHach ma.s
" '

o
August 18, 1982

,

i H
iN

h
,1

f| MD ERANDUM FOR: James G. Esppler, Regional Administrator
.. !

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

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

i.l
1 When you created the Office of Special cases and a special Midland Section

i staffed ith individuals assigned solely to that project, you indicated
your concern with the Midland Project. You did this in spita cf the faver-
able findings of the special taan inspection conducted in May,1981, and the

.; favorable testimony you gave before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
1 on July 13, 1981. You indicated your concern was based on the Systematic
4 Assessment of Licensee Performante (SALP) report for the period July 1,1980

to Jana 30, 1981, the inspection f4=d4=== since those datas, and the memo
of June 21, 1982, by C. I. Norelius and 1. L. Spessard suggesting certain
changes be made at the Midland Project (copy attached as Enclosura 1).

.

- At my request 1. J. Cook prepared a sunseary of indicators of guastionable,
d license performanca at Midland. A copy of Cook's meno dated July 23, 1982 is
'f; attached as Enclosure 2.

4
.

Because of your expressed concerns, you and I met with representatives fromr
.

.I NRK on J ly 26, 1982 to discuss Hidland and Consumers Power Company (CPCo)!

performance. That meeting also resulted in recomunended actions. A summary
; of the meeting is attached as Enclosure 3.
s

Following the meeting with NRR, I discussed the recommendations of that meet-
ing with our Senior Resident Inspector, other members of the new Midland

j. Section, and former Section and 3 ranch Chiefs who are intimately familiar
j vith Midland.

.

Later that week (July 30) I spent a day at the Midla.nd site. I attanded the

|- exit meeting following T =nd===n's and Gardner's inspection, met with CPCo
r and Bechtel -=g-t to get acquainted with them, and toured the plant site.e .

l
,

| On July 31, 1982, I expressed my opposition to the recomumendations we had come u
up with in the NER aceting. My opposition was based on (1) opinions expressedi

by the Senior Resident Inspector, a llegion III Branch Chief formerly responsi-
.

ble for the NRC inspection of Midland, and a Construction Section Chief who has
|' been intimately ==-4 =*ed with inspections of Midland regarding the proposed

actions; (2) my visit to the site; and (3) the inability of Region III to
articulate the problam(s) at Midland which the above referenced rechations,

I were supposed to solve. I indicated that we needed to better identify our
a eu sp.e,.4h .,.4 . ch.e um.ta reac iv ch... ennemme .e nn e.m.
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l.] James C. Esppler -2- August 18, 1982
;. :-

S.w
.; :,

/ On August 3, 1982, members .sf the Midled Section" met with you to discuss my
opposition to the recomendations coming from the meeting with NRR. The

! pros and cons of the recommendations together with other alternatiws were.e
discussed. The meeting concluded with you agreeing to give the Section until 1, .a

.' August 11 to determina a better proposed course of action to resolve NRC concerns )
4

- about Midland.
:

d To this and the Midland Section met together on August 4 and again on August 5
following our public meeting with CPCo on the SALP II report. Several siter--

V natives were discussed including stopping all work on one unit, have an inda-
pendent third party monitor all past and current construction work, stopping

' work in selected areas, performing a construction appraisal tems inspection,-
placing all site QC work under CFCo, and establishing an augmented NRC inspec-''

. tion effort.

Although some members of the Midland Section thought that stronger actions should
be taken, all members of the Section agreed they could support an augmented ERC
inspection affort coupled with other actions to strengthen the licensee's QC/QA
organisation and management. These recommanded actions are attached as Enclosure 4.

It is roccessended the proposed a:tions to improve the licensee's performance'

.. be discussed with NER ed then the licensee.
1

i

.

;

Robert F. Warnich, Acting Director
Office of Special Cases .

9
'

' Atschnents : As' stated
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*

. s 790 AOOSEVELT NOAO
OLEN ELLYN,ILLimoss 00137, .

: June 21. 1982.

MDERANDUM FOR: James G. Keppler. Regional Administrator:.

E
?? TRON: C. E. Noralius. Director. Division of Engineering,

l ,' and Technical Programs
-5 R. L. Spessard. Director. Division of Project and

' Resident Programs,

'

SUBJECT: SUCCESTED CHANGES FOR THE MIDLAND PROJECT

9

Historically, the Midland Project has had periods of questionable quality
assurance as related to construction activities and has had consensurate
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
J the adequacy of constrsetion or the assurance of adequate construction, we
i are faced with determining what regulatory action we should taka. We are

7
again faced with such a situation.

.f 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 licenses performance would be better than

- other sites or areas which have not had such significant problems and
therefore have not attracted this level of regulatory attention. However,
that does not appear to be the case and Midland seems to continually have
more than its share of regulatory problema. The following are some of the+

j . specific items which are troublesome to the staff.
j

'
i

;f 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.

[,

ii
*,

'f

i
s i

.k
4

.

86

>

:
-

k $3n? h / A A 7 m_ _

u ps7i -w y o g.

'
'

-_ _ a._ ._ . . - . - _ - . . . . __ . . . . , __ . -.o

~w.. . . ,... ,9 c.

-- . .- e w e . . , , . _-c-, r-- - -- -, - mv.,+---r-e,. - - e _=y



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

e,.

..
, , . ....g

. .. .- . ... ..-.
;- M2W"' ~ ~

. .
*

...
*

||

;-
.

. . .

;
-.( . . -.

~ *
James C. Kappler 2- 6/21/32-

.

:
!
' '

, 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-

; "

any be aisrouted (their characterization of "misrouting" may imply.

.j greater significance than we would attach to similar findings).
..

'

3.
-

In the pipe aupport area, in trying to resolve a probles of the,

t ~j adequacy of QC inspectione conducted in 1980, the licensee has

d portrayed only a small percentage of defects of " characteristics"
idsntified 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 uns defective out of 50 reviewed on a single
h hanger, the percentage is small; but if the one defective charactaristic

' -
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 then broadly approaching the problem with significant,

'
.g reinspections to determine whether or not construction was adequate.
v Cosounications

,

[ 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 soila remedial work was completed. It was determined to
be ongoing the ne-t day at the site.

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

J. Cook informed W. 1.ittle of his understanding that both J. Kappler! 4

I.

{ and H. Denton had agreed that the subject of the CAL was not a
safety related item subject to NRC reguistory jurisdiction. Such,

8 *

sgreements had not in fact occurred and following a meeting, Consumers |

Power Company issued their couaitments in a letter to Region III.
i

)
'

t 3. In reviewing a licensee May 10, 1982 letter, responding to the Board I'
Order, the NRR staff had an unsigned letter and legion III had a signed <

copy both dated the same date but differing in content. l
~

.

>

|' . 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 |articipated in.4 y

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

'
made in the SALP response provided by Midland,and the SALP response
in itself from Midland is 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 dona 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 solves thus time appears co have
been vasted in writing an analysis rather than in fixing the p,roblem..

2. Midland site appears to be overly conscious with regard to whether e

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.

( vhich 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 citations. ,

This type of view was expressed by the utility during a recent efforti

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 cospicx and comp 13 Acted ever
i undertaken within Region III. The reason is that they are building

two units of the site simultaneously and additionally have an underpinning,

construction effort which in itself is pronably 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:

! extremelycomp1f)tedtomanage. This activity appears to cause a lot of
pressure on the licenses management.

,
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.
.

4. Mr. J. Cook, the Vice President responsible for the Midland site
! is an extremely capable and dynamic individual. However, thesev

| ; characteristics in conjunction with the complexity and imunenseness
! of operation as set forth in 3, above any actually be contributing
I to some of the confusion which seems to exist. The staff views that

,

,
'

?.i (1) he is too much involved in detail of plant operations and there are

5 times when the working level staff appears to agree and be ready to
A', take action where Mr. Cook any argue details as to the necessity for
' .9 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,,
y both signed and unsigned appearing in NRR and causing confusion.
j, (3) this push any lead to some animosity at the licensee's staff level

, ; if NRC activities are looked on as slowing progress of construction at'

- the site.
!

! Rece :mendations

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

r$ suggestions are made.
ii
**.

1. The company must be ande aware and have emphasized to thes assin
.

''

that their focus should be on correcting identified problema in a
,,

9, complete and timely manner. '
.

~

- 2. We should question whether or not it is possible to adequately manage ,
a construction program which is as complex and diverse as that which
currently exists at Midland. We would suggest specifically that the
fo11cwing activities be considered:

!

,
,

s. That the licensee cut back work and dedicate their efforts to
getting one of the units en line in conjunction with doing the,

!, soils remedial work.
' '

b. That they have a separate management group all the way to a
possible new Yice President level, one of which would manage the
coastruction of the teactor to get it operational and the second

! to look solely after the remedial soils and underpinning activities.
!

i 3. Consumers,Fower Company should develop a design and construction
verification program by an independent contractor. This would provide

i an important additional sensure 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.

';; -(.- f ]]N.k
i) C. E. Norelius. Director;

; gj Division of Engineering and
; n Technical Programs

.. s

:54
'

/
-i **h v i.f2M. .

'

R. L. Spessard. Director'

,

Division of Project and
- Resident Programs
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MEMCRANDUM FOR: R. F. Warnick, Director, Enforcement and nvestigations N'

S. tati% d.

3
FRCM: R. J. Cook, Senior Resident Inspector, Midland Site -

MSUBJECT: INDICATORS OF QUESTICNABLE LICENSEE PERTCPMANCE - MIDLA:.T :
SITE

g
I a

--

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 elicensee performances

]
- 1. One of the leading items is the ever-inspection perforsad on electrical

QC inspectors which was done in response to NRC concerns identified in
the Ma) 1981 team inspection. The licensee f. sd weaknesses in the jinspections performed by some electrical QC inspectors pertaining to not

-

--|
. identifying the mis-routing of cables. This item culminated in an itas i

of noncompliance. The licensee did not expand the overview activity to
---

a degree necessary for an acceptable resolution to the identi'fied weak- gr:ess - even after a meeting in RIII. This item has not been resolved to
the satisfaction of the NRC although ou.~ position has been clearly defined. I

- y
,

-

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-!

corn of questionable electrical QC inspections. However, the audit report 5
,} stated that it (the audit report) did not address the NRC concerns.

6

|
,

2. 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, --

I one week later, the NRC inspectors found soils work instrumentation instal- -

j lation was started the day after the March 10, 1982 meeting without a QC/QA
; umbrellas that the licensee's QA Auditor and QA Engineering personnel were ,

?i not approached pertaining to the need for CA coverage for this soils settle-
-

i ment instrueentations that there were strong indications that the licensee ;
had mislead the NBC in relating that the work was essentially complete when g-indeed it was nots and presently, the licensee management informs our inspec-
tor that items are ready for his review when in actuality they are not. Our
conversations with licensee personnel - other than management - confirm that -fthe items are not ready for review.

! 7
-;-
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. .
-

hY
I (i Historically, one of the NRC questions has been, "Who is running thel 3.

job - Bechtel or Consumers?" The following example would allow one to-

y believe it is sechtel: As a part of the resolution to our findings in
i the soils settlement instrumentation installation, the NRC insisted that
y. the licensee generate a Coordination / Installation Tom to cover interface

t W between different evolutions of instrumentation installation. The lican-
d see would call our inspector for his concurrance on the adequacy of the
;y fem - 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 -
I( the fom that was generated to resolve regulatory concerns. This eventi

? has occurred twice and was considered as a deviation during a more recent>

s; inspection. The opinion of the staff is that if Consumers generates a
i fom that will aid them in not incurring regulatory difficulty, and which

har had NRC input, the licenses should demand that the contractor comply,

with these policies instead of the contractor dictating the regulatoryt ''

envirorsnent under which they will work.
.

( 4. Deficiencies in material stcrage conditions has continually been a concern
i to the NRC and has resultad in items of noncompliance. To the inspectors,
i~ the ability to maintain quality storage is indicative of how rigorous or

slipshod the constructor's attitude is towards construction. The licensee-

has attested to entice the constructor to do better in maintiaining thc<

q material storage conditicas, but still the licensee's auditors and the
h NRC have negative findings in material storage conditions and negative
~

discussions with the contractor about the validity of the finding.
'

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

roca 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

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

'

6 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, as.cause of this and significant
adverse operational conditions, insistad 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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R. F. warnick 3 July 23, 1982 l
-

,g 1.

'N
h 7. An example of reluctance in placing the responsibility for quality work-'

| /,3 manship at the foreman and/or worker level has recently been ideratified.
' f. ~; The NRC inspectors noted that scene drop-in anchors were improperly instal-

i'.'

led and obviously did not adhere to the inatt11ation procedures. The
licensee's attitude indicated this was not a valid finding because QC had' 's

$4 not inspected the item. The NRC inspectors treat this as indicative that,

'j slipshod warinnanship is tolerated in the hopes that QC will find the mistakes.
Vs. *p S. Late in 1981, the licensee decided to move the QA site Superintendent into
a another position and cover this site function by sharing the site time be-
if; tween the QA Director and the QA Manager. After a January 1982 meeting with
d the NBC at RIII, the licensee opted to fill the CA Superintendent spot with
Q another person. In the spring of the year, the NRC inspectors were following
% up on welding allegations and approached the QA Superintendent. The QA

I j j Superintendent was familiar with the alleged poor welding and had established
, pf, what the NRC inspectors determined to be a responsive plan to resolve the

j "y.7 questionable Q:: welding inspections. 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
)N cause that the Exit Interview was the most hostile exit interview ha had
M ever encountered.
M
$ 9. During a recent inspection, it was noted by the NRC inspector that fill dirt
g was piled and being covered eith a mud met at a nominal 1:1 horisontal to

'

-p vertical slope when the specification called for a lh:1 horizontal to verti-
y cal slope. A constn2ctor 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 constructor
] having an attitude which precludes quality wod==nahip.

4

ih 10. At: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 insentiation. A4

y recent example is: the NRC inspector informed the licensee and the contrac-
>g ter he wanted to see restanes of persons involved in the remedial soils work.

; '.y); There is an obligation to the NRC to supply a precise n6mber of " qualified"
[J persons on the soils work. The inspector was iniczned he could not get these

[M
records as they were personal. The inspector ultimately did get the informa-,

C tica after bringing it to.the sttention of licensee upper management. How-
'g g ever, this indicates an implied unwillingness of the constructor to share

information with the NBC and soneitimes with the licensee.
l . f'. '
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.

:t "

:~
a'
.i n. The licensee oftentimes does not demonstrate a " heads up" approach to''

:{{ their activities. ne following are examples of the licenses operating
p in an environment using tunnel vision " blinders".
%

; ,i a) During a recent NRC inspection, the inspector challenged the ability
'

to maintain the proper six ratio on high pressure grout. This was3
, ?: done after the inspector noted that the operator could never maintain

ij the proper six ratio without centinual manual control - which was not
' i; available when the grout is applied. The licensee's apathetic atti-

~~ tude did not allow them to stop the grout application until the next
j day when this became an issue at the exit intarview.

.

b)
'

At one point in time, the ccmpany 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.

.

Y! c) The NTC inspector recently witnessed the licensee setting up to drill
a well hole in safety related dirt using a technique which was not

'

autherized. If the inspector had not brought this to the licensee's
attention. the licensee would have violated an order addressing reme- *

.

dial soik work and also the Construction Permit. When the licensee.

- was queried as to the availability of the QC/QA personnel who would
. : prevent such activity from happening, the NRC inspector was informed
|} that this was (another) misunderstanding.
; i.

'',: The NRC inspectors have beer informed by our contacts on site that there
- are memoes written to the effect that " peripheral vision" should be cur-

,t, tailed and communication with the NRC stiffled. The NRC has not read
yT these memoes yet - but plans to in the near future, provided they really
id exist and infer what we have been informed.

-

12. 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 examplesi

}' > ; . of this are:

a) The NRC soils inspector informs the licensee that soils stabilization .

grout comes under the Q program. The licensee is not particularly
happy with this position. Unknown to the inspector, the licensee

,j argues his point with NRR to have the grout non-Q - using only those
;c j arguments which support his (the licensee's) position. The licensee

t
i

.2

.i.'
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> -

tas the advantage of the NRC inspector's technical and regulatory
basis for supporting his (the inspector's) position, and therefore"
avoids mention of this during the discussions with NRR. However,

:; the licensee's QA program, which has already been approved by NRR,
states that all the remedial soils work is Q unless RIII approves a
relaxation en a case by case basis. It appears the licensee does,

_ n] not wish to acknowledge the prior agreements with the NRC.
-,

b) Since the failure of auxiliary feedwater headers in B&W steam genera-
tors, discussions have transpired between the NRC inspectors and the,

site personnel. mese discussions have indicated that the licensee
was maintaining a conservative approach and were entertaining the
concerns expressed by the NRC which were stimulated primarily by gross
mistakes in attempting the modification at operating B&W plants. The
licensee's corporate personnel were annoyed that the NRC inspectors

, would not give approval to start the modification until all,, the pre-i

paratory work had been ac%11shed as this would tend to impact the
schedule and the modification to the steam generators could become a

; scheduling ruisance. 2e licenses 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 menticit that the NRR
Cperational 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 Constructicn Project Manager was on
this issue - only that they had found some form of approval from some-
one in the NRC. #

c) At times, when Immediata Action Lettars or other forms of escalated
enforcement beceme 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-
tampts 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 "raal" issues, as identified by the NRC inspectors are
being masked.

d) During inspections of the remedial soils work, the NRC inspector has
been infermed by the licensee that certain findings and areas of inspec-
tion were not within the purview of his (the inspecter'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
enfor:ement action. However, the NRC inspectors would subsequently find_ '

that there was no such agreement between the Regioral Administratt r and
-

the licensee - only a philosophical discussion as to what, in general
terms, constituted an item of nonccmpliance.

,
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'%
:a

.@ The above indicators support the reputation the licensee has for being
M argumentative. Their apparent inability to accept an NRC position with-5,

%)g)
f out diligently searching to find a " softened" position results in numer-:

ous bours of frustrated conversations between all parties involved to
3 resubstantiate (usuany the original position) a position based on tech-,

N nical and regulatory prudency.
ia

%2
W 13. The licensee has been classified publicly by the NRC as being argumenta-,

t 3 tive. The licensee continues ' to =wh4hi t this trend, as evidenced by the
$ following examples:-

'

M
Q a) EssentiaHy cvery item of noncompliance receives an argumentative
.Q answer which addresses only the specificity of the item of noncom-
N pliance and selectively avoids any concept which would support the+

! essence for the item of noncompliance. For example - in the instance
of the is:Froperly instaued drop-in anchor mentioned above, it was; ,

the fact that QC had not inspected the instanation of the bolt which,

~) was important to the licensee. However, the real enforcement issue( was that v aats were being improperly instan ed.
*

0 b) The cycle II SALP made critical evaluations of the licensee's perfor-

a] mance in several areas. The licensee's response to this SALP report
was argumentative over specific details and did not seem to acknowl-

27 edge that the consensus of opinion of the NRC inspection staff was-

d 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.

' c) The "Q-ness" of the remedial soils work has continually been an argu-
mentative topic of discussion which ultimately resulted in a HQ meeting

, s on March 10, 1982. At this meeting, the "Q-ness" of the remedial soils
i j work was specified and later declamented with the meeting minutes. How-

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

quant meeting was held in RIII to further clarify the NRC position.
stiu, the topic of "Q-ness" is being argued by the licensee, even thoughi

,

the ASI.a has issued an order further de4'ining the "Q-ness" of the soils I

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.

|
| _|i 14. During a recent episode, the licensee wanted to continue excavation of soils

!

a- in proximity to the Feedwater Isolation Valve Pit (FIVP). However, the lican- I

j see wanted to perform this evolution without determining that the temporazy
- supports of the FIVF were adequate. Making this determination would have an
| impact on scheduling, as stated by the licensee. The FIVP supports were

instaned without a g 1subre11a' and subsequent inspections did reveal several;

discrepancies in the installation of the suppcrt structure.

|r

!

|

| I'
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; 15. During the limited remedial soils work which has transpired, the licensee

3 has managed to penetrate Q-electrical duct banks, a condenser header drain
,

g-j line, an abandoned sewer line, a non-Q electrical duct bank and a 72-inch
Q circulating water line. All of these cccurances have happened because of
g a lack of control and attention to details. Whenever approached by the -
1 NRC as to the adequacy of review prior to attempting to drill, the NRC

,

|M receives responses which strongly suggest that the time was not taken to ;3

i M perfom these reviews - perhaps taking this time would impact on the |
.].? schedule.
s
D 16. By virtue of an earlier ALAB order, the licensee is required to perfom

] trend analyses for nonconfo ming conditions. These trend analyses have, '+

3 in the past, masked the data such that obvious trends are not obvious and

has resulted in negative findings by the NBC. This was addressed in one
'

of the earlier SALP meetings. Recently, while performing a review of |,' hangsr welding data, the NBC inspector found that the statistical data had,

*e been diluted to the point that the number of unsatisfactory hangers could
#

not be detemined freet the trend analyses or the type and degree of non-r

% conforming conditions which were being identified pertinent to the hanger
.abrication.

.

y 17. The licensee centinually would use the NRC staff as consultants and clas-
sifies a regulatory and enforcement position as countar ,.Mdvs. This

> , is ref1ceted by the licensee not wishing to perfom 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.,i
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 progran to esta-*

blish F.ality and then the NRC would approve er disapprove. However, the
licensee requires consultation with the NPC to establish his level of
quality requirements.

.

The above is not intended to be a complete list of all discrepancias which indi-
cate questionable licensee performance as this would require a more extensive
review of the records and inspection personnel involved than ti:ca permits. Also,
there has been no attempt to systematically document the enforcement and unre-
solved items list as these are contained in other information sources. However,

L the listing is rather comprehensive of the types of situations and attitudes which
prevail at the Midland site as observed by the NBC inspector staff.

i h When considering the above listing of questionable licensee performance attributes,
the mest damning concept is the fact that the NRC inspection effort at Midland has '.

been purely reactive in nature for approximatsly the last year, and that these
indicators are what have been observed in approximately the last six months. If

i

i
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J these are the types of items that have become an NRC nuisance under a reactive
i,' insportion program, one can only wonder at what would be disclosed under a

i 2j rigorous routine inspection and audit program.
t _;
i

,

}. Sincerely,i
t
; e
i .7,
> .

i .

a ...- ,

t -
.

R. J. Cook

i Senior Resident Inspector
Midland Site Resident Officei

cc W. D. Shafer

| D. C. Boyd
R. N. Gardner*

i. R. B. Landsman
"4

B. L. Burgess
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